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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study was to determine
the role of an.Institute of Technology instructor as
perceivéd by the Institute instructors and administratorse.

.An>instrument consisting of fifty stimulus items
describing ﬁypical iﬂstructor activities was designed to
collect respondents' perceptions of the behaviorél, pre-
scribed, and normative roles of an Institute instructor,
depending on thch of the three forms of the instrument
was administered.

One form of the instrument requested the respond-
- ent to give his perception of what an instrucfor actually
does (behavioral cognitions), another, what an instructor
is directed to do (prescription cognitions), and the third,
what an instructor is expected to do (normative expecta-
tions).

The responses of NAIT instructors were compared
‘with their counterparts at SAIT, as were the responses of
NAIT and SAIT administrators with NAIT and SAIT instruc-
tors.

Statistical analysis involved the computation of
frequency distributions, response percentages, means,
standard deviations, and student t values for tests on

means. Probabilities of t were established for the
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inputs from the various respondent groups.

The results of the study indicated that there
were few significant differences in the way in which
Institute of Technology administrators and instructors
perceived the behavioral, prescribed, and normative
roles of an Institute instructor.

The findings of this study have helped to
. identify areas of instructor activity where differences

in perception between compared groups do exist.
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CHAPTER 1
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE °
INTRODUCTION

Thé years l96l.to 1969 were marked by unprece-
dented growth in technical and vocational education in
the Province of Alberta.

Under the terms of the‘federal—provincial
Technical and Voéational Training Agreement (1961), the
provincial government was financially reimbursed by the
federal governmentbfor expenditures made in connection
with the construction and operatiqn of vocational and
technical training facilifies and programsSe. Extensive
development K of ocational education occurred at both the
secoﬁdary and éigi:secondary levels as a result.
(Department of Edﬁcation,»l963:9l). -

During the first year of the.agréement the
federal government approved the construction of fifteen
vocational high school projects, the complete facilities
for the Northern Albefta Institute of Technology, a major
building expansibn‘program at the Southern Alberta Insti-
tute of Technology, and new buildings and additions at
the Schools of Agriculture.

The rapid expansion of'Institutes of Technology
facilities éhd programs created an urgent Aeed'to recruit

1
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a great many persons as instrﬁctors who possessed speciai
skill and knowledge in a designatéd field.

These were drawn from.business and industry of
necessity because there were too few persohs already in
the teaching force who had the kind éf experience and
qualifications required by the_Institutes.5 Instructo;s
were hired; therefore,-on the basis of their business,
technical, or p;ofessional éualifiéations and experience.
They were not réquired +o0 have teaching certificates,
although some newly appointed instructors did have
certificates'when they came on staff, or subsequently
obtained them.

Certificated teachers were in the minority,
however, accounting for only 18.5% of the total instruc-
tor population of NAIT and SAIT&ggcording to a study done
by Tod (1969:39).

When an instructor came on staff at NAIT he was
assigned to either the Business and Vocational, Industrial,
or Technology Division. At SAIT he was assigned to one
of sixteen departments of instruction. In either instance,
he was in a division or department thaf had been designed
to meet the particular and unique instructional demands
of specific vocationse.

Tn view of the Institute of Technology instructors'
heterogeneous backgrounds of experience @nd qualifications
'prlor to being employed by the Institute, . and their

subsequent assignment to a spec1allzed area of instruction,



the question was raised whethef these factors might
influence their perception of an instructor's role to
the extent that there would be significant differences
in percéption between selected groups. | |

The central purpose of this study was to cbliectj
fhese'percéptions.measured on three dimensions of.thé
instructor's role, and-cémpare groups by division, or by

departments grouped into divisionse

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The'purpose of this study was to investigate the
actual, directed, and expected behaviors of an Inst}tute
of Téchnology instkuctor as pérceived by the instructors
themselves, and by the Tnstitute administratorse.

Specific answers were sought to the following'
questions:

(1) 1Is there a significant difference (p=005)
in perception between the way NAIT and SAIT instructors
view the'instructor's‘role in each of its three dimen-
sions of "actual', "directed", and "expected"?

(2) 1Is there a significant difference (p=.05)
in perception betwéen the way NAIT.administrators and
NAIT instructors view the instruétor's role in each of
its three dimensions of "actual", "directed", and
"éxpected"?

(3) Is there a significant difference (p=.05)



in perception between the way SAIT administrators and
SAIT instructors view the instrugtbr's role in each of
its three dimensions of "actual", "directed", and

"expected"?
IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY:

It is of importance to instructors and admin-
istrators to identify those elements of the instructor's
role on which both groups agree, or disagree. The
potential for conflict that can result from differing
.perceptions of the instructor's function and responsi-
bility can be minimized, or possibly removed, if these
differences can be identified.

As Bush (1968:246) comments ". « « o 3@ redef-
initicn of the role of the teacher.is upon us -and may -
well shape Ehe context and procedures of teacher
education for decades to come." As he points out,

According to research, the teacher perceives
his main role to be that of purveying knowledge to
students, directing their learning -- important
work, which he felt was often disrupted by many
irrelevant things imposed by administrators and
laymen and parents.

The teacher is taught to, and tends to believe,
that he should do the whole job himself, i.e. make
the tests, grade the tests, return the results,
interpret them . . . . While he will accord others
some say in the selection of what is to be taught,

how it is to 'be taught is strictly his own affair,
not subject to the scrutiny of anyone else. . «



The administrator does not seem to care so much
what the teacher teaches or how he teaches it as
long as all teachers do it in approximately the
same way. It is much easiler to coordinate, another
administrative function, if this is so.

A mutually accepted definition of.the'instruqtorfs'
role is useful information for those persbns who agé
responsible for preparing and administering in—serviée
instructor'education programs. This is particularly S0
when the program administrators cannot assume that all
new staff members have had any previous exposure to‘
teaching practices.

Such information'might, also, be of assistance
to vocational education administrators in planning and
deciaiﬁg what types of inétructor activity should be
changed, modified, encouraged, or discontinued. An apaly—
sis of the instructor's role could help to focus attention
on those aréas that require better underst;nding by both -
the instructors and administrators.

Boy and Pine (1963:7) further endorse the need
to identify the teacher's role. Although Ehey are refer-
ring to secondary school teachers, their comments may be
applied with eqﬁal pertinence to technical and vocational
instructors when they say, |

The role of the teacher must be clearly defined
and his public image must be redrawn so that the
identity of the classroom teacher is sharply
delineated « . . ‘

If a teacher does not define his‘role, if he

does not develop a professional identity, then some-
one else will describe the function for him.



This study, by identifying the extent to which
instructors engage in various activities associated with
teaching, might aid in clarifying, or redefining, their

role and functione.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Instructor -

. An instructor is any pérson on the Institute of
Technology staff who is so classified by the Institutes,
and whose primary function.is to instruct students. This
category includes instructors, senior instructors, section

heads, and départment heads.

Administrator

An administrator is any person on the Institute of
Technology staff whose primary function is to supervisé or
direct instructors and support staff in the fulfilment of
their respective duties. Included in this classification
are the Presidents, Administrative and Academic Vice Pres-

idents, Division Directors, and Assistant Directors.

Behavioral Role

A behavioral role comprises the dutiés, tasks,
functions, operations, and responsibilities that a
respondent believes an instructor actually does or

performs in the fulfilment of his rdle.



Gross et al. (1966:14) describe the role thus;
- + + o« the behavior of actors occupying social
positions. A role defined in this way does not
refer to normative patterns for what actors should’
do, not to an actor's orientation to his situation,
but to what actors actually do as position occupants.
Behavioral roles are, in essence, activity coghi-
tions to the extent that the player of a focal role states

what he actually does in relation to a given activity.

Prescribed Role

A prescribed role comprises the duties, tasks,
functions, operations, and responsibilities that a
respondent believes an instructor is directed to do, or

perform, in the fulfilment of his role.

Normative Role

A normative role comprises the duties, tasks,
functions, operations, and responsiﬁilities that a
respondent Believes an instructor is expected to'dé, or
perform, in the fulfilment of his role.

Newcomb (1951:280) descriﬁes such a role as:

"o « « o« the ways of behavingAwhich are expected of any
individual who occupies a certain position constitute

the role . . . associated with that position."



DELIMITATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

Delimitations

This descriptive study was delimited to:

(1) Instructors and adﬁinistrators-in the
vNorthern ahd Southern Alberta Institutes of Technologye.

(2) An examination.éf the.prescribed, the
behavioral, and ﬁhe normative roles of an Institute of
Technology instructor as perceived by the instruétors.
and the administratérs. |

~ Non-instructional, service, and support staff

were excluded from the study.

Limitations

The results of the study were subject to the
assumptions fhat.the expectations held for the instrument
by the designer were shared and understood by the |
respondents, and that the intervals between the five
possible response choices on a Likert-type séale were
equale.

Limitations on the study were imposed, also,
by the following factors: :
| (1) The effectiveness of the technique used
~to elicit staff perceptions of the instructor's foles.
(2) The degree of participation as indicated

by the small percentage of returns from some departments



as compared to the total possible returns.
(3) The small administrator population as

compared to the instructor population.
ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

The first Chapter detailslthe problem, impor-
tance of the study, defines terms, and notes the delimi-
tations and limitations that pertain.

The remainder of the thesis is organized as
follows:

Chapter 2 reviews related studies on the subject.
Chapter 3 describes the development of the instrument and
the feéearch procedures that were used in collecting and
treafing the data. An analysis of the replies to the
questionnaires by NAIT and SAIT instructors is given.in
Chapter 4, by SAIT administrators and SAIT “instructors
in Chapter 5, and by NAIT administrators and NAIT
instructors in Chapter 6. The concluding Chapter
summarizeé the findings of the study and presents some

recommendations for further researche.
SUMMARY

In this chapter a brief description was given
of developments in Alberta's Institutes of Technology
that generated an urgent need for new instructors, many
of whom had never had previous teaching experience.

Based on the assumption that their varied backgrounds



10.
might influence their perception of the role of an
instructor, the study's purpose was to collect these
perceptions and compare those of one select.group with
another. Several needs for such a study were suggested.
Terms were defined and épecific statements of the préblém:
given. The chapter concluded with an organizational

outline of the remainder of the study.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter presents a review of the literature
as it pertains to studies done.on.the role.of teachers.
In the first section, the findings of some behaviorai
studies on teacher attitudes, morale,.conflicts, and
stresses are described, each of which makes some contrib-
ution to the developmentvof a role concept for teachers.

In the second section, selected material is
examinéd that gives further definition and explanation
of the role concept so that it may be operationalized.

Even though there is a paucity of studies that -
deal specifically with defining the role of a vocational
instructor, and none on the role of an Institute of
Technology instructor, per se, there is a good deal of
literature available on role concept and role theory.

Some selection has been made from this material that was

" considered to have direéct application to the study being

undertakene.
RELATED STUDIES

As noted, there have been few empirical studies

done on the role of vocational education teachers, but

11



12
there have been a number of sﬁrveys and aﬁalyses made of
vocational agriculture teachers' performaﬁce and relation-
ships with significant others.

Wingen kl957) selected the parents of vocational
agriculture students asihis reference group tb determine
if they considered that the vocational teachers were doing
a satisfactory job.v Calhoun and Watson (1953) chosé,
instead, Junior and Senior High School vocational agfi—
culture students to determine their likes and dislikes
of instructors' performance. .Basingef (1955) had super-
intendents rate their teachers' performanée using a
general appréisal, and a ten point competency form for
the ﬁu?pose. The results of Basinger's study were used
to identify teaching strengths and weaknesses in various
areas of agricultural education.

In a study by Bailey (1956) in which administrators
evaluated théir teachers, administrators rated vocational
agriculture teachers on an eleven point competency scale.
Analysis.of his results indicated that administrators
tended to give higher ratings to instructors with the
most experience and education.

The importaﬁce of administrators and instructors
héviﬁg a mutually clear and precise understanding of. the
instructor's role was supported by the findings of
Lamberth (1959). He discovered that one of the most
frequent reasons given by teachers for leaving the teach-

ing profession was because of a lack of understanding
4



13
of the instructor's role on the part of the administrators.

The influence fhat adminiscrator's behavior has
on teacher satisfaction was studied by Bidwell (1955). He
discovered that the teachers"' rate of satisfaction was |
high when administrators performed in a manner that Was
congruent with thé teachers' expectations of the admin-
istrator's role., Apparently whén‘the administrators
~acted thusly, the teachers wéré able to predict the
administrator's behavior and select the appropriate
responses. It would appear that the administrator should
hot only be aware of the.way his role is defined for him

by the teachers, but that he should be equally aware of
lhow they perceive their own role.

‘Nix (1960) analyzed the various roles of voca-
tional agriculture teachers for value oriéntatiéns and
structural stresses. His study was based on a model in
which social organization and social disorganization were
seen as being influenced by socio-cultural structure,
situational factors, and personality factors. The socio-
cultural aspect of the study‘made extensive use of the
role concept and focused attention on role conflict, role
frustration, role ihadequacy, role superfluity, as contrib-
uting to role stress, and role fulfilment and role satis-
faction as contributing to positive attitudes.

In an empirical research project conducted by
Bible and Brown (1963), "significant others" in the form

of advisory,committee members and a group of professional



34
extension agents in Pennsylvaﬁia were surveyed to deter-
mine their perceptions of the role expectations and role
performances for vocational agriculture teachers. It |
indicated that there was a higher consensus among the
respondents with regard_tohrole expectatiéns than there
was with role performances. This finding reinforced that
of another study by.Bible and McComas (1963) of vocation-
al agriculture teachers in Ohié in which the participants
weré the teachers themselves, and the school administra-
tors.

A comprehensive analysis of teacher roles of
vocational éducation teachers in Oklahoma was done by
Butker, Solomon et al. (1967). They not only depicted
the role of vocafional agriculture teachers, but included
distributive education, trade and industrial, and tech-
nical education teachers as well. Material was secured
by group inéerview sessions and questionnéires from over
1500 respondents.

fhe study's findings showed that trade and
industrial teachers had certain characteristics that
tended to differentiate them from their colleagues teach-
ing in other areas. Distributive education teachers
‘reported the highest job satisfaction and technical edu-

cation teachers, the iowest° The group as a whole showed

: significgnt disparities between the four types of instruc-

tors included in this group. Although role conflict was

substantial it was not considered excessive. In the
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Bible and McComas study k19633, it was found that there was
better agreement between the teachers and the "significant
others" on role expectations of vocational teachers thaﬁ
there was on role performance.

The study concluded that the concept of role
could be operationalized. Of particular importance to
others undertaking role studies was the finding that the
results of such studies couldlbe translated into useful
and meaningful action.

In addition to the foregoing studies which were
mostly limited to an exaﬁination of various aspects of
a vocational agriculture teacher's role, there have been
a nﬁmbér of research projects aimed primarily at defining
the role of the teacher in systems other thén vocational
education.

