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Abstract: The main purpose of this study was to analyse pupil control ideology of primary
(classroom) teachers. 176 primary teachers working in elementary schools from Nigde province and its
districts constituted the sample of the research. The “survey method” was employed in this research. The
data of this research were collected by using the “Pupil Control Ideology Scale”. In order to analyse the
data obtained, mean, standard deviation, the independent samples t-test, one-way ANOVA analysis were
used. Results of this study show that primary teachers had “humanistic pupil control ideology” in general.
Also, it was found out that there was not a statistical significant difference between primary school
teachers in terms of gender. On the other hand, it was found a statistical significant difference between
primary teachers in relation to occupational seniority in favour of younger teachers. It was also found out
that there were statistical significant differences between primary teachers in terms of educational level
and settlement place of school variables in favour of teachers with postgraduate level of education and
working in schools in the city centre.
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Sinif Ogretmenlerinin Ogrenci Kontrol ideolojilerinin Farkl
Degiskenler Agisindan Analizi

Ozet: Bu calismanin amaci, siif dgretmenlerinin 6grenci kontrol ideolojileri ile ilgili gériislerini
incelemektir. Arastirmanin Orneklemini, Nigde ili merkezi ve bagl bulunan kdy ve kasabalardaki
ilkogretim okullarinda gérev yapmakta olan 176 sinif 6gretmeni olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada “tarama
modeli” kullanilmigtir. Calismada veri toplamak igin “6grenci kontrol ideolojileri 6lgegi” kullanilmistir.
Aragtirmanin amacina dayali olarak, ylizde, standart sapma, bagimsiz gruplar t-testi, tek-yonliit ANOVA
analizi gibi istatistik test teknikleri kullamlmustir. Calismada elde edilen sonuglara gore, smf
Ogretmenlerinin genel olarak insancil Ogrenci kontrol ideolojisine sahip bulunduklar1 sonucuna
varilmigtir. Smif 6gretmenlerinin 6grenci kontrol ideolojilerinin cinsiyete gore farklilasmadigi, ancak
mesleki kideme, egitim durumuna ve gorev yapilan okulun yerlesim birimi degiskenlerine gore mesleki
kidemi 1-5 yil, lisansiistii egitim yapan ve gorev yapilan okulun yerlesim birimi sehir merkezi olan
ogretmenler lehine anlamli sekilde farklilagtig1 saptanmustir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Ogrenci kontrol ideolojisi, ilkdgretim, simf dgretmeleri.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Teachers’ ideology, belief or value system exerts great influence on their professional
practices (Richardson, 1996). In particular, teachers’ pupil control ideology affects on how they
think on their students and their classroom practices at school. Pupil control ideology informs
and guides teachers’ understandings about appropriate and desirable instructional practices,
teacher-student interactions and classroom dynamics (Willard, 1972). In general, it can be stated
that pupil control ideology is an ideology or belief and value system that directs teachers on

how they behave and approach to their instructional and classroom management practices.

Student control has been conceptualised along a continuum ranging from custodialism
at one end to humanism at the other (Willower, Eidell & Hoy, 1973). The importance of student
control in schools is not surprising since schools are people-developing or people-changing
institutions (Street, Vinter & Perrow, 1970 as cited in Lunenburg, 1991). The rigidly traditional
school serves as a model for the custodial orientation. This kind of school provides a highly
controlled setting concerned primarily with the maintenance of order. Students are stereotyped
in terms of their appearance, behaviour, and parents’ social status (Hoy, 2001). Schools that
adopt custodial control ideology exert high levels of control to maintain their rules. Students are
considered as individuals who need to be controlled by sanctions based on restrictions, since
they are irresponsible and undisciplined in terms of the way in which they behave, dress,
appear, etc. (Willower, Eidell & Hoy, 1973; Hoy, 2001, 2007; Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2008).
Teachers with custodial control ideology stress the maintenance of order, impersonality, one-
way downward communication, distrust of students and a punitive, moralistic attitude towards
student control (Lunenburg, 1991; Lunenburg & Cadavid, 1992; Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2008).
They tend not to understand their students’ behaviours and attitudes. Instead, they maintain a
rigid student-teacher status hierarchy. Students must accept the decisions of these teachers
without question. Student misbehaviour is viewed as a personal affront and students are
perceived as irresponsible and undisciplined persons who must be controlled through punitive
sanctions. Impersonality, pessimism and watchful mistrust characteristics characterise the
atmosphere of the custodial school (Cadavid & Lunenburg, 1991; Lunenburg & Cadavid, 1992).
Traditional classroom teacher control theory implies a kind of domination. Teachers who
subscribe to the traditional classroom teacher control theory strive to become the ultimate
authority and source of knowledge. They also tend to see students on the receiving end of the
instructional process (Honey & Moeller, 1990). On the other hand, the humanistic model
conceives of the school as an educational community in which students learn through
cooperative interaction and experience (Lunenburg & Cadavid, 1992). According to the

