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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were: to concep-
tualize the’ teaching-learning process..as it occurs at the
_ . ‘ : . . ,
classroom level of operation; to develop an instrument to
measure the various dimensions of the process; and to use
the 1nstrument to determlne what dlfferences if any,

existed between teachers' percepthns of the process in

different schobl situations.

The major process of the school .w considered~to

- be the teachlng learnlng process: which 1is derlnxd by the
activities engaged in when a teacher tea hes somethlng to

‘a student or group Oof students in a partlcular 51tuat10n.

s

PR

. The nature of the process_ls determlned\by?a number of
] ~ .

factors which m@nifest their. influence 1in the manner in
which activities Of the process are characterized in terms

of the docus of decisions regarding the activities, the

degree to whlch the activities are programmed and the

extent to Wthh the act1v1t1es apply unlformly to students.

L The instrument whlch was develOped to measure the

dimensions of the teachlng-learnlug process took the . form

of a three-par. questionnaire; each part was concerned

- 'with one= of the characteristics of the process and the

iitems'focused on the activities which’define the process.

The 1nstrument was developed and analyzed in three

stages. Based on, the conceptual £ ramework and drawlng ‘on

Civ L 5

M AN



.. * ‘ »
various sounrces for items, an Jnlt]dl druft was prepared 3

Tre—

~——

* - . y . . T :
and circulated to 28 people for reaction and commenZy—Aa__

revised draft was responded to by 09 teachers in nine

schools. Oh the basis.'of factor analysis and ltem analy= .

sis this. 90 item questionhaire was reduce to-three scale

. ; . : _‘ . 1
of 18 1tems each. The final form of the guestlonnalre was

rDCDOnded Lo bv )47 Leab}hrs in a GLLdLJ“JGd rdnﬂom sample

o7 elomentnry

)

7junior high, and senior high schools. The

factor analysis of these data resulted in the identifi-
: . ‘ ‘ s
cation of $ix subscales I0r eaqp/of the. three scales. ‘

The general findings from the analysis of data

srom the 7inal administration of the guestionnaire re-
vealed that: in junior. and senior high Schools Mathema- y

tics-Science teachers as a grouo repOIt“d ”er1%10n% re-

gar.. ing process activities to . be [uriher remcved f£rom the
student than did teachers in,Language—SOcial studies

. : ) ' o R .
and/or in Lh“ PracLlcal Subjeckg.on the total Locus of

Decision scale and on all dimenSions of the scale except.

“

one; on Change 1irf Practice Over_Time,tcach@rs in elemen-
“tary schools reported nore “requent. change “in practices.

than did teachers in junior and schiér high schools on

the tobtal scale and on two of LHO six supscales; and-on

Uniformitty o?'Practice toaéhers iﬁ ulomentary’schools
again rOpOLted practlces to be more OLlenLQd to the
studewt than dld teachers in JunlOL and senior hlgh
schools on Lhe Lotal scale and on flve of the six
subscales.. 5 ' »h : Lo
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Chapter 1

¥ INTRODUCTTON
. The stﬁdy of formal organizations can be con-
ducted from a number of p-rspectives. Hunt (1970) dis-

cusses five classifications of oqganizatioﬁs each of which
‘micht form the basis “or organizgtjonai ana]ysis.' Organ-
'fizations can be studied . in terms of their social functions--
production, maiﬂtenance, adaptation, or management--which
icates the par£ played by the organization in the
arger society; Secondly, organizations can be studied
in terms.of thelr form br structure. Studies, of_this
ty - have distinguished between line organi,ations,
functional organizations, and line-staff organizations;
between "organic" and "meChanistic"Vorganizatiohs; or
beﬁween bureaucratic and non-burea: ~ratic organizatioﬁs./
V'Thi;dly, organizations can be studied on the basis of /K
their output in terms of the t?pe_of output or product,
or in terms.of £he'quantity or volume Of broductionf
Fourthly{ a clqssificakion~cén be made with respect to‘
'.input—fﬁhéther emphasis ié on objects, ééople, machines,.
or soﬁething;else.'ﬁfinally,‘orggnizatioﬁal processes can

be used as the basis of_stddf.' Ohebsuch process consists

of the actions which are taken to transform inputs into

: . \ . _
outpups and has been variously'labEled\és\prlmary process,

1l
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primary production, technongy,‘or thfoughpdt. ,
The position taken in this study is that the School
can b%‘viewed as a formal organization defined by Udy
(1965:678) as "any group of persons plus the systom‘of
roles defining their‘intefactioﬁs with one another." He

also adds that such a group has specific and 1limited

hd
~

objectives. In attempting to achieve these objectives
Orgéﬁizationél personnel engage in a number of processeé
the ma?or‘oﬁe béing dircctly‘cdncerned with achie&ing tﬁe
brimary pubeéeAfOr which the'o%ganization was es£ab— |
lished. The éontenﬁion-of this study is that, in the
case of schools), thié primary process is‘the teaching—

learning process and, since it occurs mainly at the class--

room level of operation, it is this.level which should be

. , A\
the focus of attention. e §
L o , L e
(. ~ THE STUDY
Purpose . : . ' . -
Following the perspective just outi ned, the
purposes of ‘this study were: (1) to propose a con-

ceptuél framework in terms of which.the teaching—leérning
progess might be analyzed; (2) to develop an instrument’
which migﬁf serve to déscribé,and measure~varioﬁsx
dimepsions»of the téaching—learning process; and (3) tc
use the iﬁstfumentvin a limited, exploratory manner in
order to determine what diffprences,<if any, exist'in

various process variables i. ¢ ifferent school situations.
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Moccia‘é1972:l) makes a distinction between des-
cription;oriénted inquiryrand prescription~oriented |
ingquiry. Disciplinod‘inquiry which functions to produoe
true descriptions is concermed with answering the question
"What 1is?" and is referred to by.Maccia as research. Thot
which functions to produce'sound prescriptions is con-
cernea with "What shouid be?" and-is referr=d to as
development. 'EBrthermore, description-oriented inquiry
is a necessary prerequisite to sound prescription. u
The need for description—oriented inquiry in

education is noted by Lazarsfeld and Sieber (1964:33)
.who, whlle commenilng on problems of educational research,
observe that "most research in education is‘geared to the
1mprovenent rather than the understanding of education."
Maurltz Johnson (1967) comments on the same issue w1th
particular referehce £o curriculum develOpment and reform
noting a strong orientation toward action and_results
) ratherbthan ihquirv: >In a_later paper Johnson (1969)
commends the work: of such researchers as Smlth\and Ennls
(1961), Amidon and Flanders (1963), and Bellack and his
associates'(l966) who have sooght to redress the balapce'
by fOCUSiﬁg,OP the “"natural historyf'stage of edueationale
research to:provide\insights‘intofthe nature of Qlass~
room operations. | | |

V‘The qualities of modern organizational theory -

which distinguish it from classical theory appear to be
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its conceptual-analytical base, its reliance on en  Fical
research data, and its synthesizing, integrating nature .

all of which are bascd on the ermJ%o that the most

meaningful Vay to study an. OLganl/atlon is as a Syotem

(Scott and Mltchell, 1972 5 J. This whole orientation
appears to give support for description-oriented inguiry
in organizational research as, in educational research

generally.

7 was concerned with proposing a con- '

I
- e 0 .
he teaching-learning process as the

. \
This stu

ceptualizatibﬁ\ef
primary precessqof}the school organization and with
developing an‘iﬁétrdment which might be used to describe | jk
the Various,dimensions.conceptealized as being i@gortant,
;To the-extent that this“has been eccomplished, a con-
tribution has been made to furthering ouf understanding
of a signif c.-: aspect of school organizations.

) . e ’

The development of an instrqﬁ@nt which might
serve to describe and measure diheneibns'of the‘teaching—
learning'process in terms of varieus characteristics
could eventually eontribute to the imptpvement‘of.the
activities engaged in. Such lmprovément might be
p0551blo through qung the resulte of the appllca ‘ f |
of the 1nstrument in self evaluatlon. Also tﬁe/fijf;u;
ment mlght be used 1n future research, espec1ally where
attentlon is being glven to determlnlng what relatlon—
shlps might exist between process varlables and Q;rlous

’measures of the quallty of education provided.
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Stgtement of the Prokom
! 8 N .
' o _ Three purposes were stateqd £&r this study. These
are restated here as probklems and sub-wroblems which
served to give the study focus and direction: . ///,Qf/

1. To conceptualize the teaching—lggxniﬂg’ﬁfbcess

—

S - _ '
as 1t occuﬁi/gt/the classroom level of operation;

0 develop an instrument to measure those

— dimensions of the teaching-learning process

concebtualized as being impgrtant;

3. To determine what diffeféncés, if any, exist
between teachérs' percey -ions éf dimehsiohé»of
the teaching-learning process in:

3.1. schools éf;differéht types;
/ 3.2. different scﬁddis within each type;

3.3. different subject area specialization..

Definition of Terms

Certain terms were used in a rather specific

-

sense in this study and are definédnbelOW.f,
)

Teaching-learning process. For purposes of this

’ 3

study,‘teaching—learning ﬁfocess is defined in te:hé.of
the cénceptualizatiOQNpresehted in Chapter é; ,Briéfly;
it ié the .process iﬁ-which a teacher teaches something
to a stpdgﬁt Oor group Qf_Studénts, usually‘ihbthe class
lsetﬁing~éﬁd;involves‘activities at the preactive, ipter-
actiVe,'éﬁd pogtécﬁ%ve phases of operaﬁion.'
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Teachors»  The participartt in the teaching-learning

Process wheo-acls with the intention of influencing the
/ - N .

cognitions, attitudes, or beohaviors cof students s the

teacher. THis study'limits the use of the term to those

engaged full-time in teaching as distinct from other

school related activities . such as counselling or

v

administration.

Sub ject area speclaliration. A teacher 1s con-
sidered to specialize 1in the teaching of a particular
subject or group of subjects if he spends more than half

of his teaching time in that subject or subject area.

Type_of school. School type is defined in terms

of’thé grade - level taught. .Five different types were

4

_, used at various stages in the study: (1) elementary

schools-~-grades K - VI (2) junior high sChools—?grades
VII - IX; (3) elehentary—junior high scthls—¥grades5K.—

?(A))senipr high schools--grades X = XII; and (5)

junior;senior high schools--grades VII - XII.
ORGANIZATION OF THE THESTS °

v@g; repoft~of tﬁe study,has'been organized in
seven chaptefs iﬁcluding this intpoducﬁionQ

In Chaptér 2 literature ffém the fiéldslof
organization theory and educaﬁion‘is discussed 1in térms
of its relevancé to the cﬁhceptual framework which'isv

=

presented. Chapter 3 outlines the design and methodology



employed and describes the general procedurcs and teclr-

niques used in developing the instrument and in gathering

and. analyzing data. The more detailed procedurcs followed

‘in instrument development are described in Chapter 4. In

Chapter 5 the use and analysis of the final form of the

questionnaire are described and discussed. The findings

l‘\§~

regarding the‘differences.in the teéching—learning process
as perceived by teachers in qifferent schools, different,n
type schoolé, and different subject aféa speclalizations
are presented and diséussed in,Cbapter 6. In the finai

chapter the procedures and findings are summafized and

conclusions and implications are formulated.



Chgéter z . "

‘PHEORETICAL BACHGROUND (AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

</'

This ‘chapter reviews literature in the fields of
Qfganization theory and education to provide theoretical

and conceptual formulations which are tused to propose a.

conceptual framework for the teaching-learning process.:

A general model of organizations is presented within

which to locate the ‘process to be examined. Various

treatments of the concept of organizational technology
are examinéd to suggest a parallel with the teaching- .
learning process of the school at the classroom level

L >

nof'oberatiOn. Drawing.on this background and on

insights provided from literature in the field of

education itself, the teaching-learning process is con-
at J : i

2

" ceptualized in terms of the various sets of activities

“constituting the process, the factors #hich influence

. . A
the nature of the process, and the manner in which it

might be characterized.

N

ok » A GENERAL MODEL. OF ORGANIZATIONS

The growing body of knowledge concerning systems

in general is presently receiving attention as a useful
frame ‘of reférence“for viewing many phenomena in a

' ‘ | O x . :
variety of fields. It appears to be apprgprlate for use

-7
/



in this study as a framework within which to locate the
- . -

articular process which is the focus 'of attention.
- Miklos (1970) has ndabted conceptualizations and
- :

dcflnltlons fyom various sourcesfvhlch have resulted in

’

the develOpmonL of/é‘model apprOpr ate for the analy51q

z

ment and suprésystem, boundary,,1npu? and outpup,kcom—u
ponents and strueture,.processes and éubsysteﬁs; ehd;;.
feedback loop, is shown in Figure 1. Since most of tﬁe,
description of the model is adapted erm'Mikloe (1970),

>

separate acknowledgements will not be made for Sbecific

J'organlzanlons abgvarlous levels.

ideas. 3 .
. Environment
(Cultural, Sccial, Economic, ‘Political Settlnq)
) ‘
fL
Suprasystem (Provincial Education Department)
' "
Input ‘ Boundary- | Output i
Task™ i Processes and‘Subsvstem% i ’Modified'!
i - conversion of inputs ; i Pupils
Programs I to outputs’ - ! |
? | - organléatlon maintenance | - Modified
Pupils - I-=>" System
‘ Components and“Structure f
-, Personnel - various roles: pupils, Waste
I . . teachers, supervisors .
Resources . — eqgulpment . buildings, etc.

et e e e e - ——— —_——— —— —— — - ——

Feedback (Informatlon)

Figure‘l

General Model of Organizations (Miklos, 1970:4).

e
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The school as an organization can be viewedwus -an

‘open,'adapciVO system. It is open in that it is dependent

on . oLher systoms——lt exlsts in an enVLro@ment and engages

1n exehanges with that enVllOannL It is adaptive in b
)

.that a porLJOn of the output becomes 1nput which is used

/

to regulate the sy{ﬁom'or cause it to adapt to new

. ~ . T .
. o - ¢ , ‘ : :
- - . Y N -
: . - S /-
.

The systom is separated from the env1lonment by T
r
\boundarv which merely dlstlngulshes the elements that

S

demands .

are to be considered as part of the system.and_those,that

2

are not. The inputs ‘to the system from the envlrbnment

~

consist S infotmation in the form of statements of'goals'
lahd objectives,‘values\to’guide the system functioning;
specificatipns; preferencéﬁjor suggeStlons—as'tb'how

best to achieve the objectives; and matter/energy 1nputs
in the form of.human, material, and financial resources.

»

Within the ooundary of the system a variety of
act1v1t1es are tak:ng place whfch are, related dltectly
or 1nd1rectlv to tl conversion oF inputs 1nto outputs.
. All the related aCtl ities whlch are as§0c1ateu’wlth the
same,eategory of system necd codstitute a process~ ThUst
‘admajorﬂprocess.in the.educgtionaldsystem is that con-
~sisting of teaching—learning activities. Another is the
set of activities:assbeiated with maihtenance of the

system such as the recrultment and soclalization of

3

personnel. 3ese sets of act1v1t1es are generally

e 1%

performed by people but also involve the,use of egquipment,
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Lo ’ - . . l\ ‘ .
materials, and facilities. These human and non-human

o ﬁmﬁvconstltute the components of: the system and thgse

g ) S ‘ _ ) : .

a, ~ oedito thd same process constitute a subsystoiy. The .
manner in which the components are ‘ordered, the inter-

- o

"

N . : _ S .
relationsyfips among them, and the .relatively enduring
characteristics of the process dcfine‘the structure~of

the system.  The system as.a whole has a particular
B . 3

Structuzé‘and cach subsyste& within 1t also has a structure.
The outputs from the school:as d system.are:-'

_primarily of two types. The pupils who ;nter the.sxstem

asrihputs afe.returned to EheAenvifonmenf havingqbéem

modifled 1n cognitions, attitudes, and behaviors in
Qaf}ing degrees. Aaso, the system itself might be ‘modi- .
i - 9 . . c N

fied as a result of the processes taking plqgé withifi it.

" In addition to these two major outpﬁts there is Qiso a
. A ‘ t -
measure of waste--resources .which are used without having

the intended effect. 7 :

_The feedback loop indicates that evidence obta%ﬁaa-‘-‘
from the nature of the.output is fed back to influence
the future operation of thefsystqm by modifying. the

inputs which in turn influence the internal processes.

el

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESSES AND TECHNOLOGY

Organizational Proceésses
" As shown in Figure 1, the(two broad categories

uof'orgénizational'processes aré those associated with

the conversiongeginputs intovoutputs and those which
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haove to do with. the maintenance of the system. These

}=

t

catogorios of Processes ineludeftﬂe’more specific'sots:of
orqrunizzd:foha]. acti&yitjfﬁs \njri(nlsl}fqidcnltjiiied by orgarr:
izational . thoorlsLs 1nclud1ng Bakke (1959), Kotz and

Kahn (1966) :dnd Parsons . (10@0) Mlklos (1970) oreset
synthesis_of;these' atoqo11 zations and suggests that tin
internaj!oroeesses;inclode:.Jlogltlmatlon; exbternul
relahiops;,goal definiﬁion processes; resource acqy isdtion
and distributioo processes; supportive prOcesses; ad-
aptivelprocesses; management processes; and primary pro-
duction processes. - The first five processcs, either

? .
directly or indirectly, enable the;system'to/engage‘in

those'activities which are the raison d'€tre of the
-/ .
organJ atlon——lts prlmary producLlon act1v1tles. IWhat—>

ever the nature oL the organlzatlon's output may be,

ﬁﬁg}her material goods,ﬁsymbolic goods, services, or
(something'elset that set of activities directlv3ooncernbﬂ.

with ach1ev1ng Lhe prlmary purpose of the orgahlzatlon

-

can be r _erred to as the prlmary production process.

[N R ‘. -

Oraa nJ/dtlonal Technolodv

- .-

The body o7 Jiterature in the 7 .+. of oroan%
lzatlon theorv which relates most directly to the

prlmary productlon process is that deallng with organlé—

ational techﬂology Although‘there has not'been agreement

<

on what.constltutes an organlzatlon S technology, how
it mlght best be conceptuallzed or how to operatlonalize

1t a dlscu5s;on of some of~the more notable 'contributions



e

13
in this area is presented in order o establiéh'a link
with the process which is the cor i of Lhis study.
In aﬁtomptiné'to deal af ngth with the tech-
noloqgy variﬁble*useg in the Aston studies, Hickson sg;g;.
(1969) noﬁe the v;‘ging meanings given tO'thé term}@hich,

has three facets. "Operations techhelogy™

they suggest

?

is defined as "the techniques that [an organization] uses

in its workfiuw act.vities" (Pugh et al., i963:310), Qnd
has to do with the eguipﬁing and sequencing of workflow
activities. "Materials téchnology“ is a concept which"
concerns the charécteristics of ﬁhe-raw materials dseq
in the work:low.” "Knowledge technology" is closely
linked with‘materials'technology buL‘takqs into accbunt
the characteristics of.thévknowledgé»used in the work¥;
flow—;whethef manyAexceptib@alrcases are encountered in

dealing with the:raw'materialsa@nd what procedures are

‘used to deal with exceptions when they do occur. It can

réadily be seen that these.three-faéets”of tdchnology

‘are interrelated and, when compared with the various

definitions used in the literature, many writers inciude
all of them to varyving degrees.

Whyte (1969)‘ﬁakes.a distinction between tech-

‘nology and the workflow of an organization. Technology -

he uses to mean fthe machines, processes, “equipment,
and supplies that are'used<in the work operation
(Whyte, 1969:56). On the other hand, workflow is = .

. . . the sequence of activities carried out in

\



14
patterned form whereby the product noves from its
earliest stages through to £inal compleirion or ,
whercby a serics of people perform independent tosks
in the provision of o service to the customer (Whyte,
1969:56). :

Tt can be concluded that it 1s in the workflow that an
organization's technology is used. Even though the
workflows .of organizations are similar, their tech--
nologies may be quite diffcrent. ‘

Such a distinction as that made by Whyte is not
made by many other'writeré;_ Thompson and Bates (1957:325)f

N

defined technology as '"those sets of man-machine activitieées
EY N .

WhiCh togethér produce é desi;éa:gooq or service," and .
Thompéon (1967) later extended.thebconcept to’dist;ngui;h
bétween long—linked, mediating, and intensive tech-
noldgies; A long;iinkcd technolégy iskbne involving‘
sefial intérdepeﬁdéncé in theisgngebthat'one aét can only
.be{perfoymed after éﬁccessful complet on oOf £h¢ pre-—
ceding act 'as is found most often in the assembly-1line
opefatioﬁs of.masé—production, fabricéting industries.
MeéiatingAtochnologips éfe.found in orgahizatibns that
provide a linking‘service,beﬁwecn{s§§tbmers or clienﬁs
éuch as in banks, insﬁrahce ¢ mpanles, or post offices.
An.organization using an'inténsive technology %S chardc—'
terized by the focusing of a wide variety of skills and
spa;iélizations upon a éingie client as is t.2 case in.

{
"hospitals. All of these technologies describe something

P

about the workflow opera  ions.

The model ddbpted'by Woodwar3 (1965) is also a



way'oftdoscribing the workflow of the organization. She
rcgaréod her pntiro scheme of classifying orqanlzatlona]
production syst vﬁo as a dircct index of technology which
might be‘used as a scale of compleﬁity ranging from unit o

and small-batch to mass toO continuous process modes Of
R ! .
production. In unit and small-patchtproduction the focus
. 3 N ‘ .

is on custom manufacturing of single i1tems Or small

. - n N N ) . » - ‘ ’ N .' . ‘
groups of 1i1tems. In mass production, as the name implies,
a large volume of identical or very similar units is

v

produced. - Continuous process operations are characterized
by the activities being constantly manned, and the werker
belng sopaLaLea from thSlCul contact with the product.
Such an Operatlon would be that omployed in Lho pro-
cessing of petyoleum or chemlcals. . -
One further conceptualization of technology which
should be noted is that proposed by Perrow (1967 1568).
'He defines te chnolOgy as
- | set of prOgrdmmes to be put into ef fect
‘when apprOprlate Stlmull,aopear and the strategies
followed -when new or unique stimulil appear, all for
the purposc Hf changing raw material (humqn
symbolic or :nanifate) into desired geods or
services (Perrow, 1968:208).
perrow's emphasis is on classifying or charac-
terizing technologies in terms Of a contingent two-
dimensional model which distinguishes between rputine
. 7
and non-routine technologies. The first dimension has

to do with exceptions--whether there are few Or many in

a given situation. In some ca 365 almost every stimulus



A -
is a new onc with no kndwn rules for handling it. 1In

other cases, the stimulil are almost alway s treated as
identical. The second dimension of the model is con-

: ’ ’ . Lo ) '
cerned with the nature of the search procedurcs used
when exceptions do occur. One type of search piocedure
might be to refer to some standard source such as a
manual , or policy book, or some other routine or pro-
grammed source. This would be c¢ sidered to be

. . ' )
analyzable secarch. A second mode--unanalyzable search

procedures—--occurs when the worker is faced. with a novel

situation in which no standard search procedures are
o < : . .

avallable so that he must rely on unanalyzed expericence

or intuition. In combination these stwo dimensions

provide a four-celled model (Figure 2) in which the

¢

Few - Many

Exceptions Exceptions
, 7
. 4
! o,
Unanalyzable S , ! ‘ 7
Search | Crafts ‘ Nonrogtlne L
o i . 5
Kt . . . - i
L
Analyzable t"/ . .
Search . Rouylne‘ - Englneering
7 ‘ -
7
7
e
. 7
) - : =

Figure 2. Technology Variables (Perrow, 1970:78)

16
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extreme routine position characterizes a sithatiqn where

there are few exceptions and those that do occur have

analyrzablce search procedurces On the non-rouline

‘8
~ . el . .
er treme Lhere are many exceptions and the search pro-

cedures are unanalyzables

Perrow ‘later refined this model to take account
of the psychological processes involved (Hunt, 1970).

From this point of view he presents a kind of cognitive

~
s b’

COHCCprOn oL Lochnology vhrch mork; %5‘5 system of ~

cues 51gnalllng the initiation of'performancé.routines'
and involving provision.for handling exceptions that may ”
or may not. be proéedurally routinized. Thié feature

- -

of Perrow's conceptualization stresses that, regardless
of how complicated or clgborate it 1s, a system may be

viewed as technologically routine to the extent: that the
Py
. C 2, L
signals that' initiate 1ts processes are unamblguous;

the gerformance processes so cued are brogrammed; and
wheé faced with excéptions not covered by feguiar
perfofmance‘rQUtines,‘seérch pfocesses ai.d problem--
so0lving methods.afe programmed. |

Taken togcﬁhér, the Concootualn -ations of
'techholoqy_which have been presented ascribe to it é
number Of characterlstlcs.‘ Technolngwhas to do with
activity 1ntended to produce change 1n\someth1ng, it
involves the use of processes, people, éﬁd tools; . it

1ncludes the sequencing of act1v1t1es- it takes account

of the nature of Lhe raw materlal- it operates on

= | . T
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certain assumptions about the knowloedge of cause/.ffect
relationships in working with raw nulthriail; it has a

cognitive aspect which operates as a 5y°tom of cues

signalling the type of pOLform nce routines to be . o

engaged in by the individual performing the activities;
and it might be variously charuacterized in terms of the
degree of routineness, complexity, diversity, or pre-

i~

dictability of outcome. Although most of the concep-
tualizations discussed do not inclu : all of these
characteristics, together they suggest that, as discussed

in much of the literature, orgjanjiza - ional technology

may be a useful way Of examininc i .ae primary production

-

process.
THE* TEACHING-LEARNING PROCESS

The_Issue of Definition

Ono difficulty in discussing the school's

equivalent to the primary production process is the lack
of a conéistently‘cleaf distinction in’the uée.bf»muéh
educational terminology.l Macdonald‘(l965:2).has

observed that

One definition of curriculum may well turn out
to be the samé as the next deZinition of instruction,
_and this dngnltzon of instruction could quite
likely be’ synonymous with anofher s d@llnltlon of

teaching.

Macdonald makes a distinction among these terms
by using the concept of system as a referent.| The
teacher is a personality system with needs, predis- 2

% S

18
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:positions, past oxporjehcos, qnd unicque values, "The
profossionaliy oriented behavior of the individual
system, called teacher by Sdcioty, makes up the acté
of teaching" (Macdonald, 1965:3). Similarly, students
are %ndi§idual personality systems and th2 actions that
studen{s pérform which tecachers pércoive to be task

related are learning behaviors. Learning, like tcaching,

is primarily system oriented and only secondarily

‘rélated to teaching. Macdonald considers the instruc—
‘tionai sysfem to be the teécbing—i;arning system--

a Soéial systém usually bounded by a classroom_with a,
teacher, a group of students,,materials, and'sbcial

n £ 3. This system is the action context within which
£ro-oal téaching and learnimg,také place.- .

Johnson (1967, 1969)‘does not provide a defi-
ﬁition of teaching or of instruction but does describe
some Of the characteristics of instruction and-the com-
ponents of an instrucpional system. He also contends
that whetﬁ@r teaching is a sub-set of instruction or
Vdce—versa depends on whether the frame of reference is
the entire professional'fole of téachcrs or their role
in particular interactions. The instructional system
has three components: planning, execution, andveﬁalﬁationf
The actual instruction takégjﬁlace at the execution
stage and, according to Joﬁnson, is characterized by

the two concepts of influence and interaction. Although-

the influence in instruction is not uni-directional, "the
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nel effect is predominantly in one direction and the

intention to influence is almost cntirely so" (Johnson,

1969:125).  Johnson further adds that the two functions
of teachers, which are essential to instruction are

display and control. A cognitive knowledge outcome of

)

instruction requires that data be displayed in. some form
which'might range from "teacher talk" or lecture to

typevriter output or a cathode ray.ttube in computer-
. % T .

s

assisted instruction. The control function 1s con-

»

cerned with controlling the interaction betweerr teachoer,
student, and the display.

