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Sk ABSTRACT / e

The pr1mary a1m of the current 1nvest1gat1on was to exp]ore
: &)

1"fffurther the nature of the 1nteract1ve reTat1onsh1p between teacher’f‘

0

- d1rect1veness and student ach1evement or1entat1on The 1nvest1gat1onj S

‘,y;was pTanned as an exten51on and rep11cat1on of prev1ous f1nd1ngs i"’ '

- -_f;and was conducted from an ATI research perspect1ve The Ac and A1

tfafftscales of the CaT1forn1a Persona11ty Inventory and the Student

[f:f;ffperceptTOHS of Teacher StyTe (SPOTS) scaTe were adm1nlstered to a

:”tfsample of 213 un1vers1ty students The dependent measures empToyed T;;*°5v?7

were grades, a teacher rat1ng form and a sattsfactton measure

.ﬁd'MuTt1PTe regre551on anaTyses reveaTed that none of the 1nteract1ons e”"“fw°7'

' :between d1rect1veness and ach1evement or1entat1on accounted for s1g-[7”g']fjf

v n1f1cant amounts of var1ance in any of the dependent measures con

i ttiffthe bas1s of these f1nd1ngs, 1t was conc]ude that prev1ous research[[;?{}i“dﬁ"

' d‘ftnd1ngs deaT1ng w1th the 1nteract1ve natUre of the reTat10nsh1p LA

| :between dtrect1veness and ach1evement or1entat1on may have been a

/G-"'”

,ConseqUence of hav1ng used only extreme scor1ng subJects on the Ac N

v vf }and A1»sca1es and that as a resuTt the1r genera11zab111ty and ab111ty

"1s rather Tlmtted The d1fferent1a1 pred1ct1ve ab111ty o? the Ac and }_'

ff-Aw scaTes was aTso sure to be suspect AT _
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B T T o CHAPTER 1

R INTRODUCTION R ',,fj5

A maJor focus of comparat1ve stud1es of coTTege teach1ng mEthods t,‘:“ -

““};“s1nce the 1920 'S - has been the 1dent1f1cat1on of the degree of structure ‘,fh;

'_,:or teacher d1rect1veness wh1ch wou]d be opt1ma] 1n promot1ng student

; ach1evement“aﬁd‘attftude In educat1ona1 research the d1rect1veness d1—“5?~*

ens1on of co]]ege teach1ng has been referred to by such equwvoca]

- ft1nct1ons as student centered versus teacher centeﬁed author1tar1an'ver-g

L 'sus nonauthor1tar1an d1scuss1on versus Jecture structured versus non- _»Q‘Qf7f

*'structured and d1rect1ve versus nond1rect1ve These d1st1nct1ons reflectf},”;ﬁ

thq troub]esome 1ssue of the\promot1on of ass1m11at1on versus the deveT-'_if;"';

'f;fvopment of Jnd1v1dua1 d1fferences They can be character1zed by such de-vafil.;f

[ S _ ;
"ﬁ«ffschptors of teacher behav10r as forma] abso]ute and structured on onq

end of the cont1nuum and others such as 1nforma] tentat1ve and unstruc—,leliff

1~;_tured on the opPos1te end of the cont1nuum The d1rect1veness or strUc-'*Q};tif

‘tﬁf:ﬁ?'the d1mens1on 1s usua]iy seen to be g]obal and encompass1ng Ber11ner

‘. re («

7**fand Cahen (1973) state, 'The Structured unstructured dwmens1on of 1nstruceff¥;;75

'7*g5tt10n can be thought of as an env1ornment for Tearn1ng as weTT as a par-a

'*;Tft1cu1 h,';

le of teach1ng, r1g1d vs flex1b1e, or as a teach1ng method

f\ :

'x'ftV,lecture ys'[discuss1on" (p 75) ‘ 0 ,_».,_2.; S

'Unt11 recentTy, comparat1ve stud1es 1nvo]v1ng the d1rect1veness d1-,”73’f7 :

,,amens1on were a1med at denonstratlng the reTat1ve super1or1ty of one. ‘"-'fififf“‘

| ;efstruct1ona1 method over another and were based on the assumpt1on that oneo5"ﬁi§f

L mefhod wou]d 1n fact prove to be the most benef1o1a1 for alT students

i;L]fRev1ews of these studles (McKeach1e, 1954 Anderson 1959 Dub1n and

;*fT'TavegQIa, 1968) concluded that the research f1nd1ngs had y1e1ded on]y in- ”f*"’“-



an
ey
Y

conc1u51ve and often contrad1ctory ev1dence and that the super1or1ty of ,! ft:;.
";g . one method over the other had yet to: be domonstrated In sp1te of the j; S
fa11ure to obta1n s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between 1nstruct1ona1 methods, f
. researchers remalned convanced that dlfferences between such obv1ous]y :j.
dlffereot 1nstruct1ona1 methods had to exist and that 1t shou]d be pos-h-fiiﬂfri
51b1e to demonstrate these d1fferences v1a the exper1menta1 des1gn method S
SUCh as the 1nadequacy Of Operatlona1 def1n1tJons and the 1nappropr1ate-h}ﬁ‘r
:YF,ft ness of dependent measures and stat1st1ca] ana]yses These methodolog1_;;v§£{;;;
: cal cr1t1c1sms may often have been appropr1ate but few educat1ona1 re-‘iif;#i?i'
: searchers thought t0 quest1on the ma1n effects research or1entat1on Pre- 5 f{ff

v1ous research had been str1ct1y addressed to determ1n1ng the average

super1or1ty of one 1nstruct1ona1 method over another and had sought to

experlmentally contro] for all ind1v1dua] d1fferendes and 1nteract1ve
. effects that m1ght be present Most research continued to be d1rected R
| 5’, zea]ous1y 1n the d1rect1on of maln effects (Dubln and Tavegg1a 19689 but ;jt;!e
yet the p0551b1e 1mportance of 1nteract1ons 1n th1s 11ne of educat1ona] ‘f{{t"f.
research was in fact a]]uded to qu1te earﬂy 1n the research Ilterature };}é;{f
Spence (1928), 1n compar1ng d1scu5510n and lecture techn1ques posed the ‘_H |
E | quest1ons %"what are the cond1t1ons under wh1ch Method A produces effec-t;:,;;a
| 5 t1ve results’ What are the s1tuat1ons where Method B as best?" (p 462)
'»ﬁ More recent]y, researchers have begun to 1ook at the type of ques-,p
t1ons posed by Spence and have postu]atedfthat the incons1stent and often
‘v}"contrad1ctory f1nd1ngs of earlier 1nvest1gatlons may have been the result
of the1r fa11ure to acknowledge, 1n a pr1mary way, poss1b1e 1nteractions
between student charatterlst1cs and instructional approadﬁes The re--vA;':h'h,'
| search approach that addresses 1tself to the 10cat1on of these 1nterac- SR

o AR n
BRI



,tlons has been termed aptitude- treatment 1ntera§t1on research (ATI) It .
hlS an attempt to. comb1ne the exper1menta1 and corre]at1ona1 approaches

. X
of 1nvest1gat1ng 1nstruct1ona] methods and apt1tudes (Cronbach, 1957

| Cronbach kX Snow, 1977) An 1nteract1on is sa1d to be present‘ﬂwhenever !
an effect holds for one k1nd of subJect under one set of cond1t10ns but .
does not ho]d in the same way for other types of subJects or*other sets

of cond1t1ons"'(Ber11ner & Cahen, 1973, p. 58) Apt1tude as .defined by ”,
'_Cronbach and Snow (1977) is "any character1st1c of a person that fore- |
vcasts his probab111ty of success under g:§1ven treatment", where treat~
ment is def1ned as "any man1pu1ab]e var1ab1e" (p 6) )

o Accord1ng to Cronbach .and Snow (1977), ne1ther exper1menta1 research

'whwch concerns 1tse1f with d1fferenfes among the effects of 1nstruct1ona1

R treatments, nor corre]at1ona1 research whrch concerns 1tse1f w1th the

: assoc1at1on between character1st1cs of persons, has proven adequate 1n

5

the deve]opment of theortes of 1nstruct1on An 1nteract1on1st approach
"to instructional. research is necessary and is requ1red if quest1ons such
as’ the fo]]ow1ng are\asked | |

~ What characterlst1cs make 1nstruct1ona1 S1tuat1ons "s1m11ar","
in the sense that the situations all benefit the same kind
of learner? And what variables define "similar" learners, S
ie., those ready to profit more or less equally from the , Lo
- 'same kind of 1nstruct1on? (Cronbach & Snow, 1977, p. 3) - : :
%
The pr1mary a1ms of - ATI research 1nvolve the 1dent1f1cat1on and de-

ve]opment of 1nstruct1ona1 treatments or énv1ornments that opt1m1ze ed-v:

ucat1ona1 opportun1ty and the 1dent1f1cat1on of those aptitudes of the

1nd1v1dua1 that would enab]e h1m to succeed in a part1cu1ar treatment
Consequently, ATI research 1eads to formu]at1ons regard1ng person env1-
ronment éht and to theor}es of matching or 1nstruct1ona1 adaptat1on -”ﬁ

The ATI concept was first proposed by Cronbach in 1957 and although '

RS



. .taken as a natura11st1c 1nvest1gat1on and was planned as an extens1on

| | 4

‘ 1nterest in this research orientation has grown slowly, severa] rev1ews
-

have now been pub]1shed wh1ch descr1be a substant1a1 number of stud1es

’ffwhere ATI has been appra1sed at Jeast in a secondary way (Bracht 1970;

T SR

’ s‘Ber11ner & Cahen, 1973; Snow, 1976 CrOnbach & Snow, 1977) A 1arge va- -
i; r1ety of treatments and apt1tudes have been 1nvest1gated but we]l substan-
) t1ated f1nd1ngs regarding ATI are scarce and "are chiefly usefu] as leads o
"toward future research rather than as gu1des to educat1ona] pract1ce"‘

-(Cronbach & Snow, 1977 p 6) Two 1mportant 1ssues, genera11zab111ty ,

and rep]1cab111ty must be con51dered if ATI research f1nd1ngs are to have ~ .
'mean1ngfu] effects on educat1ona1 pract1ce As a result pos1t1ve ATI o

'af1nd1ngs must be rep11cated and stud1es conducted to be representat1ve
. of actua1 educat1ona1 sett1ngs y o | f
' In keep1ng w1th these cons1derat1ons, the present study was under-

i

, and rep]1cat1on of one of the most wel] substant1ated ATI f1nd1ngs re]e—»’

;vant to the d1rect1veness/nond1rect1veness controversy

¢



- CHAPTER 11 .
- REVIEW OF RESEARCH
IR ' rLC | . .
. ThevDirectiveness<Dimension: Review of Relevant Research

. ' « '&, b

Background | | o | R o S

- maJor sources trad1t1ona] v1ews of teach1ng, supply and demand of teach- t"

Al .

- "the term non d1rett1ve tends to be used 1n p1ace of 'd1scuss1on method' jv;r

In the1r comprehens1ve survey of four decades of comparat1ve teach-

. 1ng methods research Dub1n and Tavegg1a (1968) state that the under]y-

1ng ba51s for much of - the ear11er research stemmed from ”the 1deo]og1ca]

| conv1ct1on that tutor1a1 and small: group s1tuat1ons were most eff1cac1ous T

for co1]ege -level teach1ng"(p 15).3 This conv1ct1on arose from three

1ng serv1ces, and ‘the 1mpact of ph1losoph1c trends such as the progres—

s1ve educat1on movemgnt (grOUnded in the psycho]ogy of 1nd1v1dua] dif-.

ferences) and the group dynam1cs movement (Dub1n & Tave991a 1968) Stud<

ies . were undertaken w1th the 1ntent of prov1ng th1s conv1ct1on emp1r1ca1-: T

]y and cont1nued to be undertaken even when the exper1menta] ev1dence

suggested that 11tt1e d1fference 1n ach1evement occurred as a resu]t of .

| c]ass s1ze or mode of presentat1on (B1rney & McKeach1e 1955)

Although comparat1ve stud1es of teacthg methods have ut111zed a

var1ety of dtst1nct1ons,,the cons1stent treatment group d1st1nct1on hasf

been the degree of teacher-d1rect1veness As noted prev1ous1y, ph1lo- R

. e o
"' SOpth trends such as the group dynam1cs movement 1nf1uenced the formu-k»

]at1on of research prob]ems Correspond1ng changes 1n term1no]ogy a]so'

-followed This is noted by Dubin’ and Tavegg1a (1968) who state that

or 'tutorial'" (p 18) Leadershlp sty]e is a f1rm1y entrenched concept'

1 1d the group dynam1cs movement and as a result of 1ts 1mp11cat1ons for .

o«
] .
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- teach1ng, lead to changes 1n comparatlve teachlng methods research ter- e g
"mnﬂom! | ) . I SRR S y‘ yﬁtgl
| what 1s now a c]ass1c’study in the area of group dynam1cs was con-f- §
o ,ducted by Lewin, L1ppett and wh1te (1939) The study addressed the is- f
sue of 1eadersh1p sty]e and 1nvo]ved the supervwston of teams of boys |
work1ng on group progects The superv1swng adu]ts assumed three leader-
‘gsh1p styles. These sty]es were author1tar1an democrat1c and 1a1ssez- ""
.*fairee The resu]ts of the study 1nd1cated that product1v1ty was h1ghesta
under authbr1tar1an leadershtp but that mora]e was h1ghest under demo-
_cratic 1eadersh1p The th1rd sty]e,'"1a1ssez fatre", resu]ted in chaos
’ and confu51on and subsequent]y 1ow product1v1ty and 1ow morale 'The \“. ; ;“fi

transfer of 1eadersh1p sty]e research to.educat1onaltsett1ngs 1s under— J'

standab1e 51nce the 1nstructor 1s cons1dered the ”]e der" and the c]ass

L8 :
is. cons1dered the "group" Morale and product1v1ty, the dependent mea- .

i sures emp]oyed in. 1eadersh1p research are also comparab]e to the depen—
’ ident measures, sat1sfact1on and ach1evement emp]oyed 1n educat1ona1 set-,

ttngs

'Def1n1t1on of d1rect1veness

AUth0F1taf\3ﬂoteach1ng pract1ces are referred to as be1ng d1rept1ve S

.8

or structured wh11e nonauthor1tar1an or democratmc teach1ng pract1ces
are referred to as be1ng nond1rect1ve or nonstructured Ber11ner and ’

Cahen (1973) draw attent1on to the s1m11ar1ty of termtnology subsumed un--,

.

der the d1rectfveness or structure d1mens1on They state

> we 1nc1ude under the head1ng "structured" d1dact1c, 1nf1ex1b1e
~conforming, lecture-method and other structured approaches to
dinstruction. Under the heading "unstructured" we include stu-
dent-centered, flexible, independent study, d1scuss1on-method : :
" and s1m11ar approaches to instruction. (p. 73) o B I
‘ . ) o A R A




"~fmethod state that in the former, the pr1nc1p1e emphasis is on the in- g

C a h1gher deg ee of the fo110w1ng student part1c1pat1on 1n goa1 sett1ng, _pd'

Dub1n and Taveog1a (1968), in contrastlng the lecture and d1scu551on

" struct1ona1 act1v1t1es of. the teacher wh11e in the ]atter, the empha-. o

: teréd c1assrooms, found that 1n a student—centered classroom there was

- fempha51s upon affect1ve goa1§, 1nstructor acceptance of - 1naccurate state- :

A L s ol b i

s1s 1s sh1fted from the 1nstruct1ona1 act1v1t1es of the’ 1nstructor to ”1

the 1nteract10n between 1nstructors and students and to the subsequent -

"::"soc1a11z1ng" of the teachlng-learn1ng process (p 28)

McKeach1e (1954), in compar1ng student centered and 1nstructor ceﬁﬁ§ : o h‘. 3

s ok i

1'fojments group cohes1veness, ab111ty of the group to determ1ne 1ts own fate, ;h

f_amount of” t1me devoted to d1scuss1ng persona] exper1ence and prob]ems, . }1\‘: r,f

"rrstudent part1c1pat1on and student 1nteract1on

‘;vat1on, put forth a two d1mens1ona1 def1n1t1on of d1rect1veness and de-
E ve]oped a. sca1e for 1ts measurement Accord1ng to Tuckman, the fo110w1ng

,?behav1ors are character1st1c of non dxrect1ve teach1ng

_Research f1nd1ngi "r.]’“_- R R p_‘,7°

f.have usua]]y emp]oyed outcome measures such as student ach1evement (mea-

S
Tuckman (1968) ut111z1ng pr1or stud1es and d1rect c]assroom obser- =

/

‘t :Structure . L :
(1) forma1 p1ann1ng and structur1ng of the course

;1'12);zm1n1m1z1ng informal work and group work ,
n;(3);,structur1ng group activity when it js used - 4
~ (4) ‘rigidly structuring individual and classroom act1v1ty .
~(5). requiring: factua] know]edge from students based on abso]ute
scores \ . , ,

. Interpersomal | '
(1) using absolute and Just1f1ab1e pun1shment .

(2)  minimizing.the opportun1ty't6\make and learn from m1stakes g
1€3 “maintaining a formal classroom atmosphere O
: maintaining a formal relationship with students.

tak1ng absolute respon51b111ty for grades (p 19)

Comparat1ve research stud1es 1nvo1v1ng thexd1rectu!pness d1mens1on




| | R 8
_ sured by test scores or grades) and satiSfaction asvtheir.dependent var-j" 4
f1ab1es As noted prev1ous]y, these are comparable to the product1v1ty

-and morale outcome measures used in the ]eadersh1p sty]e research con- P ‘.‘.P f'

‘ ducted by Lewxn et a] (1939) N1th1n educat1ona1 sett1ngs, the research.
-_.f1nd1ngs for both dependent measures have been 1nconc1us1ve and often con-
| trad1ctory = e | (ff?\"lh,e1 o
. ,_‘ With student ach1evement as the dependent measure, severa] stud1es 7; .

| ?h(Spence, 1928 Asch 1951 Guetzkow, Ke]]y & McKeach1e, 1954) found dlf--tiyﬁf

ferences favor1ng a d1rect1ve approach to 1nstruct1on wh11e other 1nves-re*'

v-t:t1gat10ns‘(Faw, ]949 Tuckman, 1968) found d1fferences 1n favor of a non-{d
dhf:»hd1rect1ve approach to 1nstruct1on Other stud1es, (Gerber1ch & Narner,~.:

"5t;1936 Eglash 1954 Ha1gh and Schm1dt 1956 Rasmussen ]956 -Krumbo]tz hif}fd";h
.hf.“& Farquahar, 1957) have reported f1nd1ngs of no d1fferences Anderson
A'ff»(1959),_1n a rev1ew of stud1es compar1ng teacher centered and 1earner-:xf
vi'fffcentered methods of 1nstruct1on, found that w1th ach1evement as the out-ct ﬁi}hﬁf;ffiji_
:ﬁirtdcome measure, e1ght stud1es favored the former, e]even stud1es favo ed djtf_;glﬁtf" ]

(1968)

B
' the 1atter and th1rteen showed no d1fferences Dub1n and Taveg _a

51n a rev1ew 0" 6 stud1es compar1n the 1ecture and d1scuss1on'm'thod

report that .‘tota1 of 88 1ndependent compar1sons 51. 1% f}vored

11e 48 9% fa ored the d1scuss1on method They fur—"»

p

,/the 1ecture meth-

/

ther report that

";_conc1ude "Thus we fee] conf1de t 1n conc]ud1ng that the 1ecture and f‘
thdlscuss1on are equal]y effect1v, methods of 1nstruct1on" (Dub1n & Tavegg1a;’ )
968, p. ). R I
: S1m11ar 1ncons1stenc1es re present w1th sat1sfact10n as the depen- |
:dent measure; Tuckman_(lQG& _and Eglash (1954)wfound thatqstudentsrpre~ g

T,ferred‘directive instruction. Anderson (1959); in hisvreview-of the 1it- - o




PR
o erature, conc]uded that morale appears to be h1qher under nondvhect1ve,
1nstruet1on :, f}.”j-;;' ,A _' '_n‘-. - ;-} .g . iv_. SN
 Erom the forego1ng review of the research it wou]d appear that a- . .
'ch1evement and sat1sfact1on are re]ated to d1rect1ve and nond1rect1ve .
methods of 1nstruct1on but that the re]at1onsh1p 1s more complex than

"or1g1na1]y\assumed Prev1ous exp]anat1on§ concern1ng the 1ncons1stenc1es

S

',and contrad1ct1ons 1n th1s research have focused on methodolog1ca] cr1t- i

, 1c1sms rather than tht conceptua11zat1on of the research problem A_ '

H

-'cord1ng to Porteus (197&) the explanat1on of contrad1ct1ons has focused

e :on 1ssues perta1n1ng to the 1nadequacy of operat1ona1 def1n1t1ons of con-hjf‘

| %*cepts the unrel1ab1]1ty of measurlng 1nstruments and the 1napproprrate-.rte

”V"ness of the stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s ut111zed A]though such exp]anat1ons L

5?imay often have been appropr1ate, they do not quest1on the conceptua11za-“j’iif[,:_’ﬁ'5

~

'15,1t1on of th1s research w1th1n the exper1menta1 parad1gm The maJor1ty of S

,‘./

~‘°pfstud1es were spec1f1ca]1y de51gned to demonstrate the SUpér1or1ty of one'f7_7i )

-

’\ﬁf'ff?1nstruct1ona1 approach over the other and, 1n keep1ng w1th the ma1n ef—

EX f:ﬁfects trad1t1on rarely quest1oned "the assumpt1on ]ong bas1c to al] such

.‘n j:research that the verag super1or1ty of one or another 1nstruct1ona1

‘vmethod IS what const1tutes the most usefu] qu1de for educat1ona1 pract1ce"v°'

"f(Po'teus 1976, p 3) Some ear11er researchers (W1spe, 1951; Ha1gh &

'3tSchm1d”

; 1956) d1d however, al]ude to the poss1b111t1es of 1nteract10ns e

| "f_fbetween 1nstruct1ona1 methods and student persona11ty character1st1cs

v‘7th*,ThejIntenactive}APPranﬁ,fﬂ SR

~

o Backgraund ™

More recent]y, researchers have suggested that the controvers1a1

and contrad1ctory results of earlier research may have been the fa11ure B

»




&

) ; . : R A .
' to take 1nto account 1@teract1ons between student character1st1cs and
N
" 1nstruct1ona1 methods (Tuckman, 1968 Newsom, E1chens & Looft 1972

~

Dowa11bv & Schumer, 1973 Domano ]975 McCann & F1sher 1977 Cronbach

T £ S g Saarst :

& Snow, 1977) PreV1ous research stud1es had emp1oyed a comparat1ve :_['ﬁ

e,
=

.approach Measures of centra] tendency were used to assess the d1ffer— |
ent1a1 effect1veness of one 1nstruct1ona1 method over another Although
: some students may do better w1th one or}the other method the pr1mary pur-a
| pose of the des1gn and stat1st1ca1 proc%dures used 1n ma1n effects research

- & w1th respect to 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences, 1s to e11m1nate and contro] for

the1r effect As a resu]t the poss1b1e med1at1ng 1nf1uence of student
character1st1cs are d1sm1ssed as samp11ng error (Cronbach & Snow, 1977)

The apparent paradox between a ma1n effects approach and an attempt
to develop theor1es of 1nstruct10n and educat1ona] pract1ce 1s noted by

Newsom et a] (1972) who state ;jf;f,l{..f;“=;}??,-,_»Tfr,'-‘:

Ve T S . ':“'.

L ;»It is proposed here that th1s 1ack of attent1on for 1nd1v1dua1 o
—.differences is espec1a11y pern1c18Ns in the conduct of. mean1ng-‘=»"-‘
. ful resedrch in .applied- 1earn1ng STtuations, given the as- G
a,;_fsumpt1on that ‘the: 1nd1v1dua1 learner is, or shoqu be, the cl;:- s
-.>u1t1mate concern in our educat1ona1 sett1ngs (p 387) '

The prev1ous1y asked research quest1on, ﬁIs method A super]or to method ;p;.'hff}:a 5(
B’" must now be changed to "For which: students is method A or B most ap-' Rl
propr1ate?"' As a result, 1t wou]d appear that the most prom1s1ng and use—'dfi:;:f
f“] approach fOP deve]op1ng appropr1ate 1nstruct1ona1 pract1ces and de- *”e:'
tECtTHQ'd1fferences between 1nstruct10na1 methods is. to 51ncorporate 1nto e
de51gns and ana]yses relevant 1nd1v1dua1 d1fference measures" (Dowa11by

& Schumer; ]973 P 725) The research or1entat1on wh1ch is addressed to o

‘the 1ssue of dea11ng wwth 1nstructiona1 methodg’q:d student character1s- v;gd‘;
t1cs s1mu1taneously, has been termed apt1tude-treatment 1nteract1on and ”

is usua]ly des1gnated by the acronym ATI.




e

‘ The conceptsof 1nteract1ons 1s by no means new to the b101091ca1 or ‘50~

:.~;i'i- (kff*ff&f‘\\\v : ".’}rc-

o

ATI 0verv1ew and 1mp11cat1ons

and or1g1nated from his content1on that both trad1t1ona1 T1nes of behav- _

-

1ora1 research the exper1menta1 and the correlat1ona1 were 1n themse]ves,"

inadequ

to deaT w1th the comp]ex1t1es of psychoTog1ca1 research

Cronbach 1957) urged the fus1on of these T1nes of research,and stated
.-_CorreTat1onaT psycho]ogy stud1es only vartance amongﬂorgan- '
©oisms exper1menta1 psychology. studies only variance among -

 treatments. A united discipline will study both.of these, . -

* - but it will also be concerned with the otherwise. neglected
. zptergc§1ons between organ1sm1c and treatment var1ab1es '

AP 681 o _ . . _

;'T‘»y c1a1 sc1ences and 1n the1r d1scuss1on of the soc1aT and ph1Tosoph1caT

-aftcontext of 1nteract1on1st theory, Cronbach and Snow (1977) refer tO _;.g;-“- N

i

tDarw1n1an theory as be1ng 1nteract1on1st They aTso c1te the foTTOW1ng_ Lo
o _fquotat1on PTEC PR '

R v'The on]y th1ng that can. be done is- to equa11ze opportun1t1es,u;l_ﬁfj”e
© ;. so as’'not to enable the really exceptional man to demonstrate .. - .~ -

= f-the fact, but to make the open ‘avenues 'S0 numerous. and so easy

-m.bﬁ} to traveT ‘that he will be sure to find the one: to wh1ch he ER «:,"_(. j1’?
' fjubGSt adapted by nature (ward 1906 P 277) e

| Accord1n9 to Cronbach and Snow (1977) "apt1tude measures and educat10natﬁfi-f
: -f;i~methods shou]d form a mutua]Ty support1ng system" (p 9) from wh1ch ed-:ff
};eshhaucat1ona1 programs that wou]d opt1m1ze the 1nd1v1dua1 s chances for suc-'f
7‘cess coqu be’GEVeloped The 1nstruct1ona1 treatment most su1ted to thefjuffs;‘oit7h
"'average 1nd1v1dua1 s 1n many 1nstances not the best for aTT 1nd1v1duals,.
"especially when sign1f1cant 1nteract1ons between student character1st1cs
{.and 1nstruct1ona1 treatments occur 7 L ., | »
- The prob]em then becomes one of 10cat1ng these 1nteract1ons or in

