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ABSTRACT 

This study shows that whilst the emergence of 

school climate as an educational issue of major import

ance is being recognised in the more recent schooling 

effects literature, the actual concept remains somewhat 

elusive and vaguely defined. A severe lack of knowledge 

and need for study into the area, particularly of primary 

school climates, is also evident. 

The actual concept of climate is thus discussed 

and analysed and evidence in support of the need for its 

assessment is presented. Past measures used for climate 

assessment are then reviewed with the aim of selecting 

an appropriate instrument to identify school climate 

perceptions· of primary school students in this study. 

Here a new area 0£ school climate information - the 

quality of school 1 ife - was introduced. The Quality of 

School Life Questionnaire which enabled differentiation 

between a number of climate dimensions, was selected as 

being the most appropriate instrument for minor modifi

cation and use in this study. The refined version titled 

School Life was administered to 587 students from 23 

classes in 12 A. c. T. primary schools. 

Data was analysed to provide detailed information 

concerning students' views of the positive and negative 

aspects of their school climate. To determine the 

validity of these results and to strengthen the study as 

a whole students with very high/very 1ow school climate 



perceptions were then interviewed. This enabled more 

detailed discussions of these students' perceptions of 

school life. Also, it enabled examination of the 

possibility of employing school counsellor intervention 

techniques at both the school and personal levels aimed 

at assisting such students in coping more adequately in 

their school systems. 

iv 

The results indicate that school climate assess

ment can provide important information which could be util

ized by school counsellors. In this Study, such assess

ment led to actual identification of the high/low quality 

areas in school climates and led to identification with 

reasonable accuracy of individual students not coping in 

theirexistent climates. 

Thus the possibility and the value of school 

counsellors working towards 'individualizing' school 

climates through either modifying the actual climate or 

climate dimension/s to better match student needs, or 

through employing intervention techniques aimed at helping 

individual students not coping in their particular school 

climates is examined and emphasized. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1 

This field study has been undertaken in an 

attempt to stress the importance of evaluating the impact 

the school environment or climate has on students. 

Implications for school counsellor responsibilities and 

roles resulting from such evaluation are then examined. 

Without evaluation, those involved in educational 

administration and in related fields have little way of 

knowing prior to failure or to some crisis point whether 

or to what degree student needs are being fulfilled 

within the school system. Through such evaluation and 

early intervention when appropriate, however, school 

requirements could ideally be matched as closely as 

possible to student needs. The school counsellor would be 

an appropriate person to undertake this type of evaluative 

work and to act on the results. He/she should possess the 

knowledge and skills to offer a range of early intervention 

options suitable for modifying either areas of the school 

climate or of individual student's behaviour/s who are not 

coping in their school climate to thus ensure more equal 

educational opportunities for all. 

Researching the historical literature, one finds 

reactions to school life which are considerably varied. 

The number of students who become ecstatic when the 

school bell rings and who remain that way all day is 

probably very small, as is the number who sit silently 

all day hating class after class and longing for the 

school day to end. Most students, rather, tend to like 

some aspects of their life at school and dislike others. 



Both the pleasures and pains of school life and partic

ularly of life in the earlier grades have been written 

about by many influential spokespeople. Such writings, 

examples of which are presented below, tend to polarise 

into detractors and supporters of school life. TWO 

themes predominate the negative literature. The first 

concerns frightening or embarrassing experiences 

resulting from the actions of cruel and insensitive 

teachers and/or pupils. Tales of unusually severe 

punishments and of being continually ridiculed charact

erize such reports. The second theme relays feelings 

of boredom and .unmet expectations which arise from the 

overwhelming attractiveness of life outside the class 

and the meaninglessness of the lessons being taught. 

Accounts of unusual punishment, particularly 

physical punishment, are not as plentiful the se days as 

they were a few generations ago. The following account 

of school life as George Orwell remembered it is 

probably not too far removed from the experience of many 

adults who r eceived their elementary schooling in this 

country a generation or two ago: 

"We would sit round the long shiny table, 
made of some very pale -coloured, hard 
wood, with Sim (the teacher) goading, 
threatening, exhorting, sometimes 
joking, very occasionally praising, but 
always prodding, prodding away at one's 
mind to keep it up to the right pitch 
of concentration, as one might keep a 
sleepy person awake by sticking pins 
into him. 

2 



He would tap away at one's skull with 
his silver pencil, which, in my memory, 
seems to have been about the size of a 
banana, and which certainly was heavy 
enough to raise a bump: or he would 
pull the short hairs round one's ears, 
or, occasionally, reach out under the 
table and.kick onels shin. On some days 
nothing seemed to go right, and then it 
would be: 1 All right, then, I know what 
you want. You 1 ve been asking for it the 
whole morning. Come along, you useless 
little slacker. Come into the study. 1 

And then whack, whack, whack, whack, and 
back one would come, red-wealed and 
smarting - in later years Sim had 
abandoned his riding crop in favor of a 
thin rattan cane which hurt very much 
more - to settle down to work again." 

(Orwell, 196 8) 

The second and more common negative memory of 

school life is one in which feelings of tedium dominate: 

"Imagine yourself thirteen summers young 
in a world that stretched as far as the 
eye could see, but no further; a world 
of boring visits to ancient aunts and 
Sunday drives and triple features,of 
baseball in the streets and zoos and 
jawbreakers and Indian gum and penman
ship and firecrackers and Tarzan and 
the Scarecrow. It's morning. Off to 
the grey prison, school, and the heavy 
books, the ceramic women with their fiery 
eyes, and the clock-hands that never 
moved. One o'clock. A century later, 
two 1 oclock. Two centuries later, three 
0

1 clock. Saved by the bell!" 

(Beaumont 1963:49) 

Although school was painful and dull for some 

it was pleasurable and exciting for others. Thomas 

Wolfe (1947) in a letter praising his childhood teacher, 

Mrs Roberts, provides an example: 

3 



"During the years Mrs Roberts taught me 
she exercised an influence that is in
estimable on almost every particular of 
my life and thought. 

With the other boys of my age I know she 
did the same. We turned instinctively 
to this lady for her advice and 
direction and we trusted to it unfalter
ingly. 

I think that kind of relation is one 
of the profoundest experiences of any
one's life - I put the relation of a 
fine teacher to a student just below 
the relation of a mother to her son and 
I don't think I could say more than this". 

4 

Although these descriptions of intense feelings 

concerning school experiences provide evidence for the 

lasting impact that these educational institutions have on 

specific student's livest they do not provide an unbiased 

account of the impact of schooling. Mild emotions are not 

particularly interesting and consequently they are seldom 

reportedt leaving us few examples of the varieties of 

emotion between the extremes of joy and hatred which are 

doubtlessly felt by many students at least some of the 

time. Most autobiographical accounts are written by 

people of note, thus recollections of the general public 

rarely get into print. Also there is no guarantee that 

adulthood recol.lections provide an unbiased picture of the 

immediate experience of living in a classroom. For these 

reasons it is wise to avoid relying too heavily on adult 

memories as any more than a source of insight into the 

influence schooling plays on the lives of children. 

A great number of studies have been undertaken 

and reported in the literature in attempts to measure the 



5 

impact schqoling has on students. These largely relate 

to achievement rather than to contentment or satisfaction 

with the school environment or climate,·or to other non

cognitive variables such as are presented in the writings 

above. However, if we are to prevent rather than respond 

to many of the problems encountered by students at school, 

we should be aiming to evaluate these schools in terms 

of their 'immediatet effects on students. Most studies 

which follow this latter perspective conclude that a 

major source of variation between schools influencing 

children's development concerns the school climate. 

Initially this concept appears to be somewhat elusive, 

however sufficient evidence was collected in reviewing 

the literature to justify the need for further study 

into this area and in fact to uncover a severe lack of 

knowledge, especially in· relation to primary school 

climates. It appears that some students relate. rather 

well to their existing climate while others are highly 

incompatible. 

Thus this study aims to emphasise the value of 

school counsellors (however, other ·appropriately 

qualified school personnel could likely fulfill such 

a role) working towards .'individualising' school climates 

thro~gh either modification of the actual climate to 

better suit student needs or intervention techniques 

aimed at helpi~g individual students not coping in 

their particular climates. 

The selection of an appropriate instrument to 



identify school climate perceptions of students is 

thus a priority of this study. Research here led to 

a relatively new area of information - the quality of 

school life - which examines issues of school climate 

from a slightly different perspective from the more 

traditional literature. The Quality of School Life 

questionnaire (in an amended form) constructed by 

Williams and Batten (1981) was eventually selected as 

being the most appropriate available survey for this 

study. The possibility of employing such a measure in 

schools to determine those students dissatisfied with 

their climate who could theoretically benefit from 

counsellor intervention will be examined. Also, 

schools where students perceive the climate to be 

either very positive or negative will be the subject 

for further investigations. Here emphasis will be 

directed at forms of school counsellor intervention to 

modify the negative school climates or negative areas 

of these climates to more appropriately meet the needs 

of students. 

The second Chapter of this study reviews the 

literature on schooling effects. The findings are 

critically analysed and evaluated and the claim made 

by a significant number.of studies in this literature, 

that schooling has no positive impact and often no 

impact at all on students is rejected. A number of 

studies in this literature indicated that a major 

source of variation between schools, influencing 

children's development concerned the school climate. 

6 



The examination of the actual concept of school climate 

and evidence in support of the need for its assessment 

form the basis of Chapter 3 in this study. The aim of 

Chapter 4 is to review measures used to assess school 

climate and then to describe the development of the 

model and measure adopted for use in this study. 

Chapter 5 describes the framework of the study, the 

general objective being to show in practice that school 

climate assessment could provide, potentially important 

information for school counsellors through, identifying 

poor quality areas in the school climate and .identifying 

individual students who are not coping adequately in 

their particular school climate. Chapter 6 presents 

the results of the study and discusses the implications 

of these results for school counsellor roles. 

Chapter 7, the conclusion, examines to what extent the 

objectives set out in Chapter 4 have been fulfilled 

throughout the course of the study. 

7 



CHAPTER 2 

SCHOOLING EFFECTS 

8 

Many factors affect student learning, including 

parents, peers, teachers, schools, and, most of all, 

students themselves. No single study has adequately 

investigated the influence of all these factors. Given 

the data collection and methodological problems entailed, 

there probably never will be a single research project 

that will look adequately at the interrelations and 

effects of each of these influences. The literature 

shows considerable disagreement over what influence 

schooling plays with respect to childrens' development 

and behaviour. Usually for about 12 years encompassing 

a critical period of their development children spend 

almost as much of their waking life at school as at 

home. This adds up to about 15,000 hours during which 

schools and teachers may have an impact on the develop

ment of the children in their care (Rutter et al., 1979). 

Before examining schooling effects, the role schools are 

attempting to play in today's society deserves 

clarification. 

SCHOOLING FUNCTIONS: 

Looking at the literature from the traditional 

schooling functions to those of the present day, research 

implies that if schools are to be effective they should 

provide adequate training in the areas of knowledge and 

skills development including literacy, computational 



skills and at least a minimum of job related skills. 

The impact of schooling, however, should, according 

to the views presented below, extend to non-cognitive 

areas. 

Students should acquire attitudes and values 

to facilitate their integration into the competitive 

occupat;i.onal and political world of adults (Dreeben, 

l968). The school in most cases firmly specifies 

correct and incorrect behaviour and defines success 

and failure in a clear-cut, rigid way. There exists a 

massive persuasive power in the regular customs of the 

school and it is clear from evidence that at least in 

the primary and early secondary school years, the· 

majority of students fully accept the school's defin

itions of reality and accept 'education' on the 

institution's terms. 

The sorting or identifyi~g ot students{ 

future socioeconomic roles through such means as test 

score results, academic performance and years of 

schooling, is a further expectation of the school. 

9 

The encouragement and development of individual 

potential and attributes such as creativity and self

reliance is one of the more recent aims of schooling, 

advocating a more humanistic total education. The 

uniqueness and special attributes of every child is 

not only recognised, but must be developed to fulfill 

this airn. Carl Rogers (1970) states that only the 
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nurturing of both the c~gnitive and affective realms 

allows development of full potential. Suppression of 

the affective realm .hampers full development of ·the 

cognitive realm. He claims that learning which involves 

the whole person of the learner - feelings as well as 

intellect - is the most lasting and pervasive. It has 

also been suggested that the cognitive realm is less 

important than the affective in re.lation to the 

development of important human values. Living involves 

tht total person I not only one t_s thoughts but also 

feelings, therefore if educational systems are to be 

related to living, they must accept the responsibility 

for the development of individual potential in both 

cognitive and affective realms. Jersild (1968) also 

emphasises the importance of the affective realm, 

stating that people come .to terms with themselves more 

on an emotional basis. than on an intellectual basis. 

Custody or the child minding function is s een 

as being another school role. Because it is not 

generally classified as part of the ideology of 

education, the custodial function is often. overlooked. 

However, with the ever increasing numbers of adolescents 

continuing on to further education in preference to 

early employment or unemployment, the custodial function 

becomes more important. 

Despite general public acceptance for the 

necessity of schools in society today each of these 

functions is being o~ has been called into question. 



Criticisms of schools' effectiveness in providing know

ledge and skills take the form of both statistical 

analyses {Coleman, et al., 1966; Jenks et al., 1972) and 

observation (Herndon, 1968; Holt, 1967; Kozel, 1968; 

Silberman, 1970). While in the traditional ideology 

provision of knowledge and.skills is considered as the 

principle element of schooling, evidence suggests that 

schools today may be failing to meet this criteria. 

Goodlad (1968), however, points out that success in 

school as measured by grades appears to bear little 

relationship to anything else of importance - not to 

good citizenship, good work habits, happiness, compassion, 

or to any other significant value in the human sphere. 

The socialization and sorting functions are 

sometimes viewed as supporting politically and socially 

conservative forces. Because there is a close relation

ship between years of schooling and socioeconomic 

status, and test scores and years of schooling are 

closely related, it is alleged that the present school 

system perpetuates the existing social order (Bowles & 

Gin tis, 1972; Jenks ·et al. l972) . Furthermore, the 

system supports this order by labelling test score 

results and years of schooling, as lobjective' determin

ants of merit. In fact, according to these critics, 

test scores and years of schooling are largely deter

mined by non-school factors of heredity and home 

environment, so that achievement as defined by the 

student's own effort has little to do with outcomes. 

Thus this view advocates that schools socialize 



students to accept the legitimacy of the existing 

system and its discipline, providing only the illusion 

of quality without in any sense providing equal 

opportunity {Milner, 1972; Spring, 1972). 

12 

Development of personal attributes is also 

questioned by critics for a number of reasons. Frieden

berg (1963), Goodman (1965), Herndon (1968, 1971), and 

Holt {1967), claim that schools stifle rather than 

promote personal attributes. Silberman (1970a) and 

Jozol (1968), are representative of the critics who find 

that schools operate in a dull and mindless atmosphere 

sacrificing children's initiative and creativity which is 

unable to flourish amidst the discipline and instruction. 

A further line of research claims that schools have only 

minor roles to play in developing these qualities while 

literature also exists to support the belief that the 

school's role is largely irrelevant and does not retard 

or promote such qualities. Finally, many researchers 

who believe in the importance of the school in the 

promotion of these qualities find themselves unable to 

devise generally acceptable measures of how schools 

affect such attributes. 

Thus it appears that there is no general con

census on the importance or the degree to which schools 

fulfill these general roles. The separate dimensions can 

be examined; however, there appears to be dispute in each 

of these and disagreement on how performance on these 

different dimensions could be weighted. 



Spady and Mitchell (1977) offer an alter

native model of schooling functions and draw on both 

structural-functional and symbolic-interaction schools 

of sociological theory. 

13 

This model is used by Williams & Batten (1981) 

as a basis for constructing their Quality of School Life 

Survey. The model depicts schools as "action systems for 

integrating individual expectations for personal fulfil

ment with societal expectations for the schools to 

develop the structures necessary to provide for the 

nurture of personal development, competency, responsib

ility, and integration among students" (Mitchell & 

Spady, 1977). 

They define four broad societal level 

expectations responsible for the creation and mainten

ance of schools, 11 expectations (which) can best be 

described in terms of certain characteristics thought 

to be important for adult citizens to possess in order 

to enter and participate in a society which is productive, 

orderly and attractive to its members". Schools are 

expected to: 

1. facilitate and certify the achievement of 

technical competence, in effect, to 

certify that individuals are capable 

of doing tasks valued in the society 

at large; 



2. encourage and enhance personal development in 

the form of physical, emotional, and 

intellectual skills and abilities; 

3. generate and support· socia•l integration among 

individuals across cultural groups and 

within institutions; and 

4. nurture and guide each student's sense of social 

responsibility for the consequences of his/ 

her own personal actions, and for the 

character and quality of the groups to 

which the student belongs. 

14 

In response to these societal expectations, schools have 

developed organisational structures whose function is 

to translate these expectations into action within the 

school. These structures are respectively: 

1. certification structures, which enable students 

who have reached agreed standards of 

technical competence to qualify for 

certificates, rewards, promotions and 

the like; 

2. instruction structures, which facilitate 

personal development through learning 

and exploration; 

3. socialization structures, which emphasize 

student .participation in the social 

system of the school in order to 

achieve· social integration; and 



4. supervision structures, which engender the 

development of s ·oc•ial responsibility in 

students through adjuscrnent to and 

learning of prevailing. social norms 

and values. 

Spady and Mitchell argue that societal 

expectations can be met~ and school organisational 

structures operate successfully, only if students are 

attracted to these outcomes and respond to the school 

processes which embody . them. From the student '·s per

spective, certification processes, which embody perfor

mance standards, are only attractive if they enable 

the s t udent to qualify for desirable and real future 

opportu•nities; the concern here being for the relevance 

of schooling. The key to instructional effectiveness 

is the experience of adven'ture in learning, an exper

ience which makes learning intrinsically reward:i.ng 

15 

and leads to self-motivation. The major motivating 

factor governing the realization of social integration 

outcomes is identity formation, the development of self

awareness in relation to the larger society. Acquiring 

a sense of social responsibility - subordinating 

personal interests to the general welfare . - is dependent 

upon the student achieving status in the group, an ack

nowledgement of the prerogatives and ·prestige of the 

student. 

These four areas of student experience or 

conditions of motivation corresponding to the four 



societal expectations and school structures can be 

diagrammatically represented as follows: 

Societal Expectations 

Social .Responsibility 

Social Integration 

Personal Development 

Technical Competency 

School 
Structur·es 

Supervision 

Socializ
ation 

Instruction 

Certific
ation 

Student 
Expe-riences 

Status 

Identity 

Adventure 

Opportunity. 
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It was the four areas of student experience above which 

became the domains of schooling in the quality of school 

life model and the resulting School Life Survey selected 

for use in this field study. These domains will be 

explained in more detail in Chapters 2 and 3. 

Overall the literature provides a somewhat 

fragmented picture regarding the function of the school 

in society today. From the information it could be 

predicted that in most schools.goals would differ at 

least in degree and would depend on variables such as 

the philosophy of theschool, attitudes of the principal 

and staff, the socioeconomic location of the school, etc. 

In line with this, it is to be expected that schooling 

effects should also differ in both type and intensity 

from school to school. 

Before examining whether or not this is the 

case, the traditions regarding studies of educational 
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effects will briefly be examined. 

STUDIES OF EDUCATIONAL EFFECTS: 

Three major approaches can be identified within 

studies of educational effects. Prior to the work of 

Coleman et al. (1966), the earliest of these dating from 

around 1900, drew heavily on educational psychology. It 

focussed on school pupils as its unit of analysis and 

attempted to relate the personal and behavioural 

characteristics of teachers to scores made by their 

pupils on various written tests. The literature which 

has resulted from this type of research on teacher 

effectiveness has been reviewed by Rosenshine (1971). 

A second approach dating from around 1940 

derived its perspective largely from social psychology. 

It focussed on the college student as its unit of 

analysis and explored the impact of college experiences 

on personality development and post college careers 

(Feldman, 1969). 

The most recent school of thought began 

around 1960 and has drawn primarily on the field of 

economics, focussing mainly on schools as its unit of 

analysis. It has examined how specific educational re

sources interact with student characteristics to 

produce variation in student behaviour as measured by 

aggregated scores from standardized tests (Guthrie, 1970). 
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The major studies and the reviews in this area 

have generally concurred that the measurable differences 

between schools appear to have only a modest or slight 

relationship to how well students perform (e.g., Averch, 

Carroll, Donaldson, Kiesling & Pincus, 1972; Mayeske, et 

al., 1972; Mosteller & Moynihan, 1972). This is not to 

say that schooling has no effect on student learning, one 

common misinterpretation of the findings, but only that 

the between-school differences on the variables assessed 

are not highly related to student achievement after the 

socioeconomic status of a school 1 s students has been 

taken into account. 

Two major limitations to these above approaches 

have been their limited conceptual frameworks and the 

isolation in which the different traditions have developed. 

The work of Coleman et al. (1966), in using the pupil as 

the unit of analysis and in measuring organizational 

contexts both subjectively and objectively, drew upon 

all three traditions. Critics, however, claim that it 

lacked a theoretical perspective powerful enough to 

integrate them into an interdisciplinary theory of 

educational production. However, as Coleman's work 

provided what appeared to be the most significant 

evidence to that date disputing that a relationship 

between schooling and student achievement existed, it 

has been used as a starting point for the discussion 

of schooling effects and has been examined below along 

with other r~ports claiming schooling effects to be 

negligible. 



THE VIEW THAT THE EFFECT OF SCHOOLING IS NEGLIGIBLE: 

There is widespread support.for Bernstein 1 s 

(1970) view that, "education cannot compensate for 

society" and thus pessimism about any positive impact 

schools could have on their students if society is 

substandard. This view that schools make little 

difference originates largely from the Coleman Report 

(Coleman,· et al., 1966) on Equality of Educational 

opportunity. The report surveyed 645,000 pupils in 

more than 3,000 schools in all regions of the United 

States and found relatively minor differences in the 

measured characteristics of schools attended by 

different racial and ethnic groups, but very great 

differences in their achievement levels. The report 

argued that when the social background and attitudes 

of students are held constant, per pupil expenditures, 

pupil teacher ratio, school facilities and curricula 
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show very little relation to achievement. Any variations 

in these school factors seldom overcame variations in 

family background. The report concluded, " ... that 

schools bring little influence to bear on a child's 

achievement that is independent of his background and 

general social context" (p. 325). 

Another influential piece of research by 

Christopher Jencks et al. (1972) indicated that the 

school•s output depended largely on a single input, 

the characteristics of the entering children. These 

researchers concluded that cognitive inequalities (and 



ultimately adult achievement) were not altered by the 

school. They suggested that researchers should examine 

school effects in a diff erent wa.y, to evaluate schools 

in terms of their immediate effects on teachers and 

students, which appear to be much more variable than 

their long-term effects: 

"Instead of evaluating schools in terms 
of long~terrn effects on their alumni, 
which· appears to be relatively uniform, 
we think it wiser to evaluate schools 
in terms of ther immediate effects on 
teachers and students, which appear 
much more variable. Some schools are 
dull, depressing, even terrifying places, 
while others are lively, comfortable, and 
reassuring. ·If we think of school life 
as an end in itself rather than a means 
to some other end, such differences are 
enormously important. Eliminating 
these differences would not do much to 
make adults more equal, but it would do 
a -great deal to make the quality of 
children's (and teachers 1 ) lives more equal. 
Since children are in. school for a fifth 
of their lives, this would be a significant 
accomplishment". 

(Jencks et al., 1972:256) 
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Jencks is talking here about the need for the evaluation 

of the school climate and it was this statement which 

formed the starting point for this field study. Further 

evidence· to support Jenbk~•suggestion .of the need for 

such climate assessment is presented in Chapter 2. 

The Plowden Report (1967) claimed that school 

influences were completely outweighed by the students' 

home lives, while Jensen (1969) reported that compensat

ory education had been tried and it had apparently 

failed. Economists (Burkhead, Fox & Holland, 1967; 
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Thomas, 1971) adapted analytic methods used in examining 

the relationships between factors of production and 

industrial output to measure and trace the irifluences 

of factors that affect the output of public education. 

In these studies, however, school factors seemed to have 

little impact compared with socioeconomic characteristics. 

A final view supporting the evidence that 

schooling effects are negligible simply rejects the entire 

school organisation as it stands. It is based on 

observation and experience and is advanced by such 

writers as Friedenberg (1963), Illich (1971) and Kozel 

(1968). It argues that schools are over structured, 

overly concerned with disciplining students to meet the 

requirements of society and mindless in their emphasis 

on order, which causes the sacrificing of individual 

development. This view advocates that restructuring 

toward a more open system or even the entire elimination 

of the school as a formal institution would be most 

appropriate in order to foster higher student achievement 

and self perceptions. Thus these writers do believe 

that more 'appropriate' educational approaches could 

benefit children emotionally, intellectually and 

socially and so they are not in total agreement with 

researchers such as Coleman and Jen~ks. 

There are many critiques to be found relating 

to this literature which claims schooling effects to 

be negligible. Centura and Potter ( 19 80) claim that a 

major conceptual failure marks nearly the entire school-



effects literature: 

"This failure is a confusion of school, 
an organization, with sohooling, 
a process that individual students 
experience. Schools are organizations 
that conduct .instruction. Schooling is 
the process through which instruction 
occurs. Schooling, which is comprised 
of acts by students and teachers, is 
conditioned by the social organization 
of classrooms, curricular tracks, and 
other instruct~onal units within schools. 
Therefore, a theory of schooling must 
include a conceptualization of its 
social organizational components. 
A theory of school effects must show 
how the form and operation of school 
organizations affect schooling". 
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They suggest that a widespread failure to maintain this 

distinction has led students of school effects into a 

narrowly individualistic social psychology of students' 

experiences with school: 

"This narrow individualism largely 
excludes social organizational 
concepts and measures. Hence, it is 
inadequate as a treatment of schooling 
and of the relationship between school 
and schooling". 

Any study that assesses contributions of 

schooling or of schools through schooling to academic 

or later achievement by individual students must attend 

to relationships in·the triad of school organization, 

schooling, and individual student attainment. These 

relationships include those among social structure, 

resource stocks, and individual student attributes 

within schooling. They also include relationships 

that represent the action of organizational mechanisms 



to control schooling. 

Centur:a.-& Potter claim that analysis of the 

former relationships, at the level of the instructional 

unit, will reveal how the social organization of 

schooling itself structures the distribution of school 

inputs among students, affects the use students make 
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of these resources, and thus influences the distribution 

of opportunities for students to learn. Analysis of 

the latter, cross-level relationships will reveal the 

nature and relative effectiveness of organizational 

mechanisms that bear on schooling. Thus, whatever the 

specific problem addressed~ the investigator should 

take care to match levels of measurement and conceptu

alization. 

More specific schooling effect critiques, 

particularly relating to the Coleman Report,abound the 

literature. For example, Bowles & Levin (1968) 

examined the Coleman Report in some detail and disputed 

many of its findings. They concluded that Coleman's 

methodology could.have resulted in an underestimation 

to some unknown degree of the extent of the relationship 

between school differences and pupil achievement. 

Much of the criticism of the Coleman Report 

stems from the ambiguity of its original mandate to 

document the inequality of educational opportunity. 

Critics claim this could have been achieved by demon

strating inequalities either in the distribution of 



school resources (inputs) or in student achievements 

(outputs). The survey attempts to do both and thereby 

implies a third approach: an examination of the 

educational production process which translates inputs 

into outputs. Understanding of this process requires 

detailed information on the ability of the students; 

their past level of achievement; motivation to learn; 

non-school environment; current school resource inputs 

and their current achievement (Hanushek & Kain, 1972; 

Armor, 1972; Hanushek, -1970; Levin, 1970). 

Michelson (1970) and Smith (1972) argue that 

the selection of neighbourhoods with 1 better schoolsr 
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by higher status parents and the selection of students 

into different ability groupsi both help to create a 

strong statistical bias against finding that school 

resources have an appreciable effect on student out

comes. This bias occurs especially when, as in Coleman's 

Report, such effects are calculated only on aggregated 

data~ 

Rather than presenting a thorough review of 

this literature,-disputing the research done by Coleman 

and of others with similar findings, it was decided to 

look more generally at reasons why these studies in 

fact falsely found schooling effects to be negligible. 

POSSIBLE REASONS WHY SCHOOL EFFECTS WERE FOUND 
TO BE NEGLIGIBLE: 

There are many reasons why relationships 

between student achievement and school resources are 
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difficult to interpret. 

Current student performance as measured in the 

previous studies in no way indicates past performance, 

exposure to past resources or exposure to present 

resources. Longitudinal studies providing repeated 

measurements on the same group of pupils on their 

entry to school and then at differing points through

out their school career would be necessary to 

estimate the size of any possible school effect. 

As Coleman (1975) put it: ~- .. the principle 

villain (in his statistical analysis) is the fact 

that student populations in different schools 

differ at the outset ... because of this difference, 

it is not possible merely to judge the quality of 

a school by the achievements of the students 

leaving it. It is necessary to control in some 

way for the variations in student input with which 

the teachers and staff of the school are confro~ted. 

In some.way,· it is the· increment in achievement 

that the school provides which should be the 

measure 0£ the school's quality". 

There is a possibility that the production function 

is student specific. Different students may have 

different learning patterns and the importance of 

any particular resource could vary with the learning 

patterns of the particular student. This would mean 

these resources could be extremely important to some 

students, however, as the production function 



averages out over all students, this student 

specific relationship goes unnoticed. Because 

the school is the unit of analysis, the achieve

ment of individual students is not related to their 

documented exposure to resources of a given kind 

within a school, but rather the combined achievement 

of all school students is associated with gross 

differences in the aggregate distribution across 

schools. 

There are numerous methodological problems. As 

already discussed in this Chapter, schools aim to 

achieve several goals. They do not merely aim to 

teach a student how to perform well on a 

standardized achievement test. Schools may be 

using their resources with different emphasis 

with respect to outputs. Thus if we compared four 

schools where in one the teachers spent all their 

time teaching reading, in another they were all 

emphasizing maths, in a third they were all 

behaving as custodial officers and in a fourth 

they were all attempting to develop various non

cognitive skills; then we examined the relationship 

between reading achievement and use of teachers in 

these schools, we are not likely to find a 

significant relationship. Confounding this problem 

most studies usually measure too few variables and 

there is no proof that these chosen variables are 

true measurements of the resources that do make a 

diffe.rence in student outcomes. The variables 
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chosen say nothing about a whole range of 

features which may affect children's development 

and achievements. Jencks et al. (1972) admitted 

that they ignored not only attitudes and values, 

but the school's internal life. Thus they were 

unable to consider whether children were influenced 

by differences in things such as the organizational 

or social climate of the school, or teaching styles 

or quality. Although such omissions were perhaps 

inevitable due to the size of the survey they 

increase the probability of incorrect and misleading 

conclusions. Evidence now su~gests that the 

variations between schools in either financial 

resources or size of school class show no clear 

relationships to differences in scholastic attain

ment {see Jencks et al., 1972; Averch et al., 1972; 

Rutter & Madge, l972; Summers & Wolfe, 1977). 