humanistic control ideology, students’ learning and behaviours are considered psychologically
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and sociologically rather than morally (Hoy, 1969; Johns, Karabinus & MacNaughton, 1989;
Lunenburg & Cadavid, 1992). Indeed, teachers with humanistic control orientation emphasise
the psychological and sociological bases of learning and behaviour, an accepting and trustful
view of students and a confidence in students’ ability to self-disciplining and responsible
(Lunenburg, 1991). In humanistic control orientation, teachers believe that students can learn to
be responsible and self-regulating individuals. Moreover, the humanistic teacher is optimistic
about students and has open and friendly relations with students. A humanistic orientation leads
teachers to desire a democratic classroom climate with its attendant-flexibility in status and
rules, open channels of two-way communication, and increased self-determination. Teachers
and students are willing to act on their own volition and accept responsibility for their actions
(Lunenburg & Schmidt, 1989). The climate of humanistic orientation seeks to meet the needs of
every student and student individualism is emphasised (Hoy, 2001). A teacher with humanistic
control ideology considers students as an educational group where they participate in their
learning process through cooperative interaction and experiences (Lunenburg & Schmidt, 1989).
In this regard, it can be stated that constructivist learning theory of classroom control translates
effectively the educational and socialisation agendas into their student-centred practice (Keyser,
2000). In a more student-centred classroom control theory (humanistic control orientation), as in
constructivist pedagogy, a teacher’s authoritarian style of classroom management and
instructional practices may yield to less controlling roles such as directing, facilitating, and
assisting (Fosnot, 1996). Whereas, some teachers who adopt custodial control ideology resist
constructivist pedagogy for some reasons such as commitment to their current instructional
approach, concern about student learning, and concern more about classroom control (Brooks &
Brooks, 1999).

When the related literature is reviewed, it is seen that there are some studies in regard of
pupil control ideology in abroad (Hoy, 1967, 1969, 2001; Helsel, 1971; Jones & Blakenship,
1972; Willower, Eidell & Hoy, 1973; Deibert & Hoy, 1974; Multhauf, Willower & Licata,
1978; Jones & Harty, 1980; Lunenburg, 1984; Lunenburg, 1991; Schmidt, 1992; Okafor, 2006;
Rideout & Windle, 2010). However, when the related literature is viewed, it seen that there are
studies in relation with pupil control ideology in Turkey (Celep, 1997a, 1997b, 1998; Yilmaz,
2002, 2007, 2009, 2011; Altug, 2007; Beycioglu, Konan & Aslan, 2007; Turan & Can, 2008;
Bas, 2011), although the number of the studies is very limited. Hence, more research is needed
in order to better understand the general profile of teachers working in schools in Turkey in
relation with their pupil control ideology. In this regard, the purpose of this study can be stated

to analyse the pupil control ideology of primary teachers with respect to gender, occupational

L 4
L 4

Bartin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi Cilt 1, Sayi 1, s. 97-109, Kis 2012, BARTIN-TURKIYE
Bartin University Journal of Faculty of Education, Volume 1, Issue 1, p. 97-109, Winter 2012, BARTIN-TURKEY



100 Gokhan BAS

experience, educational level, and settlement place of school. In order to answer this research
question, the following sub-questions will be tried to be answered in the research.

1. What are the views of primary teachers in relation with pupil control ideology?

2. Is there a significant difference between pupil control ideology of primary teachers
according to gender, occupational experience seniority, educational level, and
settlement place of school variables?

It is hoped that the findings of this study would contribute to an understanding of the
role of pupil control ideology and some demographic characteristics. Also, the findings would
be helpful for other researchers in policy discussions and efforts to improve classroom

management and instructional practices.
2. METHOD

The survey method was employed in this research (Karasar, 2005), because there were
some advantages for using the method. This approach is also used to receive a variety of
responses from a number of subjects participated in this study (Ekiz, 2003). The survey method
is used in order to reach a conclusion about a large number of elements in the universe by taking