' ATI term1no]ogy, determ1n1ng the nature and extent of Apt1tude X Treat- |

The ATI research or1entat1on was f1rst proposed by Cronbach in 1957

oo 3




vment~interactions Brwef1y, the ATI research or1entat1on "asks s1mu1ta- |

neous]y about the re]at1onsh1ps of apt1tude to outCome Under a part1cu-,

T )r

]ar treatment 1n the corre1at1on tradltfon and about the effects of d1f-

e e i

: ff\\\ferent treatments in the exper1menta1 trad1t1on" (Porteus 1976 p. 4) Vf:’ﬁ,';if I
| :_'Accord1ng to Ber11ner and Cahen (1973) an 1nteract1on 1s present "when | | P
| :~. ever an effect ho]ds for one k1nd of subJect under one set of cond1t1ons ebi
f: ‘but does not ho]d 1n the same way for other types of sub1ects or other V
w;sets of condltlons" (p 58) : In stat1st1ca1 terms an ATI ex1sts when-~- '?ttf':'
= ever the regress1on of outcome on apt1tude under one’ treatment 1s d1ffer-.“d-‘
}; ;ent from the regress1on of outcome on’ apt1tude under another treatment |
';[s1opes are d1fferent] (Porteus, 1976) - ﬁ' , d "‘ ‘ o
o Accord1ng to Cronbach and Snow (1977),t"1nteract1onaT research has
"ljfga1ned momentum s]ow]y" (p 5) but neverthe]ess enough research stud1es
'ﬁt:ut111z1ng the ATI parad1gm have been conducted that severa] rev1ews have >i ”Tﬂt"
'f"been pub]1shed (Bracht 1970 Ber11ner & Cahen, 1973 Snow 1976 Cronbach
. j.& Snow, ]977) _’{f fffﬂi”r:f_glf';}hf fiyfiﬁ,f Qt:'f:ﬂfAjf§['_fdf'ff-}?ﬂ?;s%ﬁ;a
:‘ When S1on1f1cant ATI S are 1dent1f1ed ATI research may poss1b1y be VA
;edffusefu1 towards deve]op1ng more appropr1ate 1nstruct1ona1 theor1es and
":7:2educat1ona1 pract1ces | Interactlons can be c]ass1f1ed as bewng e1ther
-7f;{ord1na1 or d1sord1na1 In an ord1na1 1nteract1on the rankxorder as conb':}f{r:f";*7?'ﬁ
.Vféjstant across al] levels of the aptltude wh11e 1n a disord1na] 1nteract1on
vsf:the rank order 1s d1fferent for varylng 1eve]s of the apt1tude In the
3tfv1atter the regress1on 11nes ]ntersect w1th1n the apt1tude range D1sor- |

fff'd1na1 1nteract1ons have more apparent ut131ty when attempts are made to\

f:f'adapt 1nstruct1on to a part1cu1ar apt1tude but when factors such as th gﬁg_,;;[;ff"ff‘

cost of treatment are taken/1nto account an ord1na1 1nteract1on may a]so”

A.uhave oons1derab1e pract1ca1 1mp11cat1ons An,example,regard1ng the Pracaf~



.Mci}:the term cap1ta11zat1on, the strateg1es are q”‘te comparable to those Of

":?””Salomon

“':*h{hav1ng two pr1mary a1ms 1) 1mprov1ng 1nstruct1on 2) deve]op1ng better

t1ca1 1mp11cat1ons of an ord1na1 1nteract1on 1s proc1ded by Bracht (1970)

‘ Exper1menters shou]d beg1n to formu1ate hvpotheses about
e ATI with administrative factors, such.as cost, in mind. " For -
example, suppose treatments A and B cdst $3.00 and $5.00, re-
spectively, per student. If low-ability students perform sig- "
. nificantly better onB and middle- and. high-ability students .
-'do equally well on both, the following decisions may be made: ,
-~ (@) Give treatment A'te the middle- ard high-ability students,,‘
- and (b) Give treatment B to the low-ability students. Hence, '
-ordinal interactions may lead to decisions about differentiaP
. assignment of students to treatments. when adm1n1strat1ve fac- )
_tors are taken into account (p 640) : o

| *e'As noted prev1ous]y, d1sord1na1 ATI s may prov1de usefu] data 1n re—

'”',"gards to the 1nd1v1dua11zat1on or adaptat1on of 1nstruct1on As Snow

T‘i;(1976) states "It is now c]ear, however that a]l attempts at 1nd1v1dua1- :

e

,11z1ng 1nstruct1on rest exp11c1t1y or 1mp]1c1tly on hypothes1zed ATI" (p 54);v('
'Q13As a resu]t ATI research 1neV1tab1y ]eads to theor1es or strateg1es of

diﬂtfmatch1ng Sa]omon (1971) has out11ned three such strateg1es or mode]s

- 1) remed1a] 2) compensatory 3) preferent1a] These are out11ned,1n more

"'-“f;deta11 1n Tab]e 1 S1m1]ar matchlng strateg1es are out11ned by,Cronbach

“f'and Snow (1977) and a]though the term preferent1a1 has been changed to o

In summary, ha wou]d appear that'NTI research can be perce1ved as

'explanatory princ1p1es concern1ng the nature of 1nstruct1on (Sa]omon,._eh

"5'31971) Research 1nvest1gat1ng the 1nteract1on between student character-s frtV?
:“’1st1cs and the d1rect1veness d1mens1on of 1nstruct1on 1s certa1n1y 1n

V[;'keep1ng w1th the two pr1mary aims. of ATI out11ned above In fact much of

"the data support1ng the ATI research or1entataon has or1g1nated from such

et A Bt =L
N A s R Sy i s e O
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:;Research flnd1ngs reTevant to the current 1nvest1gat1on

The fo]]ow1ng rev1ew deaTs w1th severa] research 1nvest1gat1ons B

-~

re]evant to the current 1nvest1gat1on. These stud1es have been seTect-“v
y :

: ;'ed on the bas1s of the1r reTevance to the present 1nvest1gat1on w1th
, ?-respect to conceptuaT methodo]og1ca1, and pract1ca1 cons1derat1mﬁs

An earTy study by w1spe (1951) 1nvest1gated the genera] effects ofd: _f

o ad1rect1ve and permlss1ve teach1ng but aTso 1nc1uded in its research ob-:‘7

'Lf_methods’" (p 163) E1ght sect1ons of an

Ject1ves the fo]]ow1ng ATI onaented quest1on "What are the react1ons B

,f:of d1fferent k1nds of students to the d1rect1ve and perm1ss1ve teach1ngj

".ementary course in soc1a1

,hfbreTatwons were matched on the bas1s of the foTTow1ng 1) a f1fty//t

'ﬂrhcourse were then taught 1n a perm1ss1ve style, def1ned as be1ng student- e

'51;pre test 2) SAT scores 3) secondary schodl background 4) year in/col- »~~"’

aTege and 5) s1ze of sect1on (approx1mate1y 20) Four sect1ons of the

B uiicentered and 1nformaT wh1]e the other four sectwons were taught ina },:: o

'\ff,d1rect1ve sty]e, def1ned as be1ng subJect matter centered and formal

;ffiThe outcome measures 1nc1uded three measures to survey student att1tudesff‘{ffﬁ

| ?ff;fexam1natlon The fxnd1ngs of the study revea]ed that most students preélfﬁfV“d

h,sect1ons when the outcome measure employed was exam1nat1on performance, j‘[f_,ﬁ*

feiand fee11ngs toward the course and 1nstructors and a three hour f1na1

“ffﬁfferred the d1rect1ve 1nstruct1on because 1t was more clearTy def1ned anddi,j?ff«

'"ffﬂ;;for 1ts Presumed va1ue X" exam1nat1on preparat1on The perm1ss1ve sec-ff7uf
"“.:*t1ons were, however, engoyed more but were not seen as vaTuabTe Nod'

'?fan,is19n1f1cant d1ffer§hces Were found between the perm1ssive and direct1ve*diﬁf%ffa

"—'rbut when students were d1v1ded accord1ng to pre test SAT scores, 1t wasyfafff*v”

demonstrated that the d1rect1ve sect1ons were more\ﬁenef1c1a1 to the

poorer students The study appears to be one of the f1rst to actua]ly



'j have cons1dered the 1nteract1on of student character1st1cs and 1nstruc-

o~ .
3

.- »6:‘

e

”Vt1ona1‘sty1e Th1s fact 1s recognlzed by the author 1n h15 d1scuss1on y
vgregard1ng the 1mp11cat1ons of the study He states "On the methodo-« =
;'1091ca1 s1de, th1s study presents a p110t attempt to understand the in=- B

flgteract1on of certa1n persona11ty factors and certa1n s1tuat1ona1 dynam-'

‘i,

gt (w1spe, 1951‘.p 184) j ”evff!?ﬁ' ',ﬂ‘“t'r_}. ey

11

Tuckman (1968) tested the hypothes1s that for vocat1ona1 and non- - «Hfh*

-'

‘w1th concrete author1tar1an students and that a nond1rect1ve teach1ng
‘"styTe woqu be more effect1ve w1th abstract, nonauthor1tar1an students

;Tuckman s study was conducted 1n two phases In phase one pr1or to ;i;?

\

1*fo]10w1ng T) the deve]opment of an operat1ona1 def1n1t1on of teacher

: bﬂand re11ab1e measure of teacher direct1reness and 3) demonstrat1on of

3

AAAAA

VL’T,{(For a more compTete dwscuss1on of the advantages and d1sadvantages Of

”'inffus1ng 2 student rat1ng sca]e the reader 1s referred to Tuckman, 1968,. ‘“th

-

_-e:fthe bas1s of the1r rev1sed SPOTS scores They were then C1ass1f1ed 2 REE

=Y

'".;'SPOTS score for aTT teachers in a respectxve group (vocat1ona1 or non— ;5v7'”

16

,_.vocat1onaT teachers, & d1rect1ve teach1ng Sty]e wou]d be more effect1ve‘f:”},1f1

‘”;test1ng the above hypothes1s Tuckman s efforts Were d1rected to the if:};77*>?
e ydlrect1veness and nond1rect1veness 2) development of a pract1ca1 va11d jfﬂth”d

'””f;hthe va11d1ty and re11ab1]1ty of the 1nstrument The SPOTS (Student Per-e%yffﬁf<f

' ”f:f}cept1on Of Teacher Sty]e) scaTe was developed to correspond WTth the au-f;f:ﬁf;f}

”‘7i}j In phase two of the study, 24 out of 40 teachers'were seTected on

“ﬂffbe1ng e1ther d1rect1ve or nond1rect1ve The ass1gnment crlterlon for ,'-a«~a*"'

' 71},each group was a score one-ha]f standard dev1at10n or more than the mean{fb.f”""

"}Wghvocat1ona1) The subJects 1n the study were 514 mate students 1n e1thervjff'fi't



- o | , .‘ i o

'their Jjunior or senior years (11th or 12th grade). Theltndependent mea-=
sures_utiLized were the F-scale, to assess authoritartanism, and the
InterpersonaT.TopicaT lnventory to assess abstract;independence. ‘Each
i ’Tndependent measure was used for a separate set of analyses. The out-

come measures employed were ach1evement (grades). relative preference
*for\teacher_and course satjsfact1on. In summary, the f1nd1ngs were as
"-affoTTous;:T)~aTT students preferred;kand‘were‘more satisfied with, non- .
directive teachers 2) abstratt'students preferred nondirective vocation?n“

H

T al teachers wh11e concrete sutdents showed: equaT preference for the two

"u

groups and 3) nonauthor1tar1an students earned h19her grades and showed .
~ more marked course sattsfact1on under nond1rect1ve teachers than d1d |
‘,author1tar1an students B - . i R ls/.<;;; A

‘ McCann and F15her (1977) 1nvest1gated the 1nteract1ve reTat1onsh1ps.
of teacher d1rect1veness and student author1tar1an1sm and dogmat1sm to ’

}gradesvand sat1sfact1on* H1gh sch001 students (11th, 12th and 13th
‘}grade) and the1r teachers were ut111zed as subJects Teacher d1rect1ve- _

ness was assessed with the Student Percept1on of Teacher Sty]e SPOTS

o sca]e wh1Te author1tar1an1sm and dogmat1sm were assessed with the
's‘and DogmatTSm sca]e Outcome measures employed were a sat15fact16/n7ja
"and two measures of student achtevement grades and z- grades Inte 11-
T}fgence, teagher sex student sex and the match of teacher and student sex
~ were consgdered as‘covarjates in the study. ? esearchers ut111zed

two measuresdof direCtives;zmean directtveness as measured by:the mean'

student ratings\and perceived:dtrectiveneSS as measured by the:meanv

score of each student. 7'The‘resu1ts of ‘the study'indicated that'the7ex5A”

pected 1nteract1ve reTat10nsh1ps between teacher d1rect1veness and the o

1ndependent var1ab1es did not mater1a11ze but that severa] 1nteract1ons'
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did reach 51gn1f1cance when mean d1rect1veness was rep]aced by perce1ved
directiveness. Perce1ved directiveness 1nteracted with student authori-
tar1an1sm in the determ1nat1on of z- grades and w1th student dogmat1sm in
the determ1nat1on of sat1sfact1on -McCann and F1sher also conc]uded
that perce1ved teacher d1rect1veness appeared to be somewhat 1ndependent
of actual teacher d1rect1veness. ' f~. 7~
Dowaliby and SchUmer‘(197d)‘exp1ored the 1nteract}ve're1ationship
between type of'cjassroomJinstructiog@and manifest anxiety: They hy-
pothesized that students high in manifest;anXiety‘wou1d perfqgg/éetter N
in a téacher-centered (structured)'classroom than in‘a.studentecentered
I (unstructured)'cFﬁKﬁfoom; The converse was hypothes1zed for students g
Tow in manifest ankiety7 S1xty -nine col]ege juniors in two sections of“c
\an 1ntroductory psycho]ogy course, not aware they were part1c1pat1ng in
-an exper1ment served as the subJects of the study Both sect1ons were
taught by the same 1nstructor but us1ng two d1fferent sty]es ~In one ;
sect1on the‘1nstructor emp]oyed a teacher- centered lecture format wh11e
.in the other a student-centered d1scuss1on?format was’ ut111zed Ind1v1d--»
ual d1fference measures ut1llzed were the Tay]or Man1fest Anx1ety Sca]e ) ”
and a menta] ab111ty test (50 1tems random]y drawn from the 0t1s Lennon o
Menta] Ab111ty Test) The outcome measures emp]oyed were two mu1t1p1e-
cho1ce ex%ms dea11ng w1th mater1a1 prev1ous1y covered in c]ass ‘An L
;:} ana]ys1s of ma1n effects revealed that no d1fferences were present be-
tween the two groups on. e1ther outcome measure S1gn1f1cant d1sord1na1';f~”
1nteract1ons were. obta1ned when each dependent measure was regressed on_‘;a’
' man1fest anx1ety Students h1gh in man1fest anx1ety performed better 1n

- o
the teacher-centered sect1on wh1]e students 1ow 1n man1fest anx1ety perL o

Ea

formed better in the student centered sect1on Dowa11by and Schumer '
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also reportedithe results of a pilot study‘in whichothey hypothesized
. that perception of structure‘ as opposed‘to'actua) structure might “pro-
duce s1m11ar 1nteract1ons to ‘those reported above Students (N=51) tn
a trad1t1ona11y ‘taught 1ntroductory educat1ona) psycho)ogy course were
}asked to_rate the course in terms of 1ts structure halfway through the
‘term. A 1-7 rating‘scale was'used ‘Students who rated the course 6 or
7 on the scale were des1gnated as the perce1ved 1ecture group wh11e stu-
'dents who rated the course 1 or 2 were des1gnated as the perce1ved d1s-
cuss1on group Sub1ec£§ who gave responses in the m1dd1e of the. sca)e were
‘d1scarded and as a resu]t tota] N was reduced to 30 Anx1ety was as- |
sessed w1th the Tay]or Man1fest Anx1ety Sca]e For each qroup, the out- ,
_come measures.were regressed on anx1ety The resu]ts of the study showed
that an ATI was present between man1fest anx1ety and c]assroom structure |

and were cons1stent w1th the f1nd1ngs of the main study ~In summary, 1t
wou]d appear that students percept1on of: sfructure vary great]y, and
| that they may be qu1te 1ndependent of "actua]" structure |

. Dom1no (1968, 197]) conducted two stud1es 1n wh1ch he 1nvest1gated
.the re]at1onsh1p between teach1ng sty]e and ach1evement orientation (as
assessed by the Ach1evement via Independence (A1) and Ach1evement via
Conform1ty (Ac) sca]es of the Ca11forn1a Psycholog1ca1 Inventory) |

’iDom1no (1968) summar1zes the 1ntent of the two sca)es as fo)]ows "The i
B f1rst of these Ach1evement v1a Conformance (Ac), 1dent1f1es those aspects -
| "of mot1vat1on that fac1]1tate ach1evement 1n sett1ngs where conform1ng be- 3
)‘hav1or such as acceptance of regu]at1ons a h1gh degree of se]f-d1sc1-' e
| 11ne, eff1c1ency4and respons1b111ty are rewarded Ach1evement v1a (-_

v:'vIndependence ident1f1es those mot1vat1ona1 aspects that fac111tate ach1eve4d'"

.ment 1n sett1g§§ reward1ng 1ndependence, 1nd1v1dua11ty, se]f—re11ance .
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. and. creative innovation" (p. 256). In both studies, the differentiating
: dimension of teaching‘style, was the‘degree of instructor direttiveness"
Th1s is eV1denced 1n,the cr1ter1a used by Dom1no 1n c1ass1fy1ng courses.
,These were as follows: - - . | v

A course was deemed as rewarding conforming behavior if it
was characterized by emphasis on : (a) memorizing of techni-
~cal terms, definitions, poems, etc.; (b) presentation of ma-
terial through lectures; (c) objective type examinations;
(d) keeping of attendance records; (e) discipline and ad-
herence to regulations (e.g., no smoking, absences justified
by written medical reasons? (f) clearly defined and frequent
homework assignments emphasizing convergent thinking; (9).
rare use of visual aids, outside speakers, little var1at1on
in class -routine; (h) close correspondence between lecture
material and textbook; (i; identical assigned readings for
~all class ‘members ; and (i) course grade determined by pro-
portional weighting of various course requirements. . ‘
h -A course was deemed as rewarding independent behavior - -
“if it was characterized by emphasis. on: (ag ideas rather - .
- than facts; (b). seminar discussions; student presentations,
or question-answer format; (c) no examinations, or exam-
“inations involving essay questions; (d) 1ittle concern for
attendance; (e) 1ittle explicit emphasis on discipline and
adherence to school regulations; (f) no homework assign-
ments, or assignments. demanding divergent th1nk1ng,;(g). .
. variety of presentation, as. indicated.by use of visual aids,
tape recordings, outside speakers, or other material; (h)
~» Tittle direct overlap. between class discussions and text-
- book.content; (i) suggested readings, or assigned- read1ngs
. individually tailored to a student's ‘interests; and (j)
_-grade determined by consultation with student or by g]oba]
'eva]uat1on of student 'S performance (Domino, 1968, P-. 257)

-

.-

‘ Dom1no s f1rst study (1968) was natura11st1c and 1nvo1ved the c]ass-
R 1f1cat10n of co]]ege undergraduate courses accord1ng to the above cri-
teria for reward1ng e1ther conform1ty or 1ndependence Four groups of
22 students matched on sex and nonverba] 1nte111gence test ‘were. L
then chosen from an 1n1t1a1 poo] of 348 students Al] students ‘had pre—' |
. v1ous]y comp]eted the Ac and A1 scales and the groups were chosen from
the extreme corners of a b1var1ate Ac/A1 d1str1but1on The outcome mea-'i

s sures emp]oyed were grades wh1ch were sorted accord1ng to the sty]e of

[
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.h the‘course in‘which they were earned; Each student had two grades, one

~ obtained in a "conforming" course and one obtafned in an "independent" |

| course.aThe resu]ts ot the study revealed that students'high on both

' Aj‘and Ac obtained;the hjghest-grades while students Tow on both.Ai and.

N Ac'obtained the 1owest grades' For students w1th uneven apt1tude, h1gh
Ai- 1ow Ac or 1ow Ai-high Ac an 1nteract1on was observed Low. Ac high Ai f
students obta1ned higher grades 1n "independent" courses while h1gh Ac-
Tow A1 students oéta:ned h1gher grades 1n "conform1ng"‘courses

Dom1no S second study- (1971) was exper1menta1 1n nature and was>

; addressed to the spec1f1c hypothes1s "that students h1gh on Ac or Ai

, who are taught in_a manner consonant with the1r ach1evement or1entat1on‘

| W111 perform better academ1ca11y and report greater sat1sfact10n than -
their peers who are taught in a manner: d1ssonant w1th the1r ach1evement ‘
or1entat1on" (p. 8427). One hundred sophomore un1vers1ty students were -

: se]ected from a subJect poo] of approx1mate1y 900 students on the bas1s

of the1r Ac and Ai scores (top 50 h1gh Ac—]ow Ai and top 50 low-Ac h1ghf d

:Ai). These were then d1v1ded 1n half, form1ng four groups of 25 two of 5

. each achxevement or1entat1on pattern Groups were equated on.the bas1s

o were taught by

\ of sex_ and SAT scores and then ass1qned to four 1ntroductory psycho1ogy
sect1bns;;\0ne group of high- A1 students and one group of h1gh Ac students “

fwere taught in a "conform1ng manner", a second group of h1gh A1 students
o and a. éecond group of h1gh Ac students were taught in an’“1ndependent" i

,-manner The "confonn1ng" and: "1ndependent" sty]es were 1n accordance

‘w1th the crwter{ Dom1no had ut111zed 1n his 1968 study A]] four groups

é same 1nstructor, but both the 1nstructor and students =
f.were unaware of how ass1gnments to sect1ons had been made Seven out- 2
cone measures were emp]oyed. student-performance on'a 200,1tem mu]t1p1e-' )

. P "
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'choice exam,'studeLt performance on essays»scored,foeractua1 contentrand,
- degree 6f original thinking, cOurse grade (assigned withodt'reference'to\
“the final exam1natlon), cummu]at1ve GPA, satisfaction with course, and
.sat1sfact1on with 1nstructor S1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on effects between o
ach1evement or1entat1on and teaching sty]e were obta1ned for the mu1t1p1ea
' choice Test, teacher effect1veness rat1ngs, factua1 know]edge on essay B
'-jquest1ons, course eva]uat1on and fipal course grade o : |
| ~Petersen (1976) sought to genera11ze ‘and- bu11d on the prev1ous re-
search f1nd1ngs of Dowa11by and Schumer (1973) and Dom1no (1968, 1971)
" The apt1tude and treatment var1ab1es from these: prev1ous stud1es were
5 ut111zed to 1nvestlgate more fully. the 1nteract1ve re]at1onsh1p between'-‘
learner character1st1cs and teachlng sty1e The subJects (N= 94) for the'
istudy were n1nth graders enro]led 1n a compu]sory social sc1ence course
:The specific research quest1on of_gelevance to the current 1nvest1gat1on P
was statgd as: "How does ach1evement or1entat1on 1nteract w1th ‘the in- B
vstruct1ona1 treatments to affect student ach1evement retent1on and at—
: t1tude7"“(Petersen, 1976 p 28) The other. research quest1ons were o
similar but dealt W1th the other apt1tudes, anx1ety and ab1l1ty Peter-
fsen reconceptua11zed 1nstruct1ona1 treatments on: the ba&?? of structure :;:'
i\ (Str) and part1c1pat1on (Par) and set up four 1nstruct1ona1 sty]es
,~H1gh Str-H1gh Par, High Str-Low Par, Low Str Low Par and Low Str H1gh
:'Pv One teacher was tra1ned to 1mplement each of these sty]es and thenff P
i jtaught a- two-week un1t on a11enat1on to each of four sect1ons uswng a |
' d1fferent sty]e Students were random]y ass1gned to sect1ons Petersen,:,ﬁj
”d~h.summar1zes the structure and part1c1pat1on components as fol]ows
In the high structure cond1t1ons the teacher stated the

~ goals of the lesson, emphasized important points, gave -
- clear s1gna1$ when part of the 1esson ended -and another
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~began, summarized- dur1ng the 1esson, and reviewed at the
beginning and end of the lesson. In the Tow structure
conditions, the teacher engaged in none of the preceding
~behavior. In the high participation approaches, the . .
_teacher asked many -questions to elicit discussion among
' students, redirected questions to other students; waited "
several seconds after each student remark to. a]]ow time

. for other ‘students to comment, and had students read aloud.
in class. - In the Tow part1c1pat1on conditions, -the teach-'

~er asked few questions of 'students, used explanations to N

- present .content; did- not redirect questions, did not wait-
~ after a student remark, and read a1oud the ass1qned read- '

: :_1ngs to the c]ass (p. 159) ; .
i‘The apt1tude measures comp]eted pr1or to 1nstruct1on were the Ch11dren S
Man1fest Anx1ety Sca]e, the Spe1]berger AnX1ety Tra1t Sca]e, the Ai and
Ac sca]es from the CPI and a verba] ab111ty test W1th regard to ach1eve-—"‘
ment or1entat1on two new apt1tude constructs were deve]oped Ac plus A1 .

Aand Ae m1nus A1 Th1s was necessary 1n order to exam1ne the effect l

)'found by Domwno (1971) and as Snow (1976) states,."to d1st1nguwsh qener- h‘>A

E a] mot1vat1on toward ach1evement from spec1a] or1entat1on toward 1ndepen- R

'{P dence vs. conform1ty" (p. 56) The dependent var1ab1es, or: outcome mea-

‘ _sures were a mu1t1p1e cho1ce test, an essay test and an att1tude 1nven--,f s

D1scuss1on of the resu1ts W111 dea] on]y w1th ach1egement or1entat1on, .