Thus in some of the studies which claim schooling 

effects are negligible, this claimed lack of 

association may simply mean that an irrelevant 

variable was chosen. 

Many researchers have argued that students spend a 

relatively small proportion of their time in class

rooms actually learning. Cbnsiderable learning 

goes on out of school. Thus although schools may 

be making a vast difference, if this difference is 

still small in comparison with total learning, it 

is hard to isolate. 
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Major errors may result .from falsely ascribing to 

school resources, those effects which are actually 

due to other variables. Since there is an 

association between school resource allocations and 

family socioeconomic characteristics, much of the 

variability in student achievement cannot be 

ascribed to either one. 

Finally there are many straightforward measurement. 

problems. It may be believed that the ability of 

a teacher to teach influences his or her students 

to learn. But no studies in this approach have 

yet used any direct measure of teaching ability. 

Instead they have used proxy variables, such as 

a teacher's salary, verbal ability or experience. 

But if more experienced teachers are not better 

teachers and if higher paid or more verbally 

facile teachers are not better teachers, then 

experience or verbal ability or salary will not 

yield significant results. That, however, does 

not mean that teaching ability has no influence 

upon student outcomes. 

These explanations, this author believes, 

explain most, if not all, of the reasons the studies 

mentioned above claiming school effects to be negligible 
. . 

were incorrect conclusions. 

Studies indicating that schools do in fact 

influence students'behaviour and scholastic progress 
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will now be examined. 

THE VlEW THAT SCHOOLS HAVE A POSITIVE EFFECT 
ON THEIR STUDENTS; 
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Many researchers believe that the impact of 

the school as an institution, on the life chances of 

students is unmistakable. It is not argued that schools 

are necessarily the most important influence on child

ren's progress but rather that they constitute one 

major area of influence (Blau & Duncan, 1967, Kamens, 

197lt Sewell, Haller & Ohlendorf, 1970; Rutter et al., 

1979). Between-school studies have not been successful 

in identifying schooL characteristics that are highly 

related to how much students learn. Although schools 

apparently do make some difference, most of the 

variability in student achievement is related to 

student social class or to within-school factors. Under

standing these within-school factors entails a closer 

look at how they affect what happens in the classroom 

between teacher and student. 

Centura and Potter (1980) present a structural 

model depicting the realtionships among many of the 

variables which they believe contribute to variance 

in student learning (Figure 1). 

What the structural model indicates is that 

student behaviour and student learning outcomes are most 

directly affected by student characteristics, teaching 

performance, and within-school conditions. Teacher 
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FIGURE 1 - STRU_cTURAL MODEL OF SCHOOL AND TEACHER VARIABLES INFLUENCING_STUDENT LEAR_l!ING_OU_T(OMES 

SCHOOL OR SCHOOL DISTRICT CONDITIONS 

1. School size 
.2. Fiscal resources, salaries 
3. Pupil-teacher ratio 
4. Administration-teacher ratio 
5. Professional staff services 
6. Facilities (labs., books, etc.) 
7. Average class size 
8. Urbanism of school's location 
9. Student social class 

10. Racial composition 

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS 

1, Qualifications 
2. Experience 
3. Aptitudes 
4. Knowledge of subject 
5. Knowledge of teaching 
6, Values and attitudes 
7. Expectations 
8. Social class 

TEACHING 
PERFORMANCE 1•4-
(Behaviour) 

WITH[N SCHOOL CONDITIONS 

1. Administrative organization 
a. Administration-teacher ratio 
b. Degree of control, authority 
c. Reward mechanisms 

2. [nstructional organization 
a. Tracking 
b. Team teaching 
c. Open vs. traditional 

3. Student peer group influence 
4. Class size 
5. Quantity of schooling 
6. Environment or ambience 

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Social class, race 
parental influence 

2. Aptitudes and prior 
learning 

3. Values and attitudes 
4. Expectations 
5. Cognitive and learning 

style 

l \ 
...---------, 

STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES 

STUDENT BEHAVIOUR I 11. Basic skills 
----+ 2. Other cognitive outcomes 

3. Non-cognitive measures 

Note: Straight-line arrows indicate 
predicted causal relations; curved 
arrows represent correlations but 
not causal relations. 
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characteristics influence student behaviour and learning 

only as they affect teaching performance. And school or 

school district conditions, such as the average school 

size or mean teacher salary, can be expected to influence 

students largely through teacher or teaching factors, or 

through within-school conditions. Therefore, in dealing 

with the question of which school or teacher factors 

contribute most to student learning, they argue that 

studies of within-school conditions and teacher behaviour 

research should be most fruitful and suggestive. 

Gains in student learning, they claim, are 

most evident at the point that teachers and students 

interact, although it should not be concluded that 

other factors are unimportant. 

Several writers (e.g., Jencks, 1972; McPartland 

et al., 1976; Spady, 1976) have moved away from between

school research, in which mean student achievement and 

aggregated school or teacher characteristics are related, 

toward research on within-school and within-classroom 

variables. The evidence clearly points to more 

variability in student learning outcomes within schools 

than between schools. 

Barr and Dreeben (1977) also point out that 

within-school variations, ''have either been ignored or 

handled improperly in school productivity research". 

In particular, they argue that classroom instruction 

research and school productivity research (school 



effects studies) have had little to say to each other. 

They conclude that"to regard schools as productive 

organizations means describing all their productive 

levels and establishing the connections among them, 

and identifying how events at each level constitute 

constraints and opportunities for what occurs at other 

levels"{p. 154). 
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Summers and Wolfe (1975) looked at the inter

action of types of students and selected school and 

teacher variables. Their data was collected from a 

sample of randomly selected students from 103 elementary 

schools, 42 junior high schools, and five senior high 

schools in Philadelphia. The researchers were able to 

look at student achievement growth longitudinally, and 

used the student rather than the school as the unit of 

analysis. They found that "for many school resources, 

the effect on some types of students is very different -

and, frequently, in the opposite direction - from the 

effect on other types of students" {p.8). For example, 

their analysis indicated that in junior high school, 

class sizes of 32 or more reduce achievement growth, 

with low-income students being affected most adversely. 

Teacher experience, they found, had a very different 

impact on elementary school students at different 

achievement levels: 

PHigh achieving pupils do best with more 
experienced teachers, but these teachers 
lower the learning growth of low 
achievers - these students do best with 
new, relatively inexperienced teachers, 



who, perhaps, have an undarnpened 
enthusiasm for teaching those who 
find it hard to learn 11 

. (p.12}. 
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Although the Summers and Wolfe study requires 

replication, it does represent the type of analysis that 

Spady (1976) recommends for identifying critical threshold 

points and interaction effects. Rutter et al,, in their 

study of 12 London secondary schools, showed that these 

schools varied markedly with respect to their pupils 

behaviour, attendance, exam success and rate of 

delinquency. Although this had been shown many times 

before they observed that these differences remained 

even after taking into account differences in the 

school's intake, thus providing concrete evidence for 

the view that schools do have an important influence on 

pupils' behaviour and attainments. Hence school 

differences were shown by them not just to be a reflec

tion of intake patterns, but much of their effect was 

associated with their characteristics as social 

organizations. They concluded that their results 

carried the strong implication that,"schools can and do 

much to foster good behaviour and attainments, and that 

even in disadvantaged areas schools can be a force for 

the good~ (Rutter et al., 1979). 

As already stated, no single study has 

adequately investigated the influence of all the factors 

affecting students at school. Collectively, however, 

there is much evidence that schools differ on a variety 

of quite different features and there are strong implic-
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ations in the literature that some of these differences 

may have an important influence on children 1 s behaviour 

and scholastic progress. Although individually few of 

these findings allow for firm conclusions to be drawn 

because of their lack of longitudinal data and their 

failing to p~ovide statistical links between the school 

measures and the children's performance; collectively 

they provide further support for the view that schools 

do make a difference. In addition, they provide import

ant leads as to which school features deserve further 

study. Rather than providing a complete review of this 

literature, findings of most relevance to this field 

study are briefly presented below. 

Teacher Effects: 

Research has shown that teaching style can 

affect students• attitudes towards learning at the class 

level and at the individual level (see Fry & Coes, 1980, 

research into teaching styles that are supportive and 

involved as opposed to competition oriented; also 

Silberroan's (197l) summaries of studies on the varying 

treatment of students by teachers and the resulting 

effects on their psychological well-being). 

Studies by Bennett (1978), Gump (1974) and 

;Rutter et a·1 • Cl 9 7 9) have shown positive classroom 

behaviours to be related to the teacher preparing the 

lesson in advance, the teacher arriving on time, and 

the teacher directing most attention to the class as 



a whole. If too much time is spent dealing with the 

problems of individuals, the attention of the remainder 

of the class may be lost. 
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Brophy & Evertsen (l976) found that increased 

achievement by pupils was related to the teacher keeping 

in touch with all that is going on in the classroom 

while still teaching; maintaining a smooth flow of 

activities, keeping the whole class alert and interested, 

being able to deal with several things at the same time 

and providing pupils with varied and challenging tasks. 

Kounin (l970) also drew attention to the importance of 

these skills in teaching. Rosenshine•s (1970) review of 

some 50 available classroom instruction studies shows 

that growth in cognitive achievement appears to be 

promoted by clarity of presentation, use of variety in 

the lesson, enthusiasm, task orientation and business

like teacher behaviour, the avoidance of strong negative 

criticism and pupil opportunities to practise criterion 

tasks. 

There is evidence to suggest that the teacher's 

preference for or experience in working with a particular 

type of student affects the kind of success he is 

likely to have. This argues for a more rational kind of 

matching between teacher and students than is presently 

employed by most school systems (Thelen, 1967). 

Hanushek (.-1970) claims that low socioeconomic 

status white students benefit from having teachers with 



high verbal competence and the latest educational 

experience. Teachers'verba,l ability was also found to 

be significantly correlated with student achievement in 

studies by Armor (1972), Bowles (1969), Guthrie, Klein

dorfer, Levin & Stout (l971), and Hanushek (1970). 

Teacher experience was found to be related to student 

achievement in studies by Bowles & Levin (1968), Bowles 

(l969), Burkhead, Fox and Holland (1967), Guthrie 

Kleindorfer, Levin & Stout (1971), Hanushek (1970), 

Katzman (1971), Levin (l970) and Plowden (1967). 

Armor (_1972) found that teacher ability is an 

important resource only after other more fundamental 

conditions are met. Among these were the teacher's 

ability to establish rapport with his/her students and 

gain their respect, which is linked to variables such 

as the teacher's race, commitment and attitude towards 

students. 

Studies by :Rutter ·et al. (1979} and reviewed 

by Pilling & J?ringle (1978} have shown that teachers' 

expectations and attitudes have an impact on how they 

behave towards their pupils which in turn influences 

pupils'academic success. 

studies by Armor (1972), Averch & Kiesling 

(.1970), Benson (l965}, Burkhead, Fox & Holland (1967), 

and Cohn (1968} have all found teacher salary (high 

salary supposedly being an indicator of a better and more 

experienced teacher} to be a significant correlate with 

student achievement. 
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Ainsworth & Batten (1974), in a follow-up of 

the children first studied for the Plowden enquiry, found 

that academically successful schools tended to have an 

emphasis on examinations and on homework; they also had 

better qualified staff. 

Walberg (1969, l97l) found that increased 

cognitive, affective and behavioural learning is 

associated with student perceptions of high levels of 

cohesiveness, satisfaction, adequate organization and 

instructional materials and low levels of teacher apathy, 

favouritism and friction. 

Rutter et al. (l979) found that good pupil 

behaviour was strongly associated with the teacherrs 

style of discipline. The amount of formal punishment 

appeared to make little difference.but frequent discip

linary interventions were linked with more disruptive 

behaviour in the classroom. Conversely, pupil behaviour 

was found to be much better when teachers used an ample 

amount of praise in their teaching. Brophy and Evertson 

{1976) reported that th~ teachers who were most success

ful at classroom management tended to spot disruptive 

behaviour early and to deal with it appropriately and 

firmly with the minimum of interference with the lesson. 

Kounin {1970) and O'Leary et al. (1970) found that firm 

quiet reprimands are more effective than angry punitive 

responses. Becker (1973} has shown that teacher approval 

and attention when children are behaving appropriately 

encourages the continuation of such behaviour. 
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Heal (1978) found that student misbehaviour 

was significantly higher in primary schools with 1 formal' 

systems of punishment and in schools where temporary 

accommodation provided for large increases in student 

numbers. However, he concluded that these influences 

were not persistent as behaviour in year 7 was unrelated 

to the primary schools students attended. 

White and Lippit (1960) showed through studies 

of lO and 11 year old children that an authoritarian 

approach led to high achievement but some aggression to 

the teacher. Children· in democratic groups, where 

they were led and guided and involved in decision-making, 

had nearly as high an achievement rate, related well to 

the teacher and worked better than the authoritarian 

group when the teacher was out of the room. Children 

in a Laissez-Faire group did worst on all criteria. 

In a review of the many studies comparing 

team and solitary teaching, Armstrong (1977) found 

several that favoured team teaching, but many more that 

showed no significant differences. Armstrong cited 

studies by Charters and Jones (1974) and Rutherford 

(l975) which found that the actual patterns of 

instruction frequently did not differ for the two 

teaching conditions. 

Status: 

Ainsworth & Batten (1974) found that opportun

ities for formal status were correlated with positive 
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social behaviour. Rutter et al. (1979) found the same 

and in addition, that student positions of responsibility 

were also associated with examination success and less 

delinquency. Giving children responsibility for looking 

after school books and papers appeared to convey the 

teachers 1 expectations that students will behave 

responsibly, and take good care of the school property. 

Thus the message of confidence that the pupils can be 

trusted to act with maturity and responsibility is 

likely to encourage pupils to fulfill those expectations. 

Peers: 

Studies as early as Wallers (1932) stress the 

importance and the strong influence of the separate peer 

culture of the school. Several such studies imply that 

the higher the socioeconomic status or the higher the 

ability of the student the more both his achievements 

and goals are positively affected by the presence of 

critical peers who share a strong academic orientation. 

Thus, given the right situation, the peer group can act 

as a strong and positive educational resource. 

Hicks and Huhler (1977) interviewed 1025 

pupils representing schools throughout the USA to 

ascertain their comments regarding schools they liked. 

These centred around their peers, the staff, the school 

climate, facilities and resources, opportunity for self

expression, involvement and responsibility and the 

flexibility of the curriculum and organizational 

structure. 
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Climate: 

Rutter et al. (1979) showed that pupil 

behaviour and·· academic attainment were better when the 

schools provided pleasant working conditions for their 

pupils. There is a large mass of data to support the 

assumptions that conditions of humaneness make a signif

ifcant difference in how children learn (Aspy, 1972, 1974, 

1975; Carkhuff, 1971; Combs, 1962, 1963; Hicks, 1975, 

and Rogers, 1970). Generally speaking, scholars such 

as Freud (1961), Erickson (1950), Piaget (in Flavell, 

1963) and Bandura (1969), among others have provided 

varied and powerful thoughts on the significant effect 

the environment has on human development. 

A number of studies have indicated that the 

main sources of variation between schools affecting 

children's behaviour and attainments do not lie in 

factors such as buildings or resources but concern 

aspects to do with the schools functioning as a social 

organization. Differences have been noted between 

schools in morale, climate or atmosphere, but there 

appears to be an urgent need for researching, to more 

clearly determine how varied educational climates affect 

children's behaviour, attitudes and attainments. Reviews 

of work on school climates have been published by 

Barton (1961), Forehand and Gilmer (1964), Selvin and 

Hagstrom (1963), Boyer and Michael (1965), Michael and 

Boyer (1965), Koile, Harren & Draeger (1966), Walz and 

Miller (1969) and Anderson and Walberg (1974). The 



41 

research provides a .legitimate base for conceiving 

of schools and colle.ges as having identifiable and 

describable climates which affect students differentially. 

It appears that climate has a greater impact on student 

values and behaviour than it does on academic outcomes. 

The lack of a 1 clear-cutl relationship between climate 

and student outcomes leads to the following possible 

conclusions: 

some measurements of climate have been of 

questionable validity; 

school classroom climate as operationally 

defined may be too global a concept to 

have any strong predictive value with 

respect to outcome variables; 

the definitions of climate have been so diverse 

that comparable results cannot be expected; 

even valid measures of climate may not be related 

to student outcomes in a simple linear 

fashion. 

The following Chapter has been devoted to this 

issue of school climate and examines the concept along 

with the need for school climate assessment. 

In conclusion, there appears to be ample 

evidence in the literature to dispute the claim that 

schooling effects on students are negligible. Specific 

critiques of the literature claiming the insignificance 

of these effects are plentiful, however a number of 



possible methodological and other explanations have been 

compiled and presented to show reasons why these 
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studies may have mistakenly concluded that schooling 

effects were negligible. A review of studies which 

found that schools do in fact constitute a major area 

of inf luence on students'behaviour and scholastic 

progress were then presented and although few of these 

findings were individually very convincing1 collectively 

they provided quite reasonable support for the view that 

schools do in fact influence and have an important role 

to play with regard to the development of students . 
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IBAPI'ER3 

THE SCHOOL CLIMATE 

In the last few decades the study of environ

ments has emerged as an area of strong interest in social 

science research. Bloom (1964) made a strong case for 

environmental research in education. Reviewing and 

consolidating work on growth rates and environmental 

effects, Bloom pointed to the development of measures of 

environment as crucial for accurate prediction and 

effective manipulation of learning. Since then a sub

stantial body of research has emerged, examining the 

nature of educational climates and environments and the 

relationship of different climates to student achievement, 

behaviour and attitudes. Most of these studies have been 

based on a sociological view of schools. That is, the 

schools are seen as organizations which have institutional 

norms and goals, the nature of which affect the overall 

climate of the school and subsequently the behaviour and 

attitudes of both students and staff. 

THE CONCEPT: 

Regardless of their apparent similarity in 

structure and function, organizations such as schools 

differ in the 'impact' they make on both students and 

outside observers. Such differences are subtle, elusive 

to describe and in many respects seem to defy identifica

tion. We are aware of them in many instances through 

'feelings' rather than 'intellect' since in the English 

language there is unfortunately a lack of descriptive 
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words to explain these differences. This is possibly due 

in part to the general lack of importance accredited to 

such non-concrete 'feeling' areas in the Australian 

culture until recent times. Nevertheless there is an 

atmosphere or a 'climate' unique to each organization. 

The term climate is itself an ambiguous one and has been 

and still is utilized in a rather haphazard manner as a 

synonym for environment, atmosphere, tone, setting, 

institutional personality, feel, spirit, culture or 

milieu. The presence of such a phenomenon has, however, 

long been the concern of Australian educationists. Ely 

(1971} reports that as early as 1858 "official" mention 

of this concept is recorded in Chief Inspector Wilkins' 

report on the Clarence Town School, New South Wales: 

"Except in a few cases ,children were 
tolerably clean and tidy. Still, I do 
not feel satisfied that all has been 
done to promote neatness and cleanliness 
that could be desired, and in particular 
I remarked that the maps on the walls 
were cornered with dust ... The· 
children were orderly and obedient, 
and the Government, seemed mild and 
considerable. Much time, however, was 
lost in useless drill, notwithstanding 
which, the movements of the children 
were awkward and sluggish ... My 
impression of the school as a whole is 
not satisfactory considering the 
means at the Teacher's disposal. The 
progress made is not adequate to the 
power employed. In respect to that 
subtle and indescribable feeling which 
pervades every school and is to it what 
personal character is to an individual 
which, defying analyses and definition, 
is yet distinctly perceived by a 
visitor and which is named the moral 
tone of the school: I feel still more 
disappointment. Instead of finding an 
earnest desire for knowledge which 
always characterises children attending 
a school in a healthy condition, I was 
impressed with the idea that the pupils 



were languid and apathetic; that the 
instruction was mechanical rather than 
intellectual; and that their energies 
were repressed rather than developed 
The teacher has erred, I believe, in 
proposing to himself other objects 
than those contemplated by the Board .•. 
He has done good, but not the good inten
ded by the Board". 

Tye (1974) who used the terms personality, 

spirit and culture to describe what Chief Inspector 

Wilkins labelled the 'moral tone' of the school in his 

report above, expands on this concept of school climate 

describing some of its important components: 

"When an individual visits a school for 
the first time, he develops almost 
immediately, a feeling about the school. 
This feeling is shaped by what he views. 
The hallways are empty, or they are 
bubbling with noise. Students sit 
quietly at desks or they move about in 
various informal arrangements. 
Expressions are solemn or there are 
smiles and laughter. Voices are shrill, 
threatening and defensive or they are 
soft, supporting and questioning. 
Room and hallway environments are 
stark or there is a profusion of 
children's work, exhibits and plant 
life. These factors and many more 
give each school a personality, a 
spirit, a culture. While it is not 
always definable, it is always 
discernible". 

Halpin and Croft (1963) add to this concept 

by noting that the attitudes of both teachers and 

principals also appear to influence the climate of the 

school: 

"In one school the teachers and 
principals are zestful and exude con
fidence in what they are doing. They 
find pleasure in working with each 
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other; this pleasure is transmitted 
to students .•• In a second school 
the brooding discontentment of 
teachers is palpable; the principal 
tries to hide his incompetence and 
his lack of direction behind a cloak 
of authority ••.. And the psychological 
sickness of such a faculty spills over 
on the students who, in their own 
frustration, feed back to teachers a 
mood of despair. A third school is 
marked by neither joy nor despair, 
but by hollow ritual ... in a strange 
way the show doesn't seem to be 1 for 
real'". 

Thus the existence of a set of internal char

acteristics distinguishing one school from another and 

influencing the behaviour of those within it has been 

clearly documented in the literature. For the purposes 

of my study this concept will be referred to from here 

on as the school climate. 

SCHOOL CLIMATE DEFINED: 

While reports such as those in the preceding 

section make it possible to defend the reality of the 

existence of a school climate, it is much more difficult 

to define the concept to which we refer. Climate defin

itions are plentiful in the literature; however, many of 

these are not very useful, not all are consistent with 

each other, very few applying specifically to school 

climate. Finally, there appears to be no general agree

ment regarding which of these definitions are the most 

acceptable or, if in fact there could be one definition 

generally applicable to all school climate research. 
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Of the general climate definitions, a group 

has been selected which together complement each other 

providing a thorough overview of the important components 

comprising the concept of climate. 

In one of the very few simple yet concise 

definitions, William Evan (1968) describes climate as being 

a multi-dimensional or global perception of the essential 

attribute or 1 character 1 of an organizational system. 

Evan's definition is not specific enough, however, to be 

of much practical use to the reader or researcher unfam

iliar in the climate area. Of more use are definitions 

such as that provided by Forehand (1968} who spells out 

3 important sets of variables involved in the concept 

of climate, emphasising that it is an outcome of the 

interaction of the environmental and personal variables: 

(i) environmental variables such as the size and 

structure of an organization. These are 

variables external to the individual member 

of the organization; 

{ii) personal variables such as aptitude and 

attitudes an individual brings to the 

organization together with the motives the 

individual has in performing in the 

organization. These are variables internal 

to the individual members of the organization; 

tiiil outcome variables such as satisfaction with the 

organization and productivity levels of the 

individual members of the organization in 



their performance. These outcom~ 

variables are the results of the interaction 

of the environmental and personal variables. 

Like the personal variables, the outcome 

variables vary from one member of the 

organization to another. · 
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Campbell et al. (.1970) wrote of the functional 

utility that climate perceptions have for members of 

organizations. They maintain that for individual members 

within an organization, climate takes the form of a set 

of attitudes and expectancies which describe the 

organization in terms of both static characteristics 

(such as degree of autonomy) and behaviour - outcome, and 

outcome - outcome contingencies. These attitudes and 

expectancies are thus theories that pupils and teachers 

have about their school and represent their ideas of 

'what goes with what' in the ·school. These personal 

theories have been drawn from their observations of 

patterns of behaviour within the organization in an 

attempt to impose some order and predictability on the 

otherwise bewildering uncertainty of their social exper

ience. Such theories and expectancies thus tend to have 

some functional utility for the individual, serving to 

guide, or at any rate provide some justification for his/ 

her behaviour within .the school or organi~ation. 

Forehand and Gilmer's (1964:362) definition of 

climate emphasizes its enduring quality. They describe 

climate as being the set of characteristics that (a) 



distinguishes the organization from other organizations; 

(b) are relatively enduring over time; and (c) influence 

the behaviour of people in the organization. In 1968, 

Tagiuri further extended this definition of climate so as 

to emphasize and include the full range of perceptions 

of the organization 1 s participants. He noted in agree

ment with Forehand and Gilmer the enduring quality of 

climate. Tagiuri defined climate as follows: 

"Organisational climate is a relatively 
enduring quality of the internal envir
onment of an organisation that {a) is 
experienced by its members, (b) influ
ences their behaviour and (c} can be 
described in terms of the values of a 
particular set of characteristics (or 
attributes) of the organisation". 

Katz and Kahn (1966) expand on this quality of endurance 

mentioned as an important component of climate in both 

the above definitions: 

"The climate or culture o;f the system 
reflects both the norms and the values 
of the formal system and the reinter
pretation in the informal system. 
Organisational climate reflects also 
the history of the internal and 
external struggles, the types of 
people the organisation attracts, its 
work processes and physical layout, the 
modes of communication and the exercise 
of authority within the system. Just 
as a society has a cultural heritage, 
so social organisations possess 
distinctive patterns of collective 
feeling and beliefs passed along to 
new group members''. 

Murray's need-press model (Murray, 1938) 

suggests that the climate of any social system is 



determined by the demands, actions and expectations 

of those within that environment. In Murray's theory, 

environmental presses are conceived as external situa

tional counterparts to internalised personality needs, 

and behaviour in the environment is viewed as a function 

of the congruence between need and press (Stern, 1970). 
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Cornell (l955) explains how interpersonal 

relationships play an important role in the climate of 

an organization. He defines climate as a delicate 

blending of interpretations or perceptions by persons in 

the organization, of the·ir jobs or roles in relationship 

to others and their interpretations of the roles of 

others in the organization. This concept is developed in 

Agryris' (1958) study of a bank where interpersonal 

relationships are again emphasized as major determinants 

of the climate of the organization. 

Schneider et al. (l972) importantly stress 

in agreement with Evan's earlier description that 

climate is a 1 global 1 summary of perceptions, rather than 

the perception of a discrete event. In support of this 

view they provided evidence showing that behaviour is 

more strongly related to climate perceptions than to the 

perception of specific events and experiences. Lonsdale 

(l964) supports this idea of climate being a global 

summary. However, his definition is incomplete in that 

it ignores the importance played by environmental 

variables earlier stressed by Forehand. Lonsdale refers 

to climate as being 11 the global assessment of the inter-



action between the task-achievement dimension and need

satisfaction dimension within the organisation 11
• 

Two important and often ignored differentiat

ions in climate have been made by Kaffka (1935) who 

distinguishes between geographical and behavioural 

climates and by James and Jones (1974) who distinguish 

between organizational and psychological climates. 

Kaffka distinguishes between geographical environment 

(the objective physical and social environment) and the 
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behavioural environment (the environment as perceived and 

reacted to by the subject}. He concludes that behaviour 

can be more meaningfully understood if it is related to 

the behavioural environment. "In general this percep

tional approach was also held by Heider, Murray, Lewin 

and Hunt (Pervin, 1968} .P 

Along similar lines following a review of the 

climate literature James and Jones recommend the differ

entiation between climate regarded as a situational 

attribute (organizational climate: or what Koffka refers 

to as geographical environment) and climate regarded as 

an individual attribute (psychological climate: or in 

Koffka's terms, behavioural climate). They define 

psychological climate as Pthe individual 1 s cognitive 

representations of relatively proximal situational 

conditions, expressed in terms that reflect psycholog

ically meaningful interpretations of the situation". 

They stress that it is a multifaceted, individual 

attribute considered to be a function of perception and 



cognitive information processing. This s~ggests not 

only that perceptional differences may exist among 

individuals in the same situation but also that t hese 

perceptual differences are psychologically too important 

to be regarded as error variance which they claim has all 

too frequently happened in climate research. This lends 

support . to, and fµrther develops, Forehand's (1968) claim 

that climate perceptions result from the interaction of 

both environmental and personal variables. 

Thus in summary the important components of 

climate of relevance to this field study include the 

fact that it: 

is a global summary of perceptions; 

is an outcome of the interactions between 

environmental and personal variables: in 

this study the author will be assessing 

what James and Jones refer to as the 

psychological climate or what Kaffka 

refers to as the behavioural climate, 

as distinct from organizational or 

geographical climates; 

is a personal perception which has some 

functional utility for the individual 

serving to provide justification for 

his/her behaviour within the organization; 

is influenced by both the interpersonal relation

ships and the individual demands of the 

people composing the organization. In 



turn, this climate also influences the 

behaviour of these people; 

has a relatively enduring quality. 

Looking specifically at school climate, very 

few definitions could be found. None of these were 

satisfactory for the -purposes of this study, most being 

either too simplistic or ignoring important variables 

already identified in the general climate definitions. 

Thus it was necessary to depend on the five components 

described above to provide guidelines for the definition 

of school climate in this field study. Two specific 

explanations regarding school climate, however, do con

tribute to this summary of important components and are 

thus presented below. 
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Halpin and Croft (1963), along similar lines 

to Evan 1 s earlier climate definition, claim that climate 

can be construed as the 'personality' of the organization 

- figuratively, personality is to the individual what 

climate is to the school. Halpin and Croft claim that 

the climate is an end product of the school groups -

students, teachers, administrators,- as they work to 

balance the O!ganizational and individual dimensions of 

their social system. These products include shared 

values, social beliefs and social standards. Shared 

values are agreements as to what is desirable, for ex

ample, success, mqterialism and work. Social beliefs 

are ideas concerning the nature of man and his social 

life, for instance, mutual attitudes towards students, 



teachers and administrators. Finally, social standards 

are agreements specifying appropriate behaviour in a 

school, for example, norms against stealing and rules 

regarding dress. 