A number of writers specifically treat instiunc> -

tion as a sub-set of teaching. Smith (1963) cohté@as ;“;ﬁ.f‘”

»

that teaching is a broader term than instruction -and” = .-

includes a number of components such as: technidues ., -
1 , q : L

“o.

of classroom control, ways.of involving students in "
exercises and activities, instructionsal procedures, ..’
. : * T A 4
and methods of cvaluation. Viewing teachingifrom ancn
. ST .
. . ' . . ) ™ e .
more philosophical perspectyve, Grien (1965) also : .
considers tecaching to he a moleculs concept which,: PAT

s
I

an activity, "can best be understcood nobt as A éinglo}ga'ﬁ

activity, but as a whole family of activities within

which some members appear to be of more significance3} .f

res]

"than others" (Green, 1965:286). Within this family'd§¥'

activities Green includes conditioning, training,

EN I

CEN

instructing, and indoctrinating but argues that "the

. . “~) ! . ’ . :,\1
most central properties &f the concept of teaching are
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revealod .« .. within the limits of whab we have called

‘the region of intelligence™ (Green, 1065:263). In
short, teacling has to do primarily with rhe rolatié 
betiween thought and action which explains why con-
ditioning and'inaoctrihating aro-conéidered to'be of .
less significance as tedching activities than training
and instfucting.

Philip Jackson (1906), . too, has obscrved that
peachggﬁ engage in many acfivities besides those
involving instructional interchanges with students. He
has introduced the termé interéctive ﬁéaching and pre-..

active tecaching to distinguish those activities which

occur vis-a-vis the students from those which occur in v

N

preparation for such interactions. Aoki (1971) has
added a thi;d phase to the teaching process--the pogt - :
active phase. As these terms are used by Aoki) the
preactive phase'is the phaéo“of instructional plgnning
during which the three componenté of intended outcomes,
instructional-contgnt, and'teaching strategies and

their rélation§hips are develop;d. In the iﬁgéractive
rhase the ﬁcaéhor perforﬂé being gdidéd by throe con-
current processes: the studént—student and tcachéf—
student social interaction; tﬁé two-way control in-
fluences betwéen teacher and students; and the trans- 3
action between the student anavthe environmentall o .
fjdisblaf.@mfhe bostactive‘phase of teaching is primarily

: [N o .
.concerwﬁﬁﬁéith evaluation of outcomes and the impli- }
REaw 2 o _

-

& . ' . _ L
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cations for modification in the other two phases.  In

R ’ P ) _ . '
vmaﬁy ways, these three phases:of teaching correspond o

- . . -8
the planning, cxecution, and evaluation componant.s 1n

the instructional system proposed by Johnson (1967).
Taking account of the definitional issues just
discussed;, it might be argund that the primary pro-

duction process of the schoo’ is the teaching process
as 1t is broadly defined. Howevew, as the term has

»

generally been used, the tcaching process abpears Lo be

a uni-diregtion l process and its use as the school's

. I3

primary productidn process might leave the implication
that the primary purpose of the Ofganization can he »

achieved by the activities of temchers without regard

, »

for the active involvement of students.  Therefore, in
: - o . .
this study, the primary »rocess of the school is taken

»

’ .&// \/;.'. .
to be the teaching-learning pgpcéssgwﬁlch 1s broadly

defined by Maccia (1972:6) as "one in which someone

teaches something to someone somewhere." Such a
g o

. , . . ) &.‘ . N .
definition encompasses teacher, cufrlculum, learner, and
setting and the interactions of all of these. .Further-

more, it will be acv¢p£@d that‘thb teaching-learning
process consisté of a preactive phase, an intcragtive
piase, énd a postactive phase as these are defined by
Aoki (1971). The ex;enﬁ to which_ﬁhe 1§arner'is

involved in the activities degining the teaching-learning -

process depends, not so much on the nature of the

activities themselves, as on who makes decisions with .

B



respect to

these activities and the manner in which

vari'ous persons are involved in the activitles.

3

N

Activities
It
process is

~associlated

fore, the tdaching-learning process can be defined  in

of the~1twuﬂ11nq—va:rnirmxl’roceﬂs

.

was noted earlier that an organizational

made up of those related activities which are

W Lhe same category Of uy tem needs.

terms of “he activities of which it is constituted.

There-

Gibbons (1970) has paroposed a model for.thevstudy of

indiyidualization in schools and includes in it

various elements of instruction whlch appear to en-

compass the activit® s at the preactlve _interactiv

and postactive phases of

An adaptation of part of'the,Gibbons"model is pre-

sented here to suggest that the- act1v1tles of the

A~

75{ tenching—-learning process 1nclud those related to:

e,

the‘teaching—learﬁing pr0cess.

deflnlng 1nstructlonal ObJeCtheS, selectlng ‘and - uslng

=

1ngtructlonal resources 1nc1ud1;§\programmed and no

«

Q@programmed

n-

materials, A-V equlpment adults in additione

1

to the teacher, time; and space; groupingvof students;

|

work©low scquencing; mechods ana dctixl.Jq' of

.. a

1nstructlon- evaluationr and’ Jtudont control.

It

is reCOgnlxed that there mlght be a con-

siderable degree of overlap in the categorles of

act1v1t1eshouggested and that they may not occur

independently. Also, whether a partlcular act1v1ty

occurs ‘consis

'

tei 1y at the preactive, interactlve,

s

or
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postactive phase is not always determined hy 1:‘}1?3*'11:1‘@_,1‘.1_1_-_@.-
.

of the activity bul might vary with the situation.
(R N ) - . .
o § ‘ Lo
riik}ﬁgg the Natwre @f the
Cninc Process -
) ﬁiﬂcf . : .
't'that stPLmJnes Lho nature of the

'*(JJ "
Factors Dot - ey
’Immhlnn T/‘ 5

g

wm o

Leachlnn—]carn1n¢ pProcess and helps explain why it 18

“

(different from one *ime to another or from situation to
sttuation? Although therie are no doubt many fTactonrs
which operate to influence the prdcess, those which

appear to.he the major determinants are- discussed in

.

this section.

Esland (1971) has suggested three‘major.deterﬁv R
minants of the nature of teaching to ai the teacher's

pedagogical'pefspective,_his sub ject perggective, and
. ' , o o o .
hils carcer perspective. In.slightly modlﬁled form these

will be accepted as determlnants of the Loachlng—

|
i

loarnlng process and a ’ourth dCLClmlndht w1]l be

added——cerf;ﬁn organlzatlonal reallties. . ’ Sh
e PR s T ‘ %

S N . . ' ' R
Pedangosical neorspective. Based on assumptions

.

which are accepted regarding such matters as the nature
O learning, the child's -inteéllectual status, and

aDproprlaLo toachlnqut}lOP, the pedagogiCal perspectiv&u
Ca 2ot P eesiaexy
pqggltutes the rules Whlch control Lhe communlcatlon of.
- b

\/
nowledge as well ‘as, a-manlpulatlve dlmensIDn which

* .
P . - -

Jsmggests strategies for,minimiz'hg'the resistance be-
tween the teacher's world v1ew and that of Lhe pupll” o

u

(Esland 1971184). s ;' "'~A-c



‘ cpee ‘
Basic to this ﬁerspoctive is the psychological
model of-the child accepted by the toncﬁ@r. Esland
distinquiéhos twé gencric types--a psychometric model a
_the epistemological model of Pidget‘and>8runer. The

psychometric model represénts the child as a reified

object endoved with an intellicence within which his
v 4 .7 . .

into the public thought Zorms which exist outside him.

o On the other hand, the epistemological model, best typil-

nd

thinking develops. He-is a deficit system to be initiated

fied in the works of Piaget and Bruner, views the child

as an active creéature involved in ConStructinq and
b, ! : )

/afranging hi's knowledge of the world din developing
f - . T '

/ ] : ’ S
interpretational schema. The maj

point being made is

. that cach of these models appears‘to be associated with

a particular_Qrientationito the role of the teach?;vand

the. nature of the activities to be engaged in. It should

not be concluded that gt is the teécber's pedagoygical

pefspective alone which influences the nature of the

- c ! 4

teaching-learning process, since many people at various

- . T —

O levels make decisions which affect the process directly

.

or indirectlv,and ecach might have a different medagogical

. o )
perspective. ’ (
Curriculum persoective. Esland hotes tha?\\

If pedagogical assumptiong control the inten-
tionality about how particular knowledge should be
v : “arranged the subject perspectlve will -contain the
Y . rationale for why certain knOWlnge‘vhould be

: taught (Esland 1971 98) : ' e

-

This perspective includes concern for the "wQrld view"



@ o subject which is accepted, which problems are
cunplderced to be -important Tor the sulyject, what emphasis
"/ should he given to cdntent and £o process, and the cri-

teria of ‘utility whichiare uc(o stad wholther extiringsic or
. ‘ LY g )

L . . - - , : . ,
intrinsic. Tf 1t can be accepted that curriculum 1s "the
content -of instruction and as such is formed from the

.

, . N N N Al il
symbolic contenlt of culture and can be acted upon by . the)

teacher, learncr, and setting” (Maccia, 1972:10), then
. s ’ e . . R B
it nmight be more appropriate to think in tecrms of " a
curriculum perspective Lhan a subjoct perspactive.  As
was pointed .out in the discussion of the pedagogical
A : ‘ A . : .

r
‘.

- ‘ ’ £y , , _ .
perspective, many people make curriculum decisions which

affect the teébhing—learningrprecess and all might not

share tho same per*ﬁer"ve. e - .
carccr pars p\*ijvo. Teachers’do not operate in

t

isolation but are mem. rs ¢ a'large. community qf edu-
- ; ‘
cators and perfoim a function for an even Yprgér public.

These reference groups, too, have DdLLl ular orlentatlons
. L9 . . “ -
in tbeir,e p]anaijon of human nature 1eatning, and

many oLheL related mdtters. The teuchel S care“r per-

SpectJve Tocusos on sone 0 the proicess sional nnd insti-

.~ tutional.caonstraints on the'toacher'e unde rstandlnq»of

hls work. It concerns the teacher s perceptions of and

'xgaccess to 1nd1v1dua1q and groups within soc1eLy and within
1 .

the profe551on'wh;ch serve as centers of  legitimate ideas

)

to whom he can or should refer for his dCflnltlon of the



resources, kime, and space.

influence his bohavior.

Orcianiyational readilics. As was ju L pointed
out, the teacher might be influcnced by his refercence to

significant othoers within the organlzatlion for.ideas and
| o
1 ) L

pa— ‘ :
for legitimotion of practices. In additlon, there are

other organizational realitics. which serve to influence

the nature of the teaching-learning process. Such recalities
| \ BRAS

include characteristics of organizational structure and

B —~

patte, s which are imposed and within which thoe process

must function, and the availability and allocation of

various resources including human resources, material

,f_  It migﬂt be’impli@d from the foregoing that
teachers and dﬁhorsiwho make decisions relating to the
teaching—learhingﬁbfdcess are conscious of these factors
wvhich influence ﬁhe process, that Lhuy'hdye internalized

them, or that they operate consistently in accordance

with them.  This 1is not necessarily the case. Indeed,

TAEERS

/ . . :
ﬁlt'is more likely that thesce people behave without being:

A

Aware of what motivates them, and the perspective which

determines their behavior might not be internalized but

‘merely be accepted by them even though they may be some-

what in disagreement with i%. The relationships between.
these determinants of the ceaching-learning process and
the nature .of the process as it occurs appear to be

very Complexb
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Charactoriving the Teaching=Loariing Procoss

The determinants of the t(n1c}ﬂjgg—]fujrnjn§;Ijrocsts
manifest their influcnce in the charsctoristics of the
iprocoss in particular situaltions. There arc noidoubt
many ways toxchdrac;orizo t:he téachiﬁg—loarning proc 58
but in tcrms‘of vhat appears Lo be a 10giqql derivation
from the detoermining Tactors discussced, and in line \W
with many of tho considorations from the literature on
organi?ationd] technology, Lhe verious process activitieos
ar@ldascribed'hare with reference to three characteristics:

locus of decision, degree to vhich activities are pro-

grammed, and uniformity of nractice.

Locus of decision. It is possible to view “he

sources of4aecisions Concérning the activities of the
't;aching—loarning procéss élongua continuum vith the
student at one‘extgeme and a“sourée entirc: outside tHe
Cléss setting at the other with Qarious cc: inations of
studenté, teac '»7, and outside source beﬁween. The
process can then be described in torms;ofvthe préximity
of decision maiiing to the Student;or in-terms of the
locnus of.rgrions decisions.  The Jltornntjyg modoes of "

program operation describod by Worth (1970) differ

essentially in the locus of authority for major decisions.

Degrece to which act’' ities are programmed. March

and Simon (1958) discuss the behavior of persons in an

organization in terms of the extent to which individual

.
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activitios are procrammed.  Tothe dogreo that choice has

broon aimpl i faod b tho devdToamoenl Tl Tixod o rospons,

“

to-defined stimali, the activitics ace routinigei or

prograrmed and, "The greater the progr-oammlng oI indivi-
. [ .

dual acltivities in the organization, the gteatoer the .
/

¢ - L. Lo _ L. L
S predictability of the actavaities" (Mareh and Simon,

19568:143).  This is very similar to onc of the major

conponent s 07 the model or technology proposed by Porrow.

March and Simon Turtner. postulos. ol "The greator thoe

L e R < -
repelitd \'z?_uj'fy_;/ ".i]xc’l,i.y Lehvad it i(ﬁs; Gl groalor Bl o
rogr yi" (March ond SJ mon, 1958:1 1 3). The corollary
of‘ )/{i_hjs m1)m1 ;‘115;0 Lo trv che "The greater the pfg—
grmnming of aétivi‘tjns, o EE ‘(‘.j‘:"i‘jiV(‘ t};e_\f will Joc "
which Suggés‘ts ;that e e NS T‘hbbl_'d(:i'i.i.\/’fj_tiC.’:"-% m.‘o.
prOgranﬁnce‘d might be cvi-oont noooo ;\'tc\ﬁt + 0 x-zhic]'l' ’
'praéltv.i.ées change over time. ‘ . -
., LUniformitv of proctice. In.the education:) H
']}"ij't@'rai"nr'r_ﬁ as well as in the ljif.(_,"lv’a‘tlﬂ,‘(? on orqani:/;atij' onal s
torﬂnf)lr)q\, a C;OIWSiC30l;}1}D],(_? amount, of a‘r',ton“t‘j('m L“‘ Cj,:i,'y'(‘.h
Lo L’n&v‘\/ oxtent to which instructi on is or should be
L Anchin i aldaed ot o w:\j;’iu.l.‘/.'ll Tvoondd sdestant el ‘;':, o
the oxtont to whlch raw material is E‘i‘(n:i:(;\d" as unigrie.
_In some situations and fér S'.omev a_ct;:ivitie's_t}fe teaChing—"
: . £ oo ’ .
'..J.ea'r:ning proé’é‘gs 'might be charactérigzed by~ uniform.
épplication to all students in theJ spv'ec'ific‘ populations
cdnce‘rned, while at the other ex't:reme', ‘application mig_ht: ‘
be to individual students. oniy; T'hu‘s, 'the. extent to whic'h'v



there is uniforaity in the application of practices can
serve Lo differdntiate one teaching=loarning sitnetion

from anothor. &
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK -~

A summary Of a number of the issues prescnted in

this chapter will serve Lo provide the concoptual [rame-
, .

|

work for this studv.
'Orggnizations can be studied in‘térms o thelr
Cprimary production procosses or technologics.  Scl¥ools
are open systems in that they engage in exchanges with
the én&ironment and they funcﬁibn in terms of input-
'throughput—output&processes. The'primary prbcess of the

school is the teaching-learning process which is defined

by the activities engaged in when a teacher teaches some-

thing to a student or group of students in a particular

situation. As shown 1in Figure 3, these activities consis

of defining instructional objectives, selecting and

using instructional resources, grouping students, se-
. ' €

guencing the workIilow, instructing, evaluabing, and
___.contr 01llina students.  Tho nat nre of these \_:fﬂ.r,i_ous
ppoccsé;ngbivit{ﬁs in any sltuation is detg;mjnod
primarily by thé‘ﬁédagogicgy‘perspéctivéigaéeéﬁed by
those making decisions regé}ding the aqﬁi¢itﬁé§;?the
S = R fi" :
*curriculum pe;spective'Which isvaccebggd;"thevcareer

perspective of the teacher, and various organizational

realities. This results in a process which can be ,

30
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characterized in terms of the l1ocus of decisions rogarding

the process activities, the dogreoo to which Lhose

activities oare programend, and the exlent to which the.

activities apply uniformly to students.



Chapter 3
DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This study was designed as a methodological,
exploratory study. Kaplan (1964) has observed that
methodological experiments “serve to develop or to impreve

- —SOme-—particular—technique Of  inquiry" (Kaplan, 1964:148).

A prerequisite to the development of such a technique

is t%é need to possess the relevant facts abopt the
nature of the subject matter of the_inquiry br to‘formu—‘
late a conceptualization of the phenomena to be exaﬁined.

A= .
During the course of developing and refining the research

instrument which might provide a descripti;n‘of the
various dimensions of -the teaching-learning process as"
peréeived by teac:-hers,~ an opporfunity was provided to
gather information about differences which might existil

’-in the pfoéessvvariables in different situations. Since
no a Qriori hypotheses had been formulated about the
nature of such differences, the study-hadiatdéfiniﬁe

 » exploratory quality‘which, gvaapian (1964) nbtes,

"invites se¥endipity, the chance discovery" (Kaplan, j

1964:149).

i o

"The'methodology used'both,in developing the '
instrument and in gathering data by its use is elaborated
in this chapter.

33



INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES

The specific procedures. which were used in

developing, refining, and testing the research instrument

are described in detail in the next-chapter. In this
section the general approach taken.in the developmént of .
the insttument is presented. |

It was dec1ded at an early stage in the study
that one ogv1ous way to obtain 1nformatlon concernlng
the teaching-learning process as it occurs at the class-
room level of Operatlon would be to ask teachers dlrectly
by soliciting from them responses to questlons related
to the process. Furthermére, to facilitate ease of
response by téabhers and easier handling of daté@by the
researcher, a multiple—tgsponse fbrmatvwas selected
which, it was hoped, ﬁduld.cover the range of possible
r;;ponses to characterizevthé&situations deSCribed by
the items(in.each area of éonqern. | [

Tt was readily acknoﬁiedged‘that4the teaching-
learning process as participated in.by ﬁost teachers is-
not a stable; uniform process. The inétrumént which was
develbpéd'wasvconcerned with aocumenting the!extent to
which. ‘there is wvariation from one teacher to another.
However, since there was concern\to arrive at some index

Oor composite descrlptlon of the teaching- 1earn1ng process

as partlc1pated in by individual teachers,‘lt was dec1ded

" to "force" respondentsg into dgscribing what was typically
the case with respect ﬁo all the classes and/or sub jects

0y - ' o

34
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" they taught. Although- rather a global indicator, this
shouldrpfoVide evidence ofitrendsvor tendencies.
The conceptﬁal framework_presentéd in the pre-
vious chapter served to butling the general parameters
of what the instrumen£,was to measure and Lhé ﬁanner in
which the teaching—leafning prbcess was ﬁo be characterized.
The specifiq items which\ﬁight serve to measuré these o
various aspects of the process were dgrived from a nﬁmbeﬁ//\w,
of sources incldding the.experience of the researcher én&L
”i:of others knowledgable about activities of the teaching-

learning process, the.body of literature related to

classroom operations, and instruments developed in
B L

related areas. 1In this lat.er source

of Schooling, a 28 item questionnaife"dé%éu s

S 7y )

- ~Ontario Institute for Studies in Educatidn for use in

.

describing open educidtion in.terms of observable
~ LY r R

.

characteristics of school programs (Traub et al., 1972).

Although the format and prOposed use of Dimensions of
Schooling were different from thatbadOpted in this study,
the fact ﬁhat it too was based in part on Gibans' :
model made it particularly useful. |

Qnée the‘fofmat of the instrument was decided on
and a pool .of. items ﬁhich appeared’to represent the
domain of interest was gatherea, a. draft queétionnairé
Was'prepared and revised several times primarily on the;'

N ’ :

basis of information gathered by its use. A detailed

description of‘thevprocedures followed is presented in

o
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Chapter 4.

DATA COLLECTION

,@)“

Data were gathered at three different times during
I
“the Study corresponding to the three major stages in the
(.i
development and testing of the instrument (Flgure 4). An

early draft of the questionnaipe was circulated to 28

people who were familiar with the activities of the

teaching-learning process. These included twelve students

u)q‘n 0 . . o : . .
Ny 1n an evenlng class 1n a graduate course 1in Educational

Administration, five mempbers of the Faculty of Education,

four graduate students in the Department of Educatlonal

I
£ K LA

Admlnlstratlon, and ‘seven teachers currently teachlng in

elementary, junlor hlgh and senior high schools. In
addition to rece1v1ng ‘written comment’s from these people,
'personal discussions were held w1th ten of them. The
second stage of data collectlon was the admlnlstratron of
a rev1sed form or the questlonnalre in a Pilot Study\to a
sample of 99 teachers at grade 1evels from I - XII in d
var;ety/of sdbject areas in nlne,SChools of the Edmonton
Seoara;e School Systemff/biscussions were also held with :
eight o7 those who responded to thrs draft of the'question—;
o naire. The final Stage.ofﬁdatavcollection was;the adminis-
/ ' trationh of the flnal form of the questlonnalre to 247

/// “ : teachers from a- stratlfled random sample of 13 elementary,
lunlor high, and senlor-hlgh SChools in the Edmonton Public
School System._ o » |

O
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Stage Sample Number
Students in an Evening Course
in Educational Administration 12
Reaction to an -Faculty Members in Education 5,
Initial Draft < B y ,
Graduate Students in Education 4
Teachers in Elementary, Junior
High, and Senior High
" Schools 7
Total 28
R Y Teachers in Elementary-Junior
TR High hoo ' 61
Pl;”éﬁf;.;s&ldy 3 gh Schools
‘ ‘ " Teachers in Senior High and
Junior-Senior High Schools 38
Total 99
[~ Teachers in Elementary 6ﬁ
. ( Schools ' 72
Use of the . <
Final Form . Teachers in Junior High
‘ Schools : : 82
Teachers in Senior,High
.- Schools 93
Total 247

Figure 4. - Stages of. Data Collection

)



-vided, at the/end of a specified time period, usually one
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The procedure. used for data collection was the same

for the last two stages. Copies of thé~qpestionnairef

2

with a letter outlining the purpose to be served by this

jparticular stage. of the study and the procedures to be

followed, were delivered to the participating schools .for

distribution to full-time teachers. Teachers were asked
: Ly

to respond as directed in the questionnaire and to return

the complated questionnaire, sealed in the é@veloﬁé Dro-

f)e

5

week. Such a.précedure was conSideredlto‘be appropriate

since: the directions for reSponding;to the questionnaire

were considered to be straightfo:ward; the time interval
provided time for respondents to complete the guestion-
naire without undue pressure; ahd there was not é gfeét
risk of responses being biased by the Opporfunity for

collaboration among respondents since the information

requested was more factual than attitudinal.

'

N N

STATISTICAL PROCEDURES

This section presents a discussion of the ¥

" statistical procedures used in the'development 0of the

qué§t$5nn§irexand'ihlthe analysis of data from its final
administraﬁiOn. The questions of yélidity'énd relia—~
bility, which assum cénsideréblé importance in any
empirical séﬁdYoAarédof major importance in a study pﬁf?

porting to be methodological in orientation. Therefore,

the relevance of the various statistical procedures for

\I\N

~

Gm
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‘dealt with at the end Of'the'section.

t
validity and reliability .is discussed when appropriate
as each procedure is described; 1in addition, other con-

siderations relevant to validity and reliability are

\

Factor Ahalysis‘

RN

\ Although the argument has been advanced that it
N

— r———
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is

more approprlate to 1nvest1gate the factorlal comp051tlon

of measures after they are constructed than to construct |

measures on the basis of factor analysi. ('Tunnally, 1967:

255), the pOSlthn taken in this ud sas -0 do both.

In a general way the . dlmen51ons of the teaching-learning

process were prOposed in ‘the onceptual framework which

has been presen :d. HoWever; the precise nature of theSe

dimensions would be better understood by empirical

examlnatlon. Kerlinger (1967-650)‘notes t. ic "factor

"vanaly51s is a method for determlnlng the'number and

hature of the underlying‘Variables among a large number

~

of ‘measures.' - Since it is quite possible that an under-
lying Vériable, feetor, or dimension is defined by’ -
Several.measuree the‘eaeée of scientific>parsimony'can
be served by selectlng those measures whlch best define

the dimension. Indeed Harman (1968:2.45) con31ders that

a principal aim of factor analysis is -"to attain scientific-

parsimony or economy ofhdeSCription." It seemed quite

appropriate therefdre, to emp;by the method of factor

. 4 . - . / . - . 0 . :
analysis in developing the instr- 'nt and 1in investigating
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S N e . . . v
the nature-of the underlying dimensions of the teaching--
,"{ ' p Iy
learning’ process. ‘

S
.

Jof factor

.A number of issues appear in the use
- P /
analysis which must be resolved in terms of the purpose
: : . e .
Jlo oy ,/

to be served by its application. Hakstian and Muller ,QK

(1973) present a rationale for the resolution of a
'gpmber of these -issues in which they divide factor an%}ytic

R

research into that based on either taxonomic or epréﬁé

aﬁoLy intereste}_’Thejtaxonemic view considers ﬁ@c@ﬁ?%'
~as merely convenient grodpings of variables wiﬁhfiiytle*
eonstruct‘vélidity or episﬁemologipel status._;g; hva
clustering of veriables can be determined byffie use of

ﬁ£ﬁe:c9hpeﬁent'model-0f analysis. The explanatory view,
onithe othef'hand,'regards factors ae causal agents that
determihe'the_coyariation among the mOre‘phertypic
constructs in the domain_of interest and are valid and.lj
'replicable., Such‘e view is bestfgerved by the .adoption
ofaeither the COmmon?factor\ﬁedelior the image modei.
The view of factorfeeeiyeiefadgﬁted for this
etudy seemed to parallel mest”EIesely the explaﬁatory'

view, since there was considerable interest in the

'theorétieal and conceptual ‘importance of the derived

'constructs.1 fherefore,'the‘common—factoerodel was
.adopFed and'the Option.seleCted for usevwas the ﬁaximum—
‘likelihood ﬁethod becéuse, of the common-factor options
'available,.it incOrpqratesﬁa‘Statistical test for -the

number of factors to retain. This difficult and
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controversial question. of the appropriate number of factors
to retaln was resolved by reccourse to an objective, statis-

tical decision. Where-no a_priori hypothesis was made
& -

regérding the number of }actors, and where, .from an ex-
plana£ory viewpoint there was interést in obtaining all

N
conceptually rc.. vant factors, this seemed to be a reason-
able sdlution to the guestion. USinQ the chi“square test
of goodness-of-fit this procedure tests each common factor-
agains£ thélnﬁll hypotheéis that the Sdbsequent factors are
too small to be credited to anythiﬁg but chance (Rummel,
1970;355). Although‘ﬁhe‘maximum—likelibood factor analysis
method was selected for use, oOne. of the difficulties wiﬁh
the méphod is that convergencé can;ot always be assured
(Harman, 1968:154). When a converged solution was not
obtained, the partially-converged maximdm—likglihood
solution was used to testﬁfqr‘the numbef of factors aﬁd
theh;an unweightéd‘least squar : common-factor solution

jwas obtained (Hakstian and Bay, 1972).