,;{ as anx1ety and ab111ty d1d not produce s1gn1f1cant ATI s on. the1r own
B ;Mu1t1p1e regress1on ana]yses for the mu1t1p1e cho1ce and essay tests re-j.fff

”-{vealed the presence of a 51gn1f1cant ATI effect for the Ac m1nus A1 con—titv”

.=,;struct Petersen c1a1ms that the ATI for Ac m1nus A1 "bears a str1k1ng fjge o

: alresemb1ance to the Dom1no effect“ but upon c]oser exam1nat1on th1s 1s

lbfdthtOO d1ss1 11ar (1 e. ) h1ght

’ 'ffsomewhat dubious as the treatments 1n wh1ch the 1nteract1ons occu?‘are fﬁf <

?;-Tow Ac students d1d best under Low Str-Low}fiz

*:,,Par when they wou]d be expected to. do best under Low Str-H1gh Par ’Forsfh ER

| Essay Ach1evement Petersen s results do resemb]e Dom1no s (1971) ”e'»f-
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sults more c]ose]y Independent students'did best‘onﬁessay achieyement )
in Low Str H1gh Par wh11e conform1ng students did best 1n H1gh Str-Low
b'Par.: These two sty]es resemb]e Dom1no S "1ndependent" and "conform1ng
Q~ approaches more c]ose]y . | | | |
Porteus (1976) 1nVest1gated "the 1nteract1ons of mu1t1p1e student 1
: apt1tudes and teacher centered VS, student centered 1nstruct1on on h1gh
"'school student ach1evement and att1tude" (p.'163). H1gh_school.3unlors
'.vand‘sen1ors (N-56) enrol]ed in two courses, Ecohomics and.Education,:i“
””served as. subJects for the study Two sect1ons of each course were
; taught us1ng e1ther of two 1nstruct1ona1 sty]es. Accord1ng to Porteus, T

‘ treatments were in accordance w1th the cr1ter1a that was used by Dom1no

L (1968, ]971) One 1nstructor taught a]] sect1ons A battery of apt1—

- tude measures was adm1n1stered dur1ng the ftrst week of c]asses Factori

‘?'ana1ys1s reduced these measures to four orthogona] factors two of

wh1ch correspond to the ach1evement or1entat1on measures Ac and A1
) The fo]]OW1ng d1scuss1on w1]1 focus on these two measures A]though

'Porteus has termed these two factors 1nte11ectua1 1ndependence (a fact—

..‘p¢0r comb1n1ng ach1evement v1a 1ndependence and f]ex1b1]1ty) and conform_ S

1

"Q111ng mot1vat1on (a factor comb1n1ng ach1evement V1a conformance, neg- ”-F"

‘ffat1ve f]ex1b111ty, and the ach1evement mot1vat1on questwonna1re) Snow

'h;c(1976) 1n a rev1ew of Porteus s study states that expans1on of the A1 f‘f

'-‘3;;and Ac constructs by the add1t1ona1 components does not seem to have

fvchanged the1r mean1ng apprec1ab1y" (p 51) Outcome measures were both t L

"cogn1t1ve and affect1ve 1n nature Cogn1t1ve outcomes were three tests SRR

‘v‘fadm1n1stered throughout the year Affectlve outcomes were quest1onna1res

:-perta1n1ng to preferences and att1tudes toward the 1nstruct1ona] approach L

':‘and teacher adm1n1stered at each exam per1od No 51gn1f1cant ATI was
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s
present in the Educat1on course' for cogn1t1ve or affective outcome mea-. -
"‘ sures Inf£conom1cs, 51gn1f1cant ATI was found only on the second test .‘
~This 1nteract1on rep11cated the Dom1no (197]) f1nd1ngs H1gh M ]ow 1
B ,;/students d1d better W1th a, teacher—centered sty]e of 1nstruct1on wh11e e

Tow M-H1gh 1 students d1d better w1th a student centered sty]e of in- |
4
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CHAPTER III
BASIS AND RATIONALE FOR CURRENT INVESTIGATION

N ‘tv : , "'BaCkground i

Analys1s andggynthes1s of prev1ous research findings

Cronbach and Snow (1977) have descr1bed Dom1no S 1nvest1gat1ons
I.'(]968 1971) as’ be1ng exemp]ary in the area of ATI research Both-ln- ‘

!‘vest1gat1ons one. natura]1st1c and the other exper1menta] found cons1d-
2

: erab]e ev1dence suggest1ve of an 1nteract1ve re]at1onsh1p between ach1eve—_ .

ment or1entat1on and teach1ng ster In both 1nvest1gat1ons however,
AlDom1no se]ected students from the extremes of the Ac/A1 d1str1but1on
IW1th respect to. des1gn cons1derat1ons, Dom1no s 1nvest1gat1ons may ap-\‘
g‘pear exemp]ary, but 1n 11ght of the se]ect1on cr1ter1a (extreme groups) ‘

: {employed w1th regard to degree of student ahtltude, the genera11zab111ty

= and ut111ty of the flnd1ngs 1s somewhat quest10nab1e | E;}dence for th1s

i;zcontent1on 1s c1ted by Go]dberg (1970) In an attempted rep11cat1on of

’Dom1no s f1nd1ngs, Go]dberg states that. 1n a samp]e of 350 ma1e students, L

,g‘on]y teh met Dom1no s cr1ter1a for a551gnment to the hlgh A1 10w Ac group R

If"wh11e o students met the ass1gnment cr1ter1a for the Tow A1 h19h Ac

4’7_Lsca1e In a samp]e of 430 fema]es, only 17 met the cr1ter1a for ass1gn- -

"“f,ment to the h1gh Ai- 1ow Ac group, wh11e on1y three met the cr1ter1a for ; ¥

'\i’fiass1gnment to the 10w A1 h1gh Ac group As a resu]t Goldberg warned

f}dthat Dom1no s f1nd1ngs m1ght not be app]1cab1e ﬁo subJects w1th less L
‘-;_extreme d1screpanc1es between the1r Ac and Aj scores B

Both the Ac and A1 sca]es are. measures of genera] mot1vat1on toward

"“tf;ach1evement and as resu]t are pos1t1ve1y corre]ated Corre]at1ons ,IAE itTJQa;



cited 1n the CPI handbook (Gough 1957) are .38 for maIes and 39 for
fema]es The correIat1on between Ac and A1 is not c1ted in Dom1no s f

1968-study The correIat1on c1ted in the 1971 study is - 83 and wouId

) appear to be a consequence of- hav1ng chosen extreme groups- of students from .

-,

',the Ac/A1 d1str1but1on It h1gh11ghts the un1queness of the sample ut1I—
' 1zed by~Dom1no In the Porteus (1976) study the correIat1on between Ac
;_and A1, was reported as 07 wh11e in the Petersen study 1t was 29 Both
these correIat1ons are more in keep1ng wath those c1ted in the CPI manuaI
vbThe support for the Dom1no f1nd1ngs prov1ded by the Petersen (1976) and
i"fPorteus (1976) 1nvest1gat1ons is. at best m1n1maI Petersen obta1ned

451m11ar results to Dom1no for ﬁn]y one of the cogn1t1ve measures used

".and on none of the att1tude measures Ponteus s resu]ts are s1m11ar1y

- dwsappo1nt1ng in that a s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on between ach1evement or1—

.'ventat1on and teach1ng sty]e was found on onIy one of the cogn1t1ve out-

-

Icome measures "No S1gn1f1cant ATI s were found on any of the affect1ve7

i-yfmeasures emponed Compared to Dom1no s f1nd1ngs, these resuIts are -

| .7very weak s1nce in Dom1no S: 1971 study, s1gn1f1cant ATI s were found pn,

T:"_" f1ve of the seven dependent measures emponed

In contrast to the extreme group des1gn ut1]1zed by Dom1no both

~1V'the Petersen and the Porteus stud1es ut1I1zed the fuII ragge of Ac and B

o A1 scores in construct1ng student apt1tudes In add1t1on, age of sub- L

-iJects dtffered Domlno ut1]12ed coIIege students as subJects, Petersenj;°aﬂ,’u'

. . used n1nth qraders and Porteus used h1gh schoo] students AIthough fa1]-;,~'~‘_f

'wﬂfure to strong]y rep11cate the Dom1no f1nd1ngs may be attr1buted to e1ther

'd’*w‘edIfference, the ut111ty and genera11zab111ty of Dom1no s f1nd1ngs are fl*»s4f7§.f

' "7hcerta1nIy qu1te questwonab]e and Iess worthwh11e 1f the 1nteract1on effects S
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1between_achievement-orientation and teachtng,sty1eocCUr.on1y>for‘a -

\ Timited number-ot;extremetscorino subjects Replication-ot Domino's 1'~‘»u
v}fwnd1ngs us1ng the fu]] range of co]]ege students Ac.and AilSCOFES.; | |
wou]d appear to be des1rab1e 1f the resu]ts are to be of any 1nstruc—
’“;'t1ona1 re]evance | | y , o | ]

- The stud1es conducted by Tuckman (1968) and"McCann and Fisher'(T977)
both used student rat1ngs to assess teacher d1rect1veness By'using i
student rat1ngs to assess d1rectJveness, it. was poss1b]e for both studies .
‘-,to assess the presence of ATI w1th1n actua1 1nstructlona1 sett1ngs In

add1t1on, by e11m1nat1ng the need for exper1menta1 man1pu1at1on of teach-

' 1ng sty]e poss1b1e shortcom1ngs such as the art1f1c1a11ty of ro]e p]ay-

~and ha]o%t

‘rll';man1pu1ateg

-1ng d1fferent sty]es, the often short-term durat1on of treatments and

'fthe 1ack of ge;:u;11zab111ty can be avo1ded The use of student rat1ngs

,ofjdir;_ fé not however, w1thout d1ff1cu1ty since rat1ngs may -
'1,'befadve%; ;;ted by such factors as ]ack of" rater soph1st1cat10n ;’14"
In the p1lot study conducted by Dowa11by and. Schumer
"t7(1973) h? ;; :t student rat1ngs as: measures of d1rect1veness produced

'f'equ1voca1 £ 4 ts to those obta1ned when d1rect1veness was exper1menta11y

Stud i rat1ngs of d1rect1veness may, however, be emp1oyed 1n two

j"':,f'.‘_'_”ways In the Tuckman study, student ratxngs were used to ass1gn a mean

e d1rect1veness score to each 1nstructor The use of student rat1ngs 1n

,.;¢5th1s manner is s1m11ar to an exper1menta1 manlpulat1on 1n that the 1n-e4_:r,,,

I,
},_

'~";structor s degree of d1rect1veness is assessed to be the same for a group o

! ‘3['of students In the McCann and F1sher study, the pred1cted ATI was not

: '{‘,‘obta1ned when mean d1rect1veness was emp]oyed However, by ut11121ﬂ9
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"each student s, 1nd1v1dua1 percept1on of d1rect1veness, s1gn1f1cant re—-ﬁ
'sults were obta1ned S1nce the group mean 1s the best est1mate of an

13

,1nd1v1dual S score, perce1ved and mean d1rect1veness can at t1mes be |
B qu1te s1m1]ar-but at other times qu1t; d1fferent In the mean; or. actua1»;
} d1rect1veness cond1t1on, d1rect1veness 1s treated as an env1ronmenta1 var—l
| -1ab1e wh11e in the perce1ved cond1t1on 1t 1s treated as an organ1sm1c var-"

- 1ab]e. Th1s d1st1nct1on between "actua]" and "perce1ved" env1ronment has :

L been noted by other researchers, notab]y Cronbach and Snow (1977) who

"state "The student s, percept1on of h1s teacher may be Just as s1an1f1cant '
a source of 1nteract1on as the teacher s sty]e“ (p 508) Perv1n (1968)
~i'1n a paper dea]1ng w1th 1nd1v1dua] envwronment f1t addressed the issue
‘, fof whether one shou]d con51der the “percelved" or "actua]“ env\ronment 1n
| research Perv1n conc]uded - ' '___ }" |
= The f1na1 answer to this quest1on w111 11ke]y involve an un-'f:
V derstand1ng of ‘the circumstances under which one or the
. other kind of data would be most useful. 'Until then, of "
~course, both k1nds of data shou]d be obta1ned wherever pos- A
| s1b]e (p 65) ' . SR R _
‘When student rat1ngs are emp]oyed to assess d1rect1veness both k1nds of
-;»data are read11y ava11ab1e s1nce ana]ys1s can be conducted at e1ther the | g

:1group or 1nd1v1dua] IeveT :ag;'_:ﬁy'[";:; 4,‘}_*_'t_t,'f'a{;fg :1i‘t*

Tﬁb outcome méasures emp]oyed 1n the research stud1es rev1ewed bas1-‘,;ffft

t”f‘lca11y fall 1nto two categor1es product1V1ty and morale Product1v1ty.jf»

: ;ffv'has been assey;ed w1th tests or exams wh1]e mora]e has been assessed

']f bY!measures of sat1sfact1on and att1tudes toward the course and/or 1n?5?3d:ffaf

'~i}§,?structor Both are undoubted]y re]evant and des1rab1e outcomes with1n»f;g1774

»Ah'v}an educat1ona1 sett1ng and shou]d cont1nue to be used as outcome mea—a\-71i“fb77

“°~f;sures.;,1n add1t1on, by eva?uat1ng both product1v1ty and mora]e, the fjtg*fff,?f

BN
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poss1b111ty of d1fferent1a1 outcomes be1ng produced by d1fferent methods
. \ ’ . .

-

: can be evaluated | , ‘ %
The forego1ng ana]ys1s has brought to 11ght severa] 1mportant 1ssues
';dband cons1derat10ns with respect to the 1nteract1on between teach1ng sty]e _h
li.and ach1evement or1entat1on In summary, these form the under1y1ng bas1s o
for the current 1nvest1gatfon and are bas1ca]]y as fo]lows Attempted
‘”trep]1cat1ons of the ach1evement or1entat1on and>teach1ng style 1nteract1on 'ia

’ have not proven very successful and have, at best, prow%ded on]y m1n1ma1

"*3*support Further 1nvest1gat1on of the ATI between teach1ng sty]e and ach1eve-

.'1ment or1entat1on appears warranted 51nce 1t is poss1b1e that Dom1no s

'f1nd1ng may on]y apply to extreme scor1ng subJects on. the Ac and A1 sca]es

'f:The use of student rat1n@s to measure d1rect1veness seems Just1f1ed and ci7 .

~in add1t1on a]]ows one/Ao eva]uate ATI w1th1n actua] educat1ona1 sett1ngs
'~fﬂA1though mean d1rect1veness would appear to be a more pract1ca1 measure S
;.WIth respect to current educat1ona1 pract1ce perce1ved d1rect1veness -

L

if;wou]d a]so appear to be worthy of 1nvest1gat1on 0utcome measures that

‘fsb assess both product1v1ty and morale would appear to have the most 1nstruc-

'-tg_t1ona1 re]evance Other 1ssues of relevance are those of covar1ate con- -ff7

”7'[f*vtrol and stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s These w111 be con51dered next |

5 :fgiCovar1ate contro]

In severa] of fhe prevwously reV1ewed stud1es (w1spe, 1951 Dom1no, v‘f;;

o _;11968 Dom1no, ]971 McCann & F1sher, 1977) researchers have sought to

v"'thf;control for the effects of such var1ab1es as sex of student sex of 1n—-: o

’_‘!’r‘

vxu'Tstructor, year 1n co]lege and 1nte111gence Exper1menta1 or quas1-exper-.f;_f

”primental 1nvest1gat1ons have employed the use of match1ng strateg1es and

i 7fffrandom ass1gnment wh11e natura11st1c 1nvestlgat1ons such as the McCann iiﬁ;h;

SE S
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*.age’appeared to interact w1th 1nstruct1ona1 style in regards to perfdr "
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and F1sher study (]977) have considered these variables as covariates and
Y ' ‘
allowed them to account’for variance in the dependent measures first. Re-
search pertaining to many of these variables appears to be qu1te contrad1c—
tory but nevertheless it seems h1gh]y probab]e that they may often be a
51gn1f1cant source of variation. In recogn1t1on of this fact, Cronbach
and Snow (1977) state: |
Persons who differ in sex, age, and social status tend to dif-
fer psycho]og1ca11y They respond differently to this or that
social stimulus, and they may respond differently to the intel-
lectual demands of a particular kind of instruction. (p. 482)

Elmore and LaPointe (1974), in their discussidn of the influence of .

. student and 1nstructor sex on the eva]uatlon of college teachers, conc]ude

that research results are qu1te conf11ct1ng with regard to either, variable.
Cost1n, Greenough and Menges (1971), in thg;m rev1ew of student rat1ngs of
college teaching, report the presence of conf11ct1ng resu]ts for both in-
structor and student sex and year in co]]ege Ina study of the relation

between 1nstructor types and student traits, Lucas_(1970) found that

mance. ~Although the;foregoing'reView is quite brief, it is apparep

that demdgraphic variab]es may-have a confounding inf]uencé on. educatibnal

A,6utcomes In keep1ng w1th th1s contention and the pract1ce of prev1ous

research, it wou]d appear to be desirable to control for as many of these
variables as possible. : ‘ ngsﬁik
. . . . U
Statistical analysis ) |

Mulitple regression ana1ysis.is'seen to be the preferred approach

. for ATI'investtgatidns (Ber]iner & Cahen, 1973; Cronbach & Snow,.1977)

Multiple regress1on ana1ys1s does not require that cont1nuous var1ab1es

@@ broken down into ]eve]s and as.a result, 1s a much more powerfu1 tech—

&4

” ' 24 .



| 32
nique than the traditionallyrused ANOVA. In addition,-mu]tip]e regression
ana]ysis:is highly appropriate for use in naturalistic investigations,
and as demonstrated in the McCann and Fisher (1977) study can effectively
be used to contro] for the pOSSible confounding effects of. variab1es such
as sex-or age. MWithin the regreSSion equation, interaction terms are

w

simple products of independent variabies and are entered immediately" fo]e
Towing the independent variables (Cohen & Cohen, 1975) If the increment
in varfiance accounted for by the interaction term is Significant the re-
1ationship between the two- independent variables is conditiona1 and the
regreSSion 1ines are not para]le] In the case of continuous variabies,.
:the,nature of the interaction may‘then be observed by substituting low and
' high'scores (one standard deviationiabove the‘mean and‘one standard devia-

tion beiow'the mean) into the regress10n equation ‘and then p]otting the

subsequent regreSSion 1ines o ' y

‘ Research Questions

A]though the ATI effects found in the Domino studies (1968, 1971)
'appear to be quite definitive, attempted repiications of the achievement
orientation and teacher style inieractions have on1y been marginaiiy suc-
cessfu] Since Domino S findings may. have been the resu]t of haVing

" used on]y extreme scoring subJects, thetr generaiizabiiity and instruc-
'tional re]evance appears questionable As a resu]t the current investi--
gation sought to use the entire range of achievement orientation scores
present in a sample of college students and can be seen as both an.ex-

| thensionhand”attemptedmreplication»ofmthewpreviousipominonfindingsMW,IheLMW,j

e e N  hin A Aeed N o
current investigation was.naturalistic in design and used student ratings
. \\\\ . . . : . . .
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as measures‘of teacher directiveness; iAs'a resut, it was possible to
examine‘the interaction effects betweenlboth mean and perceived direct;‘
fveness. Separate multiple regression‘anaiysis were conducted}for each
measure of directiveness with the.variab1es sex, age, year in}college,A
and leader sex entered as covariates. The dependent measuresiemp1oyed
were grades,.teacher ratings,and'satisfaction. Indfvidua]hscales of the

-

teacher rating‘form and satisfactfon measure were also analyzed. The

,‘partfcular research,queStfons were as foT]ows: N

(1) How does ach1evement via. conformance 1nteract with mean teacher
'd1rect1veness to affect grades, teacher ratings and sat1sfact1on7

| (2) How does ach1evement v1a 1ndependence interact w1th _mean teacher

d1rect1veness to affect grades, teacher ratwngs and sat1sfact1on? )

?

(3) How does the comb1nat1on of ach1evement via conformance and
ach1evement via 1nd1pendence ut111zed 1n the Dom1no studies in-
‘teract w1th mean teacher d1rect1veness to affect grades, teacher}
: rat1ngs and satlsfact1on7 ‘_"r.v‘ o _; |
These three quest1ons were the .same for the second ana]ys1s but perce1ved

d1rect1veness was subst1tuted for mean d1rect1veness

."Q;,



CHAPTER IV
" METHOD

Subjects

' University students andltheir.instructors were uti]ﬁzed.as subjects;
in the current 1nvestigation.' §tudents were enroTTed"in an Introductory °
) Child DeueTOpment course in the FacuTty of“Education" The course was |
: compulsory for. Educat1on students and cons1sted of two Targe sect1ons
jStudents‘1n_each section attended two 1nstruct1ona1 se551ons (1 hr, 20 min.
each) each~week One session;twith an‘approkimate cTass size of 200 stu-
f“dents was taught by the-professor for .the course using a Tecture format.
‘The other sess1on, with cTass s1ze of approx1mateTy 10-15 students was
,taught by graduate teach1ng ass1stants ~ Lectures and the small group
sess1ons, referred to as seminars’, were quite 1ndependent of each other.
The format and content for\the,sem1nar.sess1ons was the respons1b111ty»of |
the indiViduaT instructor.(teachihg assistant)lwith 40% of the students'
totaT grade belng determ1ned by performance 1n the sem1nar sessions.
' The focus of the current 1nvest1gat1on was on. the sem1nar sessions’

‘

-since these coqu be taught comfortab]y u51ng e1ther a d1rect1ve or non-

~ directive approach (The nature of the course mater1a1 aTso Tent 1t-

‘ ,seTf eas11y to be1ng taught in e1ther a nond1rect1ve or d1rect1ve man-

‘,ner ) InformaT observat1on and consuTtat1on W1th the 1nstructors re-
”jveaTed var1ety\1n 1nstruct1ona1 focus and performance assessment Thegt i
' twelve 1nstructors, s1x ma]es\and s1x fema]es, compr1sed the ent1re sem- .

inar sess1on teach1ng staff Each 1nstructor taught from one - 'to. three

4
\

34-
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seminar sessions. Enrollment in seminars, except for students who en-

rolled lates~appeared to have been qutte random, as students were not

» aware of who their seminar instructor would be prior to their first ses-

sion. A]though the course was at an introduétory Tevel and most stu-
dents were in the1r f1rst year approx1mate7y 45% of the students were

in a more advanced year 1n un1vers1ty

0‘

Instrumentation’ N

Student Perception of Teacher Sty]e;jSPOTS)‘SCale,(revisedl
== ‘ ‘ e _ ,

The SPOTS scale was developed by Tuckman (1968) as a prerequisite
to hisvinVestigation:Of the }e1ation5hip between teacher style and stu--

dent‘characteristics Accordlng fh Tuckman the choice of a student

measure as a means of obta1n1ng a descrwpt1on of teacher sty1e is qu1te.

pragmat1c in that. a student rat1ng scale can ‘be adm1n1stered in s1mp1e N

.

fash1on and can be used to assess the teach1na style of a 1arge number f.

¢M

.v'of teachers W1thout the ut111zat1on of observers or raters In add1—

tion, the sca]e wou]d have the propert1es of an ord1na1 sca1e and there-

. ifore could be read11y ana]yzed w1th stat1st1ca1 techn1ques

o

2 .
The rev1sed SPOTS sca]e 1s a J7 1tem 1nstrument des1gned to measure..

teacher d1rect1veness and was constructed from an or1g1na1 32 1tem sca]e;

Accord1ng to Tuckman the or1gwna1 32 1tem sca1e was reduced to a more

: compact, 1nte:na11y cons1stent and re]at1ve1y5purer measure of teacher o

‘ d1rect1veness S “:»*;"

Acceptab]e re11ab111ty was demonstrated by means of a measure of

'1nterna1 cons1stency and a measure of 1nter3udge re11ab111ty Interna] -

cons1stency was estab]ushed by correlat1ng the mean SPOTS score for each:

'bv R .
I

'

. L SR
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of the 32 items‘with the grand nean SPOTS'score forceach instructor‘ Of'd
these 32 items, 25 correTated s1gn1f1cant1y w1th th1s score and corre]a-d
t1ons ranged from 45~to '91 InterJudge re11ab111ty was demonstrated

by rank1ng each student accord1ng to the agreement of his SPOTS rat1ngs

‘with the mean- SPOTS rat1ng for each 1nstructor and then correTat1ng the
"'var1ous rank1ngs with the mean SPOTS for each teacher CorreTat1ons

‘ranged from .95, for rank1ngs between 1 and 4, to .69 for students who

were ranked. tenth
. ~ .
Factor ana1y51s resulted i G,n seven factors w1th one maJor factor _

cons1st1ng of 13 items wh1ch 1nd1cated an "author1tar1an trad1t1on or1-

’dentat1on" of teacher d1rect1veness These 13 1tems aTso had 51gn1f1cant'

“correﬂat1ons with the total SPOTS score and ahong w1th four other 1tems, ;o
:wh1ch aTso corre]ated h1gh1y w1th the totaT SPOTS score were used to

, construct the T7 1tem rev1sed SPOTS scaTe o |

, %\' Concurrent vaT1d1ty was assessed by correTat1ng the SPOTS scaTe
| }th two- observer scaTes (Teacher StyTe CheckT1st and 0bserver Rat1ng

‘ ScaTe) CorreTatvons were generaTTy fa1r1y Tow and accord1ng to Tuck-
_man 1nd1cated that observers and students d1d not perce1ve teachers s1m-

" 1Tar1y Tuckman c1ted severaT reasons for the d1screpancy between the

/,

;-measures 1) students based the1r Judgment on. d1fferent behav1ors 2)

/
o students tended to base the1r Judgments on the1r tota] experience W1th-

/

'f,1n the cTass and as a resu]t the1r rat1ngs cTustered around the m1dpo1nt

; tg;_fobsergers however, d1d not hes1tate to use/the extremes in rat1ng

- Tuckman concTuded that the SPOTS scaTe appeared worthy for h1s own i’s;

rf’study and future research.

g 0veraTT the SPOTS appeared to sat1sfy the«f1ve cr1—."
ter1a suggested by Remmers (1963) for Judg1ng the adequa-
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. ¢y of student rat1ng scaTes ‘The scale Sh0wed’fa objec-
tivity, it yielding verifiable and reproducible data; (b
A .reT1ab1T1ty, it was: consistent over judges; (c) sensitivi-
o it discriminated between teachers .and teaching styles;
Tx) relevance, it was related to the construct .of direct-
- iveness (as evidenced by its relation to the ORS and fur-
ther strengthened by the factor analysis), (e) utility, it
was h;gh in eff1c1ency and pract1ca11ty (Tuckman 1968,
p. 65 o .

' For the preSen study 15 of the 17 rtems of the rev1sed SPOTS scaTe were
ut111zed as two d1d not appear to be appropr1ate to the s1tuat1on ‘ For
“the current 1nvest19at1on, students rated their 1nstructors on a 15 1tem"?'

. scaTe.v’ T | '

Ach1evement or1entat1on--CaT1forn1a Psycholog1caT Inventory Ach1evement

via Conformance IAc), and Ach1evement v1a Independence (A1)

| Ac ‘and’ A1, two subsca]es of the Ca11forn1a PsychoTog1caT Inventory, o
' are descr1b°d as measures of ach1evement potent1a1 and 1nte11ectua1 ef-

g f1c1encv Accord1ng to Gough (1957) the Ac. scaTe 1dent1f1es "those E

‘:f; factors of 1nterest and mot1vat1on thCh fac111tate ach1evement in any

T where autonomy and xndependence are pos1t1ve behav1ors" (p ) The A1

; ~sett1ngs where conformance 1s a p051t1ve behav1or" (p TT) . The Ac scaTe H,',
cons1sts of 38 1tems The A1 scaTe 1s sa1d to 1dent1fy "those factors ‘f;J

of 1nterest and mot1vat1on wh1ch fac1T1tate ach1evement 1n any sett1ng

scaTe cons1sts of 32 1tems ‘ F1ve 1tems are common to both scaTes Thelyfﬁ;” :

:Tid response format for the scaTes is' "true" or "faTse";. Test-retest re11aj ?"h
b1T1t1es for the Ac scaTe are reported as 73 for h1gh schooT maTes and -

60 for h1gh schooT femaTes For A1, test-retest reT1ab1T1t1es for h1gh
schooT maTes are reported as 57 and for»femaTes aS~=63 Con51derab1e h 7}7°
data pertalnlng to the vaT1d1ty of the two scaTes xs presented by ‘_ T:I
Megargee (T972 p 72 80) For the current 1nvest19at1on one item ut1-ds'd1?:

T1z1nq the word Amer1can was changed to read Canad1an 1nstead



. s B,

" Teacher Rating. Form

The teacher rating form‘(TRF) ut111zed in the current 1nvest1gat1on
'was deve]oped by H11debrand and w11son (1970) Facton’ana]ys1s of 91
‘1tems (reduced from an 1n1t1a] 1tem pool of 158). descr1b1ng the teach1ng of .
338 teachers reéulted in- f1ve factors Only 1tems w1th factor coeff1-
vc1ents greater than 40 were retalned and ana]yzed further to determ1ne _ “
-the cons1stency and re11ab111ty of the sca]es Accord1ng to H11debrand
and w1lson the sca]es he]d together very we]] w1th a]pha re11ab111t1es
f'rang1ng from 80 to 89 The sca]es are conceptuallzed as fo]]ows -
', Scale ] Ana]yt1c/Synthet1c Approach, is scho]arsh1p,} |

with emphas1s on breadth, ana]yt1c ability, and concep-
tua] understand1ng

‘ Sca]e 2 0rgan12at1on/C]ar1ty, is sk1]1 at presen-
~ -tation, but is subject-related, not student re]ated and
s not. mere]y rhetorwca] sk111 B T

e Sca]e 3 Instructor Group Interact1on, is rapport‘ : o
.. With the cTass as a-whole, sensitivity to class response; ',
'-.and sk111 at secur1ng act1ve c]ass part1c1pat1on ’ v

e Scale 4 Instructor-Ind1v1dua1 Student Interact1on,
© - is mutual ‘respect and rapport between the 1nstructor and
’ the 1nd1v1dua] student ' EEEE

o Sca]e 5 Dynam1sm/Enthu51asm, 1s the f]are and 1n-

‘*_fect1ous enthus1asm that comes with confidence; excite-
. ‘ment for the subJect, and p1easure in teach1ng (H11de--' ‘

7;~brand & w1]son, 1970, 11) o ST

h”Each of the 36 1tems of the rat1ng form was rated on. a sca]e of (1 5)

Efi'cw1th h1gh scores be1ng favorab]e and Iow scores be1ng unfavorable

g ”;Student Sat1sfact1on Sca]e jSSS)

The Student Sat1sfact1on Sca]e (SSS) was deve]oped by McCann (1978)3 ff= -

f"ﬂfand 1s 1ntended to measure both sat1sfact1on W1th the course and sat1s-*f;?fr' |
B fact1on w1th the 1ﬁstructor F1ve 1tems dea] with sat1sfact1on w1th

firthe;1nstructor;and.the~othergf1ve“1temS{dea]pwtth satlsfact1on w1th‘the_° af't'F
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course ATT 1tems are rated on a n1ne po1nt sca]e, with high scores be-
: 1ng pos1t1ve and low scores be1ng negat1ve )AL the time of use, no.
,(psychometr1c data was ava11ab1e The sca]e_was‘anaTyzed a]ong the course -
- nd 1nstructor d1mens1ons | | o |
Format of the quest1onna1res . _ .
A quest1onna1re book]et was handed out to a]] part1c1pat1ng studé/ts-’

(see Append1x A) " The f1rst page of ‘the quest1onna1re out11ned the n
} ture of the research asked students for the1r cooperat1on, and ensured

‘them of the anonym1ty of the1r responses Sect1on I cont1nued the A1

e and Ac sca]es from the Ca11forn1a Psycho]og1ca] Inventory, Sect1on Ir

*contalned the Teacher Rat1ng Forn (TRF) Sect10n ITL conta1ned the Stu-v ‘
’dent Percept1on of Teach1ng Sty]e (SPOTS) sca]e, Sect1on v conta1ned
| the Student Sat1sfact1on Sca]e (SSS) S

~

.