Also, well worth mentioning is the work done 

by Fox et al. (1974), who offer a detailed list of factors 

which they believe should comprise the ideal school 

climate. They suggest that at the 'ideal' school there 

should be evidence of the following eight factors which 

result from an interaction of the school's programs' 

processes and physical conditions with the personal 

variables of the students: respect, trust, high morals, 

opportunities for input, continuous academic and social 

growth, cohesiveness., school renewal, caring. These 

factors are explained fully in Appendix 1. Fox et al. 

then claim that for any school to be successful, pro

ductive and satisfying, it must provide opportunities 

for students to fulfill their basic human needs. They 

claim that no school organization can possess a wholesome 

climate without providing for the following essential 

needs of students: 

physiological needs for involvement in learning, 

such as heat, light, safety from hazards 

and relatively uncrowded conditions; 

safety needs from physical and psychological abuse 

or assault from others in or around the 

school; 



acceptance and friendship needs from other 

students and teachers; 

achievement and recognition needs in regard to 

one's endeavours; 

needs to maximize one•s potential or to achieve 

at the highest possible level. 

Finally, they suggest features of a school's operations 

that largely determine the quality of the factors and 

goals that comprise climate. The determinants are 

divided into 3 major categories: program, process and 

material determinants: 

program determinants of a positive school 

climate include: opportunities for active 

learning, individualised performance 

expectations, varied learning environments, 

flexible curriculum and extracurricular 

activities, support and structure 

appropriate to learner's maturity, rules 

co-operatively determined, and varied 

reward systems; 

process determinants of a positive school climate 

include: problem solving ability, improve

ments of school goals, identifying and-working 

with conflicts, effective communications, 

involvement in decision making, autonomy 

with accountability, effective teaching -

le~rning strategies, ability to plan for 

the future; 
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material determinants of a positive school 

climate include: adequate resources, a 

supportive and efficient logistical system 

and suitability of school plant. 

These determinants are expanded in Appendix 2. 

Figure 2 presents these school climate 

determinants, school climate goals and the basic needs 

of students and educators diagrammatically. 

Although such a detailed analysis of compon

ents comprising the 'ideal' school climate can be of 

use to the researcher it should be remembered that such 

an assessment is merely a value judgment as no such 

thing as the 'ideal' school is ever likely to exist. 

Even if this ideal climate could exist - it would not 

be ideal at all if the factors put forward by Fox et al. 

were inconsistent with the needs of the students at any 

particular school. The goals of all schools should not 

be the same, as the needs of students are bound to 

differ from school to school and from class to class. 

Fox 1 s definition implies that it would be appropriate 

for all schools to strive for this 1 ideal 1 climate and 

in so doing ignore the basic goal which should underly 

school climate research - this being to strive for a 

climate in which the needs of the school as a whole 

are congruent with student needs. 



FIGURE 2 - THE CLIMATE OF THE SCHOOL 
AS DEPICTED BY FOX ET AL. (1974} 
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THE NEED FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF SCHOOL CLIMATES: 

While it has been possible to follow up claims 

regarding the actual existence of school climates, it has 

been more difficult to thoroughly define this concept. 

Consequently attempts to assess school climate present 

difficulties. Yet to enable us to provide a better basis 

for informed choices in education and if school counsellors 

and other school personnel are to begin to prevent rather 

than respond to problems and to be able to effectively 

introduce procedures designed to enhance both learning 

and the quality of school life for students such assess

ment and evaluation needs to become a routine school 

function. 

As pointed out in the Introduction, there has 

been a recent move to look at the area of school climate 

from a slightly different perspective. In 1976 Epstein 

and McPartland reported on the development of a new 

measure called the'buality of School Life" that took its 

theoretical perspective from an emerging literature 

concerned with the quality of adult life. Their measure 

incorporated scales of_ general satisfaction with school, 

ot commitment to classwork and a reaction to teachers• 

scale. 

A model for the structure of well-being devel

oped by Burt et al. (1978) formed the basis for a sub

sequent study into this area by Williams & Batten (1981). 

Burt's analyses showed the most stable structure of well-
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being was a four dimensional one, consisting of general 

satisfaction, positive affect, negative affect and 

satisfaction within domains. Williams and Batten 

developed a Quality of School Life measure by translating 

these four dimensions to an educational context: 

General Satis·facti•on: Measures of students 1 overall 

level of well-being could be obtained 

through items such as 11School is a place where 

I really like to go" (a five point scale 

from 'strongly agree( to 'strongly disagree'). 

p·ositive AfJect: Students' perceptions of the 

specific positive qualities of school life 

could be tapped with items like, "School is 

a place where I get excited and interested 

in things ... I feel proud of myself ... 

I feel successful". 

Negative Affect: Specific negative qualities of 

school life could be measured with items 

such as, "School is a place where I feel 

very lonely ... I feel depressed and un

happy . . . I feel bored" . 

Domains: Since in the quality of school life 

literature education was only one of the 

domains of life, the general quality of life 

model offered no guidance about the domains 

of school. The model chosen by Williams and 

Batten as a basis of determining the 

domains of schooling came from the work of 

Spady & Mitchell ll977, 1979), also Mitchell 



& Spady (1977, 1978). Chapter 1 has 

already dealt with this in some detail. 

Items were subsequently constructed in the 

Quality of School Life Survey to measure 

students' reactions to the following four 

domains: 

Status: which refers to the student 

experience of acquiring self confidence 

through being accorded prestige, exemplified 

by items dealing with feelings of importance, 

responsibility and respect from others. 

Identity: entails the development of self

awareness in the student and the ability to 

interact with others in the context of the 

school environment, and is exemplified by 

items concerned with self-knowledge and the 

friendliness of other students. 

Adventure: encompasses the student experience 

of involveme~t in learning achieved through 

self-motivation and support in the learning 

situation, exemplified by items that concern 

interest in school work, satisfaction derived 

from school work, and the expression of support 

from teachers. 

Opportunity : refers to student feelings of 

adequacy in the learning situation and a 

resultant confidence in future achievement, 

helped by meritocratic treatment in the 



classroom, exemplified with items that 

deal with the ability to cope with school 

work, the usefulness of learning and the 

fairness of teachers. 
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It was this Quality of School Life Study which 

for reasons outlined in Chapter 3 was selected for assess

ment of school climates in this field study. 

As was noted in the first Chapter of this 

study, Christopher Jencks (197 2) explains both clearly 

and simply the importance of this argument for school 

climate assessment: 

"Instead of evaluating schools in terms 
of long term effects on their alumni, 
which appears to be relatively uniform, 
we think it wiser to evaluate schools 
in terms of their immediate effects on 
teachers and students, which appear much 
more variable. Some schools are dull, 
depressing, even terrifying places, 
while others are lively, comfortable, 
and reassuring ... such differences 
are enormously important and eliminating 
these differences •.. would do a great 
deal to make the quality of children's 
(and teacheri~) lives more equal. 
Since children are in school for a 
fifth of their lives, this would be a 
significant accomplishrnent 11

• 

(Jencks et al., 1972:256) 

A positive school climate is both a means and 

an end. A good climate makes it possible for students 

to wo~k productively towards important goals and at the 

same time makes school a satisfying and meaningful 

situation in which students care ·to spend a substantial 

portion of their time. 
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Study into school climates was originally only 

considered important for its association with achievement 

gains and thus academic success. More recently, however, 

many investigations have emphasized the importance of 

assessing the impact of the climate of the classroom on 

not only the academic but also the social and emotional 

functioning of students within the classrooms (e.g., 

Stern, 1970; Trickett and Moos, 1973, 1974; Randhawa 

and Michayluk, 1975; Moos, 1978; Moos and Moos, 1978; 

Jenck~,Smith, Acland, Bane, Cohen, Gintis, Heyns and 

Michelson, 1972; Mayeske, Wister, Beaton, Weinfield, 

Cohen, Okada, Proshek and Tabler, 1972; Mosteller and 

Moynihan., 1972; Silberman, 1970). School organization 

innovations (e.g., open climates) which have taken hold 

in the last decade appear to have made educators more 

aware of student feelings about the quality of their 

school life; for example, an often cited observation in 

the descriptive literature on open classrooms is that, 

''the students appeared happier, more involved in their 

work, and more positive towards their teachers" (Central 

Advisory Council for Education, 1967; Weber, 1971). 

This increased interest in student satisfaction as an 

outcome that is responsive to climate modifcations, 

makes the need for assessment into this area clear. 

Although many researchers and educators 

believe that the present elementary school system is 

adequate since most related school studies find that 

about 4 out of 5 children claim to like school and can 

give good reasons, it cannot be denied the proportion 
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of students who claim to dislike school still comprise 

a significant number. Also, not all children who like 

school do so unequivocally. Because of this, pressures 

should be exerted on primary schools requiring them to 

consider their climates and the consequent degree to 

which the quality of school life for students is being 

fostered. It is here that knowledgeable school counsell

ors could have a most important input into the system. 

They should endeavour to show the importance of the 

school climate through assessment of students and the 

matching of their needs to the needs of their schools. 

This could replace outdated routinised assessments such 

as the testing of I.Q., which is presently still 

considered to be a most important function of the 

School Counsellor. 

Another important reason for gaining insight 

into elementary school climates is because during this 

time of exposure to early environments children are 

extremely receptive to change. Bloom (1964) estimates 

from his results on general academic achievement, 

reading comprehension, and vocabulary development that 

by age 9 at least 50% of the general learning pattern 

at age lO has been developed and at least 75% of the 

pattern is established by about the age of 13. The 

elementary school years thus appear to be crucial in 

determining academic progress of the later years. 

Through the assessment of primary school 

climates it is hoped that this study will demonstrate 
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the possibility and the importance of the matching 

of student needs with the needs of the school as a whole. 

It would be expected that through this student achieve

ment, satisfaction and behaviour would all be promoted 

and thus the overall quality of the students' lives 

would be increased. Only by altering educational 

climates which discourage learning and encourage negative 

behaviour and attitudes, and by building and maintaining 

educational conditions that foster positive outcomes, 

will it be possible to create equal educational oppor

tunities in which every child's aspirations are checked 

only by his or her individual limitations. 
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CHAPTER 4 

MEASURES FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF SCHOOL CLIMATE 

Some of the studies on school climates have 

led to the development of climate surveys and research 

methodologies which appear to be quite well developed and 

tested .. These have potential application for counsellors 

and other researchers in the study of school climates. 

The need for studying the climates and student subgroups 

prevailing in different schools seems to be supported by 

the results of school climate research. This research 

implies that there are definite differences between 

schools, and it is therefore inappropriate to operate on 

the assumption that all schools and student subgroups 

are similar in nature. 

There are many ways of assessing the classroom 

or school climate. These include: systematic field obser

vation, summarising the perceptions of individuals through 

questionnaire surveys, application of objective indicies, 

and experimental manipulation of environments. The two 

most popular methods are field observations and question

naire surveys. 

In addition to the actual instrumentation the 

degree of inference to be made from the data collected 

should be considered as this affects the revel of 

inference demanded from respondents. 

Rosenshine (1970b) makes the distinction 
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between 1 low inference I responses and I high inference ·r 

responses. Low inference responses or variables tap the 

directly observable, specific, explicit phenomena of the 

environment, such as counting the number of teacher 

statements or asking students if teachers ever have them 

work together in subgroups of the class. High inference 

responses or variables ask the respondents to make a 

judgment about the meaning of what is going on around 

them and of what they think or feel about it; for 

example, asking a student to agree or disagree with the 

statement, "Your teacher is friendly towards you," or, 

"Your teacher likes you". 

Looking briefly at the less popular ways to 

measure the concept of school climate, firstly we have 

the construction of objective indices of school behav

iour based on properties such as the size of the school, 

participation of students in school decision making, etc. 

In the measurement of climate, objective indices have 

provided some advantages, foremost of which have been 

the objectivity and reliability of the data collected 

and relative ease of their collection. The principal 

disadvantage, however, has been that because there are 

so many environmental variables operating within 

organizations, a selection from the range must be made. 

Criteria for the selection must be chosen and here some 

objectivity is lost because such choice is inevitably 

influenced by the values of the selector. Hence the 

validity of any particular index is called into question. 
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A second and also somewhat unpopular way to 

measure the concept has involved the experimental 

manipulation of the school climate. Such studies have 

been limited to small groups of students: often in 

laboratory situations. This approach has the advantage 

of allowing the testing of hypotheses relating to 

different dimensions of school behaviour. Disadvantages, 

however,include the possible emergence of the Hawthorne 

effect and grave doubts about the ability to generalise 

from the laboratory results to the 'real' school climate. 

Of the two more popular methods, systematic 

field observations provide the basis for the construction 

of instruments for use in the measurement process. The 

descriptions and analyses which result can be helpful in 

understanding the climate one senses in a school. How

ever, they are only descriptions and hence lack any real 

normative base which would enable comparisons between 

different school descriptions. They tend to be general

ised, rather than dealing with comparative data from 

which norms could be developed to enable us to look at 

where schools would be positioned in relation to each 

other regarding the quality of their climates. The 

observation instruments most employed in school climate 

research are 'category systems', which record and 

categorize discrete behavioural events in a low inference 

manner. These instruments concentrate on the classroom 

behaviour of the teacher or the interaction between 

students and teacher, following the Getzels and Thelen 

model (1960) in which the teacher's transactional style 



is critical in determining climate, through the way in 

which he/she balances role requirements and personality 

needs within the classroom. 

Withall (1949) introduced the first observat

ional classroom climate measure. This 'climate index' 

allows the researcher to categorise teacher statements 

as either I teacher centred• or 'learner centred'-, 

according to the way they are categorised along a 

continuum of statements (Appendix 3). The Climate 

Index was widely used in its original form (Perkins, 

1951; Mitzel and Rabinowitz, 1953) and formed the basis 

for the development of new-instruments. Medley and 

Mitzel (1958) developed their Observation Schedule and 

Record (OScAR) as an improvement and expansion of 

Withall's method. In addition to the teacher's verbal 

behaviour, OScAR classifies nonverbal behaviour and 

classroom social structure, accordingtO:the scheme 

presented in Appendix 4. 
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Flanders (.Amidon and Flanders, 1963) developed 

the Interaction Analysis System (l.A). This system has 

been fairly widely used and also records the sequence of 

behavioural events, focuses on teacher influences, 

distinguishing between 'direct' and 'indirect' influence 

according to ten items (.Appendix 5). Used by many in its 

original or slightly modified form (Amidon and Hough, 

l967; Wallen, l966; La Shief, 1967; Furst, 1967; Soar, 

1967, 1968) ,_ the Interaction Analysis System also became 

the point of departure for the development of more com-



prehensive instruments aimed at measuring 1 cognitive 

climate' (Furst, 1967) or Aintellectual climate~ (Siegel 

and Siegel, 1976). 

In an effort to link classroom behaviours to 

outcome variables according to specific theories, 

researchers narrowed their scope to specific teaching 

acts such as 1 explaining behaviour• {Fortune, Gage and 

Shutes, 1966),. or specific psychological concepts such 
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as bpenness' (MacDonald and Zaret, 1966). (Such studies 

are summarized in B. Rosenshine's book, "Teaching Behav

iours and Student Achievement" (1971) .) 

The trend for observation studies appears to 

be to find ways of recording almost everything of major 

significance that might go in a classroom, which requires 

extremely intricate instruments of limited replicability 
\ 

(Spaulding, 1963; Munuchin, 1969) or the help of video-

tape (Biddle and Adams, l967). The time and expense 

involved in such procedures have prompted researchers 

to rely more heavily on the self-reports of students and 

teachers as a means of assessing the classroom climate. 

Probably the most widely practised method 

for measuring climate has used the perceptions of individ

uals through self-report surveys within the school (see 

Schneider, 1972). Such measurements give a different 

type of detail from that o~tained by an outside observer 

who, howeverrskilled, can have only limited insight and 

contact~ The individual member of the organization has 
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perceptions based on experience over a much longer time 

period than that of the outside observer. This approach 

is clearly more convenient than the use of observational 

field studies. In contrast to observation instruments, 

self-report surveys generally require high inference 

treatment and conform more closely to Murray's needs

press model, which considers the student's perception of 

his environment, its pressures and demands as the most 

crucial aspect of climate. As such, they would be the 

most appropriate class of instruments for use in this 

type of field study. The growing interest in educational 

climates has led to the development of several of these 

self-report measures for assessment. 

One of the earliest measures was the Pace and 

Stern (1958) work on the psychological characteristics of 

college climates based on Murray's 1938 needs-press theory 

of personality development. Stern developed the 

Activities Index, which identifies and measures Murray's 

thirty basic needs that individuals strive to achieve 

(Appendix 6). The College characteristics index (CCI) 

was the first of the environmental indices to be developed. 

Each of the thirty need variables was reformulated into 

a parallel press variable, and a college characteristics 

index was constructed to map the ]personality1 of the 

college. Stern later extended on this work to develop 

a variety of ideas to measure and clarify the environ

mental press of other learning environments. In con

junction with Stein and Bloom (l956) he developed the 

High School Characteristics Index (.HSCI) as a measure to 



assess the climate of individual schools through student 

perceptions (Stern, 1970). The index consists of three 

hundred items describing daily activities, policies, 

procedures, attitudes and impressions that might be 

characteristic of various high schools. The items are 

statements with which the respondent can agree or dis

agree, such as, "You need permission to do anything 

around here". There are thirty independent press scales 

of ten items each yielding an 11 point range of scores, 

0 through 10. 

Stern and Steinhoff developed an adaption of 

the CCI, applicable to schools and other organizations, 

called the Organisational Climate Index (OCI), which was 

first used in a study of public schools in New York 

(Steinhoff, 1965). The OCI presents teachers with 300 

statements which could apply to their schools. The 

teachers are required to ma~k these statements true or 

false as applicable to their schools. The same 30 

variables determine the environmental press or the 

organization's climate. 

Research with the OCI is somewhat limited, 

probably because of the instruments' length (three 

hundred items). Nonetheless, where the OCI has been 

employed, it has differentiated among the climates 0£ 

schools. Even in large urban areas, where one might 

assume some homogeneity among schools, the OCI makes 

important distinctions and so it has proved to be a use

ful instrument to map the components of school climates. 
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Unfortunately, it does not tap student responses and 

hence does not provide the type of information required 

in this field study. 
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By far the most popular and widely used 

technique for assessing the climate of schools has been 

the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire 

(OCDQ) (Halpin & Croft, 1963), partly because of the 

clarity with which Halpin described his concept of 

organizational climate, and partly because of the 

relative simplicity with which the OCDQ assessment 

technique can be used in the practical school situation. 

The OCDQ is a descriptive questionnaire to identify 

important aspects of teacher-teacher and teacher-principal 

interactions. As such, it too is inappropriate for use 

in this field study as it ignores students' climate 

perceptions. However, this author believes that to 

obtain the most comprehensive view of any school climate 

in the; real life situation it would'be necessary to assess 

and consider climate perceptions of students, teachers 

and principals. Thus, as the OCDQ is both a popular and 

widely used instrument, it will be briefly examined. The 

questionnaire can be administered to the school faculty 

in less than an hour. However, scoring is complex and 

requires rather sophisticated computer procedures. The 

OCDQ comprises eight subscales, defined and described in 

Appendix 7. It was originally administered to 71 elem

entary schools and predictably the schools varied in 

their climate profiles. Halpin and Croft identified 6 

school climate profiles which tended to cluster and 



called them climate types. The characteristics of each 

of these climate types are described in Appendix 8. 
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Several criticisms have been levelled against 

the OCDQ. However, it has been used many times since the 

original study, and until better instruments are subse

quently developed it appears to be a relatively useful 

device for general charting of school climate in terms 

of teacher-teacher and teacher-principal relationships, 

given that its limitations are fully recognized. 

Likert (l967) extended the research carried 

out over many years in business and industry to 

educational settings. He developed a Profile of 

Organisational Characteristics Measure (POC) along which 

organizations are placed according to the character of 

their superordinate-subordinate relationships. The 

organizational types or managerial systems are differen

tiated into 4 categories (Appendix 9). This system is 

similar to the OCDQ in that it is based on the social 

standards dimension of the climate. These managerial 

systems were based on eight operating characteristics 

that were used to map profiles for each organization 

along the system continuum from an exploitive-authorit

ative to a participative system. Appendix 10 provides 

an outline of the characteristics of each system. 

The Likert measure of system type or organiz

ational climate is relevant to schools. Rensis Likert 

and Jane Likert have used their system variables to 
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develop an instrument they call Profile of a School. The 

Profile of a School has several versions and can be used 

with teachers, administrators, and students to map the 

perceptions of the school climate. It is thus possible 

to compare the perceptions among a variety of subgroups. 

Willower, Eidell and Hoy (1967) chose to con

ceptualize the climate of a school in terms of dominant 

control patterns employed by teachers and principals 

to control students. They conceptualized pupil-control 

orientation along a continuum from custodial to human

istic (Appendix 11). To operationalize the concept of 

pupil control orientation along this continuum the Pupil 

Control Ideology (PCI) form was developed. The PCI does 

not provide the complex measure of either Stern's, 

Halpin and Croft's or the Likert and Likert measure. 

Yet the concept of pupil control and its measurement 

allows another view of the school climate, one that 

focuses on teacher-student relations rather than 

principal-teacher relations. 

Other instruments which have been developed 

for measuring school climates but which have not been 

used very extensively include Sinclair's (1969) Elementary 

School Environment Survey (ESES) instrument, consisting 

of one hundred statements about elementary school 

conditions, processes, and activities to obtain a measure 

of student perceptions of the educational environment. 

The ESES is very similar to Pace's College and University 

Environment Scale (Pace, 1969). The items indicate five 
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dimensions of environmental press: practicality, community, 

awareness, propriety, and scholarship (Appendix 12). 

Trickett and Moos (1971) who were also 

prompted by the Murray need-press conceptualization, 

developed the Classroom Environment Scale (CES) to 

identify aspects of the psychosocial environment of the 

classroom. Nine dimensions of classroom climate were 

identified (Appendix 13) with 10 items per dimension. 

Moos (1978) later developed a five fold typology of 

classrooms using these measures and related them to 

measures of student satisfaction with life in the class

room, teachers, courses and other students. 

The University Image Test by Deutschrnann 

(1959, 1960) explored the utility of 14 adjective scales 

and 18 concepts as a device for differentiating the 

environments of institutions. 

·Pervin (1967a, 1967b, 1968) adopted a form of 

semantic differential involving 52 scales and several 

concepts to study institutional climate differences and 

their relation to student satisfaction. 

A recently developed instrument designed to 

measure the quality of school life, formulated by 

Williams and Batten (1981), was constructed to measure 

school climate perceptions from the students• perspective. 

In 19.81, Williams and Batten .reported on their development and 

administration of this questionnaire designed to_measure 



the quality of school life. on a national sample of 14 

year old students. In 1982, in conjunction with the 

Research and Evaluation Section of the A.C.T. Schools 

Authority, Williams was developing a similar instrument 

for use in primary schools. The original survey was used 

in subsequent studies by Batten and Girling-Butcher {1981) 

and has also been used in A.C.T. High Schools and by the 

Victorian Education Department. 

This concept of quality of school life has 

been given little concerninedticational research. The 

more general quality of life remains only vaguely defined, 

but three basic aspects have been discussed at both the 

individual and societal levels - general feelings of well

being, opportunity to fulfill one's potential, and 

feeling positive social involvement (Flanagan, 1975; 

McFarland, 1975; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 

1973). Almost exclusively, however, work on the quality 

of life has concentrated on adult life circumstances. 

Measurement and meaning of the rquality of lifer for 

children, their general satisfaction, or specific 

reactions to aspects of schooling have been given little 

attention. 

Williams did not provide a clear definition 

of the quality of school life in his study, however, his 

instrument appears to measure the equivalent of the 

psychological climate, or behavioural climate of the 

school and thus it provides a suitable instrument for 

use in this field study. This is confirmed by the 



researchers themselves as in a subsequent study using 

this quality of school life survey Batten and Girling

Butcher {1981) who worked with Williams to develop the 

instrument, stated that, "As the Quality of School Life 

concept was operationalis.ed, it became apparent that we 

were developing a valid measure of the students' 

perceptions of their school environment". 

The concept of the quality of school life was 

first reported to have been measured by Epstein and 

McPartland in 1976, and took its theoretical perspective 

from an emerging literature concerned with the quality 

of adult life. Their measure incorporated three scales: 

a measure of geheral.satisfaction with school climate 

containing items of the kind, "I like school very much"; 

a scale measuring commitment to classwork of which one 

item was, "Work in class is just busywork and a waste 

of time"; and a reaction to teachers scale focussing 

on student-teacher relationships - for example, "I wish 

I could have the same teachers next year". Epstein 

and McPartland showed that students may increase their 

quality of school life score over time in innovative 

settings which have been designed to upgrade their 

quality of school life. 

As already outlined in Chapter 3, a model for 

the 'structure of well being' developed by Burt et al. 

(1978) formed the basis for Williams' study of the 

quality of school life. Burt's analysis showed the most 

stable structure of well-being was a four dimensional one 
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consisting of general satisfaction, positive affect, 

negative affect and satisfaction within domains. Working 

from this framework Williams argued for the existence of 

6 dimensions composing the quality of school life: 

Positive Affect, Negative Affect and 4 domains of Identity, 

Adventure, Opportunity and Status. These dimensions are 

defined in Appendix 14. Williams' study of 14 year old 

students led him and his associates to conclude with 

reasonable confidence that their theory with slight 

modifications was borne'out in the data. Their data failed, 

however, to capture the Adventure domain, while the theory 

and data showed its greatest discrepancy in the form of 

an unpredicted Teachers factor defined by Adventure and 

Opportunity items to do with teacher-student interaction. 

In hindsight, Williams recognized the plausibility of 

such a factor given that teacher-student interaction 

occupies the greater portion of a student's school day. 

It follows that the quality of this interaction should 

influence the students' perceptions of their lives at 

school which should have an impact on their overall 

view of the school climate. The data obtained through 

this secondary study was used to revise and refine a 

primary school questionnaire. 

Thus in the development of the primary school 

survey a Teacher domain was added to the 4 e x isting 

domains. The meaning given to this new domain centering 

on the equity of the teacher-student interaction in the 

sense that teachers are fair and just in their dealings 

with students. The other domains remained the same as 



79 

in the secondary school survey. Fewer items, however, 

were used in each domain (71 items composed the secondary 

study, while 40 made up the primary school study). Some 

items were reworded so they would be more easily under

stood by this younger age group while new items were 

substituted for those that had proven to be unclear and 

ambiguous. The survey was titled "School Life". 

Appendix 15 provides a copy of this primary school survey. 

Appendix 16 presents the division of survey statements 

into the 7 domains. 

The School Life Measure was selected as 

being the most appropriate instrument for use in this 

field study. It provided an example of the •type' of 

measure which might prove to be suitable for climate 

assessment in primary schools. 

None of the traditional and more popular 

questionnaire surveys for measuring school climate had 

the advantages of the School Life Survey and were 

rejected on the following grounds: 

Stern's three instruments - th~ CCI, the HSCI and 

the OCI -were all too lengthy for adaption 

to suit primary schools. The CCI and HSCI 

were designed specifically to map the 

climate of colleges and high schools while 

the OCI was developed to map the teachers' 

perception of the school. 

Halpin and Croft's OCDQ was a survey to determine 

the school climate according to the views 



of teachers and principals. Its scoring 

was complex. 

Likert and Likert•s POS was not designed 

specifically for primary school students -

the instrument having many similarities with 

the OCDQ. 

Willower, Eidell and Hoy's PCI was designed for 

the professional staff of the school to 

complete. Its length (20 items) was not 

adequate to tap a sufficient number of 

dimensions of school climate. 

The School Life Measure selected, was able 

to fulfill the £6llowing criteria. It would: 

provide individual views indicating school 

climate perceptions; 

be a survey for students to complete rather than 

for teachers, principals or other school 

personnel; 

be suitable for administering to year 6 students; 

be short enough so students completing the survey 

would not become disinterested or lose their 

concentration; 

be reasonably str~ight forward to administer with 

directions which could be easily understood 

and remembered by this age group of students; 

be easily analyzed; 

be advanced enough to tap several different 

dimensions of the school climate. 
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Importantly, before proceeding, it should be 

noted that Williams and Batten did not design their 

quality of school life instruments to provide a total 

view for each student of their school climate. Rather, 

the instrument was intended to indicate student per

ceptions and school profiles across the 7 separate 

dimensions. However, to enable the identification and 

selection of students either coping particularly well 

or inadequately within their total school systems, this 

study will use individual student's scores across the 

sSven dimensions. It is believed that this should give 

a legitimate indicator of the degree to which the over

all school climate was perceived by each student to 

meet their individual needs. 

Finally, this field study also played the 

role of being a pilot study for the School Life Measure, 

so it was not expected that the measure would be without 

problems. However, this field study was merely aiming 

to argue for the useful role such a measure could play 

within the school system and to show why; rather than 

to provide a validated and accurate measure of school 

climate. Thus it was not believed that using such an 

untested instrument would be problematic. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY 

THE OBJECTIVES OF THE FIELD STUDY: 

Generally speaking, the objective of the field 

study was to demonstrate that if we are to prevent rather 

than respond to many of the problems encountered by 

students at school, we should be aiming to evaluate 

schools in terms of their immediate effects on students. 

Thus evaluation techniques such as climate assessment 

should become a routine school function. This would 

enable us to make more informed choices in education, 

as it could provide the school counsellor and other 

personnel with valuable data to aid in the matching of 

student needs with the requirements of the school as a 

whole. In so doing, it should create more equal educat

ional opportunities, ideally where students' goals are 

only restricted by their individual limitations and thus 

their overall quality of school life should be increased. 

The specific objectives of the field study were: 

1. to select and trial an appropriate instrument 

for identifying students' perceptions of 

their school climate; 

2. to identify schools where the quality of school 

life/school climate is perceived by students 

to be very high/low within the five domains 

of schooling and to obtain through group 

interviews further information from 



students concerning their experiences 

within these domains; 

3. to identify and interview individuals with 

overall high/Low school climate/quality 

of school life results to look at whether 

this type of measure could be used to 

determine individual students coping well/ 

not coping in their present climate who 

would theoretically benefit from early 

school counsellor intervention; 

4. in the course of objectives 2 and 3 to obtain 

feedback on the survey to identify any areas/ 

items which students found problematic and 

to establish whether there are any 

additional factors not included in the 

climate domains which affect the students 1 

perceptions of their school climate/quality 

of school life scoresr 

5. to examine/suggest possible areas of school 

counsellor intervention involving modifi

cation of school climates/school climate 

areas, individual students and/or student 

subgroups to aid in the matching of student 

needs with the overall requirements of the 

school; 

6. to provide feedback to the schools involved in 

the survey about the students' perceptions 

of the quality of their lives. 
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The development and selection of the measure 

in relation to Objective 1 is described in Chapter 4. 

