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ABSTRACT

This study was part of an effort to evaluate the
effectiveness of offering three options--lecture, lecture with
discussions, and independent reading--to students in a large lecture
course and was concerne¢ with identifying any significant student
variables related to choice of an option. The subjects were 185
students in an experimental psychology course on socialization. The
instruments used irclude a test anxiety questionnaire, an omnibus
personality inventory, and a general information questionnaire,
Results indicated several significant differences between the three
groups of students. Those who chose the independent study option
indicate a significantly greater need for autonomy, flexibility, a
higher tolerance for ambiguity, and a greater preference for abstract
and scientific thinking than students who chose the lecture option.
Students in the lecture-discussion group were significantly moderate
in their preference for reflective thought and academic activities,
not different from the lecture group in their interest in abstract
thinking, and not different from the independent study group with
respect to tolerance of ambiguity and autonomy. .The lecture group
scored significantly higher on the anti-intellectual authoritarian
factor than the other two groups. Further research is under way to
test for possible interactions between personality factors, the
preference factor, and instructional methods and their effects on
cognitive and affective outcomes,  (MBM)




ED 059971

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCFS AND PREFERsN{OE FOR INSTRUCT IONAL METHODS

by
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 1
EDUCATICN & WELFARE ‘
OFFICE Cf EDUCATION erro Charles E. Pascal
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO- . . : -
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVEL' FROM , McGill University

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG-
INATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW CR OPIN-
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
REPRESENT CFFICIAL OFFICE (¥ EDU
CATION POSITION OR POLICY.

Offering different options to complete course goals is
one way in which many instructors attempt to adapt their courses
to student differences. The nature of these options is probably
determined by the instructor's intuitive feeling that he is
offering options which will collectively appeal to the greatest
number of students; that is, that each option is considered to be
satisfying to different types of students.

Some of the earlier research concerning student charac-
teristics and instruction investigated the relatlonshlp betweer:

a motive or a trait and academic behavior. For 1nstance, Atkin-
son and Litwin (1960) discovered that students who were high in
need for achievement and low in test anxiety persisted longer and
performed better on achievement tests than students who were low
in achievement motivation and high in anxiety. | |

A few studies have reported that preference for par— ‘
t1cular 1nstruct10nal methods was relared to certain personallty
characteristics. For example, chpe {1951) found_that students
who are more independent prefer permissive teaching methods while
insecure students prefer more directive methods. Koenig and.
McKeachie (1959) found that'women.hiqh in need for achievement
prefer 1ndependent study to lectures.' | '

More recently, several researchers, heedlng Cronbachn

(1957) earller adv1ce, have been concerned w1th 1nteract10ns

z : _
The author is grateful to Dr. Wllbert J. McKeachle, Un1vers1ty of
Michigan and Dr. Gale H. ‘Roid, McGill Un1vers1ty,,for thelr help—‘
ful suggestlons for thls manuscrlpt. ' N ‘ :



between student personality variables and instructor variables
which affect student achievement. For instance,‘McKeachie (1961)
found that students who were high in achievement motivation and
low in anxiety received higher grades in classes in which instruc-
tors gave little feedback to students regarding the "correctness"
of student kehavior than students low in achievement motivation
and high in anxiety. 1In another study, McKeachie (1966), found
that male students who were high in need for affiliation made
betterlgrades in classes characterized by a'"warm, friendly" atmos-
phere than students low inthisvmotiée.

The present study was part of a larger effort to evalu-
ate the effectiveness of offering three options - lecture, lec-
ture with discussions; and independent reading - to students in
a large lecture course. The aspect reported here was concerned
with identifying any significant student variables related to
choice of an option. If matching students to appropriate methods
is a viable procedure then development and refinement of these
methods cannot proceed without additional knowledge of the most

critical student characteristics and the ability to measure them.

PROCEDURES

Subjects

One hundred and eighty-five students_representing over
thirty different major areas of study elected the experimental
course, “Sdcialization,“ a Psychology course at the University
of Michigaﬂ. As Table 1 indicates there was nd»éignificant dif-
ference in choice of option with respect'to"eex-'fAlthodgh it is
important>to investigate:sex differenees,iohiy\forty-three,of
the studehts enrolled wefelmales,:andeiﬁ_waSIdecidéd to}eiiminete -

this factor as a control variakle for the remaining analyses.