Procedure Lo

The dgka was co]Tected in Apr1], 1978 The quest1onna1re book]et
was adm1n1stered 1n the students' Tast ]ecture sess1on of the year TTThe

“'”Tecture c]ass was ut111zed for pract1ca] reasons, (students wou]d be more

A'f,f11ke1y to attend adm1n1strat1on t1me would be reduced and t1me had

e ;’been al]otted for eva]uat1on purposes) and because 1t was assumed that

-7students wou]d be ]ess 1nh1b1ted 1n evaﬂuat1ng the1r sem1nar 1nstructor

‘7‘\f”when the 1nstructor was not present The professor for the course 77‘»“

‘ ”;;brlef]y out11ned the nature of the research and urged the students to

' :-part1c1pate, but stated they were under no ob11gat1on to do so and cou]d

| t]eave if they so des1red wh11e the enve]opes conta1n1ng the questlon- SO

*1na1re and computer answer sheets were be1ng d1str1butEd the researcher



71;‘;Ac and A1 (corre]at1ons c1ted 1n the CPI manua] are 38 for ma]es and

L ;11zed perce1ved d1rect1veness (P D1r\f

| | 20
“exp1a1ned the procedure for putt]ng 1nformat1on on the out51de of the
enve]ope Students were asked to enter. the1r age, sex, seminar. in-
hstructors name, and year in un1;ers1ty in des1gnated courses’ on the }

outs1de of the enve]ope They were also asked to place the1r student

| number and/or name on the removable ]abe]s aff1xed to the outside center

of the enve]ope Upon comp]et1on of “the. quest1onna1re book]et students .

were asked to p]ace the1r book]ets and answer sheets 1n the enve]opes

‘ and sea] them (In one - sect1on, due to the fact that appropr1ate scor-

“f1ng penc1ls were not ava11ab1e, students answered d1rect1y on’ ‘the test

“_h book]et These answers were 1ater transferred to computer sheets )

‘ The sea]ed envelopes were col]ected and then stored until such a

’}t1me as sem1nar grades for students became ava1]ab1e ' When these became L

'ava11ab]e, h students sem1nar grade was recorded on the enve]ope

and the 1dent1f1cat1on tag removed Th1s was done by an 1nd1V1dua1 not ’

.aSSOCIated w1th the course Only those students, for whom comp]ete data T

: Twas ava11ab1e were: ut111zed as subJects in the ana]ys1s

B A
| '*fJStatiSticalaAnalysis,_e |

~

Dom1no s 1971 study used an extreme groups des1on (h\gh Ac 1ow A1,‘,- o

~-'f-ment or1entation In h1s study a corre]at1on of < 83 was fqund between

e L

L 39 er fema]es) To exam1ne the effect found by Dom1no, Ac and A1 were

- f'converted to standard scores and A1 subtracted from Ac to form the ap-.»~::

%*ach1evement v1a confonnance Two mea‘ures of d1rect1veness were ut1-

"5-,“1ow Ac-h1gh A1) to test for the 1nteract1on of teach1ng style and ach1eve-f‘ e

o ]:t1tude var1ab1e AcA1 Th1s var1ab1e “an be seen as a measure of re]atlve f,"”°

and mean d1rect1veness (M D1r ) "f,"



‘In’the'Percered directiveness’condttton 'direttiveness'was'seen to bé
-‘each studentws actua] SPOTS score wh11e in the mean d1rect1veness con—
| 'd1t1on the c]ass mean SPOTS score was substltuted for each students
SPOTS score. Sepgrate ana]yses were conducted for both perce1ved and‘
mean d1rect1veness | | | |
In keep1ng with both the quas1 experlmental nature of the 1nvest1- |
: 'gat1on and Cronbach and Snow s (]977) content1on that regress1on ana]-"
:yses 1s the preferred approach for 1nteract1on research the obta1ned
‘i':data were analyzed us1ng the Mu]t1p]e Regress1on Program of the Stat1s- B
.tlcal Package for the Soc1a] Sc1ences (N1e, 1975) A stepw1se regres-

‘s1on 1n conJunct1on w1th a preestab11shed h1erarchy among sets of 1nde—_

;r‘dent var1ab1es was run for each. dependent var1abIe Th]S opt1on wasd

¥~n for sevegg] reasons, to a]]ow the covar1ate or contro] var1ab]es
h.'bhto enter the regress1on equat1on f1rst a pr1or1 spec1f1cat1on of var1- _
-abIes w1th1n sets of var1ab1es d1d not seem JUStIfled and to max1m1ze |
-:ithe pred1ct1ve ab111ty of each regress1on equat1on In order to allow g

| ffall 1ndependent var1ab1es to be e11gtb1e for 1nc]u51on w1th1n the re- -
d"gress1on equat1on the 1nc1us1on parameters (F values and to]erance Iev-f

fde]s) were set very low ' e ‘ | ‘

The f1rst set of var1ab1es entered were the covarlates, Sex (Sx)

,fiAge (Ag) Year 1n Un1vers1ty (Yr) and Instructor Sex (ISx) The pro---"‘ '

.('fgram automat1ca11y deterﬂéned the entry order of var1ab1es w1th1n the -} i

o set The second set of var1ab1es to enter the regress1on equat1on were SRR

'e‘{efthe d1rect1veness and apt1tude var1ab]es By f1rst remov1ng the ma1n ??]_jg"ﬁV

"““;feffects of. apt1tude and d1rect1veness, the 1nteract1on term (a s1mp]e

| Vfaffproduct of the var1ab1es entered 1n step two) entered 1n step three 1s T(a‘-f'»*7



2

¥

wherei Y=4 ‘endent var1ab1e

Year in University

Leader Sex

..]dependent var1 grades, overal] sat1sfact1on course sat1sfact1on,

-'1nstructqr sa % ract1on overa]l teacher rat1ng, and ‘the. f1ve 1ndepen- ‘
“dent séaTesfef e teacher rat1ng form. The stat1st1ca] s1gn1f1cance of |

a set entered into the regre351on equat1on was tested w1th the f0110w1ng L

- F test

F-(R Y. AB R Y. A)/KB
R (IRYABC)/(NK-') APRE
R Wherejft}f’z' ,:,v':,ﬂq‘ | K-total number of 1ndependent var1ab1es in 'iiit

a]T sets

5 KB-number of 1ndependent var1ab1es in the sub-te
| r’;?_}§4fj}t'v5 “N= total samp]e 51ze
:f;:The statist1ca1 51gn1f1cance of 1nd1v1dua1 1ndependent variab]es w1th1n

'°-f sets 1s not mean1ngfu1 un]ess the F: test for the set i{ s1gn1f1cant

set for which the 51gn1f1cance test s made |



- Consequent]y F tests for 1nd1v1dua1 var1ab1es were: conduc*ed Only when

R <8

43

/
the F test for the set was s1gn1f1cant (Cohen & Cohen, 1975),3 This F--

test was as fo]lows f- 2

_‘_“i‘ o i . | . F= SV]Z/T o | -.:J
2(N-K N

o R |
where = - - L : | R? =the mu1t1p1e squared corre]at1on
N tota] samp]e s1ze :

K—number of 1ndependent var1ab1es ‘

. I
‘ S~

Sr2-1ncrement due to the 1ndependent var1ab1e
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ARPTER v N

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ‘
0verv1ew |

Discription:of sampTe

Of the 241 quest1onna1res co]]ected 28 coqu not be ut111zed be- B

"cause of mlss1ng data Th; 213 useab]e quest10nna1res const1tuted ap- L

B prox1mate1y 53% of the. student popuTat1on enroTTed 1n the course. Ofl

: r,these, approx1mate1y 66% were femaTe and 34% were male F}fty f1ve per-; -
""cent of the students were in thelr f1rst year of un1vers1ty, 31% were 1n f

the1r second year; seven percent were 1n the1r thurd year and seven per- ,

o 'cent were in the1r fourth year or more The reTevant descr1pt1ve sta— Cf3*":

1~t1st1cs for the samp]e are prov1ded 1n TABLE 2 Except for age year, i
. :‘and grade aTT scores are based on the mean 1tem score for the part1cuTar
‘w1nstrument ut1T1zed Descr1pt1ve stat1st1cs are not presented for 1nter- ’:wf
“act1on var1ab1es cTass1f1cat1on var1ab1es or transformed var1abTes i

In order to compare the tweTve 1nstructors, descr1pt1ve stat1st1cs

| fnwere aTso caTcuTated for each 1nd1v1dua1 1nstructor s score on the foT-y‘;i{fi

}aéfj Tow1ng var1ab]es perce1ved d1rect1veness (PDIR), overaTT teach1ng rat1ngf7f'

’Z(TRF ), overaTT satlsfact1on (SATO) and grades These are presented in f-

“"",TABLE 2 Exam1nat1on of the stat1st1cs for each 1nstruetor reveaTed that “f?if

B ﬁ

E T1m1ted var1ab11ty was present w1th respect to the dependeng%measures

<

_{;but was even more pronounced w1th rat1ngs of d1rect1veness Somewhat

P S

W3*%5:contrary to expectat1ons, the TeveT of d1rect1veness d1d not vary c0n-..J€73’3

“:~f:s1derab1y among the 1nstructors with the maJor1ty of 1nstructors ap-

S I B
1parent1y empToy1ng a fa1r1y nond1rect1ve style of teach1ng As a_resu]t ,
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_ TABLE 2: Descriptive Statistics for the Sample

% \ v

Variable . Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum
AGE 20084 4.50 7 Al
YER L7 10 ¢ o 9
A a0 a2z .38 .95
AP .65 12 .33 .87
CSAT . 5.84 -7 1.95 | 1.20 9.00°
SAT] * 597 20 - ." B
SAT, * 570 1.95 . - -
TRF, 3% s 1.0 4.86
CTRF,. | 3.18 . ..68 1.00 4.71
~ TRF,, 3.25 - C 66 B 1.00 4.71
TRF 3.30 . .70 - 1.00 | 5.00
TRE, 354 76 1.0 5.00
RF, 346 "”* :;81 ©1.00 5.00
| GRADE 6.97 . 1.46 o0 9.00
CPDIR 6.06 2 2.39 8.27
N¥2]3“ ’

Ac  ~Achievement via Conformance TRF]—Analyt1c Synthet1c Sca]e
Ai.  -Achievement via Independence «TRFZ -Organization-Clarity -

SAT0 -Overall Satisfaction TRFo~Instructor-Group Interaction Scale
SAT] -Satisfaction with Instructor TRF4-Instructor Individual, Interact1on
SAT, -Satisfaction with Course Scale

,TRF ~Overall Teacher Rating Form TRF.-Dynamism-Enthusiasm SEa]e
, *(m?nlmum and maximum scores not PDIE Perceived D1rect1vene§s
calculated) . 2l
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of this somewhat restricted range in instructiona]‘style the probability
of the occurance and detection of s1gn1f1cant ATI's may have been reduced.

Simple corre1at1ons among variables

Correlations among the dependent and independent variables utilized

in the current investigation are presented in the abridged correlation

*matrix displayed in TABLE 4. Interaction terms were not included in the
matrix since their.interpretation was not seen to be meaningfu]. Cor-

relations were deemed -to be s1gn1f1cant at, or less than the . 05~leveﬁ\\\

~and were computed us1ng “Subprogram Pearson Corr:- Pearson Product- Momeqﬁ

1

Correlation Coefficients" from the SPSS (Stat1st1ca1 Package for the So-
cial Sc1ences) computer program In the fo]]owing ana]ysis it must. be
kept-in mind that these are zero order correlations and that no controls
are in effect for other varlables The corre1at1ons reflect the strength
of the re]ationship between two variab]es, and-nhen squared, retiect the

proportion of variance in one variable exp1a1ned by the other. The cor-

re]at1ons among the variables are discussed in. the context of specific

groups of variables, ie. covariates, apt1tudes; treatments}and dependent -

measures.
The variables, sex, age, year, and leader sex compr1se the\group of

var1ab]es cons1dered as covar1ate511n~the mu1t1p1e regre551on ana]yses

. Sex corre]ated 28** w1th age, 5% 'with year, .13* w1th 1eader sex and

-.20*% w1th Ai (*p is ]ess than .05 and F*p is 1eSs than .01). Interpre- .
tation in accordance w1th the cod1ng procedures employed for sex, sug-
gests thatemale students 1n the 1nvest1gat1on tended to be older, were
in a more advanced year in college and were matched more often with an

instructor of their: own’ sex. Females tended to score h19her on the

~
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' achievement via independence measure. Age correTated signdftcantly with‘
year in college (.30%*), overajl teacher ratings (,15*), grades. (.19**)
and ratings on the:instructor individual dnteraction scale (. 20**) 1The .
substantial corre]atlon between age and year in co]]ege is quite. 1og1ca1
Aj and expected as both 1ncrease concomitantly. The other three correlations
are suggest}ve of some tnterest1ng f1nd1ngs with respect to age.‘ Older -
students tended to‘obtain higher grades and rated their ihstrUctors'more a
favorab]y overall and withvrespect to instructbr-individUa] interaction.

Year 1n college correlated s1gn1f1cant1y with grades (.17*) and rat1ngs f”

Q A

on the 1nstructor 1nd1v1dua1 1nteract1on sca]e and wou]d tend 'to suggest

~ that more academlcally advanced students rece1ved higher grades and may
have had more 1nd1v1dua1 contact w1th the1r 1nstructor S1nce age and
year in! co11ege corre]ated s1gn1f1cant]y with' each other and w1th the

same dependent measures, their comb1ned effect may be cons1derab1y dimin-
“a;]shed w1th1npagmu]t1p1e-regress1on analysis. »beader-sex>corre]ated s1g-,
ﬁificant]y,with mean directivehess (.54*), percejved}directiVeness_(.37**),
overa1i teacher'ratings (. 17*), 6vera11‘satiSfactdon (.19%*), instructor;’
~ group %nteraction‘ratings ( 22**), 1nstructor-1nd1v1dua1 1nteract10nf

" ratings (.25**) dynam1smrenthus1asm rat1ngs (. 23**), sat1sfact1on w1th
.instrbctor (. 26;;5 and sat1sfact1on w1th .course, ( 7**) Interpretat1on
of these corre]at1ons suggests that ma]e 1nstructors were 1ess d1rect1ve,
.were perce1ved as’ be1ng 1ess d1rect1ve and rece1ved h1gher rat1ngs on

a]] the fo]]ow1ng dependent measures overa11 teacher ratings, overa]1
'=gsat1sfact1on, 1nstructor group 1nteract1on rat1ngs, 1nstructor 1nd1v1dua1
" 1nteract1on rat1ngs dynam1sm enthus1asm ratings, sat1sfact1on w1th 1n-

R
structor and sat1sfact10n w1th course ~The forego1ng ana]ys1s suggests
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that several of the varlables to be cons1dered as covarlates are in fact"
-51gn1f1cant1y re]ated with dependent measures and as a resu]t m1ght
poss1b1y be a source of confound1ng variation if left uncontro]]ed

The three apt1tude measures emp]oyed were achievement V1a confor-
mance (Ac), ach1evement via 1ndependence (A1) and the var1ab1e AcA1 (cre- .

ated by subtract1ng A1 from Ac. to form a re]at1ve measure of ach1evement

or1entat1on) ; Ac correlated s1gn1f1cant1y w1th A1 (. 31**), overa]] satis-

_ fact1on (18**) grades ( 22**) AcA1 ( 58**) rat1ngs on’ tﬂe ana]yt1c-
synthet1c sca]e (14*), sat1sfact1on with 1nstructor ( 17*) and. sat1sfac-
tion w1th course (. 19**); The .31%* COrrelat1on between Ac and Ai is.

.very c]ose to the .38 for ma]es and 39 for fema]es reported in the CPI
smanual (Gough, 1957) This 1s cons1stent with the intent of the current
‘1nvest1gat1on to ut1]1ze a samp]e of subgects w1th norma] Ac and Aij
'scores S1nce Ac was used to create. AcA1, the substant1a1 corre]at1on

',between the two measures was - expected The 51gn1f1cant corre]at1on w1th

grades . appears to be 1n keep1ng w1th the 1ntent of” the Ac sca]e to pre—

'.d1ct achlevement The other three corre]at1ons do however, appear to 3
‘warrant further exp]anat1on s1nce exam1nat1on of the descrwpt1ve stat1s- o
, t]CS for the samp]e revea]ed that the 1nstruct1ona1 sty]e of most 1nstruc-~.

,tors tended to be nond1rect1ve 1n nature Students stor1ng h1gher on the _

- “Ac apt1tude rated 1nstructors more favorab]e on the ana]yt1c-synthet1c* |

jnsca]e, and were more sat1sf1ed as 1nd]cated by a]] three sat1sfact1on§ffb

‘_measures Accord1ng to the 1ntent of the Ac scale one wou]d not have pw\\'

"'*expected these students to ‘have been more sat1sf1ed w1th genera]]y

- ,onondirect1ve 1nstruct1on The A1 scale corre]ated s1gn1f1cant1y w1th ': L

'AcA1 (- 59**) ‘and grades {. 14*) “The substantia] correlat1on w1th the
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AcAi var1ab1e 1s, as w1th Ac before the resu]t of the creatlon of the |
_AcA1 var1ab1e wh11e the corre]at1on w1th grades is in keep1ng w1th the
1ntent of the A1 sca]e to pred;ct achlevement | Contrary to expectat1ons,
| none of the correlattons between A1 and the teacher rating sca]es and -
‘. sat1sfact1on were s1gn1f1cant The AcAi’ var1ab1e corre]ated s1gn1f1cant—c
;iy}w1th overa]l teacher rat1ngs (.14%), overa11 sat1sfactaon (. 18**)
fana]yt1c synthet1c rat1ngs (: 19**), organ1zat1on c]ar1ty rat1ngs {. 14?),

_,sat1sfact10n with 1nstructor (. 17*) and sat1sfact1on with ¢ rse ( 8**).

. The AcA1 var1ab]e is a measure of re]at1ve ach1evement or1e‘ at1on v1a

"conformance from wh1ch the effects of general mot1vat1on t ards achteve-b= -

ment have been removed (h1gh scores on both sca]es as we]]

o on both sca]es would cancel each other 1eav1ng those student w1th uneven‘

‘aptbtudes Students h1gh on Ac and Iow on A1 tended to be more sat1s-_'-
' fwed overaT] and more sat1sf1ed w1th both the course and 1nstructor |
'1They a]so tended to rate the1r'1nstructors more favourab]y overa]] and ont

- the ana]yt1c synthet1c and organ1zat1on c]ar1ty sca]es Agaln these

}‘;vresults are contrary to expectat1ons 1n that one wou]d have expected the_

| oppos1te apt1tude pattern to correlate s1gn1f1cant1y w1th mora]e outcome

;a'measures since ‘"StrUCt1°" general]y tended to be nond1rect1ve in. nature.,'ﬂ"

Mean d1rect1veness and perce1ved d1rect1veness compr1se the treat- o

: j ment category of var1ables ’ Mean d1rect1veness and perce1ved d1rect1ve- o

“-fness were, as was expected s1gn1f1cant1y corre]ated ( 65**)QI Except forf;f*‘ir

grades and the rat1ngs on the organ1zat1on c]ar1ty sca]e, a]] dependent

'[d}measu?gs‘were s1gn1f1cant1y corre]ated w1th mean d1rect1veness suggest1ng7f?f-

~

'f thdt nond1rect1ve 1nstructors tended to be rated more favorably and that '

"e‘students tended to be more sat1sf1ed w1th nond1rect1ve 1nstruct1on Thesf,'

.."'
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corre]at1ons between perceived d1rect1vene$s and th§ dependent measures
were substant1a11y higher than those for mean d1rect1veness w1th only -
~ the correlat1on for grades not atta1n1ng 51gn1f1cance Th1s 1ncrease
1n the size of corre]at1ons is cons1stent w1th flnd1ngs in the McCann
and Fisher study”’ (1977) and 1s in keep1ng w1th the1r content1on that
- perce1ved d1rect1veness is somewhat 1ndependent of actua] or mean d1rect-
iveness. A o | ////

The dependent measures employed were. grades, overa]l sat1sfact1on,.}
sat1sfact1on with the course, satls;ictlon w1th the 1nstructor overa]l

“teacher rat1ngs and rat1ngs on the five subsca]es of the teacher rat1ng

hv" form: - ana]yt1c synthet1c, organ1zat1on c]ar1ty, 1nstructor group 1nter-

,‘act1on, 1nstructor 1nd1v1dua1 1nteract1on and dynamlsm-enthus1asm Exf

}cept “for grades, the 1ntercorre]at1ons among the dependent measures were'
:.vall 51gn1f1cant and wou1d a]] appear to be representat1ve of the- mora]e )
",category Grades, the only cogn1t1ve measure emp]oyed did not corretate ,

s1gn1f1cant]y w1th any of the other dependent measures f_rf o

From the fore901ng corre]at1ona1 ana1y51s severa] 1nterest1ng and

‘fjsomewhat contrary f1nd1ngs appear to be present The corre]at1ons be- '

*.'1~7tween Ac and grades and A1 and grades although not substant1a1 are, | fh

‘71519n1f1cant and appear to be support1ve of the 1ntent of both sca]es to FRERE

H'*‘;pred1ct academlc ach1evement A]though qu1te cons1stent w1th Megargee s

"ifi(1972) rev1ew of f1nd1ngs from other Studles 1nvest1gat1ng the re]at1on-',"

”tf,sh1p between the two scales and ach1evement the respect1ve s1ze of the f ;

5AfﬁA1 and not the Ac scale to corre]ate more strongly w1th ach1evement 1n

5di:a co]]ege sett1ng where 1nstruct1ona1 style tended to be nond1rect1ve

3 .‘,va



These correlat1ons are, however, qu1te d1screpant from tﬁbse presented
in the 197T Dom1no study where Ai ahd Ac. were found to corre]ate with
grades 30 and - 30 respect1ve]y Ngt only are Dom1no S corre]at1onsv
discrepant from those found 1n the. present 1nvest1gat10n, they are sub-
R stantlal]y dlfferent from f1nd1ngs in the stud1es rev1ewed by Megargee .
p (1972) and again, po1nt to the apparent un1queness and unrepresentat1ve—'-
V,ness of ‘the samp]e ut111zed by Dom1no (1971). A]though Megaﬁ%ee 1972)
| rev1ews the Dom1no f1nd1ngs as’ be1ng one of the more substant1a1 sources
iof va11d1ty w1th respect to: the d1fferent1a1 pred1ct1ve ab111ty of the _
iAc and Ai sca]es (pred1ct10n of ach1evement in sett1ngs reward1ng con—.‘y»
}:fgrmlgy versus pred1ct1on of ach1evement in sett1ngs reward1ng ndepen-
| dence), in 11ght of th1s apparent d1screpancy between the. corre]at1ons:'
: ‘found in Dom1no s study and those found by other researchers, th1s d1f— :
ferent1a1 pred1ct1ve ab111ty wou]d appear to be somewhat suspect 'As

f noted prev1ous]y, the corre]at1on between'Ac and A1 1n the cdrrent in-

e vest1gat1on is quate c]ose to- that c1ted in the CPI manua] (Gough 1957);

Both are however, very d1screpant w1th the -,83 corre]at1on between A1

’dl and Ac’ c1ted in. the Dom1no (1971) study

o The corre]at1ons between var1ab1es to be con51dered as covar1ates

"h.(sex, age year 1n col]ege, and 1eader sex) and several of the dependent'
"measures were 519n1f1cant and as a resu]t are in. keeping w1th the 1ntent5a
.5of the current 1nvest1gat1on to contro] for the1r effects Mean d1rect— ‘1
[:1veness and perceived d1rect1veness were as was expected s1gn1f1cant]y _m

::'f,correlated but appear to be related to ach1evement and mora]e 1n d1f-

“*t'ferent degrees Mu]t1p]e regress1on ana]yses were emp]oyed to exam1ne fn o

"ﬁf}the relationships among variab]es in more deta11 ' These w111 now be . R

. oo
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presented.