In relation to Objective 2 it is expected that due to the 

multiplicity of variables which may affect students• 

attitudes regarding their school climate perceptions, 

coming from both within and outside of the school, there 

will be considerable variation both in the class results 

and also between schools. Certain variables affect the 

level of student satisfaction with the school climate. 

A critical influence on school climate and students' 

attitudes to school is, as might be expected, the 

teachers. Anderson et al. (1980) in an Australian study 

found that students were more concerned about teachers 

than about assessment, curriculum, organization, or 

discipline and that the greater part of this concern 

was about how teachers relate to their students. 

Similarly, Silberman (1971), commenting on a study of 

high school students, said that a factor of importance 
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to students was student~teacher rapport outside the 

classroom, whether achieved through activities, guidance, 

clubs or individual conferences, and that such contact 

rrhad a great deal to do with classroom morale and with the 

potential influence of teachers on the school climate". 

Wright and Headlam (1976) interviewed 150 eighteen-year

olds and found that the question which triggered the 

strongest emotional reaction was one concerning the 

extent of respect accorded to students by teachers at 

school. The respondents were almost unanimous in their 

identification of the most important attributes of a good 

teacher - respect for students, involvement, and willing-



ness to help. A study of classroom social climates in 

20 secondary schools (Fry and Coe, 1980) found that 

classrooms perceived to be high in teacher support and 

involvement were associated with student· motivations 

of self-improvement, academic success and enjoyment of 

learning, while classrooms perceived to be teacher

controlled or competition-oriented were related with 

anti-school feelings and a relative absence of self

improvement desires and enjoyment of learning. It was 

planned to collect the data in this study in a manner 

which would allow for further examination of this 

teacher variable. 

The peer group may also have a marked effect 

on student responses. Colemann et al. (1966) and Connell 

et al. (1975) both refer to the power of the adolescent 

subculture and its ascendancy over teacher influences. 

Girls appear to react more positively to school than 

boys (Jackson, 1968; Connell et al., 1975). In this 

examination of factors which affect students' perceptions 

of their school climate the interest is both in the 

factors which fall within the five domains of school 

climate (Objective 2) and any relevant factors not 

included in this model (Objective 4). 
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In relation to Objective 3, it is expected that 

students will be found in each of the classes surveyed who 

will have high/low overall scores on the quality of school 

life/school climate survey and that the students with 

negative school climate perceptions could potentially 
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benefit from school counsellor intervention. It is 

hypothesized that at the elementary school level, schools 

will experience a high degree of variance between their 

existing climate and the congruence of that climate with 

student needs; since generally speaking students attend 

schools based on their location rather than by selecting 

schools with climates most compatible with their 

personality orientations. 

Through Objectives 2 and 3 the direct contact 

with students will provide an ideal opportunity for feed

back regarding problematic areas/items in the survey, as 

well as any additional factors which may affect the 

students' perceptions of their quality of school life/ 

school climate scores (Objective 4). The importance of 

such feedback is stressed by Oppenheim (1966) who claims 

that pilot work can be of the greatest help in devising 

the actual wording of questions, and it operates as a 

healthy check, since .,fatal ambiguities may lurk in the 

most unexpected quarters". ,Also, the frequency and 

range of misinterpretations of survey questions was 

found to be very high in an investigation by Belson (1968). 

It is strongly believed that the climate data 

obtained in fulfilling Objectives 2, 3 and 4 should be 

used for the designing of appropriate intervention 

strategies (Objective 5). To date, however, it appears 

that very little has been done to attempt to modify 

climates, individual students or student subgroups after 

initial school climate descriptions have been made. It 



is established, however, that different climates appear 

to be more conducive to goal attainments for students of 

different abilities (Anderson, 1970) and personalities 

(Bar.:..Yam, 1969), and those in different courses of 

instruction (Walberg, 1970, 1971). Such interactions 

suggest the possibility that differing climates/climate 

domains may be adjusted and/or duplicated or student 

behaviours may be modified to design more personalised 

school climates, which should in turn foster more equal 

educational opportunities for students. 
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RESEARCH DESTGN/METHODOLOGY: 

An initial pilot study of the school life 

survey was conducted on two schools during June and July 

in 1982. Item analyses were carried out and those items 

with low item total correlation co-efficients within the 

seven dimensions were eliminated. The refined version of 

the study contained 40 items: 5 general affect items, 

5 negative affect items, and 6 items for each of the five 

domains of status, identity, adventure,opportunity and 

teachers (Appendix 16). The survey was comprised of 

statements about school to which students were asked to 

respond on a four point scale of agreement from really 

agree to really do not agree. The refined survey 

(Appendix 15) was administered to the year 6 students of 

the 12 selected schools during August 1982. 

SELECTION OF SCHOOLS FOR SURVEY ADMINISTRATION: 

It was planned to administer the quality of 

school life survey to a representative sample of all 
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year 6 students at twelve selected primary schools. 

The group interviews and individual case study students 

would then be selected on the basis of the survey outcomes. 

The selection of schools was undertaken by the 

Research and Evaluation Section of the Schools Authority 

using a stratified sampling technique with all A.C.T. 

Government primary schools comprising the target popul

ation. It was calcualted that the total number of year 

6 students at February 1982 was 3,539. Thus with 12 

schools to be selected our sampling interval was 295. 

Schools were stratified according to location, ensuring 

~ven spread. On this basis, 12 schools were selected. 

The relevant school principals were contacted in writing 

and invited to participate in the Study (Appendix 17). 

All accepted. 

STUDENT SAMPLE FOR THE SURVEY: 

For each of the schools selected, all year 6 

students who were present on the day of administration 

were asked to participate in the survey. At most of the 

schools·this constituted at least 2 groups of year 6 

students. A total of 2 students declined to complete 

the survey as they believed all such surveys to be an 

invasion of their personal privacy. 

Several reasons governed the choice of year 6 

students for this study. 



There was an obvious need to study the climate of 

primary schools due to a severe lack of 

research in that area to date. (This point 

is treated in more detail in Chapter 2.) 

By the time primary school students reach year 6 

it was expected that they would have formed 

a fairly accurate perception of their 

school climate. 

In restructuring the quality of school life survey 

to suit a younger age group than the 14 year 

olds for whom it was originally designed, 

fewer changes needed to be made for year 

6 students than would have been required 

for children of lower grades. 

As a result, a total of 587 students drawn from 23 

classes in 12 primary schools constituted the sample 

for this study. Class and school sample sizes are given 

in Appendix 18 . 

METHOD OF ADMINISTRATION AND DATA COLLECTION: 

The data collection was to take place during 

term 2 of 1982. The survey was to be administered by the 

author to each group of year 6 students during a class 

period throughout the week beginning Monday, August 9, 

1982. Each session would be prefaced by an explanation 

of the nature and the purpose of the study. It would be 

emphasized that there were no correct responses. Rather 

the importance of honest answers would be strongly 
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stressed and students would be assured that neither 

teachers nor parents would be shown their individual 

responses, but rather the entire class responses would 

be grouped to provide data for feedback to the school, 

Students would be encouraged to ask questions and reques

ted to seek help if during completion of the survey any 

problems/difficulties were encountered, Classes would 

be invited to comment on the survey following its 

completion. 

Responses to the survey would be scored in the 

following manner: Really Agree (1); Mostly Agree (2); 

Mostly Do Not Agree (3); Really Do Not Agree (4). The 

maximum score possible on the survey would thus be 20 

(from the 5 items in general affect), -5 (from the 5 items 

in negative affect) and 24 (for each of the 6 items in 

the 5 domains) giving a total possible score of 135. 

This score would indicate the most negative view possible 

of school climate. The negative and positive affects were 

to be reweighted, however, to 6, making them equal to the 

number of items in each domain, thus adjusting the maximum 

score to 138. The minimum possible score following this 

reweighti~g would be 6 (general affect), -24 (negative 

affect), plus 6 (for each of the 5 domains) giving a min

imum possible score of 12. This score would indicate the 

most positive view possible for the students ' perceptions 

of school climate. 



SELECTION OF SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS FOR INTERVIEWS: 

In addition to the data obtained through 

administration of the School Life Survey, supplementary 

information through direct student contact was to be 

collected to gauge/determine the validity of the survey 

results and to strengthen the study as a whole. Data 

analysis from the survey results would allow for 

identification of those schools where the quality of life 

was perceived to be both the highest and the lowest by 

students. Because it would be impossible given the 

constraints of the study schedule to interview students 

from too many schools, it was decided to select 2 of the 

lowest scoring and 2 of the highest scoring schools for 

further investigation. From these schools groups of the 

six highest scoring and six lowest scoring students 

would be interviewed. Although it had originally been 

anticipated that the low scoring students would be 

spoken to separately rather than as a group, it was 

decided that the small group interview situation would 
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be less threatening for these students. Since the 

author would not be in a position to act on any of the 

information or problems discussed by students during 

these interviews, it was felt that the use of one to one 

interviews would be ethically inappropriate. 

Discussions were to be held between these groups 

of students and the author during early October 1982. 

Arrangements were made with the 4 schools to interview 

the selected students and half-day periods were allocated 

for the interviews at each school. At the beginning of 
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the interview the students would be reminded of the School 

Life Survey and it would be explained why they had been 

selected for this discussion. The students would be told 

of their group's perception of their school climate. To 

facilitate the discussions, the concept of school climate 

would be thoroughly explained to students and the domains 

of schooling in the survey would be described to students 

in the following manner: 

Status: This refers to your personal experience of 

feeling confident, proud and happy with your

self because you feel important and worth

while. You feel you can be trusted as you 

are often given tasks of responsibility and 

other people respect and care about you. 

Identity: This involves the development of your 

learning about the sort of person you are 

and the way you feel about things; about 

how well you know yourself. It also involves 

how· well you get along with other students at 

school and how well they treat you in return. 

Adventure: This refers to how much you enjoy learning 

and involves the type of interest you have in 

schoolwork, how much you enjoy doing this 

work and how much encouragement and support 

you get from teachers when you are learning 

new things. 



Opportunity: This refers to how well you feel you are 

able to grasp or understand the things you 

learn at school, the confidence you have in 

your future achievement, and how much you 

feel that what you learn at school will 

help you later in life. 
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Teachers: This refers to the way you get along with your 

teacher/sand also to the way the teacher/s 

get along with other students in your class. 

It is largely about how fair and just teachers 

are to students. 

It was envisaged that these interviews would 

help to determine whether or not the survey was accurately 

indicating the relevant areas of the school climate where 

students experienced satisfaction/dissatisfaction. It 

was expected that the interviews would confirm the survey 

data. If not, they would provide information and 

possibly reasons for any reported discrepancies or con

flicts. Such interview data have been referred to as 

strong in reality but difficult to organize, while survey 

data can be :weak in reality but amenable to efficient 

organization (Adelman et al. 1976:564). Thus it was 

believed that these two different approaches being adop

ted in the present field study should serve to complement 

each other and strengthen the study as a whole. In 

addition, the resulting contact with the principals and 

teachers in the schools selected for these interviews and 

case studies would facilitate the feedback of information 



and data. This in itself could provide a useful 

contribution towards the school's self-evaluation and if 

applicable at least their consideration of appropriate 

intervention methods to improve their school climates. 
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CHAPTER 6 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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The data collected from the administration of 

the school life survey are presented in this Chapter. 

School and student selection for interviews on the basis 

of these data results will be explained. The major out

comes of these interviews will be briefly presented. 

Discussion will focus on the results which are relevant 

to, or which have implications for, possible roles of the 

school counsellor. Although much of the remaining infor

mation from the results section merits discussion and in 

some cases, further research, it is not the objective of 

this study to pursue such a line of inquiry. It is hoped 

that researchers taking a different focus in the area of 

school climate research may pursue such results from this 

study. 

A total of 587 students from 23 classes in 12 

schools completed the school life survey. The data anal

ysis provided detailed information concerning student views 

of the positive and negative aspects of their school 

climate. It revealed the importance of school climate 

assessment and provided suggestions concerning the mat

ching of student needs with the requirements of their 

respective schools. Students were selected from a number 

of schools who perceived their quality of school life to 

be very high or very low. These students were interviewed 

to discuss in more detail their feelings about school 

life and to find out whether, in the case of high scoring 
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students, any form of intervention could assist them in 

coping more adequately in their existing school system. 

Also, student perceptions with regard to the five domains 

were examined and suggestions sought for their modification 

where appropriate, to cater more adequately for the majority 

of student needs. 

STRATEGY FOR THE" ANALYSIS OF DATA: 

The data analysis proceeded as follows: 

An examination of the validity and reliability of the 

study and School Life Survey was undertaken~, 

The overall percentage of responses to each item was 

calculated to allow for the examination of any 

distinct student response patterns. 

Each student's score within the 7 dimensions being 

investigated and for the overall school life construct 

were calculated. This provided information for the 

selection of low and high scoring students for the 

follow-up interviews. 

School scores for the overall school life construct 

allowed for inter-school comparisons. Furthermore, 

school scores for each of the seven dimensions were 

calculated to provide a profile of each school 

enabling comparisons of these 7 dimensions both 

within and across the twelve schools. 

Class scores were computed in a similar fashion to 

school scores. It was predicted that as teacher-



student interactions occupy a significant part of 

the school day the quality of this interaction would 

be expected to influence student perceptions of their 

school climate. Thus where teachers varied from 

class to class it was expected that differences 

between class responses within each school for the 

teacher domain and possibly other dimensions of the 

survey influenced by this teacher element would be 

found. 

Male and female responses to the survey were computed 

as past research findings indicated that female 

students would perceive school climate more 

positively than male students. 
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Before presenting the results arising from these 

analytic procedures, the validity and relaibility of the 

survey instrument are considered. 

THE VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF THE INSTRUMENT: 

To validate the theoretical basis of the school 

life survey, that there are seven relatively independent 

dimensions of the quality of school life, Pearson correl

ation co-efficients between the seven scale scores across 

the student sample were calculated. This produced the 

correlation matrix shown in Table 1. The range of the 

correlation co-efficients was -0.21 to 0.73. Although 

this shows that between some of the dimensions there is 

substantial overlap, indicating that the survey does 

need some refinement, the results generally validate the 



TASLE :l - CORREL;A.TION MATRIX FOR THE 7 DI.MEN:~IONS OF 
00 
O'\ THE SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY 

General Negative Status Identity Adventure Opportunity Teachers 
DIMENSIONS Affect Affect 

General 
Affect 1.00 -0.30 0.57 0.58 0.73 0.47 0.62 

Negative 
Affect -0.30 1.00 -0.35 -0.30 -0.21 -0.27 -0.31 

Status 0.57 -0.35 1.00 0.72 0.48 0.57 0.50 

Identity 0.58 -0.30 0.72 1.00 0.53 0.46 0.48 

Adventure 0.73 -0.21 0.48 0.53 1.00 0.58 0.64 

Opportunity 0.47 -0.27 0.57 0.46 0.58 1.00 0.50 

Teachers 0.62 -0.31 a.so 0.48 0.64 0.50 1.00 

TOTAL 0.83 -0.52 0.80 0.77 0.80 0.72 0.80 



existence of the seven separate dimensions in the school 

life survey. Student interviews to be discussed later 

9.9 

in this Chapter will serve as a further form of validation 

of these scales. 

Reliability co-efficients for the scales are 

presented in Table 2. They show that the internal consis

tency of the i terns composing each of the seven dimensions 

were adequate in the school life survey, ranging between 

0.74 and 0.89. 

TABLE 2 - RELIABILITY CO-EFFICIENTS FOR THE 

SEVEN SCALES OF THE SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY 

Scale 

General Affect 

Negative Affect 

Status 

Identity 

Adventure 

Opportunity 

Teachers 

K-R20 Co-efficient 

0.82 

0.74 

0.79 

0.75 

0.89 

0.81 

0.87 

To ensure that the 7 scales were actually 

discriminating between the 12 schools and between the 23 

classes, a one-way analysis of variance was employed. 

The results showed that for the purposes of this study 

there was evidence of sufficient discrimination in all 

dimensions both between the schools and between the 

classes. Details of the one-way analysis of variance 
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are given in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 - ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON THE 
7 DIMENSIONS OF THE SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY 

BETWEEN SCHOOLS AND BETWEEN CLASSES 

Between Schools Between Classes 
SCALES F-ratio Probability F-ratio Probability 

General 
Affect 10.17 < .01 5.53 < .01 

Negative 
Affect 3.77 < .01 2.42 < .01 

Status 3.32 < .01 2.07 < .01 

Identity 4.86 < .01 2.65 < .01 

Adventure 6.87 < .01 4.65 < .01 

Opportunity 2.60 < .01 1.74 < .OS 

Teachers 7.95 < .01 6.42 < .01 

In some instances the seven dimensions comprising the 

School Life Survey acted quite independently for our 

sample of students. In other instances the scales were 

not as independent as would have been hoped. However, as 

this School Life Survey was merely chosen as an instrument 

to demonstrate the importance of assessing school climate 

the results were adequate for the purpose of this field 

study. 

RESULTS: 

The outcomes of the different modes of analysis 

are discussed below. 



101 

The overall percentage of responses to each 

item showed that the year 6 students in our sample 

generally responded to the School Life Survey in a 

positive manner (Appendix 19). There were fourty state

ments concerning the quality of school life included in 

the questionnaire. For most statements, 70% to 90% of 

responses fell under the Teally agree'and 'mostly agree' 

categories excepting the negative affect items where in 

line with this, 75% to 90% of responses fell into the 

'mostly do not agree' and 'really do not agree' categories. 

Generally less than l0% of students responded with the 

'really do not agree' category, excepting again the 

negative affect items. Responses to the survey items in 

Table 4 werethe'.only exceptions to these patterns. 

Student responses to more than half the items 

in the status domain were more negative than the average 

response pattern to other survey statements. The only 

domain where all responses to statements fell within this 

average range was for that of opportunity. 

Figures 3.1 ~ 3.12 provide graphical represent

ations of each school's responses in the seven dimensions. 

No great differences or clear trends were observable in 

the general affect or negative affect dimensions except 

that responses to the general affect items were more 

varied than to negative affect items. Therefore, atten

tion was focussed on the domains of schooling as these 

produced some interesting response patterns. In most 

schools student perceptions in the status, adventure and 



N TABLE 4 : ATYPICAL OVERALL PERCENTAGE RESPONSES 0 
t-1 

TO THE SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY ITEMS 

RESPONSES ( % ) 

ITEM DOMAIN STATEMENT REALLY AGREE MOSTLY DO REALLY DO 
NO & MOSTLY AGREE NOT AGREE NOT AGREE 

3 Status I know that people 52 33.3 14.7 
think a lot of me. 

15 General 
Affect I really like to go. 66.1 22.4 11. 5 

17 Status I feel important. 45.8 33.4 19.9 

18 Identity I learn a lot about 
myself. 67.5 21.7 10.2 

31 Status I feel proud of myself. 63.7 24 12.3 

36 Status People care what I think. 60.4 28.9 10.7 

40 Teacher Teachers treat all 
students equally. 53.3 20.5 26.2 
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teacher domains, with status being the most negative 

domain and opportunity the most positive in nearly all 

school profiles. Thus it appears that our sample of year 

6 students saw schools as being more successful and 

relevant in meeting their needs regarding their role in 

the fostering of their future opportunities than at 

assisting them to achieve status and aiding them in 

acquiring self-confidence through being accorded prestige. 

An alternative possibility, however, is that these oppor

tunity items may have been phrased in a way that made them 

more attractive to students than the status items. 

Generally speaking, schools scored either 

consistently high or consistently low in all domains. This 

outcome seems to dispell the possibility that different 

schools might give emphasis to, or cater towards just one 

particular domain. There was a consistency in the pattern 

of responses across the domains although there were marked 

differences between the 12 schools within each of the 5 

domains. Students at schools 2, 4 and 7 responded more 

positively to the survey (scored lower or higher in the 

case of negative affect where a low level of agreement 

with items indicates a high quality of school life), 

while students at schools 6, 8 and 9 responded more 

negatively than students at other sample schools. 

Thus it appears that the schools in this sample 

do not concentrate attention on one particular dimension 

of school life so that students see more benefits accruing 

to them from this aspect than from any of the other 
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dimensions. Rather, student perceptions of their school 

climate or the quality of their school life seem to be 

spread across the whole range of their school experience. 

Hence our finding that if student perceptions are 

positive in one domain in a particular school they tend 

to be high in all domains and if average or negative in 

any domain1 then they tend to be average or negative in 

all domains. 

Figures 4.1 - 4.7 present graphically, between 

school scores in each of the 7 dimensions comprising the 

School Life Survey. Figure 4.8 presents the overall 

scores for each of the 12 schools. As already stated, 

student perceptions at the school level were more varied 

in the general affect dimension (Figure 4.1) than the 

negative affect dimension (Figure 4.2). Of the five 

domains, student perceptions at the school level 

regarding adventure (Figure 4.5) and teachers (Figure 

4.7) were most varied while student responses at the 

school level regarding the opportunity domain (Figure 

4.6) were the least varied and thus spread over the 

smallest range. This corroborates the notion of the 

importance and the degree of variety which should be 

attributed to the teacher variable for its contribution 

to the climate perceptions of students. The teacher 

provides a major input into the adventure domain. This 

explains the similar pattern of these two domains. The 

status and identity domains in addition to the teacher 

influence would be fairly heavily affected by peer groups 

and outside of school experiences while the opportunity 
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domain would also be influenced by experiences external 

to school, as well as the child's overall school exper

ience. Thus the opportunity domain would be least likely 

to be influenced by the teacher element and in accordance 

it shows the least degree of variance. 

Figure 4.8 shows that the 3 schools perceived 

by students to have the most negative school climates 

are schools 6, 8 and 9 while those perceived to have the 

most positive climates are schools 2, 4 and 7. 

Figures 5.1 - 5.lO provide graphical represent

ations of class responses to the seven survey dimensions. 

Again no clear trends were observable in the general aff

ect and negative affect dimensions so attention was 

focussed on domains. Between class responses within any 

one school showed the most variation in the teacher and 

adventure domains. In 9 of the 10 schools (the remaining 

two schools had only one class) the more negative the 

teacher domain was perceived to be by a class, the more 

negative was the adventure domain. Conversely, the more 

positive was one of these domains, the more positive 

the other. 

In 9 of the 10 schools, there were noticeable 

differences between classes in most of the dimensions. 

Classes in the remaining school (Figure 5.9) showed an 

atypical degree of similarity. It was expected that the 

differences in school climate perceptions between classes 

in the remaining 9 schools could be largely attributed to 
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the teacher variable as the total school experience for 

students in both classes should otherwise be fairly equal. 

It was expected that if perceptions in the teacher domain 

varied, the remaining domains could also be affected. 

Figure 5.11 compares the overall scores of the 

23 classes in the School Life Survey. The results show 

large differences between several of the classes within 

schools. At schools 1, 5, 6 and 10, these differences 

were most pronounced. The between class scale graphs 

showed that at each of these schools one of the two 

classes had scored consistently higher or lower in at 

least six of the seven dimensions, thus causing a build-up 

in the total class differences. At schools 8 and 11 

where the total class results were similar, there was a 

fairly even distribution of classes scoring both higher 

and lower in the seven dimensions. 

Sex differences in student responses are 

presented in Table 5. The differences are small; however, 

as was expected, female students' perceptions of their 

school climate were more positive for every dimension 

~nd consequently in total than male student perceptions. 

SURVEY ADMINISTRATION DIFFICULTIES: 

Through the Survey administration; an indication 

of areas of the School Life measure that needed to be 

altered or refined were obtained. Generally, there were 

very few problems related to the administration of the 
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TABLE 5 - SEX DIFFERENCES IN STUDENT RESPONSES 

TO THE SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY 

Mean Responses 

Male Female 

General Affect 10.837 10.105 

Negative Affect 16.673 16.498 

Status 13.801 13.764 

Identity 11.399 11.378 

Adventure 11.891 11.039 

Opportunity 10.733 10.500 

Teacher 12.764 11. 641 

TOTAL 53.478 50.373 

survey. The class teacher/sand/or principal were 
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usually in attendance during survey administration. 

However, at one school where no teacher was present 

administration was difficult as students were annoyed 

about being requested to complete the survey and continued 

to verbally express this throughout the session. In 

another school there were problems with administration as 

more than sixty students were required to complete the 

survey on the floor of a very small classroom. 

Students were generally able to complete the 

School Life Survey with little difficulty except for 

responses to the two statements below: 



11. School is a place where I get to know myself 

better-: Most students were unclear about the 

exact meaning of this statement and many even 

after explanation found the concept of thoroughly 

knowing oneself difficult to grasp. 
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36. School is a place where people care what I think-: 

This statement presented problems as many students 

questioned whether •people' referred to teachers 

or to students. 

During administration it became clear that a 

thorough reading of the instructions with the students 

prior to their completing the survey was very important. 

In some instances these instructions needed to be repeated 

several times before the survey was begun. 

Some students expressed difficulties in differ

entiating between the four response categories. Others 

felt that in some cases their answers did not fit neatly 

into one of the four given categories. Finally several 

students expressed concern regarding the confusion caused 

by negatively worded items: particularly in trying to match 

these items with the correct response category - a process 

which seemed to involve a double jump in interpretation. 

STUDENT INTERVIEWS: 

The preceding results and their analysis provided 

the type of information it was hoped could be derived from 

the administration of the School Life Survey. It justified 



proceeding to the second stage of the field study which 

was to obtain further information through interviews 

concerning aspects of students' school lives which had 
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led them to respond in the ways they did to the survey. 

This would give insight into the types of features causing 

students to perceive some schools as having positive 

climates while others were perceived to be negative. 

Interest was limited to high and low scoring students 

and was centred around the five domains of schooling; 

although some more general factors not included in the 

domains of the model that students felt were relevant to 

their experience and the quality of their school lives 

were discussed. Student ability to cope within their 

individual school's framework along with change strategies 

and suggestions of benefits which could be derived from 

school counsellor interventions were discussed. 

SELECTION OF SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS FOR INTERVIEWS: 

The survey data analyses show that the quality 

of life was perceived to be the highest at schools 2, 4 

and 7; while the quality of life was perceived to be the 

lowest at schools 6, 8 and 9. Due to the time constraints 

of this study schedule it was not possible to interview 

samples of students from all these schools, thus two of 

the highest scoring and two of the lowest scoring schools 

were selected from these six for further investigation. 

Of the highest scoring (most negative) schools, numbers 

6 and 8 were selected in preference to 9, as, at the time 

of the survey students at these two schools appeared much 



angrier and more verbally outspoken with regard to the 

poor quality of their school lives, than had students 

from school 9. Schools 4 and 7 were selected from the 

three lowest scoring schools, as at the time of survey 

administration one of the classes at school 2 was being 

taken by a relief teacher. It was felt that this may 

have affected the responses given by these students. 

Groups of the six highest scoring and six 

lowest scoring students of each of these four schools 

were selected for the discussions. Table 6 shows the 

schools and the scores of the students selected. 

120 

Some students were absent on the appointed 

interview day, however at least 5 representative students 

from the original groups of six were interviewed for 

each of the schools. 

Students were told whether their individual 

group had perceived the climate at their school to be 

either positive or negative in the original survey and 

were asked whether they still felt the same way. Most 

of the students maintained their original stance 

although some had modified their views slightly. All 

students. claimed to have taken the survey seriously and 

said they had responded with honest answers. 

A brief verbal profile for each of the four 

selected schools based on information volunteered by 

students, teachers and principals on the day of survey 
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TABLE 6 - SCHOOLS AND SCORES OF STUDENTS SELECTED FOR INTERVIEWS 

STUDENTS TOTAL SCORES 

Positive School Negative School 
School Climate Perceptions Climate Perceptions 
Number 

Student Score Student Score 

Schools where students 4 A = 23 u = 74 
perceived the school B = 22 V = 77 
climate to be positive C = 23 w = 78 

D = 23 X = 78 
E = 23 y = 74 
F = 24 z = 75 

7 A = 26 u = 73 
B = 29 V = 91 
C = 32 w = 75 
D = 26 X = 93 
E = 29 y = 79 
F = 22 z = 60 

Schools where students 6 A = 21 u = 91 
perceived the school B = 49 V = 93 
climate to be negative C = 30 w = 89 

D = 54 X = 96 
E = 47 y = 89 
F = 30 z = 110 

8 A = 32 u = 87 
B = 38 V = 99 
C = 34 w = 108 
D = 37 X = 95 
E = 25 y = 91 
F = 35 z = 87 
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administration, my own observation at this time and the 

subsequent data analyses are presented below. The contri

bution of the Survey data built from an examination of 

each school's responses to individual items within the 

seven scales gave insight into the specific dimensions 

of each school which drew particular praise or criticism 

from students. It was felt that such verbal profiles 

should be presented along with the graphical profiles 

obtained through the survey data to provide both qualit

ative and quantitative information about the schools 

prior to presenting student views from both the positive 

and negative ends of the spectrum. 

STUDENTS' VIEWS OF THEIR SCHOOLS: 

Schools with positively perceived school climates: 

Profile for School 4: 

A fairly new and physically attractive school 

with both traditional and open play year 6 areas. The 

school yard appeared well kept and joined parkland giving 

the impression of unrestricted space. Student achieve

ments in art, sport and school project work were displayed 

in corridors and classes. The students, particularly in 

the open plan class, presented as being happy, and highly 

motivated. 

Division into either a traditional class or 

open class at this school was based on: 



1 teacher preference 

2 parent preference 

3 child preference 

4 efforts to keep peer groups together 

5 efforts to separate students who 

conflict with each other. 

The teachers and principal appeared to enjoy 

their positions and displayed interest in the welfare 

of the school. They expressed genuine interest in the 

survey. Interactions between the principal, teachers 
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and the students all appeared to be positive, during this 

brief contact. 

Appendix 21 shows school 4's answers in per

centages to the response categories for each item of the 

survey, while Appendix 22 lists the items for which the 

responses at this school were atypical in comparison with 

the all schools response pattern. 

Thirteen items (1 negative affect, 2 identity, 

4 opportunity, 4 adventure, and 2 teachers) were respond

ed to more positively (or more negatively in the case of 

the negatively expressed item) by this school than the 

all schools response pattern. While 4 items (3 status 

and 2 teachers) were responded to in a more negative 

manner. From this data, school 4 appears to cater more 

adequately for student needs than the average school, 

except in the status dimension where many students 

indicated that they have very little self-esteem, and in the 



teacher dimension where some students indicated that 

teachers do not treat all students equally. 