Some of these have focused attention on the
teacher's role in relation to administrators by deter-
mining the extent to which there is congruence between
the teacﬁers and administrators on role expectations and
role performances. It has been suggested by some
educational authorities, however, that increased emphasis
should be placed on study of the teacher's role in
.relation toAthe o:ganization in which he finds himself.

Boyan (1967) added a new dimension to the subject
when he wrote that the emergent role of the teacher in
recent years in the authority structure of the school

necessitated that research be done on the distribution of
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organizational authority:

Some work has beeﬁ done, however, on relating.
teacher role expectations to the internal organization
of the school prior to Boyan's recommendationss Soles
(1964) reported on a study that endeavoured to determine
if there was a significant :elétionship between teachers'
role expectations for the teaching staff and the partic-
ular type of internal organization used in the school,.

He noted that previous role studies had emphasized
teacher—pupil, or teache;-administrator relgtionshipsg
whereas there had been no studies performéd in an effort
to assess tﬁe possible effects of the organizational
structure on the role expectations of the teachers.

Both Soles' and Boyan's comments underline the
impoftance of defining teacher roles as a basis for

improved understanding and interaction betwéen teachers

and school administratorse.
ROLE THEORY

The concept of role has been used extensively
by anthropologists, sociologists, and psychologists in
attempts to analyze and conceptualize human behavior.
As a resulﬁ of their interest and that of other disci-

plines, a considerable body of literature has been

._ developed on the subject.

 Westwood (1967) described role theory as a

key "linking" concept in the study of man's behavior
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by the various social sciences and it has been used

by many of those sociologists who have attempted to

4produce major integrative theories of societye.

Educational researchers have used role theory
and the role concept as a conceptual tool to facilitate 
the studf of teachers and teaching behavior;‘ Its valué
has been enhanced by the introduction of statistical

analysis of the collected data.

Role Definitions

Roles have been defined in various ways by
different authors. _

. Sarbin (1954) described a role as a "patterned
sequence of learned actions or deeds performed by a
person in an interaction situation.”

Ivey and Robin (1966) stated that roles were sets
of norms or :expectations of behavior that are assigned
by significant others to a specific position.

According to Sargent (1951), -

. « « « a person's role is a pattern or type of

social behavior which seems situationally appro-
priate to him in terms of the demands and expec-
tations of those in his group.

The presence of significant others in defining

role, as noted by Ivey and Robin (1966), is indirectly

referred to in a role definition by Biddle (1964). He

pointed out that role is a set of cognitions maintained for

an actor in a context by a subject person. Involved in a

‘rolé were both norms and expectations and both own and

L
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attributed cognitions.
This latter concept of‘role was used as the basis
for structuring this study on the roles of an Institute.
~of Technology instructor into the three role dimensions

of prescribed, behavioral, and normative.

Prescribed Role

According to Newcomb (1951), a prescribed role
can be operationally defined if a list of behaviors which
are demanded of an incumbent in a specific role is pre-
pared and then presented to a number of respondents who
are knowledgeable about the job in question. At least
fifty percent of the respondents would have to agree that
the behavior described was demanded behavior for the
position in order for it to be accepted as an operational
definition.
He differentiated between the prescribed role and
the operational role by stating that,
. « s « When a role is prescribed, however, it
carries with it definite prescriptions toward other
persons in related positions. Thus, the position
of mother carries with it the implication of certain
ways of behaving toward children, just as the position
of store clerk carries with it certain ways of behav-
ing toward customers, toward employers, and toward
other clerks.
Thus, in a study of instructor behavior, activities -
can be described that imﬁiy certain ways of response and
reaction by instructbrs &oward students, administrators,

and members of the outside community, to which the

respondents are requested to give their perceptions of
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demanded or directed behavior by the authorities. What
the respondents perceive as directed or ordered behavior
by the authorities may be at variance with what they
- perceive as being the normative expectations held for
the role. The two per;eptions of prescribed roles and
normative roles dé not, necessarily, have to agree and
when they do not, the seeds of potential role conflict
are sown. In the first instance the respondent may be
influenced by what he perceives to be 'the formal or
informal standards set for the group by the authorities.
He is giving his assessmenf of the degree to which he
believes administrative direction and order is imposed
on the.inétructor's role and to which he may, or may not,
subscribe. In the second instance, the normative expec-
tations are those that the respondent thinks the players
of a focal role should, or ought to do, in relation to a
given activity without formal directives or instruction
from administration.
fhe class statement used to analyze the Insti-
tute of Technology instructor's role in the present
study was:
l. Prescribed Cognitions
a. What the player of a focal role states
he is directed to do in relation to a
given activity.
b. What players of selected counter roles
(administrators) perceive that players

. of focal roles are directed to do in
relation to a given activity.
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Behavioral Role

The behavioral role is how the individual actu-
ally performs his role (Newcomb, 1951). It may be influ-
enced by how the 1ncumbent percelves the standards of the
players themselves, or of groups of players‘1n51de his

role—set. The role set in the present study consists of’

students, colleagues, administratofs, and members of the

community at large.

Some authors refer to it as role enactment,'but
in so doing enlarge its meaning beyond that enunciatedn
by Newcomb, to include gross skeletal movement, verbal
" and motoric gestures, posture and gait, and other such
role mechanics (sarbin, 1954). For the pu:poées of this
study the mechanics of role behavior were excluded.

When an actor is playing a behavioral role he
may be influenced by the way he peréeives the standards
set for the role by himself, or by groups inside his
role—set.' There may be a distinct difference, however,
between his expectations for the role and its enactment.
As McGrath (1964) noted, "It is important to distinguish
between behaviors expected of a person in a particular
role‘and the behavior that a person actually exhibits
while acting in that role." He explained that the behav-
ior of a ‘role 1ncumbent may ( or may not meet the expec-
tations that the 1ncumbent and others in counter roles
hold for.that role.. The actual performance, behavior, or
activity, may not come up to the standards or expectations

set for the role.
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Butker et al. (1967:21) pointed oﬁt that a |
behavioral role identified by a series of activity
cognitions, unlike a norm, does not necessarily imply
any consensus among personé participating in the defini—
tion of a particular role, although there will be some
agreement due to the experiencé_gained from repeated
intéractions in similar situatiohs; The players them-
selves have learned to anticipate what another actor will
do, thereby facilitating theilr actual behavioral responses.

‘Players in counter roles determine from observa-
tion and from vis-a-vis contact with role players what
behavioral actions may be anticibated. The better the
" actors and their counter roles understand‘an'instrpctor's
behavioral role the less chance there is for friction or
‘confrontation to develop between them.

In defining an Institute of Technology instruc-
tor's behavioral role, respondents were aéked to estimate
the incidence of a number of activities performed by
~instructors.

The second class of statements used to analyze
the Instiﬁute instructor's role was:

2. Activity cognitions

a. What the player of a focal role states he
actually does in relation to a given
activity.

b. What players of selected counter roles
(administrators) perceive that the

players of a focal role actually do in
relation to a given activity.
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Normative Expectations

Normative expectations consist of a set of
generalized‘behaviors distripbuted on a continuum ranging .
from the acceptable and approved to the unacceptab;e and
disapproved modes of behavior in a given situation. They
have their genesis in role expéctations which have been
defined bylvarious authors as fbilows:

Role expectations are patterns of evaluatione. « o o
Role expectations organized (in accordance with
general valué orientations) the reciprocities,
expectations, and responses of those expectations.
in the specific interaction system of ego and one
or more alters. . . o What an actor is expected to
do in a given situation both by himself and others
constitute the expectations of that role.

(Parsons and Shils, 1951:191-192) '

Expectation

This is a cognition consisting of a belief (or sub-
jective probability distribution) held by a person
which maps behavior traces for a cognitively held
framework, actor, and context. (Biddle, 1964:156)

Sarbin (1954:226) believed that a person could
not enact a role for which he lacked the necessary role
expectations, which Sarbin felt were acguired through
experience. He, also, divided role expectations into
rights and obligations.

Rights are role expectations in which the actor of the
role anticipates certain performances from the actor
of a reciprocal role. « - o Obligations (or duties)
are role expectations in which the actor of a role

anticipates certain performances directed toward
the actor of the reciprocal role.

The normative or role expectation concept has
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been used as an independent variable in the analysis of
role conflict which can occur when a person occupies
two or more positions simultaneously wherein the role
expectations for each position are incompatibles. Alsb,
if a role incumbent and a reference group perceive a role
differently there is a possibility that the. incumbent
will experience some elements of role conflict. Role
conflict may even occur if the incumbent believes that
the reference group's expectations are different from
his, although they may be the same. Getzels (1957:429)
explained this by stating,

« - « . but conflict and misunderstanding can also

arise from another source., The differences may

not be existential but perceptual. The role

incumbent may believe that he and his reference

groups have significantly different views when they

are actually the same, or conversely that they are

the same when in fact they are different. In either

- case, conflict is.a result not of any real differ-

ences in expectations but of perceived differences

in expectations. ' '

If a role study seeks to identify potential
areas of role conflict it would analyze an incumbent's
and reference group's perceptions of what constituted
the normative expectations for a given position. 1In
this study an attempt was made to define the normative
expectations held for the instructor's role by the
instructors and by their reference group or counter-—
roles, the administrators, with a view to discovering

significant differences in perception.

The third general class of Statement used
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to analyze the Institute instfuctor's role was:
3, Normative Expectations

a. What the player of a focal role states
he is expected to do in relation to a
given activity.

b. What players of selected counter-roles
(administrators) perceive that the players

of a focal role are expected to do in’
relation to a given activity.

SUMMARY -~ ‘CHAPTER 2

In Chapter 2 a number of studies related to
teacher roles were revieWed, particularly as they related
to the various roles of vocational agriculture teachers.

Studies by Wingen énd Bailey attempted to
define role expectations and role performance for teachers
by using parents, students, or administrators as the
teachers' reference or counter-role groups. Two such
studies reported that the perceptions of teachers and
those of their counter-roles on teacher role expectations
and role performance showed more consensus on role expec-—
tations than on role performance when the perceptions of
the two groups were compared, |

The second Section of the chapter reviewed the
literature for definitions of the prescribed role, thé
behaviorai role, and normative expectations. It was
noted that studies of role expectations for teachers had
been useful in identifying potential areas of role

conflict.
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The three general cla;ses of statemeﬁt around
which this study's objectives were designed were listed
as (1) Prescribed cognitions (what a player is directed
to do) (2) Activity cognitions (what a player actuélly
does) and (3) Normafive expectations (what a player is

expected to do).



CHAPTER 3
‘RESEARCH PROCEDURES
INSTRUMENTATION

The instrument used in collecting data for this
study consisted of fifty statements, or cue items, de-
scribing typical instructor activities. A respondent .
was requested to give his'perception of the extent to
which the described activities'were what an instructor
actuéliy does (behavioral cognitions), what an instruc-
tor is directed to do (prescription cognitibns), or what
an instructor is‘expected to do (normative.expectations).
Whereas the instrument used identical cue items for
collecting three different sets of percebtions, only one
form of the instrument was administered to a respondento
A respondent'might have replied to Form A (his perceptions
of’what an instructor actually does), Form B (his per-

- ceptions of what an instructor is directed to do), or
" Form C (his perceptions of what an instruct&r is expected
to dé). |

Sources of questionnaire items

Cue items were selected, or formulated, by refer-—
ence to literature describing teachers' roles, functions,

activities, and responsibilities.

26
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A study by Butker et al. (1967) was pa:ticularly
useful in providingla number of cue items and a rationale
for grouping the stateﬁents describing teacher activities
under activity categories. |

Fishburn (1966) referred to a monograph entitled
"Six Areas of Teacher Competence". It described the .
professional roles of the teacher as (1) a director of
learning (2) a counseling and guidance person (3) a
mediator of the culture (4) a member of the school com-
munity . (5) a link between the schoocl and the community,
and (6) a member of the brofession.

This list compared in some respects with one by
Sorensgn et al. (1963) in which the teacher is described
as (1) Advisor (2) Counselor (3) Discipiinarian
(4) Information giver (5) Motivator (6) Referrer.
Weaver and Cénci (1960) ascribed to theé teacher the roles
of a professional person, an analyst, a director of think-
ing, and an evaluator, among others.

from reference td the foregoing descriptions in_
the literature of typical instructor activities, and by
the writer's decision to include specific instructor
activity éaﬁegories'that were considered to be pertinent
to the study of Institutes of Technology instructors'

roles, the following activity category list was formulated:

1. Choosing methods and procedures of instruction

2. Acting as a member of a profession
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3, Directing the learﬁing process

4. Developing curriculum objectives and content
5. Providing liaison between the Instituteland

the business and industrial community

6. Accepting Institute rules and regulations

7. Influencing student'enrolments

8..Performing routine non—instructional tasks
9. Relating to others outside the Institute

10. Participating in the decision making processSe.

Activity category Items 1, 4, and 7 were based on
the Butker study. Items 2, 3, and 5 were adapted from
the descriptions of either Fishburn, or Weaver and Cenci,
of the ﬁeacher's roles, and Items 6, 8, 9, and ld were
included by the writer to collect data on specific Insti-
tute of Technology instructor activities of importance

to the studye.

- Format

fhe instrument was designed so that it could be
administered and answered with minimum inconvenience to
the respondents. A standardized IBM 5056 General Purpose
Answer Sheet was used so that the responses could be
machine scored and the data readily transferred to unit
record cards for computer processinge.

Responses to each item were on a five point
Likert-type scale ranging from "aliways" to "never". It

was assumed that the intervals between each of the five
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responses were equal.

Development of the Instrument

In tﬁe development of the instrument seventy
activity cue items Wefe prepared in total for gen
instructor activity categories. After analysis and item
revision these seventy items were subsequently reduced
to fifty. To prevenE a block of questions'appear;ng
together on the instrument that described a single
activity category, a random selection was made of the
fifty items to determine the order in which they would
appear on the questionnaire.

The final distribution of items according to

activity categories was:

l. Choosing methodé and procedures of instruction.
Items: 6, 18, 21, 29, 32, 39, 46.

2. Acting as & member of a profession.
Items: 7, 8, 33, 35, 36, 47, 50.

3. Directing the learning process
Items: 11, 12, 19, 25, 26, 37.

4..Developing curriculum objectives and content.
Items: 1, 9, 24, 31, 34, 45.

5. Providing liaison between the Institute and
the business and.industrial community.
Items: 5, 22, 40, 41, 43.

6. Accepting Institute rules and regulations.

Items: 3, 15, 27, 28, 48.
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7. Influencing student enrolmentss
Items: 2;-13, 23, 49,
8. Performing routine non-instructional tasks.
Items: 4, 10, 30, 44.
S. Participating in extra-mural activities;
Items: 14, 20, 42.
10. Participating in tﬁe deciéion making process.,

Items: 16, 17, 38.