©

Mu]tip]e'Regression_Analysis

For each of the. ten dependent measures emp]oyed in the fo]10w1ng re-

gress1on ana]yses the most opt1ma1~regresswon equat1on was generated

s for the part1cu1ar comb1nat1on of 1ndependent var1ab1es entered in the

equat1on The 1ndependent var1ab1es w1th1n the two sets (des1gnated as }

_ covar1ates and ma1n effects); were entered in stepwtse fash1on and as

a resu]t the opt1ma1 order of these var1ab1es was automat1ca11y select- -

‘ed. For examp]e,_tf two var]ables were S1gn1f1cant]y corre]ated w1th
each other and %he dependent measure, the var1ab]e account1ng for the
-‘most var1ance was: entered f1rst, wtth therther var1ab1e enter1ng 1ater ’
and accounttng for. on]y any unhique .variance. To fac1]1tate tabular pre-v

sentat1on and compar1son the. 1ndependent var1ab1es are presented 1n an

»-b;ldentlca1 order for each dependent measure However, the opt1ma1 order

Lfof entry is in accordance w1th the s1ze of the computed F- va]ues for the

»1ndependent var1ab]es Those ana]yses~explor1ng the. re]at1onsh1p be-

" ‘_'tween mean d1rect1veness and the student apt1tudes w1]1 be presented

o 'f1rst and w111 then be fo]lowed by those ana]yses in- wh1ch the: re]atlon-

- sh1p between perce1ved d1rect1veness and the student aptvtudes were ex-

dV‘p]ored Resu]ts for the 1ncrements attr1butab1e to the 1ndependent mea- "

vsures (Sr ) have been rounded to three dec1ma1 p]aces wh11e the F test

}va]ues have been rounded to two dec1ma1 p]aces where the. F test for
'tlthe set of 1ndependent variab]es was not s1gn1f’cant F test va]ues are
\b;dnot presented for the 1nd1v1dd!ﬁ 1ndependent var1ab1es S1nce the set

K

'5*of covar1ate varlables was entered 1nto the regress1on equat1on flrst
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the amount of variance accounted for by the set of covariate variables
is. 1dent1ca] for regression equat1ons 1n wh1ch the dependent measure 1is
 the samet For examp]e the amount of var1ance accounted for by the set
.of covar1ate var1ab1es 15 the same for all six regress1on equat1ons in
wh1ch grades is the dependent measuf/‘"\The amount of. var1ance accounted
tn for by each of the covar1ate variables is a]so 1dent1ca1 when the depen-
dent measure is the. same “Only the computed F- va]ue w111 change 51nce
| the size of the denom1nator in the F- rat1o 1s cont1ngent upon the tota1
var1ance in the dependent measure exp1a1ned by-all var1ab1es 1n the
'.regress1on equat1on It shou]d however be noted that in 1nstances
where the regress1on equat1on accounted for s1m11ar amounts of var1ance,
the resu]ts and d1scuss1ons perta1n1ng to the contr1but1on of the. covar- .
. 1ates wou]d almost be 1dent1ca1 - An overv1ew of the mu1t1p1e regress1on_
'analyses (found in: TABLE 5 to TABLE 10) revea]s that the pattern of |
,re]at1ve s1gn1f1cance 15/1dent1ca1 for a11 regre551on equat1ons in wh1ch-
‘ the d1rect1veness var1ab1e is the same For example, for al] three - re-
: gress1on equat1ons 1n wh1ch grades is the dependent ‘measure and mean :
d1rect1veness is the treatment var1ab]e the relat1ve size of the com-

--puted F- va]ues is the same D1scuss1on of . the amount and s1gn1f1cance off'

the var1ance accounted for the covar1ates entered 1nto the regress1on -

o equat1ons for each of the three students aptitudes wou]d as a resu]t,

<‘be redundant Therefore the s1gn1f1cance and amount of var1ance 1n the
S dependent measure accounted for by the covarlates w111 be d1scussed on]y

| A'ftw1ce, 1n the Ac/MDIR and Ac/PDIR ana]yses
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~Mean directiVeness'and-Achievement=Via'ConfOrmance (Ac)

- ResuTts The resuTts of the muTtxpTe regress1on anaTys1s w1th mean

d1rect1vehess as the treatment var1ab1e and Ac a§ the student apt1tude

are presented in TABLE 5. w1th grades as the dependent var1abTe the

_var1ance accounted for by the comb1ned effect of aTT Var1ab1es was 12 2%..

The F- test vaTues for both sets of var1ab1es (covar1ates and main effects)

,were 51on1f1cant and as a resuTt the s1gn1f1cance of each 1ndependent ,

%
var1ab1e w1th1n the equat1on was tested The set of covar1ate var1abTes

1vaccounted for 8. 8%** of thegvar1ance in grades (*p is Tess than .05 and :

T**p 1s Tess than OT) The 1ncrements attr1butab1e to age,- sex, and’ year

1n coJTege were aTT found to be s1gn1f1cant and respect1ve1y accounted

"for 3.6%**, 3 2%**,°and 1 8%* of the var1ance 1n grades The var1ance

.accounted fOr by the set of ma1n effect var1ab1es was’ 3 4%* and although

".substant1a11y Tess than that accounted for by the set of covar1ate var»;-‘

,1ab1es was s1gn1f1cant However exam1nat1on of the 1ncrements attr1b- L

. utable to the Jnd1v1duaT varlabTes w1th1n the set revealed that nearTy

[N

' "aTT of the, varlance was accounted for by Ac and that the F-value for mean g;;'}ﬂ

'_.dlrect1veness was qu1te 1ns1gn1f1cant The F-vaTue for the 1nteract1on fgf.‘~ff

‘;term Ac/MDIR was aTso 1n51gn1f1cant s1nce the 1nteract1on term d1d not

’ laccount for any add1t1ona1 var1ance beyond that accounted for by the ?77;'

A-.other two sets of var1ab1es

The var1ance accounted for by the comb1ned effect of aTT varlables _ﬂj_[}f”
: vfw1th overaTT teacher rat1ngs (TRFO) as the dependent measure was 17 3%

'."}fThe F-test vaTues for both sets of var1ab1es were sfgn1f1cant and con-<;ffu77f':

(

"7"sequently the increment attr1butab1e to each lndepende%t var1ab1e w1th1n R

.,,_‘{fthe equation was tested for s1gn1ficance The,set of ccvar1ate.var‘ab185“~:;

. o =

et



accounted for 5.6%** of the,variance in dvera]] teacher ratings. The
increments_attributable-te leader sex and\age were significant and res-
-pectivefy accounted for 2.8% andt?.l% of the(variance in overal teacher
ratings. .The F-values for sex dnd year in co]1ege were insignificant.
The variance in overall teacher rat1ngs accounted for by the set of main
: effect varwab]es was 11.7%**. -Examination of the 1ncrements attrlbutable
. to the 1nd1v1dua1 variables in the set revea]ed _that mean d1rect1veness
‘accounted for 10 7%** of the var1ance in overa11 teacher ratings and -
“that the 1ncrement attr1butab]e to Ac was 1ns1gn1f1cant -The 1nteract1on ?
term,. Ac/MDIR d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in variance.
\ With ratings -on the ana]ytwc synthetwc subsca]e (TRF]) as the de-
~"‘pendent measure, the v§t1ance accounted for’ by the combined effect of
. all var1ab1es,was 10.2%. The F-test vaTueﬂfor the set of covariate var-
. iab]es:was insignif-can' nd‘as a result, ghe contrdbuticn’onindtvidual‘
- Var1ab1es W1th1n thzcse%::asnot eXp]Ored further The set of main ef—
fect var1ab1es accounted for a s1gn1f1cant 7. 9%** of the variance in rat-f

: ings on the analytic-synthetic subscale. .Only the 3%+ increment at-«

o

tributah]e to meanfddrectiveness~washfound to‘be‘eignaf1cant.r The inter-
| action term, Ac/MDIR,’did nbt‘account°for anyvsignificant’jncreaseiin
’uariance. l_ L | | | |
with ratings dn~the organization—clahity“subscalev(TRFZ) as the de-

il

: pendent measure, the varlance accounted for by the comb1ned effect, of

‘ V all variab]es was 5 6%. 'The F-test value for the set of covar1ateivar1; |

utables was insignificant and“consequent1} the cbntribution ofvindividuall
Qvahiables:uithin the set was not expﬁored further.» The set_of main ef-

fects variables accounted for 3.8%* of the.variance in ratings onfthe

N\



by
organization—ctarity subSca1e On]y the 2 6% increment attr1butab1e to
mean directiveness, was found to be s1gn1f1cant The 1nteract1on term '
Ac/MDIR did not account for any s1gn1f1cant increase in variance.
The variance accounted for by the combined effect of all variables,
with ratings on éhe instructor-broup interaction subsca]e (TRF3)’as the}
dependqnt measure was 1§ 9% The amounts of variance accounted for by
the sets of covariate and ma1n effect variables were both s1gn1f1cant |
and were respect1ve1y 7.1%** and 12.7%**. Within the set of ,Covariate
variab]es, on]y the 5 Q%** 1ncrement in variance attrtbuta%ie to 1eader \ ‘X
sex was s1gn1f1cant W1th1n the set of ‘main effect variables only the
11.8%** .increment in variance attr1butab]e to mean d1rect1veness was sig-
n1f1cant The 1nteract1on term Ac/MDIR, did not account for any s1gn1-
f1cant increase in var1ance . | |
 When rat1ngs on the instructor—individual subscale (TRF4f‘were em¥ ‘
Vp]oyed as the dependent measure, the variance. accounted for by the com-~
bined effect of all var1ab1es was 20.1%. The amounts of var1ance account-
ed for by the sets of covarlate and maln effect var1ab1es were both, sig-
n1f1cant and were respectlvely 1. 5%** and 8 5%**_ Within the set of co-
.variate var1ab]es, the 1ncrement in variance attr1butab1e to age was 3.6%%*
}‘ while thatattr1butab1e to 1eader sex was 6.1%**, W1th1n the set of main
effect var1ab1es only the 1ncrement attr1butab1e to mean d1rect1veness was
8.0%**. The. 1nteract1on term Ac/MDIR did not account for any 51gn1f1-
Jvcant 1ncrease 1n var1ance 1 ' |
o The var1ance accounted for by the combined effect of all var1ab1es,
with rat1ngs on. the dynam1sm-enthu51asm subsca]e (TRFS) as the dependent

i

measure was 24.2%. The s1gn1f1cant amount of variance accounted for by
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.the\sets.of covariate and main effect variables were respec iuely
7.8%** and 16. 3%** Within the set of covariate var1ab1es,ﬁ§?]y the
. 5.2%** increment attr1butab1e to leader sex was sanhﬁ1cant w1th1n the
\ set of main effect variables only the 16. 0%** increment attr1butab1e to -
mean d1rect1veness was s1gn1f1cant The 1nteract1on term, Ac/MDIR did
not account for any 51gn1f1cant 1ncrea§e 1n variance. )
When overall satisfaction ratings (SAT ) were employed as the depen-
dent measure, the variance accounted for by the combined effect of all
var1ab1es was 19.4%. The s1gn1f1cant amount of variance accounted for by
~the sets of covariate and main effect var1ab]es were respectively 5.9%**
and 13.4%**. W1th1n ‘the set of covariate var1ab]es, leader sex accounted
for a significant 3.6%** of the var1ance Within the set of main effect
_var1ab1es bo h mean d1rect1veness and Ac accounted for s1gn1f1cant incre-
ments 1n variance with the former accounting for 10. 8% and the latter ac- .
count1ng for 2.6%. The 1nteract1on term Ac/MDIR did not account for any -
significant increase in var1ance ' - ~ ) .
The var1an%e accounted for byvthe Comb1ned effect of all var1ab1es,
when rat1ngs on the sat1sfact1on with instructor subsca]e (SAT])‘were
-employed as the dependent measure was 18, 9% The 51gn1f1cant amount of
yar1ance accounted-for by the sets of covariate and-main effect'variables
were respectively 5.5%** and 13.2%**, Leader sex accounted for 4:1%** of
the variance while Ac and mean directivness respect1ve1y accounted for
-2 3%* and 10.9%**, .The 1nteract1on term Ac/MDIR, did not account for any

significant increase in variance. ,~ ‘ = B
With ratings o the satisfactidn with‘coursexsubsca1e_(SATZ) as the‘

dependent measure, the variance accounted for by the combined effect of
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all variables was 18.6%. The significant amount of variance accounted

“for by the sets of‘covariate and main effect variables were respectively -

6.2%** and 12.3%**. Within the covariate set of var1ab]es, both sex and
1eader sex were s1gn1f1cant with respect1Ve 1ncrements of 1, 9%* and
2.7%**, Within the main effect set of var1ab1es, both Ac-and mean di- .
rectiveness were significant with.respectiveuincrements of 2.7%** and
9.6%**. The interaction term, Ac/MDIR; did_not account for any signtfi-
cant increase in variance: .
Discussion. TheoF?mary aim of the'present analyses was to determine\
whether stgnificant ATI'S were present'between mean directivenesS’and
achievement via conformance No evidence to support the contention that
Ac wou]d d1fferent1alty'pred1ct achievement in conform1ng situations was
found since within the regression_equations, the interaction term, Ac/Ai,
didanot account for any sﬁgnificant amotints of variance in any ot the ten
dependent measures‘emp]byed As-a resu]t' forther analysis wes not pur-
sUed. If s1gn1f1cant ATI's had been found the nature of- the interactive

re]at10nsh1ps wou]d have been exp]ored further. o

Some 1nterest1ng secondary findings did however, emerge with respect

- to other variables -entered in the regression equations. Ac accounted for

sidnificant amounts ot Variance in grédes when the-effects of the covar-
iates were coﬁtr011ed Ac also accounted for 519n1f1cant amounts of var--
iance in overa11 satlsfact1on (SATO), sat1sfact1on with the 1nstructor |
(SAT]) and satisfaction w1th the course (SATZ) when the effects of the

covariate var1ab1es and mean d1rect1veness were contro11ed “In both in-

- stances éﬁé corre]at1ons were pos1t1ve students scoring h1gher on the

Ac-sca]e_obtalned hlgher grades and were more sat1sf1ed asvmeasured by
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all three satisfaction measures. This finding is consistent with the)inF .
tent of the Ac aptitudefto predict achievement. Ac also appeared to be a
successful predictor of student satisfaction, a finding whichbin the
present‘setting, is contrary with the intent of the Ac scale. One would
~not have expected students scor1ng high in Ac to be more satisfied with
instruction that was generally nond1rect1ve 1n nature,
Mean d1rect1veness (with the effects of the covariate variables
contro]]ed) accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of var1ance in all depen-
(9 dent ‘measures except grades. Al] corre]at1ons were pos1t1ve more non-
"d1rect1ve instructors were rated higher on all scales of the teacher
rating form and all sat1sfact1on measures. These findings are consis-
tent with those of Tuckman (1968) who a]so found that students preferred
1_‘nond1rect1ve 1nstrUctors They also point out that as an outcome mea-
sure grades appear to be qu1te 1ndependent of mean d1rect1heness and.
the affect1ve outcome measures employed | |
Severa] of the var1ab1es entered as covariates in the regress1on ,
equatlonzaccounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of var1ance 1n dependent var1-
ables. Of the covar1ates, 1eader sex was the best pred1ctor of overa]1
.teacher rat1ngs (TRFO), 1nstructor group 1nteract10n rat1ngs (TRF3),
1nstructor 1nd1v1dua1 1nterat1on rat1ngs (TRF4) dynam1sm and enthusiasm‘:
'rat1ngs (TRFS) overa]l sat1sfact1on (SAT ) Al1 correlat1ons were
"positiue ma]e 1nstructors were rated more favorably on the prev1ous
11sted outcome measures These f1nd1ngs can not, however, be taken as
, be1ng very def1n1t1ve 51nce the total 1nstructor samp]e size was only

12. Age appeared to be- the second best predxctor and accounted for
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N

significant amounts ofvvariance in. grades, overall teacher ratings (TRFO),'
'and instructor-individual interaction‘ratings (TRF4). Since the\correla-'m
~ tions were pos1t1ve, 1t would appear that older students obta1ned higher |
grades, rated 1nstructors more favorab]y on overa]] teacher rat1ngs and
1nteracted more w1th instructors. Sex accounted for s1gn1f1cant amoun*s
of unique var1ance in-grades (with the effects of age controlled) and j
sat1sfact1on with course (with the effects of‘]eader‘sex.c0ntro]ted). In
both instances the correlations were negative; fema]e students obtained
hfgher grades.and’were more satisfied with the course Year in college
accounted for a significant amount of unlque var1ance in grades (w1th
"the effects of age and sex contro]]ed) The corre]at1on was’ pOS1t1Ve

students in a more advance year in co]]ege obta1ned h1gher grades

,Mean q;rect1venss and Ach1evement via Independence (Axl

BQé!lEE. The resu]ts of the m11t1p1e regre551on ana1ys1s w1th mean
‘d1rect1veness as the treatment var1ab1e and Ai as the Student apt1tude ,
are presented in. TABLE 6. W1th grades as the dependent measure the re-
gress1on equat1on accounted for 9,8% of the var1ance 1n grades. The set

of ma1n effect var1ab]es on]y accounted for 9% of the var1ance in grades,

w»

an amount whlch d1d not even approach S1gn1f1cance As a result the 1n— o

'»d.d1v1dua1 effects of A1 and mean d1rect1veness were: not 1nvest1gated The i
'1nteract1on var1ab1e Ac/MDIR d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant 1n- '

" crease 1n var1ance

H1th overal] teacher rat1ngs (TRF ) as. the dependent neasure the ?

:regress1on equat1on accounted for 17.8% of the var1ance in ratlngso;,_ L

The amount. accounted for by the set. of ma1n effect var1ab1es was 10. 9%** o

‘}The two variables w1th1n the set A1 and MDIR respective]y acc0unted
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for 2% and 10 7% of the var1ance in overall teacher rat1ngs The inter-

act1on term, A1/MDIR accounted for 1.2% of the variance but this amount

- was not found to be significant..

With rat1ngs on the-analyt1c-synthetic subsca]e (TRF]) as the depen-.

dent measure, the variance 1n rat1ngs accounted for by the regress1on ‘equa-

't1on was 10, 1%, ‘The set of main. effect vartabTes accounted for 7.1% **of

the variance w1th Ai and MDIR respect1ve1y accountlng for .8% and 6. 3%**

of the var1ance The 1nteract1on term, Ai/MDIR d1d not account for any :

'vs1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in var1ance o \wﬁ%d v, " - -
o when ratwngs on the organization-c ‘ity Subscale‘(TRFz) were em- -
- ployed as the dependent measure, the regress1on equation accounted for

j‘ 6.2% of the var1ance in rat1ngs The set of main effect var1ab1es ac- ‘T

counted for 2 9%* of the varlance in rat1ngs on the organ1zat10n cTar1ty

_'subscale A1 and MDIR respect1ve1y accounted for‘ 2% and 2 6%** of the

var1ance in rat1ngs The 1nteract1on var1ab]e Ac/MDIR accounted for

1. 6% of the var1ance in rat1ngs oﬁ the organlzat1on cTar1ty subscale but

‘th1s‘amount was found to be non51gn1f1cant

The regress1on equatlon accounted for 19 7% of the var1ance in

| “ratings when rat1ngs on the 1nteract1on group subsca]e (TRF ) were em-
‘{p]oyed as the dependent measure The set of ma1n effect var1ab1es ac-"-
.{counted for 11. 9%** of the var1ance 1n rat1ngs w1th A1 and MDIR: respect- .

',¢;1ve1y account1ng for 2% and 11 8%** of the variance The 1nteract1on [f

‘“3.var1ab1e, A1/MDIR d1d‘not account for any 51gn1f1cant 1ncrease in var1-‘_1,;,

| °7{']{ance 1n rat1ngs on the instructor group 1nteraction subscale

w1th rat1ngs on the 1nstructor 1ndiv1dua] subsca]e (TRF ) as the EE

"13V;Tdependent measure, the regression equatlon accounted for 20 7% of the
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~variance in ratings. The set of main effects'VariabIes accounted for
8.1%** of the variance. Ai and MDIR respect1ve1y accounted for .10% and
8.0%** of the variance. The 1nteract1on var1abTe Ai/MDIR accounted for
1. T% of the var1ance in rat1ngs on the ‘instructor- 1nd1v1dua] interaction
_subscale but th1s amount was nons1gn1f1cant | |
" The regress10n equation with ratings on the,dynamism-enthusiasm sub- -
-scale (TRF5) as the dependent measure accounted for 24.9% of the variance
1n rat1ngs “The set of main effect var1ab1es accounted for 16. 0%** of
the var1ance in ratings. Ai did not account for any variance while MDIR
~accounted for 16. 0%** ‘The interaction var1ab1e Ai/MDIR accounted for
1.0% of the var1ance but this amount was not found to’ be 51gn1f1cant
w1th overa]] sat1sfact1on rat1ngs (SAT ) as the dependent measure,
- the regress1on equation accounted for. 16.8% of the var1ance “in rat1ngs
The set. of main effect var1ab1es accounted for TO 9%** of the varlance
w1th Ai and MDIR respect1ve1y account1ng for 10% and TO 8% of the var-
1ance The 1nteract1on term, A1/MDIR d1d hot ‘account for any s1gn1f1cant
T1ncrease in var1ance 1n overa]] sat1sfact1oh rat1ngs | ,,‘g
‘The regress1on equat1on w1th rat1ngs on the sat1sfact1on with 1n-1_
'structor subsca]e (SAT ) as the dependent measure accounted for 16 67**
.'.of the varlance 1n rat1ngs The set of main effect var1ables accounted

"for T] 0%** of the var1ance A1 accounted for onTy 10% of the var1ance

"whi]e MDIR accounted for ]0 9%** of the var1ance The 1nteraction var- o

“f.iable A1/MDIR d1d not account for any s1gnif1cant increase in var1ance

Nith rat1ngs on the sat1sfac@§?n w1th course subscale (SATZ) as the

o ifdependent measure, the%regression equat1on accounted for 15. 9% of the ;

| "f:_variance in ratings The set of main effect varlabledi%ccoﬁnted for
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-7%** of the variance in ratings wtth the increments attributable to
‘Ai and MDIR respectively being .10% and 9.6%**. The interaction variable
did not account for any 1ncrease 1n var1ance in satisfaction W1th course
,rat1ngs | ‘
Discussion. vThe primaryaim of the present analysis wasftohdetermine
" whether s1gn1f1cant ATI's were present between mean d1rect1veness and
achlevement via 1ndependence No ev1dence of 51gn1f1cant ATI was found
hon any of the ten ach1evement measures employed since the’ 1nteract1on var-
iable, Ai/MDIR, d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant amount of var1ance 1n )
- any of the ten dependent measures . a }
Secondary f1nd1ngs w1th respect to Ai were-also qu1te d1sappo1nt4ng
Ai tw1th the effects of covar1ates and MDIR contro]led) d1d not account
for any s1gn1f1cant var1ance in any of the ten dependent measures. Ai‘
did not serve as a SUCcessful pred1ctor of ach1evement  These find1ngs
are contrary to the 1ntent of the Ai sca]e to pred1ct achtevement
Although w1th1n the pnev1ous correlational ana]ys1s Ai _was s1gn1f1cant1y '
. re]ated to ach1evement ~this was not the case in the mult1ple regression

»ana]ys1s Mean d1rect1veness accounted for a s1gn1f1cant amount of L

= _var1ance 1n all of the dependent measures except for grades All. correl--

-

: N

- ations were p051t1ve more nondlrectlve 1nstructors rece1ved h1gher
}rat1ngs on the TRF and sat1sfact10n sca]es

',:Mean d1rect1venss and AcA1

"11 Resu]ts The AcAi var1ab1e was def1n6d tO approx1mate the apt1tude

’H-combinat1ons used 1n the Donimo (1971) study and was found by subtract1ng h?

tlf.fAi fnom Ac The AcA1 varlable is a measure of ach1evement or1entat1on o h

'where high scores represent subJects high 1n Ac and low 1n Ai and 1ow .ﬁ_;,‘,
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. . |
scores represent subjects Tow ih~Ac-andzhigh in Ai. The results of‘the
‘mult1p1e regress1on ana1y51syw1th mean d1rect1veness as the treatment
*‘var1abTe and AcAi as the student apt1tude are presented 1n TABLE 70
. The, rEQFESSTon equat1on, w1th grades as the dependent var1ab1e,
| accounted for 9 5% ;f the var1ance 1n grades The set of main. effect .
\var1ab1es did not account for a 51gn1f1cant amount of variance 1n grades o
fand as a resuTt the effects of the 1nd1v1dua1 var1ab]es, AcA1 ‘and MDIR -
vwere not 1nvest1gated The 1nteract1on varlable, AcA1/MDIR d1d‘not
‘t’account for any s1gnif1cant 1ncrease in var1ance in grades

| w1th ‘overall teacher rat1ngs as the dependent measure, the regres-
sion equat1on accounted for 19 O% of the var1ance in rat1ngs The amount -
~of variance accounted for by the set of matﬁ effects var1ab1es ‘was 12. 2%**ﬁf
uAcA1 and MDIR respect1ve1y accounted for 1. 5% and 10 7%** of the var1ance{;‘?
1n overaTT teacher rat1ngs The 1nteract1on var1ab1e, AcA1/MDIR accounted
for 1. 2% of the var1ance but th1s amount u&s not s1gn1f1cant

When rat1ngs on the ana]yt1c-synthet1c subscale}{TRF ) were employed as ;:

a’the dependent var1aﬁle, the regress1on equat1dn§hccounted for 13 1% of the

| var1ance in ratwngs*k The set of main effect varaab]es accounted for 9 5%**.f ‘

' :of the var1ance 1n ratlngs w1th AcA1 and MDIR respect1veJy actount1ng for

- f'~any s1gn1ficant 1ncrease 1n var1ance

"u*°when rat1ngs on the organ1zat1on-c1arity subscale (TRF ) were emp10y9d aS°'fTT
:;aifffthe dependent measure The set of matn effect vap1ab1es accounted forv’

“'hiff4 4%** of the varlance in ratlngs on the organ1zat1on-c1ar1ty subscaﬂe

- 3. 2%** and 6 3%** The 1nteract1on var1ab1e, AcA1/MDIR did not account for

— e
. -9
. v N

The regression equatvon accbunted for 7 7% of the var1ance 1n rat1ngs-~~—f

:1Both AcAi and MDIR accounted for signtflcant amounts of varxance whfch

“‘Tj;jf were respectively T 7%** and 2 6%** : The fnteraction variabTe. AcAi/MDIR‘wdef

R 2R R
RN o
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";aécounted for 1.5%‘of the variance, but thie amount was+ not found to be .
':significant. |
The regression equation, with ratfngs on the‘instrueton—group inter-
. action subscale (TRF3) ascthe dependent measure, accounted for 20.5% of
" the vaniance in ratings. The set of main effect variables accounted for
-13. 0%** of the variance in ratings with AcAi and MDIR respectively account-
ing for 1.3% and 11.8%**,  The interaction var1ab1e AcAi/MDIR, d1d not
account for any s1gn1f1cant increase 1h variance. ‘ : ’pa“f
With rat1ngs on the. 1nstructor—1nd1v1dua1 subscale (TRF4) as the-rf T
dependent measure, the regress1on equation accounted for 21.9% of the o
variance in ratings. The set of main effect var1ab1es accounted for
‘8 7%** of the var1anCe AcA1 ‘and MDIR respect1ve1y accounted for .7%
" and 8.0%** of the var1ance' Thé%1nteract1on variable, AcAi/MDIR, did
'not account for any significant increase 1nuvar1ance ‘
» When rat1ngs on the dynam1sm-enthus1asm subscale (TRF ) were emp]oyed.
|

as the dependent measure, the regress1on equat1on accounted for 25 3% of

~ the var1ance 1n ratings. The set of ma1n effect varlables accounted for

| '416 2%** of. the variance with AcA1 and MDIR respectively account1ng for .2%

- [
and 15 0%**, The‘1nteraction varlable, AcA1/MDIR accounted for 1.2% of

“the Var1ance in ratings on the dynam1sm-enthus1asm subscale but th1s
hamount was not found to be s1gn1f1cant oo | . |
w1th overa]l sat1sfact1on rat1ngs (SAT ) as the dependent measure,
~ “the. regress1on equat1on accounted for 19.4% of the var1ance 1n ratlngs
The set of ma1n effect var1ab]es accounted ‘for 13 6%%* of the yar1ance
AcA1 and MDIR respect1ve1y accounted for 2 87** and 10. 8%** of the

var1ance in rat1ngs The 1nteract10n var1ab1e, AcA1/MDIR d1d not ac-

count for any sign1f1cant 1ncrease 1n variance.



f4
,. The regre551on‘equat1on with rat1ngs on the satisfaction with 1nstruc—
tor subscale (SAT ) as the dependent measure vaccounted for 18 8% of'the ’
variance in ratlngs The set of main effect variables actounted for 12.3%%*%
of the variance with AcAi and MDIR respect1ve]y account1ng for 2 4%* and
10. 9%**‘ The 1nteract1on variable, AcA1/MDIR did not account for any
signifioant increase in variance in rat1ngs on the sa%gsfact1on with in-
Jstructor subscale. | |
When rat1ngs .on. the sat1sfact1on with course subscale (SAT ) were em-
p]oyed as. the dependent measure, the regression equation accounted for 1817%

of the var1ance in ratings. The set of main effect variables accounted

for 12.4%** of the varlance 1n ratings with the 1ncrements attr1butab1e

to AcA1 and MDIR be1ng 2. 9%** ap! 9.6%**. ~The interaction variable did

not account for any- i 1cant increase in variance in satisfaction with
course ratings. L o '_ ' .