a group or sample from it (Karasar, 2005).
2.1. Population and Sample

The population of the study consisted of all primary (classroom) teachers working in
elementary schools in Nigde province, a province in the centre of Turkey, in 2010-2011
academic year. In order to detect the sampling of the study, elementary schools in population
were chosen according to three-layer group sampling method according to socio-economic
structure (high-middle-low) of their region, volunteered to participate in the research (McMillan
& Schumacher, 2006). The sample of the study was consisted of 176 primary teachers working
in elementary schools. The subjects were assured for the anonymity and confidentiality for their
responses. Of the total 176 subjects, 77 (43.75%) are males while 99 (56.25%) of them are
females. 31 (17.61%) of primary teachers have 1-5 years, 27 (15.34%) of them have 6-10 years,
39 (22.16%) of them have 11-15 years, 46 (26.13%) of them have 16-20 years and 33 (18.75%)
of them have 21 and above years of occupational experience. 102 (57.95%) of primary teachers
work in the country and 74 (42.05%) of them work in the city centre. In terms of education level
variable, it can be said that 32 (18.18%) of primary teachers are the graduates of the senior high
school, 136 (77.27%) of them are the undergraduates and 8 (4.55%) of them have the

postgraduate level of education.
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2.2. Data Collection Instrument

In order to answer the problem statement of the research question, the Student Control
Ideology Scale (Willower, Eidell & Hoy, 1973) was used in the study. The information in

relation with the scale is given below.
2.2.1. Student Control Ideology Scale

The Student Control Ideology Scale was developed by Willower, Eidell and Hoy (1973)
and adapted and translated into Turkish by Yilmaz (2002). The scale is one dimensional and
consists of 20 items. The higher the total score on the Scale, the higher the level of custodial
student control ideology of the teacher. The Cronbach’s Alpha level of the scale was calculated
as .72 (Yilmaz, 2002).

2.3. Data Analysis

In order to test the normal distribution of the data collected for the study, Kolmogorow
Smirnov-Z test was used in the research firstly. According to the result of the test, the data
collected in the research were found as showing normal distribution [Z=1.188, p=0.119]. Hence,
the data collected for this study were analysed by using parametric tests such as the independent
samples t-test and one-way ANOVA (variance) analysis. The independent samples t-test was
used to compare between primary teachers’ pupil control ideology in terms of gender. The
occupational seniority, educational level, and the settlement place of school of primary teachers
were compared with the help of one-way ANOVA (variance) analysis. In order to find the

variance of the difference, Tukey-HSD test was used in the research.
3. FINDINGS

In order to find out the general pupil control ideology of primary teachers, descriptive

statistical analyses are given in Table 1.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Pupil Control Ideology of Primary Teachers
n X Sx Shx

176 2.89 9.69 1.61

As one looks at Table 1 above, it can be clearly seen that primary teachers have
humanistic pupil control ideology in general. Hence, it may be stated that an increase on the
total score of the pupil control ideology means teachers adopt custodial pupil control ideology.
In order to compare primary teachers’ pupil control ideology according to gender, the

independent samples t-test was carried out and the results of the t-test are given in Table 2.
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Table 2: Pupil Control Ideology of Primary Teachers in Relation to Gender

Gender 7 X SX df t p
Male 77 29.44 8.88 34 -288 410
Female 99 28.50 10.68

According to Table 2 given above, primary teachers do not differ statistically in pupil
control ideology [t(34)= -2,941, p>.05] in terms of gender. Primary teachers’ occupational
seniority was compared in relation to their pupil control ideology. The results of the one-way

ANOVA (variance) analysis in relation to occupational seniority are given in Table 3.

Table 3: Pupil Control Ideclogy of Primary Teachers in Relation to Occupational Seniority

Occupational Seniority n X Sx F p
1-5 years 31 2.40 10.24
6-10 years 27 2.84 11.43
11-15 years 39 2.95 8.45 2.763  .045*
16-20 years 46 3.73 1.49
21 + years 33 3.35 4.94

The year of the occupational experience of primary teachers was compared with the
help of one-way ANOVA (variance) analysis in Table 3 above. According to the statistical
analysis, primary teachers were found out to differ significantly in pupil control ideology [F(4-
31)= 2.763, p<.05]. In order to find the variance of the statistical significant difference, the
Tukey-HSD test was carried out. According to the result of Tukey-HSD test, there is a
significant difference between the primary teachers with 1-5 years of occupational experience
and 16-20 years of occupational experience [IJ= 13.2143, p<.05]. In other words, primary

teachers with 1-5 years of occupational experience have more humanistic control ideology
[Y =2.40] than those with more years of occupational experience such as primary teachers with

16-20 years of occupational experience [Y =3.73]. These results indicate that primary teachers
with more occupational experience have more custodial pupil control ideology. In Table 4,
primary teachers’ education level was compared in relation to their pupil control ideology and

the results of the one-way ANOVA (variance) analysis are given.