Revisioﬁ of the Instrument

“The first draft of seventy items was submittea to
several administrators in the Institutes of Technology for
their comments and criticisms. The individual items were
discussed, also, with Dr. D. Young, Department of Indus-
trial and Vocational Education, and analyzed on the basis
of content and structure. Wang's (1932).USuggested
Criteria for Writing Attitude Statements" was applied with
the result that the number of cue items was reduced to fif-
ty from the original seventy. The phraseology was changed
on some items to remove ambiguities, or to make the item
applicable to all three of the instrument's forms.

After this first major revision of the descrip-
tive statements the Questionnaire was applied to a selected
group of nine Institute instructors and administrators
with three respondents for each of the three forms of the
instrument. On their recémmendations to impréve certain

cue items, the instrument was revised a second time to
1
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put it in its final form.

Distribution of Questionnaires

The fotal number of eligible instructors and
administrators was determined by reference to the
Institute administration and faculty staff lists .as
contained in the 1970-71 calendars.

The questionnaires were distributed by depart~
ment heads to the instructofs in their departments in
approximately equal numbers of each of the three forms.
The disﬁribution of questionnaire forms 1s shown in
Table 3.6. Completed forms were returned to a designated
person -at each Institute and collected by the writer.

To preserve anonymity the respondents were not
required to identify themselves. The questionnaires and
the response sheets were coded, however, to indicate the
respondent's Institute, Division of Instruction, Form of
the questionnaire, and the questionnaire serial number.

Copies of the correspondence associated with the

instrument, and its three forms appear in the Appendix.

Distribution by Division of Instruction

Whereas SAIT's organization of instruction was
by departments, NAIT make a further grouping by placing
departments into either the Industrial, Business and
Vocational, or Technology Division. For convenience in
analyzing the results of this questionnaire and making

comparisons' by division of instruction, SAIT's depart-
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ments that had counterparts at NAIT were grouped according
.to NAIT's divisionalvstructﬁre.

Three departménts of SAIT for which there were
no counterparts at NAIT were assigned, for purposes of
grouping by division, to the Business and Vocational

Division, or to the Technology'Division.

Returns

Three questioﬁnaires were rejected. Two had
insufficient responses, and one was returned blank. Out
of a total of 887 eligible staff there were 561 returhs;
giving an overall response of 63.4% (Table 3.1).

Table 3.2 shows the number of eligible staff in
each institution and the percentage cf responses.
Table 3.3 indicates the returns by staff positions of
administrators and instructors. The return by admin-
istrators was 100% for both institutions, whereas the
percentage returns for instructors varied from 45.8% to
7761%

Analysis of instructors' responses by Division
and‘by questionnaire form is given in Tables 3.4, 3.5,
and 3.6.

The bracketed figures in the "Totals" line in
Tables 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 are the percentage of responses
from eligible staff. These ranged from a low of 30.4%
return to a high of 87.5%, both percentages being taken

from the SAIT data.
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TABLE 3,1

Questionnaire Returns by Institute

SAIT NAIT Total
Number of eligible staff 415 472 887
Number of returns , 196 365 561
(47.3%) (77.4%) (63.4%)
Percentage of total A 34,9% 65.1%
returns
TABLE 3.2
Questionnaire Returns by Staff Position
Administrators Instructors Total
Number of SAIT 11 404 415
eligible
staff NAIT 8 463 473
19 867 887
Number of SAIT 11 (100%) 185 (45.8%) 196
returns .
NAIT _8 (100%) 357 (77.1%) 365
19 (100%) 542 (62.6%) 561
Percentage of total 3.4% 96.6%

returns
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TREATMENT OF DATA

Processing of the Questionnaires

Completed questionnaire sheets were examined to
ensure that the respondents had followed instructions to
use a HB pgncil for marking their responses on the stand-
ardized general purpose answer ‘sheet (IBM 5056) provided
for the purpose. Provision was made in the computer tab-
ulation to record errors and omissions on the answer

sheets.

Processing of Data

Data received fromleach answer sheet were trans-
ferred to data cards and computer processed to give
frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations
for each of the fifty items.

Data cards were sorted by (1) Institution (SAIT,
NAIT) (2). Division of Instruction (Industrial,-Business,
Technology) (3) Questionnaire form (Form 1 - Behavioral,
Form 2 - Prescribed, Form 3 - Normative), and (4) Ten
activity categories.

The final sorts were then computer processed to
give the means and standard deviations of the ten
activity category sub-sets. Comparisons for significance
of difference of means were made between two selected
groups of respondents on the basis of the ten sub-sets,

rather than on the complete set of fifty items.
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-

The five possible responses on - the Likert-type

. scale were weighted from five to one in descending order

left to right.

The student t test of significance was .applied
to the means and the t value accepted as significant at

the p=.05 level of significance.
DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE

Population and Sample

~All instructors and all administrators in
Alberta's two Institutes of Technology were asked to
participate in the study. On the basis of personnel

and staff lists in the Institute calendars a data source

of 887 was indicated, inclusive of 19 administrators.

Distribution of Returns

There were 415 eligible staff at SAIT and 472
at NAIT of which 34.9% of the total were respondents from
SAIT, and 65.1% from NAIT (Table 3.1). These percentages
of response were somewhat comparable with those of a study
done by Wroot (1970) in which retufns from the same
institutions were 39.6% and 60.4% respectively.

One hundred percent of the administrators at both,
institutions completed and returned questionnaire answer
sheets, as did 45.8% of the SAIT instructors and 77.1%
of the NAIT instructors (Table 3.2). Nineteen adminis-

trators represented 3.4% of the total sample.
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Questionnaire returns on the basis of division

. of instruction, Business, Industrial, and Technology are

given in Tables 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 for each of the three
forms of the_questionnaire. The smallest percentage
return by division of instruction was for the SAIT
Business Division, and highes£ for the SAIT Industrial.

Division.

TABLE 3.3

Returns from Business Division Instructors for each of
Three Questlonnalre Forms

SAIT . NAIT
Form 1l: Behavioral 9 28
Form 2: Prescribed 7 . 26
Form 3: Expectations 11 22
Totals 27 76

(30.4%) (80.0%)

The difference between percentages of returns for
the two Institutes was smallest for the Industrial Divi-
sions. SAIT's retufns were 87.5% and NAIT's 83.4%
(Table 3.4).

The difference in percentage returns from eligiblé
respondents in the Technology Divisions was 36.2% as
compared to 49.,6% difference for the Business Divisions,

and 4.1% for the Industrial Divisions. Technology .
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Division returns are shown in Table 3.5

TABLE 3.4

Returns from Industrial Division Instructors for each of
Three Questionnaire Forms ‘

_______——-———__-———'_.——————-——-—"—_____-_—-———————

SAIT NAIT
Form 1: Behavioral | 27 - 53
Form 2: Prescribed o 28 | 45
Form 3: Expectations 29 43
Totals 84 141
(87.5%) (83.4%)

TABLE 3.5

Returns from Technology Division Instructors for each of
Three Questionnaire Forms

_——__;___—_————____—___—____—————-—'_——_—_-—_——_—_—_—-_——_—————_ i

SAIT NAIT
Form. 1: Behavioral ‘ | 22 55
Form 2: Prescribed 20 49
Form 3: Expectations 32 36
Totals 74 140
(33.8%) - (70.0%)

rl

———

The distribution of questionnaireé by'division of
instruction is shown in Table 3.6. The. number of guestion-

naires returned are in brackets. The three forms of the
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questionnaire were distributed in approximately equal
nunbers to the divisions. The least number of returns
for any one form of the questionnaire was 7 from SATIT's
Business Division, Form 2: prescribed. The table records
the number of questionnaires distributed to instructors

only and does not record the nineteen questionnaires

given to administratorse.

SUMMARY —- CHAPTER 3

This chapter has.described the development of the
instrument, sources of questionnaire items, revision of
the.instrument, and the grouping of the items into ten
activity categoriese.

Items used in the questionnaire were formulated
by reference +o studies oOr research reported in the
literature on teacher activities, and by reference to
particular Institute of Technology instructor activities
on which data was desired. €.G. Instructor's participation
in the decision making processe.

An instrument initially consisting of seventy
items was administered to nine persons for item criti-
cism and'comment. On the basis of their replies and
additional scrutiny using Wang's nguggested Criteria
for Writing Attitude Statements" (1932) fifty cue items
were selected for final inclusion in the instrumente

An identical 1ist of cue items was used to

obtain a respondent's perception of an Institute of
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Technology_instructor’s.actuai, directed, or expected
behavior. Three forms of the instrument were designed
for this purpose, Form 1: Behavioral, Form 2: Prescribed, ‘
Form 3: Expectations. |

In the instructions for Form 1l the respondent
was requested to indicate on é five point scale ranging
from "always" to "never", the éxtent to whicﬁ he thought
an Instifute instructor "actually" did engage in the
Qarious activities described in the cue items. In Form.2
the respondent was requested to indicate the degree to
which he felt an Instituﬁe of Technology instructor was
ndirected" to do the activities listed, and in Form 3
whag hé thought the instructor was "expected" to. do.

This chapter, also, included a description of the
treatment of the data, and an analysis of the distribution
of the gquestionnaires and the number of returns.

The overall return from eligible staff was 34.9%
for SAIT and 65.1% for NAIT which compéres with the
percentaée of returns for another study involving the two -
institutions.' Tt is possible that the low percentage of
return from two divisions of the southern Alberta institute
might affec£ the validity of comparisons made with their
counterpafts at the northern institution.' Returns from
the Industrial Divisions, however, were within 4% of each

other.



CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA IN TERMS

OF INSTRUCTORS' RESPONSES.

In this chapter a comparison'is made of the
responses of SAIT and NAIT instructors to the three forms
of the research instrument, in Chapfer 5 SAIT administra-
tors with SAIT instructors,‘and in Chapter 6 NAIT adminis—
trators with NAIf instructors.

A respondent answered only one form of the
queétionnaire which was aiétributed in approximately
equal nﬁmbers to the Division instructors and to the
administrators} |

Form 1 was designed to obtain the respondent's
perceptions of what an Institute of Techﬁology instructor
actually does (behavioral role), Form 2 -~ what an
instructor is directed to do (prescribed role), and Form

-3 —-— what an instructor is expected to do (normative
expectations).

The same fifty stimulus items were used for the
three fofms, but the instructions for completing the forms
were different in each casé. The items were designed to
describe typicai teacher activities grouped according to
ten major teacher activity categories. An activity

group might consist of four or more cue items that

41
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described activities related o a particular instruction
function such as "Performing non-routine taské" (Activity
Group 8).

The responses of the various paired instructor
or administrator groups were compared by computing
student t values for the means, and the probabilities of
t, for the ten activity sub-sets. Group responses were
considered to be significantly different at the p=.05
level. »

Sub-sets in which significant differences were
indicated were analyzed by individual cue item to deter-

mine the direction of difference between the two groups

being tested.

Comparison of Industrial Division Instructors' Perceptions

Table 4.1 presents findings relative to the
perceptions of the Industrial Division instructors from
both institutions compared on three facets of the role
of an In;titute of Technology instructor. An asterisk
beside the value for probability of t indicates a signi-
ficant difference between the two groups' responsés for
that particular activity sub-set at the p=.05 level of
significance.

A significant difference in perception between
the way in which SAIT and NAIT Industrial Division
instructorsvview the way an Institute instructor

"actually" responds to the acceptance of regulations and
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TABLE 4.1

Industrial Division Instructors' Perceptions of the Roles
of an Institute of Technology Instructor

(All values are probabilities of t)

Activity Groups Behavioral . Prescribed Normative

1. Choosing . 0.673 0.537 0.526
methods : .

2. Acting as member 0.646 - 0.127 0.675
of profession :

3. Directing 0.352 0.166 0.310
learning

4, Developing 0.467 © 0.609 0.030*
curriculum

5. Liaisoning 0.956 : 0.140 0.172
with community

6« Accepting 0.031* 0.050* 0.129
regulations

7. Influencing 0.574 0.405 0.010*
enrolments

8. Performing non-  0.899 0.845 0.968
routine tasks .

9. Participating 0.157 0.968 . 0.051
in extra-mural
activities

10. Participating in 0,284 0.001* 0.058

decision making

* Asterisk indicates a significant difference in groups'
response at p=.05 level
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practices is indicated for Ac%ivity Group 6.
This sub-set is composed .of five cue items for which

means and standard deviations are given in Table 4.2.

TABLE 4.2

Industrial Division Instructors!' Perceptions of "Actual"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in
Accepting Rules and Regulations

Activity Group 6 SAIT S NAIT
Item Number Mean = s.d. Mean S.d.
3. Obtain permission . 3.852 1.610  3.547 1.514
15. Follow procedures 2,111 1.672  1.755 1.697
27._Negotia£e loads ©1.296 0.724 1.170 0.871
28. Report problems l1.222 0.698 1.113 0.800
48. Discourage use 3.296 1.436 2,453 1.449

In Table 4.2 the mean and standard deviation of
SAIT and NAIT instructors' responses to what they per-
ceive an instructor actually does indicates some agree-
ment on Items 3, 27, and 28, and some slight differences
bn Items 15 and 48.

On Item 3 the mean responses are nearest the
"very often" rating on the Likert-type scale used in the
study. On Items 27 and 28, they are nearest to "never".
The greatest difference in response occurs for Item 48,
in which the respdnses vary between more than "often"

for SAIT responses and more than "occasionally" for NAIT
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responses.

The perceptions of reépondénts differ signifi-
cantly in the way they perceive what an instructor is
directed to do on activities related to décision
making (Activity Group 10).

An item analysis of feSponses is shown in

Table 4.3.

TABLE 4.3

Industrial Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Directed"
Behavior of an Instltute of Technology Instructor in .
Decision Making

|

Activity Group 10 SAIT NAIT

ITtem Number * Mean s.d. - Mean S.de.

16, Instructional 3,607 1,031 3.622 1.248
. decisions

17. Influence decisions 2.536 1.201 l.556 1,078

38, Planning decisions 3464 1.170 2289 1,272

.Based on the mean values for items shown in
Table 4.3 it would appear that the respondents' percep-
tions of directed behavior is similar on matters per-
taining to instructional decisions. There is less agree-
ment, however, on the extent to which an instructor is
directed to infiuence presidential decisions, planning
and equipment selection decisions. SAIT respondents
indicate greater participation in these latter activities

than do their NAIT counterparts.
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Under normative expectations for an instructor
‘there are significant differences shown for developing
curriculum and influencing enrolments (Activity Groups

4 and 7). The item analysis for these two groups is

given in Tables 4.4 and 4.5.