TABLE 1

Option Choice & Sex

Male Female
Ind. Study 18 42 60
Lecture 16 59 75
Lec-Disc. 9 41 50
43 142 185

Method

Students were given the fcllowing descriptions of three
instructional opt101s and were asked to indicate theix prefefences
for each:

1. Independent Study

Students in this method have an independent reading
experience. Students are nct expected to attend
lectures and are not required to take examinations.
The independent reading students are expected tc do
considerahly more reading (8-10 hours weekly).

Each student works out his own reading program
with the instructor.f'This program‘is determined

in part (about 50%) by the course sy11abus and in
part by the student s own partlcular choices. That
iSf the student is encou aged to exglore readJngS'
in the llbrary whlch are both relevanQ to the course
and oF interest to he student. Two written pro-
jects are: requlred. | - |

Readlng 1og.. Wlll 1nclude brlef abstracts of

‘5the readlngs and more 1mpoxtant w1ll 1nclude stu~‘
1‘dent s personal comments, cr1t1c1sms; appllcatlons,

and evaluatlons of each readlng.: Stn ents w1ll

3 o
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Instruments_

A.

hand in the log twice during the semester for com -

ments.

b. Term paper: 2 paper on any topic of the stu-
dent's choice. '

Lecture

Students in this method take the course strictly as
a lecture course. Students are expected to attend
lectures and read the required material on the
course syllabus. They take a midterm and final exam
and write a term paper on the topic of their choice.

Lecture and Discussion

Students in this method also tak: a midterm and final
exam and write a term Paper. But, in addition, these

'

students also attend student -oriented discussion
groupseverylother week:' These student discussions
will be based mainly on the case material. There-
fore, students should‘plan to do the appropriate
reading before each discussion session to insure pro-

ductive discussions.

Test Anxiety Questionnaire (Mand]er and Sarasor, 1952

An eleven item leert-type scale was used to measure
the students' admitted feelings about the testing

situation.

Omnibus Personality Inventory (Heist and Yonge, 1968)

Six of the fourteen scales of the OPI were of major

'concern for the present study and brlef descriptions
(extracted from the manual) of each of these scales
.w1ll therefore be presented For more complete data

T‘regardlng rellablllty, valldlty, and development of

the scales, the OPI Manual should be consulted



1. Thinking Introversion

Persons scoring high on this measure are charac-
terized by a liking for reflective thought and
academic activities... Their thinking is less
dominated by immediate conditions and situations,
or by commonly accepted ideas than that of think-
ing extroverts (low scorers)... Low scorexrs like
short factual questions in an examination better
than those that require organization and interpre-
tation...

2. Theoretical Orientation

High scorers indicate a preferernce for dealing with
theoretical cconcerns and problems and for using the
scientific method in thinking and enjoy doing assign-
ments requiring original research work. .. Low.
scorers prefer having a theory explained to them
rather than attempting to understand it on their
own... |

3. Complexity

This measure ireflects aniexperimental and flexible
orientation rather than a fixed way of viewing and
organizing phenomena.:‘High scorers are tolerant
of ambiguities and uncertainties}ithey are fond of‘
novel situations and ideas-i Low scorers do not
like things to be uncertain and find straightfor~_

ward reasoning more appealing than the search for

: analogies...‘

‘74. Autonomy

vThe characteristic measured r this scale is com-'

posed of liberal ;non—auth01‘tarian thinking and a

'fneed for indep ndence.d“"-‘
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5. Practical Out look

The high scorers on this scale are interested in
Practical applied activities... Tow scorexs find
A greater appeal in ideas than in facts,

6. Social Extroversion

High scorers'display a strong interest in being
with people ang they seek social activities ang
gain satisfaction from them. The social introvert
tends to withdraw from social contacts and respon -~

sibilities.

This instrument'contained a variety of questions
soliciting demographic data and self-reports con-
cerning a variety of student characteristics and

habits,.

HYPOTHESES, RATIONALES AND RESULTS

HYPOTHESIS A: Students who choose independent study as an option
will have rela tively more eéXperience in the course's
content area than students choosing the other two
options. '

Rationale: Students who are familiar with the general scope

of the course, Some or most of its content, are more likely to

have spécific personal goals with respect to the course ang are

HYPOTHESIS B: . Studentslpréféfting the”indeﬂendeﬁt Stgdy Cption

will be;inng‘relativer morehconCerent_¢ourse




work related to the content area of the exper imental
course than students choosing the other +wo options.

