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ABSTRACT ) ’
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constructing the Instructor Behavior Description Questionnaire
(IBDQ), which was administered to 137 graduate students in diversg
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degree of student involvement and responsibility in their classes. .
Seven weeks later, studengzgescripticnsof ideal and actual
instructor behavior were collected together with responses to six
course assessment items..It was concluded that the four dimensions
listed above are appropriate to describe instructor behavior, and
that the IBDQ is a reliable and valid instrument that can be used
across different subject areas to compare instruction..Course
assessment scores were highly correlated with actual instructor
behavior on the Work Facilitation dimension, while satisfaction
scores on the Interaction Facilitation and Consideration dimensions
were significantly correlated with student involvement practices.
tmong student characteristics, only sex and need for dependence were
correlated with descriptions of ideal instructor behavior. .
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This study investigated graduate students' perceptions
of ideal and actual instructor behavior, the match betweecn
ideal and actual behavior, and relationé of these variables
to student and coursercharacteristics.

A review of over 300 psychological and educational
articles identified four basic dimensions of leader and
teacher behavior: Consideration, Interaction' Facilitation,
Motivation, and Work Facilitation; These were used in con-
7 structing the Instructor Behavior Description Question-
= naire (IBDQ). Responses to the 54 items of the IBDQ were

on a 5-p§int importance scale plus an "irrelevant" category

for ideal behavior, and on a corresponding 5-point fre-
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guency scale for actual behavior.
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Subjects were 137 graduate students in twelve classes
at Ohio State University from Psyvchology, Educational '
Special Services, Physics, Science Education, English, and
Bumanities Education. Initial class sizes ranged from 8 to
25. At the start of the first class meeting in Spring
Quarter, 1973, students used the IBDQ to describe ideal
instructor behavior, and data on various studgnt character-
istics were collected: Need for dependence,iyears of
graduate study, sex, freedom in choosing the course,
previous courses with the instructor, and age. Instructors
responded to a multiple-choice 7-item questionnaire des-
cribing the degree of student involvement and responsibility
in their c;asses. Seven weeks later, stu;ent descripfions
of ideal and actual instructor behavior were collected
together with responses to six course assessment items.

A factor analysis showed that four factofs accounted
for 37% of the varianc;,in actual instructor behavior
descriptions. The factors were similar to those found in a
pilot studf with 267 freshman psychology students, and
also to the a priori dimensions. The 27 best loading items
were used to define four dimensions. Dimension scores were

computed as the mean response to the items on each dimension,

omitting *irrelevant" responses. Satisfaction scores were
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computed as the percentage of matches on each dimension
omitting “irrelevant", a match being a difference of not
more than one scale point on responses to corresponding

items of ideal and actual behavior.

Conclusions:

1. Four dimensions were found appropriate to describe

‘jnstructor behavior: Consideration--is friendly, increases:

students' sense of personal worth; Interaction Facilita-

tion--facilitates discussion and joint planning; Motiva-

tion--encourages acceptance of learning goals; and Work:

Facilitation--plans effective presentations, defines roles,

provides resources. These dimensions may be basic

dimensions of group interaction, and trial versions of the
IBDQ for use at the elementary, secondary, and administi.ca-
tivé leQels are includgd in the appendices.

2. The IBDQ is a reliable and valid instrument that
can be used across different subject areas to compare

instruction. Instructors are not judged on items consid-

ered “irrelevant”aby their students. Actual. dimension scores

had reliabilities from .80 to .89, and were significantly

correlated with instructor descriptions of student involve-

ment.




3. Course assessment scores were very highly corre-

lated with actual instructor behavior on the Work Facili-

tation dimension. Satisfaction scores on the Interaction

Facilitation and Consideration dimensions were significantly
correlated with student involvement practices. As assessment
and satisfaction scores were not correlated, it is suggested

that use of satisfaction scores would be a valuable

-

addition in the evaluation of instruction.