TABLE 4.4

Industrial Division Instructors! Percebtions of "Expected"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in
Developing Curriculum ‘

Activity Group 4 _ SAIT NAIT
Item Number . Mean Sede Mean Sede
1. Obtaining opinions 2.586 0,983 2.186 1.118
9, ‘'Obtaining approval 3,828 1.560 3.256 1.787
24, Developing outlines 3.966 1.149 3.442 1.563
31. Adapting content 3,207 1l.264 2.488 1l.624
34, Using guidelines 4,345 0.857 4,349 1.270
45, Keeping current 4,724 0.528 4,349 1.325

L — . ]

The‘respondents agree very closely on the expect-
ed behavior of an instructor in using curriculum guide-
lines provided by the Institute, and in keeping the sub-
ject matter of courses current. The greatest difference
in perception occurs on the expected behavior of an '
instructor in adapting subject matter content to provin-
cial needs over national needs. The SAIT respondents
perceive that provincial needs are expected to take

precedence over national needs "often", whereas NAIT
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' ’
respondents perceive that this is expected only
"occasionally". Both groups' responses suggest that

an instructor is "very often" expected to obtain approval

from the Division Director before making course changess

TABLE 4.5

Industrial Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Expected"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in
Influencing Student Enrolments

e

Activity Group 7 SAIT NAIT
Item Number Mean Se.dos Mean Sede
5. Participating in 5.724 1.131  1.628 1.001

career days

13.- Setting prerequisites ' 2517 1.243 2.233 1.324

23, Controlling admission 2.069 0,753 1.651 0.997

49, Accepting student 3.483 1.299 3,442 1.501
quotas

o — e

The two respondent groups are in general agrée-
ment on two "expected" activities of an instructor, set-
ting prérequisite subjects for his courses and accepting
ctaff-student ratios set by administration. On the first
activity, the response mean is between "often" and
"occasionally", and in the second activity between '"very
often" and "often".

The two groups have similar perceptions on
whether it is expected behavior of an instructor to
participate in high school career days to promote enrol-

ment in the instructor's program. SAIT respondents

P
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indicate that an instructor is "often" expected to
participate, whereas their counterparts state less than

"occasionally".

Comparison of Business Division Instructors' Perceptions

In Table 4.6 the perceptions of Business DiQision
instructors are compared.

The only significant difference noted is their
perceptions of the "actual" behavior of an instructor in
choosing methods of instruction. In Table 4,7 this dif=-
ferencé is analyzed by individual items in that activity
groupe.

The closest agreement of responses occurred for
ITtem 46. It had to do with the instructor being avail-
able to students at all times during regular hours if the
instructor was not in class. The mean response was 'very
often".

The greatest difference in perceptions of actual
behavior occurred on Item 39 in which the activity
described was the preparation of written or practical
examinations. The NAIT respohdents replied that this
was actual behavior almost "always". The SAIT respond-
ents perceived this as occurring less often. Their mean
response was between "often" and "very often'.

" Almost the same degree of difference occurred in
their perception of whether technical skills were empha-

sized more than technical knowledge. SAIT's respondents
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Business Division Instructors' Perceptions of the Roles
of an Institute of Technology Instructor

(All values are probabilities of t)

decision making

Activity Groups Behavioral Prescribed Normative

1. Choosing 0.023* 0.453 0.178
methods

2. Acting as member 0.327 0.286 0.135
of profession :

3. Directing 0.163 0.099 0.621
learning

4, Developing 0.817 0.801 0.282
curricplum

5. Liaisoning 0.849 0.475 0.682
with community

6. Accepting 0,613 0,051 0.519
regulations

7. Influencing 0.085 1.000 0.475
enrolments

8. Performing non-  0.700 0.706  0.959
routine tasks

9. Participating in 0.307 0.362 0.737
extra-mural
activities

10. Participating in 0.751 0.094 0.748

* Asterisk indicates a significant difference in groups'
response at p=.05 level



indicated this actual behavior'"occasionally",.whereas

NAIT respondents-indicated "often".

TABLE 4.7

Business Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Actual"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in
Choosing Methods

Activity Group 1 SAIT . NAIT
Item Number Mean S.de. Mean s.d.
6. Taking field trips 2.778 0,972 2.429 0.959

18. Using variety methods 3.333 0.866 3.929 0.858

21. Emphasizing advances 3333 1.500 4.107 0,685

29.‘Emphasizing skills . 20222 1.394 3.036 1.427
32. Preparing plan 3.111 1.167  3.679 1.156
39; Preparing exams 3.667 1.225 4.607 0.567
46. Remaining available 3.889 O.é28 3.929 1,120

“

There was, also, a difference for Item 21,
although_the degree of difference was less than for
either Item 29 or 29. For Item 21, respondents were
asked if instructors actually emphasized the new advances
in their subject matter. The SAIT respondents stated
"often", and NAIT respondents "very often".

The other activity items showed only minor
degrees of difference of less than one division on the

five point scale.
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TABLE 4.8

Technology Division Tnstructors' Perceptions of the Roles
of an Institute of Technology Instructor '

(A1l values are probabilities of t)

e — e — ————— S

Activity Groups - Behavioral Prescribed Normative
1., Choosing 0.029* 0.070 0.263
methods . ‘
2. Acting as member 0.569 : 0.035* 0.399
of profession '
3., Directing 0.002* 0.002* 0.119
learning
4. Déveloping 0.035* . 0.204° 0.970
curriculum
. 5. Liaisoning 0.060 0.011* 0.404
with community
6. Accepting 0.089 0.015* 0.382
regulations
7. Influencing . 0.087 0.057 0.379
' enrolments ‘
8. Performing non- 0.911 0.535 0.727
routine tasks
9. Participating in 0.056 ’ 0.856 0.125
extra-mural
activities
10. Participating in 0.139 0.073 0.300

decision making

(0.008)** (0.011)** (0.465)**

R —— e — e e —

* Asterisk indicates a significant difference in groups'
response at p=.05 level

** DProbability of t for means of group responses
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Comparison of Technology Division Instructors' Perceptions

Technology Division instructors' percéptions are
shown in Table 4.8.

There was a significant diffefence in respondents'
perception of the instructof's "actual" and "directed"
behaviof.when the-two groups' mean of £heir.fesponsés.fo;
the totél number of cue items was compared by using the
. t test. The probability of t value for the behavioral
role was .008 and .01l for the prescribed role.

‘'The instructors in the Technology Divisions of
SAIT and NAIT showed a greater degree of difference in
their perceptions of the instructor's rolés than did
their colleagues/in either the Business or Industrial
Divisions.v Méreover, there was a significant difference
in perception between the two groups of respondents on
the behavioral and prescribed roles on Activity Groups
3 and 4.

There were more significant differences shown for
the prescribed role than £here were for the other two
roles. Theré were no significant differences shown for

the normative role or "expected" behavior of an instruc-

tore.
In Table 4.9 the differences for thé Technology
1nstructors'.responses for Activity Group 1 are analy7ed.
The least difference in means was for activity
Item 39, "Preparing written or practical examinatipns".

The responses would seem to indicate that technology.
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instructors are perceived as actually preparing their
own examinations almost "aiways", instead of having them

prepéred by others-

TABLE 4.9

Technoldgy Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Actual"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in

Choosing Methods . .

__—_;_W

Activity Group 1 SAIT NAIT

Item Number Mean S.d. Mean Sed.
6. Taking field trips 2.818 1.563 2,400 1.029

18. Using variety methods  3.455 1.057 3.945 1.044

21. Emphasizing advances 3.409 0.908 3.873 1.001

29, Emphasizing skills 2.318 1.171 2.909 1.041
32. Preparing plan - 2.864 0.941 3.436 1.067
39. Preparing.exams 4.636 0,581 4.691 0.466
46, Remaining available 3.955 0.844 4,164 0.81;

e

The remaining items show a range of difference
between the means from 0.4 to 0.6, or approximately half
a scale point. This would place mean responses trans-
lated into degrees on the Likert-type- scale between
"occasionally" and "often" for field trips,‘"ve:y often"
and slightly less for using a "variety of téaching
methods", and emphasizing "skills over . knowledge", and

between "often" and "very oiten" for "preparing and

following a teaching plan for each lesson presented."
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TABLE 4,10

Technology Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Actual"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in
Directing Learning

—M‘MM*_M

Activity Group 3 SAIT : NAIT .

Item Number Mean s.d, Mean S.d.

1ll. Preparing lessons 2.727 1.907 3.200 1.592

12. Giving subject . 1.409 1.297 2.400 1,382
equal emphasis

19. Providing formal 2.682 1.249 1 2.418 1.100
reports

25. Using audio visual 3.545 0.739 3.673 0.883
devices

26. Including preparation 3.182 1.532 34691 1.413

time in work load

37. Providing additional 3.000 1.069 3.764 0,881
instruction

e—re——

The greatest difference in perception of the

- two respondent groups occurred for Item 12 (Table 4.10)
where they were asked to estimate the degree to which

an instructor actually gives equal emﬁhasis to non~trade
Or non-technical subjects. The NAIT respénse mean fell
half way between "occasionally" and "often". The SAIT
mean fell between "never" and "occasionally". Baséd on
these results it would appear that the responden%s_in

- both Institutes perceive instructors as actually étfach—

ing more importance to technical and trade, subjects

I
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than they do, perhaps to academic subjects depending on
how they may have interpreted the terms non-trade or
non-technical.

Both groups of respondents agreed that instruc-
tors actually provided additional instruction outside of
regular cléss houfs to students who requestgd-help
(Item 37)« NAIT respondents perceived this as actually
6ccurring slightly more often than their SAIT counter-
parts when then response mean showed "very often'" com-
pared to "often" for SAIT.

About the same degree of difference in percep-
tion occurred for_item 26 which sought to determine the
extent to which lesson preparation time was considered
as part of work load hours. NAIT respohses were '"'very
often" and SAIT's often.

There was close agreement on the use of audio
visual devices (Item 25) with both group's response
mean between "often" and "very often".

Appa;enﬁly instructors are not expected to
provide formal reports on workshops or seminars that they
attend (Item 19) since both groups perceive an instructor
as actually reporting less than "often".

Both SAIT and NAIT respondents perceive an
instructor as* actually spending more time in preparing
lessons thaﬁ éo teachers in the secondary school system

at least "often".
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TABLE 4.11

Technology Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Actual"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in
Developing Curriculum

W

Activity Group 4 : SAIT - NAIT .
Item Number Mean Sede Mean Sede
l. Obtaining.opinions 2.500 0.913 2.509 0.940
9, Obtaining approval - 3,318 1.427 2.909 1.378
24, Developing outlineé 3.773 1.020 3.964 -1.105
31, Adapting content A 1.909 1.411 2.673 1.491
34, Using guideiines . 3.277 1.510 3.655 1.220
45, Keeping current 3.545 1.371 4,345 0.645

The items in Table 4.11 arranged.accofding to
the difference of the means from greatest to smaliest
are Items 45, 31, 34, 9, 24, and 1l.

The NAIT respondents'perceived that instructors
actually kept their cdurseS'éurrgnt between "very often"
and "always", as compared to the SAIT.group's responses
which were midway between "often" and "very often" (Item
45). | |

The mean responses for Item 31, "adapting sub-
ject matter content to meet provincial needs over national

needs" would suggest that neither group attach a great
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deal of_priérity to provincial needs. The NAIT group
perceive an instructor actually doing this more than
"occasionally", and the SAIT group "occasionally".
There is less difference of perception on the
instructor's actual behavior in using curriéulum guides
provided by the Institute (Item 34), and in obtaining
.the Division Direétor's épproval before making changes
(Item 9). Responsesvfor Item 54 showed that both the

SAIT and NAIT groups perceived this as happening more

than "often", and "often" for Item 9.

TABLE 4.12

Technology Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Directed"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor on Acting
as a Member of a Profession :

Activity Group 2 SAIT " NAIT

Item Number Mean Sed. Mean Sed.

7. Improving 1.700 1.129 2.163 1.247
qualifications

8. Becoming member of a .1.450 0.826 2.510 1l.622
professional group .

33, Promoting profes-— 2.600 1.875 2,714 1.555
sional image ’ .

35. Relying on Institute  1.900 1.373 1,633 0,972
for course : :

36. Enroling in ‘ 1.850 1.226 2,388 1.304
University

47, Refraining from 1.600 1.273 2.408 1.657

accepting second job

50. Making use of library 2.300 1.750 3.082 1.6%94
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.There is a full degree of difference measured on
a five point scale in the response means of the two
groups of respondents concerning the extent to which an
instruétor is directed to become a member of an educa-
tional or professional organization (Item 8; Table 4.12).
NAIT respondents indicate that this is directed behavior
one half degree'mére thaﬁ "occasionally", compared to
SAIT's one half degree less than "occasionally". Either
way it would suggest that such membership is not a
requirement of the Institutes for their faculty.

The NAIT group perceivé that use of the library
for professional developmeht is directed behavior "oftén",
compared to the SAIT group's response more than "occasion-
ally" (Item 50). This response ﬁéy be influénced by
the extent to which In-Service Training Program instruc-
tors'give library assignments to trainees.

It is suggested by the data for Item 47 that the
NAIT group perceive that instructors are directed to
refrain from accepting other "jobs than teaching more than
"occasionally" compared to the SAIT group's less than
"occasionally".

Almost thevsame degree of difference occﬁrs for
Item 36, "enroling in university education courses leading
to a degree," anq "improving professional qualifications
without receiving financial assistance" (Item 7). The
NAIT respondents perceive this as directed behavior more

than "occasionally" for both items.
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TABLE 4.13

Technology Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Directed"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in
Directing Learning

Activity Group 3 . SAIT ' NAIT -

Item Number Mean Sede Mean Sedae

1ll. Preparing lessons 2.000 2.052  2.857 1.814

12. Giving subject 1.800 1.704  1.898 1.418
equal emphasis '

19. Providing formal 2.450 1.395 2,531 1.340
.reports . ‘ .

25. Using audio visual 2,500 0.946 3,347 1,267
devices

26. Including preparation  2.100° 1.651 3,571 1.555
time in work load '

37. Providing additional - 2350 0.988 3.633 1.302
instruction : '

Nait respondents perceive that instructors are
directed to provide additionalvinstruction outside of
regular hours to students requesting help "very often",
compared to SAIT respondents’ perception of slightly more
than "occasionally" (Item 37). A slightly larger differ-
ence between means occurs forvItem 26 "considering lesson
preparation time as part of work load hours". The NAIT
mean at 3.57 lies approximately half way'between "often"
and "very often"on the five point scale as compared to

the SAIT mean of 2.1 that indicates "occasionally".
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‘The third greatest difference is shown for Item
11 "spending more time on the preparation of their lessons
than do secondary school teachers". The NAIT mean at |
2.86 is closest to "often". The SAIT mean of 2.00 trans-
lates to‘"0ccasionaily". |
| ' There is close agreement on Items 1? and 19,
"giving equal emphasis to non-trade or non-technical
'subjécts", and "providing formal -reports on professional
workshops or seminars which £hey attend". Both groups
' indicate that the activity noted in Item 12 is directed

behavior "occasionally", and between "often" and

"occasionally" for Item 19.