Rationale: The independent study option provides students who

are taking other similar courses and who also value wvariety in
their approach to learning (a type of flexibility) more opporunity
to integrate the learning experiences of all the content-related
courses.

Results: This hypothesis must be rejected'since no signifi-
cant differences were found with respect to "concurrent course work
in psychology" (Table 2) across the three groups of option choosers.
However, several students did report on the flnal course evaluation
that the independent study option made it possible for them to
integrate their work in the experimental course with another cur-
rent academic experience. One student reported that "I was able

to chocse many of my readings for the course according to its

relevance to my work with my tutee (disadvantaged child).®
- Insert Table 2 -

HYPOTHESIS_C: Students who prefer the independent study opt.ion
will indicate a relatively high need for flexi-
bility, autonomy, and tolerance of ambiguity;
students who choose the lecture-discussion option
will indicate a moderate need for flexibility,
autonomy, and . tolerance of amblgulty,'and students
who choose the lecture option will indicate a-
relatively low need for LLelelllty (high need for
structure), autonomy, and tolerance of amb1gu1ty.

Rationale: The 1ndepeudent readlnq optlon offers students a

greater chance to oursue thelr -own part1culdr 1nterests, has much
less deflned requlrement* and expectatlons, and requlres more
self—dlrected behav1or than the other two optlons. The lecture~
dlscussron optlon offers a comblnatlon Of structure (lecture)

and ‘lexblllty (student-orlented dlscusslons) and students who

,_,7



prefer this option should favor the direection provided by the lec-
ture but value at the same time the informality and ambiguity of
student -run discussion groups. Haigh and Schmidt (1956) fournd
that students who chose non-directive classes tended to be more
flexible and to be better akble to cope with ambiguity than stuy-
dents who chose more directive classes. Wispe (1951) found similar
results in an earlier study. '
Results: The results on both the Complexity (tolerance for
ambiguity) and Autonomy scales of the OPF show that students pre-
ferring both the independent study option ang the lecture -discus-
sion options scored significantly hlgher than lecture—choosers,
no significant differences between the former groups were found
(Table 2). Therefore, it may be conoluded that while indepen-
dent study choosers are significantly higher than lecture choosers
(on both scales), students choosing the lecture~d1scuss1on méethod
are not slgnlflcantly different from ‘studentsg choosing the indepen -
dent study optlon on these measures; thus only the portion of the
hypothesis which predicted the "moderate" position of thelecture—
discussion choosers on these sczles must bhe reJeoted

There is some additional support for the predic-
tion that independent study choosers would hawve a greater need
for frex1blllty, reported in Tabhle 4. - Students ch0051ng this
option reported si ignificantly more agreement w1th the item "enjoy
completely flexible learning experlences“ than lecture—dlsru551on
choosers and lecture choosers and slgnlflcantly less agreement
with the item enjoy structure for learnlng experlences” thanj

students preferring these other optlons.

HYPOTHESIS D: Students Preferring. the 1ncependent study optlon
will 1nd1"ate a relatlvelj hlgher preference for~
abstract theoretlﬂal and sc1en*lilc thlnklng
than students chooslng the . other two optlons-i'f5
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and students preferring the lecture and lecture -~
discussion options will indicate a relatively
higher preference for factual and immediately
applicable thinking than students who prefer the
independent study option.

Rationale: Students who prefer the lecture are more likely to

value factual and immediately apparent applications of content
since the lecture's main characteristices is "transmis jion of know-
ledge;" whereas, students preferring to do independent r=ading
should -be more concerned with ideas than with facts since they
are reading for their own comprehension rather than for the pur-
pose of supplying answers for an exam. |

Results: The results reported in Table 2 on Thinking Intro-
version (preference for reflective thought, less influenced by
immediate conditions, etc.}, Theoretical Orientation (preference
for abstrzct and scientific thinking), and Practical Cutlook
(rreference for factual, applicable information, less concern
with ideas) indicate that students who prefer-independeﬁt strdy
are sighificantly different from lecture—chooéers on ali three
of these séales and in the predicted direction in =ach case.
LeCture-discussion choosers varied in’their relative position

to the other two groups dependihg on the scale: they were sig-
nificantlyjmoderate (less than indebendent study crioosers,
Sreater than lecture Chodsers) on thé'Thihking 1ntroversidn
scale; no differentvfrom‘the lecﬁure-chdoserS:With respect té
Theoretical Orientation;“&ﬁdeno different from the independent
'stﬁdy chooéers with‘réspéét.to Prédtiéailoutlook;"Onde.ééain,
the portionkof‘the hypdthesis}ﬁhiqh stétea that'thé'indéﬁene
dent sthdy choosers wduid.be éignif;cantlyfg;ééterfOH'aii.three

scales:thén'the,leCturefdiscussion;chobSers.must,béﬁrejected;

HYPOTHESIS E: 'Studenté,ﬁhofchOOSégindependéntﬂstudy'ésyap S
o L ~ option arevmore'likely to'havé'preViQQSgexperiencef‘




with this mode of learning than students who choose
the other two options.