One final'conside}ation regérdingAthe factor
énalytic proceduré used concerned the transformation
of the unrotated fﬁctor pattern matrix. To facilitate
interpretation of fuctors it is usual to transform ?he
matfix'by rotating the factors to a pattern éorresbonding
as‘cloéely‘as possible to Thurstone's (1947) noti@h of
simplelstructure in which each factor should be #hter—

.

pretable in terms of a small number of variables. Since

no a_priori hypothesis regarding the nature of the factors
. . . ' a

g
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was made, and since there was no pérticular reason to seek
to obtain uncorrelated constructs, a biind, oblique trans-
formation scemed aﬁprOpriate; that 1s, a set of factors
which might be correlated with each other and which are
arrived at in an objective'manner;v'Harris and Kaiser (1964)

[y

have provided such a transformatien procedure which has two

versions--t  indépendent cluster version and the A'A pro-

portional to I version (where A'A is the primary-factor

pattern matrix and L 1s the intercorrelation matrix for

the primary factors). Both of these were computed for each
. .

factor pattern matrix and the one selected was that having

the ‘highest "hyperplane count': the number of‘primary
patterﬁ coefficieﬁts in the hyperplane defined as those
withinlﬁhe range 0 i..lOO. Such a procedure is recomme nded
by Cattell (1965) as a way of more closely attaining unique

simple structure which gives the olearest factor solution.
In the final. administration of the questionnaire,

data .were used to determine what differences, if any,

ekiSEedﬁbetween scores of teachers in different tvpes of

~

S -

schOOis;"diforent schools within each tvpe, and different’

A s ;e

sk ject. area spécializfations. In addition to using the
. 2 . 2 - / ' . .

. ' : e e : ‘ Co .
Lotal scoros on each part of the questionnnire for this
purpose,; use was also made of Zactor scores as measures
of the specific underlying dimensions of each scale.

These factor scores were!computed by the regression

o

method in-which factor s¢ores are estimates from the raw

data rather than exactaféctdr scores as might be computed’

when the component model or the image model is used. ' The
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factor scores were standardized to’a mean oOf SQ-an@-a
standard deviation of 16. |

‘The specific itemélconstituting the lnstrumenl,
which was developed in £his study were, to a deé?ee, the
variables of interest which could be measured with relative
ease and theréfore did not need/to be validated in the
usual sense. Howéver, theselvariables alsd repréaented;
more -abstract undeflying variables o? dimensionsyqsuélly"
referred to in psychometric theory as constructs. Such
constructs, though defined by the ¢ «cific méasures
(items), extend well = nd the oover. tlons mén1~
'-ufested in the respons s "o thésé'measures. Since the'
interest of this stua_ aslprimarily in‘£hele§istenée
.and naﬁure of these . 2 abétract'underlying dimensipns,
some indication of tr wvalidity -of the,ﬁéasurgs’og pﬁeSef
dimensions was. desirable. Inttﬁis Sénsé valldity relates -
to what Cattell (1964: 113) refers to as ”thé capacitv of.

a test to predict some spec1f1ed behav1oral measure (or

sg&\of measurés) other than.itself f'and the. spec1l1c

.spect of validity which is of primary concernvls LT

: . & .
. — - . & . .
generally referred to as construct validity.

Kerli» - (1967) boihﬁé,out that it is helpful
in studying - Jnstruct-Qaliditx of. a_méésufe (e]g.‘@n
item) to correlate it with other ﬁeasuresrbr better étill,
to correlatewlt with a large number of measures; Factor

analysis is an essentlal tool in thls regard since - 1t tells

‘which measures measure the'samevthlng and to what extent, u
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Ttem Analysis

To provide criteria for selecting ltems to be used

n

in the final draft of the instrument as well as evidence
. S

felating to the reliability of the measures obtained,
exténsive item analysis was .performed,on the data gathered
at various stages “¥n the study. This analysis focused on
item to total scale correlétipns, item to subscale cor-
relations, and itém"interébrrelafions all of which relate
to the interna}ﬁponsisteﬁcy of the measures which is a

. i . ,
particular aspeCt of reliability. Nunnally (1967:261)
suggests that wh@n items bredoﬁinagtly correlate_posi—
tively withjoné anotﬁef, the best items are those with

the highest average corgelations and, since this is

tems with total .o

[

closely related™to the correlaticns of

t&ms that correlate most highly with total

i

scores, thg 1
cgt
4 _ .
scores are the best items. In addition, such information

has relevance for validity. The item-factor correlations
e . ) \

4

in an oblique factor solution are provided by the primary-

factor structure matrix. The coefficients: of this matrix

XK

therefore, can also serve as éstimates of the construct
7 N | .

walidity of the. items. Guilford (19G5:481) points out

a2)

that the coals of reliability and validity are some-

ﬁimes_incompdtible. ‘Maximal reliability requires high

<

intercorrelations among items, whereas maximal pre>

‘dictive validity requires low item intercorrelations.

i d .
L

He proposes a compromise in which item-total cor-
relations for well constructed items range between

n



0.30 and 0.80 which means item intercorrolgtibns

approximately between 0.10 and 0.60.

Analysis 0f Variance

One way to describe béhavior aésoéiated with a
particular group is to compare it with that demonstrated
by other groups. This was the approach taken in describing
thé teaching—learning process in various situatiqﬁs.

The scores obtained gy teachers on each‘%frkhe

three subscales, as well as the factor scores which were

used as measures of the underlying dimensions of each

H —— .

scale were subjected"to'one—way analyses of variance with
respondents classified by type of school, by schools of

each type, and

, £or junior and senior high school teachers,

by subject area speéialization.'JWhere it was found that
scores for various grSUps differed significantly, with a
significance level set at the .05 level, the Scheffé
method of multipile comparison was used to test for the
significance of differgéces between means, again wi h é
.05 level of sicnificance. Ferguson (1971:271) describes

: . P :
this *test as being more r@goxﬁﬁs than other methods of

{0 Tvee 1 corror (re- o~

ultamlo Gop cuarlson vt
\ :

jectina the null hypothesis when 1t @ true) and it has
the added adVantage for this study that "No special

K 2 .
problems arlse because of unequal n's.'"
)

Other Considerations with Respect to .
Validity and.Reliability R o

} ; , | \
Validity. In the discussion of factor analysis
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as it relates .to validity it was stated that a major

concern in this study was with construct validity. Al-

though this was so0, some commont on two other types of

)
validity ~should be made.

Content validity, the representativeness of the
sampling of content, inevitably rests on aﬁ‘appeal to
reason with respect to the adequacy of the proceduges

employed in sampling content from the domain of interest

and the manner in which it 1is presented.' Rather than,

test for content validity after the measure 1s Conotructed
one should ensure validity by the plan and procedures of
construction (Nunnally, 1967:80). The tonceptual frame-.

. B

work which was deVéloped, the reliance\onuwhat appeared

~to bhe reabonablc sources for 1tems and the procodurea

g EECE R ey m o

employed in: develOplng the 1notrmmen£ wegg:Q

Crlterlon orleneed ValldltV 15 concerned @ﬁth the

" extent to which test scoreo relate to Qome event or behawlor

occurring before, during; or after the instrnment is applied

and therefore, includes what Js usually LeLerredJLo ac’pre—

w.'
< by o

dictive validitv and concurrent vnlidity. Excth bm%gbe
‘ . » - ) . . } B . 5) g ) .
sense that t%e speclile measures used-wero‘;ntended to

3
“

- predict the presence of underlying dimensions, pre-

dictive validity was not considered to be important. The

purpose of the instrument was to measure specific variakles
A

of the teaching- learnlng process as they exlsted then and

there not to estlmate scores on any other varlables

'
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obtained in the past, present, or future. In a sense the
validity of the instrument could not be determined by cor-

relating it with a criterion because the instrument itself -

N

was the criterion of performance. 4 o

Reliabilitv. The evidence obtained from item—

subscale and ltem-total scale correlations has to do with

“internal consistency as indication of'the reliability of’

4 -

the measures .developed. One further estiﬁate of relia-
bility ébtainea was the coefficient“alpha, an estimate of
internal consis&ency based on average correlations of items
Within a scale. Nunnﬁlly (1967:211) claihs that such a
coeffic@énﬁ provides "a good estimate of reliability in
most siéuatiéns,'sincé‘the major source of measurement
error 1s because of the sémpling of chtent." Thé coeffi-
cient dlphd for total scales and for individual subscales

was calculated. E

DELIMITATIONS, ASSUMPTIONS, AND LIMITATIONS
| i

This study examined the teaching-learning process
: 5
at the classroom level of oper&tlon as perceilved bv

Delimitations .

- N b !l ° ’ *
teachess encaged in full-time teaching. The process was

defined in terms of specific dimensions of activities
and practices as delineated’'in the conceptual framework

presented in Chapter 2. This framework:excluded con- a
| » $

-sideration.,of the affective dimensions of teacherFstudéht

and student-student interaction.

The study was further restricted to teachers- im
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dexelOped and Lho reqearch design used.

R random sample of Jchools 1n onc u1uan Scw@ol S«‘tPK{
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]

schools with various ,grade combinations from ¥ - 4II in

two urkan school Systové. - )

2
e
"/

Assumptions )

Some assumbtions were made particularly with

reference to the collection of data.

It was assumed that teachers understood what was -
L - S . . -
~being asked of fhem in the gquestilonnalre and that they . .\
had access to the information requestefl. It was further

assumed that teachers could accurately judge and report
. ! \ :
what constituted “"typical® practice with respect to the

class(es) in which they taught. A final assumption was

that the fact that teachers had an opportunity to discuss
o
theirlresponses to the queotlonnalre with other people

would not bias the_responses obtalned.

Limitations
In addition to the limitations inherent in the

delimitations and assumptions just presented, the study

F o

was further limiteé by the adequacy of the conceptualization

3

'nce'the final

\ i 3

inferences to teachers and schools‘ﬁevond Lhés system may I

>

not be justified. o ,“;‘ ; S PR

; ~ SUMMARY - ' —_— o

In this chapter _ the study was described as a



ar

occurred in different school situations.. The instrument

"

methodological, exploratory study concerned with devel-

oping an instrument to measure dimensions of the teaching-

\,

lecarning process. and in using the %nstrument to deteriine
T ! | .

)

what differences, 1f any, existed in the process as it

N
il

developed took the form of a questionnaire with threc

mul  ple-response scales which might bejused to solicit
from tceachers thelir perceptions of dimensions of the
teaching-learning process as they occur in thei- class{(es)
The development and testing of the questionnaire was
carried out in three major stages with data collected at
each stage. The statistical procedures.employed were
factor analysis, various item analysis techniques, and
anzlysis of variance.  These procedures were discussed

R . .
wlth particular reference to the rationale for theilr use
and their relevance to questions of validity and re-
liability. Finally, the major rcstrictions of the

. ) ¥

study were described as those related to the concep-
tualization developed,; the technicque of data collection,

and the sampling procedure used.

I3

o

7‘: Y

e
Nt



Chapter 4

- | INSTRUMENT DEVELOPHENT | o

- o /

i\ The SQ?cific ﬁrocedurosvfollowed in the deVelop—
ment and analysis of the instrument intended to méasuré
'égﬁects of the teaching-learning process are described
in this chapter. Particular atténtion is §i§en to the
criteria used for 'item selection, to the results ofthe.
factor analysis and item analysis of data collected:in;
the'Pilot Study, to the reliability estimates.obtained,

and to ch@%geslmade in the instrument at cach stage of -

its, development.

THE INITIAL DRAFT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

ks

Construction 'of the Initial Draft -

As noted in the brevious chapter the sources from

@ N ' - which items were derived includéd;the exp&%ience of the
researcher &nd of others knowledgable about actiyities
. of the ﬁeéchiﬂg—learniﬁg prbcess,,relévant litera.ure,
~and instruments already.develdped. The items derivod

were used to construct an initial draft of the instrument.
The instrument took the‘form of a three part questionnaire;
each part was concerned with one of the characteriStics

of the teaéhingflearnilg process as proposed %n theﬂcoh—
deptual framework and the items focused on va;ioﬁs sets

50
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of activities‘which define the process. The three parts .
o0f this draft contained a total of 110 items. Table'l
shows the seven catagories of activities of the teaching-
~.‘learning prodess with a representative item for each

,ﬂ*jcategOLv and the distrihition of the items in each caté-.-

gory for the three parts of thls 1nltlal draft.

c '-Part'f——Dedree of Specification. This part of the

questlonnalre COnLalned 39 items and was an attempt to

determlne the xtent to whlch aCLlVlthS are programmed

‘

by asklng respondents to 1nd1cate the extent to Whlch

thero ex1sted spec1f1catlon regarding fhe matters re-

ferred fo b} the 1tems. The response categorles were:

A. . TO A VPRY GRFAT EXTENT. The matter is clearly
speclfled either in writing of}g ally. Such
spec1F1catlon might originate from any of a
variety of sources such as, administrators,
teachers students or a combvnatlon of these.

: &

- B. TO A COVSIDFRABIF EXTENT. There is a general
understanding regarding the matter with a llmlted
degree of latltude for modlflcatlon.

. TO A MODFRATE FYTEVT - Ther= 1s a general under-
standlno regarding the matter but adequate pro-
vision is made forimodification.

"l e ™

D.2 TO A ¥ERY LITTLE_EXTENT There are suggestions
~made. rhgardiang the mittor Lt such sugqﬂsﬁions
*neednot be followed. . -

AL :} ‘\’ r
E. “AT.ALL. There are no specifications or
tions regarding the matter. The unigueness

case determlnes what 1s done.

‘Part IT-—Proximity of Decision Making to the Student.
. j 3
This part contained 40 itemg, most of which were repeated

fromsPart I. The five response categories were:
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N ’ ks "L 4‘@;
A. OUTSIDE -SQURCE. A s#
makes the decision-(ﬁ“g.
administrators, other teag

c'entral office, school

hers). )

, ‘ , |

B. OUTSIDE SOURCE _AND TEACHER. An outside source and
the téacher make the decision.

C.. TEACHER. The teacher alone makes the Jrcision.
D. TEACHER AND STUDENT. The teaéRer ar . =fudent (
- make the decision with or without the 1p £ an

outslde source.

E. STUDENT. The Stud@nt alone makes the deLL51on.
Such a .decis 1on might be Tmade after consultation
. with parents”or friends but 1c oo%ontlally tho
“student's decision.

. o

Fart III——Doqreo of Dlvferentlatlon.‘ This part of the

questlonnalre was concerneduWLth the extent to which
. J .

practices applied to.all studénts, to some students,

to individual students. It consisted of 31 items, most of
which also appeared in Parts I and TI. The/respo.se cate-
gories were:

s ! . . ) — . . - .
~ A. . ALL_STUDENTS IN THE GRADE. The same for all stu-
‘ dents at this grade level in the school. '

B. ALL_ STUDENTS: IN YOUR CLASS(ES). The same for
all students in vour class but not for all
students at this gradc le\cl in the school.’

C. ALL_§IUDENTS IN A SUBGROUP_OF YOUR CLASS(ES) The

. same f38r all students in a subgroup -0f vour class.

but n®t for the whole class.

D. INDIVIDUAL STU DﬁNIﬁ.A Applies toiindividual‘
' Stud ents onlv & : . . o

]
ot e

Reactlon to the Inltlal Draft

This draft of the questlonjalre was. c1rcu1ated
to a number of peoplé'familiar wit7 the activ1t1es of thé

teachlng learnlng process. Fourteen students reglstered

L

53

foutside the class setting

s)
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in an evening class of a graduate course{in'Edurﬁgional

*

Administration at the University of Albcerta were asked to
respond to the questionnailre with reference to the class(es)

of students they were tcaching or had taught most rccoently

i

and to comment critically on the gquestionnaire. T se

people were all active in teaching or administrat or
both. Twelve responses were received. Reactiovn was alsc
received from five faculty members and four graduate

students in.the Faculty of Education, and from soven

teachers currently serving in eleme%fary; junior high, and
™ o

“a

senior high schools. 1In addition to analyzing written

~comments, the questionnaire was discussed with ten.of the

respondents in individual sessions la 1 7 from ten minutes
to one hour in duration. The various written and oral
comments on the format, adequacy of item sampling, and on

individual items were recorded-and used to revise this

draft of the questionnaire. -

Chanoeg_mnde in fhe In ‘aI_Qraft , e 4
' -

TakJng into account ihe reactions to the initial

draft of the, que:tlonnalLe a numbcr o’ changes were made.

Many 0f thosoe c?uxnﬂrsr woro Oaiitor141] in noature and con-

o

@erned such mattcrs as deletion or itens -rewording of

items, rewordlng of sectlon titles, and minor changes: in
format. However, one"major change was also made-at this
stage. IL became ev1dent that the sectlon entltled

"Degree of Spec1f1catlon" was be'ng interpreted dlf—

ferently_by different persons.and was a source Of confusion
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to others. It was déubtful that valid .information con-
corning the extent to which pract cos were‘programmod
could be obtained in this way. An aiﬁé;hétive wvhich was
adopted was to determine tﬁévéxtent to which practices!
changed over time, the assumption being that, if practices
.were programmed, there‘wpuld be a tendeﬁcy for them to'
chéﬁge very~lit§lé, wvhereas non—programme& practices
would tghd to change froquéntlyu Thercfore, this section
was changed to ”Cﬁango in Practice Over Time" and the
reSponsevéategorie? wéfe rev _sed to the‘fbllowing:

A. AT LEAST  E_A DAY
B, AT LEAST ONCE A WEEK
C. AT LéAST QNCE A MONTH
D. AT LEAST ONCE A YEAR -
E. NOT AT ALL. DURING THE/;EAR | :
In édditiqngto the 90 items contai d in.Parts'I,.;

’

II, and III of the questionnaire a Part IV 5 added with
shree items designed to obtain information azno.t the -
“teacher's teaching assignment. Information of this-type

' N /5 . | Sl
would be requifed ! in using the final draft of the

auestionnalre, so 1t was added at this stace in order

that it might be checked ovt in the Pilot Study. | The

< a

revised draft of the gquestionnaire which was used in the a

Pilot Study is included in Appendix A.

THE PILOT STUDY

‘

. The revised form of the questionnaire, Descriptors
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of the Teachipng-Leorning Process, was usod J'n:‘a Pilot Study

in order Lo obtain in“mrnation which micyhi ko usced to de-
termine whother or not there wore d}frjcv1V£9;/ff re-—.
‘ o

sponding: to the guescionnaire in this Srm, which items

o

should be included in’ any further rov” ion of the question-
o . . . (N— 5
lety and rOllablllLV

naire, and some evidence of the val

t .Of thé ‘guestionnaive. e

4.

'Sﬁmble;'ﬁdministrn%ion, and Scoring

Lo T o A request was made to conduct  the Pilot Study in .
SRR M s ( :

A T Lo T S ) !

I tﬁeJSSthls of the Edmouton Seoarate‘School'Systom; _Nine

.o . . 3
[ b

T ' : ‘ .
e sqhools‘were selected on tho basis of\repregontutl\oness oif/
. . ’—Jm . JP.
,‘éﬁ . the tvpos of ,choojauun Lhe Systom dnd tho W]lllnghGS - of
Lo o , : o y
S th@ prlnc:lpalu to: roquest Leachors to parL1c1paLe.' six of

’j,;ff,thé gchools JnLJuded were elementary-junior hloh school

'One was -a Junlbr senior high school (the senior hlqh dl—

vision was prlmarlly 1n\olved in the study), and: LhL rc—

z maigiﬁ@‘two schools were senior high schools. A total of
R ‘ 'lSquU@stiognaires was distributed to teachers ih these
ﬁff' 5n~ Escﬁodis; 104 to.ted@her; in elementsry*junior high schools
l;  , ;é@d$52¢to teachors;iq SOniorahigh'and junior—sonior’h%g%*
v Ok s

MEh0018. At 1 AT Dorestionaives wag rolturned o
satoooL X PEVRCRRN : : H 1 b 3 s
. o < Lowhlch 13 werg incomploto , SO T}liit the total number of -
L N g : ' / ' : '
ot usable responses was 99; 61 -LrOm elemonuarv—Junlor high
Yot : ST
. teachers *and 38 from enlor hlgh and Junlor senior high
teachers. Thls represented a return of 63.5 percent
usable respFnses. In order to permit comparison with the
Sample used/in the administration of the final draft of
I ' i .



N
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AN

the quostionndir Tuable 2 shows Lho djstrlbutlon -Of

teachers. in the Pllot Study by\Lhe qrndo Ievels at whlch

they taught.

Table 2

-~Distribution Of Teachcrs

N

”»

_ in the Pilot Study
by the Grade Level Taught

57

LGradQ Level

Number ,PerC@nt

Elementary (I“—.VI)
Junior High (VII - IX)
Elementary—Jﬁﬁior High (I - IX)
Senior High EX1— XIT)

' Junior—Senio% High (Vi - XIf)

Total R

20 -21.5
23 247
13 g 13.9
34 . 36.5
3 30
93+ L. 99.8

——— R

*Six teachers did not respond to this item

Table 3 presents the distribution of teachers at

the junior and senior hlqh School‘lovels By - Lhe subject

areas for which they were responsible fOL more thanr half

‘i’ﬂ BN

. . . . 35N
0of thelr teaching time. Aqnln £or sthg sako of Com}arL on

an atiempt 1s madoe o bnrescent the s

¢ .
manner consistont with that fors

the

‘c;
up jeast arcag in oo

sample used in the

administration of the final draft.of the guestionnaire.

The questionnaires were administered in the

manner described in the previous chapter by delivering

.copies to the participating schools for distribution to

,/ .v

[ «,// J , ) . . ' -
full-timé teachers. In addition to being asked to respond
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a/ .
- Table 3
Distribution of Junior and Senior High School
i Teachexs in the Pilot Study by Subject
T , Area Spccialirzation
. ) . )
‘”,-I._. .‘“. ‘ -
Subject Area Nuinbe r - Percent
English-Social Studics 17 32.0
- Frehnch-Foreign Languages 1 1.8
’ ) * ) [ .
‘Mathematics-Science . 19 35.8
Fine Arts : .3 | 5.6
Physical Education 5 ‘ 9.4
. Home Economics ’ 2 3.7
Industrial Arts 4 7:5
Business Education - 2 3.7
Total 53%* 99.5
*Twonty junior and sonioy hich school tLeooners aid

not resnond ‘Lo thig item or spent
teaching time in a subject arca

hal

or

loss

of

theilr



to the questj%pnairo;‘togchors wbré invited to cémmenﬁ
critically Oh'any aspect of it. To_obtain further reaction
to tho'qugstionnniro, arrangéments weré made Lo discuss 1t
with a number of the respondents. Eight teachers from

two schools and from eldmentary, junior high, and senior

high grade levels participated in these discussions. A
ah P 2 ‘ .

number of issues were discussed particularly thosc related

w

to interpretation of .ftems and of response categories.:
These reactions proved to be useful in the lalor revision

A

B

th

of the guestionnaire.

The responses to the items in Parts T, II, and IIT
2 .

.
of the questionnaire were scored in the followlng manner:
Part I--Locus of Decision

—_— [
A - .), 2 . . o &

B=4,C=23,D=2,LF =1

The possible range of scores was from 35 to 175 with

the higher scores indicating a tendency for locus of

>

decisions. to be further from the student .
Part II--Change .in Practice Over Time

A:.SzB:{],vC:‘B,D:ZZ"E:l;

The possibjo-fango-of scores was from ZQZEO 120 with
tho hichor ﬂ(ﬁf)rf\s 311Q¢5<t;tiizxq i?€c§ creater amount of
change over time. | .
Part:III-—Uniformity of P:actice ' R
'A=4,B‘=3,C=2,D'=1
The possible rangé Of scores.was f:Qm.3l to 124 -and
the;highef scores indicated a tendéﬁcy for greater
uniformity of practice. |

A

~ i
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Questionnaires were rejected if more than four iteﬁs
on any part werc found to )slel undnswércd. ‘Otherwise, where
an answor hac been omitted, the mean score for the other

items in that part was ernt ered.

Criteria for Item Seclection

In constructing the early drafts of the qguestion-
. 4 .
naire an effort was made to fepresenp adequately the uni-
.verse of iltems defining those.asponts of the teaching-
iearning4pfoéess conceptualiZed as being of Importance.:
The draft used in the Pilot Study was intended to include
more items than would be necessary or desirable for the’ ia/
d

final form. Therefore, three criteria wvere used as a
basis for selecting an adequate number of good items for
use in a revised form of the questionmaire: éonstrugt

validity, internal consistency, and practicality.

Construct vnliditvf The items-reé&ihéd should
define somd concentually meaningful dimensions of the
teaching—leurning procéss. This criterion was based on
factor analysis.and was considered to be satisfied when
tne itoms dofjning 8 ;ucfor had lnndings =.300 on both

i

the p)J]dw\~“’:for paLtOrnvand the prjﬁary~iugtor

<5
structure and the factor so definced was ‘lnterpL able

\

Internal consistency. .The item analysié-péﬁformod
was primarily concerned with retaining items whichlbonr‘
tributed to the rOlldbllltV of the measures obtalned

i

eqpe61ally as ltﬁxelatod to variation w1th1n the measurlng
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generally referred to as 1ntcrnal

consistency., Where there weore more items deoflining a factor
than was considored practical to include in a revised form,

ns retained were those which had the highest cor-

::agions with ﬁhe total écorc for the items defining that

:

" factor, excluding the item being correlated. Account was

also taken of Guilford's (1965) suggestion that the best
items in a homogeneous measure are those with item-total

correlations ranging between C.30 and 0.80.

f

Practic calitv. Althpugh validity and reliability

may be considered to be the yajor cons’derations in de-

~

veloplnq measurements, - attention must also be given to

a numbeb-of prahtlcal con51dcratlon which might 1influence
. oA

the success or otherw1se of their use. Such considerations

L

1ncludo the ease of administration, scoring, and inter-

1

pretatlon of Lh@ monvule (Thorndlhc and Hagen, 1969): A

~onsideration hav1ng implications for item selection is

4

the length of the measuring instrument. Obviously, the

‘longer a qucstionnaife i's, the more information which can

b

be ODLd 1wd by its use and, usually, ke more rellabkble Lt

]

is. HO\OVOL qloaL dl1’1cu1Ly would be encountcred in

b

o

coklng Lhe COOperatlon of tedchors to reSpond Lo a -

quuestlonnalre whlch mlght requlire an unreasonable amount

“_of thelr tlme. The dec151on as to ‘hcw long a questlonnalre

of thlS type Qhould b@ is somewhat arbitrary; h0wever the

1nf01matlon galned from Lho reaction of respondents to the

P



questlonnalre used in the Pilot Study COnflrmed what had

been expected--the 90 item questlonnalre was longer than

62

was desirable from this practlcal consideration. Therefore,

it was decided that the revised form of the questionnaire
would not contain more than 20 items in each of the three

parts.’ : . ’

Analysis o} Data for Part I--Who Makes Decisions

A ﬁrincipal component analysis was first performed
on the 35 x 35 R (Pearson product—momeht correlation)
matrix of variables - for Part I :of the questionnaire .and
the 35 eigenvalues were subjected to a "scree" test
bv(Cattefl; 1966) as a possible means of .determining the
appropriate number of factors to‘extréct. Thie test notes
the point at which there is a distinct leveling off in

the curve when the‘eigenvalues are plotted on a graph

and suggests that point as the appropriate place to stop oo

factoring. The results of this test were not unequivocal,
B

but the hypothesis of four factors appeared reasonable.
Next, a maximum-likelihood factor anelysie was performed

on the R matrix. Although iteration was not catried.to a’

o

converged solution, the goceginess-of-fit test which w#s per—

formed. indicated that, with a significance level of4.05,_
the hypothe51s of four factors should be reJected. A
maxlmum-llkellhood procedure was agaln used thlS tlme w1th

five factors. Iteration to a. converged solutlon ylelded a

chi square value of 452.54 (df = 430) whlch fell well below-

statistical significance (p = .22),

1nd1catlng that flve

3
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factors were appropriate for the data. Two Harris-Kaiser

oblique transformations were performed on the maximum--

likelihood factor pattern4—§he‘independent cluster version

and A'A proportional to L vgrsion. Using the hyperplane

count- as the basis for decision, it was determined that

the independent cluster version gave the clearest final

solution for the primary-factor pattern matrix. In

instances where the coefficients of variables defining a
factor were negétiﬁe, the factor was reflected. The

and V reflected 1is

14

matrix obtained with Factors I, IT

presented in Table 4. °
In common-factor analysis the primary-factor.'
pattern matrix.provides the most inperpretable;factor

loading matrix. The elemeﬁfs'of this matrix are re-

gression coefficients for ‘predicting the variables from

.ox

the factors. In addition, th@boblique solution provides
. . g L _0113&‘ ¢ .

a different matrix known asba@prlmary—factor structure

matrix the elements of which[ar correlations between

"~ the variables and the' factorsy e primary-factor
structure matrix for Part I iskg% n in Table 5. In
N . ‘¢ s

accordance with the criteria disc d earlier, items ¥

were not.retained for inclusion in revised questiong

naire which did not have loadings S'300 on both the

primary-factor pattern and the primary-factor étructure.