TABLE 4.14

Technology Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Directed"
Behavior of an Institute of Technolegy Instructor in
Developing Curriculum

Activity Group 4 SAIT NAIT
Item Number Mean Sede Mean Sede
1. Obtaining opinions | 1.900 0.968 1.694 0.983
9, Obtaining approval 3,900 1.210 2,837 1.650
24, Developing outlines 3.400 1.095 4,306 0.871
31. Adapting content 1.500 1.357 1.939 1.376
34, Using guidelines 3.350 1.531 3.796 1.258

45. Keeping current } 3.600 1.314 4,347 1.165

~d
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Items in Table 4.14 arranged according to
decreasing degree of difference of means are 9, 24, 45,
34, 31, and 1. A full degree of difference occurs
between respondent groups on Item 9, "obtaining division
director's approval before making chahges in subject
matter cogtent", decreasing to one fifth of a degree.
difference for Item 1, "obtaining students' opinions
before initiating changes in subject matter content"
(Item 4). SAIT staff perceive that an instructor is
"very often" directed to obtaip the director's approval
before changing content, whereas NAIT. staff indicate
"often".

It would appear that both groups perceive that
instfuctors are directed to prepare theif own course
outlines (Item 24), which suggest that instructors are
seen as having some choice of content material for their
subjecte. |

Neither group's mean suggest that instructors
are perceived as being directed to give priority to
provincial over national needs more often than "occasion-
allyh.

When respondents' perceptions of the extent to
which instructors are directed to maintain contact with
the outside community (Table 4.15) are compared, the
greatest difference of opiniocon is noted for Item 40,
"Maintaining membership in the trade unicns or profes-

sional associations in which they were associated before
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becoming Institute instructors",. NAIT respondents
indicaté that this is directed behavior "often" compared
to SAIT respondents' reply "occasionally";

The mean of the responses for each of the items
making up the activity group are consistentiy higher for
the NAIT group, although in no instance does a mean show
an incidence mﬁch higher than "often". | .

The least difference occurs in their opinions
of whether it is directed behavior to provide potential
employers with an assesshent.of a student's class per-
formance and recofd (Item 5).‘ Both groups agree that

this happens slightly more often than "occasionally".

TABLE 4.15

Technology Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Directed"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in
Liaisoning With the Community

Activity Group 5 SAIT NAIT
Item Number Mean Seda Mean Sedoe

S. Providing assessments 2250 1.293 2,612 1.426
22. Maintaining rapport 2,600 1.759 3.286 1.500
40. Maintaining membership 2.000 1.589 3.163 1.748
41. Providing counsel 1.750 1.482 2.551 1.515

43, Informing public 2.350 1.387 3.306 1.584

In Table 4.16 SAILT respondents indicate a strong
"never" in their perceptions of behavior directed toward

ﬁegotiéting with the Public Service Commissioner on work
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loads (Item 27), and on reporting problems of salary
pPlacement to the Deputy Minister (Item 28). For the
same items the NAIT respondents' means indicate a
résponse of slightly more than "never".

NAIT respondents indicate that they-perceive
that an inétructor is directed to obtain pegmission to
use Institute equipment for personal use (Item 3) more
often than dovtheir SAIT counterparts. NAIT's mean
response of 3,77 is near ﬁvery often" compared to SAIT's
mean of 2.95 which is near "often". Both groups reply
that instructors ére directed "occasionally" to dis-

courage the use of tools or equipment'for other than

regularly scheduled day classes.

TABLE 4,16

Technology Division Instructors' Perceptions of "Directed"
Behavior of an Institute of Technology Instructor in
Accepting Regulations

Activity Group 6 SAIT NAIT

Item Number Mean S.d. Mean s.d,
.3. Obtain permission 2.950 1.905 - 3,776 1l.611
15, Follow procedures - 1.950 1.877 2.735 1.934
27. Negotiate loads 0.950 0.510 1.265 0.930
28. Report problems 0.850 0.366 1.265 0.953

48. Discourage use 2.150 1.496 2,247 1.521
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SUMMARY ~- CHAPTER 4

In this chapter comparisons were made between
'Ehe perceptions of SAIT Industriél, Business,'and Tech-
nology Division instructors of the "actual"; "directea",
and "expected" behavior of an Institute of Technology
instructor, and their divisional counterparts at NAIT,

Responses to cue‘itemé on the instrument were
on a continuum from."always" to "never", and welghted
: always - 5, very often - 4, often - 3, occasionally - 2,
and never - 1. Thé mean and standard deviation was then
computed for every item on the Gquestionnaire. Items wefe
assembled in their respective activity group épb—sets |
and the accumulated responses to the sub-sets compared
by using the t test of significanée.

The data indicated significant differences for
Industrial Division instructors in their perception of
the actual and directed behavior of an Institute instruc-
tor in accepting regulations. Analysis of the individual
Cue items in this activity group (Table 4.2) would suggest
that SAIT respondents believe an instructor actually
engages in the various activities shown in this sub~set
more than do the NAIT respondents. The highest SAIT
rating was close to "very often" for the activity described

as "obtaining permission to use Institute equipment for
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personal use'.

Other differences in perceptions of Industrial
Division instructors appeared for the expected behavior
of an instructor in developing cuﬁricula (Activity
Group 4), and influencing enrolments (Activity Group 10).
It would appear that SAIT respondents perceivefthat an
instructof is expected to adapt course content to meét
.provincial needs over national needs more often than
_their counterpafts at NAIT, just as they perceive that an
instructor is expected to influence studént enrolments
more often than déés the NAIT groupe.

In considering all the data from the Industrial
‘Division respondents it would appear that there are very
few outstanding differences in perception of the various
activitiesvof an instructor when the two groups are
compared. -

The comparison of the Business Division instruc-
tors' responses indicated even fewer significant differ-
ences than the Industrial Division. Thé Business
Division instructors only difference in perception was
for the actual behavior of an instructor in choosing
methods (Activity Group 1l). The mean of the NAIT re-
sponses was consistently higher for activities listed
in this sub-set than that of the SAIT responses. Both
groups were positive with regard to how often such
behavior occurred rating it "often" or higher.

Data from the Technology Division respondents
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showed a greater number of significant differences than
did the data from the Business and Industrial Division
respondents. The Technology Division showed significant
differences for three activity groups on an instructor's
behavioral role, five significant differences on an
instructor's prescribed role, and no significant différ—
ences on an instructor's normative role.

In two instances, significant differences were
shown in the data in both the behavioral and prescribed
role éerceptions for the same activity. For example,
in Table 4.8 the probability of t value for "Developing
curriculum" (Activity Group 4) was .002 for the behav-
ioral and for the prescribed role. Moreover, the mean
of the responses for both groups for all the activity
items on the behavioral and prescribed role of  an instruc-
tor showed .significant differences in perception between
the two groups.

Included in this chapter were the detailed
anailyses of the cue items in activity groups for which -

significant differences were indicated.



CHAPTER 5

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
IN TERMS OF SAIT ADMINISTRATORS'

AND SAIT INSTRUCTORS' RESPONSES :

Comparisons of SAIT Administrators' and SAIT Instructors'

Responses

In Chapter 5 an analysis is made of the data on
SAIT administﬁatqrs' and instructors'’ pereeptions of the
"actual”", "directed", and "expected" behavior of an
Institute of Technology instructor for each of the three
divisions of instruction.

Signifiéant differenceé in perception of an
instructor's mactual" behavior were indicated for the
administrators and the Industrial Division instructors
on "Choosing methods" (Activity Group 1), and "Perfocrm-
ing non-routine tasks" (Activity Group 8). When admin-
istrators and Technology Division instructors' percep-—
tions were compared significant differences were shown
for "Accepting regulations" (Activity Group 6), and
"performing non-routine tasks" (Activity Group 8)4
Table 5.1,

When the two respondent group's perceptions of
an instructor's "directed" behavior were compared sig-
ﬁificant differences were shown between the administrators

67
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TABLE 5.1

SAIT Administrators' and SAIT Instructors' Perceptions
"of the Roles of an Institute of Technology Instructor

(A1l values are probabilities of t)

Roles
Activity Groups Dvsn. Behavioral Prescribed Normative

1. Choosing a. - 0.017* 0.518 0.4G8
methods be 0.324 . 0.163 0.455

2. Acting as  a. 0.872 0.440 0,923
member of b. 0.885 0.473 0.595
profession Ce 0.867 0.075 0.564

3. Directing ae. 0.648 0.588 - 0.477"
learning be 0.731 0.37° 0.470

Ce 0.598 0.285 0.815

4, Developing a. - 0.235 0.113 0.822
curriculum b. ' 0.202 0.018* 0,346

Ce 0.897 05014*‘ 0,409

5, Liaisoning a. 0.640 0,260  0.564
with - b 0.108 0.393 . 0.668
community Ce 0.546 0.085 0.624

6. Accepting a. 0.800 0.574 0.669
regulations be 0.189 0.565 0.270

Coe 0.031* 0.543 0.401

7. Influencing a. 0.250 0.917 0.8%90
enrolments b. 0.178 0.796 0.696

Ce 0.839 0.507 0.923

8. Performing a. 0.011* 0.867 0.164
non-routine be. 0.455 " 0.333 0.358
tasks Co. 0.031" 0.502 0.637
.9, Participating a. 0.778 0.895 0.867
in ex-mural b. 0503 - 0.960 0.394
activities Ce 0.339 0.803 0.133
10. Participating a. 0.828 0.203 0.494
in decision b 0.974 0.163 0.909
making Ce 0.930 0.008* 0.862

* Significant difference at p=.05 level
a. Industrial Division b. Business Div. c. Technclogy Div.
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and the Business Division, and Technology' Division
instructors on "Developing curriculun" (Aétivity Group 45.

The only other difference in perception of |
"directed" behavior was between administrators and
Technology Division instructors on "Pafticipating in
decisidn méking" (Activity Group 10). )

' There were no significant differences between

the two group's responses for any "expected" instructor

activities

TABLE 5.2

SAIT Administrators' and Industrial Division Instructors'
Perceptions of "Actual” Behavior of an Institute of
Technology Instructor on Chcosing Methods

Activity Group 1 Administrators Instructors
Item Number Mean Sod. Mean S.d.
6. Taking field trips 2,000 0.000 2.519 1.156
18. Using variety methods 24500 0.577 3,741 1.059
21. Emphasizing advances 3.250 0.500 3.741 0.903
29. Emphasizing skills 2.750 0.500 2.593 0.°71
32. Preparing plan 2,000 0.816 3.630 1.149
39. Preparing exams 4,250 0.500 4,704 0.542
46, Remaining available 3.500 0.577 4,000 1.109

Activity Group 1 - Choosing Methods (Table 5.2)

Industrial Division instructors rate an instruc-
tor's actual behavior in chcosing methods of instruction

conSistently higher than dc the administrators, except
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for the one activity of "Emphasizing skills and know-'
ledge" (Item 29). In this instance administrators
indicate that such action occurs slightly more often
than do the instructor respondentse.

The greatest difference in means occurs for
Item 32 "Preparing and following a teaching plan for gach
lesson preSehted". The administrators' mean would suggest
that instructors actually do this."occasionally" as com=
pared to the instructor respondents' response mean of
3.6 which places the incidence of the occurrence of the
behavior approximately midway between "very often" and
"often".

Administrators also perceive that’instructors
use a "Variety of teaching methods" (Item 18).halfway
between "occasionally" and "oftenﬁ as compared-'to the
instructors' mean response which is near 'wery often".

Instructor respondents perceive an instructor
as actually "Remaining available to students at all times
during regular working hours if not conducting classes"
(Item 46) slightly more often than administrators when
they indicate "very often".

Almost the éame degree of difference pertains to
"Preparing written or practical examinations" (Item 39).
. The instructors' response is close to "alwayé" and the
administrators'-"very often",.

Instructor respondeﬁts feel that an instructor

is more inclined to emphasize the latest advances in
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subject .matter content than do the administrators
(Item 21).
The degree of difference is approximately half
a degree for Items 6, 21, 39, and 46, and one and one-

half degrees for Item 32.

TABLE 5.3

SAIT Administrators' and Technology Division Instructors’
Perceptions of "Actual" Behavior of an Institute of
Technology Instructor on Accepting Regulations

Activity Group 6 Administrators  Instructors
Item Number Mean Seds Mean S.de.
3. Obtain permission 3.500 1.000 2591 1.501
15, Follow procedures 34250 l.SQO 1.591 1.764
27. Negotiate loads 1.000 0.000 i.09l 0.868
28, Repoft problems 1.250 0.500 1.273 0.703.
48. Discourage use 3.250"0.957 i 26227 1.478

= ————————————————————————te—.

Activity Group 6 - Accepting Regulations (Table 5.3)

The SAIT administrators perceive that instructors.
actually discourage the use of shop equipment for other
than regularly scheduled day classes more often than do
the instructor respondents (Item 48). About the same
degree of difference exists between administrators' and
instructors' perceptions on "Obtaining permission to
borrow tools for personal use from shops for which the
instructor is fesponsible" (Item 3). The instructors

indicate that this happené slightly more than
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"occasionally" whereas three—Quarters of the administra-
toré believe that it occurs "very often" and one-quarter
beliéve that it occurs "often".

Both respondent groupé are in very close agree-
ment that instructors never negotiate work loads with
the Public Service Commissioner (Item 27), or.report/
problems regarding their salaries to the Deéuty Minis%er'
or Minister (Item 28).

The administrators are, élso, inclined to
believe .that instructors actually do follow established
procedures in referring unresolved problems to the

Minister "often" as compared to the instructors' response

of less than "occasionally".

TABLE 5.4

SAIT Administrators' and Industrial Division Instructors'
Perceptions of "Actual" Behavior of an Institute of
Technology Instructor on Performing Routine Tasks

"Activity Group 8 Administrators Instructors
Ttem Number Mean Sed. Mean S.d.
4, Using technical 3.750 0.500 4,000 0.832

services

10. Performing clerical 2,500 0.577 3.037 1.160
tasks '

30. Preparing 2,750 0,957 . 4,000 1.000
demonstrations

44, Accepting schedules 3.750 0.500 4,333 0.620
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Activity Group 8 - Performing Routine Tasks (Table 5.4)
.This activity group referred to routine non-
instructicnal tasks performed by instructors. The
responses indicated that the greatest difference in
perception between groups occurred for Item 30 "Preparing
laboratory or shop demonstrations". The instructor -
respondents' mean equates to "very often", énd that o}
the administrators less than "often".
The instructor respondents consistently rate
the incidence of each of the four activities listed in
the sub-set higher than do their administration counter-
. group. It would appear that the instructors perceive
an instructor as actually spending more time in perform-

ing routine non-instructional tasks than do the_adminé’

istrators.