Rationale: Since 1ndependent study is not a regulred mode of

learning for any student in the Michigan currlculum, but rather

an elected mode, students who choose the present optlon of indepen-
dent study are more llkely to have had a. prev1ous experlence with
this method of learnlng. Althouvh the llterature has no evidence
bearlng dlrectly on this hypothes1s,,Halgh and Schmldt (1956)

found that s+udents preferrlng nondlrectlve classes were more likely
to have had experlence 1n nondlrectlve classes.

"Results: ‘ The data reported in Table 3 supports this hypo-
thes1s 1nd1cat1ng that students who preferred thls optlon were

more likely to have had- a prev1ous experlence Wrth 1ndependent

study.

- InsertlTable‘3‘¥;

HYPOTHESIS F: Students who prefer the 1ndependent readlng optlon
’ - are in the habit of d01ng more lndependent -and
self—azrected (non—requlred‘ readlng than students
vchoos1ng the other optlons..- : :

Ratlonale. ‘h" udents who choose 1ndependent study are requlred

to do cons1derably more readlng than students 1n the other options :
. and preference for thls optlon should be, 1n part determlned by

~ their readlng ablllty and hablts.u,g:ﬁ""ﬁ

- Insert Table 4. - .

VBEEEEPS"ﬁp7< Table 5 1nd1cates:thatdlx, penaent readlng stu'}.“ff

optlons., In addltlon, 1n response:to,the it sibw”readef?_;j¥7 o
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(Table 4), students who chose the independent study option indi-
cated that this item was significantly less characteristic of them
than students who chose the other options. Thus, the evidernce

Presented in the present study supports this hypothesis.

- Insert Table 5 -

HYPOTHESIS G: Students preferrlng the independent study optlon
: will have a relatlvely higher test anx1ety than
students choos 1ng the other optlons.

Rationale: | Students who choose independent study may have

done so for gzgiggngg_reasons as wel1 as approach reasons; since
independent study doe= ot requlre the students to take exams, -
-some students may prefer thls optlon to avoid test taking situ-
ations. '

Results: d No s1gn1f1cant dlfferences were found across option
choosers with respect to scores on the Test Anx1ety Questionnaire,
as reported in Table 2. Further, 1n.response to the item “"ery
anx1ous about tests", no s1gn1f1cant dlfferences were found with
respect to optlon choosers' agreement W1th the item. Therefore,

this hypothesis must.be_re]ected.

- HYPOTHESIS H: Students prer rlng the lecture—dlscusslon opticon
: ‘ S will be characterlzed by a relatively greater
1nterest in 1nteract1ng with people than students
preferrlng the other two optlons. o

Rationale- - Students electlng thls optlon should v1ew the stu—.,
dent—dlscuss10ns as more valuable and thus place more value on

1nteract1ng w1th thelr peers than students who choose the other

V

optlons. ’ » . LR e :
Results'__ : Students pref rrlng the lecture-dlscuss1on optlon
reported that they spend srgnlflcantly more "tlme 1n 1nforma1

]_serlous dlscuss1on°“ w1th the1r peers than students choos1ng the
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Other two options (Table 6). Also, in response to the item “enjoy
‘bull sessions'", lecture-discussion choosers reported that this
item was significantly more charac*erlstlc of them than did the
other option choosers. Finally, results on the Social Extrover -
sion scale (Table 2), although not s1gn1f1cant show that the
group means are 1n the predlcted direction. Therefore, there is
some evidence supportlng the hypo*he51s that students: preferrlng
the lecture—dlscus51on optlon 1nd1cate a relatlvely greacer'

interest in interacting with people

- Insert Table 6 -

DISCUSSION

Additional Data and Comments

It had been predicted that 1ndependent study choosers would
have had more previous experlence in the course' S area (H ypothe51s
A). It is poss1ble that this hypothes1s would be more . valldly
tested if- tbe experlmehtal course were chosen by students electlng
the course ior a greater range of academlc reasons. That is,
s1nce mocst students were u0+ maJorlng in Psychology, perhaps~
because the experlmental course does not prov1de ciredit foward
major reguirements, the Present course may have had a-selectlon_
bias favoring students w1th less experlence (overall mean- oi pre—'
vious hours in Psychology was 8.34 or about 2 prenlous courses)