‘DfscussiOn; The primary aim.of the present analyses was'to deter-
“mine whether signiticant‘ATI'sxwere present between'mean directiveneSS o
and AcAi. No ev1dehce of s1gn1f1cant ATI was found on any of the ten _.Q

7,dependent measures employed s1nce the 1nteract1on variable, AcA1/MDIR
- d1d not account for any significant amount of var1ance in any-of the ten.
dependent measures The AcAi vara1b1e was constructed to approximate the
.apt1tude group1ngs used in the Dom1no study (1971). Since no s1gn1f1— |

:cant interactive re1at1onsh1ps were present between MDIR and ACAI, the . .
preseht 1nvest1gat10n d1d not/support any of the f1nd1ngs present in .the
‘ Dom1no (1971) study The current 1nvest1gat1on, as we]] as’ those of
Petersen‘(1976) -and Porteus (1976) did not emp1oy an extreme groups de-

*sign (w1th respect to the Ac and: A1 varlables) as was the case with Dom1no S .

(1971) study. Since both the Petersen (1976) and Porteus stud1es;found
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only minima] support for Domino{s findings, and'the present investiga- :
tion found no support, it wou]d appear that Domino's findings may only
be app]1cab1e to extreme scor1ng subJects on the Ac and A1 sca]es

With the effects of the covariate var1ab1es and. mean d1rect1veness
controlled, the AcA1 var1ab]e accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of vari-
ance in ratings on the analytic-synthetic subsca]e (TRF ) the organ1—
zation-clarity subscale (TRFZ) the overall. satisfaction scale (SAT )\
the satlsfact1on with 1nstructor subsca]e (SAT])\and the satisfaction

with course subsca]e (SAT ) A1l of the previo corre]at1ons were pos-

~itive: students h1gh in Ac and Tow in Ai rated the' 'nstructors more
favorable on the above ment1oned dependent measures Mean d1rect1veness
| accdunted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of var1ance in all dépendent measures
except for grades A]] corre]at1ons were pos1t1ve more nond1rect1ve

, 1nstructors rece1ved h1gher ratings on the nine dependent measures.

Perce1ved d1rect1veness and Ach1evement v1a Conformance (Ac)

Bgsultg The resu]ts of - the mu1t1p1e regress1on ana]ys1s w1th
perceived dlrectlveness ‘as the treatment var1ab]e and Ac as the student
'apt1tude are. presented in TABLE 8. MWith,grades as the dependent var1ab1e,
. the regresswon equat1on accounted for 13. 1% of the variance. The F-test
va]ues for both sets of var1ab1es (covar1ates and. main effects) were both
| *significant, and as a result, the s1gn1f1cance of each 1ndependent var1- '

~able within the equat1on was tested “The set of covar1ate var1ab]es :

"accounted for 8.8%** of the variance in grades Age sex and year in

L A'college respect1ve1y accounted for 3 6%%*, 3.29%*, and 1 8%* of th1s

var1ance The var1ance accounted for by the set of main effect var1ab1es

© was 4'2%**. Ac and PDIR respect1ve1y accounted for 3 4%** and 9% of
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the variance in grades. The 1nteract1on term, Ac/PDIR did not account

. S

for any significant amount of var1ance in grades |

| With overall teacher ratings (TRF ) as the dependent measure, the :t
var1ance accounted for by the regress1on equat1on was 42 3%.. The F- test

values for both sets of var1abTes were s1gn1f1cant and as a resuTt the
‘1ncrement attr1butab1e to each 1ndependent var1ab1e w1th1n the equat1on

.was tested for s1gn1f1cance The set of covar1ate var1abTes accounted

for 5 6%** of. the var1ance in overaTT teacher. rat1ngs. Both Teader sex

| ‘and age were s1gn1f1cant and respect1ve1y accounted for 2 8%** and 2 1%%%
of the variance. Sex and year in coTTege did not account for s1gn1f1cant o
tamounts of var1ance in. overaTT teacher rat1ngs . The set of’ ma1n eTfect |
ivar1ab1es accounted for 36 6% of the var19hce 1n overaTT teacher rat1ngs

PDIR and Ac respect1ve1y accounted for 36 4%** and 2% of the var1ance |
.;The 1nteract1on var1abTe, Ac/PDIR d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant . ?
amount of var1ance 1n overaTT teacher rat1ngs / | ". e o
‘ The regress1on equat1on, w1th ratlhgs on the anaTyt1c synthet1c sub— :
scaTe (TRF ) as the dependent measure, accounted for 26 3%"of the var1-;>.
‘_:ance in rat1ngs The F-test vaTue for the set of covara@te var1abTes was o
‘1,1nswgn1f1cant and as a resuTt the contribut1on of 1nd1v1dua1 var1ab]es : 1:.
'w1th1n the set was not expTored further The set of ma1n effect var1ab1es o

‘h};accounted for 23 9% of the. var1ance in: rat1ngs on the anaTyt1c synthetvc f}f':T
. ;subscale gDIR and Ac respectively accounted for 23, 2%** and J% of the |
‘"'var1ance The 1nteract1on term Ac/PDIR d1d not account for any sign1f1- |
d'cant increase in. var1ance 1n rat1ngs on the analyt1c synthet1c subscale f‘%?ﬁ;j.,

. when rattngs on the organizat1on—c1ar1ty subscaTe (TRFZ) were em- P
s B & &

FpToyed as the dependent measure, the var1ance accounted for by the re-'

. gress1on equatvon was 22 2%. The F-test value for the set of covar1ate

~-;@~. ‘
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‘,var1abTes was 1ns1gn1f1cant and consequeht]y the contr1but1on of 1nd1-
v1dua1 var1ab1es within the set was not tested The set of ma1n effect
var1ab4es accounted for 20, 4%** of the var1ance 1n rat1ngs PDIR and
Ac respect1ve1y accounted for 19. 9%** and 4% of th1s var1ance The o |
'1nteract1on var1abTe, Ac/PDIR d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant
1ncrease in rat1ngs on the organ1zat1on cTar1ty subsca]e o
The var1ance accounted for by the. regress1on§equat1on w1th rat1ngs :

on. the 1nstructor-group 1nteract1on subscaTe (TgF ) as the dependent
measure, was 20 5% The set of covar1ate var1ab1es accounted for 7. T%** a
of the var1ance in ratings Leader sex accounted for 5. O%** of the |

,tvar1ab1e that accounted for a: s1gn1f1cant amount of var1ance The set
of ma1n effect varawbles accounted for 13: 0% of the var1ance in rat1ngs o
o on the 1nstructor-group 1nteract1on subsca]e | PDIR and Ac respect1ve1y

Ttaccounted for TT 8% and 1 3% of the varlance,< The 1nteract1on term, Ac/

_lPDIR d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in: var1ance '
when rat1ngs on the 1nstructor-group 1nteract1on subscale (TRF3)

A*;were empToyed as the dependent measure, the var1ance accounted for by

wjfthe regress1on equat1on was 45 5% The amounts of var1ance accounted for f'jftﬁ,{

.

| by the sets of covar1ate and ma1n effect var1abTes were both sign1f1cant
;i_and were respectwve]y 7 T%** and 38 4%** N1th1n the set of covar1ate

gvarlabTes, the 5, O%** 1ncrement in var1ance attr1butab1e to. Teader sex

f:-{land the 1.3% attributab]e to age were s1gn1f1cant Nith1n the set of

| anma1n effect va;;ab]es onTy the 38 3%** fncrement 1n var1ance attr1butab1e °

| Zdto perce1ved d1rectheness was sign1f1cant The interact1on term, Ac/PDIR S

',:d1d not account for any sign1f1cant 1ncrease 1n var1ance 1n rat1ngs on

S the 1nstructor—group 1nteract1on subscaTe DR e .
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~ With rat1ngs on the 1nstructor—1nd1v1dua1 subscale (TRF ) as the
’ ; dependent measure, the var1ance accounted for by the comb1ned effect of
" all var1ab1es was 45, 4%. The amounts of var1ance accounted for by the
sets of covar1ate and main effect var1ab1es were both s1gn1f1cant and
. were respect1ve]y 11.59%* and 33,9%%*. Within the set of covar1ate var-
1ab]es, 1eader sex, age, and year in co]lege respect1ve1y accounted for
6. 1%** 3 6%** and 1. 2%* of the var1ance 1n rat1ngs W1th1n ‘the set of
kma1n effect var1ab1es the 1ncrement attr1butab]e to perce1ved d1rect-.
1veness was 33. 8%** The 1nteract1on term, Ac/PDIR did not account for o
"any 310n1f1cant increase 1n va§1ance '.“ R ' | -
The var1ance accounted for by the. combﬁned effect of a]] var1ab1es,fu <
. g_w1th rat1ngs on the dynam1sm—enthus1asm subscale (TRF5) as the dependent |
measure, was 39 2% The s1gn1f1cant amount of var1ance accounted for |
“'hfby the sets of covar1ate and maap effect var1ab1es were respect1ve1y 7. 8%** v;b
v'and 31. 3%** WlthIn the set of covar1ate var1ab1es on1y the 5. 2%** -in- ;
u_ crement attr1butab1e to leader sex was swgn1f1cant Nlth1n the set of |
'iﬁif main effect var1ab]es only the 31 3%** 1ncrement attr1butab1e to per- :;”-
,fce1ved d1rect1veness was sign1f1cant The 1nteract1on term, Ac/PDIR d1d
: e;:not account for any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in var1ance : - T
| Nhen overa]] sat1sfaction rat1ngs (SAT ) were emp]oyed as the depend- -d*”i
- ;7f:ent measure, the var1ance accounted for by the combined effect of a]] var1- :;it'
””tiv.ables was 42 9% The s1gn1ficant amount of var1ance accounted for oy the -
-'Lﬁ?sets of covar1ate and ma1n effect var1ab1es were respective]y 5 9%** and

36.9%%," W1th1n the set of covar1ate var1ab1es 1eader sex accounted for a .

TS

-%b;'sign1f1cant 3 6%** of the varlance W1th1n the set of ma1n effect var1a- [ .

'””u.bles, both perce1ved d1rect1vene$s and Ac accounted for 51gn1f1cant 1n-: R

LI ER A
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,crements 1n var1ance w1th the former account1ng for 35. 7% and the Tatter
' account1ng for 1.4%. The 1nteract1on term, Ac/PDIR did not account for
| any significant increase in var1ance

W1th rat1ngs on the sat1sfact1on w1th 1nstructor subsca]e (SAT ) .as
the dependent measure, the variance accounted for by the combined effect
of all var1ab1es was 44 3%. The s1gn1f1cant amount of variance account-
ed for by the sets of covar1ate and main effect var1ab1es were respec-
t1veTy 5. 5%** and 38 7%**  Leader sex accounted for 4, T%** of the VaPTv‘
.,kance Ac and perce1ved d1rect1veness respect1ve1y accounted for 9% |
) and 37 7%**, The 1nteract1on term Ac/PDIR dfﬂ not account for any sig-
n1f1cant increase in var1ance R R

The var1ance accounted for by the regress1on equat1on, w1th rat1ngs ’
on the sat1sfact1on with course subscaTe (SATZY as the dependent measure,
was 37 6%. The s1gn1f1cant amounts of var1ance accounted for by the

'.covar1ate and main effect var1ab1es were respect1ve1y 6 2%** and 31 4%**,

h:fVW1th1n the covar1ate set of var1ab1es sex Teader sex, and age were

- s1gn1f1cant w1th respectlve 1ncremeg¢s of T 9%* 2 Yokl and 1 8%* with-

| "3;1n the ma1n effect set of variables both Ac and perce1ved d1rect1veness Tsd.h

fTWere s1gn1f1cant w1th respect1ve 1ncrements of 2 7%** and 30 T%** The -:\' B

; 'dfT‘1nteract1on term, Ac/PDIR d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease
‘Lfit:]n ¢%r1ance 'yj,%,t Lejte;-=;nn;;.5a‘:"T' »}' R |
':;’ Qi§£!§§lgﬂ‘ The Prlmaryva1m bfrthe Dresent ana]ys1s was to deter- af7 :
- unne whether s1gn1f1cant ATI s were present between perce1ved d1rect- | :
iveness ‘and ach1evement v1a conformance No ev1dence to support the : 'T;
‘f~ex1stence of sign1f1cant ATI s was found s1nce°the 1nteract1on term,

i ;TlAc/PDIR d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant amounts of Varé§hce in any
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of the-ten dependent‘measures emp]oyed,l\As a result, further ana]ysis‘
was not‘Undertaken | | . |
Ac accounted for a s1gn1f1cant amount’ of variance 1n grades when the -
'effects of the covar1ate var1ab1es were contro]led Ac. a]so accounted
for 51qn1f1cant amounts of var1ance in overa]l ‘satisfaction (SATO) and
sat1sfact1on w1th the course (SATZ) when the effects of the covar1ate
var1ab1es and mean dlrectlveness were contro]]ed In both 1nstances
' ;the corre]at1ons were pos1t1ve students scoring hwuher on the Ac
- scale obta1ned h1gher grades and were more sat1sf1ed overa]l and mores
{7‘sat1sf1ed w1th the course.szhese results ‘are, cons1stent w1th the in-
tent of the Ac apt1tude to predict achlevement but contrary w1th re- -
‘spect to the pred1ct10n of sat1sfact10n, s1nce one wou]d not expect
students h1gh 1n Ac to be more sat1sf1ed w1th 1nstruct1on that was
genera]]y nond1rect1ve 1n nature o . _
» Perce1ved d1rect1veness (w1th the effects of the covar1ate var~ %?wf,
'1ab1es contro]]ed) accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of var1dnce 1n all

o

s dependent measures except grades A]] corre]attons were pos1t1ve jn

) fstructors who were perce1ved to be more nond1rect1ve were rated h1gher

' :,5on a]l sca]es of the teacher rat1ng fonn and on a]] sat1sfact10n mea-

,nsures.‘ The results for perceived d1r 'tivehﬁps are qu1te s1m11ar to

a

f;those of mean d1rect1veness ﬁﬁ%%perce1ved'diné%t1veness accounted for ;-7v5"“'/" |

-.'greater amounts of var1ance 1n the teagher rat1ng sca1es and sat1sfact1onr{‘
'.:measures. As was the case w1th mean d1rect1veness. perce1ved direct—_- N
*-i1veness d1d not account for a 51gn1ficant amount of vartance 1n grades

Severa] of the var1ab1es entered as covar1ates 1n the regress1on

o equat1ons accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of var1ance 1n dependent
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| variabTes. Leader ‘sex was the best predictor of overaTT‘teacher ratings

(TRFO), instructor-group interaction ratings (TRF, ),'instructgr-individ-

ual interaction ratings (TRF ) dynam1sm and enthu51asm rat1ng (TRFg)

' overaTT sat1sfact1on (SAT ). Sat1sfact1on WTth 1nstructor (SAT1); and

._sat1sfact1on ‘wWith course (SATZ) ATT corre]at1ons were pos1t1ve |
vma]e 1nstructors were rated more favorable on these outcome measures.

- Age (w1th the effects of Teader sex contro]led) accounted for s1ng1f1cant:f

amounts of variance 1n grades overaTT teacher rat1ngs (TRFO), 1nstruc-

. tor-group 1nteract1on rat1ngs (TRF ), 1nstructor—1nd1v1dua1 1nteract1on

l , rat1ngs (TRF4) dynum1sm enthus1asm ‘ratings (TRFS) and sat1sfact1on w1th’ .

© course. (SATZ) In the Tatter dependent measure (SATZ) the effedt of .

<

.sex was also contro]Ted ATT-correTat1ons were pos1t1ve o]der students"'
_fgéobta;ned h1gher grades and rated 1nstructors h1gher on the prev1ous]y
!-11sted teacher rat1ng scaTes and sat1sfact1on measures Sex accounted
E»for s1gn1f1cant amounts of unluue var1ance in grades and satlsfactlon
| WTth course (SAT )-_ In the former, the effects of Teader sex and age ;]5'

were contro]Ted wh11e in the Tatter onTy the efféct of leader sex was

".;controTTed W1th the student sex var1abTe, the correTat1ons were nega- E

‘-fft1ve femaTe students obta1ned htgher grades and were more sat1sf1ed WTth

-g.gﬂthe course Year 1n coTTege (w1th the effects of age and sex controTTed)p”l, -

"'accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of unique var1ance in grades and 1n-

:f[ffstructor-1nd1vidua1 interact1on rat}ngs The correlat1ons were pos1t1ve fzi[f'ff"

'.'students in a more advanced year in coTTege obta1ned h1qher grades

;Perceived d1rect1veness and Ach1eyement v1a Independence (A1)

ResuTts The results of the mu]t1p1e regress1on anaTys1s w1th per— ild;f;""h

- f:ce1ved d1rect1veness as the treatment var1ab1e and Ai as the student ap-~1 o
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titude are preSented in TABLE. 9. Nith grades as the dependent measure the
, regreSSion equation accounted fbr 11 12 of the variance in grades 3 The B
’_set of main effect variables accounted for onTy 2. 2% of the variance 1n

grades, an amount which did not even approach SignificanCe As a resutt, ;Tg

®ra -

'”the indiVicuaT effects of Ai and perceived directiveness were not 1nv§§t1-_' |
gated The interaction variabTe, Ac/PDIR did not account for any 519- oo
nificant 1ncrease in variance "73; . ,;,fl S ", ‘ 'T.sz

The regression equation with overaTT teacher ratings (TRF0 as the

dependent measure, accounted for 42. 2% of the variance qn ratings ‘Tﬁec;,ffj?_

iamount accounted for by the set of main effect variabies was 36 5%**

;; The two variabies "ithin the set A1 and PDIR. respective]y accounted'gpr ffdva

e l% and 36 4%** of the variance in overaTT teacher ratings The 1nter-_¢»
j-"_,"action term Ai/PDIR “did not. account fnr any significant increase i i~:7%

r;i-_si'variance By fgt‘cf-?;gfff?tf;]“'"ff;fj‘, - ﬁ;f'lx | _f:’b734;,;'fv' -
i Hhen ratings on the anaTytic-synthetic subscaie (TRF]) were empToyed I

,Aigfg;as the dependent measure, the variance 1n ratinlu

/

'raakj?gression equation was 26 6% The set of main eff T

accounted for by the ”e"JTViJ;
| K ariab”es accounted i{ |
‘afﬁfffor 23. 8%** of the variance with Ai and PDIR respect1V91y accounting for ‘T,jijéf
."$7i 6% and 23 2%** of the xariance The interaction tenn. A1/PDIR did not o

3’jjieaccount for any significant increase in variance

Vfﬁacﬂ Nith ratings on the organization-ciarity subscale f:hzgzas'the der
7_7f;}pendent measure, the regression equation accoudted for 22 2% ef the vari-ﬁ*n‘

fr}_ilfance in'ratings.; The set of main effect variables accounted fqr 20 0%** fif}Ti :

AN
j,variance in ratings on the organization-ciarity subscaie._ AT and L
' ’,PDIR respectiveiy accounted for T% and 19 9%** of the variance,in ratings

. ;f;}The interaction variabTe, Ac/PDIR did not account for a 51gn1f1cant

e
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'amount of var1ance 1n rat1ngs on the organ1zat1bn—c1ar1ty subsCaTe

“f 1n ratlngs The set of ma1n effect var1ab1es accounted for 38 3% of

- Tand 3

N

“

o ent measure, the negression equat1on accounted for 45 4% of, the var1a:ce e

&

: account for any s1gn1f1cant 1n¢rease 1n var1ance 1n rat1ngs on the 1n- »’

‘structOr—group 1nteract10n subscaTé

» of var1ance wh1Te PDIR accounted for the ent1re amount The 1nter~- ‘"

» .Tne regress1on equat1on w1th ratwngs on the 1nstructor-1nd1v1dua1 ie;~

subscaTe (TRF4) as the dependent measure, accounted for 45 4% of the

”varlance 1n rat1ngs The set of ma1n effects/var1ables accounted for

| 33 9%** of-the var1ance A1 d1d not*a/Count for any s1gn1f1cant amount

1

‘act1on vae1ab1e A1/PDIR d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant amount of\
A’var1ance in, rat1ngs on the 1nstructor-1nd1vwdua1 1nteract1on subsca]e

Nhen rat1ngs on the'dynam1sm—enthus1asm subsca]e (TRFs) were emp]oyed

as the dependent measure, “the regress1on equat1on aggounted for 39 1% of
J

,_the variance: ?h rat1ngs The set of main effect var1abTes accounted for

\\

31.3%** of the var1ance in rat1ngs A1 d1d not account for any var1ance

.
Wh11e PDTR accounted for 31. 3%** The 1nteract1on var1ab1e A1/PDIR d1d<@

not account for any s1gn1f1cant amOUnt of var1ance in rat1ngs on the dy-

' Vnam1sm-enthus1asm subscaTe

.The set of ma1n effect vari

2

~-With overaTT sat1sfact10n‘ratings (SATO) as the;dependent'measure,

‘:the regression equat1on acc:zﬁied for 41'9% of'the variance in ratings .

s accounted for 35 8%** of the var1ance

nw1th A1 and PDIR respectwve]y account1ng for A% and 35 8% of the var1—

@15

N1th rattngs on the 1nteract10n group subscale (TRF3) as the depend-"~

'the %;r1ance 1n rat1ngs w1th A1 and MDIR respectwvely account1ng for ;1%1"\

3%** of the var1ance The 1nteract1on var1ab1e A1/PDIR d1d not ;;j*“”

'



J— . ’ a

”i»\\\ance The 1nteract1on term, Aﬂ/PDIR did” not account for any swgn1f1-.>~7

cant 1ncrease 1n varlance in overaTT sat1sfact1on rat1ngs .

6 c
W1th ratxngs on the sat1sfact1on w1th 1nstructor subsca]e (SAT1)

the dependent measurei the regreSS1on equat1oﬁ accounted ilb 43. 5%**'of

the var1ance in rat1ngs The set of ma1n effect var1ab1es accounted for }—'

B

37 8%** of the var1ance PDIR agcounted for 37 7% of the: var1ance wh11e /

Ai d1d not account for any The 1nteract1on var1ab1e A1/PDIR d1d not

"--1 account fqr any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in. var1ance \f‘ e '“‘ T\\-v., s

e

The regress1on equat1on, w1th rat1ngs on the sat1sfact1on wtth‘course

X

//

subscaTe (SATZ) as dependent measure, accounted for 36 5% of the var1- «;f/fi\w '

~
S

"ance in rat1ngs The set of ma1n effect var1ab1es accounted for 29 2% of . f o

- e
T*the variance 1n rat1ngs with the/;ncrements attr1butab1e to A1 and PDLR

}respect1ve1y be1ng 1% and 30.1%. The 1nteract1on var1ab1e, A1/PDIR
,d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in variance in rat1ngs on
the sat1sfact1on w1th course subscaTe

D1scuss1on The pr1mary a1m of the forego1ng anaTysis was to deter-

m1ne whether s1an1f1cant 1nteract1ve re]at1onsh1ps were present between

perce1ved d1rectTveness and ach1evement v1a 1ndependence The 1nteract1on

| var1ab1e, A1/PDIR did, not account for any 51gn1f1cant amount of var1ance

in any of the ten dependent measures
\

Exam1nat1on of the contr1but1ons in vighance made by the A1 var1abTe

vreveaTed that w1th the effects of the covar1ates and MDIR contro]]ed Ai

did not account for any s1gn1fwcant var1ance in any of the ten dependent
: measures Un11ke the Ac variabTe, Ai did not even account for a s1gn1f1—
.‘cant amount of un1que variance 1n grades Th1s is contrary to the in- B
;'tent of the Ai s1de to pred1ct ach1evement Percejved d1rect1veness

) -

P

e
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N i

\r»:\;accounted for a s1gn1f1cant amount of varlance 1n a]] of the dependent

- 'h7measures except for grades ATT correTat1ons were p051t1ve more non- o

¢
d1rect1ve 1nstructors rece1ved h1gher rat1ngs on the TRF scaTes and :
Voo N

”nsat1sfact1on measures jfj"'f A_fJW-7'._Vf?;§‘;7¢ L ﬁ«ﬁ;~‘%ffr o

"1Perce1ved“direct1veness and AcA1 ‘,;_‘igJ,yx“]q v Zg*‘»'j‘;~-ehz-;{ B

X i
. :\~ BEE!lEE The lr‘ESU]tS Of Rbe muTt1pTe regress1on ana1y51s w1th mean- <
R d1rect1veness as the treatment var1ab1e and AcA1 as the student apt1tude Aﬂfi_

‘:-jare presented 1n TABLE 7 W1th grades as the dependent var1ab1e, the

'}f regress1on equat1on accounted for 10 9% of the var1ance in grades tThe‘jiit- :

[ B

- set of ma1n effect vargabTes d1d not account for a s1gn1f1cant amount of e
‘var1ance 1n grades and as a resuTt the effEcts of the 1nd1v1dua1 var1ab1es;-'
| AcA1 and PDIR were not 1nvest1gated The 1nteract1on var1ab]e AcA1/PDIR
"‘d1d not account for any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease 1n varxgnce 1n grades .

- w1th overaTT teacher rat1ngs as the dependent measure, the regress1on 'e :

’"u equat1on accounted for 42, 7% of the varwance 1n rat1ngs The amount of:

'a_'var1ance accounted for by the set of mawn effect var1ab1es was 36 8%**

7"AcA1 and- PDIR respect1ve1y accounted for 4% and 36 4%** of the var1ance
';1" overall teacher ratlngs The 1nteract1on var1abTe AcA1/PDIR accounted ff"
for 37% of the. var1ance but th1s amount was not s1gn1f1cant ‘v' , |
| _ When rat1ngs on the anaTyt1c-synthet1c subscale (TRF ) were employed
as the dependent var1ab1e the regre551on equat1on accounted*?dﬁaga 4% of
the var1ance in ratings The set of ma1n effect var1ab1es accounted for |
: ;24 9%** of the var1ance in rat1ngs with AcAi and PDIR respect1ve1y account- E
f1ng for 1 8%* and 23 2%+, The 1nteract1on variable, AcAi/PDIR, accounted }Jf'
- for 1. 3% of the var1ance 1n rat1ngs on the analytic- synthet1c subscaTes,.,'. .

but th1s amount\uas not s1gn1f1cant



o

:opuumxwucH mHDQ\P<u&_ww snu L. u<np<u< :o_uumxm“:H amo;m-

‘mmh ‘w0

mmh

e

.mmm:w>ruu ;nm vm>pou;ma v:m P<u< ‘uoy
onu3sur=4yJ .zurgm—oncopumNF:mmso|

__A.,.w, vx..urum;pcxm opuxﬁm:

mm¢

IS

A
N

. beel

4

,:..; . __.nmmww

mcpumm meummh Fﬁm;m>o

182"

L,H_m.,‘_,.w¢mmu_

£0°. ueyy mmw_ SL Oy ¢
2

60L"

oge”

oz

£8° ¥

e

L

- 200°

L2000 1 e

€10’

Sl 900"

&

C - ogg'hL ese ﬂﬂ_wmdww_wy\mmﬁwu

J,ummoouv.