TABLE 5.5

SAIT Administrators' and Technology Division Instructors'
Perceptions of "Actual" Behavior of an Institute of Tech-
nolcgy Instructor on Performing Routine Tasks

Activity Group 8 Administrators Instructors
Item Humber Mean Sed, Mean Sed.
4. Using technical ' 3,750 0.500 4,045 0.785

services

10. Performing clerical 2.500 0.577 3.227 1l.152
tasks

30. Preparing _ ’ 2.750 0.957 3.682 0.780
demcnstrations

44, Accepting schedules 3.750 0.500 4.364 0.727
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‘Table 5.5 gives the Technology Division instruc-
tdrs'lresponse mean compared to the administratcrs' mean
on the same activity group items as for the Industrial
Division instructors in Table 5.4.
| In comparing the Industrial Division and Tech-
nology Division instructors' means, the values shown .
lfor the Technology Division responses agree closely with
those of the Industrial Division except on Item 30,
"Preparing demonstrations". The Technology Division
instructors perceive this as actually occurring less
often than their colleagues in the other Division, but
still more often than do the administrators. Presumably
this may accountea for by the Institute practice of
having 1abqratory technicians employed in some teaching
areas to assist in setting up teaching demonstrations.

About the same degree of difference between the
values for the instructor and administrator responses
exists for the other items in the sub-set in the Tech-
pology Division table as in the Industrial Division

table.

Activity Group 4 - Developing Curriculum (Table 5.6)

In Table 5.6 the response values of the Business
Division instructors and the Technology Division instruc-
tors are shown in one table and compared with the admin-
‘istrators! responée means. The values being compared
are for the respondents' perception of the "directed"

role of an Institute instructor.
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TABLE 5.6

SAIT Administrators' and Business Division and Technology
Divisicn Instructors' Perceptions of "Directed" Behavior
of an Institute Instructor on Developing Curriculum

Activity Group 4 | Administrators Instructors ,Div.
item Number Mean Sede. Mean Sede

1. Obtaining opinions 3,000 1.000 1.857 1l.345 (b)
1.900 0.968 (c)

9. Obtaining approval  4.000 1.732 3,000 1.528 (b)
3.900 1.210 (c)

24, Developing outlines 4.333 0.577 4,143 0.900 (b)
' 3.400 1.095 (c)

31. Adapting content 2.667 2.082 1.286 1.254 (b)
1.500 1.357 (¢)

34. Using guidelines 5.000 0.000 2.571 0.535 (b)
3.350 1.531 (c)

45, Keeping current 4.667 0.577 4.571 0.535 (b)
3.600 1.314 (c)

(b) Business Division Instructors
(c) Technology Division Instructors

The administrators apparently perceive that
instructors are dirécted tc obtain student opinions
before initiating changes in subject matter content more
ofternn than do the instructor respondents in both Divisions
(Item 1). Instructors do not rate the activity as even
Béing different "oocasionally" whereas the admioistrators

perceive it as being directed "often".

-]



76
_There is somewhat closer agreement on the
directions given to obtaiﬁ the Division Director's
approval before implementing course changes. The Tech-~-
lnology Division instructors and the administrators agree
more clésely at "very often" than do the Business Divi-
sion instructors at "often".

For Item 24 “Develéping their own course oﬁt—
lines", the.Bﬁsinesleivision instructors and the admin-
istrators agree that this is directed behavior more - than
"very often'", whereas the Technology Division instructors
perceive this as occurring midway between "often" and
"very often'.

The responses given to. Item 31 "Adapting subject
matter cdntent to meet provincial needs over national
needs" would seem to suggest that administrators are
inclined to perceive this as directed behavior more than
"occasionally" compared to the instructors' less than
"occasionally".

The administrators perception of directed
behavior on Item 34 "Using guidelines when provided by
the Institute" is an unequivocal "always" as judged
from the standard deviation value of 0.00.

The same perception of what is directed behaviof
for this activify is not shared by the instructors accord-
ing to ﬁhe mean values shown for their response. They
reply more than "occasionally" for the Business Division

instructors and more than "often" for the Technoiogy
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Division instructors.

.There is fairly uniform agreement on Item 45,
"Keeping subject matter current" with the Business
Division group assessing this behavior as being directed
more than "very often", and the Technology Division -

instructors' response indicating more than "often".

TABLE 5.7

SAIT Administrators' and Technology Division Instructors'
Perceptions of the "Directed" Behavior of an Institute
of Technology Instructor on Decision Making

Activity Group 10 Administrators Instructors

Item Number Mean Sede. Mean S.d.

16. Instructional 4,667 0.577 2.850 1.268
decisions

17. Influencing 3.333  0.577 1.950 1.191
decisions

38, Planning 3.667 0,577 "1.950 1.131
decisions

Activity Group 10 - Decision Making (Table 5.7)

A pronounced difference in values exists for
administrators' and instructors' perceptions of an
instructor's directed behavior in decision making. Admin-
istrators' mean values are consistently higher than
those of the instructors' by approximately one and one-
half sﬁeps on the five péint scale; Administrators
indicate that instructors are di?ected to parficipate

in making instructional decisions between "very often"
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and "always", but instructors reply "oftén". There 1is
slightly less difference in response for Ttems 17 and 38.
ITtem 17 makes reference to the instructor influencing
presidential decisions on Institute operation. The
administrators see this as directed behavior "often"
compared to "gccasionally" for instructors.. The same
ratings are given by each group to Item 38, "Exerting
some influence on dedisions relating to tbe planning of

new buildings and instructional eguipment selection".
SUMMARY ~~ CHAPTER 5

In Chapter 5 comparisons were made between SAIT
administrators' and SAIT instructors' responses for each
of the three divisions of instruction. Their perceptions
of an instructor's behavioral role, prescribed role, and
normative role were compared by computingwprobabilities
of t values for thelr responses. Individbal cue item
responses were compared by using the mean and standard
deviation of all respondents' replies to that cue item.
The iteﬁ mean was translated into a corresponding position
on the five point scale used to collect percéptions.

When the administrators' responses to the ten
activity sub-sets were compared with the instructors'
responses, there were four sets of activities for which
significant differences in perception were indicated for

their pérceptions of the behavioral role. Three sets

showed significant differences for the prescribed role,

-
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but there Qere no differences shown in the respondents'
perceptions of the normative role,

| When sets that showed significant differences
were analyzed on an item by item basis the mean values
for administrators' responses were generally lower than
the Industrial Division instructors' on an ins;ructof's
actual behavior in choosing methods and proéedures of '
instruction, and in performing‘routine non-instructional
tasks. The administrators apparently do not perceive
‘an instructor as actually preparing a lesson plan asf‘
often as do the instructors, or in using a variety of
teéching methods.

The administrators' responses would indicate,
also, that they perceive an instructor spending less
actual time in performing rouﬁine non-instructional tasks
such as performing clerical work, or preparing laboratory
demonstrations, than do the instructor respondents.

When values of responses for directed behavior
were compared, the administrators' responses suggest that
they perceive that instructors are directed to obtain
student opinions before initiating changes in subject
matter content more often than do instructors in the
Business Division and the Technology Division. Instruc-
tors rate the directed behavior as occurring less than
"occasidnally" whereas the administrators perceived it as
directed behavior "often".

There was somewhat closer agreement on the
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directiqns given to obtain the Division Director's
approval before implementing course changes. The Tech-
noloéy Division instructors and the administrators agreed
more closely at "very often" than did the Business Divi-
sion instructofs;

For Item 24, "Developing their own course out-
lines", the Business Division instructors and adminis:
trators agreed that this was directed behavior more often
than did the Technology Division respondenté.

The responses that were given to Item 31, "Aaapt-
- ing subject matter content to meet provincial needs over
national needs" would seem to suggest that administrators
are inclined to perceive this as directed behavior more
than "occasionally" compared to the instructors' less
than "occasionally".

The administrators' response to Item 34, "Uéing
guidelines when provided by the Institute", was an
unequivocal "always". The value for the standard devi-
ation indicates that all respondents answered in the
éame way.

The perception of what is dirécted behavior on
the part of the administrators was not shared by the
instructer respondents based on the mean values shown
for their response. They replied more than "occasionally™"
for the Business Division and more than "often" for the

Technoloéy Division respondents.

There was fairly uniform agreement on Item 45,
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"Keeping subject matter current” with the Business
Division instructor respondents assessing this behavior
as being directed more than "very often", and the Tech-
nology Division instructors rating it more than "often".

The data for Technology Division instructof
respondents' perceptions of the directed behavior of
instructors in decision making showed decidedly less
involvement by the iﬁstructor than that perceived by the
administrators. The Technology Division respondents'
means were less than "occasionally'" for two items, and
less than "often" for the other remaining item. The
administrators rated the same items, more than "very
often" for one,and more than "often" for the other two.

The data that were detailed in Table 5.1 showed
seven significant differences out of ninety possible.
This would:seem to indicate that the administratcrs'
and instructors' perceptions of the various roles of an
Institute instructor were in rather close agreement.
This assumption may be supported by the data for the
normative role for which no significant differences

were identified.

|



CHAPTER 6

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
IN TERMS OF NAIT ADMINISTRATORS'

AND NAIT INSTRUCTORS' RESPONSES. .

Comparisons of NAIT Administrators' and NAIT Instructors'

Responses

In Chépter 6 the responses of NAIT administrators
and NAIT instructors are compared on their perceptions of
the "actual", "directed", and "expected" behavior of an
Institute of Technology instructor.

Table 6.1 is a compilation of all the data used
to compare the NAIT administrators' responses with those
of the NAIT instructor respondents in the Industrial,
Business, and Technology Divisions of the Institute.

As in the previous chapter, when significant
differences are shown, a detailed analysis of items in
the sub-set activity group is undertaken. The values
for the means of the responses and standard deviations
are used to compare responses to individual cue items.
The value of the mean can be translated into an approx-—
imate position on a five—poinf scale -~ always, very
often, often, occasionally, or never.

When probabilities of t values are examined

(Table 6.1), four activity groups show significant

<
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TABLE 6.1

NAIT Administrators' and NAIT Instructors' Perceptions
of the Roles of an Institute of Technology Instructor

(All values are probabilities of t)

Roles
Activity Groups Dvsn. Behavioral Prescribed Normative

1. Choosing a. 0.150 0.804 0.2883

methods b. 0.085 ' 0.960 0.619

Co . 0.070 0.932 0.337

2. Acting as a. 0.781 0.839 0.141
member of b. 0.777 0.842 0.294
profession Ce. 0.912 0.855 0.058

3. Directing a. 0.567 0.752 0.319
learning b. 0.110 0.907 0.345

Co 0.122 0.576 0.831

4. Developing a. 0.088 0.876 0.356
curriculum b. 0.143 © 0.624 0.507

: Co 0.089 0.831 0,127

5. Liaisoning o 0.943 0.284 0.026*
with b. 0.416 0.537 + 0.054
community Ca 0.336 0.890 0.164

6. Accepting 3e 0.879 0.337 0.383
regulations b. 0.730 0.684 0.245

Co 0.843 0.237 0.132

7s Influencing e 0.803 1.000 0.768
* enrolments b. 0.554 0.972 0.088
Co 0.557 0.621 0.132

8. Performing  a. 0.439 . 0.091 0.352
non-routine b. 0.852 0.301 0.087
tasks Co 0.513 0.215 0.041*

9. Participating a. 0.297 0.640 - 0.856.
in ex-mural b. 0.217 0.913 0.807
activities Ce 0.259 0.640 0.912
10. Participating a. 0.169 0.384 0,111
in decision b. 0.121 . 0.378 0.245
making Ce 0.045* 0.700 0.035*

* Significant difference at p=.05 level
a@. Industrial Div. b. Business Div. <. Technology Div.
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disparities between the two groups' responses. OCne of
these ié accounted for by the Industrial Division group
on their perceptibns of the "expected" role of an
instructor on liaisoning with the community (Activity
Group 5), two others by the Technology Division respond-
ents on "Performing non-instructional routine tasks"
(Item 8), and "Participating in the decision making )
process" (Item 10), and the third by the Technology ‘Divi-

sion instructors' perception of the "actual" role of an

instructor in the decision making process (Item 10).

Activity Group 10 - Decision Making (Table 6.2)

Items 17 and 38 show the most significant
disparities in response values. The administrators
perceive an instructor as actually participating in
influencing the Institute President's decisions more
often than do their counter group, and in exerting some
influence on decisions relating to the planning of new
buildings and instructional equipment selection. The
two groups are in close agreement that instructors
actually do participate in instructional decisions,

These findings correspond ratﬁer closély to
the results of comparing SAIT administrators' responges
with those of the Technology Division instructors. The
SAIT iﬁstructors did not, however, rate an instructors'
participation in making instructional decisions guite
as high as did their NAIT colleagues. They rated the

instructor's participation at less than "often"
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compared to their colleagues' rating of very often.

TABLE 6.2

NAIT Administrators' and Technology Division Instructors?
Perceptions of "Actual" Behavior of an Institute of
Technology Instructor on Decision Making

. e

Activity Grbup 10 Administrators Instructors

Item Number Mean Sedo -Mean Sede.

16 Instructional 4,000 0.000 3.855 0.989"
decisions

17. Influencing 3.000 1.000 1.168 1.009
decisions

38, Planning 3.333 0.577 2.364 1.128
decisions

Activity Group 5 - Community Liaison (Table 6.3)

A significant difference in perception occurs

o

between édminisfrators and Industrial Division.instructors
" who responded on an instructor's expected behavior in
providing liaison between the Institute and the business
and industrial community.

The administrators consistently show higher
.mean values for the five activities l;sted thgn does
their counter group. The highest of these is for Item 43,
"Informing the general public about Institute courses
when opportunities are presented". Administrators
perceife‘this as directed behavior almost "always". The
instructor respondents are in fairly close-agreement

with "very often".
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TABLE 6.3

NAIT Administrators' and Industrial Division Instructors'
Perceptions of "Expected" Behavior of an Institute of
Technology Instructor on Liaisoning with Community

Activity Group 5 Administrators Instructors
Item Numbexr: Mean Sede Mean - Sede
5, Providing assessment 2,750 1.708 . 2.417 1.500
22, Maintaining rapport 4,500 0.577 3.861 1.552
40, Maintaining membership 4.250 0.500 3.083 1.746
41. Providing counseling 4.250 0.957 3.611 1.293
43, Informing public 4.750 0,500 4,000 1.454

The greatest difference between response values
occurs for Item 40, "Maintaining membership in the trade
unions or professional associaﬁions in whichithe instruc~
tor was associated before becoming an Tnstitute instructor.”
The administrators rate this as expected behavior slightly
more than "very often”. The instructor respondents rate
it as "often".