We feel that this hypothe51s deserves further testlng 1n ‘an A
1nstructlonal settlng for WPlCh there 1s reason to belleve, ex1stsft
a greater range of students experlence related to the course than'

was found in the present experlmental populatlon.u«

In addltlon, part of the ratlonale supporting Hypothts1ss*‘

A was based on the fact that students who have had mnr,?eayelrence%f”

1n the course area'"are more llkelV- o have spec1f1c personal

,fci .-4'”_,]}3f
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goals" for the course. The hypothesis was rejected since there
was no difference with respect to “previous experience in psych~
ology". But 47% of students choosing independent study said
that the main reason for this choice was that this option gave
them the "opportunity to explore personal, academic and educa -
tional goals®. It ‘may be," therefore, that hav1ng specific and
numerous per sonal goals w1th respect to a particular course are
not necessarily dependent upon hav1ng had much experlence in its
content area. This poss1b111ty should aleo be explored. :
Additional results also revealed that 18% cof %hcse
students choosing the lecture optlon said that the maln reaso*
for choosing this method was that it prov1ded necessary Struc -
ture" and another 18% listed “less readlng to do"® as the maln:
reason for preferring this option and/or had less readlrg to do
This lends some support to the hypotheses deallng w1th lectu
choosers' need for structure and lesser readlng habl*s'and ablllty.
| Also, of all the students who chose the lecturemdlsLusu
sion option, 92% of them stated that thls optlon gave them'the
opportunlty to 1nteract with thelr peers and the 1nstructozs,'
_providing additional support to the hypothes1s dedllng with
‘these Students ana thelr 1nterest in 1nteract1ng w1th eoPLe{
Flnally, one’ addltlonal_flnalng should be mentloned
The lndependent readlng choosers reported 31gn1£1cantly greater

agreement with the 1tem "llke to wrlte papers“ (Table 4) than

| - those studen s who preferred the other two-optlons.: Thls flndlng

together. w1th the fact most of the actlv1tv of the lndependent
readlng students cons1sts of wrltlng reactlon reports for thelr‘
reading log suggests that wrltlnu ablllty as well as readlng hablts o

- may’ be an 1mportant varlable related to ch0031rg thls optlon.

Antl—Intellectual Authorltarlanlsm Factor

[ The re ults repor*ed to test hypotheses C and D Jndlcate.f:
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that on all five of the OPI scales independent study choosers and
lecture choosers are significantly different and in the predicted
direction in each case. On one of the scales (Thinking introver -
sion) the lecture-discussion choosers were significantly moderarce,
on three of the scales (Complex1ty, Autonomy, and Practical Out-
look) these students were not different from the lndependen study
choosers and on one scale (Theoretlcal Orlentatlon) they were no
dlfferent from students who preferred the 1ec+ure
The OPI manual reports factor analyses oN a normative

sample of over seven thousand students. - - The results of thls
vanaly51s indicates that the flve scales in question, cogether
with the Religious Orlentatlon scale, loadvon‘a factor which they
have labeled "Antl-Intellec ual Authoritarianisn 'tThe loadings
are as follows: Practical ‘Outlook: .93; Autoromy- ~.88; Com-
plexity- ‘.61 Thlnklng Introversion:- .56 Religious Orientati on:
-.41; and Theoretlcal Orlenfatlon-. -.40. As rhe manual points out,
”hlgh scores on a,ccale composed of ltems in thls fac Or WCU;d be
pragmatlc and ut111tar1an in thelr orlentatlon 'c k a“d 1deas-
they would,..aenerally prefer unamblguous sltuatlons whers LVPIY‘
thlng has a definite. place... Thelr reje tlon of an interes=% in
scholaxiy act1v1tles and sc1ent1flc~tneore ical- e*deavors WuUlQ
also p01nt to a lack of concern“ufor the untrled 1deas and con-
'cepts (Helst and Yonge, p. 52). B R