4. Among student characteristics, only sex and need

for dependence were correlated with descriptions of ideal

instructor behavior.

5. Descriptions of ideal behavior appeared to be

fairly stable over the seven week period.

6. There were significant differences between classes
5 on each dimension of actual instructor behavior, but only
? on the Consideration dimension was there a significant

difference in satisfaction scores.

7. The data suggests that graduate students chose
areas with preferred amounts of interaction and work facil-

itation (which are largely subject related), and that

SR e

students in different areas were equally good at this.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Need for the Study

College students are increasingly being asked to provide
*end of quarter” evalaations of their insfructors. Such
data can be used for the fcllowing purposes:

1. To provide feedback to instructors for improving
teaching

2. To provide norms against which teaching effective-
ness can be judged in determining pay and pro-
motion
To provide students with information to guide them
in-coursd and instructor selection

(Costin et al., 1971; Gage, 1961; Smock and
Crooks, 1973).

The question of concern is, "Is the present data col-
lected from stﬁdents the most appropriate for the purposes
for which it is used?" Especially at the graduate level,
where it may beiassumed that students would know their own

preferred learning styles, it seems useful to collect from

students not only descriptions of what the instructor does

but also what the students feel he should do to best help

them to learn. At the present time, the data collected are
. .




usually judged by an outsider as to whether they contribute

to "effec;ive“ teaching; the student is rarely asked for his

opinion. Yet there is literature to suggest that some

students prefer, for example, a highly structured lecture
"~ situation while others prefer a more open, independent -
*student centered" situation. Where classes are smaller, and

where students could be- expe 'ted to know in what situationr

they learn best, it seems approériate to take account of

individual differences in preferred or "ideal" instructor

L L (R T I

behavior as well as the observed or "actual” instructor

behavior. - £

10 o ] o “i‘\“““

The collection of descriptions of ideal instructor be-
havior could increase the usefulness of evaluative data in

the following ways.

Y ) O O

Feedback to an instructor would be more meaningful if he

A

received not only a description of how his students thought
*
he behaved, but also a description of what they felt would

o

i

be most appropriate for that course. If an instructor knew
the students' ideals at the beginning of the quarter, he

- might adjust his teaching, for example by giving more time

W P

for student discussion or by giving open-ended assignments
to some students. Alternatively, he might feel the

students' ideals were too narrow and could try to influence

1)
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the students to change thex. End of quarter comparison of

ideal and actual behavior could be used to indicate the
"satisfaction" of his students with that mode of instruction.

ybrms for teaching effectiveness could also be improved.
The students would describe who they considered effective in
- satisfying their ideals. As ideals might differ from one
department to another, and even within departments, the use
of student ideals would allow sliding scale comparisons of
instructors. An instructor would be judged "effective" as
he fulfilled the ideals of students in his area in that
particular subject. These ideals would be influenced by what
‘was "expected” behavior for that area and subj=zct. Compari-
sons could then be made between areas in a way more appro-
priate than is presently the case. The items to be used
would deal with aspects of behavior on which important
student differences would be expected.

Students could be provided with more information than
is presenﬁly available. Iastead of just being told that a
course is "good" in some unspgcified sense, they could be
told, for example, that previous students preferring a
discussion-centered course with a considerate instructor had

rated Course A much higher than Course B in fulfilling their

ideals. There would not he "excellent" and "poor" courses,
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but rather courses more suited to students preferring a
straight lecture course and others more suit.d to students
who were very independent and preferred a great deal of
student involvement and exercise of initiative. This kind
of approach to the use of student data would be less
threatening to instructors, and would probably receive greater
féculty support than the present methods of evaluation.

The above discussion raises several important questions.
Four cf thesé will be treated here, and others which give
rise to the specific hypotheses to be tested in this study
are given on p. 18, The four basic questions are as

follows:

l. 1Is it appropriate to use students as judges of
instructor behavior?