The instructor respondents perceive an instructor
as being expected to maintain rapport'with préspedtive
employers of students (Item 22), and "providing students
with counseling information on how to apply and intefview
for a job after graduation, to a lesser extent than
the administrators. This difference is slightly more
than half a step on the five-point scale.

Fairly close agreement exists for Item 5,
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"Providing potential employers with an assessment of a
student's class performance and recordﬁ. Although there
is fairly close agreement, ndnetheless, this activity is
rated by both groups as expected behavior slightly more
than "occasionally". It would appear that neither group

believe it is expected as consistent behavior.

TABLE 6.4

NAIT Administrators' and Technology Division Instructors'
Perceptions of "Expected" Behavior of an Institute of
Technology Instructor on Performing Routine Tasks

e

Activity Group 8 Administrators . Instructofs

Item Number Mean Sedes Mean Sed.

4, Using technical 4,750 0.500 3,806 1.009
services

10. Performing clerical 4,250 1,500 2.778 1.198
tasks

30, Preparing demon- 4,000 0.816 3,333 1.568
strations

44, Accepting 4,000 1.414 4,194 1.037
schedules

Activity Group 8 — Performing Routine Tasks (Table 6.4)
Administrators rated an instructor's expected.
behavior in performing routine non-instructional tasks
consistently high at "very often" and above. Only one
activity (Item 44) indicates a rating lower than that of
the instructor respondentse.
The greatest difference between the respondent

groups' ratings eccurs for "performing clerical work",
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(Item 10). Administrators rate this activity as more
than "véry often" compared to the instructor respondenté',
slightly less than "often'.
Administrators, also, perceive that instructors
are expected to make use of the te;hnical services avail-
.able to them for developing and reproducing iqstructionél

material (Item 4) more often than do the inétructor
respondents.

On the remaining two activities of the sub-set
there is somewhat closer agreement. Both gréubs believe
that it is expected behavior for an instructor to prepare
laboratory or shop demonststrations (Item 30), and accept

schedules prepared for him (Item 44).

TABLE 6.5

- NAIT Administrators' and Technology Division Instructors'
Perceptions of "Expected" Behavior of an Institute of
Technology Instructor on Decision Making

Activity Group 10 Administrators Instructors

Item Number Mean Sede Mean Sede

16. Instructional 4,500 1.000 " 3,556 1,297
decisions

17. Influencing 34250 1,500 1.972 1.207
decisions

38, Planning 4,000 0.816 2.667 l.414

decisions
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Activity Group 10 - Decision Making (Table 6.5)

'NAIT administrators, like their colleagues
at SAIT, perceilve that an insfructor is expected to
engage in decilsion making to a greater degree than do
the instructor respondents from the Technology Division.
The administrators apparently believe that an instrucgor
is expected to influence the President's .decisions
concerning the Institute's Qperation "often" compared
to the instructors' "occasionally" (Item 17), and that
instructors are expected to "Exert some influence on
decisions relating to the planning of new buildings and
instructional equipment" (Item 38) "very often".

The instructors responded more than "occasion-
ally" for this items

The administrators rate the instructors par-
ticipation in making instructional decisi&ﬁs between
"always" and "very often". The instructors rate the
same activity about one step lower than the administrators

at a point about midway between "often" and "very often".

SUMMARY ~- CHAPTER &

In Chapter 6 the NAIT administrators' perceptions
of the role of an Institute instructor were compared with
the perceptions of their counter groups? the NAIT
instructors in the Industrial, Buéiness, and Technology

Divisions. v
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The data for NAIT administrators and NAIT
instructors showed fewer significant differences in
perception than did a corresponding comparison of SAIT
administrators' and SAIT instructors' perceptions.
Whereas the SAIT data identified seven differeuces, the
NAIT data indicated four differences. .

The Industrial Division instructors accounted
for one significant difference, and the Technology
Division instructors accounted for the remaining three.

The Industrial Division instructors perceived an
instructor's expected behavior for liaisoning with the
community (Activity Group 5) considerably less often than
did the administrators.

The Technology Division instructors, likewise,
perceived an instructor's expected behavior in: performing
routine non-instructional tasks (Activity.Group 8), and
participating in decision making (Activity Group 10)
less often than the administratorse. The Technology
Division instructors showed significant differences in
perceptions when compared with the administrators on
both the "actual" and "expected" roles of an Institute
instructor on partiéipating in decision making (Activity
Group 10).

The‘valués for the administrators' responses
_ were consisténtly higher for most of.the individual cue
items making up the activity sub-sets.

The fact that significant differences in
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perception occurred between the administrators and
Technical Division instructors more often than between
the administrators and the instructors in other Divisions
would lead one to assume that the Technology Division
instructors perceive the instructor's role differently
than their colleagues in the other Divisions.,

It is to be noted that when NAIT Technology
Division instructors' responses were compared with
SAIT Technology Division instructors that significant
differences in perception were indicated for the total
set of activities in the behavioral, prescribed, and
normative role for an instructor (Table 4.8).

The data in Chapter 6 would indicate that NAIT
administrators and NAIT‘instructors are.in rather close
agreement regarding the actual, directed, and expected

behavior of an Institute of Technblogy instructor,.



CHAPTER 7
- SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
SUMMARY

The Problem

The main purpose of this study was to inves-
tigate the behavioral, prescribed, and normative roiés
of an Institute of Technology instructor by collecting
the perceptions of administrators and instructors. The
study was conducted in the Northern and Southern Alberta
Institutes of Technology with the Institutes' adminis-
trators and instructors as resbondents.

Its specific purpose was to determine if there

was: )
1. A significant difference in perception between .
NAIT and SAIT instructors of the way in which they viewed
an instructor's actual, directed, and expected behavior
in performing or reacting to a set of.fifty stimuli items.
2. A significant difference in perception between
SAIT administrators and SAIT instructors of the three
designated roles of an Institute instructor.
3. A significant difference in perception between
NATIT administrators and NAIT instructors of the three

designated roles of an Institute instructor,
\ 1
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Procedure

An instrument consisting of fifty cue items
describing various teacher activities was prepared to
which respondents were requested to give theilr percep-
tions of an instructor's behavior for one of three roles,
the instructor's actual behavior (behavioral role), .
directed behavior (prescribed role), or expeéted
behavisr (normative role).

The three forms of the gquestionnaire were distrib-'
uted in approximate thirds to administrators and to the
instructors in each of the three divisions of instruction
at both Institutes by persons at NAIT and SAIT who had
agreed to supervise the d;stribution and collection of
the questionnaires. Completed forms were refurned during
June 1971.

Thé}e were 561 replies from 887 qﬁestionnaires
distributed; representing a 63.4 percent return.

The reply forms were machine marked and the
collected data were transferred to punch cards for data
processing; Frequencles, percentages of responses, means
and standard deviations were computed-and the'latter
two tabulated for ten sub-set activity groups. Signi-
ficant differences at the p=.1l5 level were indicated

in the tabulations.

Findings

The' analysis of the daﬁa was presented in
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Chapters 4, 5, and 6. In Chapter 4 data from SAILT
instructors were compared with those from NAITVinstruc—
tors. Chapter 5 compared the perceptions of SAIT adminis-
trators with SAIT instructors, and Chapter 6 compared the
perceptions of NAIT administrators with NAIT instructorse.
The édminiétrators' perceptions were compargd-with those

"of the instructors in the three'divisions 6f'instruction.

Conclusions

The conclusions from this study are presented
in three separate sections (a) Institute instructors'’
perceptions of the instructor's role (b) SAIT adminis-
trators' and instructors' perceptions of the instructor's
role, and (c) NAIT administrators' and instructors’

perceptions of the instructor's rolee.

Institute Instructors' Perceptions of the Instructor's Role

(a) Industrial Division

| Significant disparities exist between the Insti-
tutes' Industrial Division instructors with respect

to their perceptions of the degree to which an Institute

of Technology instructor accepts regulations. This
disparity exists for their perceptions of both the instruc-—
tor's behavioral role and prescribed role. The SAIT res-
pondents’ perceive an instructor as engaging in the describ-
ed activities more often than do the NAIT respondentse.

The greatest difference between the mean values of their

responses is for the activity group that includes the
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actual behavior of an instructor in discouraging the use
of shop or laboratory equipment for other than regularly
scheduled day classes. This.item was included in the
questionnaire to get some reading'of the degree to which
respondents felt shop equipment was to be used exclusive-
ly for day.progréms, either by administratiye-ordér, if
such orders existed, or by actual practice. ' The response
- to this item would have some implications for'Continuing
Education courses in the event that such equipment hight
be needed.

SAIT instructors tend to hold & greater number
of directed behavior perceptions for an instructor's
involvement in decision makiqg than do their NAIT counter-~
parts, particulariy as these épportunities for decision
making‘applied to influencing the President's decisions,
and having a voice in planning and equipment selection
decisions. Both groups of respondents agreed that
instructors were directed to make instructional decisions. |

SAIT instructors, also, indicated a higher mean
value for an instructor's expected activity in developing
curriculum, and influencing student enrolments than their
NAIT colleagues. SAIT respondents would suggest that
instructors are occasionally expected to control admis-
sion of students into their course. This might be inter-
preted as representing some measure of autonomy in an
area that is normally ascribed to the Registrar's office.

NALIT respondents perceive the matter of admission control

’ -
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by instructors occurring less than noccasionally"s

The data cited on SAIT and NAIT Industrial
nivision instructors' perceptions of the roles of an
—nstitute of Technology instructor indicate that the
two groups are in agreement on 25 activity groups out
of the 30 possible. The lack of significant differen?es
in the collected data would tend to substantiate the-
conclusion that these £wo groups are more alike than
they are different. The fact that SAIT has been in
operation longer than NAIT would not appear to have
affected the Tndustrial Division instructors' perceptioné
of an instructor's role, nor does it appear that a
younger staff at NAIT in terms'of years of'teaching
service, has accounted for any great number of signifi-

cant differences in perceptionse.

(p) Business Division

By divisiéns of instruction, the instructors
in the Business Division show the highest degree of
uniformity in perception of an instructor's roles. When
SAIT ahd NAIT Business Division instructor respondents'’
’perceptions are compared there is only one significant
difference in perception indicated of the actual behavior
of an instructor in choosing methodse.

Moreover, there 1is no apparent difference in
their views of the actual and directed behavior of an

instructor which would suggest that the potential for
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role conflict for the instructor is minimal, if it exists
at all.

The activity areas for which there appears to
be close agreement are the actual-behaviors of an instruc-
tor in developing curriculum, liaisoning with the commu-
nity, performing‘routine non-instructional tasks, anq
participating in decision making. Forvthe prescribed
role of an instructor the two groups have a high degree
of agreement on developing curriculum, influencing enrol-
ments, and performing routine non-instructional tasks.
Althouéh the same activities that appear in both the
actual and directed roles of an instructor show a high
degree of agreement, this agreement does not persist at
as high a degree for the expected role of aﬁ instructor.
It doeé not reach the point of significant difference,
however. ‘

The other activity which shows uniformly high
agreement for all three roles is that of performing
routine non-instructional tasks.

There doesn't appear to be any obvious reasbn
why the SAIT and NAIT Business Division instructors

should show the least number of significant differences

in perception from among all the groups compared.
N .

(¢) Technology Division
Just as the Business Division showed the least

number of differences in perception, so the Technology

1
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Diviéion instructors show the greatest number of differ-—
ences, for which there doesn't appear to be a rational
explanation.

Their data show eight significantly different
values for probabilities of t out of 30 possible.
Significant diffefenCes are shown, also, between the two
Technology'Division instructor respondent grdups when
thelr perceptions of all thevactivities for each of the
behavioral, preséribed, and normative roles of an instruc-
tor are compared.

Whereas the Business Division instructors showed
relatively close agreement on each of the three roles
for a single activity group, the Technology instructors’
data show a considerable degree of difference; even
though it doesn't reach a significant value.

Two activities show significant differences for
both the behavioral and prescribed role. Directing
" learning, and developing curriculum are both indicated
with significant difference values under the behavioral
and brescribed roles, whereas the "developing curriculum"
activity shows a rather high degree of agreemént between
the two groups when "expected" behavior of én instructor
is under studye. |

The degree of agreement on choosing methods is
consistently low on all three facets of the instructor's
role. This?might conceivably be an area which the admin-

istrators might wish to clarify Institute policy.
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NAIT and SAIT.Technology Division instructors
show the greatest degree of difference in their percep-
tions of an instructor's behavioral role. When all the
activities of the behavioral role are considered the
NAIT staff perceive them as actually occurring less,
often than do their SAIT colleagues. This situation ,
reverses itself for the prescribed and normétiVe role
responses, however. NAIT instruchrs perceive the
instructor's activities in these roles occurring more
often than do their SAiT colleagues.

The activity for which both groups show the
closest agreement is that of performing routine non-
instructional tasks. They perceived instructors as
being involved in actual, directed, or expected behavior
for these activities "often" for Items 4, lO,.and 30,
and "very éften" for Item 44, "Accepting échedules
produced for them by others".

In termé of the overall perceptions of Technology
Division instructors on three facets of an instructor's
role, a significant difference is indicated for each of
the three roles. This might warrant éhe conélusicn
that there is a significant difference in the perceptioné
of NAIT and SAIT Technology Division instructors of the‘

role of an Institue of Technology instructor.
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SAIT Administrators' and Instructors' Perceptions of an

Instructor's Role

Significant differences were found between S“IT 
administrators and SAIT instructors on 7 activity group
comparisons out of a total possible of 30 activity
groupse. In two instances the administratorfs-perceptions
showed significant disparities when compared with the
perceptions of two groups of instructor fespondents on
the same activity sub-~set. The Business and Technology
Division instructors and the administrators showed signif-
'icant differences on developing curriculum, and the
Industrial Division and Technology Division instructors
on performing roufine non-instructional tasks.

The two respondent groups' percebtiohs appear
to be in closer agreement on the expected role of an
Institute instructor than on either the a;tual or direct-
ed role. There was a high degree of uniformity on the
expected role of a teacher in influencing student
enrolments; and choosing methods, between administrators
and the three instructor respondent groups.

There were two significant diffefencés shown for-
the perceptions of SAIT administrators compared with
SATIT Industrial Division instructors, one with the
Business Division instructors, and four with the Tech-
nology Division instructors. The Technology Division
instructor§ also showed more significant differences

when the SAIT and NAIT respondent groups were compared
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with each other than either the Business Division or
Industrial Division instructer groupse.

| On the basis of the collected data for SAIT
administrators and SAIT instructors, there were seven
significant differences indicated out of thirty possiblee.
It might be reasonable to conclude, therefo;e,-that
there are more similarities between the two groups'
perceptions than there are differences. 1In answer to
the question raised in the problem statement, there
appears to be few significant differences in perception
between SAIT administrators and SAIT instructors on each
of the three designated roles of an Institue of Tech-

nology instructor.