» ‘ The subjects were therefore scored on ths fac or . lThe“A”'
results revealed a 51gn1f1cant (;>< Ol) overall B ratlo (Ex;.sé‘

af 2, 177) A posterlor analy51s (Newman-Keulc) ylelded : 31gnlw-

_flcantly hlgher score for lecture-choosers on the antlnlntellewa_:".

v:tual authorltarlan factor than choosers of the other two uprlons;-

: No s1gn1f1cant dlfferences were found between these iatier groups jf

e The results of thls stuay reveal ueveral7sigﬂificant;;j_;f
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differences between students’preferring each of the experimental
instructional options. Students who choose the independent study
option indicate a significantly greater need for autonomy, flexi-
bility, a higher tolerance for ambiguity, and a greater preference
for abstract and scientific thinking than‘students who prefer the
lecture option. . Students preferring the lectureFdiscussion option
_are,significantly moderate (less~than independent choosers, greater
than lecture choosers) in their'preference for reflective thought
and academi.c activitcies (Thinking Introversion), no different
from the lecture choosers in indicating a significantly lesser
1nterest in abstract thinking than 1ndependent study choosers, and
‘no dlfferent from independent study . choosers with respect to
tolerance of ambiguity (Complexity) and Autonomyo Lecture chousers
scored slgnlflcantly higher on the ant1—1ntellectual authorltarlan
factor than choosers of the other two options. |
Furthermore, students preferrlng the independent study
optlon are more llkely to have had a prev1ous experlence with
this mode of 1earn1ng, 1nd1cate that they do more nonurequlred
reading and indicate more enjoymen+>1n writing papers than
students who prefer the other options.
| ' - We have also found that students favorlng the lecturew
dlSCUSSlon method ind 1cate that they enjoy‘”bull sesslons and
have more frequent 1nformal dlStgsslons w1th thelr pee .than_

choosers. of the other optlons.d'ﬂ'

Concluslon

Any 1nstructors who offer various optlons *0 students
- for completlng the course s requlrements must base thelr use of

'thls +pchn1que on thelr des1re to’ "adapt to t1e 1nd1u1dual dlf-’jf'

ferences"‘of the students.‘ The present study certalnlyl eﬁds;”

'~support to the fact that at least w1th respect to thevoptlon

aoffered in the present course,.optlons do a peal to dlfferent

Q
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types of students with different habits, abilities and experience.
Additional research should be conducted to discover whether or not
these differences interact significantly with the various methods
to produce effects on course outcomes.' Another study'(Pascal arnd
McKeachle, 1970) has shown that scudents are 1n favor of cptions
but’ that effects of rece1v1ng one's preferred optlon are not as
dramatlc as predlcted Both of these studles suggest that a three
way analysis of varlance de51gn be used to test for posslble 1nter—
' actions between personallty factors, the preference factor \recelv—
.1ng or not rece1v1ng preferred optlon) and 1nstructlona1 me“hods
‘and their effects on cognltlve and affectlve outﬂomes, ‘This lire

of. research is currently being pursued
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TABLE 3

OPTION CHOICE AND PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE
: WITH INDEPENDENT STUDY

M . No  ves .
o Imd. stuay [ aa | 1a ] ss
Leétu#é _ .f,;:;66,.* .6 ~”’ 72
Lec-Disc. [T a2 | 5 | as

154 25 179

sz I
=2y T 7-47 (p <.05)
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TARLE 5

EXTRACURRICULAR READING HABITS
AND'OPTION CHOICE )
(One-way analysis of variance)

Source of Variation

D.F. M.S. F Signif.
Option Choice 2 1.49  3.14 .05
Error (withinvcells).‘ ‘177 0;472
__Méané: 
"lgg;;studz   Lectu#g_ Qéqjgiéd.
1}71* .1;46 -‘-

1.54

* Scbring key: 1 = 1eSs'than dné'b¢ok/month
L 3 = three or more books/month




TABILE-~ 6

TIME’SPENT“IN INFORMAL DISCUSSIONS
' AND OPTION CHOICE
(Onedway anaiyqla of varlan;e)

Source of variatioh-, - D.F.

E
0]

¥ -, Signif.

Optlon Ch01cev_ Tf . '1:2 - 3.85 .05

W
.

~
'—J

_Errox (w1th1n cells\ .  177f

o
N\
o

Means:

.lgg;_§§E§X.'-g_ vLQSEH£2; f' Lec-Disc.

2.76x 2,82 3.12

* Scoring7k¢y:g 1

less than one hr,/week
flve or more. hrs /week
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