Table 4: Pupil Control Ideology of Primary Teachers in Relation to Education Level

Education Level n X Sx F p
Senior High School 32 3.68 2.80
Undergraduate 8 3.07 5.73 58.380  .000*
Postgraduate 136 1.10 0.89

According to the results of the one-way ANOVA (variance) analysis made in Table 4

above in terms of pupil control ideology of primary teachers in relation to education level, it can
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be seen that there is a statistical significant difference amongst teachers [F(2-33)= 58.380,
p<.05] in the study. In order to find the variance of the statistical significant difference, Tukey-
HSD test was carried out. According to the result of Tukey-HSD test, there is a significant
difference amongst primary teachers with senior high school, undergraduate and postgraduate
level of education. According to the result of Tukey-HSD test, there is a significant difference
between primary teachers with senior high school and undergraduate level of education [1J=
6.1746, p<.05]. Similarly, there is a significant difference between primary teachers with
undergraduate and postgraduate level of education [IJ= 19.7143, p<.05]. Also, it was found out
a significant difference between primary teachers with senior high school and postgraduate level
of education [IJ= 25.8889, p<.05] in the study. In other words, primary teachers with

postgraduate level of education have humanistic pupil control ideology [Y:1.10] than those

with senior high school [Y=3.68] and undergraduate level of education [Y=3.07] since they
are perceived as they have custodial pupil control ideology. The results of the independent
samples t test of the pupil control ideology of primary teachers in relation to settlement place of

school variance are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Pupil Control Ideology of Primary Teachers in Relation to Settlement Place of School

Settlement Place n X Sx df t p
Country 102 3.34 753 34 -233  .082
City Centre 74 261  9.99

According to the results of the independent samples t test made in Table 5 above in
terms of the pupil control ideology of primary teachers in relation to settlement place of school
variable, it can be seen that there is not a statistical significant difference between teachers
[t(34)=-2.335, p>.05] in the study.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

According to the results obtained in the study, it was clearly seen that primary teachers

had humanistic pupil control ideology in general (Y=2.89ﬂ:9.69). Hence, it may be stated that
an increase on the total score of the pupil control ideology means teachers adopt custodial pupil
control ideology. In many studies carried out in the related literature, it was seen that teachers
were found to tend to adopt custodial pupil control ideology in their classroom and instructional
practices at school (Altug, 2007; Celep, 1997b; Turan & Altug, 2008; Yilmaz, 2002, 2011).
Also, there are other findings similar to the related finding of this research in the literature
(Ekici, 2004, 2006; Yilmaz, 2009). For example, Ekici (2004, 2006) states that primary teachers
adopt authoritative classroom management style more compared to other classroom

management styles. Also, Yilmaz (2009) found out a moderate, positive and significant
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correlation between participants’ views about custodial pupil control ideology and authoritative
classroom management style. In this regard, it can possibly be stated that the findings obtained
from the related literature are paralleled to the finding acquired in this research in relation with
teachers’ views on pupil control ideology. According to Sisman and Turan (2004), the Turkish
Education System seems to be teacher-centred. So, it can be stated that this teacher-centred
structure of the Turkish Education System is effective on the result obtained in the study.
Custodial teacher control ideology implies a kind of domination in the classroom. On the other
hand, Lunenburg and Mankowski (2000) found out a significant correlation between a high
degree of school bureaucratisation and custodialism in student control orientation and
behaviour, so custodialism in student control orientation was related to a high incidence of rules
and regulations, hierarchical authority and centralisation of control. Teachers who subscribe to
custodial student control ideology strive to become the ultimate authority and source of
knowledge. They also tend to see students on the receiving end of the instructional process
(Honey & Moeller, 1990). Custodial teachers were found to apply more traditional classroom
management styles and more traditional methods of instruction in the classroom. The custodial
teacher sees himself/herself as the only source of knowledge, power and authority so that they
tend to apply more teacher-centred instructional methods and classroom applications rather than
student-centred activities and methods of instruction as in constructivist learning environment.
However, as contemporary classroom practice reveals the teacher is not the only person who is
responsible for learning outcomes, power relations and source of knowledge in the classroom.
In fact, every student contributes to learning objectives through his/her individual responses to
each aspect of classroom activities (Manke, 1997). In a more student-centred classroom control,
such as in humanistic student control ideology, a teacher’s authoritarian style of classroom
management and applications of instructional methods may yield to less controlling roles such

as directing, facilitating, and assisting (Fosnot, 1996).