NAIT Administrators' and Instructors' Perceptions of the

Instructor's Role

Significant disparities exist between the
NAIT administrators and Technology Division instructors
on the "actualf role of an Institute instructor in
‘nmparticipating in decision making", on the "expected"
'role in "Performing routine non-instructional tasks",
and "Partiéipating-in decision making", and between
NAIT administrators and Induﬁtrial Division instructors
on the "expected" role of an Institute instructor in
"Liaisoning with the community".

There are no significant differences shown for

NAIT administrators and Business Division instructors.
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‘When the ten activity groupé for each of the
three roles of an instructor were examined, the following
relétionships were observed; There was a high degree of
agfeement between administrators and instructors in all
Divisions on the "directed" behavior.of an instructor in
"Choosing methods", "Acting as a member of a profession",
"Developing curriculum", and "Influencing enrolments";

a high degree of agreement between administrators and
instructors in all Divisians on the "actual" behavior

of an instructor in "Acting as a member of a profession",
and "Accepting regulations"; and a high degree of agree-
ment between administrators and instructoré in all
Divisions on the "expected" pehavior of an instructor

in "Participating in extra-mural activities";

Tf it can be assumed that significant~differences
‘petween administrators' and instructors' perceptions of
an instructor's "actual" and "expected" behavior on the
various activities could lead to role conflict on the
part of the instructor, the déta would suggest that no
such potentiél for conflict exists, in view of the
similarity of the two respondent groups' perceptions.

In no instance is there a significant difference
indicated for the same activity in all three roles for
the same Division of instruction. This would tend to
suggest that the administrators and instructors perceivé
the "actual", "directed", and "expected" roles of an

instructor, in somewhat similar perspective.
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The indication by Industrial Division instructors
that they do not perceive "Liéisoning with the community"
‘as expected behavior of an instructor, might by accounted
for by the unique character of the apprenticeship program
Qhereby apprentices are referred to the Institute for
training by the Apprenticeship Board. In the Industrial
Division, therefore, the students are usually employed
before attending the Institpte, as compared to students
in other Divisions who must seek employment after grad-
uvuation. The Industrial Division instructors may not
perceive a need to maintain industrial community contact
for the benefit of keeping their students in touch with
potentiél employers to the same extent as instructors in
the other Divisions.

In the NAIT administrator-instructor data the
Technology Division instructors again account for more
significant differences between administrators' and
instructors' perceptions than either the Business, or
Industrial Division instructors, as was the case when
SAIT administrators and SAIT instructors were compared.

In view of the four significaﬂt diffeéences out
of a possible thirty opportunities for differences to
occur, it is concluded that NAIT administrators and
NAIT instructors have more of the same perceptions of
an instructor's "actual", "directed", and "expected" role
than they have differences,

In answer to the third guestion raised in the
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"Statement of the Problem", there are few significant
differences between NAIT administrators' and NAIT
instructors' perceptions of the roles of an Institute
of Technoloéy instructor. It is concluded, therefore,
that their views are more likely to coincide on the

instructor's roles  than they are likely to diverge.
CONCLUSIONS

Some caution is necessary in drawing conclusions
from the data in this study in view of the limitaEions
imposed by a low percentage of return (63.4%), and the
relatively small size of some of the sample groups. The
design of the questionnaire and the way in which respond-
ents might have interpreted its items could have added
additional unforeseen limitations.

Within these parameters, however, the study
indicated that there were relatively few differences
in perception between the various respondent groups of
‘the instructor's roles.,

In answer to the three questions raised in the
study it was concluded that:

l. There were few significant differences
between NAIT and SAIT instructors in the way in which
they perceived the behavioral, prescribed, and normative
roles of an Institute of Technology instructor, with the
eXception of the NAIT and SAIT Technology Division

instructors. They indicated eight significant
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differences in perception for the three roles of an
instructore.

2. There were seven significant differences inv
perception between SAIT administrators and SAIT instruc-
tors of the three roles of an Institute instructor.

3.’ There were four significant differences i?
perception between NAIT administrators and NAIT instruc¥
tors of the three roles of an Insfitute instructor.

There was closer agreement between NAIT admin-
istrators and NAIT instructors on the roles of an insti—
tute instructor than there was between SAIT sdministrators
and SAIT instructors.

The activity groups that accounted for most of
the significant differences were "Developing‘curriculum
objectives and content", and "Participating in' decision

making"e
IMPLICATIONS

The data collected for this study appear to'have
some implications for implementation and for future
research,.

Administrafors might examine those activity
group items in more detail where significant differences
were indicated with a view to clarifying the respective
responsibilities of the administrator and the instrpc—
tor. Although the study identified few such differences,

there is a potential for misunderstanding between the
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role incumbents and the administrators in those activities
that were identified. The potential for conflict and
misunderstanding might be minimized if the incumbents'
roles and functions were clearly enunciated and under-
stood by ail concerned.

Whére significant differences in.pepceptions
between one group of iﬁstructors and their counterparts
in the other instituﬁion were ideﬁtified, it might be
useful for the administrators to éttempt to rationalize
these differences in order to determine if some sort'of
action on their part is necessary or warranted. The
number of significant differences noted for the Tech-
nology Division instructors, in particular, might bear
closer examination to determine the undérlying reasons -
for these differences.

The fact that relatively few différences were
~identified in the study might be interpreted as an
indication that Institute and inter-Institute communi-
cations are apparently operating with some degree of
efficiencye.

The study has helped to confirm the aésumption
made by some administrators that the instructional
staffs of both Institutes tend to have similar views of
the instructor's roles, with the possible exception of.
instructérs in the Technology Divisions. This could
be useful information were changes to be introduced in

the Institute methods and procedures for directing any
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of the various activitieslnoted.

The perceptions of activities such as "Performing
routine noneinstructional tasks'" could be taken into
account by administrators were they to consider relieving
the instruétors of certain of these functions so that the
instrudtor could devote more of his attehtiqn'to the .
instructional process.

The role theory framework in which this study
was devised may have some application for future research
in the area of instructor-adm;pistrator interactions ‘and
relationships. It could, for example, be applied to
determine the degree to which an instructor's actual
behavior coincided with expected behavior. Other counter-
role groups could be selected other than administrators
if the instructor's role was under study. It could have
useful application as a method whereby areas of potential
conflict could be identified in inter—departﬁental or

administrator-instructor relationships.

Recommendations for Further Study

Several recommendations for additional study
have become apparent as a result of this study. |

It would be useful for it to be replicated for
the Technology Divisions in an attempt to‘identify why
disparities in perceptions exist, and to compare the |
Technology Division instructors' perceptions of an

instructor's role with those of their colleagues in
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other Divisions of instruction. It is recommended that
were such a study to be ﬁndertaken that it inciude a
survey and analysis of the réspondents' attributes and
qualifications as possible influencers of their percep-
tionse. |

Another ektension of this study might-be an
investigation into the potential that exists for
instructor role conflict as a result of the individual's
varying perceptions of an instructor's behavioral,
prescribed, and normative role, and as a result of;
differing perceptions of his role by significant others.

A need exists to definé the normative expec-
tations held for an instructor and an administrator as
a means of improving both instruction and administration.
A mutual appreciation and knowledge of theilr respective
roles might help to facilitate the interaction that must
take place as a normal consequence of their specific
duties and functions. Such information would be of
value to those who are responsible for structuring and
administering orientation and in-service programs for
new staff, or for those who are involved in working with
a facﬁlty who have a wide variety of background
experience and professional qualifications. J

The conceptual framework of this study was
inspired by reported research that provided some
experience to indicate that the concept of role could

be operatignalized and analyzed in such a manner as to

I
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produce meaningful results that could be translated into

action.
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Code No.

Instructors' Job Activity Rating Scale

This rating scale is to be used by a respondent to indicate the degree

to which he thinks Institute of Technology instructors ACTUATLY DO the
activities listed. :

Instructions

The extent to which instructors ACTUALLY DO that which is described may

be indicated by selecting the best answer from among the five following

statements:

Al Always

B2 Very Often
C3 Often

D4 Occasionally
E5 Never

and then marking that answer in pencil on the attached questionnaire sheet
opposite the appropriate item number. An unmarked item will be interpreted
ag "No Opinion".

Examples
Institute of Technology Instructors Actually Do:

1. Keep a record of attendance of students.

If the response is "Often", the blank under C3 is marked in heavy

black pencil on the questionnaire sheet so that it would appear as below.

1. Al B2 C3 DL 5

Use only one mark for each item to show which of the five responses most

nearly represents your opinion of what Institute of Technology instructors
ACTUATLY DO in the situation or circumstance described.

Institute of Technology instructors ACTUALLY DO:

1.
2e

3.

Lo

5e

Obtain student opinions before initiating changes in subject matter content.
Participate in high school career days'to promote enrolment in their program.

Obtain permission to borrow tools or equipment for personal use from shops or
laboratories for which they are responsible.

Make use of technical services provided to them for developing and reproducing
instructional material, i.e. overhead transparencies, work sheets, printing, etc.

Provide potential employers with an assessment of a student's class performance
and record.

-
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Al Always B2 Very Often C3 Oi'ten DL Occasionally 5 Never

6. Take field trips during regularly scheduled class hours.
7. Improve their professional qualifications without financial assistance.
8. Become members of an educational - professional organization.

9. Obtain approval from their division director before making changes in
subject matter content. ' .

10. Perform clerical work.

11. Spend more time in the preparation of their lessons than do secondary
school teachers.

12. Give equal emphasis to non~trade or non-technical subjects.
13. Set pre-requisite subjects for the courses they teach.

1he Accept lower salaries than high school or college teachers of non~trade or
non-technical subjects.

15. Follow established procedures in-referring unresolved problems to the Deputy
Minister or Minister of Education.

16. Participate in making instructional decisions.

17. Influence decisions made by the President concerning the Institute's
operation. ‘

18, Use a vériety of teaching methods.

19. Provide formal reports on professional workshops or seminars which they attend.
20." Keep their social life independent of their instructional responsibilities.

21. Emphasize the latest technical advancements invsubject matter content.

22. Maintain rapport with prospective employers of students.

23. Control admission of students to their courses.

2l Develop their own course outlines.

25. Use Audio-Visual media for instruction.

26. Consider lesson preparation time as part of work load hours.
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3.

Al Always B2 Verw Qften C3 Often Dl Occasionally &5 Never

27. Negotiate with Public Service Commissioner on instructional work loads.

28. Report protlems regarding their placement on the salary grid to the Deputy
Minister.

29. Bmphasize technical skills rather than technical knowledge.

30, Prepare laboratory or shop demonstrations. )

31, Adapt their subjéct matter content to meet provincial needs over national
needs, ‘

32. Prepare and follow a teaching plan for each lesson presented.

33. Work to promote the professional image of technical instructors in the
community.

3h. TUse curriculum guidelines when provided by the Institute.

35, Rely'on the Institute to provide special updating technical courses for
instructors.

36. Enrol in university education coirses leading to a degree.

37. DProvide additional instruction outside of regular class hours to students
requesting help,

38, Exert some influence on decisions relating to the plamming of new buildings
and instructional equipment selectior.

39. Prepare written and/or nractical examinations.

LO. Maintain moml2rship in the trede unions or professional associations in
which they wsre associated before becoming Institute instructors.

L1. Provide students with counselling information on how to apply and interview
for a job after graduation.,

L2,

Use the sams system for determining grades as do teachers of non~technical

subjects.

Inform the general public about Institute courses when opportunities are
presented.

Accept classroom scheduies and timetables provided by the scheduling department.
Keep the subject matter content of their courses current.

Remain available to students at all times during regular working hours if not
conducting classes.

-
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Lo

Al Always B2 Very Often C3 Often DL Occasionally BE5 Never

47« Refrain from accepting second jobs other than teaching.

48. Discourage the use of shop or laboratory equipment for other than regularly
scheduled day classes.

L9 Accept the staff/student ratio established by the administrétion.

50. Make personal use of the Institute library facilities, for proféssional
development. '
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Code No.

Instructors' Job Prescrintion Rating Scale

This rating scale is to be used by a respondent to indicate the degree
to which he thinks Institute of Technology instructors are DIREGTED TO perform
the activities listed. . '

Instructions

The extent to which instructors are DIRFGTED 7O DO that which is described
may be indicated by selecting the best answer from among the five following
. statements: '

Al Always

B2 Very Often
C3 Often

D4 Occasionally
E5 Never

and then marking that answer in pencil on the attached questionnaire sheet
opposite the appropriate item number. An unmarked item will be interpreted as
"No Opinion".

Example:

Institute of Technology Instructors are DIRECTED TO:

1. Keep a record of attendance of students.

If the response is "Often", the blank under C3 is marked in heavy
black pencil on the questionnaire sheet so that it would appear as below.

1. Al B2 c3 DL E5

Use‘only one mark for each item to show which of the five responses most
nearly represents your opinion of what an Institute of Technology instructor is
DIRECTED TO DO in the situation or circumstances described.

Institute of Technology instructors are DIRECTED TO:
1. Obtain student opinions before initiating changes in subject matter content.
2. Participate in high school career days 0 promote enrolment in their program.

3+ Obtain permission to borrow tools or equipment for personal use from shops or
laboratories for which they are responsibie.

L« Make use of technical services provided to them for developing and reproducing
instructional material, i.e. overhead transparencies, work sheets, printing, etc.

5. Provide potential employers with an assessment of a student's class performance
and record. "

121



133024

Codé No.

Instructors' Job Expectations Rating Scalé

This rating scale is to be used by a respondent to indicate the degree
to which he thinks Institute of Technology instructors are EXPECTED by administration
to perform the activities listed.

Instructions
The extent to which instructors are E{PECTED TO DO that which is described

may be indicated by selecting the best answer from among the five. following
statements: ' '

Al Always
B2 Very Often

C3 Often
D4 Occasionally
E5 Never

and then marking that answer in pencil on the attached questionnaire sheet opposite
the appropriate item number., An unmarked item will be interpreted as "No Opinion".

Example:
Institute of Technology Instructors are EXPECTED TOs:
1. Keep a record of attendance of studenis.

If the response is "Often", the blank under C3 is marked in heavy black
pencil on the questionnaire sheet so that it would appear as below.

1. Al B2 C3 DL E5

Use only one mark for each item to show which of the five responses most
nearly represents your opinion of what Institute of Technology instructors are
EXPECTED TO DO in the situation or circumstance described.

Institute of Technology instructors are FXPECTED TO:
1. Obtain student opinions before initiating changes in subject matter content.
‘2. Participate in high school career days to promote enrolment in their program.

3. Obtain permission to borrow tools or equipment for personal use from shops or
laboratories for which they are responsible.

lie Make use of technical services provided to them for developing and reproducing
instructional material, i.e. overhead transparencies, work sheets, printing, etc.

5. Provide potential employers with an assessment of a student's class performancé
and record.
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