13, 15, 30, and 34 were deleted

’

Therefore, items 1, 9
from further consideration. s
. I N .

f \
‘Although it was shown to bk statistically appro-



Oblique Prirm -y-Factor Pattern Matrix--

Table 4

7k 5 Makes Decisions

64

(N=99)
Factors

It=r II ' III v \%
1 VR 080 175 317 -402
2 -101 220 -115 439 -185
3 -111 282 131 482 -418
4 032 133 -041 560 -096
5 130, -030 . -132 510 136
6 o211 -054 -100 379 375
7 147 -256 140 60 104
8 105 -173 -126 528 029
9 209 075 —320 189 -019
10 764 -039 -047 ° 237 -133
11 903 065 032 ~138 066
12 - 060 233 - 162 332 -077
13 028 023 181 262 231
14 031 -089 . 612 174 -186
15 -097 096 285 - 205 097
16 071 =108 . 180 -172 -038
17 027 -052 125 172 422
18 -027 -033 -083 111 429
19 -321 018 114 584 087
20 -007 653 -107 -135 010
21 -096 734, - =040 N56 -167
22 -025 S 0217 -042 012 512
23 -068 111 N 014 -077 555
24 078 012 J/ 124 -098 494
25 052 1Q2 020 -107 517
26 -230 " 002 254 274 347
27 -116 344 -014 125 377
28 -055" 396 019 -006 266
29 -036 390 005 124 183
30 006 178 247 -052 028
31 052 447 296 -135 114
‘32 027 611 083 000 061
33 111 641 -054 012 -164
34 241 115 -029 187 189
35 083 465 078 070 049

*Decimals have been omitted

/



o
1.*.,,.":\“/.

g

EAE -
. .;Pable 5 s :
Oblique Primary-Factor Structure Matrix--
Who: Makes Decisions " -
" (N=99)
o L
¥ W
P Factors i
. 1113?" - ' A
Item }', i IT ITT Iv v
R raig : .
1 _,ﬁj’zm* 092 148 249 -214
2 2082 242 -097 400 016
3 131 267 112 402 -127
4 250 284 019 . 576 144
5 282 210 - -034 579 288
6 273 .065 . 016 490 ) 413
7 301 052 - 208 - €18 266
8 205 025 . -077 - 504 132
9 237 150 -255 247 027
10 © 809 - 239 ¢ 083 432 002
11 891 355 . 211 21 - 139
12 274 359 ' 255 417 - 167
13 182 233 266 378 374
14 L_/v’i.& 155 006 580 . 149 .- =023
15 © 068 211 323 - 265 257
16 117 -030 751 - -121 037
17 133 191 230 325 493
18 027 ’ 140 010 234 435
y‘&}% -087 151 132 522 ' 291
e 0l 149 593 -015 . 069 . 182
21 ' 147 651 - 028 . 200 ‘ 108
22 ‘030 201 069 186 513
23 002 . 272 131 133 566
24 122 211 239 . 119 499
25 . - 105 280 148 - 127 527
26 -054 © 183 313 . =343 476
27 078 484 113 329 235
28 : 107 . 477 129 200 410
%29 - 157 487 112 303 369
30 158 233 ' 289 - 062 136
31 - 223 510 388 - 097 392
32 256 . 656 199 © 238 310
33 395 - . 61 034 ~ 196 078
34 357 324 094 .. li?.l 316
35 283 546 184 275 272

*Decimals'have“been omitted
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e, @ AT '
priate to extract five fadtOrs from the data, all five

“were not. well defined in terms of the number of 1tems
loading on them and were Qo@ thought to be conceptually
meaningful or 1nterpretable. Furthermore, keeping in mind
the criterionfe% practicelity already discuSsedf}it was
dec1ded to delete 1tems 10 and 11 whlch deflned Fact@r I
and 1tems 14 and 16 whlch deflned Factor III. i

The factors retained up to this pointWCOntaihed -
:nihe items each. Since this exceeded the number: of items
suggeetedvas.being desirabie for the total scale, and
since each,ef these factors was well defined hYISUCh_a
relatively large number of items; it'was decidedntéf
delete;ftbm each the three»items which had the lewest
correlatiénsvwith the total score for the_items defining
the‘feetor (excluding"the:score of the item being cor-
rélétéd)z These itemfsuhscale correlations are given

in Table 6. By this procedure items 27, 29 and 31 were

-

'deleted from Factor IT; items 2, 3, and 12 were deleted

from Factor IV, and items 6, 18 and 25 were deleted from.

,
~ Factor V.

For the 18 items' remaining, considetation was
given to the extent te;which they met the criterion
suggested by‘Guilerdﬁ (1965). Data from Table 6 show
‘that all of the correlations of items with their subscaie h
scores were within the 0.30 to 0:80 renge.suggested-and'
when item to;teta;vscale correletions Wete calaulated,

.

, were within this range.

|
/

Lhese;,too
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A further check on the 1ntérnal cons1stency of
the total scale was obtained by caiculatlng the o

coefficient alpha. The coerf1c1ent of 0.802 Whlch

"was obtalned was conSldered to be qulte adequate for the

o

/e

research. o .

present study in that Nunnally (1967:226) has stated that
a reliability coefflclent of between 0.50 and O. 60 is
usually adequate for most basic research. whlle a coeffl-

c1ent exceeding O. 80 w0u1d be necessary for most applled

v

%

Subscales Proposed for Part I--Who Makes Decisions

2

The items deflnlng the threg factors retalned On'

'the basis of the analy51s dlscussed in the previOus

;sectlon were proposed as three subscales to measure three

Is

- underlying dlmenSlons of "who makes dec1s1ons regarding

¥

- the teachlng—learnlng process. These subscales with

an -ldentification of the'dimensions they appear-to-

measure were ag follows: ‘ IR

oL
I. CONT: " OF STUDENT PROMOTION AND "CONDUCT

’ .

Who;Decides

). 20. when students are to be promoted .

21 . The ba51s .on whlch students are to be promoted,

I

28vf The use Whlﬁh is made of the results of "evalu- .

. 'atlon- . “)“ ) ) ‘-\.Av
32. 'What action is taken ‘when a student has been -
. : N o 5 -

-

absent from class. ' T
t h ) N "‘{U .

. 33. wWhat action is taken Jhen afstudent comes to,..

s - : a a .



class late.
35. What action is taken in the eve:nt of a serious

breach of the rules of cépdﬂ@t,”

II. CONTROL OF.INSTRUC@IONAL'MATﬁﬁthS
Who Decides
4. The way in which textbooks ére used.
5. What instructional materials other than text- .
books a#e dseé.' |
6. The ways in whigh‘theée otherlinstructional
materials are used. =
s 7. 'The‘types‘éf A-V equipment which aié'ﬁsed.
8. When various iltems of A-V equipment are used.

19. When particular units or topics are dealt with.

ITII. CONTROL OF THE ‘TNSTRUCTTONAL PROCESS

who Dec;deéél | ;

H'l7.‘ The pace a£ which congent is to be co&ered
by sﬁudénté.

22; What“bé té ﬁe achieved by thé activities of

students in-the cdZss setting.
. : Y s

role as-a teacher in par-

7

23. The nature:of vou
< ! .
¥

ticular teéaghind-learning situations.

24., The specific feaching methods you use..
-26.., Whether not homework 1is assigned:

. 27. The methods'of,eValqaﬁion which are used.

. . . : ® 1 : i ﬁ%'
It might be pointed out that although the seven

[N

1

. categories of activities of the teaching-learning process

[N,



) / S S | .
suggested in the cOncebtual framework were %ot maintained
‘insthat‘form, items from each of these categories except
‘"grouping of students" were representedvin the three
subscaies proposed.

Analysis of Data for Part II-—-Change
in Practice'Over Time

LA
0o -

5&;%@The'24 x 24 R matrix of variables in Part Ii was
subjected to avpriﬁcipal component analysis. A scree test
which Qas perfofﬁed onvthe 24 eigenvaluee“provided/no
clear indication of the number of factors to extqéct. It
- was arbltrarlly decided to begin testing at five ractofs.
The max1mum~llkellhood factor analy81s was applled w1th

hypotheses of five, six, and seven factors and, although

’
iteration was not cerried to a converged solution in eitherf'
case, the goodﬁess—of—fit tests performedxihdicated that -
these hYpotheseS'should be rejected}:vwith eighf factOrs,
the partlally converged solutlon ylelded a chi square |
value of 141 92 (df = 112) which fell below statistical
S;gn;facanceJ(p = ,QB)., Because ceﬁYe:gencevwas not
Léchieveg‘with the maximuh—likeiihbod"p%oce@ure; aﬁ—uﬁ— -
‘weighted least .squares common-factor solution, using the.

 hypothesis of éight factors, was obtained and subjected
. > : )

ae.both Hérris—Kéﬁser.oblique transformations. ‘Again,.-

" the independent‘clusterQﬁersiOh gave the clearest primary-
. factor pattern matrix. This matrix, with Factors I, IT,
and VII reflected, is shown in Table 7. The primary-

o ,
- factor structure matrix is presented .in Table 8.



. Oblique'Priméry—Factor'Pattern Matrix>- .

“Table- 7

)

Change in Practice Over Time

iv

(N=99)
Factors ‘
Item I II III IV ¢ V VI VII  VIII
36 -118* -070: 061 257 125 =016 479 186
37 -077 . 023 044 -027 =-158 ~-063 983 016
38 104 064 -138 -382 446 356 478 -278
. 39 -050 -125 =-024 =218 902 196 040 32
40 -132 -006 -035 154 909 10g3 -025 048
41 152 058 071 116 701 -190 -026 -008
42 579 096 073 171 . 255 =189 - 102 -540
43 -034 020 999 -020 -022.<005 047 012
44 -001 * 004 908 021 ©37 =-~0r4 002 =004
45 -066 -044 170 475 142 172 -124 -128 *
46 -031 014 -083 765 217 -142 064 -003
47 -093 057 -028 490 =086 . 575 -014, -130
48 260 -056 -060 - 566 =2¥1 .~ 129 187 073
49 -167 045 -028 063 -0683 863 015  0S6
50 33 -042 074 -131 101 383 =015 34X
51 60 -031 - 088 -066 091 392 -239 . 095
52 1014 -006 -037, 003 =-057 -014 -009 -031
53 - 878 -009 -021 034 -010 _»¥00 -023 107
54 374 -012 -078 - 116 005 -175 209 440
55 152 246 066 -065 245 017 068 296
56 -213 923 -105 - 152 177 -155 061 183"
57 -132 980 036 028 145 -028 .-171 ° 030
58 255 839 -032 -040. -228 113 060 -212
59 084 791 © 075 ~-151 -170 092 166 001

*Decimals have been omitted

-



Table 8
. Oblique Primary-Factor Strudturé Matrix--Change
. in Practice Qver Time
(N=99)
> l _ Factors
Item I II III IV v, VI  VII VIII
36 437* 216 434 547 . 541 - 455 678 355
37 . 282 270 405 348 421 * 346 828 148
38 440 0331 191 210 662 466 = 692 119
39 553 169 278 268 842" 393 548 357
40 588" 259 331 aggg 864 388 566 373
41 651 290 -.386 17 807 270 .520 353
.42 562 238 361 418 565 190 ' 470 -054
. 43 ‘ 322 125 996 429 371 281 - 497 171
44 | . 346 114 928 433 394 271 468 174
45 } 27 083 374 - 576 295 418 ¢ 296 085
46 467 222 323 754 489~ 432 469 247
47 ! 306 261 263 - 723 248 758 398 *164
48 l 520 221 310 740 ' 332 587 461 351
49 . 275 291 181 515 238 834 382 308
50 .719 323 328 450 589 636 458 687
51 773 294 313 . 481 564 605 343 561
53| gﬁgé) 330 280 472 625. 415 419 514
.53 ) 88¥ 311 274 438 607 355 384 366
54/ 682 302 234' 404 537 - 335 441 b6l
55 618 493 302 347 601  '405. 475 581
46 301 909 017 223 309 239 268 377
/57 293 934 085 190 277 263 232 306
758 - 332 841 066 224 181 - 335" %96 131
59 328 . 830 163 187 - 243 339 380 280

* b

S



Using the criterion that items not loadingiS.BOO
on both the b;imary—fagﬁor pattern and the primary-factor
structure not be used, item 55 was deleted.. Although it
was sﬁown to be statistically appropriate to extréct eight .-
factors, Factors III and VIII were_deffnednby 6n1y two |

| - 0
: . A )
items each and it was very difficult to apply any meaning-

-~ ful interpretation to Facﬁofé VI and VII. It was
decided, therefore, to retain only the items defining
Factors I, II 1v; and V for further consideration.

Sinée thesé four factors cdhtainea a total of 18
items} it was not necessary to reduce the number further
for reason of pfactiéality; _However;.the item—éhbscale

and item-total scale correlations were examined and are

shown in Table 9. 1In terms of Guilford's :suggestedi

v

range,.all but four of tHese'correlétions were between
0.30 and O,QO and these four éxceedéd the range'suggesting
ﬁhatvgreater reiiability might have been achieved at the
expense Of validity.
| The céeffibient alpha calculated ﬁbr‘

this scale was 0.906 which agairr was considered to be
. ¢ : & '
quite acceptable. ’ , -
. > . .

7 .

. A - -
Subscales Pronosed for. Part II--Change
in Practice Over Time - :

. ,, o | _ | :
The subggales which were proposed as measures of
-fecur underlying y1ons of '"change 1n practice over:

i LT
4 krme" were. as ‘fo
b B SRR

(-

¥
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" How Often Is There’Change'in

42.

50.

j52.'?The spec1flc teachlng methods you ‘use. .,

'~ 53.

54.

51'

~T. CHANGE IN THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESS

'class(es)

‘student ‘activities. R

i

,

Who uses varlous 1tems ‘of A-V equlpment in your

)

-

, The lnstructlonal‘objectiyes to be achieved by

e

. R / ‘ -
The nature of your role as a”teacher in par-

»tlcular teachlng learnlng 51tuatlons.,'

The methods of learnlng and problem solv1ng'

used by the student.‘ -”'}

The kinds of‘actLV1ties‘which accompany or

" follow the'study'of particular7oontent.

IIt: CHANGE IN STUDENT CONTROL PRACTICESA

56

57.

58.

.59,

-class late. N ﬂl‘ “l,"f i

/-//How Often Is There Change 1n':

vThe'actlon you’ take ‘when a student has been’d:
absent from class.' AR

The‘éetion‘you take.when'etstudentjcomesito_

-

13

Rules for student conduct whlle engaged 1n

'class related act1v1t1es. E "‘7§ ' .
‘The actlon whlch you take in the event of a'

”serlous bleaoh of~the rules of.conduct: -

ITI. CHANGE IN USE OF SPACE,AND TIME

~—

How"Ofteans_ThereVChangejrn

.45,

“wo

“The location where “arious learning activities

75



‘only one item, were not represented in. the subscalés

'presented here.

76
are carried on whether in a single classroomnm,
. ) ) ) .
a variety of different areas 1in the school, or

various places outside the school.

46. The extent to wh¥ch students are permitted to

move'around in their learning environment.

47. Thé amount of time which is allocated to the

g

RS P
specific subject(s) which you teach.

- 48. The amount of unstructured time during which
students are permitted to pursue their own

interests. .

IV. CHANGE IIN_ INSTRUCSTIONAL‘MATERIALS AND THEIR USE
How Often Is There Chénge in | |
//// 38. The way in which- textboeks are used.
39. The instructional materials other ‘than text-

books which‘are used..

40. The.ways in which thése other instructional

\

materials are .used.
41. The types of A=V equipment which>are used.
v g

With reference to the gategories.of .activities
proposed in the*tpnceptualization-of the teaching-learning

_ . A v , ¥

e

. _process, only six of the seven categories were reprer

sented 1n the orlglnal 24 ltem scale. dﬂJthese "grouplng
g N e

‘of students" and "evaluatlon " each of which contained

- )

4
h

%]



Analysis of Data for Part ITI--
Uniformity of Practice

As in thé analysis of the data for Parts I and IT.
the”31 x 31 R matrix of variables for Part III was sub-
jected to a principail component analysis. Once again;
the screé test on the resulting eigenvalues was npt help-
ful in determining the number ofkfactors.' A maximum-like-
1ihood factor analysis-procedure was applied and, wiﬁﬁ
partially-converged solutEOns, the hypotheses of five,
six, seven, eight, and nine,factofs were rejected as a

"result.of the goodness—of-fit tests performed. A maximum-
likelihood factor analysis was' again used, this»time with.
ten facto}s.v Iteration to a converged sojlution yielded a
chi square of 227.52 (df = 200) which feiivbélosztatis—
tical significénéé (p = .09). delHarriS/kéisér trans-

_formations.were again applied to the makimumvlikeiihood

" . . ¥

factor pattern and again the independent cluster version

-

gave the cleirest solution. The resulting primary-
factor pattern matrix with'Facfors II,TIV,%énd VIII
reflected is\shown in Table 10, while the primary-: ~tor
‘sﬁrucﬁure matrix is shown in Table ilg i

‘ Only item 81 did not 1badvE;.300-0n both tbgigﬁﬂ

@

primary-factor pattern and the primary-factor Structure y»

L 5 5

and it was deleted. Factors I, 'VII, IX, and X presented
diffigulties of, interprétation when all itemg loading on
//<each were considered. It was decided,'theréfore, to

eliminéﬁe these as posSible subscales.

'
i
x

Factors II, V

b

and VI presented a different

77
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Table 10 . //}

Obligue Primary-Factor Pattern Matrix--Uniformity
: of Practice

(N=99)
Factors
Item I II IIT TV v o VvI  VII VIII IX @ X-
6.0 123*~101 080 -072 ~112 908 -005 -030 046 -069
61 -095 178 -027 9059 141 600 026 097 002 061
62 ~008 974 -013-4024 027 008 001 031 -065 027
63 003 735 -018 097 -030 056 034 -058 226 -136
64 . 056 015 -018 005 795 193 -016 -031 026 056
65 : 000 050 069 -044. 831 -111 -039 102 113 -057
66 -040 079 007 -031 178 -055 ~013 -167 793 082
67 014 -090 126 047 166 =104 105 -178 699 -122
68 - 148 191 295 -213 -397 089 -240 441 241 -224
69 . 135 034 143 -013 =195 -264 -016 675 181 -413
70 052 167 =023 -124 -431 128 -069 257 495 210
71 . 146 240 -C56 -018 -265 -021 A 005 - 512 100 -009
72 002 075 -089 -163 --090 -047/ 110 . 769 017 010
73 -148 -008 -044 013 =004 181/ -109 250 476 095
74 . -102 016 -139 -025 -036 048 720 -018 219 151
75 - =033 081 109 059 -041 008 839 -031 -068 019
76 199 -060 147 091 028 -022 479 334 -167 -158
77 320 023 -053 097 038 -168 169 238 269 -211
78 . =162 -166 000 087 168 050 023 883 -030 -024
79 -274 =247 -007 056 101 111 166 692 026 216°
80 203 039 102 035 105 061 -176 631 -159 003
- 81 -088™=216 . 517 034 133 162 .060 286 001 008"
82 026 Q03 1007 -045 031 -034 -040 014 -104 063
83 _ -003 079 £77_ 113 -068 044 098 -308 191 -189
84 -029 088 ©£75 -144 -154° -159 -015 023 142. 327
' 85 094 -014 -159 -065 -132.-216 060 183 231 620
86 167 -114 099 036 075 126 051 042 -026. 475
87 - £111 048 058 940 ~-052 008 -139 065 007 073
88 080 -038 -D39 872 074 -013 169 -037 -031 -069
89 978 -004 -006 012 .008 -002 -004 005 -007 017
495 -116 032 109 -222 260 -128

90 416 101 -1905

s+ +*Decimals have been omitted
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Table 11

Oblique Primary—Féctor Structure Matrix--Uniformity
: _ of Practigce ‘ ‘

(N=99)
Factors
Item I IT IIT . IV VvV . VI VII VIII IX X
60 . 273% 330 385 100 154 871 299 467 413 074
61 " 230 581,341 174 428 772 285 547 489 147
62 - 208 973 236 .027 510 474 219 462 432 119
63 243 - 821 301 130 459 485 288-491 562 047
64 . 305 530 166 111 874 446 127 371F 491 097
65 - 247 530 180 069 907 277 111 399 525 -016
66 332 444 312 187 500 316 274 .433 758 190
67 "331 248 371 240 376 213 348 392 668 074
68 268 379 525 092 010 439 253 619 492 -002
69 - 278 238 493 217 080 181 369 650 481w—11b
70 383 378 46l 236 -002 441 ¥369 588 605 ° 361
71 . 381 410 440 258 088 354 386 627 473 223
72 i 285 385 408 146 174+ 368 427 698 475 136
342 213 297 462 227 545 610 174=
351 215 091 288 736 . 422 456 271 -
540 335 025 280 876 -483 385 267
613 412 116 302 718 627 421 200
428 337 283 210 472 543 566 135
529 368 2329 459 404 826 554 144
505 379 186 418 462 715 493 306
518 358 . 316 420 279 692 454 255
By o 729 4237 192 446 461 664 500 241
- 944 487 070 307 461 600 427 377
845 455 . 068 336 502 501 502 177
732 383,-940° 174 409 486 417 510
755 326 -034 -013 292 280 300 674
<437 433 109 252 336 368 318. 631
597 41 023 137 194 404 293 477
479 883 101 117 393 382 316 397
517 476 232 238 456 458 467 530
405 04

119 196 396 341 444 337




- Y
problem. Although only two items loaded on each, the
loadings were high>and the interpretation of each factor
seemed to be clear. Allfthree of'these factors had in
common their concern with material resources and their‘uee

in the teaching-learning process. An examination of the

~intercorrelations of these three factors revealed that

the correlations were relatively high--0.304, 0.490, and
0.518. FUrtherﬁore, when»the‘six items were treated‘ae
a'singie subscale, the ltem-total eubseale cgrretiiiggé///
were high (Instructional Materials Subscele in Table 12).
All of these considerations sﬁggested‘that these six .

items be comblned to form a 81ngle subscale concerned

with the type and use of 1nstructlonal materlals. The
items defining Factors III, 1V, ah@;VIII;were also retained
as subscales. |

Table 12 containe the item—-subscale and item—:_és

/

total scale cbrrelations4for.theA2l items which might

e

form Subecales. Since FactongIII'was well defined in .

terms OFf the number of items 1oad1nq on 1t it was

s

decided to(delete itemst68, 69, and - 76 whlch had the

kS

jowest item-subscale correlations. For the remaining

18 items, all item-total subscale correlations except

“one and all item—total scale'correlations fell within

the 0.30 to 0.80 ran%e suggested by Gullford

The coefficient alpha for thle ocale of

18 items~waspcalculated to be O.900.

¢
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I

I'ne rour supscales which were proposed as measures
4
underlying  dimensions of "uniformity of practice"

A

- ‘ //
UNIFORMITY OF PRACTICE IN THE TYPE AND USE OF
INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

cl

How Unlform ‘Are Practlces Regardlng

‘

60 The textbook39wh1ch are used.

6l. The way in wh;ch textbooks are used.

¢

62. . The 1nstructlonal materlals other than text—

bOOkS\Wthh are used. *

< —

63 The ways in whlch these other instructional

' materlals are used.

7
v

I1.

©4. The types of A-V equipment which are used

65 When various items of A-V equlpment are used

4
S

UNIFORMITY OF PRACTICE IN THE INSTRUCTIONAL
PROCESS

How Uniform Are Pra@tlces Regardlng .

¢

71. 1The pace at T'hﬂch content is to be covered by

students.

¥ 1 i

72 Whgn students are to move from one “learnlng

%

acthLty or unxt to the Jexts
i
78. The spec1f1c teachlng methods You uses

79. ,The methods of 1earn1ng and problem solving

used by the student.

t

80. The klnds of actlvltles whlch accompany or

2

follow the study of pa}tlcular content.

s &

.~

L

i



IIT. UNIFORMITY OF.STUDENT CONTROL PRACTICES R
HOW_Uniforﬁ Are Practiceé;Regarding'
87. The éctiOn which is taken whéh_a student has
been absent. . |
88. iThe action wﬁiéh is‘takeniwhen-a studenﬁ/zs
late for clasék - - - | .‘ mg
90. ‘Tﬁebaction which is taken in the event of a

serious breach of the rules of conduct.

k™

“IV. ~UNIFORMITY OF BRACTICE IN EVALUATION
- . . \

1

How Uniform Aré Practices Regarding

8i. Whether or not homework is assigned. 1

&

82. The methods of evaluation which are usg%{

-~

. 83. The use which 'is madg £ the re?plts,ﬂé -
evaluation. \ _ e &

. . » /o

84. How often-evaluation takes place. '

M {-§3
tSix'of the séventcategories of activities used ig
the conceptual framework'were represented ih the prig;nél
31 items.l Of thesé; only the category "defining‘instruc—
tional Objectives," which contained- one ltem, was not
. : + ‘- ‘
represented in the 18 item subscale proposed here.

gV .
Other Changes in_the Questionnaire

'The,major changé in the form of the questionnaire
.which was used in the Pilot Study Qas thé reduction iner.
its length on the.gésis‘éf the analysis pf data'jgst o
described. Twoiadditignal changes were>made in revising'

i - . :y | *
* “gthe questionnaire. ¥,
o S, ; . ..



The response categories used in Part II ‘of the
questionnaire--Change in Practice Over'Time—-appeared to
be Unreasonably precisevand confinfng for respondents
who were asked to descrlbe wﬁat was "typlcally" the case.

P

It was dec1ded therefore, to modify the categories to \

t

the following form:
A;- VERY FREQUENTLY - An average of at least once a day

B. OFTEN - An average of at least once a week

Y

C. OCCASIONALLY - An average of at least once a month
D. 'SELDOM - Kn average of at least once a year

E. NOT AT ALL DURING THE YEAR . &

23

\Part IV was also revised to 51mp11fy response by

teachers and to ask for only the 1nformatlon which was
necessary for the final ‘age. of the study.

[§

i SUMMARY

This chapter has,described the procedures followed

in the-development and analysis of the questionnaire pro-

il
v

posed as a measure of variousniiyects of the: teaching-
‘learning process. Based on the conceptualization pre-—

sented in Chapter 2 and‘drawing on a number Of sourcesﬂef“;f”p
for items a three part questlonna%re contalnlng 110 -

T ; -

items was constructed. Reactlons from 28 persons who
. were elther active - teachers or were familiar w1th the
Tactivities belng.measured,resulted in reduc;ng the

number Jof items to 90 and in ¢hanging the response

categories of the section designed to measurefthe degree.

e



to which activities are programmed .

)

Ninety-nine teachers in nine s¢hools with various

grade combinations from I - XII'réiEBﬁded to the 90 item

guestionnaire. On the basis of tAree criteria-*construct

validity; inteTrnal consistency of iteBP}Hand practicality
with respect to the length of the quéstionnaire——the

data gathered were uséd to select items which comprised

‘three scales of 18 items each. Three subscaléé were

proposed for Scale I and four each for Scéles II and ITT.

! . B -

Two other changes made were a modification of -the response
categories for Part 'II--Change in Practice Over Timé*—and-
some revision of Part IV which was designed to gather

information about the teaching assignment.’

85



. Chapter 5 -

USE AND ANALYSIS OF THE.FINAL FORM OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

N : y et

In its final form the questionnairé Descriptors

-of the Teaching-Learninag Process was administered to a

new ‘sample of teachers. Information gathered from*this

administration was used to provide evidence as to the

‘nature of the underlying dimensions of the téaching—

on‘gf the reliability of the

r t

learning‘prqcéss-and indicati
measures obﬁained..:In addition, the daﬁa;were used to
explore something of the naturé of the teachiﬁé;leafning“
pchess as it occurs in particular schools, types of
schools, and shﬁject area specializations..