..ww.mﬁyg

100"
2 a0z

slor

e .¥.<. )

TwmE

Cog0s
)

ERTAL Y
oL

-~ 00"

EL0
2ge”

S ebe

- £00°

)

m.¢F04

- 220°

T

gLt oEL

Cwo ot

- 6L°S9

666
R

PENTE

. E0°§
X% "

- pog”

g9t

S zoor

9L
3.4 led

¥00" 92"

- p00"
88

820"
's00"

120° -
950"

L g

~z210°
y00"
910"
00
_ 810"
2g0"
eg0

s 880"

B} (YT
R i1

. SS3UBAL3DAUL]’
T PaALIIU3d

9by

S33BLUBAO)

.mp.

7S
BT

-

al

4S

[9POR (13

TS
\xmm»tw...

s

;, M~_ oL mAm<H

 .mu ,No

441

7

Ap<o<\mmwcm>ﬁpuwgpo um>rmuxmmv mFm»_mc< :opmmmgmwm m—apppzz mo mppzmmx

mo ueys mmw— SL n* :
4

Y-



_,_nFms;ucu EmPEmcxa

.wmgzou su

¢

s

Lpo vw>FwULwa Ucm ~<u< :mmzp
L¥S f4032na3sul y3im :owuumm

;_., mm:w>ruum
M :orpummmpummn

szup>pv=H-Lopu=mecH

umh

mn :onum;wu:H mHom\P<u< €1y snuLy

gf

138S="1yS fuoiloeysy
10" ueyy mmmp SL. a*«

u<n~<u<

pmm __mgm>on_h<m use
£GO° :ncu SS9 S dy

.. _,«,e,., ,m.h_ mum

um» :onwum;mch
I 7

Nq .m;MmeMWme®WwW

pEtE F .

‘ww”{MMWNNmeW

K

L

¢6E’

. m_wmwew

NV

_vhm4

]

4

A

R

p._“ﬂ.. _m___Nwa« " ge'szL

.FOOW,

mouj
..mwor

‘w.wVAQOu

T

00" gy
.,_,..,.,¢».Nm.mo
”ﬂ ..‘,,~wu%ﬂ¥*ﬂf‘
) geet
- wwﬁﬂwg;p
. m,me,m~.F
 .mJa¢“mvmma

o p00°

S Lsg

210 -
o
wxpwmnw

;._m«mﬂmoo..

e
8o
omnm_mgv
L

- )w‘mm.ﬁ

o
_pmanaNn
R

v
.
.%H.TQO1NH

'z

- eges0L
B

00" 9o

sle - pleszL
BEREIREESY =

v ooo..wv .wN.

oslen

1§

m._,.ngv.
- ‘.pk..
| mewm
e

Nw o—

oo |
SRS AT ,_Lmvqu.

~ 0007

e

- 100°
- 6ee”

;,ppmfow_
‘;uw,wmo.
. .©mO-;
.m“w__.

X ¥I0d/TeY

.xﬂ..ﬂb<.

SSBUALIDBULQ.

- PAALIUBY-
T
s393443 urey

xwm‘
_Lmv>ﬂ
- %98
aby

. S93eL4RADY

: Wqu

4S

T [9POW LIAT

w
H<m "

oy

ﬁn pcoov c_

m4m<k

f

_AF<u<\mmm=m>FuumL~n vw>pmugwav mpm>pmc< :opmmmgmwm wﬁapup:z mo.mv

Famwm

YL

S



. . L ° N : - N > .

LR : w1th rat1ngs on the organ1zat1on—c1ar1ty subscaTe (TRFZ) as-the‘de-

. .
. S

p'ﬁd nt measure, the regress1on equat1o accounted for 22 9% of the var1-;

ance 1n rat1ngs | The set of ma1n effect var1abTes accounted for 20 Jogrx
'7. of the var1ance\)n rat1ngs on the organ1zat1on cTar1ty subscaTe Both
3 L_ AcA1 and PDIR accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of var1ance wh1ch were E

Ty respecttveTy 7% and 19 9%#& The 1nteract1on var1ab1e AcA1/PDIR, ac-T L
'[“counted for 47 of the var1ance but th1s amount was not found to be swq-«.i}fif*
‘ifi‘.;n1f1cant ., | | S t B ..' .‘ | f'i‘~. kN

) The regress1on eduat1on. w1th rat1ngs on the 1nstruttor group 1nter—'u7;~ff
':;_act1on subscaTe (TRF3) as the dependent measure, accounted for 45 8% of K

| ht7;:the var1ance 1n rat1ngs The set of main effect var1abTes accounted for }5335‘

38, 6%** of the var1ance in rat1ngs w1th AcA1 and PDIR reSp,Ct1V91¥ aCCOU"t"‘ |

'""ig]1ng for 1 3% and‘38 3%** The‘nnteract1on var1ab1e, cA1/v,.DIk de not

. Lf3 account for any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease 1n var1ance

,sv

when rat1ngs on the 1nstructor-1nd1v1dua1 subscale (TRF4) were em- ;j; i;f]

f }'45 4% of the var1ance in rat1ngs The‘éeffef¥m54h;eifect;ygtiableg.ge;;;;f%;;;;;
‘;hicounted for 33 9%** of the var1ance The 1nteract1on var1ab1e AcA1/
;ilfPDIR did not account for any s1gn1f1cant 1hcrease\fn vartance}:, j,-v
| The amount of vartance accounted for by the regress1on equat1on when[
.{rat1ngs on the dynam1sm—enthus1asm (TRFS) subscaTe were emp]oyed as the "
’("dependent measure was 39~2% The set of ma1n effect var1ab1es accounted
| :for 31, 3%** of the var1ance AcA1 d1d not account for any varTance wh11e -
o PDIR: accounted for 31 3%** . The 1nteract1on vartabTe, AcA1/PDIR} d1d not_

”‘account for any s1gn1f1cant amount of var1aﬁ‘e 1h ratwngs on the dyna- }"

.m1sm-enthus1asm‘subsca]e.



>

‘ffxff{'accountlng for 97 and 37 7%** : The 1nteract1on var1ab1e AcA1/PDIR
'[”}:ithe sat1sfact1on with 1nstructor subscaTe

“'”z’f_subscale TSATZ) as the dependent measure accounted for 37 8% of the var1— .}.f

'“,g~d1d not account for any 51gn1f1cant 1ncrease 1n var1ance 1n rat1ngs on

R . R ’.-' - . O . ’ ' | | - “> ’ o N e A4 . a
) . . ‘.~ PR ,1‘?, ] .

w1th overaTT sat1sfact10n rat1ngs (SAT ) as the dependent measure, '1':,~

R

:e the regress1on equatlon accounted for 43 2% of the varlance 1n rat1ngs
: 'The set of main- effect var1abTes accounted for 37 0%** of the var1ance o
T'AcA1 and PDIR respectTV;I;xaccounted for 1 2%* and 35 7%** of the varw-l'A
E ance 1n rat1ngs The 1nteract1on var1ab1e,»AcA1/PDIR d1d not account

:;.for any swgn1f1cant 1ncrease 1n var1ance

The regress1on equat1on accounted for 44 7% of the var1ance 1n rat- ;fi""

*.-g:1ngs when rat1ngs on the sat1sfact1on W1th 1nstructor subscaTe (SAT])
,;q'were empToyed as the dependent measure\ The set of ma1n effect vartabTes fﬁtf

'°7iaccounted for 38 7%** of the var1ance w1¢h AcA1 and PDIR respect1ve1y

The regress1on equat1on w1th rat1ngs on the sat1sfact1on w1th course e“*"'

>4¥+—ffrance—tn~ratangs—~»The set of~ma1n effect var1ab1es accounted for 3T 5%**

-Vi:' of the var1ance in rat1ngs w1th the 1ncrements attr1butab1e to AcA1 and

PDIR be1ng T 4% and 30 1%** The 1nteract1on var1ab1e d1d not account

i;ffor any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease 1n vara1nce 1n sat1sfact1on w1th course rat-

D1scuss1on The pr1mary a1m of the present anaTys1s‘was to determ1ne

»

'7‘v{: whether s1gn1f1cant ATI s were present between perce1ved d1rect1veness and

f"f:AcA1 The AcA1 var1ab1e was constructed'.io

: rox1mate the apt1tude group-

"ﬂ’1ngs used in the Dom1no study (1971) but no evidence of saon1f1cant ATI'
P was found The 1nteract10n var1abTe AcA1/PDIR d1d not account for any

- 51gn1f1cant Smount of var1ance in any of the ten dependent measures and




as. a. resu]t, the present 1nvest1gat1on d1d not support any of the f1nd1ngsrv;-

f[fpresent in the Dom1no (]971 study W1th perce1ved d1rect1veness as- the

J»cetreatment var1ab]e fa11ure to rep11cate s1gn1f1cant ATI s may part1a11y
\i.u : :

g

‘f}hawe been due to. the fact that Dom1no s resu]ts were obta1ned with extreme'”' o

. scor1ng subJects on the Ac and Ai sca]es ' It was however, the 1ntent of l'wf"

. -4’“"

o ,'the current 1nvest1gat1on to determ1ne whether Dom1no s f1nd1ngs wou]d

:extend to Tess extreme scor1ng subJects on the Ac and A1“scales - Th15v 7 S

‘ ;th§d1d not appear to be the case

27-, W1th the effects of the covar1ates and perce1ved d1rect1veness

"hftfact1on sca]e (SAT ) and the sat1sfact1on w1th/£ourse subsca]e A1] three

‘t1ve 1nstructors were rated hlgher on the n1ne dependent measures

:_..,‘ .

= i:'_o'v;emj*mscus'sion "a'n'd fsu'nméry

0f the 241 quest1onna1res co11ected 28 or approx1mate1y 7% of the‘u:i77fsh

| tf§‘of m1ss1ng data The samp]e used 1n the current 1nvest1gat1on represented

 pe

1"'7approx1mate1y 53% Ef the ent1re popuTat1on of students enrol]ed in the

| tpclcourses The twe]ve 1nstructors compr1sed the ent1re teach1ng staff for

371; the sem1nar groups Descr1pt1ve statlst1cs for the ent1re popu]at1on

*37;'Lfcontrolled the AcA1 var1ab1e accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of var1ance S

';iff;1n rat1ngs on the ana]yt1c synthetlc subsca]e (TRF ) the overa]] sat1s-v;f]ffff

77]*f;corre1at1ons were pos1t1ve students h1gh on Ac and low on, A1 rated the1rﬂ_;rj_f1
:'d“;ﬁp1nstructors h1gher on, the three dependent measures Perce1ved d1rect1ve-f;fa b
‘;*fjefness accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of var1ance 1n'a11 dependent mea- ;,;»fﬁk,

'49-;sures except for grades A11 corre]at1ons were pos1t1ve more nond1rec- f;]:f-’

- a;ent1re populat1on were 1nelig1b1e for 1nc1us1cﬂﬁ1n the ana]ysls because f‘ii -



'Awere ava11ab1e for on]y one var1ab1e grades The'sampie mean*for g
' ;.grades was 6 97 wh11e the populat1on mean was 6 53 S1nce the samp]e .

:-mean is. 1ess than ha]f a grade po1nt h1gher than the populat1on mean

> 9

31t wou]d appear that at 1east w1th respect to the grades var1ab1e, the h”;f,' g

f_ current samp]e is’ representat1ve of the popu]at1on of students enro]]ed v

3

>;'1n the course A rev1ew of the descr1pt1ve stat1st1cs for 1nstructors
P

'jfwho part1c1pated in. the §hudy, revea]ed that 11m1ted var1ab111ty, as T'

.‘well as a genera] 1nc11nat1on towards nondlrect1veness was present for '

f*¢-1nstruct1ona1 sty]e Although the 1nstruct1ona1 sett1ng seemed to be

tf;;such that e1ther a d1rect1ve or nondxrect1ve approach mwght be emp?oyed

":i“1nstruct1ona1 sty]e, as assessed by the students d1d not vary substan-]_jff :53"

“n}";t1a11y among 1nstructors Th1s restr1cted range 1n 1nstruct1ona1 sty]edjfgﬁiffe;"

";;dwas not des1rable,'s1nce 1t reduced the probab1]1ty of obta1n1ng 51g—

_;;n1f1cant ATI s Th1s restr1cted range 1s, however, a ref]ect1on of theﬂfffgi B

:V3-factua1 sty]e of 1nstruct1on (g1ven the assumpt1on that the SPO{S scale
Ji;l1s ab1e to assess Tnstruct1on a]ong the d1rect1veness cont1nuum) that

.:;' a
<'occurred w1th1n the present settlng S1nce the current 1nvest1gat1on

L fwas p]anned as a natura11st1c rep11cat30n of prev1ous f1nd1ngs the

' restrtcted range of d1rect1veness obta1ned suggests that 1n 1nstruc-lt -
Y

' r}pttonal env1ronments s1m11ar to the one 1n the current study, the darec—-'

7.§t1veness d1mens1on may not be we11 po]ar1zed ThlS f1nd1ng a]so ref]ects

- f.the troub]esome 1ssue of the genera11zab111ty of results obta1ﬁ%d from

"*,jstud1es 1n wh1ch po]ar oppos1tes of an apparent]y cont1nuous var1ab1e,f;a;‘:

ﬁﬁ: f/'

‘ =such as dlrect1veness are d1chotom1zed The extremes ef the var1ab1es JEE

may not bé—we]] represented W1th1n the genera] popu]at1on and, asqg

)

resu]t, f1nd1ngs der1ved from such studmes may not read11y genera11ze ; c‘t}g’7‘"

to 1ess extreme va]ues of the var1ab1e The current 1nvest1gat1on was

I ey
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.'a»/-_ap1anned as % natura]1st1c rep11cat1on of Dom1no 's. (1971);f1nd1ngs and
= ]

“.as a result d1rect1veness :;7 used as a cont1nuous var1ab1e A]though o ;:,‘

o Jfa1]ure to rep11cate the Do no f1nd1ngs may part1a11y be a consequence ',}

: %’of the restr1cted range of d1rect1veness present w1th1n the current
:f;_samp1e of 1nstrl\1ctorsz 1t must be kept 1n m1nd that the occurrence of a

'¢f11m1ted range of d1recttveness suggests that w1th1n a natura] sett1ng,

;:'d1rect1veness may not man1fest the extre’f‘ present 1n the Dom1no t“ ﬂ’ef/iff}:

'tr{:ﬁ?il>.*jug”}.u

‘dent1f1ed more c1ear1y the re]at1on- -
i

"n51dered as covar1ates and the ten 4§’jt;

: 3)fitf(]971) 1nvest1gat1on

gt Mu1t1p1e regress1on apa]ysas:
L f__ish1ps present between the var1ab_fff
;Ji?dependent measures employed The set of covarlate var1ab1es accounted

gn1f1cant amount of var1ance 1n 48 of the 60 regress1on equat1ons.?5ﬁf1

, were constructed The set of covar1ate var1ab1es d1d not account ifffﬂfif

.'L“for s1gn1f1cant amounts bf var1ance 1n on]y two of the dependent mea-;t?fT7V"”

! f?sures, rat1ngs on the aha]yt1c synthet1c subsca]e (TRF]) and rat1ngs on‘;f:;‘;;

'dpi};the organ1zat1on c]arlty subsca]e (TRF2) W1th grades as the dependent;T’ e
' ;';fimeasure age was the most successfu1 pred1ctor var1ab1e for the set of:' ::v

fhcovar1ate var1ab1es Older students obtaaned h1gher grades For the

:f‘d1ctor var1ab1e for the set of covar1ate var1ab1es Male Tnstructors

.afwere rated more favorab]y Sex and year 1n co]]ege a]so accounted?for

‘ KRN

3 51gn1f1cant amounts of var1ance 1n grades Fema1es and students 1n more -

'.:advanced years 1n co]1ege obtained h1gher grades._ Age also accounted- _e,fr'
xvfor S1gn1f1cant a‘ounts of var1ance in‘overa11 teacher rat1ngs 1n a]].,ﬁ»
‘f_fs1x regregS1on eq at1ons Older students rated the1r 1nstructors moref§j7 :

: Q

E’tv'favorably on the %verall teacher rat1ng scale Sex accounted for swg-"’_ﬂlﬂf :
I/ L

S : :
M R ~ 5

totﬁér nwne dependent measures, 1eader sex was the most succussfu} pre- if"'J'f“



;ﬁf(]972) rev1ew of va11d1ty data for the two scaI s»§
i:h_however, A1 and Ac respect1ve1y correIated 30 a
*Ql summary, the Ac and A1 apt1tudes for the current

'?;swﬁth most research f1nd1ngs but a

s

“tn ‘the CPI manuaI (Gough, 1957) but 1s very d1fferent from the - 83

f,ifcorrelat1on obta1ned 1n the Dom1no study Dom1no s exper1menta1 group

‘f~represents extremes on the A1 and Ac scaIes, groups so extreme that 1n o
Fm’an attempted rep11cat1on of the Dom1no f1nd1ngs, GoIdberg (1970) couId
-,‘lnot f1nd an adequate number of students to meet the group ass1gnment f “

-f:cr1ter1a (refer to Chapter III) fn the current 1nvest1gat1on, the cor-

e fand 14” These correIatlons are cons1stent w1th the 1ntent of both

_vaIe are 1n keep1ng

" h1qh1y d1screpant from the f1nc1ngs

‘;ad1ct1ve ab111ty (pred1ct1on of ach1evement 1n conform1ng or 1pde6endent

4

j:;fact that Dom1no s subJects are not very representat1ve of the popuIat1on,

'fd_to the extheme ]eveIs of A1 and Ac emponed‘1n the Dom1no‘stﬁdy

In the regress1on anaIyses w1th mean d1rect1veness as the treatment

’_,Z e

x P L Loy K 1[97'¥7
:'jn1f1cant amounts of var1ance 1n sat1sfact1on w1th course rat1ngs in aII
. 512 regress1on equat1ons FemaIes were more sat1sf1ed w1th the course
' The correIat1onaI anaIys1s y1e1ded a correIat1on of 31 between ks
.‘Aé¥apd,AJ Th1s correIat1on is 1n keeplng W1th the correlat1ons c1ted o e

»{ffreIat1ons between Ac and grades and A1 and grades were respect1ve1y 22** l :
'fﬁlscales to pred1ct academ1c ach1evement and are cons1stent w1th Megargee s 7{;?_

In the Dom1n0<study, :‘: ‘
d‘- 30 w1th grades 'In :f;;;f

ffgspresent 1n the Dom1no (1971) study The Dom1no f1nd1ngs are rev1ewed as f_i*
"u:be1ng oné;%f the primary sources of va11d1ty for the d1fferent1a1 pre-u-.::::”i

?;fsett1ngs) of the Ac and A1 sca]es (Magargee, 1972) but, 1n I1ght of the o

‘jf]t wouId appear that th1s d1fferent1a1 PFEdICtIVE ab111ty is reStr’CtEd f-finf

j;var1ab1e, Ac (w1th the effects of the covar1ate var1ab1es controIIed) ac— ;,;L



counted for a~51gn1f1cant amount of the var1ance in grades This Waé 15"'"

keep1ng w1th the 1ntent of the sca]e to pred1ct ach1evement but unexpect- ﬂ

ed 1n 11qht of the fact that rﬁ§truct1ona1 sty]e was genera]]y nond1rec- .
' t1ve and that the spec1f1c 1ntent of the sca]e 1s to: pred1ct ach1evement
: 1n s1tuat1ons where conformance 1s des1rab1e (d1rect1ve 1nstruct1on)

In add1t1on Ac (w1th the effects of the covar1ates and mean d1rect1ve-:wf¥;j

o ness~contr011ed) accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of the var1ance 1n a11 s
- three sat1sfact1on measures wwth perce1ved d1rect1veness as the treat- A-'/
nent var1abJe the resu]ts for Ac were qu1te s1m11ar but Ac d1d not ac- v‘ff;

"'count for a s1gn1f1cant amount of the var1ance 1n sat1sfact1on w1th

°~’fecourse rat1ngs W1th e1ther perce1ved or mean d1rect1veness as the

°"55}jfftreatment var1ab1e A1 d1d not account for a s1gn1f1cant amount °f the

“fﬁﬂffAc i va 1ab]e 1s a cont1nuous var1ab1e that was constructed to approx— '"1 N

flfvar1ance 1n grades Th1s f1nd1ng 1s contrary to the 1ntent of the A1-1,:,75*
ffsca]e to pred1ct academ1c ach1evement 1n sett1ngs where 1ndependence 1ff;wj1fi

is rewarded In add1t1on A1 d1d not account for 51gn1f1cant amounts

r.,

,‘f:of‘va}1ance 1n any of the other n1ne dependent measures emp]oyed The

o R

:“*“ff1mate,t e apt1tude combznat1ons used 1n the D0m1no (1971) studyl W1th

‘,fmean d1rect1veness as the treatment var1ab1e, AcA1 was a s1gn1f1cant pre-. *5’

'~Arfjr;dﬁctor of rat1ngs on the ana]ytic synthet1c subsca]e (TRF ), the organ1za-adi

\gt,;?l,t1on c]ar1ty*subscale and rat1ngs on a]] three Sat1sfact1on7measures w1th

'vtf'perce1ved d1rect1veness as the treatment var1ab1e, AcA1, was a 51gn1f-'

,.u':ﬂ‘j;1cant pred1ctor of rat1ngs on the ana1yt1c synthet1c subsca]e (TRF]) :fﬁij*v'i

""Tf[overall satmsfact1on ratlngs (SAT )¢ and sat1sfact1on w1th course rat—f{i*mf'””

‘”5f:;1ngs (SAT ) AT] correlatlons were pos1t1ve students h1gh in AcA1;f-"

vkt»gij(h1gh 1n Ac and 1ow A1 scores) rated 1nstructors more favorab]y

4



T'f,jff1nd1v1dua1 student

‘ '7.ff ~ g e ,gf';u T "vi;tt3'°v S99
SR : : ' O R A TR A R uf:
R TTheSe ftnd1ngs are contrary to those of Dom1no (1971) s1nce 1n order to

o rep11cate hws f1nd1ngs the correTat1ons between AcA1 and the dependent

Tt

;,;flmeasures shou]d have been postt1ve.v,-,.v'-f_f‘ff'iﬁﬁ.¢x_ ":p”

»

B S S

The treatment var1ab1es MDIR and PDIR were not s1gn1f1cant pre-.tl :

te

“"ljnﬂ‘d1ctors of grades They were, however, s1gn1f1cant pred1ctors of the ; ;.»7=

('

' ":other n1ne dependent measures (wlth the effects of the covar1ates con-,: ‘

i 7ithe—dependent measures than MDIR Th1s f1nd1ng was cons1stent W1th

those of the Mccann and F1sher study ( 1977) and suggests that Pe"ce”’e"
**YfilatMcCann and—F1sher (1977) concluded that actua] or mean d1rect1veness

: Lg:f“perce1ves the teacher but 1t must be kept 1n m1nd that, of the two

”*H;,measures, MDIR 1s the more pncgmat1c Perce1ved d1rect1veness 1s an

;t1ona] usefu]ness is therefore T1m1ted Perce1ved\d1rect1veness does, |

L ?];however, resuTt 1n more accurate pred1ct1on of dependent measures for the B

_ e The 1nteract1on var1ab1es were constructed by mu1t1p1y1ng a student fc”Y'
'*g;:apt1tude var1ab]e (Ac, A1, AcA1) by a treatment varlable (MDIR PDIR)
':“5f:Th1s 1nteract1on var1abTeA~as then entered 1nto the 5@9r9551°" equatron

’;f*771mmed1ate]y fo]]ow1ng the two 1ndependent var1ab1es If the amount Of

7. .

B ;_on the dependent measure Of the s1x 1nteract1on vartables constructed

"’*f]none accounted for s1on1f1cant amOUnts of var1ance 1nothe 50 regress1on

X

o

ot R .
.-

PN

'ﬁt troTTed) PDIR accounted for more s1gn1f1CaNt amounts °f var1ance ‘“ 1;344‘7;

: "’1cid1rect1veness is’ somewhat 1ndependent of actua] or- mean d1rect1veness _ﬁ;;f.

‘Tﬁdfﬁs 1mportant on1y to. the extent that 1t 1nf1uences the way each student "tiﬁﬁ

"'"{TOrgan1sm1c varlable'and as a resu]t can not be manspu]ated Its 1nstruc?;F”

"'@vy,;var1ance accounted for by th1s var1abTe 1s s1gn1f1cant, there 15 a 519'-'f”

T”tujdn1f1cant 1ntergct1on between the two 1ndependent var1ab1es 1n the1r effect_:_ff
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“equat1ons As a result, no further ana1ys1s wds undertaken . (r:

The spec1f1c 1ntent of the Ac and A] sca1es as out]ined in the

»”‘CPI manual (Gough 1957), 1s d1fférent1a1 pred1ct1on of ach1evement

iThat is, the’ Ac scale is supposed to pred1ct ach1evement 1n\1nstruét1on-» -
al s1tuat10ns where conformance 1s desirable, “while the Ac sca1e i
supposed to pred1ct ach1evement 1n 1nstructlona1 s1tuattons where‘1n-*rt"

E dependence 1s desirab]e Th1s 1ntent was. not supported 1n the current
. }"1nvest1gat1on s1nce none of the 1nteract1on terms w1th Ai or Ac as’ the 3

'japt1tude component accounted for s1gn1f1cant amoun§§ of varwance 1n-

:lthe dependent measures emp]oyed “The AcA1 var1ab1e was c0nstructed to R

| approx1mate the aptitude comb1nat10ns used 1n the Dom1no study (1971)
but un11ke in. the Dom1no study, no s1ontf1cant 1nteract1ve re]at1onsh1ps

' were present between measures of d1rect1veness\Fnd AcAi .

3 .
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CHAPTER 128
Sunmary and ConcTus1ons‘ T
Pr1or to the Tast decade, educdi1ona1 research had not been addressed
,to exam1n1ng the 1nteract1ve reTat1onsh1ps that m1ght be present between‘T\ ‘

f student character1st1cs and 1nstruct1ona1 methods The résearch or1enta- ’

", tion that 1s addressed to th1s 1ssue has been termed ATI research and was <.