Profile for School 7: 

Situated in a high socioeconomic area of one 
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of Canberra's more established suburbs, this 7 year old 

open plan school presented as being nearly new. The lay

out of the school was physically appealing and functional. 

All floors were carpeted and most walls decorated either 

with student works or purchased pieces of art - giving an 

overall physical appearance which was both comfortable 

and stimulating. Students were quiet and well behaved 

but highly responsive and teachers presented as being 

helpful and friendly to their students. The principal 

appeared to be genuinely interested in the welfare of 

all students and made it known that he was proud to be 

part of this particular school. 

Appendix 23 shows school 7 1 s answers in per

centages to the response categories for each item of the 

survey while Appendix 24 lists the items for which the 

responses at this school were atypical in comparison to 

the all schools response pattern. 

Fifteen items {2 general affect 1 2 negative 

affect, 4 opportunity, 4 adventure, 2 teachers and 1 

identity) were responded to more positively (or more 

negatively in the case of negatively expressed itmes) by 

this school, than the all schools response pattern. While 

5 items (2 status, 1 opportunity, 1 identity and 1 teachers) 
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were responded to in a more negative manner. From this 

data, school 7 generally appears to cater more adequately 

for student needs than the average school. Exceptions 

were in the status dimension where some students indicated 

they felt little prestige was accorded to them by others 

within the school; in the opportunity dimension where some 

students felt they were poor at their school work, in the 

identity dimension where some students indicated that 

mixing with others did not really help them to understand 

themselves and in the teacher dimension where several 

students indicated that teachers do not treat all 

students equally. 

A summary of the information collected from 

the interviews of students with both positive and negative 

school climate perceptions at these two schools is 

presented below. 

Schools with positive climates/student groups with 
positive school climate perceptions 

(Score range of students present for interview: 22-29; 

average score 25). 

These groups of students claimed on the whole 

to be extremely happy with their school life. They had 

few complaints about school. Negative aspects were sim

ilar in both schools and were mainly to do with unfair 

use by teachers of their authority. Specifically things 

like punishing wrong students without sufficient facts; 

labelling students'behaviour problems and then treating 

them as such; making promises to students and not keeping 
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them, prevailed. Students felt, however, that these were 

atypical examples, as generally teachers did not behave 

in such a manner. 

General reasons students felt that their schools 

were catering so well for their needs were: 

the reward and punishment systems in both schools 

were clearly specified and were consistently 

applied. Generally students were given a 

number of warnings for misbehaving before 

receiving any serious punishment; 

rewards for behaving were plentiful: 

- being picked student of the week; 

- being given added responsibilities; 

- school camps/socials/excursions/concerts; 

students were really proud of their school's 

physical appearance, cleanliness and good 

facilities. They liked the open spaces 

both inside and outside and felt their 

sports and play equipment and learning and 

library facilities were of an excellent 

standard. They liked the comforts of large 

tables and chairs, wet areas, side rooms, 

carpeted floors, etc: 

most teachers at these schools were considered by 

students to be of a high standard and conseq

uently no classes had ever had two bad 

teachers in a row; 



canteens were of a high standard and sold no 

junk foods; 

students even commented that the janitors at 

these schools were really nice people. 

12. 7 

overall, these students felt that their schools 

were meeting their needs more than adequately. Within 

the domains of schooling they felt that: 

Opportunity: Everything learnt at school would be relevant 

for their future lives -

teachers try to explain as many behavioural 

aspects of life as poss~ble to students; 

projects on careers given to students are of 

great personal use for choosing a future 

career; 

teachers ensure that work is at a level which 

makes it easy for all students to cope. 

Status: Students are generally treated with respect by 

other students - occasionally some students 

are picked on by others; but this is 1 easy' 

to ignore -

teachers are more important than students so 

while you must respect them there is no 

expectation of being treated in the same 

manner in return; 

teachers really care about their students and 

treat everyone as individuals; .: 

students act responsibly as they are treated in 

an adult-like manner by teachers. 



Identity: Students learn about their positive and 

negative attributes through the feedback of 

teachers -

students feel every aspect of school helps 

them to know a little more about themselves; 

the feeling of being a large happy family with 

lots of supportive friends forces students 

to 'come out of themselves' and be less shy. 

Adventure: Teachers go out of their way to make lessons 

interesting -

student choice is often given for the subject of 

project work; 

ample time is given to research into areas of new 

work, making learning more satisfying than 

repetitive work; 

rewards for working hard make learning a more 

positive experience. 

Teachers: 

teachers can be trusted to talk to about anything; 

teachers give students a lot of responsibility; 

most teachers take a personal interest in helping 

any students with problems - both in school 

and outside; 

teachers give a lot of positive feedback; 

teachers try not to have pets - everyone is treated 

as fairly and as equally as is possible; 

the principal looks after all students and takes 

an interest in everyone's work. He also gives 

plenty of rewards rather than just punishing 
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students; 

teachers get involved in student interests and 

plans; 

teachers occasionally take out their bad moods 

on students; 

teachers occasionally separate students who are 

good friends without apparent justification 

(2 students felt this was a positive action 

as it forces you to make other friends which 

is good for you); 

some teachers force you to do everything their 

way which makes learning difficult; 

some teachers make a public fool of slow learners 

or children who misbehave. 

Few students felt that a school counsellor 

could help them fit into their present school climate 
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any better than they were presently doing. Although most 

students felt that problems did occasionally arise when 

either extra help was needed in classwork or a person 

independent of their parents or class teacher was needed 

to talk to, most students said this role was generally 

filled either by peers or one of the more understanding 

school teachers. Thus although theoretically students 

believed there was a part-time need in their school for 

a counsellor, this person's role was presently being met 

by the other students and staff at their schools. 



Schools with positive climates/student groups 
with negative school climate perceptions 

(Score range of students present for interview: 60-93; 

average score 77). 
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These groups of students claimed to be unhappy 

at school about half the time and were reasonably happy 

for the remaining 50% of the time. One group of students 

presented as being fairly depressed within their school 

system and although they claimed to be happy at school 

half the time they could identify only two positive 

aspects of school/school life. They felt on the whole 

that discipline was fair at their school and they enjoyed 

sport. The other group of students appeared happier and 

more outgoing and they identified many more positive 

aspects of their school including its good physical 

layout, nice furniture and advanced facilities, interesting 

work, sports, plenty of excursions, and the fair system 

of discipline which operated. 

More general reasons these groups of students 

felt their schools were not successfully catering for all 

of their needs were: 

not enough teacher time was devoted to those 

students who had problems. These students 

often worked really hard but just could not 

understand the work. They were then punished 

by teachers rather than helped; 

some teachers were being misleading about how 

1 tough 1 secondary school was going to be. 



They told students that if they could not 

understand their work at secondary school 

the teachers would not help and the students 

would fail. Teachers consequently felt 

that students should get used to this system 

at primary school; 

the lack of discipline and favouritism of the more 

intelligent students put this group of 

students at an unfair disadvantage; 

the group of students at one of the schools com

plained about not having a school canteen. 

Within the domains of schooling these groups of 

students felt that: 

Opportunity: 

a lot of what is learnt at primary school is later 

forgotten1 

primary school is necessary but is not as relevant 

as it could be for students 1 future lives; 

students generally felt that they were working at 

school for no purpose. 

status: 

most students treat each other with respect, 

although little security is found in friend

ships. Students felt that when someone 

better came along their friends often 

deserted them; 
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younger students are sometimes cruel and rude, 

e.g., one of the students interviewed was 

deaf and was constantly harassed by younger 

children at the school; 

the teachers do not really care about students 

unless they are intelligent - if you are not 

smart you are not important; 

students do not expect to be treated with respect 

by the teachers. 

Identity: 

most students in these groups did not understand 

the concept of self~knowledge and consequently 

felt that it was not meant to be an important 

part of their school experience; 

students felt it was difficult to be an individual 

at school as you are encouraged to fit into 

both class groups (by teachers) and peer 

groups (by friends); 

students claimed not to feel like worthwhile 

individuals at school as most teachers gave 

them far more negative feedback than positive 

feedback and did not treat them like another 

human being. 

Adventure: 

students from one of the schools were given 

variety in the order of their lessons each day 

which they felt made learning interesting; 

students said they were given no choice in lesson 

content which meant that topics dealt with 
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often seemed boring and irrelevant; 

most students felt they needed far more explanation 

from teachers before fully understanding new 

work and new concepts; 

several students complained that requests to 

teachers to further explain work were often 

flatly refused; 

students who missed schooling from sicknesses were 

not given extra help from teachers to catch up 

with missed work. Thus they often fell so 

far behind that they would lose interest. 

Teachers: 

teachers treated students inconsistently - i.e., 

the teachers 1 pets could get away with much 

more and were rewarded more often than the 

majority of students 1 while those students 

disliked by teachers were constantly harassed 

and never given positive feedback even if they 

deserved it; 

teachers do not understand students and do not care 

about their feelings; 

teachers often make fools of and embarrass students 

for misbehaving or not understanding their 

work 1 in front of the whole class; 

teachers yell too much~ 

teachers will not let students talk enough in class; 

teachers often become involved in out of school 

issues which result in punishment to students 1 

but they would never become involved in 

positive out of school activities where 
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rewards may be due; 

teachers often make unfair demands on students. 

All but 2 students from these groups expressed 

the need to have someone at their schools to talk to 

about learning difficulties and more personal problems. 

They felt that this would facilitate their fitting into 

their present school system more effectively. The 

remaining 2 students felt that ultimately feedback would 

be bound to reach the teaching staff of any adverse 

student comments concerning them and this would influence 

their .:treatment of these students. 

Students at one of the schools saw their janitor 

as a counsellor-type figure. They claimed that this 

janitor was meeting some of their needs by simply being 

an independent person to speak to about problems. It was 

stressed by both groups of students that for the 

counsellor to be of use to them, he/she would need to be 

present at the school on a full-time basis and students 

should be able to meet with the counsellor upon their own 

request. Students were aware that their schools did have 

counsellors; but thought they were only people who 

administered tests or came to the school to speak to 

students at their parents or teachers requests. 

Areas where students felt they would be willing 

to seek the assistance of a school counsellor were: 

relating more successfully to other students; 

relating to teachers more assertively; 



extra coaching at schoolwork; 

family problems; 

just having someone there to talk to about 

anything upsetting and to assist them in 

problem solving. 

Overall for these four groups of students at 

the positively perceived schools suggested ways of 

improving the domains of schooling to cater more 

adequately for the overall needs of students are 

presented below. It is this type of information which 

would be relevant to school counsellors for designing 

climate modification programs to better meet student 

needs. 

Suggested ways of improving the opportunity 

domain were: 

were: 

provision of formal careers guidance from early 

primary school; 

more practical and applied study; less theory; 

grouping students at equal ability levels for 

learning; 

student choice regarding subjects to be studied. 

Suggested ways of improving the status domain 

to have school rules which would allow for a 

more equal relationship between teachers 

and students; 
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for teachers to be aware of students'farnily 

backgrounds and to make special allowances 

for students where appropriate, e.g., 

students with financial difficulties should 

not miss out on camps, excursions, etci 

teachers should be required to intervene into any 

situation where a student is being unfairly 

treated by others (usually teachers allow this 

to happen as they do not wish to become 

involved and do not allow any students to 

'pimp• no matter what the reason); 
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new students should be given special treatment by 

both teachers and other students to facilitate 

their transition from their old school to their 

new one. 

Suggested ways of improving the identity 

domain were: 

for a formal period each week to be allocated to 

developing each student's self-awareness and 

positive interaction skills; 

for teachers to look for, develop and feed back 

to students information on their positive 

attributes; 

for individuality and creativity to be encouraged 

by teachers. 

Suggested ways of improving the adventure 

domain were: 



to explain in more detail why and how new learning 

exercises should be done; 

to allow students more choices of topics to study 

and thus not have work forced on to them; 

to ensure individual learning needs are met - one 

student could: not think in exams because of 

the noise level in the class, another rarely 

completed homework as she could no.t understand 

how to do it and was too embarrassed to ask 

in front of the whole class; 

to avoid over repetition of work; 

to learn more first-hand, i.e., to have more field 

exercises, excursions, etc; 

to have special coaching arranged for students who 

have missed work due to illness, etc. 

Suggested ways of improving the teacher 

domain were: 

teachers should treat all students as individuals 

but should try to be as equal as possible in 

matters of discipline and encouragement; 

teachers should give more positive reinforcement 

to students; 

teachers should give those students who need help 

special attention, without students having to 

ask; 

teachers should not make students do things they 

are poor at in front of the whole class; 
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punishment should be given privately when 

possible - rather than degrading students 

in front of their class mates; 

teachers should treat students with more respect 

and on a more equal level - they should be 

more approachable both in and out of class; 

teachers should listen more to students 1 feelings; 

teachers should take time to explain new work and 

ensure that all students clearly understand 

new concepts. 

Schools with negatively perceived school climate: 

Profile for School 6: 

This traditionally planned school was 

physically appealing outside the classrooms. The 

corridors were inviting and were decorated by the works 

of students. However, within classrooms the atmosphere 

was more formal with the impression of bareness. There 

was abundant evidence of student vandalism to the 

school furniture. Conflict was evident between the two 

year 6 teachers and the principal expressed feelings of 

discontentment with his position. There was a general 

feeling of unrest amongst the students who were very 

aware of the inconsistencies and ill feelings between 

teachers and the resulting unfairness to them. 

Appendix 25 shows school 6•s answers in per

centages to the response categories for each item in the 
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School Life Survey, while Appendix 26 lists the items 

for which the responses at this school were atypical to 

the all schools response pattern. 
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Four items (2 opportunity, 1 identity and l 

negative affect) were responded to more positively (or more 

negatively in the case of the negatively expressed item) 

by this school than the all schools response pattern, 

while 22 items (3 general affect, 4 identity, 4 adventure, 

5 status, and 6 teacher) were responded to in a more 

negative manner. From this data school 6 was more than 

adequately teaching many students to get along with others 

in comparison to the all schools responses. Survey 

responses indicated that students at this school try 

hard to do their best, however, they receive little 

assistance from teachers and they do not enjoy their 

lessons, or the school they attend. Thus an extremely 

negative and somewhat hopeless attitude dominates in the 

responses from students at this school. 

Profile for School 8: 

This school was not old, however its design 

appeared to be poor. The corridors were dark and narrow 

and several of the small traditional classrooms appeared 

cluttered and poorly lit. The general feeling in this 

school was of disorganization resulting from the inad

equate resources, and its poor layout. There seemed to 

be little rapport between the principal and teachers and 

the staff appeared to be generally disinterested in the 



students and in the Survey. Most interactions between 

students and staff were negative and there appeared to 

be little mutual respect for each other. Students were 

rowdy and feelings of discontentment were obvious. 

Teachers enquired as to whether r really expected to 

get any honest answers from the students. 

Appendix 27 shows school 8 1 s answers in per

centages to the response categories for each item of the 

survey while Appendix 28 lists the items for which the 

responses at this school were atypical in comparison to 

the all schools response pattern. 

Only one item (opportunity) was responded to 

more positively by this school than the all schools 

response pattern, while 25 times (3 general affect, 

14.0 

3 negative, 5 status, 4 adventure, 6 identity and 4 

teacher) were responded to in a more negative manner. 

From this data students at school 8 strongly indicated 

that they try to do their best at school, however, 

generally, the school does not cater adequately for their 

needs. It does not aid in the development of their self

awareness, it does not foster their feelings of adequacy 

or importance, it does not nurture their motivation to 

learn nor are the teachers fair in their dealings with 

students. 

overall the climate at this school was per

ceived to be very negative by students, with an underlying 

element of hopelessness as many students claimed to be 
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trying to do their best. 

A summary of the information collected from the 

interviews of students with both positive and negative 

school climate perceptions at these two schools is 

presented below. 

Schools with negative climates/student g roups with 
positive school climate perceptions 

(Score range of students present for interviews: 21-54; 

average score 36.) 

These groups of students felt that their life 

at school was good at times, but on the whole was just 

average. They were able to present a number of positive 

aspects in relation to their school climate perceptions, 

however they sp~nt the majority of the discussion time 

talking about the more negative aspects of their life 

at school. 

The positive aspects which were identified 

included good sporting, dental and some good physical 

school facilities; being able to be around friends and 

therefore not being lonely - which several students in 

these groups said they were at home; some excursions, 

sports carnivals and camps. At one of the schools the 

group interviewed liked the amount of responsibility 

accorded to them by teachersr they also commented on the 

rewards given at the school including the principal 

selecting a best class every morning and classes being 

able to tell jokes from 2.30-3 . 00 if all their work 



during the day had been completed satisfactorily by this 

time. 
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The areas where students felt their schools were 

not successfully catering for their needs were similar in 

both schools and centred around teacher treatment of 

students. Briefly, they included unfair treatment of 

students by many teachers and often very inconsistent and 

unreasonable discipline (e_. g., one child was given l 

million lines for talking); teachers spending excessive 

time br~gging about their own personal lives and achieve

ments; one school mentioned that their assistant principal 

who was filling the principal's position for a number of 

months was forcing students to learn useless rituals to 

impress the principal of the fill-in's •success' upon his 

return; expecting students to enjoy and achieve well when 

they are required to do boring work on the same subjects 

year a fter year; teachers making promises to students 

about future plans which were rarely kept; and finally 

teachers pressuring and expe cting students to live their 

lives as the teachers used to. 

Spec ifically,within the domains of schooling 

students felt that: 

Opportunity: 

some useful material was learnt at school,however 

a lot of time was wasted on irrelevant topics 

and exercise s - e.g., repeating work over and 

over to gain a perfectly neat finished product; 

students at both schools felt there was not enough 



emphasis on communication skills which would 

be useful for relating to people later on; 

students were not encouraged to express their 

opinions and take part in class discussions 

often enough; 

students at one of the schools participated in 

a subject called life skills (learning to 

read maps, telephone books, etc.) which 

they believed to be very useful. 

Status: 

students generally felt they were treated with 

respect by other students; 

teachers should treat students on a more equal 

basis, as at both schools students felt 

they were treated like lower class citizens. 

Identity: 

students felt that much of their school experience 

had helped them to understand themselves more; 

teachers do not help to develop students' self-esteem 

as they are preoccupied with looking for and 

giving students negative feedback and usually 

when opportunities for po~itive feedback arise 

they are ignored by the teachers; 

teachers frustrated the creativity and the basic 

needs of many students by forcing them to 

conform to their standards. and not allowing 

students to act or think as individuals. 

143 



Adventure: 

students felt that teachers rarely tried to make 

lessons interesting; 

topics were too restricted and repetitive with 

very little student choice; 

punishments were often given for work not completed 

properly, but rewards were rarely given for 

working hard. 

Teachers: As a general rul!;!, teachers -

do not treat all students equally; 

make public fools of students who misbehave or 

cannot cope with the work; 

behave like snobs and treat most students as 

though they were lower class citizens; 

refuse even the most basic demands {e.g., allowing 

students to go to the toilet during class); 

reward the intelligent students but not those 

who are less intelligent and are trying just 

as hard; 

push those students who finish work early to do 

more rather than rewarding them; 

do not give students any warnings and often 

punish them unfairly and unexpectedly; 

set work they know students cannot understand, or 

cannot finish; 

refuse to explain work more than once; 

are only at school to get their pay; 

treat students like slaves requesting them to do 

'their' personal chores during the students 1 

school time; 
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take out bad moods, personal problems, etc., on 

students; 

keep students in the dark about matters which are 

of concern to them, e.g., send reports home 

to parents before students are allowed to 

see them. 

The majority of students felt that if their 

schools had counsellors whom the students could relate 
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to at their own level, just being able to talk to someone 

would relieve them of many tensions and frustrations. 

They felt, though, that for such a person to be of 1 real 1 

benefit to them they would need to have the power to 

modify certain rules in the school and would need to be 

able to influence the behaviour of teachers. 

These students generally felt that it was their 

school environments which needed modifying to improve 

their quality of school life, rather than any personal 

changes which needed to be made to facilitate their 

fitting into the school system more effectively. 

Schools with negative climates/ student groups with 
negative school climate perceptions 

(Score range of students present for interview: 87 - 110; 

average score 95). 

These groups of students claimed to be unhappy 

and bored with their school life most of the time. They 

had few positive comments to make about their schools 

apart from enjoying the company of their peers at school, 



enjoyi~g sports and liking a few of the new school 

facilities. Students claimed that initially any new 

teachers who came to their schools seemed good, but the 

longer they stayed at their schools the worse they would 

get. 

The general reasons students felt that their 

schools were not catering f or their needs were: 

the schools were badly organized, e:g., excursions 

which were planned rarely eventuated, teachers 

made many promises to students of things they 

would do which never came to pass; 

one of the schools had no canteen; 

the range of subjects offered was not adequate 

to meet students' interests; 

at one of the schools students were punished by 

being made to sit with students of the 

opposite sex; 

at the other school being in trouble three times 

in a fairly short period of time would mean 

students' parents were called up. Students 

felt unless the problem was a very serious 

one they should be responsible and thus 

rece ive punishment themse lves for their 

actions. The students also felt that the 

reward system at this school was biased 

against the less intelligent students. 

Three teacher ticks led to a certificate 

issued to pupils at assembly; however, 
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students in these groups had not received 

certificates and felt they had worked as 

hard and put in as much effort as many 

students who had received them; 

students felt that the teachers' attitudes of 

'if a student can do well at school one 

year he/she should be able to do this every 

year' yet 1 a student with poor results one 

year should improve the next year' were 

inconsistent and unfair; 

the majority of negative comments centred around 

teacher unfairness and abuse of authority. 

These areas will be covered in detail in the 

teacher domain. 

overall these students felt that their schools 

were a long way from adequately meeting their needs. 

Within the domains of schooling they felt that: 

Opportunity: 

most of the work learned at school was far too 

theoretical and would be of minimal use in 

their future lives; however, their knowledge 

of reading, writing and mathematics were all 

basically necessary. 

Status: 

all but one student from these groups felt they 

were treated with adequate respect by other 

students. This remaining student claimed that 

no other students had ever given her a chance 



to be their friend. She felt that she was 

unfairly criticized for nearly everything 

she did; 

teachers do not trust or respect students nor do 

they recognize that students should have any 

rights. Exceptions to these rules apply to 

teachers' pets, however; 

the intelligent students made life at school more 

difficult for this group of students. 

Identity: 

students claimed to have very poor self-perceptions 

due to teachers constantly informing students 

of their negative attributes but rarely 

praising them for their more positive 

attributes; 

a teacher at one of the schools had offered 

assistance to students with any personal 

problems. However, when a student had 

requested the teacher•s aid she was told to 

go away as the teacher was too busy; 

students believed their peers played the most 

active and meaningful roles at school in 

helping them to know themselves better. 

Adventure: 

students were never given a choice in their 

lesson content and consequently rarely learnt 

about anything of major interest to them; 

too much work was of a repetitive nature; 

teachers rarely worked at the students' pace; 

no free time was even given for creative learning 
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except for occasional projects (of which 

teachers chose the topics). Students always 

had to be doing work - so if one topic or 

lesson was finished early, the teacher would 

allocate additional work; 

when new concepts were discussed most students 

felt teachers did not explain them clearly 

enough; 

at one of the schools there was no timetable or 

organized curriculum. Teachers taught what 

they wanted to, when they wanted to, which 

students found confusing and unsettling. 

Teachers: 

teachers treat students inconsistently - their 

favourite students get away with a great deal 

more than most students while the few students 

really disliked by the teachers are constantly 

harassed and punished, often for no apparent 

reason; 

once teachers decide to dislike students they are 

rarely liked again by any school teachers; 

teachers will never admit to their mistakear 

teachers often criticize other staff members in 

front of students; 

students from one of the schools were adamant 

that their school only receives the teacher 

rejects; 

teachers never participate in student activities; 

students have to be real 'goody-goodies' to be 
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liked by the teachers and then they are 

disliked by all their peers. Therefore 

students felt they were in a no-win situation; 

teachers do not give students any responsibilities 

or general rights; 

teachers often take out their frustrations on 

students; 

teachers often needlessly embarrass and blame 
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students inappropriately in front of their peers; 

teachers spend long periods of time reminiscing 

about their pasts; 

teachers often make unfair demands on students, e.g., 

requesting them to rewrite a whole term 1 s work; 

not allowing boys and girls to play together; 

teachers often criticise the ways students dress; 

teachers would bribe students to do personal 

favours for them. 

All students at these schools expressed the 

need to be able to fit into their schools more adequately. 

There was an element of hopelessness that this would ever 

be possible, however~ Students felt that a counsellor at 

either of their schools would need to have a great deal 

of influence and power if things were to change. The 

need for an independent person such as a school counsellor 

was expressed for the following reasons: 

it would be good therapy in itself to have someone 

available to talk to about school problems; 

several students felt they needed to learn to be 



more assertive with teachers as they were 

easily intimidated and were often unfairly 

treated; 

extra coaching at schoolwork was needed by many 

of these students to enable them to keep 

pace with the rest of the class; 

more positive reinforcement was needed by students 

to give them better perceptions of themselves. 

Overall for these four groups of students at 
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the negatively perceived schools su9gested ways of improving 

the domains of schooling to cater more adequately for the 

overall needs of students are presented below. Again, 

this is an example of the type 0£. information which would 

be relevant to school counsellors, for designing climate 

modification programs to better meet student needs. 

Suggested ways of improving the opportunity 

domain were: 

changing the curriculum and texts to be more 

applicable to the future lives of students; 

subject choices and choice of project topics should 

begin at primary school; 

provision of formal careers guidance from the 

beginning of primary school; 

formal times for studying communication skills; 

more opportunity for open class discussions; 

learning methods should be less theoretical and 

more applied; 



fostering of creativity and individuality in 

learning rather than neatness, perfect 

spelling, etc. 

Suggested ways of improving the status domain 
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were: 

were: 

were: 

to have school rules which would allow for a more 

equal relationship between teachers and students; 

teachers should be required to encourage and nurture 

mutual respect between students. 

Suggested ways of improving the identity domain 

to offer psychology as a subject aimed at helping 

students to understand their feelings and to 

know themselves better; 

teachers best suited to meet the individual needs 

of different student subgroups could be sel

ected and matched appropriately; 

teachers should be trained to identify and give 

more positive feedback to students; 

student uniqueness and creativity should be encouraged; 

for students to set their own standards wherever 

possible and not be required to conform 

totally to each teacher•spersonal expectations. 

suggested ways of improving the adventure domain 



were: 
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for students to be allowed to study subjects and 

topics more suited to their needs and interests; 

for students to be encouraged to want to learn 

through the use of consistent and easily ob

tainable rewards; 

for school facilities to be more learning oriented 

(e.g., better library, texts, desks, etc); 

for new work and projects to be thoroughly explained 

and to ensure that all students understand with

out having to ask the teachers to re-explain; 

for teachers to ensure that work is allocated at 

each student's pace; 

for learning to be more stimulating and less 

repetitive; 

for rewards to be related to the amount of effort 

students expend in learning rather than the 

final outcome. 

Suggested ways of improving the teacher domain 

school rules should be constructed which put 

students and teachers on a more equal grounding. 

Students should be given more responsibilities 

and should be allowed to express their feelings 

and opinions to teachers. Teachers should 

treat students with trust and respect; 

only teachers who really care about students and 

who are capable of treating them equally should 

be employed; 



several students said they would like teachers 

to show them a degree of physical affection 

to assure them of their caring attitude; 

classes should have different teachers for each 

subject. This should ensure that students 

who are disliked or favoured by a teacher 

would not be in this position for all classes; 

teachers should not be permitted to ridicule or 

punish students in front of their classes 

all negative feedback and punishment should 

be given privately; 

punishment should only be given after warnings; 

teachers should be trained to look for situations 

where it is possible to reward and reinforce 

positive student behaviour and achievements; 

teachers should not be allowed to refuse students 

basic requests such as being allowed to go 

to the toilet ; 

teachers should discuss reports and other matters 

154 

of personal concern to students with them prior 

to discussions with their parents; 

teachers should participate in student activities 

whenever possible; 

some sort of punishment should be given to teachers 

who take out their personal frustrations and 

bad moods on students; 

teachers should not make critical comments about 

other staff membe rs in f ront of students; 

teachers should not criticise students for personal 

reasons such as the way they dress; 



students should not be bribed to do personal 

favours for teachers; 

teachers should not talk about their families and 

private lives unless students ask to hear 

about them; 

teachers should not be allowed to make unfair 

work demands on students - they should not 

set work they know students cannot fully 

understand or complete; 

teachers should explain new work clearly and 

then repeat the explanation as often as 

requested by students. 

Throughout these discussions statements made 

by individual students relating to the 7 specific 

dimensions were generally consistent with each student 1 s 

scores within these dimensions. Two students' per

ceptions as determined by the survey in the teacher 

domain were much more negative than throughout the 

interview. When questioned about this, both students 

claimed this was due to the fact that they had been 

punished by teachers on the day of survey administration. 

However, overall the School Life Survey appears to 

provide a valid measure indicating accurate student 

perceptions across the 7 dimensions of school life. 

STUDENT INTERVIEW PROBLEMS: 

Problems encountered during student interviews 

were mainly associated with keeping the discussions 
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relevant to the issues at hand and also steering students 

away from giving too many specific examples and incidents 

about teachers and other students. Students tended to 

go off on tangents repeatedly throughout interviews 

without realising they were doing so. Intervention 

tended to have merely a short-term effect. Possibly 

interviewing smaller groups of students may have helped 

to alleviate this problem. 

The interviewer had difficulty in taking 

thorough notes on the relevant issues raised in discuss

ion; particularly when several members of groups were 

talking with each other or at once. It was felt that 

note-taking was too formal for the atmosphere which it 

was hoped wouldbe created during these discussions; 

however, it was believed that the alternative of tape 

recording interviews (although being much more thorough) 

would be more threatening to students and thus would be 

likely to inhibit honest and open discussion. 

All groups excepting one spoke in a manner 

which appeared to be both open and honest with regard to 

their lives at school. The remaining group of students 

refused to enter into any discussions unless questions 

were specifically directed at individual students. A 

possible reason for this was that their school principal 

was disciplining different students outside the interview 

room door for the major part of our discussions. Thus 

the confidentiality of this interview was questionable. 



DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR 

SCHOOL COUNSELLOR ROLES: 

Overall the information gathered through the 

administration of the School Life Survey in the twelve 

schools confirmed the author's belief that valuable 

data on student perceptions of their school climate 

which could be used by school counsellors to aid in 
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the matching of school and student needs could be obtained 

through employing this type of instrument. 