This . chapter provides a descripti09~bffthe_samplé
used,’ the administratio ﬂ@f’fhe'qﬁeétéonnaire, and the

. - . . 5 '
,analzfif/pﬁ<tﬁe data‘by procedgres Qf=factor agaIYSLS,

_»/

ifem analysis, and other estimates of reliability.
SAMPLE, ADMINISTRATION, AND SCORING

_This form of the.questidnnairb-was‘administered'to
teachers in 13 schools In the 'Edmonton Public School System.
The schools constituted a stratified random sample oOf.
six elementary schools, four junior high schools, and
three sernior high schools. 1In all exéept one'senior
high school questionnaires were provided to all teachers

, ‘ g -~



\\ L
engaged in full tlme teachlng.' Since the fhumber of

»

teachers in this one senior hlgh'school”was large, a random )
saﬁple~of 50 teachers was' used. - A total of”340 questlon;L

naires was distributed{ 87 o0 teachers in elementary

schools, 101 to teachers 1n Junlor high schools, land 152
Ty

. to- teachers in senior hlgh schools. Completed question—
nalres were returned by 72 elementary sghool teachers 82
junior hlgh school teachers and 93 senlor”hlgh school |
teachers for a total of 247 which represented a.72‘6 . -
pedcent return. Plve returns from senlor high- school
teachers were 1ncomplete and were not usable. l; ‘MU : \
s . ’ ’ -

i Table l3 presents the dlstrlbutlon of teachers i
1n the saﬁﬁle by type of school in, whlch they‘taught. “
Although no; dlrectly comparable w1th ‘the sample used in
the Pilot Study because ‘of dlfferent ‘grade level
organization in the schools, the samples appear to be
similar on the basis of grade level representationT*

- : ) ' Table-lB

DistributiOnvof'Teachers by Type of School

N N
— —_

*: Number ,
Number of of Usable . ‘Percent-Usable
Tvpe oF ‘Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionpaires:
School- - Distributed - .Returned - Returned ,
- Elementary  87. .72 29.1
.. Senior High . 152 =~ %7 93 . 37.6

A

+ Total 340 247 g .~ 99.8




2

- , N . e o0

- N

and senlor hlgh SChool ‘teachers by subject area

*

spec1allzatlon. Espec1a11y in the maJor shbject areas‘

(Engllsh 8001al Studles and Mathematlcs—Sc1ence) thls

‘ W

sample and that used 1n the PllOt Study are qulte sr@ﬁlar

in distribution. .o 5 _‘ \iﬁ‘ ﬂ': \2_ : j;ﬁ? v
‘As in the Pilot -Study, the questlonnalres were

: , r L , RN .

distributed to teachers with a requestJthat they be_‘ S

- ) i LS Y

o

Ifcompleted sealed Tn the envelope prov1ded and ,returned

to the school office w1th1n one ‘week. In sqhools where S

'!‘ el 3 ‘ . -
all questlonnalres_were“not returned w1th1n this. time ST

I3

period, a reminder was sent to all teachers and 19

additional reSponses were “eceived.
)

« ‘The scorlng procedure used was the same as that

édesCr:Lbed for the PllOt Study . . oo C

5,

e . n
3

el
PR ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR PART I--

LOCUS OF DECISION

e

'P matrl& and'”

Doge s AT

the partdally—d%n“

of 125 31 (df 2 66
cance,(p ;_mﬂﬂt@ndigétln :

i . X .

;%at the'data were_under—-
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Table 14
: Dispribuéion of Juniof and Senior;High School .
Teachers by Subject Area Specialization
Su?jectﬂﬁrea = Numbe r . Percent
EnglisH—Social:Studies 48 28.7
French-Foreign Languages 10 5.9
Mathéﬁatics—Science 57 34.1
' Creaéive Arts 6~ . 3.5
" Physical Educatibn 8 4,7
~J"Home Economics 10 5.9
"Industrial Arts - 8 4.7
ﬁ}BuSiness:Eéucation 10 5.9
‘};§bcation§i Education © 10 5.9
.b’I‘tﬁtal 167+ 199.3
o respond to this item



] v ' ) . . _90
factored. The maximum—likelihood procedure was used for B
. . "

4

t ' b 2l N : ) .
six factors 2 he, vh fullyconvergence was not achjeved,

wy

a part’ oo st "ution yielde&.é chi square

value " e JU) ;1ich’fell‘belbwAstatisticgl

si coce (o= s;é;e§ting that it waé-éﬁprOpriate
‘to accepi he hyp aesis ¢F six’fact;rs. -Bspausé the h
maximum-. T ood Locedare failed to.reaéh d-converged_:
solucion, g least squares solution, usihg'f
‘the.hypo‘ +1s of si factors, was obtained and sub-

jected to a Harris-Kaiser oblique transformdcfon, the

A'A proportional to L version providing the clearest ,

-primary-factor pattern matrix. This matrix with Factors
I, IV, and VI reflected is preéented in Table-15. The

. . : : L .
primaryffactor structure matrices for Parwts I, II and III

~ are presented in Appendix C. - !

n

It was not surprising tffht the. factors‘derived
from the data gathered in this administration of tﬁé,
’ : s o Ca
revised questionnaire did not exactly duplicate .the

scales proposed for Part I on the basis of the factor

,

analysis of data from the Pilot Study. Rummel (1970:
355) notes Eha£ since ény significance tést is dependent
on sample‘Size the use Of a statistical test for the
nuﬁbervofﬂfaqpors to retain Qill usually result in a

> : : A

larger nuﬁberﬁof factors with a 1argér~Sample. However,
an‘ekamination of the factors.aé defined by itemsfwith.f .

'loadingé 51,300”reveaied that there ::Ee,nokgreat

inconsistencieg\iith the subscales prodposed earlier.



U

Table iS

& Oblique Primary-Factor Pattern Matrix--

& . " Locus of Decision

= (N=247)

91-

Factors -
;tem I I I1I- v v VI
I -061* 452 174  -059 133 -087
y) 097 613 008 065 -050 . 132
3 024 471 -150 185 164 - 067 .
4 -012 241 000 -068 022 596
5 020 -058 055 108 065 459
6 968 150, . 004 098 403 102
7 4 005 . 014 ©012 . 011 810 _ 065
8 - 080 043 = 104 - 280 383 =159
9 ~ 028 © 203 -080 412 045° =155
10 000 =007 ~156 471 061 - 083
11+ -063. » . 042 149 485 027 043
12 079 014 - 113 561 051 -006
13 - 123 002 151 458 . 075 .052
14 .+ 954 . -037 037 101 -005 . -024
16 . 642 . 074 - 072, 033 101 027
16 044 -050 - 582 022 091 090
17 ' 027 . 196 633 051 213 -159
18 : 084 -090 429 209 -038 168
=& S ‘
*Decimals. %9 been omitted .
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: ' . . ' . . 5 o,
These subscales conslisted of 6 1tems each 1n ccesslve
. J . _

graupings (1 - 6, 7 = 12, 13 - 18). Table 16 shows the*

N

| .®@  comparison of the subscale composition as proposed on the

e -

basis of the Pilot Study with that proposed on the basis
of the analysis of data from the administration, of the

final form of the quesﬁiOnnaire. "When jtems 6 and 13 . \

) ‘ : | | 7

.~ were shifted to subscale III, the six factor solution for
. \/ . - B . ’

thid new set of data-divided each of the three earlier
PAS A . g N a -~
. - . : ) ¥ o -

N subscales 1n two. Tt might be that such'a solution does |

not revezl the existence of new underlying dimensions of
"locus of decision" about the te%phing—leafning process
- - ' "y .
‘but rather a more refined déécription'0f~thosé suggested
- . . ' . . B . .

. ) . . - ..

by ;ﬁi earrier.analyiii. ‘ o 4 R
o . ' ' ) A .\ D —‘;-» . . N N .
<J "These restructured subscales with qp’identif}cation :

of the dimension of "locus of decision" which they ~-“ ;4
: ‘ y Lo o A
appear to meaere are as follows: i~ R & o, :
I. CONTROL OF' STUDENT PROMOTION . =

. s
Who Decides ]
Fs ' '

'P4. The basis on which students are to be ptpméted;f

ks

2

—~

. (&51 When students are to be promoted.

IT. CONTROL OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS: :

a

‘Who Decides- ‘ o o ' c

/Jwgﬁwsl. lThe‘yay in. which textbooks are used. T  7

[ - X .
2. What instructiondl materials other than'

4

textbooks are uSedﬂ.

—

 3. The wdy'in which these cherfinstrUctionai
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Table 16
Subscales Proposed for*Locus of Decision from .
the Pilot Study and from the. Use of the
- Final Form of the Questionnaire
Subscale Subscale
, Propdsed. Proposed
. in the’ in Use of .

Y, Ttem

‘Pilnt Stndy  Final Form

16.

‘usa;d

The. way in whlch textbooks
are used

What instructional materlals
other than textbooks are used
Thé way in which these other)
instructional materlals are,
/

The* types of- A-V equlpment :
which are used ®

When varlpus items of A-V
equipment are used s
When partlcular units or
‘topics are dealt with

The pace at which content is -

to be covered by students

“What is 0 be achikvea by "fhe
activities of studgnts in the -

class settlng
The natyre ,0f your role as a

teacher iniParticular teachlng-

learning sS¥tuations
The spec1f1c teachlng methods
you use —

~ Whether or not hOmework is
'a851gned P

The methods of evaluatlon
which are used °

The ‘use which 3 made of the'

results of evaluation

The ba51s on which stuc=2nts
are to be promoted

When student’ are to be
promoted

What action is Lu]on when a
student has been absent from
class

" What action is taken when a.

student comes to class late -
What action is taken in the
event of a serious breach of
the rules of conduct

T

T

IT

IT

II-

IT
X

ITT
11T

IIT

IIT

IIT

»

IIT

III

ITI
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7.

Aby students.

o

The pace at which c0ntent is to be coveredf‘ .

E4E

What 1s to be achleved by the activities of

students in the class settlng.v ,

— « . . 4
H - <

£y
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o T, T g ,
,materials'axe used.. 4 .7,. '
. ‘ Co . ' S S o
IIT. CONTROL OF STUDENTS - TN e o
-.'Who Deéldes' o : " ji B )
*a N L . ) '\y pI K . .
" 1e. What actlon is taken when = studént has been
: \ \ . A ~ .
‘ absent from class.,‘, IR R '
"'4 . [ v/ A - N
17. ;What actlon 1s§takén when a student comes to I
: B4 e
: , > .
; ,,é}ass ;ate. ‘ | s, .
: N B e -
: l8., What a“tlon as taken 1ﬁ .Lhe event of a, serlous‘ /
. ) . ¥ L3
breach of ‘the rules of- conduct. AQ
L N . : ) N ‘.‘ ¢
LIV CGN'PROL OF INSTRUGJTION AND EVALUATION
X I S g o T S
Cﬁho Dec1des - L E oo ,5\' A , o
" {' ’ I ) .':4 ! ’ ) 2 .’w‘“ +
9-,-The nature of your - role as a teacher in R
. . 4 _ a - AN 4
< _éaftlcuhar teachlng learnlng 81tuatlons. '
/
10. The spec1f1c teachlng methods you' USE = N
¥ ‘ill; Whether or not hémework 1s‘as51gned.
12. «The methods of evaluatlon which are used.
SF A * '
13, The use whlch is made of the reshlts of PR
- , _ - W
{ , evaluatlon. ' .
Vr CONTROL OF OQJECTIVES AND SEQU?NCING 'v-“*“ i
Who Dec1des' ';7.' ‘ o . %
: 1 ’ ’
-6. “when partlcular unlts or toplcs are. dealt w1th.,

LS.
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':‘;I'\_’ , o ]

. [ : ‘
VI. CONTROL OF A-V EQUIPMENT ' .
- Who Decides

4. The types of A-V equipment which areé used.

95

5. When various items of A-V ~quipment are-used,.

'\,v

* ¢

Reliability Estimates

Both for the purpose of establishing the con-
tribution of an item to the total 'scale and to its sub-
scale, as well acs being some indiéétiog/bﬁ the internal
édnsisténcy of th%: Sc;ale"and its sub)sc;ales, item—f»actor
and item-total scale correlations were examined and are
reported in.Table 17. .In terms of Guilford's -suggested

range of correlations which would optimize both the

validity and the reliability of a scale, all item-

factor correlations except .two and all item—total cor- “

relations except one fell within the 0.30 to 0.80 range
| Thé coefficient alpha was calculated.

for each subscale ahd for thé;total scalé. The co-

eff1c1ents for the subsqales were O 538, Q.47?, Of611,

0.636, 0. 801\ and 07638 and that for the total'scéle

//if\\\was 0. 770» All except that for, subscale IT satlsfied

: Factor'Analvsis , f - ¥

A -
the range O 50 =o 0 60 suggested Dy Nunnally (1967 226)
as belng atceptable. i f

.

v

ANALYSRS OF DATA FOR PART II-+CHANGE
IN PRACTICE OVER TIME

l

‘- )

ey Agaln two analyses were performed."First-’the

18 x 18 B matﬁgx was subjected to a pr1nc1pal component

e . f : o

&



.u./ _
X o
< '
L7 o
\\ w,\l . .
€og* £9p° : , ~ . : . S
8LZ" 829° : o : K o \ 14

g el oLy . . 8.
8ZG" €28 . , ' . L
z16" . o9Lve _ ‘ _ 9
pGG* . , . . CES” : : o €T,
oS mmw : AN C ) . - e vzt
o 2 . [ LIS R , _ ; Ti
TGE" : ‘ \ Core 09t o , : : - . 0T
ozy® A7 L , : 6
6Tb* -~ , ‘ , 2N SLp T B : 3T .
6vb S w _ _ " PG9’ _ C -l
8 7Ar : T0L S T 9T
Shp: o : BN} 2R X €.

. Obb e ~_ \ : ge9” Z
LLE:" Gop* : T
€61 WASK 6T
08v* 566" R A ¢
9Teds 3juswdinbg mcwucwswmm. .coﬂumSHm>m TOJI3U0D . STRTIS}RN uotlowoad wajIl
Te3ol - A-¥ /% saaT3dalqo 3 *3SUI juspnis *asur 7 juapnasg

g : (LbZ=N) _
) UOTSTOa(g MOQ SNO0T=--8UC~ _PII0D 9TedS Te3lO0L-wWa3lI pue .MOuUmmle\#H
T o LT aTqeyl
\)/ \\ ‘ A | . , B

Q.



g

97

analysis .and a scree test was performed on the 18 elgen—

i N
values which suggested four. factors. Next, the max1mum4

p

likelihood .,r analy81s procedure was applled and the .
‘hypothes - - and five factors were rejected as a

Al L o
resuft o< ~ cordnees—of—fit-tests performed on the par-
.tially;converged solntione. with six factors, iteration

. . . ¥
to a converged solution produced a chl square of 70.92
(df = 60) which fell below statistical significance'
(p = .16) indicating that six ﬁactors'prdvided an accep-

table fit to the data. In this instance, too, the Harris-

Kaiser oblique transformation A'A proportional to L ver-

sion provided the clearest primary—factbr pattern. This

matrix with Factors I and III reflected is shown in Table

18.

A comparison of che fa-tors defined by items

loading = .300 as shown in Table 18 with those subscales’

proposed on the basis of the earlier factor analysis showed '
that, with some slight shifts of items, the chief differ-

"ence was again in the division of two of the earlier sub-

scales int *wo éach (Table 19). Three items loaded on two
factors each, creating something of an overlap. Item 3°

loaded on Factors II and VI,‘item_Svloaded on Factors V

~and VI, and item 16 loaded on Factors I and Iv. Such a

situation should not be surprlslng especially when an.

obllque transformatlon 1s used however it dld create - Lrs

some difficulty when an attempt was made to identify the .

dlmen81onsxbe1ng measured by the factors.

"The six subscales c” "change in practlce over



A '\—-/’

106

3 £66

98
Table 18
Oblique Primary-Factor Pattern Matrix--Change
in Practice Over Time
o (N=247)
Factors
Item I IT IIT v \" Vi
! 115% 523 141 064 035 -019
2 -027 819 022 -024 057 163
3 030 516 093 040 -018 441
4 022 145 020 039 . 198 474
5 051 -032 159 -026 412 332
N ) : 125 -004 402 211 126 216
7 079 168 499 018 286 -199
8 -001 1205 727 045- 078 -109
9 ‘ 121 036 764 -012 020 128
10 108 010 553 018 090 299
11 049 056 * 175 -019 447 .- 077
12 012 059 ° 181 . 011 450 -032
13 017 - 022 -013 234 489 018 -
14 041 006 -065 076 627 185
15 | 959 035 024 % 043 029 <009
16 714 -050 080 .307 -064 - 131
17 120 059 131 668 024 ,. 026
18 ' 064 -07 203 -039

*Decimals have been omitted
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Table 19 ) < ,
Subscales Proposed for Change in ,Practice, Over Tlmey
from the Pilot Study and from the Use of
the Final Form of the Questionnaire -
- Subscale Subscale
Proposed - . Propodsed
. ) in the in Use of
Item . L Pilot Study Final Form
1. The .way in which textbooks are used . IV ' II
“ 2. Thé instructional materials other than textbooks
which are used . s Cw ‘ v .. IT
3. The way in which these other instructional
materials are used ’ v IT & VI
4. The types of A—V equipment which are used ' v Vi
\ S. Who uses various items of A-V equlpment in
[ - your class(es) ‘ v I V & VI
\ 6. "The instructional objectlves to be achieved )
by student activities ) I - III
7. The nature of .your role as - a teacher in o
partlcular teachlng learnlng 31tuat10ns : I III
8. The speclflc teachlng methods you use . I IIT
9. The methods of learning and problem solv1ng .
used by the student - i e 1 ITT
10. The kinds of activities which accompany or  _ - .
follow the study of partlcular content I e II1
11 . %he location where various 1earn1ng actlvities
are carried on, glher in a 51ng1e classroom,
-a varlety of dlfferent areas in the school or
various places outside the school O III \
12, . The extent - to which students are permitted’ to
4 move around in their learnlng env1ronment ' I - Vv
~°, . 713. The amount of time which is allocated to the
ﬂ\J/J/f PR specific subject(s)‘which you teach: L5 IXI o \Y
R 14. The amount of unstructured time during which : .
- stuéents are permitted t0 pursue their own interests III ‘ v
15. The action you take when a student has been i :
absent from class - : II N I
16. The action you take when a student comes to ) L
(8 ) class late .\\\ . . I1 . I & IV
17. Rules for student conduct while engaged in ) e
class related act1v1t1es ) I1 . IV
18. The actlon which you.take in the event of a R ;.
serious breach of the rules of conduct - . II I7 —_
4
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Lime* with #n identification of what each appears "to
5 . .

. measure are as follows:

I( CHANGE IN-REGULATION OF STUDENT ATTENDANCE

How Often Is There Change In -

15. The actioniyou takévwheh a student has ﬁeen
absent from‘class. : |

16. The ac;ion you take when a student comes to

_classﬂiate.

-II. CHANGE IN SELECTION AND USE OF INSTRUCTTIONAL

MATERIALS N
"How Often Is There Change In ‘ =
1. The way in which -textbooks are used .

\ ’ .
2. The instructional materials other than text-
books which are used. ' . .
3. The way in which these other instructional

materials are used.

. . .
III, . CHANGE IN THE-INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESS

How Often Is There Change In

6. The instruétional Objectives tékge achieved‘t
by’studént activities.
7.:'The hature‘of your roie as'a'teacher in
;égrtiéular teaching—learning'situatidné.
8. The specific teaching methods you use.
9. The methods of leérning and problem soiving
used by the student. ' | \
o '
10. -The kinds of activitieS‘ﬁhich'accompany or

'
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follow, the Study of particular content.

IV. CHANGE IN;CONTR0L~0F STUDENT CONDUCT

How Often Is Thege Chénge-In

16. The actiod‘you'take when ‘a student comes to
. . . ,‘ A :

class late. .

Y

17. Rules fO0r student conduct|while engaged in
. 3 N . ’/

class related activities. ’

18. The action which you takg in the even& of a
serious breach of Eﬁe ruieé of conduct.
V. VCHANGE IN THE USE OF SPACE AND TIME¥q
How Often Is Theré éhange In
S. Who uses y@fiéus itéms of A-V equipment in
yonr"cl}ass(es)_., o
11. The location where various learning activities
‘are carried on,ﬂwhether in a single classrobm,
a .uricty of different areas in>the school, or.-
va.lous places in the'commﬁé%ﬁy.'
12. Thé:ektent"tohwhich.s@udénts are permiéted'ﬁo
move around in their iearhing.envirbnmént,
13. The amount of time which is ailbéated té‘the
.spébific subject(s)- which you teacHh.
14. Thé‘amognt of -unstructured time during which
students are .permitted to pursue thé'r own

- interests. = . - ™ 5

VI. CHANGE IN A-V EQUIPMENT AND ITS USE - °
How Often Is There Change. In

e
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3. The way in which these other instructional

T materials are used.

&
4. The types of A-V equlpmont Wthh are used.

-

5. Who uses various itéms of A- V equlpment in

your class(eS)-

Reliability Estimates
| Item-factor and item—totai scale correlations
were calculated for the items in Change in Practice Over
Tiﬁe and are shown in Table 20. Four of the item-factor
correlations exceeded the‘O.éb to'O;éorrange suggeetiﬂg
that greater reliability might have beenjachieved at the
expense of validity. However, for the total scale all /
the correlations were wiﬁhin‘the 0.30 to 0.80. range.
The coefficient alphe for each of the |
subscales was in excessbof rhe.minimum‘range of 0.50
to 0.60. which was suggesLed by Nunnally as .was 50 that
ifor the total scale. The subscale coeff1c1ents were 0.787,
'0:.686, 0.827, 0.721, 0.904, and 0.782, and ?;he coefficient
for the total scalegwas 0.884. -

ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR PART III——UNIFORMITY .. :
OF PRACTICE '

Factor Analysis

; > A pr1nc1pal component analysis was first performed

on the 18 X 18 R matrlx of varlables for Part III of the/
14 l o

IS

questlonnalre. The-scree,test applled to the 18 elgenf'

values was not ﬁe;pful in determihipé the number of factors'

)
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to:extract. The maﬁimuﬁ—likel}hood procedure was used Lo
obtain'a partially—converged gclution for five factors
but the goodness-of- flt—test applied 1nd1(1ted that this”
hypothesls be rejected. For SlX factors the maximum-~

likelihood procedure was again applled and, though full

convergence was not achieved the partially- converge&

‘solutlon ylelded a Chl square value of 79.69 {(df = 60)

which fell belvastatistiCal_Significance'(p’= .09) and
it was accepted that six factors were appropriate. An
unweighted least squares solution was obtained for six.

factdrs and was subjected to a Harris-Kaiser oblique

transformation, this time the independent cluster version. -

The resulting primary-factor pattern matrix, with Factors

I, II

’

, IV, and V reflected, is given in Table 21.°

-An examinationhof theffactor pattern revealed \\\\ﬂ

that a similar phenomenon had ‘occurred as in the analy81s
for Parts I and II. As shown in Table 22,two,of the four -
subscales proposed on the,basis'of the earlier analysis

had Spllt (Subscales I and II) one remained as it was

(Subscale IV) whlle Subscale IIT was extended with item:

1 loading bnAlt and to a lesser extent item 2. These

two items, along with item 12, loaded on two factors

(I and IV) although not to the .300 level in each case.
This 1nd1cated that they were measurlng more than a

s1ng1e dlmen31on.- Items 1 and 2 dealt with uniformity i

of practice regarding textbooks and the way in which

they were used; item 12 dealt with whether 6r.not homework
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. Table 21

Obllque Prlmavy—Factor Pattern Matrix--
: Unlformlty of Practice

105

=110

036

(N=247)

) N Factors
\ .

ITtem I ‘II ‘TIT IV v VI
1 333%* -062 066 414 066 -035
2 279 -117 .086 ° 274 172 076
3 -021 008 -035 -025 1103 -027
4 / 033 034 044 -027 796 036 -
5 051 010 676 -004 074 061
6 -051 002 | 932 024 -060. =055
7 577 032 | -067 ~002 023 254
8 1156 - 020 = =028 ~174 -065  -204
9 045 -019 - =018 -021 -081 862

10 -056 . 049 -036 -064 007 742

11 122 -023 067 083 - 070 463

12 256 004 072 271 - -038 " 085

13, -033 -002 -082 823 038 -017.

14 ~-075 -005 -126 909 013 -063

15 - 014 098 127 616 -126 054

16 060 913 -023 037 | -049 -029

17 - 043 964 -009 -056 -006 -030

18 740 042 069 ..

QSJ

"~ *Decimals have

been omittéd
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Table 22 ; .

7

Subscales Proposed for Uniformity of Practice
_from the Pilot Study and from the Use of
the Final Form of the Questlonnalre

'S

Subscale Subscale
‘ Proposed Proposed
~ ot : in the in Use of -
~ - Ttemifad Pilot Study Final Form .
1. The textbooks: h,ih are used I I & IV
2. The way in whicHh textbooks S
. are. used. I I &1V
3. The instructional mategrials B
'~ other than textbooks which are -
used I -V e
4. The way in which these other
instructional materials are used I A
5. The types of A-V equipment : '
. ' which are used | I ITI
6. When various 1tems,of A-V '
equipment are used” . I IIT "
7. The pace at whlgh content is to | o '
be covered by students IT I :
8. When students are to move fiom -. . '
one learning activity or unit = -
to the next .. : II S R ¢
9. The specific teachlng methods: '
: you_ use - : : II VI
'10. The methods of learnlng and i
problem solving used by the.
student ' ) . ) IT VI
11. The kinds of activities which ; .
accompany or follow the study _ )
of particular content = IT 'A%
12. Whether or not homework is. o ?
assigned ITT I & IV
13+ The methods of evaluatlon S
" which are used N T IIT v
14. .The use whlcQ is made- of the : S .
results of evaluation . III v i
15. How often evaluation takes place -ITI Iv
15« The action which is taken when
a student has been absent v iT
17. The action which is taken when
a student is late for class- Iv II
18. The ‘action which is.taken in-
the event of a serious breach
of the. rules of conduct’. Iv i1
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was assigned. All three items were associated with' .

tems 7. anc¢ 8.in Factor I Whlch 51nce the’fggtor had”*

¢

hlgh loadlngs on these two 1tems suggested that it was

.
conCerhed with paclng_ahd sequencing of sébdegt learning.

The.fact:that items dea%}hg with textbooks and their
use, was\assoclated w1th paflng and sequenclng is not

e
‘-‘.J

surprLsing s1nce ltﬁ uggests that. pac1ng and sequenclng

'mlght in somehmeasure,be_determlned by the textbooks ' \\>_

which are used and how they'are used. The assignment
. . + : R . . B
of homework is often used' to énable students to keep

pace w1th others in the class whlch mlght eXplaln the

“aloadlng of item 12 on ‘this Factor. “The same three ° DR

1tems (1, 2, and 12) also 1oaded with 1tems 13, 14 and-

'2_15 which dealt w1th evaluatlon and derlmed Factor IV.

-

Agaln it was not dlfflcult to see why this was so

espec1ally for 1tems 1 and 2 since',it suggests the
close‘relatlonshlp between textbooks used, the manner

of their use, and evaluation practlces. The association

/

”practlce of; h///ng’ﬁo;e‘as51gnments examlned and/or
marked fof”he purpose 0= evaluating student performance.
The - Sl# subscales suggest;d as measures Of. |
qﬁerlylng dlmen810ns of'"unlformlty of practlce" as \”féi

‘a4}esult of the factor analysis just dlstussed are as

« v

follows: - . > . ) 2

I. UNI?%RMITY IN THE PACE OF STUDENT LEARNING
. x;“/‘i

How Unlform ‘Are Practlces Regardlng
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l.. The tethooksgwhich are'used;
%} The way in whlch textbooks are. used.
7. The pace at’ whlch content is to be covered by
\H I students ' .A“

8./ When studéhts‘are to move friom one learning

—\-
' activity or unit to the next. ‘9 _ N
o " o . '12. . Whether or not homework is assigned. .
R yf’/ N L o . ‘ ‘ .
R S ] ; ;o
II. "UNIFORMITY OF STUDENT CONTROL PRACfICES'N
How Uniform Are.Practioés Regarding
_ et \ -
I 16.° The actlon whloh is taken when a- student
«has been absent. _ﬂ ao <
TN 17. Thé}acthn Whlch is taken when a studentdis
. Y . *g . P . . .