“F1n1t1aTTy proposed by Cronbach 1n 1957 The ATI approach ga1ned momentum .
i-;sTowTy but in more recent years, severaT rev1ews (Bracht 1970 Ber11ner &

TTCahen, 1973 Cronbach & Snow, 1977) of ATI research have appeared Some f% :
T"1nterest1ng poss1b111t1es for the adaptat1on of 1nstruct10n to 1nd1v1duaT |
fhl d1fferences have emerged from ATI research The current study was pTanned

Tlas an extenS1on and rep11cat1on of one of the more cony1nc1ng demonstra- : ':
| ‘*t1ons of ATI reported in the T1terature Dom1no (1971), us1ng an. extreme :
», groups des1gn, fpund sxgn1f1cant 1nteract10ns present between 1nstruct1on-
al styTe and ach1evement or1entat1on | The curye t study attempted to de- b
term1ne whether the s1gn1f1cant ATI effects present in the Dom1no (1971)
study-woqu,generaT1ze to a sampTe of»coTTege students who were_not se-
TTected from the extremes of the'Ac and A1 d1str1but10ns
The current study was natura11st1c 1n des1gn and empToye muTt1pTe

regress1on ana}ys1s to expTore the reTationshtps between 1ndependent and
' dependent var1abTes The 1ndependent var1ab1es were”of three types: |
_covar1ates, main effects} and 1nteract1ons The covar1ate variables were‘
- Sex, age, Teader sex, and year in coTTege The ma1n effect var1abTes were
wthe treatment varlabTes MDIR and PDIR and the student apt1tude var1abTes, 1
Ac, A1, and Achi . The 1nteract1on var1abTes were Ac/MDIR Ai/MDIR, AcA1/

: MDIR, Ac/PDIR A1/PDIR and AcA1/PDIR The,dependent var1abTes were grades,»‘



_ . ' 102
_overall teacher rat1ngs and rat1ngs on f1ve subscaIes‘of th1s measure,

~and overa]] satisfaction rat1ngs\§nd rat1ngs on two subsca1es of th1s
'measure\ - o };:Uy_y SN _'_ T g?,f;g,:

| The pranmry a1m of- the mu1t1p1e regress1on ana]ys1s was to‘determ1ne o

] the amount of var1ance accounted for by the 1nteract1ons between student f'

‘dfapt1tudes and instructor d1rect1veness The ana]yses revea]ed that the

ﬁfc.1nteract1ons d1d not: account for any s1gn1f1cant amount of var1ance in

v*any of the ten dependent measures In the current sampTe, the Ac and
A'”A1 apt1tudes d1d not possess the d1fferent1a1 pred1ct1ve ab111ty c1a1med
. The ATI f1nd1ngs from the Dom1no (1971) study d1d not genera11ze to the
_current sample of co]]ege students A deta11ed rev1ew of the Dom1no
| (1971) study revea]ed thd§ the corre]at1ons present between apt1tudes
| fand dependent measures were not 1n keep1ng w1th those c1ted 1n rev1ews of
| mthe Ac and Ai sca]es by Megargee (1972) The samples used 1n both Dom1no
.'(1968 1972) stud1es appear to be h1gh1y unrepresentat1ve but paradox1ca11y,‘f
}ithe major support for the d1fferent1a1 pred1ct1ve ab111ty of the Ac and '

--_‘A1 sca]es comes from the 1968 Dom1no study (Megargee, 1972) In 11ght

of thxs and the fact that the studles conducted by -Petersen (1976) and
Porteus (1976) found on]y marginal. support for the ATI effects found by
Dom1no (1971) the current failure to rep11cate the - Dom1no\f1nd1ngs is
not that unexpected A1though fa11ure to rep%1cate Dom1no s f1nd1ngs may
part1a11y have be:n a consequence of the 11m1ted range of d1rect1veness
present 1n the. current sample of 1nstructors, 1t seems more probab]e f
“.that Dom1no s f1nd1ngs were a- consequence of the extreme groups deswgn }

, emp]oyed and that as. a resu]t they did not genera11ze to the undiffer-

eht1ated samp]e of co]]ege students used in the present 1nvest1oat1on

\



T

, s1b1y have been a source. of confound1ng var1ance

of var1ance in the depende t m‘ ures and if 1eft uncontro]]ed may pos-, . _‘

, .

j 2) Of the student apt1tudes .Ac (w1th the effects of the covarlates con- A’a

- tro]]ed) was the- on1y apt1tude wh1ch accounted for a s1gn1f1cant amount

| r51gn1f1cant amounts of variance in

) _measures

‘v~famounts than mean d1rect1veness ATl corre]at1ons were pos1t1ve more non-»* o

. apt1tude variable if the f1nd1ngs are eventua]]y to be of 1nstruct1on—-- : o L

-

'fvar1ance in severa] affect1ve depenzent measures A1 d1d not account for |

"»d1rect1ve 1nstructors were rated more favorab]y on the teacher rat1ng

"and sat1sfact1on scales These f1nd1ngs were cons1stent w1th those of

’“students preferred nond1rect1ve 1nstructors

'fof the var1ance 1n grades Ac and AcA1 (w1th the effects of d1rect1veness

. and the covar1ates contro]]ed) accounted for s1gn1f1cant amounts of the o

ny of the n1ne affect1ve dependent

P . o e k- -
‘ '3): Mean d1rect1veness and perce1ved d1rect1veness d1d not\accohnt for“
',1ys1gn1f1cant amounts of the var1ance 1n grades | They d1d howev‘r “ac-
~count” for s1gn1f1cant amounts of the var1ance 1n the affect1ve ‘ependent
B measures w1th perce1ved d1rect1veness account1ng for substant1a11y 1arger f:lr;§xf:}

Tuckman (1968) and those of McCann and F1sher (1977) who a]so found that

In conc]us1on, the f1nd1ngs of the present study suggest that 1n

A L ety MR P L W S TN Y

'conduct1ng ATI research ‘the: researcher must use the ent1re range of an :

al relevance F1nd1ngs obta1ned from an extreme groups des1gn study

such as Dom1no s, may on]y be app11cab1e to those spec1f1c 1eve1s of

“the. apt1tude used in the study and as’ a result are not genera11zab1e ,“7”
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to other samp1es of subJects In sp1te of the present study s fa11ure

&

to rep]acate prev1ous ATI f1nd1ngs, 1t is st111 the present

content1on that ATI iesearch has: much to offer both the f1e1ds of

' cat10n and psycho]ogy The Dom1no f1nd1ngs, 1n s ite of the1r poss1b1e

ftcom1ngs, do suggest that the teach1ng 1earn1ng process 1s more el

. complix than can be assessed us1ng a "ma1n effects approach More

E fresearch 1s needed to exp]a1n the ATI s present 1n 1nstruct1ona1 sett1ng';fj,ff

'HThe cho1ce of persona11ty tra1ts as apt1tudes appears to be fru1tfu1 butf"

-fresearchers must be carefu1 to choose apt1tudes that are h1gh1y re11a- f "

ﬁ"'ble and va11d In retrospect the construct va11d1ty of the Ac and ATQ»_{P}11<”

’}apt1tudes does not appear to be adequate Future research 1nvo1v1ng

iQ these sca]es shou]d take th1s 1nto cons1derat10n Another 1ssue wh1chj‘ fi‘ﬁiﬂ

- fwould appear to warrant further 1nvest1gat1on, is that of natura11st1c:’

'“*fversus eXperlmental man1pua1t1on of.. 1nstructor d1rect1yeness Dommoa

| h{(1971) emp]oyed extremes of the d1rect1veness d1mens1on as the 1nstruc- o

'ftvt1ona1 treatments 1n h1s study, while the current 1nvest1gat1on ut111zed fffﬁi
‘the actyal 1eve1 of d1rect1veness present w1thtn a sample of 1nstructors

;1n a natura] educat1ona1 sett1ng A1though one poss1b1e shortcom1ng of

o the present 1nvest1gat1on may have been the ]1m1ted range of d1rect1ve—7' :

-7'ness present in the sample of 1nstructors, 1t must be kept in m1nd that o

N

::1nstructors emp]oylng extremes in 1nstruct1ona1 sty]e may notwbe that com-g: -

f‘fmon 1n actua] educat1ona1 sett1ngs Research 1nvo]v1ng only the extremes: S

"fi.tof the d1rect1veness dimens1on may not read1]y QEaera11ze to 1ess ex-

ytreme eduacat1ona1 sett1ngs It 1s therefore the present author S con-
‘ tent1on that future research 1nvolv1ng the d1rect1veness d1mens1on of
“teach1ng should attempt to use the ent1re range of 1ns¢ruct1ona1 d1rect-

"'1veness present in. actua] educat1ona1 sett1ngs
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Department dfbgﬂucat1ona1 Psycho]ogy, Unlverswty of A]berta,
Edmonton A]berta S . B

- Researcher Vern Kebern1k
3 Th1s research progect is’ des1gned to c]ar1fy certa1n aspects of
. college teach1ng " Hopefully, understand1ng will lead. to 1mprovements

- Your cooperation in completing the following questionnaire is.very -

admuch apprec1ated, and, 1ndeed 1s essent1a1 to the success of the study'

-

'fZP]ease read the fo]]ow1ng 1tems

’f13;rNo part1c1patlon 1n the research prOJect other than f1111ng out the
. ffo]]ow1ng quest1onna1re w11] be asked of you ' . .

,_;'2) "A fu]] report on the f1nd1ngs of the study w111 be made ava11ab1e
'F,;_‘to you when the proaect has been comp]eted S

S 3){;Your responses to the 1tems on the quest1onna1re are’ ent1re]y, |

- anonymous. - However, for research purposes it will be necessary .

- for you to. fil1l in the ‘required 1nformat1on on the red and white

. “removable label on- the envelope.  This. information, exc]ud1ng your

o oidentification, and other course-statistics:will then be entered
*~,on the outside of the envelope by an individual not. assoc1ated

. _with the course.’ ‘The outside label w111 ‘then be’ removed and S

'?Lfdestroyed, thus fu?ly 1nsur1ng that the 1nformat1on rema1ns anonymous

R -

'**{fj4)§fP1ease answer a11 quest1ons on the quest1onna1re ;jﬂfyyfi;7ff:7efta;jr_'-ffgfv

S .‘._ T



'3°5__g12)fAWhen someone does me a wrong I fe

SECTIONVI"

This sect1on contaﬂns a series of statements Read each one, de- .

cide how you feel about. it, and- then mark your answer. If you agree with,
~a statement, or. fea] that it is true-about. you, answer TRUE.  If you-

i . disagree with: a’'statement, or feel that it is not true about you,. answerji =

o FALSE, - Be sure.to answer ei ther TRUE or FALSE for every statement evenz
- 1if you have to guess at some : 3

. o
G

i "‘5st\TRuE CFALSE

])' I 1ooked up to my father as an 1dea] man N\

2); Our ;h1nk1ng wou]d be a: 1ot better off if we wou]d
- forget ‘about words 11ke "probab]y" : approx1mate1y”

, tand "perhaps" ' | S _ N

. 3)f-I have a strong des1re to be a success 1n the wor]d

PR ]

[in 11ked "A]1ce 1n wonder]and“ by Lew1s Carroll

S : i
£ '.1‘4 L

1I usua]]y go to the mov1es more than once a week

o n

a'I have had very pecu11ar and stranoe exper1ences

~

;I am often sa1d to be hot headed

200

‘n{when I was go1ng to schoo] I p]ayed hooky qu1te often."<*

‘o

s have very few fears compared to my fr1ends

':for most quest1ons there is JUSt one. r1ght answer, ffff?
“Lyfonce a person is: ab]e to get a11 thé’facts SRS

”"4“}11):*1 th1nk I wou]d 11ke the work of Z/school teacher

: 11 shou]d pay h}m
'*;-:back 1f I can JUSt for the: pr1n 1p]e of the th1ng
aié)ﬁfl seem tq be: about as capable:ind smart as, most fff?af:f_f
=»-]hothers around me o e : E

.,giﬂﬂid)ffl usua]ly take an’ act1ve pa‘t in the enterta1nment ‘p;;fg[f"_-;f

'*'vc,jé).‘lt is a]ways a: good th1ng to be frank

: “»?;'at parties

7:{15);3The troub]e w1th many peop]e is that they don t
-v';;wtake th1ngs ser1ous1y enoug o .

'y17).'1t is. annoy1ng to 11sten to'a lecturer who cannot (R
E -;fo¢make up h1s m1nd as to what he rea]]y be11eves 1k :;j L

AR



29)

R ,]8)'!"
e can get 1n th1s wor]d

'wfls);

BEURY
oy
o)

R

/

I'don't blame anyone for try1ng to grab a]] he o

.'Plann1ng one's. act1v1t1es 1n advance is very
']1ke1y to take most of the fun out of 11fe L

I was a. s]ow ]earner in school

I 11ke poetry

:There 1s somethlng wrong w1th a person who can t

iﬂf*take orders ‘without. gett1ng angry or resentfu]

‘Somet1mes w1thout any reason or even when thlngs

are going wrong I fee] exc1ted1y happy, "on top

r_of the wor]d"

o
- 25)

I wake up fresh and rested most morn1ngs

’It is a]] rlght to get around the 1aw 1f you don t

e actua]]y break 1t

Parents are much too easy on the1r ch1]dren nowadays

1 have a tendency to g1ve up eas11y when I meet f»foif?f

. ;_d1ff1cu1t prob]ems

T certa1n1y fee] useTess at t1mes

.

vfI am somet1mes cross and grouchy w1thout any good {*;Jvk

"“,Ireason

W

oy

ﬁf;?*;132);;
"%%;j_jby others

!My parents have often d1sproved of my fr1ends
}Teachers often expect too much work from the students
My way of d01ng things 1s apt to be m1sunderstood

1 have had b]ank spe]ls in wh1ch my act1v1t1es were
"Tntenrupted and I d1d not know what was . going on

‘ 1 around me. ¢ _N”» -

g ,-;I am roam1ng or tr

'ﬁI th1nk I wou]d 11ke to f1ght 1n a box1ng match
‘r?'somet1me ; A L

I have the wander]gét and am never happy un]ess.;"fftfy

e11ng about

17 ]1ke to keep peop]e guess1ng what I n go1ng to f:ff
,';dOvnext R RS T .

N

o2

C O TRUE

FALSE




Wy

)
s
»f’rif4a);
4 ;_‘4;30) |

“iff}45)

Z'edff;,é85

dffff:5°)
'f?uitusé)
oo of 11fe
Ajefs*’53)

'3“;;554);

55)

. . , S

If g1ven the chance I wou]d nake a good ]eader of
peop]e R ST N I CREE RN B .

I ]1ke to p]an a homestudy schedu1e and then
fo]]ow it. : o .

I have often found peop1e Jealous of my good 1deas,;i;~f

JUSt because they had not thought of them f1rst

In schoo] I was somet1mes sent to the pr1nc1pa1 for L

cuttlng up

Peop]e pretend to_care more about one another than ; “‘{

they rea]ly do

I ]1ke to read about h1st0ry '1;j*ht,hj; -

[ am S0’ touchy on some subJects that I can t ta]k ﬁf;};i

about them “¥}\;y}_

The future is too uncerta1n for a person to make .;ﬁitif

ser1ous p]ans &;

I 11ke to ta]k before groups of peop]e

o The man who prov1des temptat1on by 1eav1ng va]uab]efff7i
~'u\ Lproperty unprotected is about as: much to b1ameafor‘;4j}

1ts theft as. the one who stea]s 1t f»;?g,g,e;‘"

I am- often bothered by use]ess thoughts wh1ch keepl;ff{;
b:i runn1ng through my m1nd 3 R

I 11ke to p]an my act1v1t1es 1n advance

I must adm1t I f1nd 1t very hard to work under str1ct
ru]es and regu]at1ons SRS L

I 11ke 1arge, no1sy part1es »
I somet1mes feel that I am a burden to others

Only a foo] wou]d try to change our Canad1an way

I a]ways try to. do at 1east a 11tt1e better than ’f ff,-
E what 1s expected of me. e

Lawbreakers are a]most a]ways caught and pun1shed

I wou]d be very unhappy if I was not. successful at f“{
e someth1ng I had serious]y started 'to do R

~_ff TRUE

g
FALSE. - T




62)

6

: 54)

65)

o
e

I dread the thought of . an: earthquake

1 often 1ose my temper

My parents were a]ways very strlct and stern w1th me,.

0
1 am bothered by people outs1de, on. streetcars, 1n

b stores etc , watching me.

1 often get d1sgusted w1thLmyse1f

Socwety owes a lot moreto the bus1nessman and the -

manufacturer than 1t does to the art1st and the
professor ~ o ‘

1 th1nk I wou]d 11ke to be]ong to. a motorcyc]e c1ub 3:‘

3 used to like it very much When one of my papers
was read to the class in schoo] ' o

I fee] that I have often been pun1shed w1thout '
cause R T

I don' t seem to care, what happens to me

T . s e L
3 e ) N M

TRUE

14 .

FALSE
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. SECTION I1

- The following questions are intended to eva]ﬁate‘yOur impressions
of your Educational Psychology 269 seminar leader and pertain directly -
to your experienceé in your seminar this term. The best answer to each
item is your personal opinion based on your personal perceptions. Each
of ‘the ‘following statements describés a basic component of teaching. |
Give your semina?-]eadéraqn overall rating for each component, reserving .
the highest scores for unusually effective performance. - Use the follow-
ing scale to determine your ratings. s . ‘ C :
.. well below average. . i
- below average ‘

). average ..
~above average® . . | -
_well -above average 3

D0 oo
e Wt Nt Ve Nt

o) “DjSCUSSes:pOintS °f‘View:°théf tHah.hiSfdwn;}éff_ -
r2) Bxplains clarly. & -
- 3) »EnCdeﬁgeS“cTass.deCUSSiOh;;q

';74)H'Has'é_anuine}ﬁntéresf>invStudénts;:” ‘

5) Isféfﬁynamic and energetic person. R
:6) Has'anjihtereStihgtsty]e.of‘pfeSentatiqnﬁ‘“ . o

'.‘7)‘fCthrastgfimplicatibns of‘var{dﬁs fheori$;s;,' |
fiB)fiIhVitéS sthénfS io §hake“tﬁgik'know1edgé and.éxperiénce;
o Qf:.ls.ffiendiy‘towafds studénté;._; - ) |
i -TO)V.IS‘Qe]1‘ptqp;red;  L e |
1) DiécuSses‘réceﬁt'deVéImeénps:inthéfié]d;
12) .Pkeseht;”briQin$'§f i&eés_§ﬁd concepts. - ;.
: '}3)-"Gives-fécturés‘tpaf;afe7¢§§y to outline.

'_?j45' Relates to students as individuals. |

- Seems to enjoy tegchingiig  | o S

. Gives references for more interesting and involved points. . =

'Is.enthdsfaStitfabQUt;hi$ sdbject;vﬂ

s to have se]f—confidénée,



_;Is va]ued for adv1ce not d1r§%t1y re]ated to the course

f;Respects students as persons ‘,.f"

© Reécognizes and'éreets‘students.out of class.
Clarifies thinking:hy-identifying réasons‘for,questions.

'InVites*criticism-df his own‘ideas

-

Is carefu] and prec1se 1n answer1ng quest1ons

Summarlzes maJor points '\

: Is access1b]e to students out of class
: Knows 1f c]ass 1s understand1ng h1m or not

States obJect1ves for each sem1nar

Knows when students are bored

Var1es the speed and tone of h1s voice.

1

‘uPresents facts and concepts from re]ated f1e1ds o

.*Ident1fies what he cons1ders 1mportant

e

fHas 1nterest and concern 1n the qua]1ty of h1s 1nstruct1on

R ‘\.. R

=Has a sense of humour
'Emphas1zes conceptua] understand1ng

,iHas students apply concepts to demonstrate understand1ng o

116
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" SECTION III |

- The fd]]oying‘itemszpeﬁtain directly to your éxperienceuin‘your
~ 269 Seminar this -year. The best answer to each item is your personal e

opinion based on your personal perceptions. | : <
_ Choose 1, 2,-3,‘4;}5,'6,“7;=8;.ore9,'depehding'on how, you féeiy

~in_each case. Choose only one number for each of the seventeen items. -
~(The numbers 1,2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, are on a continuum from

~one extreme to the other éxtreme.) " L : .
~'Sémp]e Item:
;.Youriseminafiinstructqr'\' o 3 R

12 34 5 g g g g
Acts Tike an ~ - Acts like an in- . - ‘Acts more Tikea -
~instructor all = structor most of the . friend than he acts
of the time. L ‘time-bdt_sbmetimes;_¢4,_»;»]ike-an instructor =
ot more Tikera friend - SRR VR

B _P]éase‘mark,évéry-bné}qf theﬁfiftééh’ifeﬁsi STy

1) Your seminar instructor"ﬁs-maihlyiihterested in SRR

~How many facts . .~ T¥ he gets an idea .-~ Whether you can =~ -
you khow R .- across to you - S t_hl'nk' for yoursel_fv S

l5j2)f”Yddr:semihak‘in§trU6tdff_; s R el .
- Makes you do what . Makes you do what - ‘.f».Lets.youfmake;your:  e
- he wants you-to -~ he wants you'some- - decisions most of =~

- most of the time -~ =~ times = v the time - Y

a. .

~3) The seminar instructor . -

1. 2 3 - 4 5 . -6 7 g g

L Doesn't Tike to - . - Talks about your Likes to talk about '
.. talk about any ~ . course subject a B  different subjects and -

subject that isn't | lTot-but encourages . . is interested in your '~
part of the course . the discussion of = personal opinion -
e .. other matters - - e

Oy



~4) The students in your seminar |
1 2 3 g 5 6

g Only speak when - Feel . free to ask -
the instructor . the instructor -
asks them a quest1on quest1ons

s

7 g g
~ Feel free to speak
up at a]most anytime

5) when the 1nstructor or. another student AL the sem1nar says someth1ng‘p

you don t agree with .
1 2 S 3. 4 5 6
You try not to\\ You tell why y0u

start an argumen . d1sagree when 'the
and feel that jt"
not your job-to .
te]]'him he's,wron,'

T 6) Ybur seminar7instru tor |
2 3 4 5
Ef—ually bases hls ;, \Usually gives: you
opinion on what the
book says ' s ‘view in‘addition to-
R ‘_*,,.”;1} what the book says

1nstructor asks you

- another point of i(‘lv
l;are not a]ways r1ght

_ You feel free to.

- discuss and argue

i your point of view. '~
'+ whether the teacher
o asks}you-or'not.

~17 . "“'8 Ly g.;;~
.Tells you that books, -

professors, and customs

,7)- If you were to cal] your 1nstructor by h1s f1rst name

s He wOuld te]] :you-.
'{fthat it's alright
~to call him by h1s
»f first name outside -
"+ - of class but that he
- would prefer you to-
~call him by- h1s last

_ He wou]dn T llke
it and’ wou]d tel]
you not to do 1t

111»\§Q - i:,~'j¢f_}‘” -+~ name while he' s in ‘;_.,

e ;class s

~B) The seminar instructor

- Never. te]]s Jokes 'f Somet1mes te]]s a

. while he.is teach1ng‘vy”Joke to get a-

.~ and-does net-like it ‘fpo1nt across

© when the students -
;Joke around '

He wou]dn £ m1nd at
a]] DR

‘Always te]ls funny
. 'stories and encourages -

' the students to tell
el ,about funny: things that -
g have happened to them -




o0

1

‘The seminar instructor s

R
- Telling you about

tests, grades and

. about how. the
_1course 1s p]anned

a“1nstructor

_.1,‘.“12” .>3

o vfjj)i_

what to do .

Nhen\youfgethangfyaat:theV§Eminahfinstructor'.

g You usua]ly hOTd 1t

" in because the in- -

ﬂ'.structor would pun-:

. *+_1sh any show of
-,‘;4anger i

= [f;;???

;wActs 11ke an 1n—'

;The sem1nar 1nstructor

'*fstructor a]] of. .

>-Jeg?the tlme

- 13)

'j‘“:yangny

\

4 5 6
Giving you an idea
about tests, grades
~“and the course but
““not too much time
, g1v1ng you deta1ls

‘v

4. 5§
Tells us exact1y R

Suggests ways that
the project m1ght

' e hand1ed

.You fee] that you
~“can.tell the in- -

structor why you re

7"-“Q‘35'7*55r IR R
“o - Acts1ike-an .in- .

( }structOr‘most'of S
_V,ijthe time but some- . -
‘1ﬁt1mes seems more LT

o 571:3T11ke a fr1end

In this seminar ©

'i]:-f‘fté"uf?fB{lfe

Work is assigned-

:fff ~every class and’must
" “be.handed in . next

1)

,c]ass _."v

- Never

~ Work s d1v1ded
1between work: wh1ch _

is: due every~day

~and a few long--
term prOJects each
ﬁterm :

~ Sometimes- - . =

pends ‘a 1ot of timei_'

9

78 9
Asking you to make:

- your decisions-about
- :-tests, grades, the

course p]an or group., :

prOJects

’when we'are work1ng on a group prOJect or in a comm1ttee, the o

7.8 9

- Lets.the group

.. 'members decide .. .

~- ‘how the project ...
.'should be handled

1,;7 e g
- Youfeel. that you:

could’ show your

h}}anger without the Tufl
. '?”1nstructor becom1ng
‘:\w‘angry ‘ e

S g xa“-g.a;',_-
‘Acts: Tike a ‘friend:
-more than-he acts 11ke
e teacher ’31"y; P

f < 5 @ L . P

"]ongfterm projects e

L

=

-fIn our sem1nar students work together 1n a group or comm1ttee -

4 S ";f.‘sf s

et




15) When there is work which has to be done with another student we are

3

Usually told wit

- whom to work - -

h

4 5

6

Can sometimes -
choose our -own
- partner. :

-k

.120

7. - 8. 9

- Can usualby decide
“with whom we want .
_to work
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SECTION‘I-V -

The fo]]owwng Items perta1n d1rect1y to your exper1ence in your
269 seminar: this year. ~ The best answer to each. item 1s your persona

o Q1n1o based on your persona] exper1ence

L __:my other. c]asses -

Se]ect 1 2 3 4,5, 6 7 8 or 9 depend1ng on how you fee] i
-1in each case. For examp]e cons1der the f0110w1ng samp]e 1tem o

Sk fee1 ]1ke sk1pp1ng th]S sem1nar g

more often than' ISP ,‘ PN 1955 OftEH than my ‘
'1" 2* 3“‘4 i 6 '7"8 9 ' other c]asses

: Se]ect the number wh1ch wou]d 1nd1cate the degree to whnch your '
- feelings. are Tike the statement on the left or the statement on ithe
right. - For examp]e if 'you selected 6 that would mean that the state-

" “ment on the r right is a 11ttle more-1like your fee11ngs, if you selected-
.9 that would mean that the statement on the r right is -very much 11ke

:7.your feelings.  On the other hand; 1f‘you seTected 4 ;that would
mean that. the statement on:the left is a- T1ittle Tike™ “your: fee11ngs,
-~ you selected1. that would mean an that the statement- on the left is.

- .very much Tike your ‘feelings,-and so on.. “That is; the numbers T, 2

, ~f_3 4, 5,6, 7Ty 8 and 9 are on a cont1nuum from one extreme to the
: other extreme Gt Sl . . S

2.

Se]ect on]y one number for each of the ]0 1tems

P]ease answer every one of the 10 1tems

’fj)f{I am very

‘"Eunsat1sf1ed w1th ] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 % sat1sf1ed w1th th1s L

77¥thls 1nstructor =, ‘ » 1nstructor {vfw;%
43_{2):_1 wou]d be very sat1sf1ed 1f my other courses were |

,-ﬂﬁless 11ke th1s ; B more 11ke th1s e
““v'gsem1nar _v'-, | j 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 | sem1nar T

5T53)ff1 Tike. thlS 1nstructor much .’l'“

o ?_L]ess than most = 1VA2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 }_more than mOSt

other jnstructors -other 1nstructors Lo
I have had. or have *];:, BRI ﬂy_;ji, S0 ,nI have had or have vﬁffjv



| "

’f_vehy unfaveurab]e O

“,1ess than most ;:?}jj.~

. _1.other courses S
:-”.;.'have had or. have'}ﬁ%- RSV
DO e

: -1nstructor ».} 4

) S
;,very unfavourable ;h 1

jflﬁam-veryv o

~unsatisfied with ~ r

,f1nstructor R

I would be very sat1sf1ed 1f my other 1nstructors were

less 11ke th1s

-

2.3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1

My fee11ngs toward th1s sem1nar are

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

f'My fee]1ngs toward th1s 1nstructor are

2 3 4 5 6, 7

this seminar = -

dislike this s b

. 1-j~51 ’

I 11ke th1s sem1nar much L

-ad1sl1ke th1s o F,fr7’} i

~seminar _,_243‘, =

“more’ 11ke this-

1nstructor

B 1

L

o like this <
- instructor - -

: ;’h11ke th1s
':‘sem1nar

"ifﬁhave had or have

- : now

o122

very favourablgl'

* very favourable

-satisfied with .
- this seminar =

‘:;__mprefthanimoét{;" i
-~ other courses I