According to the finding in terms of gender variable, it was understood that primary
teachers did not differ statistically in pupil control ideology [t(34)= -2.941, p>.05] in relation
with gender. However, according to the findings obtained in terms of gender variable in the
related literature, it was observed that female teachers tend to adopt custodial pupil control
ideology in their classroom and instructional practices more than their male colleagues (Altug,
2007; Turan & Altug, 2008).

According to the finding in relation with occupational experience variable, it was seen
that primary teachers were found out to differ significantly in pupil control ideology [F(4-31)=
2.763, p<.05]. In some studies carried out in the related literature, it was observed that

experienced teachers tend to be more custodial in their pupil control orientations than their
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younger or inexperienced colleagues (Altug, 2007; Turan & Altug, 2008). On the other hand, in
a study carried out by Celep (1997b), it was seen that inexperienced teachers tend to adopt
custodial pupil control ideology because of the difficulties in classroom management. As the
findings in the related literature are evaluated, it is seen that there are different views and
findings on pupil control ideology in regard of occupational experience/seniority. However,
experienced teachers are believed to adopt custodial pupil control ideology more in their
classroom management and instructional practices in the literature. In this sense, experienced
teachers believe that they have much more information and experience in relation with
classroom discipline and pupil control orientations than their inexperienced colleagues (Altug,

2007; Turan & Altug, 2008).

On the other hand, in terms of the pupil control ideology of primary teachers in relation
to education level, it was seen that there was a statistical significant difference amongst teachers
[F(2-33)= 58.380, p<.05] in favour of primary teachers with postgraduate level of education in
the study. According to the findings obtained in regard of educational level variable in the
related literature, it was seen that teachers’ pupil control ideology differed significantly
according to educational level in favour of teachers, who were the graduates of senior high
schools and other faculties (faculty of science and letters, etc.) out of education faculties since
they adopt custodial pupil control orientations in the classroom (Altug, 2007; Turan & Altug,
2008). The teachers, graduated from senior high schools and other faculties out of education
faculties may have pedagogical inability and experience in regard of using different methods of
instruction and classroom applications. Hence, in order to control their studies and keep them
under discipline, they may tend to adopt more custodial pupil control ideology than their
colleagues who have undergraduate and postgraduate level of education from education
faculties. In a study carried by Jones and Blankenship (1972), it was found out that there was a
significant correlation between teachers’ student control ideologies and their innovative
classroom practices. In this study made by Jones and Blankenship (1972), it was seen that
teachers who adopt humanistic control orientations are more likely to apply alternative and new
student-centred instructional methods in their classroom since they take their students interests
and needs into consideration and they are in search of new applications of instruction in the

classroom.

Lastly, in terms of pupil control ideology of primary teachers in relation to settlement
place of school variable, it was understood that there was not a statistical significant difference
between teachers [t(34)= -2.335, p>.05] in the study. Although there was no statistical
difference between teachers’ views on pupil control ideology in terms of settlement place of

school variable, it was seen that teachers working in the city centre tend to adopt humanistic
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control ideology compared to their colleagues working in the country according to arithmetic
means obtained in the research. In other words, it can be clearly stated that teachers working in
the country side tend to adopt more custodial pupil control ideology compared to their
colleagues working in the city centre. However, on the contrary of the finding obtained in this
research, in a study carried out by Lunenburg and Schmidt (1989), urban schools were found as
significantly more custodial in pupil control ideology compared to suburban and rural schools in
the USA. As the findings in relation with pupil control ideology in terms of settlement place of
school variable in the literature and the related finding in the current study are evaluated, it can
be stated that there are different results in relation with settlement place of school variable. In
order to reach a better conclusion about settlement place of school variable, further studies are

needed to be carried out in this very issue.

In light of the data obtained in the study, the following suggestions can be put forward:
i. In order to raise primary teachers’ humanistic control ideology more, in-service and pre-
service educational opportunities should be sustained. ii. From the beginning of pre-service
education at the faculties of education, teacher candidates should be educated to have necessary
qualifications of humanistic control ideology. iii. Primary teachers should be motivated in order
to better apply humanistic control orientation in the classroom. iv. Also, classroom atmospheres
should be revised and they should be designed to have the qualities of humanistic control
ideology. v. The physical atmosphere of classrooms may prevent teachers from applying
humanistic classroom orientations. Smaller classroom sizes would also be helpful: crowded
classrooms make teachers more likely to apply custodial orientations and their management less
effective in such classrooms. Hence, school organisation and structure should be developed so
as to adopt more humanistic student control orientations vi. On the other hand, school principals
and educational supervisors should support teachers with their humanistic pupil control

orientations and provide guidance in this respect.
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