‘late for class) j',/
187'5The actien which_is taken in the event of a

- L T ed .ser{%us breachuof\the,rules.of conduét,

~

VtsIII UNIFORMITY IN THE TYPE AND USE OF A‘V EQUIPMENT

; How Unlform Are Praotlces Regardlng : 7f - o gﬁ

f g 5 The types of A—V equlpment whlch are used. -
- : 6 When\yarlous 1tems of A~V equlpment are used. '

s m;;,w:_;_”_—:—-a/ . : . :

IN EVALUATION

; How Unlform yre Practlces Regardlng .
”1; _The textbooks whlch are used.y‘“
2. The’ way in Whlch textbooks<are used.

'121f.whether ot not homework is’ ass1gned.

4 LS

iB@'vThe methods of evaluatlon Whlch are used

-514f'?The




o

L

109
evaluation. A S "

15. How often evaluation takes place.

¢

. V. UNIFORMITY IN THE TYPE ‘AND USE OF INSTRUCTIONKL
MATERTALS B

How Uniform;Are Praetices Regarding{
" 3. The instructionel materiaie ether than text-
booke which are used. , S
4. The way-in which these other inetructional

materials are used.

 VI. UNIFORMITY IN THEVINSTRUCTIONAL PROCESS"
. How Uniform Are pracfices Regarding
9. The specific teaching methods you use.

‘10. The methods of learning and problem solving

I

" used by the student. 1 A
11, The kinds of activities which accompany or

follow the study of particular congenta

K//.
\

X ) i

. 7 : R
Takrtle 73 presents the itelm-factor and item-

Reliability Estimates

N

total scale: correlatlons for Unlform1ty of Practice.

w‘th'reﬁeronce to GullFord S sugges lon 'ceVen of the’

5]

/

. / .
-ltem—factor correlatlons exceeded t e 0.3 - 0.80
SN

range 1nd1cat1ng a tendency to. faVOr rellablllty rather
than validity. The 1tem—total scale correlatlons were
all within the 0. 30 to O. 80 range.

The coeff1c1ent alpha for each of the six.

o

g

subscales was 1ﬁ excess oOf the O SO to 0.60 range. o '

-
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The coefficients for the subscales were O 792, 0.902,
W ,

0. 787 0.749, 0.815, and O 905, and that for the total

" 'scale was @.881.

SUMMARY

The revised form of Descrlptors of the Teachlnq-

Learnlnq Process was admlnlstered to 247 teachers from

a stratlfled random sample of six elementary schools,
four junior high sehools and three senior high schools
“in- ‘the Edmonton Public School System. The results of
the common factor analys1s performed on the data
indicated that each of the three scales formed six sub-
seales. These subscales’differed,from those prOpOSedﬁMQ
on the basis of the eariieryanalYSiS'primarily_in the‘
tendency for the earlier subseales to divide in two.

Reliability'estimates in terms of item-subscale and

: { : . '
item-total scale correlations appeared to be acceptable. .

Except for Subscale TT of Locus of Decision the co-
efficient alpha for the subscales and for the total
scales'exceeded the minimum range of 0.50 to 0.60

suggested by Nannallv as being. 'cceptable for basic
research. Summary 1nformatlon for the three scales

and the eighteen suhstales is Dresented ‘in Table 74.
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Chapter 6

THE TEACHING-LEARNING PROCESS AND SCHOOL VARIABLES

~—

The final form of Descriptors of the Teach ng-

,rLearninq Process was adminlstered to the sample of 247
teachers for two purposes. AS'WaS described in the '
preVious chapter one of these pnrpcses-was to provide
»further information regarding the nature of the under—
lying dimen81ons "of the teaching learning pr0cess and

the reliablllty of the data gathered by use of the >

LSO

questionnaibe. A second purpose was to explore what
differences, if any, existed betweenlteachers' per-
&

.ceptions of the various aSpects of the teaching learning
process in different schools; in different type schools,
and in different subject area spec1alizations. A docu-
mentation of such differences would be one way to des-

, cribe the teaching—learning:process as it occurs in
various situations. This chapter presents a description
and discussion of differences among the various classi-

. ‘\,../

flcathnS of teachers based on one- way analysis of.
variance and, where appropriate multiple comparison
procedures. 'Since this aspect of.the study was ex—

,ploratory: no resqarch_hypotheses,were formulated and -

findings.are'only reported where a significahce_leyel

<Z;?52was reached.

113



114

LOCUS OF DECISION .

S

As described earlier the responses Of teachers
to'ﬁert I--Locus of Dec181on—j@ere based on a flve p01nt
scale. 'In terms of this scale the dec1s1ons regardlng
various practices are made by a(n)f

5. Outside source

4. Outside source and teacher"

A3f Teacher

2. Teacher and student(s)

l. Student |
Scores for eaeh item ranged from 1 to 5 with the higher
scores 1nd1cat1ng that dec151ons were further removed
.from the student. The poss;ble range of scores was frOm‘
18 to 90. The uﬁderlyingvdimeﬁsions of Locus of |
Decision deflned by thg;s1x subscales are presented as
A'factor scores w1th a mean of 50 and a standard dev1atlon

- of lO

‘Type of School I |

PN

The ;eachers eomprising the sample’ssed in this
part of the sﬁudy we}e from three different types_efd
schools——elementary schools (grades K - VI), junior high
schools - (grades VII - IX), apd senior high schools
-(grades Xd— XLI), Such' a glassification of respondents‘
was used td.determinedif;differences iﬁ’pereeptiOns

of the teaching—learning process‘existed.

»

A An . analy51s of varlance of tHe total scores of:
rx’ \ ) J. //';(. ‘

!
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teachers on Locus of Decision revealed that no significant
differences existed in these scores in different‘type
schools. However when a similar analysis was performed
on the factor scores for the six dimension3 of Locus Of |
Dec1Sion using type of school as a predictor, scores of
teachers were 51gn1ficantly different on Control of
Student Promotion, Control of Instructional Materials,
and Control of A-V Equipment (Table 25). Using the
Scheffe test to compare the mean scor s for the three
groups on’ these three factors, it was shown that sig-
nificant differences existed between the mean scores for
junior high.school teachers and th~ooe for senior high

school teachers on Control. of Student Promotion and

trol of Instructional Materials. - The mean scores for
jundor high teachers were higher on both of these
dimensions 1ndicating a tendency for these teachers to
per ive deClSlOnS to be further removed from students
than was so for senior hlgh teachers. ThlS does not
necessarily mean that in senior high schools there is a
tendency for/students to make decisions regarding these
two areas, since the same phenomena might be described
by saying that there is a tendency for deCiSions to be
further removed from an outside source in senior high
schools when compared with junior high schools. ‘' The
point is that in this instahce, as in all others that
will be described in this chapter; the'findings merely
indicate‘thestendency for responses to.locate'in'a §

%
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particular direction on the continuum and not the precise
location. On Control of A—V Equipment, the mean score
for teachers in senlor high schools was 51gn1f1cantlyr
- higher than for teachers in elementary schools . indicating
that, with respect to this aspect of the teaching-
‘learnind process, 'senior high teachers perceived
decisions to be further removed from the student than

‘dig elementary school teachers. !

Schools Within Each Tvpe T

‘
)

An analysis of variance of the total Locus of
Decision scores of teachers in the six elementary

schools in the sample indicated a significant difference'

Gt
o

between the scores of teachers in different schools.
The Scheffé test revealed thatjtheimean'score of

teachers in school 2 was s1gn1f1cantly hlgner tnan that

RS
Hwr vy <

-

of teachers 1n school 6 (Table 26).. ) _ ) .fh'

To determlne more preclsely in Wthh area of

process activity these differences ex1sted analyses

of varlance of scores on the SlX factors were performed.

”The data in Table 27 1nd1cate that a 51gn1flcant 4 ,*ﬂ-v o
LR L {{e:bg_ o

lererence exlsted between schools on“COntrol of

A

Students and the Scheffé test agaln‘revealed that the ‘4ﬁ}3f-=
) o AR
mean score for teachers in school 2 was s1gn1f1cantly

higher than for teachers in school 6. At this stage,

nature of the differences may be less 1mportant than’”:

the fact that ‘the 1nstrument is able to detect suchd,>‘

dlfferences.
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- when the total scores and factor.séores of
teachers in'junior and senior high schools were analyzed
in a similar manner, no significant differences were

-

found. B

Sub ject Area “pecialization

i éart " of the guestionnaire requested teaehers
to provide information regarding the subject area in
which they specialized, defined as that in which they
spent‘mere than half ot their teaching time. _Since,

hy this definition,'few elementary school teachers
specialized, this section is eoncerned nith differences

between scores in dirferent subject areéa specializations

as evident from the responses of junior and senior

~ high school teachers'only. Aiso since a number of

subJects were represented by very few respondents

T
)

r
N !

some Of the categoriesrwere excluded from this analysis
and other categorles were collap d. This was done on
what appeared to be a loglcal basis by combining the
’ﬁ%rench~Foreign Languages group,&Tth the English-Social,
‘fStndies group and combining Home Economies, Industrial
Arts, Business“Education, and Vocatidnal\Education.

This latter grouping wodld appear to be.hbt unreasonable
in View of the fact that all of these subjects have in
common a concern with praetical arts or the develop- -
‘ment of manual skills and also, the-mean scores for |

these subjects appeared to be not markedly,different;///ﬂ

To facilitate disc.ssion of results the three sub ject
‘ _ ; <
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o g
areas will be referred to as Language -Social Suhjects

Mathematlcs Sclence Subject%x\and Practlcal SubJects.
’ ' 1
A one-ﬁay analys;s of varlance of total Locus

L :
of Decision qcon&s"fqg L53 Junlor and senior hlgh
- &

school teacher comb;ned was performed us1ng sub ject »
SIS - S
. area spec1allzatloh abva predlctor.' The ev1denceﬂfromms“f”"/

" subject areas were srgnlflcantlyvdlfferent.v The
' ¢

Scheffe test 1nd;cated that ‘the mean _score for teachers

1n the Mathematlcs -Science Subjects was s1gn1f1cantly

’

'hlgher than thatﬁfor elther of-the other two groups.

When a s¢m11ar analy31s was carrled out on the six sets '

of’ factor scores for Locus of Declslon,‘ he results
. . : C & :
revealed that scores of teachers in the three groups

were significantly different on all except Factor IV--

Control of A-V Equipment (Table 29). The Scheffé& test - : ~C/
. o o

showed that On_Control of Student Promotion-and Control

of Instrqc onal Materlals the means for Mathematics-  “

Sc1ence teachers\were 51gn1f1cantly hlgher than those
for teachers in thé Practical Subjects. On Control of
- Students and Control:of‘ijectives and Sequencihg the

-mean scores for . Mathematlcs Sc1ence teachers were 51g—

N

:'-LJ‘r,,
Fmﬁcggtly higher than for either of the other two

PR

'groups. On Control of In tructlon and Evaluatlon

ES

the ‘mean score for teachers 1n Mathematlcs Sc1ence was

~ !

81gn1f{cant1y hlgher than . that for teachers i the o . 8
Language—50c1al SubJects.

e

»"
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Since as was reported eariier some differences
existed in the mean scores of respondents when clas51—
fled by type of school, some . of the differences“just
reported for different subject area specializations
‘might be attributable to type of school. Therefore,
the responses for junior and senior high schoolsawere
analyzed separately. |
i Table 30 indicates that the total Locus of
Decision scores of Junior high school teachers were
significantly\different for different subject area

Ll

Specialiaations. The Scheffé& test showed that the

> meéan score for Mathematics-Science teachers was sig-

nificantly higher\than‘the mean for teachers in the
.Practical Subjec5§: When factor scores,were analyzed
(Tablelél), only the scores on Control of Objectives
and Sequencing . re Significantly.different and, again,
the Scheffé“teszerevealed that the mean score for
Mathematlcs -Science teachers was signifi _cantly h1gher
than the mean fo teachers in the Practical Subjects.
'ﬂnalysizjof variance - Oof the scores of senior
hlgh school teachers also showed that dlfferences
ex1sted in different subject areas on.the total Locus
of Decision scores (Table'32)' The Scheffé test
1nd1cated that the mean score for Mathematlcs—
Science . teachers wasg significantly hlgher than the‘
means for teachers in Language—Socgil SubJects and 8

for those in the Practical Subject Analyses of
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var{ance on the factor scores showed that scores on

e N :
Control of Student Promotion, Control of Instructional
ﬁaterials, Ccntrol of Students, -and Control of Objec-
tives and Sequencing were all significantly different
when classified by suhject area speclalization (Table 33).

The Scheffé test again substantiated that the means for

Mathematics-Science teachers were significantly higher

in all of these areas than the means for teachers in

o

Language-Social Subjects and, on Control of Objectives

‘and Sequencing the mean for Mathematics—Science teachers

“was also higher than that for teachers in the Practiec.

Sub jects.

The cons1stency for teachers in_ the Mathematics-
' \wz";

Science area to score hlgher than teachﬂ?sgln the other

sub jegt areas on so many dlmens1ons,of Locus of
\

Decision suggests that there is somethlng about this

area or the way in which 1t lS treated which is

/ ,
assoc1ated»w1th such a_tre{g. Itémight be that the i

Mathematics-Science Sub je s are more structured and

content orlented and teachers perceive less need for”
a

1nvolvement of students’infdecisions related to the

teaching-learning process. On the other-hand,

Wy

e —

might be thatzin these subjects.many more décisions
are made by sources out81de the class settlng SO. that
teachers themselves are more conflned and llmlted ln
the extent to which they can make dec1s1ons regardlng-

such matters as.promotion, instructional materials,

’:‘.\ .
] Dy
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student control, the instructional process, and objec-
tives and sequencing. Furthermore, it is evident that
senior high school teachers in the Mathematics-Science

area -scored higher than other teachers on more dimen-

sions of Locus of Decision than was so for junior high

130

school teachers. Such a tendency is not consistent with

the finding reported earlief that junior high school
teachers as a group scored higher than senior high
schooluteachers on Control of Student Promotion and
Cbntgpl of Instructional,Maperials. This éeems to

. B . -
provide further evidence that there is something

about the Mathematics—Science_Subject,area which
influences the tenden®y for teachers to score higher

than other teachers quite apart from any'other inter-
] ! c . .

»

acting influences.
CHANGE IN PRACTICE OVER TIME

Teachers Qere asked tb respond tovPart IT of -
the guestionnaire--Change iﬁ Practice Over Time——oﬁ a
five-point scale to indicafe whether the-pfactices
described by the items changed:

&

5. " Very fréquently

v

3. Occasionally

!

2. Seldom

1. Not at all during the year. - .

Scores on each item ranged from 1 to 5 with the higher

* »
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scores ihdicating more frequent.change in praEtices. The
total scoreés for Change in Practiee Over Time might fangé
from 18 to 90. Measures of the six dimensions,ef this
scale were also represented by factor scores séaﬁdardized

to a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.

" Type of School

The total scores for teaehers were-subjected
to an anaiyeis of,variance using type of school as a
predictor. Table 34 shows that there was a significant
difference in the scores obtained by teachers in
-different type schools. Qy'the-Scheffé method of
multiple compa;ison it waé found - that the mean score
fof ﬁeacheré‘in elementary schools was significantly
highéer ‘than these for teachers in junior high schools

3

and in‘seniOr high schools indicating a greater tendency
for practices to change-in%elementary schools than in
either of the other types;‘ |

- In order toedetermine’mere speEificaily in
which areas of the teaching-learning process, these
differences were most manifest, the faetor scores for
the six:dimensions of Change iﬁ Practice Oveg Time
were subjected -to analyses of varianceu Evidence from
Tabie 35 indicates tpaﬁ'signifieQnt differences existedb
oh.Regulatioﬁ of Studeht Attendance and the Scheffé test
revealed that the meap’scorequr teachers in;senief
‘high‘schools was high%r than that for teachers in
_Euniqr high schools'ingicaping more frequent change in

8
e o

TR
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seniérthigh schools. Scores on Change in the Use of
Space and Time and Change in A-V Equipﬁent and Its Use
were also significantly different by type of school. In
these areas the differences in mean scores were con-

sistent with those for total scores in that the Scheffé

—

test showed that the means for-elementary school teachers

< .
~

were significantly higher than for junior ahd senioi
. { . :

high teachers. o :
-~

These findings indicate that, whereas senior
high school teachers reported'greater.frequency of
change in practices rélatedvto Regulation of Student

T e
Attéﬁﬁﬁgég'than junspr high school teachers, for Change
_in Practice as a Qhole,vand for change in practices
related to Use of,Space and Time and Type of A;V
Equipment and Its Use, elementafy téadhers reported
more freéuent ﬁhange‘than did juhior or seni?f high
school teachers.‘ It might be feésoned that one would
expect practices regarding Regulation of Student

Attendance to be less programmed at the senior high

his

school level considering that many stugdesm

ievel are beydhd”thé compuisory school tendance age

and that at such an age a greater. variety df,réasons
for non-attendance might be encountered. Howéver,

by this argument senior high teachers shouid have °
. . o P
scored significantly higher than elementary school

teachers as well. It is not surprising either that
. ' ) B :" .
elementary teachers reported more frequent change in

3



" “school 13.
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'practices ;elated to Use of Spisf;iggﬂzimg,and~Type,of
'A-V Equipment and Its Use ézgée elementafy_schoolé héie

[ smaller enrolmenté, fe&é& teachers, and genefally, the
possibility of greatér\fiexibility in these matters
since the need for complex ‘Oorganization can moré easily

be avoided.

Schools ¥ithin Each Type - : T

The data for the teacheré in the s%x elementary
‘schools, the fdpr junior high schools, and the three
senior high schools were analyzéd:separately té detearmine
if differences existed.among individual schools of. the
same type. No significant differences were {ound among
the elementaryvschoolé or the junior high'schbols on
.eibhef‘thé total scores br the factor scores. The

- scores of senior high school® teachers on Regulation of

Student Attendance, and Conﬁfbl of Student Conduct were‘
bsignificantly different<ih“tﬁé'different~schools (Table
36). 1In each'case the Scheffé test showed that the mean
score for teachers in school 13 was significantly
“higher than'tha£bfor teachers in school 12 indicdting
i |

a greater tend?ncy“for these practices to change in

S

#

Subiject Area Spe%}alization'
"' As was done in the analysis of teacher scores
on Locus of Decision, the total scores and the factor

scores for Change in Practice Over Time were analyzed
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/ - ,
"~ for junior and senior high school teachers (in combi-

.nation and separately) when classifiedvby”threersubject
R ! h Y L. -

area specializations. Although total scores of junior
and senior high .school teacherS'on'Change in Practice.
Over Time were not shown to be significantly different ;dtﬁﬁy‘

when classified by subject area spec1allzatlon of the

teacher when analyses of variance were performed on
theésixifactor scores it was found that scores on Use. 7 .

of Sp. 2 and Tlme were 81gn1f1cantly different (Table 7.) «

w2/
The Scheffe multiple comparlson test revealed that'%%e
o)

o )

mean score of teachers 1n the Mathematlcs Sc1ence‘g£ D

was 51gn1f1cantly lower than the means for teacheg
‘the other two subject groups. ThlS indicates that the
Mathematics—Science teachers reported less-frequent
change in practices related to the Use of Space and

Time than did tedchers in the other two areas.“ Such Y
- a fJndlng is con51stent w1th that dlscussed earlier
relating to who makes dec151ons regardlnd practices .

/

since? in both cases there appeared to be a tendency

for Mathematics—Science teachers to report»a more con-
trolled, stable situation, although on fewer dimensiOns
of thls scale . / : ‘ o R ' : _ i
‘When data for junior high andbsenlor hig’.

teachers were~analyzed separately, only one 51gn1f1cant

..

dlfferenCe was found. Scores for senior hlgh school

teachers on Use of Space and Time were shown tO'be

significantiyvdifferent in different subject area
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specializations (Table 38). Although the Scheffé test
did not indicaté-significant differences betweén pairs
of group means at‘the .QSllevel, the mean scoré for the
Mathematics-Science teachers was lower than that for
the other two groups which was consistent with the
finding reported for jﬁnior_and senior high school

teachers combin~d.-

UNIFORMITY OF PRACTICE

o
R4

Responses of teacheérs to Part III——Unifbrmity
of Practice——were'dn a four-point scale. Respondenﬁs
were asked to indicate the extent of application of a
practice by marking one of the followihg responses:

4. Séme for all students inAﬁﬁe grade |
3. Same for ali students in a class
2. Same for all students in a subgroup of a class
1. A@plies to individual students only.
Item scg;es'ranged from l‘to 4 with the higher scores
indicggihgfgréétér unifofmity in éhe‘application of

practices. to' students. Total scores for Uniformity

of Practice .might-rangejftom 4 to 72 and again factor
g . ’ o SR .
scores were uscd as measures of the underlying

dimensions of this scale.

Type of School

The total scores of teachers on Uniformity of

| Practice were classified*byltype_of school and sub-
“jected to an analysis of variance. As presented in

-

<



140

-t

NH- H ..”mon .PQ.P \lN- m@. . mﬁ\- .
Tz T9'€ ande e T S0°0 78°0
OL'ETT €€°278 6T° L6 0ETT - 18°80T 6T V0T - : s
96°8bZ ~ €0°L6C  99°ET 1T 9T 16°6 £0°58 - m s
. Y o S i
LE 6 £0°05  -05°8b 5L 16 ST 6b LS*15 9T coHurusvm TRUOTARIOA
- CO.mumUSUm mmeHMSm
w,.quud TeTaasapul - -
! AoUHEocon SWOH
a , , . , . 5 K
96" bt L8 PP G696l To v ge T 9L €S pe ~ @ouaTds- SOT3BWaYIeN
£2°06 0F.*0S 18°6V0 " 9616 L0O*0S 06°06S LZ mmmmsmcmq cmamuom
: ‘TetTdOS- ﬁmaﬁmcm_
juaudinbg SWTL ToI3uU0d sso201d STRTISRFCW 22URpPU3]IY N mmuﬁwuomﬁnsm
A-Y - 3 90edS 3JuSpPNis *3surl *3sug Jua2pnils |
sSueran w A
(L8=N)

uotyezTTeTOoads eaiy 30algns Agq poTiTsSseTd sasydesl 10
J03J BWTI I2A0 92T30BId UT dbueyd UO SBICDS I03IDE4 3O o)

8¢ mHQmP

ouos UbTH uoﬂnmm,
A TIeA 30 STSATRuUY



141

Table 39 this analysis showed that total scores were

significantly different for different type schools. The
1
Scheffé test indicated that the mean scores fcr teachers

o

. in these three types of schools were all significantly

different from each other. The mean for teachers iqb
junior high schools was highest in&iiating a tendency -

for greatest uniformity in the applitation of teaching-
. o Y
learning practices. - This was followed by the mean for
: it :
senior high school teachers with the mean for elementary
- : RN .

teachers'considerébly lower than for the other two
groups.

. The factor scores‘which had been used as

' measures of six dimensions of Uniformity of Practice’

R

were also subjected to analyscs of variance with type

of school as the predictor. For each of the six

factors the s¥ores were significantly different when _
' e . \
classified by type of school (Table 40). The Scheffé |

test.revearéa that the .mean scores for elementary

;school teachers were 81gn1f1cantly lower than those for

™ ..‘.‘a,
.Y

‘JquOr and séhlor hlgh school teacherg on Uniformity of

.Practice regardlng Pace of Student Learnlng,'Type and

Use‘of A-V Equipmeﬁt, Evaluation; Type and Use of
Ibstruétionai;Matérials, and the instructional Process.
Thé mean scoreé ﬁor elementéry teachers and for Senior
hlgh teachers were significantly lower than that for
junior hlgh”teachero on Uniformity of Student Control

’

Practlces. On each»of these six dimensions the direction

of the. mean 'scores was the same--lowest for elementary
o ) \ .
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teachers, followed by senior high teachers and highest
for junior high teachers.

These findings~indicate that, for the schools
used in the study, there was awstrong tendency for
~

teachers in elementary schools to perceive that activities
and practices of the teaching—learning process were more
,oriented to individual students.than was so for junior
'ané senior high school teachers. This phenomenon might
.reflect the fact that‘teaching is differently oriented
to students of different age and maturity levels and
with.different needs. On the other hand, it might
reflect more on the relative sizes of elementary schools
as compared w1th Junior and senior hlgh schools, oOr on

other factors such as the greater amount of sub ject

teaching done in junior and senior high schools.

-]

Schools Within Each Type

37'7
Separate analyses were performed on the .scores
of teachers in elementary schools, junior high schools,
or hi ' ' v i<
and senior high schools. Using the 1individual school o
: ) -“'.'
as a predictor, no significant differences were found
-f-or the total scores or the raclor scores of teachers
~in different elementary schools or in different junior

‘high schools. In senior- high schools it was found that

differences existed in scores on the Unlformity in the

L <
4 -

Type and Use of A-V Equipment (Table 41), however this
difference was not strong {(p = .03) and the Scheffée

‘test which was applied showed no significant differences

e
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betveeon the patrs of means for these three schools,

“Subliect Aren Spciializal

|

anm

N

‘When junior and senior hiah school feachens weo

classified by subjeoct area specialization, the onalvais
of variance which was performed on the total I'miformite

of Pr: tee scores showed no significant difforonres.y
Wk :

. LY ICOr"s

A similar analysis which was done on the facto

showed a signlifizant differcnce be-woon “he s0ore: on

M

oo ey -
Zueren

Uniformity in the Pace nf Student Learning ln -
subject areas (Table 12). A Scheffd test was nsod and

it showed that “he mean score for teachers in the

Mathematics-Science area was significantly higher than
that for teachers in “he Practical Subjects Indicatinag
greater uniformits of practice repvorted by Mathemarice-

Science teachéers.

‘

unior and scnior high school

P
-

The scores Tor

.

teachers were again analy.ed sevarately. Although no

N

. [ o ' _ > . —
sigmflcant difforences were found orong total scores Tor
‘ .

jd
h
h
D
=
D
3
s
n
5
[
0.
0
. f‘
n

junior high school teachers in Ai:

1
-there was a signific nt difference &~ Uniformitw In
1 ‘ .‘. ~ ’ ' : 4 - 1 X 4 s
the Tyne and Use of A-V Hguloment {(Table 13). Doweror,

the difference was.weak and. the Scheiféd :ost did coﬁ
L WL e c - -
1ndicate any significant differences in the pairs of

s

means.

. y o
For senior high school teachers no sighificant -

differences were found among total Uniformity of

o

. - . - ‘
Practice scores in different subject areas. Table 44
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presents,data to show that there Qere eignificaﬁt
differeneeé among the scores,on U@iformity in the Type
and Use ef Ins ructional ﬁaterials. The Scheffé test
revealed,thét the meap score ‘for Mathematics-Science
teechers was significantly higher than that for teachers.
in the Language-Social Subjects.

Although there were few significant digﬁerences
among the scoresrofAteachers in different subjeet areas
on Uniformity of Préctice, these reported showed a N
tendency for Mathematics—Science teachers to perceive
praébicegqto be hore uniform in their application .which

seems not inconsistent with the findings reported for

Parts I and II.
SUMMARY

This chapter has presented and dlscussed

: flndlngs concernlng dlfferences in dlmen81ons of the

teachlng learnlng : rocess as percelved by teachers in
type schools, diﬁﬁerent'schoels of each type,
'rferent sub ject areauepecializations of the

rs. Differences reported were. determlned by

of one-way analyses of varlance Of totaf&scores
and factorvscores and., where apprOprlate,—by the ‘
Scheffé method of multiple comperieeh of groyp means.

The findings are presented in summary form in Table 45.
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- this which was isolated for examination.