Attention during the analysis of the survey 

data was focussed mainly on five of the seven School 

Life scales, the domains of schooling, as more distinct 

patterns were identified in the domain items than in 

the general affect or negative affect items. 

It was postulated with regard to the School 

Life Survey that there would be considerable variation 

both in class results and also in results between schools. 

Differences were apparent between classes with major 

variations in the teacher and adventure domains which 

it was believed were probably in the first instance due 

to the critical influence of differing class teachers. 

Differences were also apparent between schools although 

they did not emerge exactly in the way which had been 

anticipated. It was expected that individual domains 

might be responded to more positively in different schools 

thus reflecting the philosophical emphasis of the school. 

This was not the case. Although response strengths 
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varied between schools, the pattern remained stable with 

all schools responding most positively to the opportunity 

domain and most negatively to the status domain. The 

two highest and two lowest scoring schools selected for 

further investigation were correspondingly strong and 

weak in all domains with responses in each school tending 

to favour the opportunity and identity domains in 

preference to the status and. teacher domains. This 

indicates that none of the primary schools sampled were 

meeting the needs of the majority of students as 

adequately in the status and teacher domains as in other 

domains. Thus at the system level one of the roles of 

the school counsellor should he to research and gain a 

fuller insight as to why this is so and to look at inter

vention strategies aimed at modifying these domains 

within the school system to better suit student needs. 

The differences which were found between all 

but one of the class responses within each school believed 

to be largely attributable to the teaching component is 

also a criticial area for counsellor research. Emphasis 

here could be on examining ways in which to help 

teachers ensure that despite their personal differences 

and orientations, learning should be a more equal 

experience for all students across classes. 

The survey results also showed sex differences 

in the expected direction, with boys scoring consistently 

lower than girls. This indicates that schooling was seen 

as a more positive experience for the girls in our sample 
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than the boys. This result also calls for further 

research and school counsellor attention, as for equal 

educational possibilities to be a reality the school 

system must from the very outset cater to the needs of 

both male and female students, to the best of its ability, 

to the same degree. The results of this field study 

indicate that this may not be the present case. 

It was hypothesized that at the elementary 

school level there would be a large degree of variance 

between the existing climate and the congruence of that 

climate with student needs. This was due to the assumption 

that students generally attend schools based on their 

location rather than through selection of schools with 

climates most compatible with their personality orienta

tions. This was not found to be the case, as demonstrated 

in the overall percentage of responses to items in the 

survey. For most statements, 70% to 90% of responses 

fell under the really and mostly agree categories, and 

generally less than 10% of students responded with the 

really do not agree category. At the schools where the 

climate was perceived to be predominantly negative, a 

greater range of students who fell within this negative 

category were identified, however, in the more positively 

perceived schools fewer and often no students were found 

with extremely negative ·school climate perceptions. Thus 

the more positively perceived schools appeared to meet 

a large range of student needs - most students in those 

schools being relatively satisfied with their climate. 

The more negatively perceived schools appeared to cater 
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for the needs of fewer students. 

These results imply that within the more posit

ively perceived primary schools there may be little call 

for modifications within the actual system. Rather 

individuals or groups of students not coping within the 

system could be assisted through counsellor intervention 

techniques aimed at finding ways of meeting or modifying 

their needs to better suit their existing school climate. 

An alternative means of counsellor intervention in such 

cases could include the assessment and suitable matching 

of such individuals with an alternative school climate 

more compatible with their individual personality 

orientations. Within the more negatively perceived 

schools where the majority of students perceive their 

quality of school life to be low, there may be the need 

for intervention at the system level in many or all of 

the domains of schooling. Intervention could also be 

required at the individual level where, after the system 

modification/s aimed at better meeting the needs of the 

majority of students, a minority still perceive their 

quality of school life to be low. 

The data indicated that even at the positively 

perceived schools there is some student dissatisfaction 

evident in the status and teacher domains; while at the 

negatively perceived schools students experience a 

greater than average degree of dissatisfaction in all 

but the opportunity domains. 



The survey data for each school resulting from 

the study was valuable as feedback, giving each school 

an insight into the degree to which areas of their 

system drew either positive or negative reactions from 

students. As one of the aims of this study was to feed 

back information to the schools about students• percep

tions of their school climates a condensed copy of the 

School Life Survey data results with accompanying 

explanations were sent to each school. It was decided 

not to provide information concerning student interview 

results. Since the numbers of students interviewed at 

each school were small, this would bring into question 

the anonymity of these results and the confidentiality 

of which students had been assured. 
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It was suggested to schools at the time of survey 

administration that this feedback when received could be 

used in varying ways. Possibilities included: 

as a basis for staff discussion regarding 

both teachers• personal roles and the 

overall role of their schools; 

as a source of information relevant to school 

policy making/changes; 

as a starting point for further school climate 

investigation proceduresj 

as a lesson theme for students. 

In relating such survey results to school 

counsellor roles the primary goal should be to use the 
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results to benefit both students and the functioning 

of the school as an entity. The counsellor should remem

ber that the survey provides only one source of information 

and yields student opinions at a given moment in time. 

Hence, wherever possible, such data should be compared 

with other 'non-test' data such as the student interviews 

in this study and any previous information available. 

The counsellor should ensure that any survey 

information is communicated clearly to students. Element

ary students will probably have difficulty grasping the 

meaning of even percentile ranks and thus in most cases 

results should be translated into non-quantitative 

language. The counsellor should explore the students' 

feelings about using such surveys and about each student's 

survey results. 

The interview results will not be discussed in 

great depth since the number of students spoken to in 

this study were limited. Such discussion would be fairly 

non-productive as the aim of the interviews was rather to 

demonstrate the amount of useful information which could 

theoretically be obtained. The results lend support to 

this. It was also expected that the student interviews 

would support the School Life Survey results and that they 

would provide a further form of validation of the exist

ence of the seven separate dimensions in the School Life 

Survey. 



Before proceeding it should be noted that no 

students interviewed indicated that their life overall 

was either totally positive or negative, and all but the 

one group already discussed in the section on interview 

problems presented as being quite genuine in the 

information they relayed during discussions. 

Students interviewed at both schools where the 

climate had been assessed as positive and negative who 

had poor school climate perceptions expressed a definite 

need for a school counsellor on a full-time basis at 

their schools. Students felt the counsellor could help 

improve their satisfaction and functioning in their 

school systems by: 

teaching them assertion training skills to use 

in their interactions with teachers; 

individual coaching with schoolwork; 

improving their skills relating with other 

students; 
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training teachers to use more positive reinforcement 

with students: 

providing a counselling service for family and 

personal problems~ 

being available to 'listen' to students at all 

times, for any reason. 

students interviewed with positive school 

climate perceptions saw little personal need for coun

sellors in their schools. However, they felt that cou·n-
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sellors could be useful at their school by modifying 

areas of the school climate which students felt needed to 

be improved. In this way-, counsellors could facilitate 

students fitting into their school climates more effectively. 

The interview data suggests that at the positively 

perceived schools the majority of counsellor time would 

best be invested working with the students who had negative 

school climate perceptions. Those students with positive 

perceptions saw little need for modification of the school 

climate. The only domain where some changes were sugg

ested was the teacher dimension. Thus quite possibly the 

students with negative climate perceptions could be 

worked with individually with the aim of helping them fit 

more effectively into their present school climate. 

At the negatively perceived schools, however, 

there were many suggested areas for school climate modif

ication from students with both positive and negative 

school climate perceptions. Thus the school counsellor 

would initially need to invest time to modify actual 

climate domains to better meet student needs. 

Generally, the interview results further 

validated the survey data. Students with school climate 

perceptions at both the positive and negative ends of the 

spectrum were identified with reasonable accuracy. The 

most positive school climate perceptions from the inter

view information were from students with low scores. at 

the schools where the overall school climate was perceived 
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to be positive. Correspondingly, the average School 

Life Survey score of these students (25), was lower than 

for any other group interviewed. The most negative school 

climate perceptions from the interview information were 

from students with high scores at the schools where 

the overall climate was perceived to be negative. 

Correspondingly, the average quality of School Life 

Survey score of these students {95) was higher than for 

any other group interviewed. 

Negative students interviewed at one of the 

positive schools identified several positive aspects of 

their school,: however overall presented negative views 

of their school climates. This is consistent with the 

survey results as the schools were identified as having 

positive school climates. However, these individual 

students had poor climate perceptions. Positive students 

interviewed at the negative schools were able to present 

many positive aspects in relation to their school climate. 

Discussions of negative school climate aspects, however, 

tended to dominate the majority of the interview time. 

Thus overall low School Life Survey scores 

identified with reasonable accuracy those students coping 

well in their school climates. High scores correspond

ingly identified those students coping poorly in their 

school climates. Since students with average school 

climate perceptions as determined by the School Life 

Survey were not interviewed it is impossible to determine 

whether this group was identifiied accurately using the 
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School Life instrument. It is possible that some students 

with extreme positive or negative school climate percep

tions may have scored in this range and thus not have been 

identified using this instrument. 

Through these group discussions it was estab

lished that factors which contributed to positive school 

climate perceptions in each of the domains included: 

Opportunity Domain: 

Curriculum content relevant to students' future 

lives. 

Career information available at school. 

Communication skills taught. 

Status Domain: 

Mutual respect between students. 

Teachers genuinely caring about students and 

treating them with respect. 

Identity Domain: 

Learning about oneself through teacher feedback. 

Having good relationships with other students. 

Feelings of closeness and support from other 

students. 

Adventure Domain: 

Student choice regarding subject matter. 

Rewards for working hard. 

Being allowed adequate time to research into new 

subject areas. 



Variety in the content and order of lessons. 

Excursions and. practical experiences. 

Teacher Dorn:ain: 

Reward and punishment systems clearly specified and 

consistently applied; positive feedback 

plentiful. 

Responsibility given to students. 

Trustworthy teachers. 

Equal treatment of all students. 

Teachers willing to be involved in student 

interests and 1 plans. 

Positive feedback given whenever possible. 

Other: 

Attractive physical appearance of the school. 

Good facilities. 

Factors which contributed to negative school 

climate perceptions in each of the domains included: 

Opportunity Domain: 

General feeling of being at school for no purpose. 

Too much work of a repetitive nature. 

Teachers insisting on neatness to the point of 

perfection. 

Too much theoretical learning. 

Status Domain: 

Teachers not caring about the less intelligent 

students. 
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Disrespect between students. 

Teachers not recognizing that students have rights. 

Identity Domain: 

Difficulty in being an individual when there is 

pressure to fit into the total school system. 

Negative teacher feedback greater than positive 

feedback. 

Teachers forcing students to conform to their 

personal standards. 

Adventure Domain: 

Subjects offered not congruent with student 

interests. 

No student choice in lesson content. 

Inadequate explanation of new topics by teachers. 

Too much repetition in work. 

Not enough emphasis on communication skills. 

Students discouraged from actively participating 

in class . discussions and expressing opinions. 

Punishment for not completing work to teacher 

requirements. 

Unorganized curriculum. 

Teacher Domain: 

Unreasonable rules, e.g., no talking in class, 

requesting students to rewrite a whole term 1 s 

work, etc. 

Unfair use of authority. 

Making public fools of slow learners or children 

who misbehave. 

168 



169 

Not being flexible. 

Not devoting enough time to students who have problems. 

Being misleading or dishonest. 

Favouritism of certain students, i.e., inconsistent 

treatment of students. 

Giving inadequate positive feedback to students. 

Not informing students about reports, marks, etc. 

Requesting 'personal' favours from students - using 

'bribery'. 

Criticising other staff members in front of students. 

Commenting negatively about student appearance. 

Other: 

Inadequate school facilities. 

Students perceived two domains to be the most 

important for determining positive school climate per

ceptions. By far the most critical of these was the 

teacher domain. The most important areas in this 

domain for fostering positive school life perceptions 

appeared to be teachers showing genuine concern for the 

welfare and development of the individual student .and 

teachers who clearly specified reward and punishment 

systems and who were open and equal in their treatment 

of students. Positive feedback was stressed as being 

very important with an atmosphere of_ general encourage

ment of students desirable in preference to selective 

discouragement. 

The next most important domain related to 



positive school climate perceptions was that of status. 

The most critical area for determining the quality of 

school life in this domain concerned expe riences that 

fostered students' feelings of being genuinely respected 

by both other students and teachers. Students stressed 

the importance of teachers showing concern for all 

students; rather than just the high achievers. 

The importance placed on these two domains 

throughout interviews may in part have been due to the 

fact that students viewed the status and teacher domains 

most negatively as determined by the School Life Survey 

data. Thus modifying these domains would be likely to 

have the most effect in improving students 1 school 

climate perceptions. 

170 



CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

In this Chapter, final implications from this 

study are considered in relation to the possible roles 

of the school counsellor. The findings of the various 

aspects of the field study are drawn together and 

summarized. 

IMPLICATIONS AND ROLE SUGGESTIONS FOR THE 

SCHOOL COUNSELLOR: 

The counsellor should ensure that ultimately 

all school climate assessment data is fed back into the 

school system for analysis, evaluation and discussion 

regarding the designing of appropriate intervention 

strategies to foster the matching of student and school 

needs. To date, the research indicates that little 

has been done to attempt to modify school climates, 

individual students or student subgroups after initial 

school climate descriptions have been made. 
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This field study has shown that research on 

school climates has developed to the point where there is 

now methodology and instrumentation as well as a substan

tial body of knowledge which can provide the counsellor 

with information on the school climate in which he/she must 

perform. Because this information is available, an invest

ment of counsellor time for learning in this area seems 

warranted. The counsellor could then play the role of 

a researcher on school climate who consults with both 



the students and the staff on their ability to function 

in their particular climate. 
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The research findings presented in this field 

study indicated that schools do have quite different 

climates which are supportive of diverse types of student 

behaviour and goal attainments. 

Some students relate rather well to their 

existing climate while others are highly incompatible. 

Thus it appears that the adjustment and success of an 

individual student may well be a function of the extent 

to which he/she views the school climate as being suppor

tive of his/her individual needs. Thus the value of 

school counsellors working towards individualizing school 

climates obviously deserves emphasis. 

Rather than looking towards ways for different 

students to reach common scholastic goals, counsellors 

should look towards the development of goals most 

suitable for different individuals (Walberg, 1971). 

Students could be encouraged to set and attain their own 

qualitative rather than quantitative standards. In line 

with this, wherever possible, the school climate should 

be modified to fit student needs rather than student 

behaviours altered to fit their school climate. However, 

in cases where the large majority of students are satis

fied and coping well in th~ir climate, such as in schools 

4 and 7, it may be more practicable to consider individ

ualized behaviour modification/counselling techniques 
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aimed at the minority of students who are unable to 

cope adequately. Another option is that the needs of this 

minority of individuals may be met more satisfactorily in 

an alternative school climate. 

The different school climates and different 

student and student subgroup congruence with school climates 

should challenge and encourage counsellors to be inventive 

in the development of possible intervention techniques. 

Specific counsellor strategies in each of many different 

school climate situations should be researched and 

developed. As the dynamics of varying school climates are 

better understood, counsellors should be exploring the 

means by which they could have the greatest influence in 

such situations. Counsellor strategy should be directly 

related to student need if the aim of offering more 

meaningful approaches for all students is to be achieved. 

In relation to planned school climate modification 

research evidences that any kind of social change takes 

place slowly. To force its growth out of phase is to 

invite unanticipated social consequences. Thus in the 

case of school climate because it can be expected that 

its planned change will take time, continuous monitoring 

and evaluation by the counsellor would be required. The 

changing nature of student behaviours in given climates 

would also seem to underwrite strongly the need for an 

ongoing program of data collection regarding the school 

climate. This would provide the means for counsellors 

to be sensitive to the crucial influences in the climate 

of students. 
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In the course of this data collection and its 

evaluation, remedial, preventative and developmental 

action should be appropriately examined. The first of 

these concerns itself with the unsatisfactory climate 

conditions currently present in schools as assessed by 

students; the second course of action is directed towards 

the prevention of the continuation or regeneration of 

these conditions; while the third concerns itself with the 

continual growth and improvement of school climate 

conditions. 

An important course of preventative action lies 

in the screening of teachers and other school faculty 

both prior to and during their employment. The input into 

the teaching profession and the standard maintained which 

has been shown in this study to be of extreme importance, 

would then be more consistent and of higher quality. 

Presently, large numbers of students in education and 

many qualified teachers exhibit qualities likely to 

detract from, rather than add to, the quality of the 

school climate. Some of the more rigid staff in present 

schooling institutions favour students, who reflect their 

own image; an image which is inconsistent with these above 

ideals. Powerful intervention is thus required at an 

early point to improve on the quality of our education 

and to foster the ideal of more equal educational 

opportunities for all students. 

finally, a salient fact for counsellor consid

eration is that in many of the climates existent in 

schools it may be very difficult to obtain support and 
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participation for suggested school climate modifications. 

Many students and staff are concerned only with 'survival' 

under existing conditions and have no real expectation 

that they could ever enjoy the time they spend at school. 

For many it is not a question of performing as well as 

possible within their own personal limitations, but 

rather a decision of how best to last through each day 

and week. In a very real sense many such students exist 

in a climate where communication and support between 

themselves and their teachers are at best difficult and 

where getting through today is much more important than 

planning for tomorrow. Thus the counsellor would need to 

encourage and develop an interpersonal atmosphere of 

trust, openness and low threat in the school. This would 

allow and encourage students and staff alike to admit 

that conflict exists, to talk about it honestly and 

freely and thus create a climate where working towards 

reducing these causes of conflict is at least a possibility. 

FULFILMENT OF FIELD STUDY OBJECTIVES: 

In Chapter 5 the objectives of this field study 

were stated and some of the author's expectations in 

relation to the objectives were examined. 

Objective 1 called for the selection and trialing 

of an appropriate instrument to measure students' 

perceptions of their school climate. Several measures 

were examined in the more traditional research literature. 

However, none of these was suitable for this field study. 

The instrument selected came from a relatively new area 
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of school climate literature concerned with the quality 

of school life. It was constructed by Trevor Williams 

and the Research and Evaluation Section of the A.C.T. 

Schools Authority, and was titled School Life. The 

results of this field study indicated that this type of 

instrument is appropriate for measuring students' 

perceptions of their school climate and yields information 

potentially useful to the school counsellor. 

Objective 2 called for the identification of 

schools where the quality of. school life was perceived by 

students to be high/low within the five domains of school

ing. Through interviews of students from these schools 

(Objective 3) a more detailed examination of students' 

perceptions of their school lives within the domains of 

the Survey were obtained. As was expected, there was 

considerable variation both in the class results and also 

between schools. The year 6 students in our sample 

generally responded to the survey in a positive manner. 

Student perceptions in the status, teacher, and adventure 

domains were more negative than in the identity and 

opportunity domains at most schools. The outcome of 

schools scoring either consistently high or consistently 

low in all domains did not support the author's expec

tation that different schools might give emphasis to 

or cater towards one particular domain. 

As was expected, teachers were found to have a 

er i tic al inf 1 uence on students ' perceptions :· of their 

school climate. The between school and between class 
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survey results supported the notion of the importance and 

the degree of variety which should be attributed to the 

teacher variable for its contribution to the climate 

perceptions of students. The student interviews showed 

that their school climate perceptions depended on more 

than anything else the teacher variable. Future research 

is needed to determine more accurately, the nature and 

relative strength of the teacher-student relationship and 

the particular circumstances which foster these influences. 

It was expected that peers would be a further 

variable which could affect the level of student satis

faction with their school climate. This was captured in 

the status domain where the most critical area for 

determining the quality of school life concerned 

experiences which fostered students' feelings of being 

genuinely respected by teachers and other students. 

Sex differences were another variable found 

to affect students• school climate perceptions. The 

differences were small; however, as expected, female 

students' perceptions of their school climate were more 

positive for every dimension and consequently in total 

than male students' perceptions. 

Many students commented on the physical appear

ance of schools. This appears to be a relevant factor 

not included in the five domains of the quality of school 

life model (Objective 4). Students felt that school 

climate perceptions we~e ~nfluenced in a positive 



direction if their school's physical appearance and 

layout was attractive and functional. Modern facilities 

were also important. At schools where £acilities were 

inadequate, students claimed that their perceptions of 

the school climate were negatively influenced. 

17,8 

The School Life Survey was.successful in 

identifying individual students who perceived their school 

climate to be both positive and negative (Objective 3). 

As was expected, students who had poor school climate 

perceptions expressed the need in a number of specific 

areas for school counsellor assistance which they felt 

would theoretically improve their satisfaction and 

functioning in their school systems. Those students 

with positive school climate perceptions saw little 

personal need for counsellors in their schools. Most 

felt, however, that areas of their school climate could 

be improved through counsellor intervention and appropriate 

modification techniques. 

Objective 4 concerned feedback from students on 

questionnaire items. As a result of the student discussions 

it is suggested that item ll be deleted and item 36 be 

rewritten to clarify the word 'people'. Negatively worded 

items should also be discarded as too confusing for this 

age group of students. The main problem encountered 

during student interviews - of keeping the discussions 

relevant to the topics at hand - suggests that discussion 

groups of the s~ze in this ~tudy, aimed at saving inter

viewing time, may be counter productive. It is suggested 
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that interviews of 2-3 children may be most appropriate. 

Suggestions for school counsellor intervention 

strategies to facilitate the matching of student needs with 

overall school requirements were discussed (Objective 5). 

At the schools where the climate was positively perceived 

it was suggested that individual students with negative 

climate perceptions should be the focus of counsellor 

attention. The aim being for counsellor designed 

individualized intervention strategies to assist such 

students fitting more effectively into their present 

school climates. At the schools where the climate was 

perceived to be negative, however, it was suggested that 

the majority of counsellor time would best be invested in 

modifying relevant areas of the negatively perceived 

school climate domains to better meet the majority of 

student needs. 

Objective 6 concerned the provision of feedback 

to the schools involved in the School Life Survey. Each 

school was sent information explaining its individual 

School Life Survey results. Ways in which the feedback 

could be used were suggested at the time of survey 

administration. 

In conclusion, because children spend so much 

time in the school environment, it is important to 

research and learn as much about the effects of this 

climate as possible. Past research studies have tended 

to concentrate on quantitative rather than qualitative 
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features of the school climate. After initial assessment 

few of these research projects have pursued the issue of 

school climate any further. This study sought to show 

that school climate assessment can provide important 

information which could be used by school counsellors. 

The possibility of individualizing school climates 

through either modifying the actual climate or climate 

dimensions to better match student needs, or, through 

employing intervention techniques aimed at helping 

individual students not coping in their school climates, 

was, investigated. 
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APPENDIX 1 

FACTORS WHICH SHOULD COMPRISE THE "IDEAL 

SCHOOL CLIMATE: FOX ET AL. (1974) 
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1. Respect. Students should see themselves as persons 
of worth, believing that they have ideas, and that 
those ideas are listened to and make a difference. 
Teachers and administrators should feel the same 
way. School should be a place where there are 
self-respecting individuals. Respect is also due 
to others. In a positive climate there are no 
put-downs. 

2. Trust. Trust is reflected in one's confidence that 
others can be counted on to behave in a way that is 
honest. They will do what they say they will do. 
There i~ also an element of believing others will 
not let you down. 

3. High Morale. People with high morale feed good 
about what is happening. 

4. Opportunities for Input. Not all persons can be 
involved in making the important decisions. Not 
always can each person be as influential as he 
might like to be on the many aspects of the school's 
programs and processes that affect him. But every 
person cherishes the opportunity to contribute his 
or her ideas, and know they have been considered. 
A feeling of a lack of voice is counterproductive 
to self-esteem and deprives the school of that 
person's resources. 

5. Continuous Academic and Social Growth. Each student 
needs to develop add~tional academic, social, and 
physical skills, knowledge, and attitudes. (Many 
educators have described the growth process as 
achieving "developmental tasks 11

• Educators, too, 
desire to improve their skills, knowledge, and 
attitudes in regard to their particular assignments 
within the school district and as cooperative members 
of a team.) 

6. Cohesiveness. This quality is measured by the 
person's feeling toward the school. Members should 
feel a part of the school. They want to stay with 
it and have a chance to exert their influence on it 
in collaboration with others. 

7. School Renewal. The school as an institution should 
develop improvement projects. It should be self
renewing in that it is growing, developing, and 
changing rather than following routines, repeating 
previously accepted procedures, and striving for 
conformity. If there is renewal, difference is 



seen as interesting, to be cherished. Diversity 
and pluralism are valued. New conditions are 
faced with poise. Adjustments are worked out as 
needed. The "new" is not seen as threatening, but 
as something to be examined, weighed, and its value 
or relevance determined. The school should be able 
to organize improvement projects rapidly and 
efficiently, with an absence of stress and 
conflict. 
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8. caring. Every individual in the school should feel 
that some other person or persons are concerned about 
him as a human being. Each knows it will make a 
difference to someone else if he is happy or sad, 
healthy or ill. (Teachers should feel that the 
principal cares about them even when they make 
mistakes or disagree. And the principal should 
know that the teachers - at least most of them -
understand the pressures under which he or she is 
working and will help if they can.) 



APPENDIX 2 

FEATURES OF A SCHOOL 1 S OPERATIONS 

THAT DETERMINE. THE QUALITY OF THE 
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FACTORS AND GOALS THAT COMPRISE CLIMATE; FOX ET AL. (1974) 

PROGRAM DETERMINANTS of a positive school climate 
include: 

L Opportunities for active learning in which students 
are totally involved in the process, both physically 
and mentally, and are able to demonstrate an ability 
to use their knowledge and skills. 

2. Individualized performance expectations that are 
reasonable, flexible, and take into account individ
ual differences. Individuals are frequently encour
aged to set their own performance goals. Care is 
taken to allow for differences while at the same 
time providng maximum challenges for fully motiv
ating the individual. 

3. Varied learning environments, which avoid a single, 
standard mode of instruction, class size, or 
atmosphere. Schools within schools and alternative 
programming are considered potential processes for 
developing optional environments. 

4. Flexible curriculum and extracurricular activities 
that provide a wide variety of pace and content 
options for learners. It is not assumed that all 
learners in a group have the same content needs or 
that most will learn at the same rate. Extracurric
ular activities should serve all students and be 
subject to constant redevelopment as students' 
needs change. To the greatest extent possible, 
such activities should be offered on an open
enrollment basis. 

5. support and structure a ppropriate to learner's 
rnatu·r•ity in which the school designs its programs, 
activities, and requirements so they are consistent 
with the everchanging intellectual, social and 
physiological areas of interest and requirements 
of youth as they grow. Educators practise the 
principles of child and adolescent growth and 
development. 

6. Rules cooperatively determined involving educators 
and students in the development of rules and 
regulations that are clearly stated and viewed 
as reasonable and desirable by those affected. 

7 . Var i•ed reward' sys terns , which minimize punishment 
and emphasize positive reinforcement of effective 
behaviour. The school should recognize the need 
for and provide a variety of ways in which students 
and educators can be productive and successful. 



PROCESS DETERMINANTS of a positive school climate 
include: 
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1. Problem s·olvin•g ability in which skills are 
adequately developed to reach effective solutions 
quickly. Problems should stay solved, and the 
solving mechanism should be maintained and 
strengthened. There should be well-developed 
structures and procedures for sensing the existence 
of problems, for inventing solutions, for implemen
ting them, and for evaluating their effectiveness. 

2. Tmprovemehtof school goals in which they are 
clearly stated and understood by students, parents, 
and educators. Goals should serve as reference 
points for making decisions. organizing school 
improvement projects, and guiding day-to-day 
operations. The school should record all goals and 
continuously update them. Students, staff members, 
and administrators are encouraged to develop 
personal goals directed toward their own growth 
within the context of the school program. 

3. Identify'in·g and working with conflicts in a way that 
recognizes that conflict is natural and that it 
occurs within individuals, between them, and 
between groups. Conflict is not a problem unless 
it mounts up, is not faced, and is allowed to 
fester. In a favourable climate, conflict is 
accurately identified and effectively worked on. 

4. Effective communications, which enhance interpersonal 
relationships among and between educators and stud
ents and parents, rather than causing alienation, 
isolation, misunderstanding, fear and frustration. 
Communication involves sending, receiving and 
understanding feelings and ideas openly and 
honestly. It is a multidimensional process, 
unrestricted by hierarchies or other imposed or 
imaginary barriers~ There should be emphasis on 
sharing and problem solving as well as a concern 
for purposeful listening. 

5. .Involvement in decision making in which opportunity 
to improve the school exists for students, educators, 
interested parents, and others. Persons affected 
by a decision need an opportunity to provide input. 
Decisions should be based on pertinent information, 
and decision processes should be clearly specified 
and understood by all. A variety of decision
making models should be used and the entire 
process reviewed periodically for effectiveness 
and efficiency. 

6. Autonomy with accou·ntability, which balances the 
freedom of being independent and self-governing 
with the necessity and desirability of being 
responsible for actions through reporting and 
explaining processes in achieving goals and ob
jectives. This equity is vital not only to the 



school as an organization, but to educators and 
students as individuals and as working groups. 

7 • E f fee ti ve . teaching-le·a·r·n•ing ·strate·g ie s in which 
goals for teaching-learning situations are clearly 
stated and educators seek evaluative feedback from 
students and other educators. Teachers should 
recognize that students have varied learning 
styles and should attempt to employ methods that 
consider these styles as well as student maturity. 
Students should have frequent opportunity to 
choose from a variety of learning activities. 
Inquiry should be encouraged, and a system should 
exist to evaluate teaching strategies. 

8. Ability to plan f·or the future is a characteristic 
whereby the school determines and plans for its 
immediate and long-range future. In this process 
the school's educators and clientele analyze the 
general course of the education program at their 
school, and deliberately plan desirable changes 
and modifications in the school's programs, 
services, and processes. It involves planning 
skills and a future orientation - the attempt to 
project conditions as the educators and clientele 
want them to be. 

MATERIAL DETERMINANTS of a positive school climate 
include: 

1. Adequate resources which include able educators 
and support for them and students through 
provision of instructional material centers and 
laboratories, desirable classroom or learning-area 
equipment, furniture, textbooks and references, 
other materials, and adequate expendable supplies. 

2. Supportive and efficient logistical sys·tem, which 
is designed to help people be productive in 
achieving the school .curriculum and extracurricular 
activity goals. A responsive system enhances 
morale. · Procedures should enable individuals 
to efficiently acquire needed material resources. 
Educators should be able to get commonly used 
resources rapidly. The system should provide 
quality in such areas as student scheduling, and 
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in custodial, maintenance, secretarial, purchasing, 
budgeting, and accounting services. Each individual 
should know what he can and cannot expect of a 
school•s logistical system. 