Chapter 7

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
SUMMARY

-~

The concern has been expressed that, both in the

study of organizations generally and educational organ—

-izations in particular greater attention be directed

towards description—oriented ingquiry aimed at under-
standing' the ‘hature o total organizations and of

particular aspects c thém. Such understanding, which

is: prerequisite tO'sound'prescription, was the focus of

this study. The ma jor process’ of the school was con-
sidered to be the teaching-learning process.zs it
occurs at the classroom level of operation ard -+ was

To explicate the’ concerns of the study -t was
divided into three distinct but interrelated phases or
problem areas. These were:

1. To conceptualize the teachinc learning process

as 1t occurs at the classroom’ level of-operat&on;

it
4,

2. To develop an 1nstrument to measure those
dimensions of the teaching-learning process
conceptualized as being important; and

3. To determine what @%fferences, if any, existed

152
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between teacher '///>%eptions\of the teaching—
learning process in different type schools,f

different schools of each type, and different

4

P .
}/ ;
a0

subject area specializations. sl

Conceptual Framework ‘”Aﬁ‘

Schoojs were - viewed as Open systems which engage

V

in exchanges w1th their env1ronmen s and which function
“1n terms of input tnroughput output processes. Within

,qhe boundary of the system a number of processes are
7n?takingfplﬁce which con31stsof related activities \
;ufﬁassociated[with the same category of system needs.. The <
;ﬁajor process of an educational system is-: 1dentif1ed

s 4 ’ / ’ v/' K
.as the teachlng learnlng process which is derined by

J —_—

the activ1t1es engaged in when a teacher teaches some—'i
thing.to a,student or group/of students in a partiCular

”situationi These activities, which may take place at-
L / - . . . ;
" the pr@active interactive or postactive phases of the

prOcess con51st of deflnlng 1nstructional obJectives

[

selecbing and uSing instructional resources grouping

students »sequenCing the workflow, instructing,
,x, Q

,feva&uating, and controlg%%g students. It was suggested

“that four major determinants of the nature of these

s /
i

various activities as they occur in any given situation .
" are the pedagOglcal perspective of those who make
v dec1s1ons related to the various process act1v1t1es
the curricu#um perspective of those involved, the

'career pers#ective’of those involved, and various

!
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« Organizational realities concerning such mattérs as
patterns of ofganization and the availabilityvand eiio%
cation of resources: These deterﬁinants, asrwell as
various eonceptualizations of organizational technology,
suggested that the teaching-learning process might be.i
characterized in terms of the locus of decision‘regagding'
process activities, the degree to which these activities
are pngrammed and the extent to which the act1v1t1es

apply unlformly to students

__Design and Methodology

i

This study was considered to be a methodological,
‘exploratory study--methodological in ﬁﬂat it was é%n—
cerned with developing a technique forAdeschptiYe f.,
inquiryvbased‘on the conceptual framework developed,
and expioratory in that i£ sought to determine the
nature bf the teaching—ieafning process in VariQue‘
situations.

In the deveiopmentvef the guestionnaire aﬁd in.
the examination of the underly;ng dlmen51ons belng

measured use was made of the ractor analy51§%§echnlqae.
E .l! .
,—a

In line with the exolanatorv \leh of fa t@r analvs1s thé
common-factor model was adopted and the OPtionrused was
the maximum—likeiihood procedure“ﬁhich incorporates a
statisﬁicei tesb'forche number of factofs}A‘Two
Hargls—Kalser oblique transformatlons were obtalned and

the one whlch gave the clearer 'solutiocn was accepted,

The reliability. of the measures was examined in terms

e

-~ . . . [
. . )



offitem—subseale and ltem-total scale correlations and
v-,in.addition the coefficient alpha was obtained
fqr:eaeh scale and its subscales. Differences in
perceptions of process variables when teachers were
ciassified by type of school, scuools within'each type,
and subject ‘area specialization of the teacher were
examined using a one-way analysis'of variance and,
where approgriate, the Scheffé method of multiple

comparison.

Instrument Development and Analvs sis

" The instrument was develOped in three stages.
Based on the eonceptual framework proposed and drawing
on various sources for_items,’a three-pdrt questionnaire
vwas,prepared and circulated.to 28 people fFor reaction
and comment. A revised form of the questionnaire was’
prepared and responded to, by 99 teachers in»nine schools

with grade combinations from I - XIIL. On the basis of

155

factor analysis and item analysis this 90 item question-

‘naire was‘reduced to three scales of 18 items each,
eonsisting of three,bfour; and four proposed subscales
respectively. This final form 0Of the questionnaire ‘
was administered tQ'34O teachers in a stratified random
sample'of six elementary schdols four junior high.

schools, and three senior hlgh schopls 1n a large urban

S .
"-'school system. Completed questlonnalr@%<were recelved
, (gwi-‘t’ 7
from 247 teachers. These data were also subjected t

factor analysis and rellablllty estimates were obtained.
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%ix subscales being proposed for each

This resulted in
of the three scales. These differed ffom those proposed
earlier primarily in the tehndency for the earlier sub—
scales to divide in two. The internal consistency
estimates for the three scales and-all but one of the

. subscales were considered tc be adequate. For this one
stbscale the cOefficientp alpha, though relatively

high, did not reach the/6.50 to 0.60 minimum range

which was Suggested. : ‘ N

Flndlan ConcernlngngfFerences 1n Perceotlons
of the Teaching-Learning Pr0cess

pe

Locus of Decision. Generally, it was found that
diffetences inﬁLocus of Decision wefe'mostlevident in.
different subject area specializations. When teachers
'in junior and eenior high schools were combineé,eMathe—
matics-Science teachers Eended to percelve dec18lons
to be further removed from students than did teachers'
in Languace Soc1al Studies and/or Practlcal Subjects on
Locus of Decision as a whole and on the dlmen51ons
concerned with Control-of Student Promotion, Control
oz In5t1uctLOnal Mater als écntrol 0f Students,

Control of Instruction and Evaluation,andfContrcl 05,3\35
Ob jectives and Sequencing. 'For junior high school -
teachers only, there was e éreater tendenCY-fob.Mathe—'
matics—Science teachers to perceiVe'decisions to be
. further removed from students than did teachers.in'

o

the Practical Subjects on.the whole scale, and on



Control of Ob jectives and Sequencing. 1In senior high

scheols Mathematics-Science teachers tended to perceive

decisions to be ‘further removed from students than did

157

teachers in Language-Social Studies on Control of Student

Promotion, Control of Instruetional Materials, and
Control of Students; they also perceived deeisiOns to be
Further removed from students, than did teachers in both
other subgect areas on Locus of Dec1.1on as a wholé and
on Control of Objectlves and Sequen01ng

It was also found that teachers in junior high
schools perceived decisions to be further removed ffom

students than did teachers in senior high schools on

Control of Student Promotlon and Control of Instructlonal

Materials. Flnallj, a significant difference was found
between the pefceptions of teachers in two elementary
schools on Locus of Decision as a whole and on Control
Aof‘Students. , ' , 7 (b/,

Change in . Practice Over Time. The most notable

<

difference in petoeotions of Change in Practice Over
Time was found in difs erent type schools._'Senior high -
school teachers tended to perteive gredter frequency

Oof change -in practices than did Junlor,high school
teachers on'Change in Regulation of,Stud;nt Attendance.
,Elementany‘teaohersiperceived greater frequency ofL

- change than did teachers in either junior or seniofﬁ”
-hlgh schools on- the scale as a whole and on Change 1n

the Use of Space* and Time and Change in A=V Equlpment



.and Itsu;%%ﬁ_

‘greatest uniformity of practice. Element
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oo

Y ’L' 'P" ' ,
Q%ﬁ%?krceptions of teachers in two senior high

schools differed significantly on Change in Regulation

of Studgnﬁ Attendance and Change in Control of Student

. In junior and senior high schools Mathematics-
Scidg:e teachers perceived, more frequent change in
practices than did teachers in either of the other

a

/ , ‘ ' .
two subject areas on Change 1n Use [of Space and Time.

Uniformity of Practice. Differences in per-
ceptions of_practibes which ar v£h¢ concern‘ofxshis
scaleAwere‘also most evident ‘i 'different'type'scﬁgols.
For the scale'as a wholé ﬁercep ions of tcaéhérs in.
each type of school were all significanﬁly diffefenﬁ,
with'teachers in elementary schoois reporting practices

to be less uniform than did teachers in senior high

séhools,‘while'teachers in junior high schools repdrted

i
>

ary teachers

’H~pc¢:eived practices to be less uniform than did teachers

in junior and senior high schools on those dimensions

. concerned with Pace of Student Learning, Type and Use

© 0f£ A-V Equipment, Evaluation, Tvpe and Use of Instruc-

S

Control. . [

Wbtional Matérials,~and EheTInstructibnal Process. Both

'~eléﬁentary-anqVSenipr.high school teachers reported

‘ ‘§§a¢£§césitq be less uniform than did junior high

N G
o

'school teachers on the dimension concerned with Student

e

> In senior high schools thére were differences
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in perceptions of Uniformity of Practice as a whole among
different sehools in which the teachors taudht but it
doas not: determined ip which schools the diffcrences
occurred. Mathematics-Science teachers in- junior and
senior high schools pErceivod practices to be nore

4 _ . -
uniform than teachcrs in Proctical Sdbjocts on Uniformity
in the“Pace;of Student Learning. 1In senior high schools,
‘Mathematics-Science teachers perceived practices to be
more uniform than did teachers in Language-Social Studies
on Uniformity in the'Type and Use of Instructional
Materials. ‘2

’

CONCLUSTONS

|
Conclusions Relaced to the Conceptual
Framewvork |

1

The seven cateqorles of activilies of the
|
teaching-learning process were useful ln focusing

attentlon on the 1mpok ant process activities but in o
-
| o '
many instances they appear to have bee too general.

None of the categories, appeared consis ently in all, -

three scales in the form proposed initilally, although g
. . . . ("\?ﬂ;;"f ) . A
.activities concerned'with the instructional'process/

and thOse concerned hlfh student control tended Lo
remain falrly cons1stent. The proposed category deallng

with grouplng of students did not reappear after the
! Vo
initial 1nc1u31on which mlght be related to the fact

X

-

that the whole of the Unlrormlty of Praptlce scale is

v

devoted to grouping of students. The tendency‘for a

-



‘instructional resources. Type and use of instructional

somewhat general category of activities to subdivide
into more precise dimensions was most evident in the

case of activities concerned with selection and use of

materials and type and use of A-V equipment appiared as
distinct dimensions of this general category on eaclh of
the three scales, and on Change in Practices Over Time

t@e use of space'and,time appeared as another separate

~difmension. On Locus of Decision, evaluation-grouped

x

‘teaching-learning process gre more

i

with activities of the instructional process whereas,

»

on Uniformity 'of Practice, evaluation appeared as a
separate dimension. The student promotion dimension

which appeared only on the Locus of Decision scale did

b

not grbup with workflow sequencing as had‘been proposed

but remained as a separate r dimension also. Based on

these differences which have béép-noted,‘it might be
‘ RN

.

concluded that the dimensionS%oﬁ;ﬂctivities of the

precise than was

I

-conceptualized and thaﬁ‘yarlousqa%m“351ons appear with

v : : N . LU R
greater clarityv and. strength 1n saome:characterizations

of the teaching-learning process th#
The empirical evidence gathe

: _ %

support a type of consistency in the mgnner of response

~

to the three ways‘by which the process actiVitiés were

characterized. There was a strong tendency for teachers

in junior highischools and ‘for junior and senior -high

school teacher\\in’ﬁhe'Mathematids—Science area to

A\

160
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~orL decisio..z bei made. further from theistudekt,.‘
“h 1o = freque:t ot ‘@ 1n practicé, and greater uni-
for ity in fhe appli~a _on of practices than was s0 for .
teache s in oth - tiyp- of schools or other subject
are. grcupings. S avidence appeérs to support a,
s2r of crc-s-vali  Zion for~the three modes of char-
act -~i:1in. ¢ _ocess.

Conclusiors Related to the Instrument

Devel oped ‘ : L
\ Wl

The;evidence gathered during the study indicated

that the instrﬁﬁent which was developed appeared toO
,perform‘adeqpately the function for which it was intended;
thaﬁ‘is;'to measure various aspects of the ﬁeaching—
_learning process.  Six1of the seven categories of -
activities of the teaching?learniﬁg ﬁfocess were - '
repfesented]by-igémsvin»the final dfaft of the gquestion-
néire. Although, as was noted in the previous sectidn,

the dimensions of the process wbich emerged differed

from those proposed in the Qonceptualization, they were ™\

/ % ' Na--

generally not inconsistent with those proposed and.thus,
micght be conéideréd to measure these dimenéions.’ On the-
basis of the factor analvses performed on thé'datq from
the final administration of the questionnaire, the
specific dimensiOns of the teaching-learning proceés
were.defined with.reasonable'Clarity_which adds further
support to.-the construct validitx}of the measures. The

reliability estimatbs for all three scales and for all




T, S

for description—orientgd-inquigy. Also, the’ form of

N
'
M

"but one subscale were considered to be guite adequate

.

L

o
v

the final draft of the quﬁstiOnnaire did not;éﬁpear to
present difficultieés P respondents. .

: 4 f
Despite the positive observations made with

,‘v 0 N - . ' ’
respect to the 1n@f§;ment which was developed, some
- R '

NS
!

question remaiaﬁ”p ncerning its discriminating ability
in certain siéﬁati ns. Although it appeared to be able
to discriminate among respondents when ciassified:by
type of school and by sﬁbject area specilalization,
aQang the schoolssof a particular type—the practiceé
varied very"lfttle or 'the instrumentjdid not detect
differences which aid indeed exist. :Also the instru—
ment was tes&gd in only a limited variety -of setﬁingsu
fOE-ité power of discrimination. If it does fqii to
discriminate weil in certain situations, this ﬁight
vgryéggil be attributablé toy/its being‘desiéhed to
appiy'across a'wi@e,variety of situations and ité,
forcing respondents to gé%eralize regardigg‘the“
teaching-learning’ process as they have experienced it.

Pro®sitions Succested “rom the
Exploratorv Findincs

~Rather than formulate conclusions from the

'1imited,exploratory use of the instrument in various

settings, the major findings of this study suggest a .

number of propositions which might serve to provoke

further study.

162
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The more structured a;SUbJéCL drea ‘the greater

is the tendency ror dOClSlOnS conccrnlnq the
RS 9 ’
teachlng learnlng process to be removed Fror

\

the student.

'The more structured a subject area, the gf?ater

is the tendency for practices of the teachlng~
learning process to be uanormly applled to -

students.‘

" The more conLenL oriented a subject area, the

greater is the tendency for dec151ons concernlng

the teachlng learning process to be removed :
i

.from the student..

(4

The more content oriented a subject area, the_

';greater is the tendency for practlces of the

ffteaching—learning prutcess to be uniformly

applied to students.vf

In element@rv schools Lhere 1s a greater
tendency for pr@ctlces of the teachlng—
learning process to change over time than in
junior and senior high schools.

In junior and SOHiOE‘”JfJ schools there 1s a
greater tendency'for'prdctices-of the,reachrng:

learning process to be uniformly appiied to

students than in elementary, schools.

163
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IMPLICATIONS

Impdications for Theory DeveloD%ent
, As was noted 1n the pres entatlon of concluslons
related to the conceptual framework, the conceptualxzatlon

proposed appeared.to be adequate except that the cate-

goriées of activities of the teachingrlearning process

. : /
were too geneéral. The sets of activities which comprise

the process‘appear\to be more distidct and ptecise than
had been suggested and should be reformulated taking
account of the results of the empirical'eXamination of
this study.‘ |

'Tbisﬁstudy was based on the premise that schools
can he tjeWed‘as distinct, formal oréanizationsfand

that most general theoretical’formulations which apply“

2 to other organ17atlons can be applled to schools. The

fact that tne 1nstrument which. was developed and used
in this tudy generally did not. dlscrlmlnate among,
individual schools suggests one of two conclus}ons:
either theﬁdiseriminating power of the instrument‘was

e

weak, 'or schools as individual units of a gilven type

~do not differ greatly-from each other on the variables

examiﬁed but differ more as groups of udits.' 76 the
extent that the latter conc1u51on is the more accuratei”
it suggests the 1nappr0pr1ateness of attemptlng to

test general orgaﬁhzatlonal pr0p051tlons in. unltS'
whlch dlffer very little ‘on the varlable of 1nterest.d

The flndlngs of thlS study need not refute the_}:pro-




63

. 165

priateness of viewing school units as organizations, but

could indicate that the testing of organizational

propositions can more properly be done in units which

differ more with respect to the variables of concern.

While literature in the field of oré?nization
theory‘has COnsidéred the influence of various factors
on the prlmary productlon pProcess or the organ17atlon S
technoloqy, more attentlon has beeh qlvpn to tho pro-
pOoltIOh thatf%echnolOQY has a determlnlng érfect on
lother organlzatlonal ﬁqrrables. After examlnlng much
of this 1iterature, Hunt (1970 743) concludes that
~although the nature, degree, and conditions of-its
effect remain controver51al techﬂology hag been
- shown to affect structure Lo shape 1nteractlon
‘and to influence the personal characterlstlcs of
‘the organrrut ional womL Crs.

One of the sources of the dlsagreement rererred to bV

Hunt appears to he theidlfflculty.of berng able to -

operaticnalize the technology concept; therefore, the

-~

concern Of this"study in Lonceptualizing what might' be

the s school's equl\alent to. organizational technology

=

and in developuug an instrument to measure it, should

Y

~facilitate the gxamination of relationships whici. micght

-

. ) - . . . . . - . ~ 9 . x »
exlkst. between the technoloov variable in schools and

” .,

1other organlzatlonal warlables Furthermore such

emplrlcal study could pr0V1de Further ev1dence to
support or reject;the»prem;se;that school unltsrbe .

. ) ) " e AT
treated as formal organizatiohs 1n:.the usual sense’s -

. .4%\ v
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Implications for Practice

The approach taken in the development of the

Descriptors of- the Teachinq—Learninq ProheSs was a

dlmonelons of the teWChlnc —~lea rnlnglprocess-were'

'evidence from- tho sty appoars to be suf icient to

i g ‘ ) - . : Y A
practitioners ‘and by researchers, since the additior oft._. S
A

Jitem sgores on ‘each subscale can provide a measur

.

logical- emplrlcal approach in that the 1n1t1al three

characterizations (scales) were loglcallyiderlved whlle

the subscales within each mere empirically derived by

means_of factor analytic prOcedﬁres.v Such an approach

appears to be quite appropriate in instrument develOpment
@ -

of thls nature and the procedures used can readily be

repllcated in the deVelOpment‘of gimilar instruments.

" An alternatlve mlght be to useran entlrely empirical

“approach in Vhlch no categorlzatlon is proposed a prlorl

but rather a umerarchlcal~factor*ana1ys;3 approach is
taken. By this approach factor analytic'procedores'

would be app]led at successive 1evels ,~ each level of
ategorles belng more specific than the prev1oue one soO
that the scales and.SubsCales would be.derlved entirely ;

on an empirical basis.

In the flnal phase of this study, the various

4

measured and remorted As Tactor scores. HMHowever, the .

K

support the use of the subs cales whlch are prOposed ‘as

adequate measures of these dlmenSlOns. This would

’facilitate”the measuremeht of these'dimensions by //

H f i
\

%
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the drmensions without the.necessity of further factor
analysis and the%sobsequent computation of factor scores.

Tt was suggested earlier in the.statement of the

slgnlflcance of this study that one potential use of an

1nstfﬁﬁeﬁt to measure dlmenslons of ‘the teaching- 1earn1ng

. process would be. in self-evaluation by teachers. Such

use of this instrument appears to be quite reasonable.
v}r

Ay
The mag&ﬁ areas of the teachlng learning process appear

to be represented in the*lnstrument $o that individual

2

teachers Oor. groups of teachers might examine an?/analyze
practices as they are in their classrooms‘by reference
to their own norms or to those suggested or expecged by .
Oothers. The exploratory finding reported in this study

should suggest to teachers and -o others vho are con-
. : <

cerned that dl‘ferences in the teachlng learnlng process
as it occurs in dlfferent situations mlght not be

accounted for merely on the basrs of personal preferences

or dlfferlng orientations of 1nd1v1dual teachcrs but are

1
1nFluenced by many o*her ractors, therefore, it would
kel
i .
seem‘to°be reasonable to expect that)%ractlceszLll not
be alike in all teaching-learning situations:

Those qucerned with the practice of educational

radmlnlstratlon mlght also find. Lhe Dcscrlptors of the

Teachlnq Learnlnq Process to be a usetul 1nstrument tor
li- .

3

'xanaly71ng the prlmary process of the school. Once agaln
4the exploratory flndlngs whlch 1nd1cate that the process

1s dlfferent 1n qlfferent 51tuatlons would seem to 1mply

e
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v f o5 o fe

i B v

s

that administrators be concerned to deétoermine more pre-
. L H E

cisely the nature of these diffeore: ~es. and be prepared” ..
3 15, P P oL

v, -t

to develop or permlt the dcvclopmoht;of Organizat%OHal

structures and practices which best facllitate activitics.
of the teaching-learning process in different situations.

An cxpectatlon for process uniformity even within.a,

single schodl aprears to be unreasonable and even

5

undesirable. : Do ' .

Swacgestions for Further Reseanch -
: f

As with any newly developed research instrument

or technigue, continued use of the Descriptors of ihe

give further ®
B

[

attentlion to refinement and further testing of its . -

Teaching-Learnine Process might do well. to-

application to various situations. Adthowgh the relia-
. v T T
bility estimates concerning the internal‘%stistency

]
i -

Qf the measures appeared to be quité adequate, estimates
- : P R

A
of 1ts stabllity over time would also oe usefnl.

7 In th%s studv an attempt was made to determine
- . L B e, L o )
the applicability of the instrument to. .te:xching- r
learning wractices generally GCross a varietv of arade
Y ) i » ) T ( -

Clevels and o sol oo iroas. I owonld 2o vsme7ul o tone

s

4

“he noplicatdon of the Instrument o & variety of more.
specific situations such as to a single grade level

and/or subject area. Such an application -should

s . + ) . . . s R . : N R N N h
reveal whether or.not the instrument can. discriminate

better in such situations than in the more general - A

applicétion} , : .
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The experience of using the Descriptors of the

Y

Teaching-Learning Process to examine the relationships

between process'varidbles and other school variables
seems to justify the suggestion that it continue to
be used in description—ofiented ingquiry. The  -further
testing of the propositions'Suggeétéﬁ éérlier, as

well as the examination of relationships which might

exist between dimensions of the teaching-learning

process and other variables in school organizations
could add considerably to our understanding of such

organizations which would appear to be prerequisiite

to the formulation of sound prescription for their

improvement. : @E o -
v . N ;0“' ‘ 2 . .

\ o 3

O - o -
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&

DESCRIPTOR;;OF THE TEACHI?G—LEARNING )ROCLJU .

This questibﬁnaire is designed to obtain a description of
aspecto of the teaching-learning process on a number of dimensions.
It is not intended to imply that one mode of operation is better
than another, nor are you being’ asked to indicate what you tnirk

should be done. . Rather, you are asked to responyg to cach 1tem in

accordance with your verception of the situation as it is in your

classroom.

Before responding to the questiodnaire please note EQQ__,,/////

following carefully:

1.

- at the. beblnnlng of each part.

‘Db not write your name on the questionnaire-since a:il

Flease respond to the items in this Quootionnaire in
terms of the class(es) which you are presently teacrlrr.

It is recognized that a response may not apply equally
well to all subjects, classes, or activities, or at all
times. Therefore, you are asked to select the resgonse
which best tinlfles tne situation with reupect to the

classtes) you teach.

Please respond to every item in each part of thre
questionnaire in accordance with the dlrectlonq given

.

o

responses are to bé treated anonymously.

’
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PART 1

—

WHO MAKES DECISIONS

DIRLCTIONJ

w b

For each of the follow1ng items consider which of the responses A, B, C

178

-

U, or E below best describes who generallj decides an- tne matter
referred to by the item.

Clrcle one of the five letters follow1ng the item to show which re,ponse
you have e selected.

-

4 = OUTSIDE COURCE.- A source outside the-glass setting
‘makes the-decision (e:g. central office, 1001

‘administrators, other teacners).. Y
- o

B = OUTSIDE. SOURGE AND TEACHER - Agboutgide source and ‘the

teacher make the decision.

)v - v

C = TEACHER - The, teacher alone mgkes the dec151onL

D = TEACHER AND STUDENT. - The tedcher and the s;uaent(s>

make the decision wlth or wlthout the heip of an outs:i
source. v
‘ . [

E :,STUDnUT - The student alone makes the'dcciqﬁon. such

decision mlvnt be made after consultation witn parents
ar fr]endo but ‘is eSQentlally tne otudent's]Jec;olon.

"

m

N '

de -

a

The assignment of students to your classf{es. .

" Whether or not you divide yohr class(es) into ?ﬁ'

I

T

" subgrouns for instructional purposes. ) T A
Tre textbooks which are used. . - A ' A
The way :in which tex&bodks\arc<udéd. : o A
- o ; ' o -
what iastructiona. mater: als orner tnan teXtlooKs /
are used. - ~ . . . A

Tre ways in wnich thgse other ifstructic:hac mqteriali/
are used. . ) / A

The types of A-V equipment wnich are used. ) A
P P —.

Wnen variocus .items-of A—V*Jqui;ment are usecd.

X

. ~ - —
E.,C 2 &
. N 4

3 T = :

~ g poy

= -~ Y W

E_C =
i
i

= ~ - o

P
{
\
20 2 AN
I
B-C o £
v(‘
B C L. =
Y !
&



e 4
L _ | ' ; e 2 ’ -
LR . A = OUTSIDE sCURCE 4 )
R ‘B = GUTLELE COURCH AND THAGHE
’ RN . C = TEACLuR ‘
S © Dz TBACHEN AND STUDENT =,
. R . : . o . Q )
Sy . "E = STUDENT
R . ' t o
i TR a
WHO DECIDES ,‘"‘ SR )

a2

’1u;:‘what'other adulgs'ard involved in class activities.

Fe By whom various 1tc s of A-V'édﬁipment arc used. jn
“-your class(es). 'fﬁ : )

) é_'!

- /
171, The ways in whirh. .otner adulto are.involved 1N gjiasg
IS B ~
L, aut1v1t1ec.' SRR - : °

f .t D . |

e g . ) “ . L o , . . . . N
‘}é.t»The'locat1on wnere' various learning activitiel gre
" . carried ©n whether in a single classrpom, a variety of

different areas in tne schoot, or various placeg
out &de ‘he s3Cnooi.

. : o ".‘. . P

15. Tné extent to which students are permitted to Move
around in their 1ea"n1ng environmernt.

o

14, The é#ount of time which is aWJOﬁatcd to the, Shecific

subgect(s/ which you teach. . T

I

15?, ”hé‘amount of unstructured time during which Stugcntr
~ are permlt ed to pursue their.own interests.
“ — N . %‘ <
Tad The tlmeﬁperlod whlch 15 scheduled Ior the spCCific
oucdect(s) wnlcn yoJ teacn.
17.' ‘‘he pace.at’ wh1C1 content is to be covered by
student ‘ : .- ‘ .

16. “Whénis “ar: to move from one lesrnins act ivity
i ., o5 L’
or unit to the nex:. , - -

’ - ';v R . Lt . . “. N . )
19.. When particilar tunits or torics arec denit withe

. . 4
27, wnen stu:ents'ang “ovkbe rremotea.
B .-/ . N . » .
<21. The basis-on which stu;en:; arg o, te rfromoicds

' : . AR
X g B S

2\ 22. What is to be acn"evea oy the act1v1t1eu of Judents

in :he class sgettirg. .
. J R /;\‘ . e
23. The nature of your ‘role ag a teacner in oartxcular
teaching- learnlng oluuablopg.?

2

B ¢
5oC
B ¢
PoC
B ¢
s
B¢
B C
6o
5 ¢
5-C
e
q

¥
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¥ : 27

31.

. 34,

35.

WHC DECIDES

3
A - OUTSIDE SOURCE
B = OUTSIDE SOURCE AND TEACLER
C - "HACHER ‘ . '
D = UEACHER AND STUDENT

I = STUDERT

T TS
‘e specific tcacqug methods. you ugse.

a2 ;
- The methods of learning_and proovlem solving gsed by

tne student.

dnetnher or not homework is assigned.

- . B . /
The methods of evaluation wh;ch are used.

The use which is made of tne results of evaluation.
; o ! st
licw often evaluatidgh %takes rlacc.

The attendance of student. . school.

The attendance 6f ‘students in class for. particular
subjects or activities. -

What action is taken when a student has been absent
from class. ’ '

“hat action is taken when a student! comes to class
late.

o0 e L. . -

Rules for stusent conduct while eniaged in class

related . activities. )
: . s

what action is taken in the event of a gsrious

breach of the rules of ¢onduct.

g,

A

B

~
“

(@}

|}

9]

O

&)

&3
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[ART 1T CHANGEH 1IN TRACTICE OVER TIME

DIRECTIONS ,

1. For each of the following items considér which of the responses L, B, C,
’ ii, or i below best deseTibes how often there is change in the matter
rcferred to by ‘he item. . 7 . ' : '
A ) Lo } .
2. Circle one of the five ‘letters following the it~m to show which response
you have selectea. ' -

L AS
” . -
A = AT LBAST OLCE A DAY
. | & ,
B < AT LEALGT CNGE A-WEEK
. - v : . ‘ ) S
/’//N C = AT LEAST OHCE A MONTH A
b . i
D = AT IBAST OHCE A YEAR ? :
E o= AT ALL DURING THE: YEAR
HOW CFTEN'I3 [ HZRE CHAWNGE IN
“36. The. group composition of students whether it be one
large jroup, or. two or more instructional subgroups. A2 C D &
o o .
37. The decisionm about which tex:books are u.ed. - ‘A B.-C D E
5.. The way 1in which textbooks a:jd>scd. : A B C D E
39." The ihstru;tlonal materials othér than textbooks ]
which are used. ’ . - A B C D E
.40, The ways in which these other instructional mat®dAials
are used. ' A E C D &k
. ki, The types of A-V equipment which are used. A B C O E
“ .4Z, Who uses various items of A-V gduipmcht*iﬁ wour -
ciassies). : ST ' AR COO
L3, vhat other adults»ape inwﬁlvedfln*class activities. A B C O E
44, The ways in which other agults are involved in class “
activities. : “p o ' ‘ A B C U E
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: ; T, (" .
A = AT T.-AKT Oh(,}g A DAY
P B = AT L."JAI;T SHCT A .-J‘rlr 'r;
C = AT T#AST ORCu A Q"}"
P A ' R,
G D = 'AT LA ONCLE A Y:LAK . - .
. ’ . « E = NO} AT ALL DURTKG THE YEAR -
H(;v/ CFTEN IS THERE CHANTE IN . ’ - .
45, The location where wvarious learning activities are i
carried on whether in a single classroom, a variety of-
different areas in the school, or various places ’ .
outside the school. ' A3 C D R
. 46, The extent to which siudents are ;ermiited to move .
“around in their legrning environment. A B b E
.- . ( .': . “ ) . i .4" ’ v v
L7. Yhe amouht of time which is allocazed to the specifirc.
ubject(s) which you teach. : S . A B ¢ L E
43, ‘i'he amount of unstructarcd time during which ntuaentce
-are permitted to pursue their own interests. . A B C D 0k
49, The time period which is scneduled for the bGpeciiic | N
subject(s) which you teacs. S : ' .. & B L 3 E
- K : - B i TN ; . 2o
50.  The instructional objectives to.be achieved-by - L o
student activities. S - “ALB O C L E
-51. The nature of your role as a .eacher in vcarticular
teaching-learning situations. .- - & B C D2 E
52. Thre s:tecific teaching‘'metnodz you nuse. A B C o E
53. The methods of Iearning and "roolen s0lving used by "
; the student.- , _ i ‘ A '3 C D E
o / T : . . N
St The ‘kinds of activi.:es wnich accomAany or fol.ow »
K the stucy of rarticular con ert. v A 3 2 3 E
25, The metnods o :valuaticn whnch arce used. A - 2 L=
. . s - 7 . "
© P, " The action you tase wnen oo cusent nas Leen ablent h
from class. Al z =
Lo . E L . o "\ ° .
_57. The aciion you take whnen-a siudent £omes L0 C.awnd : -
late. ) ' C : AR L n
- : . J . ,
©50.: Rules for student conduct while engaged 1n clas
related activities. . . A 3 C D.E-
.59. The action-which you take in the event of a serrous : '
breach of the¢ rules of conduct. . - f.B C D E
. . ). . , \. PR,
* - .
.
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PART T11 . . UNTFORMITY OF PHACTICL

DIRECTION. ' - .

1

.

1. For each of. the tollowing items con.ider whicih of the responses
or D below best describes whether” the matter reloerred-to Ey”thc

13 ﬁcnreally'the same -for all &tudentoy-for Some Slwients, or apyil
to individual, students only.. . o, ) , .
) C . e . . o~ T B . ~
2. Circle one of the four letters following the item to show which renponce . -
you have selected. I
r '.; .
. - et e ot ot amrec aemes . 7 - .
d i L= OAME FCR ALL STULSRTS R (5= A1 students a
i . . S
: i this grade level :n the scncol.
. | B = SANETFCR AL SYULENTS It A CLASS - Al stuaents inthe
. S N . -
same class but not all'-students at tnis sroze level n
| . — s
the school. L. )
. . . ) ’r'>\ N
- St ., . b
8 =z SaME FCR ALY, STULENT3 10 A SUBGROUF OF A CLALGS - A\llz /
, students in a subgroup of a .class but not the whole o0
' class™ , N ’ - o
R N ) 0T . .- . - .,/-;.-m sve n e ‘ . :
5= APPLIFS TOINDIVIDUAL STUDLENTS ONLY. ' o —. -
‘ i . o s . . .
; S, e S N :
, .. . B M >
CHOW. U1 ’RM ARE PRACTICES- RWGARDING
"6y. - The textbooks which are used. - ' _ A B C.D
: L . o . . i . .
A . s . L " i . : ’ ~ -
6. JjTre way .in whigh textbooks are usea. ) . A B 2 O :
. . N r et R " ' S .
Co o ) o ) - - v SN
«62. 'The instructional materials other tnan textbooks wnich R
; ~ are-used. ’ ‘ o o A 3 C O
\ v . . . -
3. . The ways in which these other instructional 'materials
© 7 . are used. : T 3 ' : A B D
. . . ’ . . . . R N i .
o+, The trres of ALV materials wnich are used. | . A LB T D
A v . TWrneh various .items of A-V egulrment are used. P e,
4 oT. ‘The. locatrion where various lc:rnin,. activities are. |
carried cm wnetner in a S:iRTLIe £.asiroon, L var.ety. of
different areasAn the school, or various p.aces:

]

outside the school. ) ' A B C
. 4 . . :

67:_ The extent to which students are permitted to move

. . . . - . . ’ ¢
around in their learniug cnvironment. . N A B C D
- - o o - » - v X ) ~
T c . . Ay !
N ) S -
N N sip\ .




Lm' uN PFORM Ase, FRACVICES R ;ARDIhG Cer
68. Thé- amount of time Mhlch 15 dllocated to Lhe specific
subject{s) whith you teach :
69. ‘The amount of unstructured time during which stufients
I . are permitted to pursue their own interests.
7. The “ime veriod which is schedulied for. tne specific ..
subject(s) which you teach.
EY N ' . " @ ‘;'
7?1. The pace at which content is to be covered by studenis.
- \ -
7. Wh otudertu are, to move -from one learn‘ng dg}1v1tJ irt
unit to tne neAu. : -
75. ‘Yhen particdular units or topics arec dealt with.
74. VWhen students are to be, promotead. -
o . Ce ) i i
75. The vasis on which students are to be Drombted.
! L ’ '
76. What is to be achieved by the attivities of sthdents .
in the class, setting. - . '
77. The nature of your role as a teacher in particular -~
teaching-learning situations. con
» v . .
7567 T‘Q\specific teaching methods you .use.
. ‘ ) . . . N
- 76, "ne methods of learning and problem solving uscd oy trne
5 p & ¢
‘ stucent.™
. - 4
. . s . .
8G. “he kinds of activities which accompany or follow the
study of particuiar cbéntent.
31. Wnether or not homework igs assiined. S
5.. Jie meihods of eva.ualicon waicn are ussa.
G5, The use which is made of the results of evaluation.
84. How often evaluation takes place.
85.  Tre requlrement for the attendance of studenta at )

A5 GAKE FOR ALL STUBENTS N THECGRADE
B = BRNE FOR ALL STUDIATS 18 A CLASG -
CC 2 SAME FCR ALL JTUDERT. IN A SUBGROUP OF A CLASS
APPLIZS TG THDIVIDUAL STUUENTS or:.ﬁ

it

X

school. «\

gy

-
=

Y

3t

. x-
. SR

A B
A B
A B
A .3
Ao
Ao
A B
AN B
e

B
JR
P
A B
A B
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8&. . ne
' for
87.

n

ARE

reqlrement for the attendance. of otudentg 1n clasg
particular subjects or factivities?

The action wnhich is taken  when a
absent.’

'class.

§9. 5&

The ,action which 1s ta’
breacih of ‘the rules of conuuct.

I'RACTICES REGARDTNG

FOR ALL GTULEHTS (N
FOR ALI. STUDENTS IN
FeR ALL STUDENTs;ﬁN

AVPLIEo 10 INDIVIDUAL oTUD

: ¢

i

The action wnlch 1s taken when a studertulo fate for

K

es for student conduct while enraged in ClduS related
tlvltles._

o

\

situdent has

“n in 'the event of a serious

~
~
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o
‘ P4 v YOUR T"E/\Cl'lllﬂ(} ASSTGNMENT
’ kS i 7 . . ‘ ¥
21. In which grade(s) do you teach? (Check one’ or more)
One SR -Seven ”
Two : Eight »
Three - Nine ’ .
_—‘ ) P" ] - .
Four . ! Ten
e . Yive Eleven
' G1X Twelve
/s L
.9<. Irdicate approximately tne Derfcntabe of your eaching time Spent
i in-one or more of .the following subJect areas. (These should tota:
10U7%) - ' ’
teading Science
, sJocial Studies . Fine Arts
Fnglish = _Physica] Ilducation t
French ) Home nconomics o
‘ l.anguage (Other than ‘ IndLutrlal Artse . -
" tnglisk or French;] Business Zducation: .
' Mathematics. Cther (specify)
: ~ 93. What us the total number of d1fieren1 students that you 1nstruct in
v . a week? (Cneck one) . : _— -
: : ) . . ) [
" 2 . Urnder 30 ‘students ° v -
) 50 - " ’
P 47, = L,.9 T i
. . B -“— o _ 99 " 4 ) .
o ( 10% - A4g o
- N W — . o
T 150 - 19y .
Sl . 200 - 2997 "
= ' }QC'— 399 " . .
. 400 or more students -
o . F‘Qh YOU VERY MUCH- FOR YOUR AGSISTAICE
: Ty
;; j%.v 1, -
\. r, / . . J
. SN % ¢
,'“ .’. ,‘ Qb . ' : \ A
?- . N / . <
St S e A )
s ‘ Y A O
* . r . vl X ) ¢ N \
* b . >55f‘2~) : ;
- .\ ‘ . ‘. j
" ol
‘ . )
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Y . . - - . ) .
aspects of the teaching-learning process ©on a number of dimensions..

-

DESCRIPTORS OF THE TEACHING-LEARNING PROCESS

v

: ;o L R .
This questionnaﬁrﬁ‘ﬁs designed to ‘obtain'a description of

It is not intended‘to impiy that one mode of opération is better

than another, nor are you being asked to indicate what yoﬁ think

should be done. Rather; you are asked . to respond to each item in
AL Sl ’,

“~

g&ccordance_with your perceptioﬂ of the situation as it is in your

classroom.

)

- 3

Be;ore responding to the questlonnalre please note the

"following .carefully:’

BN

1.

2.

X
Please respond to the items in this questionnaire in termsg

of the class(es) which you are presently teaching.’
\ o

It is recognized that a response-may not apply equally well
to all sujects, classes, or activities, or at all times.
Therefore, you are asked to select TEE RESPONSE WHIGH BLST
TYPIFIES THE SITUATION WITH RESPECT TO THE CLASS(ES) YOU
TEACH even though.there nlght be exceptions.

Please respond to EVERY item in each part of the question-

naire in accordance with the directions given at the begin-
ning of each part. ,
Do “not write your name on the questlonnalre since all
respoises arec to be treated anunYmously

[
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. 1
PART I ’ ) LOCUS OF DECISION . o

DIRECTIONS: : : s N

a, For each ‘of the followfng items consider which of the responses A, B, C, D, or E below
best descritbes who generally decides on' the matter referred to by the Ltem. -

b. circle ore of the five letters followxng the item to shgw which response you have .

selected. o
N - . -
A = OUTSIDE SOURCE - A source ‘outside the class setti ing makes the decision,
4 (e.g., central. offlce, school administrators, other teachers).
B = OUTSIDE SOURKE AVD TEACHER ~ An outsxde sourcé and the teacher make the . =
decxszon
x N L N
T C = TEACHER - The teacher alone makes the decision. - - .
“w 'ﬂ 4
J
D = TEACHER A‘D STUDENT - The teacher and the student (s) make the dec1510n
“with or withaut the help 8f an ocutside .source. L .
- Fi - v .
T E = STYDENT - The student alone makes the. decisitn. Such a.decision might
be made after consultation with parents or friends but is essentially
| mthe student's degision. - . .8
L - R . ral
WHO DECIDES  , ‘ ] > :
-~ ¢ - . & » ) LS
o1 The way in which.textbooks are used, . . . . . . .0 . .. <« « . .. A B D E \
AN ) . - . R . ST S
2. What instructional materials bther than textbooks are used . ... A B C D E J////
. : : . . . .
. , . ‘ . . . K y : .
The way 'in which these other instructional materialsrarelused . «. A B C DE ; :
, - 4. Th% types of A- V e ulpment wnxcn are used . £ . ., L .0, e. L. ?k:A 3 C D E o
. 2
. /
5. When various items’ of A v equpment are used . [ ... A B C D E
° \
6. When particular unlts or topics are dealt with. . . . . . . . . . . A'B £ D E
. ' .
7. The pace &t which content is to’ be covered by students. R 9 ‘B £ D E 7
Al
8. \What is to bg achieved by the activities of studcnts in the
class setting . . ., . . . . . © 4+ ¢+ s 4 ¢« 4 % + « e a4 4w « +« ..« A B C D E .,
: . » : 5
9. The nature-of your role as a teacher in particular teach1ng-' ) ' o
learning smtcatlons G e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ... . A B C D E .

o '

+ 10. The specifig teachlng methods you use . . . . . .. e+ +.:i... A B C D E fo
. . , TG . P
+1. .Whether oﬂrnot homework is assigned = ;| . ., . . L Tme e e e . A B C D E )
12. The methods of evaluation which are used. . . . . ... .0 .. L. A B C D E ;
i3, The use which is made of the results of evaluation. . . . . . . A B C D E
14. The basis Jon which students are to be promoted. . . . . . . . . N. A B C D E
. : . - \w . v
15, When stfidents are tc be promcted. PREI S .. ... . ... . A B C D E
: . | ’
16.  What action 1s takén when a student has been. absent, frem . ) -
' LSS o v e e e T .- - >. A B C D E
17. What action is taken when a student Comes to‘class late Certe e e

18. Wwhat actxon ie taken in the event of p serious breach of the'
rules of conduct. . . . . LU S

'
. . . =
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PART 11 : CHANGE ' IN PRACTICE OVER TIF}E . ' : 4 ‘
. . . : & S
DIRECTIONS: , - T ’ . -
a. For each of the followinhg items consider which of: the regponses A, ~C, D, or E be low
' . best descrlbes how of :en there.is change 1n the matter referred to by the item.”
b.. Clrcle ofie of the five lctters followxng the’ item to show ‘which [esponse you have» N e
selected. *, ‘ s R
A = VERY FREQUENTLY - An'average of at least once a day s, v ,
B =°OFTEN - An average of at least on¢e a week i .
C -~ OCCASIONALLY - An averagé 65 at least once a month L -
» .t
IS N ¥ "
3 = SELDOM - An avérage of at’ least once a year . 57 .
B . e ~ - i .
- LE s~ NOT AT ALL DURING. THE YEW' . )
Y - : b - ‘
N 25 . L e -
HOW QFTEN- IS THERE CHANGE IN [ : - - .
1. The way in which tcktboa?ﬁ areused . .« . . 4« + . 4+« .« . . .. A B C D E
2. The instrugtional materiials,other than textbooks which are : :
used. . . . e e e e e e e e e e e s e ey s A B C D CE
. Y s Vl' , T . !
8 . * S .
. /Thgayay in which these other instructional materials are - ﬁr : R
UBBAY. . . o e e e e e e e e N T ... B C D E
}\ : R , ) | ' : . v‘ . o
4." The types of A—V equipment which aretused « . . .x. . & .+ . . .. A.B C D E
5. Wwho uses various 1tems of A-V equ1pment in yoq$ class(es) Ty, .o A BYCT D E
. 6. The instructional objectﬁves to be»acnleved by student ’ N o o
activitigs. . . . . . . . S R T B//Q-”D E
" ; ‘. )
7. The nature of your role as a teacher in pardlcular Leachlng- - » .
} learnin sxt%ﬁglons T T ‘ssc D E.
- 5 CoA o e <l
8. The Specifiéﬁﬁeaching methods you use . . . . . . . . 0T e A B . C D E
& ’ :
9. The methods of learnlng and problem solving used by the ) T e
student . . . . . 5% . . o S oo 00 g s 0 Ty o s st .. A B C E .
. 10. The kinds of activities which accompany or foliqw the "study £
of particular content . . . ow. 4 . . .\ .. s e e e ;/. cvaw A B.C D E
11. The 1ocatlon where various learning activities aré carriedfon, & :5 ) b
“whether in a single classroom, a variet# of different areas in[ - - o s
the school, or varicus ; lures outside the school. . . . . . . . ~*. A B 'C. D E 4
'12. The extent to which students :zrc permitted tdO move arfigd‘iﬁ.‘ S
their learning avironme:nl. . e e e e e e e e e T ‘A B C D E
. N . P
13. THe amount of t.me which 1is all::ated to the specific sub]ect(s) .
which you teach . . . . . . . . . o e e e e, . A'B-C D.E
.14. The amoun® of uroot Goeroe during whe ch qLJc%f‘s are . .
permitted to purs t&s.r cw:. interests [ . . e s A B C D E
-3
ey ' R I .
.15. "The action you take when @-student has been-abspnt from class ... . A B. C D ‘B
: L . L b
16. The .action you take when a st ent comes to class late. .:.¢ o . Qe gf-a"EZ’D E
.17. Rules for student conouct while engaged in class related .. ’t! : "5
activities. . . . . . . . e e e e e v e 4 i e e e e e e e v oA B C D E
. - - , .',
18. . The actxon which you take\bo the "event of a serloﬁs breach \

of the rules of ‘conduct . ..o L. oL L



- N .
4 The way “in which these other Lnstructlonal materials [N . . 7.
arg-used o .oxeo. o0 e 0 o S D00 L 0 L L s, .« .. . .°%A B E\ib
’ -
o . R K . X
5. The types ‘of A=V equxpment whlch are used. ... . e e e e A B C.D
y o y
€. When wvarious 1tems of A-V equxpment are used s e o0, =A B C D
~ ‘~ o * " .’ . . \
The pace at whlch content ig to be covered by students . . .. A B C D
1
When- students are ‘to move frd%'one learning act1v1ty . ) :
or unit to the mext. ... o.es T L L Lo Lo s o s sl A B'C D ..
Thegppec1f1c teachlng nethods you uSe 5 - .'.'. .. e+ e +«+.. . ‘A B_C. D -
Thé\methods of learnan and problem solvxng used by * . oo » -
the student. . 4 . e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e . A'B C D,
"1l. The.kinds of activities whlch accompany or follow the . . .
study of particular content. . . . . .. . . R R A B C D
l2._ Whether or not homewdrk is assmgned e . J‘54. R sl 2« v A ByC D
: D ' N \ ’ . ~ | .«‘
Tne methods of’evaluatldn wbxéh are usedy, . . . . . e - e S ... A B C D e
The use which is’ made of the~Ausults of evaluaulon Pe ERE t B C D
. N K S :’: H v [ 4 .' .
How of en’ evalpat’c:,ia&cs slace . o, ... . . . f . . ... ... <" A B C D .7
b 7o N [ 54 ’ \// . . 2
The*aculon which is ‘taken w"eﬂ a’ student has_been absent . A. ...t A B C D
The action which is taken when a stugent 1s late for class R S ?f E C, . . v
c | P, 2, .
\VT e actlon whlch is taken in the event of a serious breach -
»0% the rules of conduct. . . . . . . . . . . .. P .. A B .C D
’ ‘- | (g . 5
" - B . 1
i N > . N
. , ‘ 5 .
- ( . . A
- 3
. ) )
- A » i .
i )
' “ - - A
2 ) :’ ) M ) ' :
/] N Y '

are used e e P e St L e e ihe ... .7 A B eRD

N . [ .
N ' A"‘ ..‘ : i -
e o
x ot N ,
, * 0 ] " 3 !
PART III ; ’ UNIFQRMITY OF PRACTICE .
. » ST v . L ’ . N vt . .
. D - a . p . - - : '
DIRECTIONS: - % - - S . o ot
TR ; : ‘ B 0 e v
. [ - \
a.  For. each of yﬁé follow1ng items con51dcr which of - the‘re ponses A; B, C, or D below
best destrlbes whether the matter referred to by the *te is generally the same for
'all students, for some “students or appblcg ‘to 1nd1vxdual Studengﬁ only. . .
) 3 - by “ -
b. Clrcle oné of Jhe four Lctters followzng the xtem to-showthich responsc you have ' 3
selected. - v ; : o - A\
L - . : - wr - ——=
- “A = SAME FOR-ALL S’I‘UDhNTS IN THE GRADE ~ All students at this g’ra-de 1é‘vex in, :
B the school. . L I i e b we : 4 .
. . L Lo N . S A ) s .
" B = SAME‘FOR ALL STUDENTS IN° A CLASS - AllL students 1nathc/same class but -
=" nac all §tudﬂnt5 at ‘this grade level n ﬁ%v school. '/ o, fY. . - i -
N -
C = SAKME FOR ALL STUDENTS IN-A SUBGPOVP OF A CLISS - All studehts in a
N b Submrnu 02’ a r1}< Lut qo* who ».g]e ClﬂgS- . . . /
. 5 ’ i ’ o 8 .
, . , Dm = APPLIES T0 INDIVIDUAL STUDEbiTS ONLY LT i B
' N : ERPE R — s
HOW UNIFORM gmz PRACTICES REGARDI‘NG N P ) 3 * N
| : F s - Ca ' - P N : . . '. - . ) .
1. The textboqks which areluscd e S e s s L LT 0 - A B CU D -
. 'Y . . : . o - . . .
2. The- way ‘in whlch textbopks are used. el .‘i-. N ._:?.f A- B C b
. e ¥R ‘ ; ‘ . ; -
3. The instructional materlals other than tethooks which o
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PART 1V ' . YOUR TEACHING ASUIGNMENT ’ <

s 1F YOU TEACH TN AN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

1.  In which gradets) do you tcaﬁh? (check one or more) -

(1) Kindergértcn

(2) Grade One ]

(3)"GradeiTwo 4 . -
A (4) Grade Three

(S) Grade Four

(6) ﬁadc Five: _ ,)
R & ade Six ’
2. . If you specialize in the tecaching of a particular subject: é}
(1) What is that subject? )
(2) What percentage of your teaching time is devoted to.it?
. ’ / . .
“IF'YOU TEACH IN A JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OR A SENIOR HTGH SCHOOL ,

.1. In which grade(s) do you teach? (check onc or more)
(1) Grade Scven ) ’
(2) ‘Grade Eight -
(3} Grade Nine
{4) Gradé Ten |
- (5) Gradg Eleven ' .
{6} Grade Twelve
2. Check the one shbject area below in which you spend more than 50% of
your teaching time.
i (1} English-Social Studies
ya " ' (2) French-Foreign Language .
, (3) ’ Mathematics-Science
(4) Creative Arts (e.g., music, drama, art)
[] NP ol
- - (5} Physical Education
- (6) Home Economics ) R
- Cs ] (7} Industrial Arts - .
: (8) Businesj Education
//’ir\\\ .~ (9) vocational Education (othecr than Business Educagion)
\ (10) o:her’(g{p'ecify)‘ B
) !
. k‘ ! R
i ~ ‘ . THANK YOU VERY MUCH -FOR YOUR AsSISTANCE
// o : :
Y .
“ ' ]
4
N . : ¢
) »
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APPENDIX C

OBLIQUE PRIMARY-FACTOR STRUCTURE MATRICES FOR EACH
OF PARTS I, II, AND,.III IN THE USE OF THE
FINAL FORM OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

J .

193
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e

g Table 46 k!

Obllque Prlmar§ Factor Structure Matrlx-—
Locus of Decision

18

|

(N=247)

Factors
‘Item I II 11T v v VI
1 -013* 465 - 192 071 . 220 -012
2 142 638 067 187 120 218
3 083 540 -066 288 303 151
4 002 316 017 004 - 105 628
5 061 043 094 149 127 463
6., 139 271 08! 245 476 163
7 095 199 105 224 823 137
8 187 162 207 > 413 470 -103
9 <109 . 260 013 443 .. 174 -106
10 077 . -092 = =059 460 " 169 104
11 056 144 238 517 171 076
12 208 133 235 612 216 ‘030
13 241 121 . 263 532 225 086
14 995 031 184 = 286 116 “-004
15 673 144 181 2 - 203 063
16 150 - 028 701 176 7 0 172 112
17 170 © 222 654 - 204 124 -121
: -009 475 288 065 175

*Decimals have been omitted

-
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Table 47
Oblique Primary-Factor Structure Matrix--Change
in-Practlce- Over Time
Factors
- .
em B IT IIT. ~ v - ' VI
1 278% 583 293 1.99 223 243
2’ 136 897 249 094 255 532
3 135 733 312 156 241 679
4 094 401 221 16¢ 369 593
5 149 ~ 236 343 1G9 538 451 -~
6 297 252 538 -~ 378 386 346
7 291 270 5e8 216 133 0%2
.8 211 342 777 196 305 163
9 256 289 825 175 296 309
10 221 303 668 200 352 444
11 193 225 35 176 532 247
12 177 180 314 185 510 146
13 234 155 169 392 570 166
14 211 213 168 290 690 334 /
15 995 237 713 431 299 —030,/
16 813 188 253 282 258 098/
17 419 205 282 751 314 137
18 - 418 169 109 762 417

. *Decimals have been omitted

N
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'/

S ‘ _ Table 48 -
Oblique PrimaryiFactor Structure Matrix-- T
« Uniformity of Practice
(N=247) .
_ Factors
\

Ktem I 1T ITI v v VI
\g 603* 159 324 622 488 483
2 603 086 362 560 546 4 533
3 498 203 379 552 973 562
4 497 201 395 515 846 551
5 363 046 743 319 425 358
6 210 -017 879 217 268 .18
7 747 162 220 489 . 470 65
8 A9 012 "\_.719 348 332 462
9 % 583 168 231 439 444 821
10 422 195 165 343 - 385" 670
11 554 153 312 « 474 493 655
12 e 479 162 254 472 347 422
13 429 351 172 789 463 429
14 378 364 116 95 420 374
15 398 351 287 e 355 405
16 : 130 918 -018 412 170 217
17 , 091 936 -021 . 359 164 193

379 238 234

18 086 774 061

1>4

*Decimals have been omitted -

/

AN

o=
.



" APPENDIX D

ITEM INTERCORRELATION MATRICES FOR EACH OF
B 3
PARTS I, II, AND III IN THE USE OF THE

FINAL FORM O-F THE QUESTIONNAIRE

197
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