3. Suitability of school plant in which the institu
tion modifies the physical plant as program and 
human needs change, keeping building decor 
attractive by use of colorf furniture 
arrangement, and displays of student work. 



APPENDIX 3 

CLIMATE INDEX CATEGORIES: WITHALL (19'49) 

1. Learner·-supportive statements that have the 
intent of reassuring or commending the pupil. 

2. Acc·ep'tant a·nd clarifying statements having an 
intent to convey to the pupil the feeling that 
he was understood and help him elucidate his 
ideas and feelings. 

3. Problem-structuring statements or questions which 
proffer information or raise questions about the 
problem in an objective manner with intent to 
facilitate learner's problem-solving. 
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4 • Neutr·a1 s ta tern en ts which corn prise polite formalities, 
administrative comments, verbatim repetition of 
something that has already been said. No intent 
inferable. 

5. Dire·ctive or hortative statements with intent to 
hav:e pu~il follow a recommended course of action. 

6. Reproving or deprecating remarks intended to deter 
pupil from continued indulgence in present 
ttunacceptable" behaviour. 

7. Teacher self-supporting remarks intended to 
sustain or justify the teacher's position or 
course of action. 



APPENDIX 4 

OBSERVATION SCHEDULE AND RECORD (OScAR) CATEGORIES: 

MEDLEY AND MITZEL (1958) 

1. Emotional Climate: The amount of hostility 
observable in a classroom; a high score indicates 
a room in which external manifestations of warmth 
and friendliness are common and hostile reactions 
are rare. Sample items: 
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Positively weighted: Teacher demonstrates affection 
for pupil. 

Negatively weighted: Teacher makes reproving remark. 

2. Verbal Emphasis: The degree to which verbal 
activities predominate. Sample item: 

Pupil reads or studies at his seat. 

3. Social Organization: The amount of social grouping 
and pupil autonomy in a class. A class scoring 
high was one in which it was relatively common to 
find the class broken into two or more groups 
working independently, and in which the teacher 
talked relatively little. 



APPENDIX 5 

INTERACTION ANALYSIS SYSTEM CATEGORIES: 

AMIDON AND FLANDERS ('1963) 

Teacher Talk 

Indirect Tnflue·nce: 

1. Accepts Feeling : accepts and clarifies the feeling 
tone of the students in a nonthreatening manner. 
Feelings may be positive or negative. Predicting 
or recalling feelings is included. 
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2. Prai•ses o"r' Encourages: praises or encourages student 
action or behaviour. Jokes that release tension, 
not at the expense of another individual, nodding 
head or saying, "um hum? 0 or, ''go on" are 
included. 

3. Accepts or Uses Ideas of Student: clarifying, 
building, or developing ideas suggested by a student. 
As teacher brings more of his own ideas into play, 
shift to Category 5. 

4. Asks Questions: asking a question about content or 
procedure with the intent that a student answer. 

Direct Influence: 

5. Lecturing: giving facts or opinions about content 
or procedure; expressing own ideas, asking 
rhetorical questions. 

6. Giving Directions: directions, commands, or orders 
to which a student is expected to comply. 

7. Criticising or Justi•fying Authority: statements 
intended to change student behaviour from non
acceptable to acceptable pattern; bawling someone 
out; stating why the teacher is doing what he is 
doing; extreme self-reference. 

Student Talk 

8. Student Talk - Response: talk by students in 
response to teacher. Teacher initiates the contact 
or solicits student statement. 

9. Student Talk - Initiation; talk by students which 
they initiate. If "calling on" student is only to 
indicate who may talk next, observer must decide 
whether student wanted to talk. If he did, use 
this category. 

10. si•lertce or ·confusion: pauses, short periods of silence, 
and periods of confusion in which communication 
cannot be understood by the observer. 
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APPENDIX 6 

MURRAY 1 S (1938) NEED-:-PRESS DEFINITIONS FROM WHICH 

DEVELOPMENT PRESS AND CONTROL PRESS ARE· DERIVED IN THE 

ORGANTSATTONAL CLIMATE INDEX (OCT): STERN (1965) 

l. Abas·ement-Assu·rance: self-depreciation versus self
confidence. 

2. Achievement~ striving for success through personal 
effort. 

3. Adaptability-Defensiveness: acceptance of criticism 
versus resistance to suggestion. 

4. Affiliation-Rejection: friendliness versus unfriend
l iness. 

5. Aggression-Blame Avoidance: hostility versus its 
inhibition. 

6. Change-Sameness: flexibility versus routine. 

7. Conjunctivity-Disjunctivity: planfulness versus 
disorganization. 

8. Counteraction-Inferiority Avoidance: restriving 
after f ailure versus withdrawal. 

9. Deference-Restiveness: respect for authority 
versus rebelliousness. 

10. Dominance-Tolerance: ascendance versus forbearance. 

11. Ego Achievement: striving for power through social 
change. 

12. Emotionality-Placidity: expressiveness versus restraint. 

13. En~rgy-Passivity: effort versus inertia. 

14. Exhibitionism-Inferiority Avoidance: attention seeking 
versus shyness. 

15. Fantasized Achievement: daydreams of extraordinary 
public recognition. 

16. Harm Avoidance-Risk Taking: fearfulness versus 
thrill seeking. 

17. Humanities-Social Sciences:interests in the humanities 
and social sciences. 

18. Impulsiveness-Deliberation: impetuousness versus 
reflection. 

19. Narcissism: vanity. 



20. Nurturance-Rejection: helping others versus 
indifference. 

21. Objectivi t y -Projectivity : detachment versus 
suspicion. 

22. Order-Disorder: compulsive organization of details 
versus carelessness. 

23. Play -Work: pleasure seeking versus purposefulness. 

24. Practicalness-Impracticalness: interest in 
practical activities versus indifference. 

25. Reflectiveness: introspective contemplation. 

26. Science: interest in the natural sciences. 

27. Sensuality-Puritanism: interest in sensory versus 
aesthetic experiences. 
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28. Sexuality-Prudishness: hererosexual ~nterests versus 
their inhibition. 

29. Supplication-Autonomy: dependency versus self
reliance. 

30. Understanding: intellectuality. 



APPENDIX 7 

THE ORGANTSATTONAL CLIMATE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
(OCDQ} . SUBS CALES : HALPIN AND CR.OFT (19'63) 

Teachers' Behaviour 
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1. Diseng a gement refers to the teacher's tendency to be 
"not with it". This dimension describes a group which 
is "going through the motions 11

, a group that is "not 
in gear" with iespect to the task at hand ••.. In 
short, this subtest focuses upon the teachers 1 

behaviour in a task oriented situation. 

2. Hindrance refers to the teachers' feeling that the 
principal burdens them with routine duties, committee 
demands, and other requirements which the teachers 
construe as unnecessary busy-work. The teachers 
perceive that the principal is hindering rather 
than facilitating their work. 

3. Esprit refers to "morale". The teachers feel that 
their social needs are being satisfied, and that 
they are, at the same time, enjoying a sense of 
accomplishment in their job. 

4. Intimacy refers to the teachers' enjoyment of friendly 
social relations with each other. This dimension 
describes a social-needs satisfaction which is not 
necessarily associated with task-accomplishment. 

Principal's Behaviour 

5. Aloofrte·ss refers to behaviour by the principal which 
is characterized as formal and impersonal. He "goes 
by the book" and prefers to be guided by rules and 
policies rather than deal with the teachers in an 
informal, face-to-face situation. His behaviour, 
in brief, is universalistic rather than particular
istic; nornothetic rather than idiosyncratic. To 
maintain this style, he keeps himself - at least, 
"emotionally" - at a distance from his staff. 

6. Production emphasis refers to behaviour by the 
principal which is characterized by close supervision 
of the staff. He is highly directive, and plays the 
role of a "straw boss". His communication tends to 
go in only one direction, and he is not sensitive to 
feedback from the staff. 

7. Thrust refers to behaviour by the principal which is 
characterized by his evident effort in trying to 
"move the organization". "Thrust" behaviour is 
marked not by close supervision, but by the 
principal's attempt to motivate the teachers through 
the example which he personally sets. Apparently, 
because he does not ask the teachers to give of 



themselves any more than he willingly gives of 
himself, his behaviour, though starkly task
oriented, is nonetheless viewed favourably by 
the teachers. 

8. Consideration refers to behaviour by the principal 
which is characterized by an inclination to treat 
the teachers "humanly",to try to do a little 
something extra for them in human terms. 
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APl?ENDIX 8 

ORGANISATIONAL CLIMATE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
·(OCDQ)· CLIMATE TYPES: HALPIN AND CROFT (1963) 

1. Opeh climate 

a. Character•istics of climate 

High esprit 
Low disengagement 
Low hindrance 
Average intimacy 
Average aloofness 
High consideration 
Average thrust 
Low production emphasis. 
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b. Behavio'Ura'l description. The behaviour of the 
principal will represent an appropriate integrat
ion between his own personality and the role he 
is required to play as a principal. In this 
respect, his behaviour can be viewed as genuine. 
Not only will he set an example by working hard 
himself (thrust) 1 but, depending upon the 
situation, he will either criticize the actions 
of teachers or will make a special effort to help 
a teacher (high consideration). He will possess 
a personal ability to be "genuine", whether he 
is required to control and direct the activities 
of others or show compassion in satisfying the 
social needs of individual teachers. He will 
possess integrity, in that he is "all of a 
piece" and therefore can function well in either 
situation. He will not be aloof, nor will the 
rules and procedures he sets up be inflexible 
or impersonal. Nonetheless, he will feel that 
regulations must be adhered to, for it is 
through these regulations that he provides 
subtle direction and control for the teachers. 
The principal need not emphasize production; 
nor must he monitor teachers' activities 
closely (low production emphasis). Nor will he 
do all the work himself, for he has the ability 
to let appropriate leadership acts emerge from 
the teachers. In sum, such a principal will be 
in full control of the situation and he will 
provide clear leadership for the staff. Under 
his leadership teachers will obtain considerable 
job satisfaction and will be sufficiently 
motivated to overcome difficulties and frus
trations. They will develop the incentive to 
solve their own problems and keep the organiz
ation moving. Such teachers are proud to be 
associated with the school and do not feel 
burdened by busy-work or routine reports. 



2. Autonomous climate 

a. Characteristics of clim•ate 

High esprit 
High intimacy 
Low disengagement 
Low hindrance 
High aloofness 
Low production emphasis 
Average consideration 
Average thrust. 
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b. Behavioural description. The principal will give 
teachers complete freedom to provide their own 
structures for interaction, as well as find ways 
within the group for satisfying their social 
needs. The scores in such climates will lean 
slightly more toward social needs satisfaction 
than toward task achievement (high esprit and 
intimacy). Teachers in these climates will be 
able to achieve goals quickly and easily (low 
disengagement), will work well together, and 
will accomplish the tasks of the organization. 
Such teachers will not be hindered by adminis
trative paperwork, and will not complain about 
reports they must submit. Their principal will 
have set up procedures and regulations to facil
itate the teachers' tasks (low hindrance) and 
will establish controls that enable teachers to 
by-pass the principaL about matters concerning 
school supplies. Teacher morale will be high, 
but not as high as in an open climate. Esprit 
would probably be higher if greater task accom
plishment also occurred within the organization. 
High aloofness will be evident, for such a 
principal will run the organization in an imper
sonal, businesslike manner. His leadership 
style will favour the establishment of proced
ures and regulations which provide guidelines 
that the teacher can follow; he will not per
sonally check to see that things are being done 
and he will not force people to produce, nor say 
that 11we should be working harder". Instead, he 
will appear satisfied to let the teachers work 
at their own speed and will monitor their 
activities very little (low production emphasis). 
On the whole, the principal will be considerate, 
and he will attempt to satisfy the social needs 
of the teachers as well as most principals 
(average consideration}. He will provide 
incentive for the organization by setting an 
example of hard work himself. He is genuine 
and flexible, although not to the extent of 
principals in an open climate. 



3. Controlled climate 

a. Characteristics of ·cTiniate 

High esprit 
Low disengagement 
High production emphasis 
Low consideration 
High thrust 
Average aloofness 
High hindrance 
Low intimacy 
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b. Behavioural description. The principal will 
press for achievement at the expense of social 
needs satisfaction. Everyone will 11work hard" 
and there will be little time for friendly 
relations with others or deviation from establi
shed controls and directives. Such a climate 
stresses task achievement to the detriment of 
social needs satisfaction. Nevertheless, since 
morale will be high (esprit), this climate can 
be classified as more open than closed. The 
teachers will be completely "engaged" in the 
task and will not bicker, complain, or differ 
with the principal's directives. They know they 
are in the school to do a job, and they will 
expect to be told individually just how to do 
it (low disengagement). There will be an 
excessive amount of paper-work, routine reports, 
busy-work, and other obstacles which will hinder 
the teachers' task accomplishment. Few proced
ures will have been set up to facilitate their 
work; in fact, paper-work will be used merely 
to keep them busy (high hindrance). Accordingly, 
teachers will have little time to establish very 
friendly social relations with each other, and 
there will be very little feeling of camaraderie 
(low intimacy}. Teachers will ordinarily work 
alone and be impersonal with each other. Social 
isolation will be common and there will be 
almost no genuinely warm relationships among 
teachers. The principal will dominate and 
direct, having little flexibility and insisting 
that everything must be done his way (high pro
duction emphasis). He will also be somewhat 
aloof and will have distributed impersonal, 
mimeographed directives about procedures for 
teachers to follow in accomplishing tasks. 
Means and ends will be predetermined by the 
principal, who will become dogmatic when his 
procedures are not followed. He will care little 
for the feelings of teachers, but will do what
ever is necessary to get the job done his way. 
He will evidence low consideration, and will 
not seek to meet teachers 1 social needs. He 
will attempt to motivate the teachers by his 
personal example of hard work (high thrust) 



and personally ascertain that nothing goes 
wrong. He will delegate few responsibilities 
and will initiate leadership acts rather than 
allow them to come from the group. 

4. Familiar climate 

a. Characteristics of climate 

High disengagement 
Low hindrance 
High intimacy 
Average esprit 
High consideration 
Low aloofness 
Low production emphasis 
Average thrust. 
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b. Behavioural description. The principal and 
teachers will.be conspicuously friendly. Social 
needs satisfaction will be extremely high and 
little will be done to direct or control a 
group's activities toward goal achievement. 
The principal will exert little control in 
directing teachers' acts, resulting in disen
gagement and few task-oriented accomplishments 
(high disengagement). Too many people will 
attempt to tell others how things should be done, 
but low hindrance will make paper-work as easy 
as possible. Socially, the teachers will be 
all part of a big, happy family (high intimacy). 
Morale or job satisfaction will be average and 
will stem from social needs satisfaction. The 
principal will be afraid to make changes lest 
he disrupt his "big, happy family" (high 
consideration), and will want everyone to know 
he is part of the group, is in no way different 
from anybody else, and is neither impersonal 
nor aloof. He wilL insist on few regulations 
and will not emphasize production, nor check to 
see whether teachers are performing their tasks 
correctly. Under such a principal's guidance, 
no one will work to capacity, and no one will 
ever be wrong. Tasks accomplished by teachers 
will rarely be criticized (low production 
emphasis). In short, little will be done by 
either direct or indirect means to evaluate 
or direct the activities of teachers. However, 
teachers will attribute thrust to the principal -
he is a "good guy". 

5. Paternal climate 

a. Characteristics of c•limate 

High production emphasis 
High disengagement 



Low hindrance 
Low intimacy 
Low esprit 
Average thrust 
Low aloofness 
High consideration. 
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b. Behavioural descrip tion. The principal will be 
so nonaloof that he becomes intrusive. He must 
know everything that occurs. He will continually 
emphasize what should be done _(production em
phasis) 1 but nothing will, in fact, seem to get 
done. The principal will set up schedules, 
class changes, and the like personally. The 
school and his duties within it will be the 
principal 1 s main interest in life. Such a 
principal will be considerate, but his consider
ation will be a form of seductive oversolicitous
ness, rather than a genuine concern for the social 
needs of others, and he will use this consideration 
behaviour to satisfy his own social needs. He 
will demonstrate average thrust in his attempts 
to motivate the organization; nonetheless, he 
will fail to motivate teachers primarily because 
he will not provide an example or an ideal which 
teachers can emulate. He will be ineffective in 
controlling teachers and in satisfying their 
social needs, and will evidence nongenuine 
behaviour that will be viewed by teachers as non
motivating. Teachers in his school will not work 
well together, but will split into factions. 
There will be high disengagement because of the 
principal's inability to control activities of 
teachers, low hindrance because he will insist on 
doing most of the busy-work himself, and low 
intimacy and low esprit among teachers: they will 
neither enjoy friendly relations with each other 
nor obtain adequate satisfaction with regard to 
tasks accomplished or social needs. The 
principal will appear to be everywhere at once, 
scurrying, checking, and monitoring. 

6. Closed climate 

a. Characteristics of climate 

High disengagement 
High hindrance 
Average intimacy 
Low esprit 
Low thrust 
High aloofness 
High production emphasis 
Low consideration 



218 

b. Behavioural description. Group members will 
obtain little satisfaction with respect to task 
achievement or social needs. The principal will 
be ineffective in directing the activities of the 
teachers and will not be inclined to look out for 
teachers' personal welfare.· Teachers will be dis
engaged and will not work well together; their 
group achievement will be minimal. High hindrance 
will be caused by the .principal's inadequate 
facilitation of teacher task accomplishment. 
Esprit will be low, in fact, as low as possible, 
reflecting low job and social need satisfaction. 
There will be average intimacy: teachers will 
feel that they must obtain job satisfaction from 
friendly relations with the other teachers. 
There will also be a very high turnover rate 
among teachers. The principal will be highly 
aloof. and impersonal in controlling and directing 
teacher activities. High production emphasis 
will reflect the principal's feeling that "We 
should work harder". He will set up rules which 
are usually arbitrary. Such a principal will 
not get too involved personally with his teachers 
and their problems, for he will "go by the book". 
He will frequently feel that external f 'orces are 
directing the course of events in his school and 
will thus put little personal drive into his own 
work, demonstrating little thrust to the teaching 
staff. He will keep perfect records and turn 
out all necessary paperwork (high hindrance), 
and will usually urge people to work harder. 
He will tend to be either philosophical about 
high teacher turnover or blame it on conditions 
over which he has no control. He will not be 
inventive or ingenious in reducing obstacles 
and annoyances that teachers encounter in their 
work. 



APPENDIX 9 

ORGANIZATIONAL TYPES AS DETERMINED BY THE 
PROFILE OF ORGANISATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS MEASURE 

(POC)·: LIKERT ·(J.967) 

System 1 - Exploitive-Authoritative 

219 

This system is one in which there is little confidence 
and trust in either superiors or subordinates and little 
supportive behaviour toward each other. Organizational 
members tend to be motivated by threatened or applied 
sanctions. Hostility and dissatisfaction pervade the 
organization. Communication is initiated from above 
and flows downward. Decisions are made unilaterally 
at the top with little sharing of decision-making 
responsibilities. Interaction patterns among organiz
ational members., especially between hierarchical levels, 
are limited and viewed with suspicion. The control 
structure is concentrated in top management, and the 
informal organization tends to oppose the goals of the 
formal. Performance goals of members are not high. 
In brief, management is guided by Theory X assumptions 
about.people, authority, and organiz.ation. 

System 2 - Benevolent-Authoritative and System 3· -
Consultative 

The intermediate systems on the continuum tend to resemble 
the extremes from which they deviate. System 2, the 
Benevolent-Authoritative System, has most of the trappings 
of the Exploitive-Authoritative System, only to a lesser 
degree. The Consultative, System 3, is well along the 
way toward developing the characteristics of the 
Participative System. 

System 4 - Particip ative 

System 4, the Participative System, is at the other end 
of the Likert spectrum of organizational types. Support
ive leadership and highly motivated employees who share 
in the decision-making process characterize this kind of 
organizational structure. Communication flows upward, 
downward, and horizontally, with few blockages to 
upward communication. Forces generally reinforce one 
another rather than conflict. Interpersonal relation
ships are close, warm, and friendly. Team work, coop
eration, sharing, group loyalty, responsibility for one's 
actions, extremely high performance goals, and trust and 
confidence characterize the Participative System. In 
brief, Theory Y assumptions about people, authority, and 
organization have been successfully implemented. 



APPENDIX 10 

ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND THE 
CONTINUUM OF SYSTEM TYPES: LIKERT (1967) 

CONTINUUM OF SYSTEM TYPES 
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Organizational 
Characteristics 

1. Leadership 
Processes 

Authoritarian Participative 
Nonsupportive Supportive 

2. Motivational 
Forces Low High 

3. Communication 
Process 

Weak Strong 
Distorted Accurate 

4. Interaction-
influence Cold Warm 
Process Distant Close 

5. Decision-making 
Process Uni lateral Shared 

6. Goal Setting Unilateral Shared 

7. Control 
Processes Hierarchical Collegial 

8. Perfonnance 
Goals and 
Training Average Extremely High 
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APPENDIX ll 

PROTOTYPES OF SCHOOLS WITH·HUMANISTIC AND 

CUSTODIAL PUPIL CONTROL ORIENTATIONS: 

WILLOWER, EIDELL AND HOY (1967) 

THE CUSTODIAL SCHOOL 
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The model for the custodial orientation is the 
traditional school, which provides a rigid and highly 
controlled setting that is primarily concerned with the 
maintenance of order. Students are stereotyped in terms 
of their appearance, behaviour, and parents' social 
status. Teachers who hold a custodial orientation 
conceive of the school as an autocratic organization 
with a rigid pupil-teacher status hierarchy~ The flow 
of power and communication is unilateral and downward; 
students must accept the decisions of their teachers 
without question. Teachers do not attempt to understand 
student behaviour but instead view misbehaviour as a 
personal affront. Students are perceived as irresponsible 
and undisciplined persons who must be controlled through 
punitive sanctions. Impersonality, cynicism, and 
watchful mistrust pervade the atmosphere of the 
custodial school. 

THE HUMANISTIC- SCHOOL 

The model for the humanistic orientation is the 
school conceived of as an educational community in which 
students learn through cooperative interaction and 
experience. Learning and behaviour are viewed in 
psychological and sociological terms. Self-discipline 
is substituted for strict teacher control. Humanistic 
orientations lead to a democratic atmosphere with 
open channels of two-way communication between pupils 
and teachers and increased self-determination. A 
humanistic orientation is used in the sociopsychological 
sense suggested by Erich Fromm. It stresses both the 
importance of the individual and the creation of an 
atmosphere that meets student needs. 



APPENDIX 12 

DIMENSIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL PRESS TN THE 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY '(ESES): 

SINCLAIR (19 69) 
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1. Pr·acticality: Emphasis on the concrete and realistic 
more than the speculative or abstract; defines an 
environment in which personal status and benefits 
are important. 

2. Community: Emphasis on cohesiveness, supportiveness, 
and sympathy of the environment as well as the 
feeling of group welfare and group loyalty. 

3. Awareness; Emphasis on concern for self-understanding 
and identity, a wide range of aesthetic opportunities 
and appreciations, and a sense of personal involve
ment in the world's problems and conditions of man. 

4. Propriety: Emphasis on decorum, politen~ss, 
consideration, thoughtfulness, and caution. 

5. Scholarship: Emphasis on competitively high 
academic achievement and interest in scholarship. 



APPENDIX l3 

NINE DTMENSTONS OF CLASSROOM CLIMATE 

"IDENTIFIED THROUGH THE 

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT SCALE . (CES) : 

TRICKETT AND MOOS (1971) 
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l. Involvement: Extent to which students pay attention 
to and show interest in the activities of the class. 

2. Affiliation: Extent to which students work with and 
come to know each other within the classroom. 

3. Support: Extent to which the teacher expresses a 
personal interest in the students. 

4. Task Orientation: Extent to which the activities of 
the c l ass are centered around the accomplishment of 
specified academic objectives. 

5. Competition: Amount of emphasis on academic 
competition within the class. 

6. Order and Organization: Emphasis within the class
room on maintenance of order and the degree to 
which the activities of the class are well organized. 

7. Rule Clarity: Degree to which the rules for conduct 
in the classroom are explicitly stated and clearly 
understood. 

8. Teacher Control: Degree to which student conduct 
in the classroom is delimited by enforcement of the 
rules. 

9. Innovation: Extent to which different modes of 
teaching and classroom interaction take place in 
the class. 
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APPENDIX 14 

ST X DIMENSTONS' COMPRISING THE 

SECONDARY SCHOOL QUALITY OF 'SCHOOL LIFE' MEASURE: 

WILLIAMS AND BATTEN ('19'81) 

Positive Af 'f<:!'ct: Refe rs to general feelings about 
his/her schooling as a whole; more specific positive 
qualities of school life as a whole; such as pride 
and excitement, contentment, enjoyment, fulfilment, 
etc. 

Negat•ive Affect: Specific negative qualities of 
school life as a whole, such as isolation, loneliness, 
depression, reactions to specific domains of school 
life. The four domains are : 

J:d'erttity - the important components being 
feelings of self-awareness of individuality -
a kind of consciousness of self in relation 
to the school society. 

Adventure - feelings of adventure during learning, 
essentially some kind of -self-motivation to learn 
and explore where learning becomes an end in 
itself and is intrinsically rewarding. 

Opportun•ity - the belief that what one learns in 
school will be of use in the future, will be a 
resource that will provide opportunities, and 
will be of relevance for life. after school. 

Status - refers to the individual's perceptions 
o ·f the . relative .degree of prestige accorded him 
by significa·nt others within the school. 
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EVALUATION & RESEARCH SECTION 
AND WILLIAMS (1981), SCHOOL LIFE MEASURE 

SCHOOL LIFE 

We want to find out about you:r life at primary school. We want to know what 
you do there and how you feel aoout school. 

All the sentences on the next threepages start with 11My School Is A Place 
Where ••• 11 e.g. No. 1 says ''My School Is A Place Where .... I feel great.'' 

You add the words "My School Is A Place Where" to the start of each sentence. 

Please read each sentence carefully and tick the answer which is closest to 
how you feel. Tick that you Really JIBree, Mostly Agree, Mostly do Not Agree, 
or Really do Not Agree. 

e.g. If you think that school is a place where you really get excited 
you tick the box like this. 

Really Mostly Mostly CO Really Do 
Agree Agree Not Agree Not Agree 

I get excited □ · □ □ 
Don't forget that you put the words 11Mv School Is A Place Where ••• " in front 
of each sentence. 

MY SCHOOL IS A PLACE WHERE .... Really Mostly Mostly Do Really r::o 
Agree Agree Not Agree Not Agree 

1. I feel great □ □ □ □ 
2. I feel lonely □ □ D □ 
3. I know that people think a lot of me □ □ □ □ 
4. I learn to get along with other people □ □ □ □ 
s. I really want to learn □ □ □ □ 
6. I know I will be able to keep doing □ □ □ □ gcx:xi work 

7. Teachers treat me fairly in class □ D □ □ 
8. I feel happy □ □ □ □ 
9. I get upset □ □ □ □ 
10. People trust me □ □ □ □ 
11. I get to know myself better D □ □ □ 
12. I enjoy what I do in class □ □ □ □ 
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- 3 -

MY SCHOOL IS A PLACE WHERE .... 

Really Mostly Mostly Do Really Co 
Agree Agree Not Agree Not Agree 

34. I work hard □ □ □ □ 
35. Teachers take an interest in helping 

□ □ D □ me with my school w'O.rk 

36. People care what I think □ □ □ □ 
37. I find it easy to get to know other 

□ □ □ □ people 

38. I find that learning is a lot of fun □ □ □ □ 
39. I try to do my best □ D □ □ 
40. Teachers treat all students equally □ □ □ □ 

This information will remain confidential 

NAME: 

Circle whet.""Ier you are male or female 

Thank you for your assistance. 

ADRIAN FORDHFIM. 
JANE!' HUNT. 
KRIS KOSKIE. 

MALE IDT.ALE 



APPENDIX 16 

SEVEN DOMAINS OF THE SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY 
AND THEIR CORRESPONDING ITEMS: WILLIAMS AND THE 

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SECTION, 
A.C.T. SCHOOLS' AUTHORITY (1982} 

GENERAL AFFECT 

I feel great 
I feel happy 
I really like to go 
I enjoy being there 
I feel proud that I go to this school 

NEGATIVE AFFECT 

STATUS 

I feel lonely 
I get :upset 
I feel restless 
I feel unhappy 
I feel worried 

I know that people think a lot of me 
people trust me 
I feel important 
I feel I have become a better person 
I feel proud of myself 
people care what I think 

IDENTITY 

I learn to get along with other people 
I get to know myself better 
I learn a lot about myself 
mixing with other people helps me to understand 

myself 
other students are very friendly 
I find it easy to get to know other people 

ADVENTURE 

I really want to learn 
I enjoy what I do in class 
I like learning 
I really get involved in the work I do 
I am interested in the work we do in class 
I find that learning is a lot of fun 

OPPORTUNITY 

I know I will be able to keep doing good work 
I am good at school work 
I know I can keep up with the work 
I feel that I am doing well 
I work hard 
I try to do my best 
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TEACHERS 

teachers treat me fairly in class 
teachers are fair to me 
teachers listen to what I say 
teachers help me do my best. 
teachers take an interest in helping me with 
my school work 
teachers treat all students equally 
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LETTER TO SCHOOL PRINCIPALS OF SELECTED SCHOOLS 
REQUESTING YEAR 6 STUDENTS' PARTICIPATION IN THE 

SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY 

Date 6 July 1982 

To Principal 
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Subject QUALITY OF SCHOOL LIFE STUDY - SURVEY OF YEAR 6 
STUDENTS 

The Evaluation and Research Section of the Schools Office 
is co-operating with the Australian Council for Education 
Research in the developing of an instrument to measure 
the quality of school life in primary schools. I have 
enclosed two ACER newsletters which summarize the work done 
at the secondary school level in this area by ACER. I am 
now seeking your help in the trial testing of a primary 
school version of the survey instrument which has been 
successfully used in secondary schools to measure quality 
of school life. Your school has been selected from our 
standardized sampling frame as part of a small yet 
representative sample of A.C.T. Government primary 
schools. 

The survey instrument is designed for Year 6 students, 
is of a pencil and paper form, and takes between 15 and 
20 minutes to complete. The instrument can be group 
administered and it is our intention that a research 
associate, Ms Kris Kosky, administer the survey to whole 
classes so as to minimize disruption. I would hope that 
this could occur on or about the week beginning August 
9th. Several weeks after the survey has been administered, 
we would appreciate the opportunity to discuss student 
responses with several small groups of students for 
periods of about ten minutes. I should stress that at no 
stage will there be disclosures of the names of schools 
(or students) who have participated in this study. 

I trust that you can assist us in this study by allowing 
us to survey your Year 6 students, sometime in the week 
beginning August 9th. If this is not possible, could 
you please contact me in the next couple of days. 

( sgd. ) 

ADRIAN FORDHAM 
Deputy Head 
Evaluation and Research 
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APPENDIX 18 

-CI.Ass· AND SCHOOL SAMPLE' STZES- FOR 
THE SCHOOL· L'IFE SURVEY 

No. of Students per Cl.ass. 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 

17 32 

30 29 

35 

25 39 

25 29 

14 18 

55 

24 12 25 

21 23 

27 11 

27 24 

30 15 

231 

Total 
Number 
of Year 
Six 
Stud.en ts 

49 

59 

35 

64 

54 

32 

55 

61 

44 

38 

51 

45 
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ITEM RESPONSES FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE. POPULATION 
OF STUDENTS COMPLETING THE SCHOOL' LIFE SURVEY 

RESPONSES(%) 

Really Mostly Mostly Really 
Agree Agree Do not Do not 

Agree Agree 

MY SCHOOL IS A PLACE WHERE 

1. I feel great 5.8 
2 . I feel 1 one 1 y 3. 1 
3. I know that people think a 

lot of me 6.7 

4. I learn to get along with 
other people 42.6 

5. I really want to learn 48.0 

6. I know I will be able to keep 
doing good work 28.7 

7. Teachers treat me fairly in 
class 

8. I feel happy 

9. I get upset 

10. People trust me 
11. I get to know myself better 
12. I enjoy what I do in class 
13. I am good at school work 
14. Teachers are fair to me 

15. I really 1 i ke to go 
16. I feel restless 

17. I feel important 
18. I learn a lot about myself 
19. I like learning 

20. I know I can keep up with 
the work 

21. Teachers listen to what I say 
22. I enjoy being there 
23. I feel unhappy 
24. I feel I have become a 

better person 
25. Mixing with other people helps 

me to understand myself 

35,2 

28.6 

3.3 
27.7 

29.6 
23.5 

16.1 

31. 7 

17.5 

5.8 
9.0 

23.4 

41.0 

38.1 

26.5 

25.6 

3.6 

34.1 

35.5 

67.5 

8.4 

45.3 

48.4 

41.0 

58.0 

43.7 

56.0 

11.0 
58.0 

42.4 
54.8 

66.0 

49.3 
48.6 

17 .0 

36.8 

44.1 
43.2 

49.8 

47.4 

45.5 
8.5 

42 .8 

46.5 

23.3 

31.2 

33.3 

5.8 
8.2 

12.1 

12.3 

12.7 

42.8 

10.3 

18.4 

16.1 

14.5 
12.2 

22.4 

40.2 
34.4 
21. 7 

10.5 

9.8 

17.9 
19.2 

31.4 

16.8 

11.0 

3.4 

57.3 

14.7 

3.2 

2.7 

1. 2 

8. 7 

2.7 
43.0 

4~o 
9.6 
5.7 

3.4 

6.8 

11. 5 

36.9 

19.9 
10.8 

5.3 

2.2 

8. 2 

9.7 

56.5 

6.3 

7.1 

232 
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Really Mostly Mostly Really 
Agree. Agree Do not Do not 

Agree Agree 

26. I really get involved in the 
work I do 26.6 5.21 16.0 5.3 

27. I feel that I am doing well 32.4 54.4 10.3 2.9 
28. Teachers help me do my best 39.8 44.3 10.6 5.3 
29. I feel proud that I go to 

this school 42.5 31. 7 16.3 9.6 
30. I feel worried 3,4 · 9 .4 35.3 51.9 

31. I feel proud of myself 16 .1 47.6 24.0 12.3 
32. Other students are very 

friendly 44.6 41.2 10.3 3.9 
33. I am interested in the work 

we do in class 28,5 52.1 14.0 5.3 
34, I work hard 32.8 58.4 8.1 0.7 
35. Teachers take an interest in 

helping me·with my school 
work 31.2 48.0 16.0 4.8 

36. People care what I think 14.2 46.2 28.9 10. 7 
37. I find it easy to get to 

know other people 42.6 40.0 10. 7 6.6 
38. I find that learning is a lot 

of fun 29.8 42.2 20.0 8.1 
39. I try to do my best 66.1 31.4 2.2 0.2 
40. Teachers treat all students 

equally 24.3 29.0 20.5 26.2 
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APPENDIX 20 

SCHOOL LTFE SURVEY DIMENSION SCORES 
OF STUDENTS SELECTED FOR INTERVIEWS 

Student A 
Class No. 7 

Overall Score: 

Domains: 

G.A. 6 
N.A. 19 
s 11 
I 7 
A 7 
0 6 
T B 

Student D 
Class No. 6 

Overall Score: 

Domains: 

G.A. 7 
N.A. 20 
s 11 
I 8 
A 7 
0 7 
T 6 

G.A. 
N.A. 
s 
I 
A 
0 
T 

Domain Key 

General Affect 
Negative Affect 
Status 
Identity 

: Adventure 
: Opportunity 

Teachers 

SCHOOL 4 (LOW SCORERS) 

Student B 
Class No. 7 

23 Overall Score: 22 

Domains: 

G.A. 6 
N.A. 19 
s 11 
I 7 
A 7 
0 6 
T 7 

Student E 
Class No. 6 

23 Overall Score: 23 

Domains: 

G.A. 5 
N.A. 20 
s 12 
I 7 
A 7 
0 9 
T 6 

Student c 
Class No. 7 

Overall Score: 23 

Domains: 

G.A. 6 
N.A. 18 
s 8 
I 8 
A 7 
0 8 
T 6 

Student F 
Class No. 6 

Overall Score: 24 

Domains: 

G.A. 5 
N.A. 17 
s 8 
I 7 
A 7 
0 9 
T 7 
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SCHOOL 4 (HIGH SCORERS) 

Student u Student V Student W 
Class No. 7 Class No. 7 Class No. 6 

Overall Score: 74 Overall Score: 77 Overall Score: 78 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 19 G.A. 15 G.A. 14 
N.A. 18 N.A. 10 N.A. 20 
s 13 s 19 s 20 
I 12 I 16 I 14 
A 21 A 10 A 20 
0 8 0 11 0 16 
T 19 T 15 T 15 

Student X Student Y Student z 
Class No. 6 Class No. 6 Class No. 7 

Overall Score: 78 Overall Score: 74 Overall Score: 75 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 14 G.A. 10 G.A. 15 
N.A. 20 N.A. 19 N.A. 13 
s 20 s 13 s 18 
I 14 I 14 I. 16 
A 20 A 21 A 13 
0 16 0 13 0 12 
T 15 T 24 T 14 

SCHOOL 7 (LOW SCORERS) 

Student A Student B Student C 
Class No. 12 Class No. 12 Class No. 12 

Overall Score: 26 overall Score: 29 overall Score: 32 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 6 G.A. 6 G.A. 8 
N.A. 20 N.A. 19 N.A. 16 
s 11 s 12 s 11 
I 9 I 9 I 13 
A 7 A 7 A 6 
0 6 0 8 0 6 
T 10 T 9 T 6 



SCHOOL 7 - LOW SCORERS - continued 

Student D 
Class No. 12 

overall Score: 26 

Domains: 

G.A. 6 
N .A. 15 
S 9 
I 6 
A 9 
0 6 
T 7 

Student E 
Class No .• .12 

Overall Score: 29 

Domains: 

G.A. 7 
N .A. 20 
S 10 
I 7 
A 9 
0 10 
T 9 

Student F 
C.las.s. No. 12 
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Overall Score: 2 2 

Domains: 

G.A. 6 
N.A. 17 
s 7 
I 6 
A 7 
0 6 
T 9 

SCHOOL 7 (HIGH SCORERS) 

Student U Student V Student W 
Cl.ass No ... 12 Class No. 12 Class No. 12 

Overall Score: 73 Overall Score: 91 Overall Score: 75 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 13 G.A. 18 G.A. 11 
N.A. 14 N.A. 11 N.A. 16 
s 19 s 18 s 16 
I 18 I 13 I 12 
A 12 A 20 A 15 
0 11 0 16 0 16 
T 14 T 16 T 22 

Student X Student Y Student z 
Class No. 12 Class No. 12 Class No. 12 

Overall Score: 93 Overall Score: 79 Overall Score: 60 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 14 G.A. 8 G.A. 11 
N.A. 13 N.A. 9 N.A. 15 
s 22 s 18 s 18 
I 19 I 16 I 12 
A 17 A 15 A 12 
0 14 0 15 0 11 
T 20 T 16 T 12 
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SCHOOL 6 (LOW SCORERS} 

Student A Student B Student C 
Cl.a.s.s. N.o •. .11 Cl.ass. No •. .11 C.las.s. No. 11 

Overall Score: 21 Overall Score: 49 Overall Score: 30 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 7 G.A. 14 G.A. 9 
N.A. 20 N.A. 18 N.A. 15 
s 8 s 12 s 9 
I 7 I 10 I 9 
A 6 A 14 A 6 
0 l0 0 7 0 6 
T 6 T 11 T 7 

Student D Student E Student F 
Class No. 11 Class No. 11 Class No. 10 

Overall Score: 54 Overall Score: 47 Overall Score: 30 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 13 G.A. 13 G.A. 10 
N.A. 20 N.A. 17 N.A. 19 
s 14 s 13 s 11 
I 17 I 13 I 9 
A 15 A 11 A 7 
0 7 0 7 0 6 
T 9 T 8 T 8 

SCHOOL 6 (HIGH SCORERS) 

student U Student V Student W 
Class No. 11 Class No. ll Class No. 11 

Overall Score: 91 Overall Score: 93 Overall score: 89 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 19 G.A. 20 G.A. 15 
N.A. 20 N.A. 20 N.A. 12 
s 21 s 21 s 20 
I 18 I 18 I 20 
A 18 A 21 A 12 
0 15 0 13 0 12 
T 20 T 20 T 21 
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SCHOOL 6 - HIGH SCORERS - continued 

Student X Student Y Student z 
Cla,ss No. 10 C.1.ass No. 10 Class. No. 10 

Overall Score: 96 Overall Score: 89 Overall Score: 110 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 19 G.A. 16 G.A. 16 
N.A. 18 N.A. 17 N.A. 12 
s 17 s 16 s 23 
I 18 I 15 I 20 
A 22 A 21 A 22 
0 14 0 14 0 17 
T 22 T 24 T 23 

SCHOOL 8 . ( LOW SCORERS) 

Student A Student B Student C 
Class No. .15 Class No. 15 Class No. 14 

Overall Score: 32 Overall Score: 38 Overall Score: 34 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 6 G.A. 9 G.A. 8 
N.A. 18 N.A. 17 N.A. 18 
s 10 s 12 s 11 
I 9 I 7 I 8 
A 9 A 11 A 8 
0 9 0 10 0 8 
T 9 T 8 T 11 

Student D Student 'E: Student F 
Class No. 14 Class No. 14 Class No. 13 

Overall Score: 37 Overall Score: 25 Overall Score: 35 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 10 G.A. 8 G.A. 9 
N.A. 18 N.A. 19 N.A. 17 
s 11 s 12 s 10 
I 8 I 6 I 7 
A 7 A 7 A 11 
0 7 0 6 0 9 
T 14 T 7 T 8 



239 

SCHOOL 8 (HIGH SCORERS) 

Student U Student V Student W 
Class. No .•. 13 Class No. .. 14 Cla.ss. No. 14 

Overall Score: 87 Overall Score: 99 Overall Score: 108 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 14 G.A. 18 G.A~ 17 
N.A. 15 N.A. 12 N.A. 9 
s 23 s 15 s 22 
I 24 I 18 I 21 
A 13 A 22 A 18 
0 ll 0 J.7 0 19 
T 17 T 20 T 18 

Student X Student Y Student Z 
Class No. 15 Class No. 15 Class No~ 14 

Overall Score: 95 Overall Score: 91 Overall Score: 87 

Domains: Domains: Domains: 

G.A. 19 G.A. 16 G.A. 14 
N.A. 10 N.A. 15 N.A. 14 
s 18 s 21 s 18 
I 13 I 18 I 17 
A 20 A 16 A 19 
0 13 0 14 0 12 
T 20 T 21 T 21 
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APPENDIX 21 

SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY ITEM RESPONSES FOR STUDENTS FROM SCHOOL 4 

RESPONSES(%} 
Rea 1 ly Mostly Mostly Really 
Agree Agree Do not Do not 

Agree Agree 

MY SCHOOL IS A PLACE WHERE 

1. I feel great 6.3 71.9 20.3 1.6 
2. I feel lonely 1.6 7.9 14.3 76.2 
3. I know that people think a 

lot of me 9.4 45.3 37.5 7.8 
4. I learn to get along with 

other people 43.8 51.6 3.1 1. 6 
5. I really want to learn 69.8 22.2 7.9 
6. I know I will be able to keep 

doing good work 37.5 54.7 6.3 1.6 
7. Teachers treat me fairly in 

class 56.3 28.1 10.9 4.7 
8. I feel happy 35.9 50.0 9.4 4.7 
9. I get upset 1.6 15.6 28.1 54.7 

10. People trust me 35.9 53.1 9.4 1.6 
11. I get to know myself better ,10.6 43.8 14.1 1.6 

12. I enjoy what I do in class 34.4 54.7 6.3 4.7 
13. I am good at school work 11. 2 70.3 12.5 
14. Teachers are fair to me 39.7 47.6 11.1 1. 6 
15. I really like to go 29.7 39.1 23.4 7.8 
16. I feel restless 6.3 9.8 22.2 61.9 
17. I feel important 16.7 35.0 33.3 15.0 
18. I learn a lot about myself 25.0 42.2 18.8 14.0 
19. I like learning 62.5 29.7 3 .1 4.7 
20. I know I can keep up with the 

work 52.4 36.5 7.9 3.2 
21. Teachers listen to what I say 38.1 42.9 12.7 6.3 
22. I enjoy being there 38.1 38.1 17.5 6.3 
23, I feel unhappy 1. 6 9.5 25.4 63.5 
24. I feel I have become a better 

person 42.9 39.7 9,5 7.9 
25. Mixing with other people helps 

me to understand myself 44.4 41.3 11.1 3.2 
26. I really get involved in the 

work I do 46.0 44.4 3.2 6.3 
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Really Mostly Mostly Really 
Agree Agree Do·not Do not 

Agree Agree 

27. I feel that I am doing well 40.3 56.5 3.2 
28. Teachers help me do my best 63.5 30.2 4.8 1. 6 
29. I feel proud that I go to 

this school 65.1 19.0 7.9 7.9 
30. I fee 1 worried. 4.8 12.7 17.5 65.1 
31. I feel proud of myself 14.3 50.8 19.0 15.9 
32. Other students are very 

friendly 49.2 41.3 9.5 
33. I am interested in the work 

we do in class 50.8 39.7 6.3 3.2 
34. I work hard 48.4 48.4 3.1 
35. Teachers take an interest in 

helping·me with my school 
work 52.4 38.1 7.9 1.6 

36. People care what I think 25.4 4.6 22.2 6.3 
37. I find it easy to get to 

know other people 52.4 34.9. 6.3 6.3 
38. I find that learning is a lot 

of fun 46.9 34.4 12.5 6.3 
39. I try to do my best 71. 9 25.0 3.1 
40. Teachers treat all students 

equa 1 ly 37.5 37.5 9.4 15.6 



APPENDIX 22 

ITEMS FOR WHICH THE RESPONSES AT SCHOOL 4 
WERE ATYPICAL IN COMPARISON TO THE 

ALL SCHOOLS RESPONSE PATTERN 

Items responded to more positively by this school 
(or more negatively in the case of negatively expressed 
items): 

I work hard. 
I feel lonely. 
I try to do my best. 
I learn to get along with other people. 
Teachers take an interest in helping me with my 

schoolwork. 
I really want to learn. 
I know I will be able to keep doing good work. 
I like learning. 
I really get involved in the work I do. 
I feel that I am doing well. 
Teachers help me do my best. 
Other students are very friendly. 
I am interested in the work we do in class. 

Items responded to more negatively by this school: 

I know that people think a lot of me. 
I feel important. 
I feel proud of myself. 
Teachers treat all students equally. 
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APPENDIX 23 
SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY ITEM RESPONSES FOR 

STUDENTS FROM SCHOOL 7 

MY SCHOOL IS A PLACE WHERE 

1. I feel great 
2. I feel lonely 
3. I know that people think a 

1 ot of me 

4. I learn to get along with 
other people 

5. I really want to learn 
6. I know I will be able to keep 

doing good work 
7. Teachers treat me fairly in 

class 
8. I feel happy 
9. I get upset 

10. People trust me 
11. I get to know myself better 
12. I enjoy what I do in cl ass 
13. I am good at school work 
14. Teachers are fair to me 
15. I really like to go 

16. I feel restless 
17. I feel important 
18. I learn a lot about myself 
19. I like learning 
20. I know I can keep up with 

the work 
21. Teachers listen to what I say 
22. I enjoy being there 
23. I feel unhappy 
24. I feel I have become a better 

person 
25. Mixing with other people 

helps me to understand 
myself 

RESPONSES{%) 

Really Mostly Mostly Really 
Agree Agree Do not Do not 

Agree Agree 

9. 1 

3.6 

10.9 

50.9 
49.1 

30.9 

50.9 

48.1 
3.8 

21.8 

40.0 
34.5 
23.6 

49.1 

31. 5 

3.7 
7.3 

32.7 
47.3 

52.7 

21.8 

45.5 
3.6 

36.4 

32.7 

85.5 
3.6 

56.4 

40.0 
45.5 

61.8 

38.2 

46.3 

9.4 
65.5 

40.0 

58.2 

61.8 

43.6 
53.7 

22.2 
41.8 

54.5 
47.3 

38.2 

56.4 
40.0 

1.8 

43.6 

50.9 

3.6 
36.4 

25.5 

3.6 

1.8 

5.5 

5.5 
3.7 

50.9 

5.5 

12.7 

3.6 

3.6 
.3 .6 

7.4 
42.6 

30.9 

9 .1 

3.6 

7.3 

14.5 
9 .1 

43.6 

16.4 

5.5 

1.8 

56.4 

7.3 

5.5 

3.6 

1.8 

5.5 
1. 9 

35.8 
7.3 
7.3 

3.6 

10.9 
36.0 
7.4 

31.5 

20.0 
36.0 

1.8 

1.8 

7.3 
5.5 

50.9 

3.6 

10.9 
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Really Mostly Mostly Rea 11y 
Agree Agree Do not Do not 

Agree Agree 

26. I really get involved in the 
work I do 34.5 49.1 12.7 3.6 

27. I feel that I am doing well 32.7 54.5 9.1 3.6 
28. Teachers help me do my best 52.7 38.2 7.3 1.8 
29. I feel proud that I go to 

this school 63.6 16.4 16. 4 3.6 
30. I feel worried 5.5 3.6 43~6 47.3 
31. I feel proud of myself 14.5 54.5 21.8 9 .1 
32. Other students are very 

friendly 34.5 52.7 9.1 3.6 
33. I am interested in the work 

we do in class 38.2 52.7 5.5 3.6 
34. I work hard 32.7 63.6 3.6 
35. Teachers take an interest in 

helping me with my school 
work 41.8 38.2 16.4 3.6 

36. People care what I think 10.9 63.6 20.0 5.5 
37. I find it easy to get to 

know other people 41.8 38.2 14.5 5.5 

38. I find that learning is a 1 ot 
of fun 38.2 47.3 12.7 1.8 

39. I try to do my best 70.9 29.1 
40. Teachers treat all students 

equally 27.3 36.4 16.4 20.0 



APPENDIX 24 

ITEMS FOR WHICH THE RESPONSES· AT SCHOOL 7 
WERE" ATYPTCAL IN COMPARISON TO THE 

ALL SCHOOLS RESPONSE PATTERN 

Items responded to more positively by this school 
(or more negatively in the case of negatively expressed 
items): 

I feel great. 
I feel lonely. 
I learn to get along with other people. 
I really want to learn. 
I know that I will be able to keep doing good work. 
I feel happy. 
I enjoy what I do in class. 
Teachers are fair to me. 
I like learning. 
I know I can keep up with the work. 
I feel unhappy 
Teachers help me to do my best. 
I am interested in the work we do in class. 
I work hard. 
I try to do my best. 

Items responded to more negatively by this school: 

I know that people think a lot of me. 
I am good at school work. 
I feel important. 
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Mixing with other people helps me to understand myself. 
Teachers treat all students equally. 
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APPENDIX 25 

SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY ITEM RESPONSES FOR 
STUDENTS FROM SCHOOL 6 

RESPONSES (%) 

Really Mostly Mostly Really 
Agree Agree Do not Do not 

Agree Agree 
MY SCHOOL IS A PLACE WHERE ... 

1. I feel great 31.3 53.1 15.6 
2. I feel 1 onely 3.1 3.1 40.6 53.1 
3. I know that people think a 

lot of me 3.1 34.4 43.8 18.8 

4. I learn to get along with 
other people 18.8 71.9 3.1 6.3 

5. I really want to learn 29.0 45.2 19.4 6.5 
6. I know I will be able to 

keep doing good work 21. 9 62.5 15.6 
7. Teachers treat me fairly in 

class 18.8 25.0 31.3 25 . 0 
8. I feel happy 12.5 62.5 21.9 3.1 
9. I get upset 9.4 12.5 34.4 43.8 

10. People trust me 18.8 56. 3 25.0 
11. I get to know myself better 6.3 21.9 34.4 32.5 
12. I enjoy what I do in class 12.5 40.6 28.1 18.8 
13. I am good at school work 18.8 65.6 15.6 
14. Teachers are fair to me 15.6 28.1 37.5 18.8 

15. I really like to go 37.5 46.9 15.6 
16. I feel restless 6.3 18.8 37.5 37.5 
17. I fee 1 important 6.3 25.0 43.8 25.0 
18. I learn a lot about myself 6.5 25.8 38.7 29.0 
19. I like learning 31.3 34.4 25.0 9.4 
20. I know I can keep up with 

the work 31.3 43.8 18.8 6.3 

21. Teachers listen to what I say 12.5 37.5 28.1 21.9 
22. I enjoy being there 9.7 22.6 45.2 22.6 
23. I feel unhappy 3.1 3.1 34.4 59.4 
24. I feel I have become a better 

person 12.5 43.8 25.0 18.8 

25. Mixing with other people helps 
me to understand myself 15.6 40.6 18.8 25.0 
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Really Mostly Mostly Really 
Agree Agree Do not Do not 

Agree Agree 

26. I really get involved in the 
work I do 12.5 62.5 18.8 6.3 

27. I feel that I am doing well 28.1 46.9 18.8 6.3 
28. Teachers help me do my best 25.0 37.5 9.4 28.1 
29. I feel proud that I go to 

this school 15.6 31.3 25.0 28.1 
30. I feel worried 3.1 40.6 56.3 
31. I feel proud of myself 12.9 45.2 22.6 19.4 
32. Other students are very 

friendly 25.0 50.0 18.8 6.3 
33. I am interested in the work 

we do in class 15.6 43.8 21. 9 18.8 
34. I work hard 41.9 48.4 9.7 
35. Teachers take an interest in 

helping me with my school 
work 9.4 46.9 21.9 21. 9 

36. People care what I think 3.2 16 .1 54.8 25.8 
37. I find it easy to get to 

know other people 25.8 41.9 16.1 16.1 
38. I find that learning is a lot 

of fun 18.8 28.1 28.1 25.0 
39. I try to do my best 65.6 31. 3 3.1 
40. Teachers treat all students 

equally 15.6 15.6 9 .4 59.4 



APPENDIX 26 

ITEMS FOR WHICH THE RESPONSES AT SCHOOL 6 
WERE ATYPICAL TN COMPARISON TO THE 

ALL SCHOOLS RESPONSE PATTERN 

Items responded to more positively by this school 
(or more negatively in the case of negatively expressed 
i terns) : 

I learn to get along with other people. 
I feel worried. 
I work hard. 
I try to do my best. 

Items responded to more negatively by this school: 

I feel great. 
I know that people think a lot of me. 
Teachers treat me fairly in class. 
I get to know myself better. 
I enjoy what I do in class. 
Teachers are fair to me. 
I really like to go. 
I feel important. 
I learn a lot about myself. 
I like learning. 
Teachers listen to what I say. 
I feel I have become a better person. 
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Mixing with other people helps me to understand myself. 
Teachers help me do my best. 
I feel proud th·at I go to this school. 
I feel proud of myself. 
I am interested in the work we do in class. 
Teachers take an interest in helping me with my 

schoolwork. 
People care what I think. 
I find it easy to get to know other people. 
I find that learning is a lot of fun. 
Teachers treat all students equally. 



APPENDIX 27 

SCHOOL LIFE SURVEY ITEM RESPONSES FOR 
STUDENTS FROM SCHOOL 8 

MY SCHOOL IS A PLACE WHERE 

1. I feel great 

2. I feel 1 one ly 
3. I know that people think a 

lot of me 

4. I learn to get along with 
other people 

5. I really want to learn 

6. I know I will be able to 
keep doing good work 

7. Teachers treat me fairly in 
class 

8. I feel happy 
9. I get upset 

10. People trust me 
11. I get to know myself better 
12. I enjoy what I do in class 

13. 

14. 
15. 

16. 
17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 
23. 

24. 

25. 

I am good at school work 

Teachers are fair to me 

I really like to go 
I feel restless 

I feel important 
I learn a lot about myself 
I l i k e 1 earning 
I know I can keep up with 

the work 
Teachers listen to what I say 
I enjoy being there 

I feel unhappy 

I feel I have become a 
better person 

Mixing with other people helps 
me to understand myself 

RESPONSES (%) 

Really Mostly Mostly Really 
Agree Agree Do not Do not 

Agree Agree 

3.3 

1.6 

4.9 

27;9 
41.0 

18.0 

13.1 

18.0 

6.6 
23.0 

26.2 
9.8 

18.0 

11. 5 

5.0 

6.6 
6.6 

21.3 

28.8 

31.3 

11. 7 

15.3 

13.3 

29.5 

43.3 

42.6 

14 .8 

47.5 

50.8 

42.6 

57.4 

49.2 

55.7 
9.8 

52.5 

39.3 

55.7 
60.7 

49.2 

53.3 

26.2 

29.5 
41.0 

47.5 

52.5 
50.0 

52.5 
13.3 

42.6 

31. 7 

42.6 

29.5 

26.2 

8.2 

9.8 

23.0 

9.8 

19.7 
42.6 

13 .1 

23.0 

16.4 
16.4 

19.7 

20.0 

47.5 

39.3 

27.9 

15.3 

5.1 
25.0 

16.9 
35.0 

18.0 

11.7 

11. 5 
54.1 

21.3 

13.1 
6.6 

1.6 

27.9 

6.6 

41.0 

11. 5 

11. 5 

18.0 

4.9 

19.7 

21.7 

19.7 

24.6 

9.8 

8. 5 

5.1 

13.3 

15.3 

38.3 

9.8 

13. 3 
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Really Mostly Mostly Really 
Agree Agree Do not Do not 

_Agree Agree 

26. I really get involved in the 
work ·.r do 13.1 54.1 23.0 9.8 

27. I feel that I am doing well 32.8 52.5 11.5 3.3 
28. Teachers help me do my best 27.9 52.5 16.4 3.3 
29. I feel proud that I go to 

this school 41.0 34.4 14.8 9.8 
30. I feel worried 4.9 14.8 27.9 52.5 
31. I feel proud of myself 16.4 44.3 27.9 11.5 
32. Other students are very 

friendly 42.6 34.4 11.5 11.5 
33. I am interested in the work 

we do in class 14.8 54.1 23.0 8.2 
34. I work hard 26.2 62.3 11. 5 
35. Teachers take an interest in 

helping me with my school 
work 18.0 55.7 21.3 4.9 

36. People care what I think 6.6 45.9 52.8 14.8 
37. I find it easy to get to know 

other people 37.7 36 .1 9.8 16.4 
38. I find that learning is a lot 

of fun 11.7 53.3 25.0 10.0 
39. I try to do my best 50.0 50.0 
40. Teachers treat all students 

equally 6.7 23.3 20.0 50.0 



APPENDJ:X 28 

ITEMS' FOR WHICH THE RESPONSES AT SCHOOL 8 
WERE ATYPTCAI, IN COMPARISON TO THE 

ALL SCHOOLS RESPONSE PATTERN 

Items responded to more positively by this school: 

I try to do my best. 

Items responded to more negatively by this school 
(or more positively in the case of negatively expressed 
items): 

I feel great. 
I know that people think a lot of me. 
I learn to get along with other people. 
Teachers treat me fairly in class. 
I get upset. 
People trust me. 
I get to know myself better. 
I enjoy what I do in class. 
Teachers are fair to me. 
I really like to go. 
I feel restless. 
I feel important. 
I learn a lot about myself. 
Teachers listen to what I say. 
I enjoy being there. 
I feel unhappy. 

251 

Mixing with other people helps me to understand myself. 
I really get involved in the work I do. 
I feel proud of myself. 
Other students are very friendly. 
I am interested in the work we do in class. 
People care what I think. 
I find it easy to get to know other people. 
I find that learning is a lot of fun. 
Teachers treat all students equally. 
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EPILOGUE 

11We've a splended testing system. If you'd like it I shall 
list 'um" 

Said the city superintendent with a holy little smile. 
We measure kids and test kids to see what things infest kids, 
Then repeat the process every little while. 

"We give grammar tests and hammer tests and also Katzen-
jammer tests, 

and German tests, and vermin tests, the best we can compile. 
Appreciation, condensation, information lucubration, 
To say nothing of vocation - Oh, a tall, tall pile. 

11 our tests are often mental, but they may be merely dental 
Or sometimes environmental (about the domicile). 
Versatility, ability, then utility, debility -
With indefatigability we choose the latest style. 

"Constitution, restitution, home pollution, destitution, 
Go-to-college, moral knowledge - just wait a little while. 
Aptitudes and attitudes but seldom the beautitudes 
For measurement of platitudes serves only to beguile. 

"Physiology, sociology, entomology, and geology, 
For present-day psychology says these things we should 

compile; 
Metaphorical and clerical, historical, hysterical 
Our tests are quite numerical, and very much worthwhile. 

"Spelling tests and yelling tests - no, I'm not selling 
tests, 

But schools that seldom use them are very, very vile. 
We give our tests, record our tests (I wish we could 

afford more tests) 
And keep them - keep them - in a great, large file." 

Author Unknown 