2. Is there support for the need to collect student
descriptions of ideal instructor behavior?

3. Do models exist that could be used to relate
ideal to actual instructor behavior?

4. Do instruments exist to collect student des-
criptions of a range of ideal instructor
behaviors? '

-

These questions will be discussed in turn.
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Appropriateness of Using Students

as Judges of Instructor Behavior

Four purposes of classroom description are:

1. To assess skill development

2. To tabulate interactions (as in Flanders, 1970)

3. To measure student involvement and satisfaction

4, To intgrpret teaching operations.
These purposes can be broadly grouped into low and high
inference descriptions. The first two are low inference:
The operations are readily observed and likely to be
recorded similarly by different persons. The second two are
high inference: They involve individual interpretatiohs and
are likely to be recorded differently by differentipersons.

The discussion by Rosenshine and Furst (1971) is particularly

useful on this distinction. The purpose of the classroom
description determines who is most appropriate to make the
observations.

Barrett (1966) has suggested that there are three
criteéia for deciding the appropriateness of a rater in a
particular situation and for a particular purpose. He calls
these observation, judgment and point of view. Observe.ion

refers to the opportunity a person has to make observations;

Judgment refers to skill in making decisions and recording




them; and point of view is concerned with evaluating the
appropriateness of goals.

On these criteria, it seems that for low inference des-
criptions outside observers (such as other instructors,
department chairmen, and researchers) are well placed. They
have more time to observe and tabulate the interactions,
they have or can develop the necessary skills, and they can
evaluate the results.

However, as the concern shifts to high inference des-
criptions, there is a stronger case for involving students.
For hiéh inference descriptions, students are well placed on
observation, judgment, and point of view, as it is their
individual interpretations that are needed. The student is
intimately involved with teaching behavior because it
directly or indirectly affects his learning. Considerate
behavior to one student might be to be allowed to work inde-
pendently, to another student it might be to be actively
helped. The frequency with which considerate behavior on
the part of an instructor occurs will thus differ from one
student to another. The problem is further illustrated by
the two studies below.

Touq, Feldhusen and Halstead (1973) used trained

observers and undergraduate students to rate classroom
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interaction using a modified Flanders' Interaction Analysis

system (Flanders, 1970). Significant agreement on ratings

was found for only three categories: student talk-initiation,

praisinf or encouraging, and lecturing. Students reported

significantly more "accepts feelings" behaviors than the out-
side observers.

Similarly, in the Univeréity of Texas study reported by
Veldman and Brophy (1973), no significant correlations were
found between outside observers' ratings of *wazath” and
.tudent gains on the Metropolitan Achievement Test. Although
‘there are several rival hypotheses for this finding (such
;s a curvilinear relationship), it might also be that, for
example, some students were interpreting "smiles" as warm
behavior while the outside obs;;ver'was not.

In summary, as the behaviors become more a matter of
personal interpretation and importance fb the individual, it
becomes more critical to ianlve the students who are ulti-
mately affected by those behaviors. This is not to dgny

the shortcomings of relying entirely upon students (Coombs,
1964; Kerliner, 1971; Kossoff,.1971), nor the possible
problems inherent in collecting data from students.

A problem most often mentioned is that of grades--

whether an instructor can get *“good" ratings simply by giving




Costin et al. (1971) have reviewed the

"good" grades.
They found studies which showed

recent college literature.
no relationship between students' rating of instruction and

their expected or actual gradeél and also some showing

N positive correlations. The authors concluded:
The fact that the positive correlations which were
obtained between student ratings and grades were

typically low weakens this claim as a serious
argument agairst the validity of student ratings.

The positive findings that do occur might better
be viewed as a partial function of the better

achieving student's greater interest and motiva-
rather than as a mere contamination of the

tion,
validity of the student ratings (p. 519). .
-

Working at the graduate level, considering the greatex
|

homogeneity of ability, there is less-likelihood of grades

differentially affecting ratings.

The Need to Collect student Ideals

It is assumed that students have individual preferences

b
as to how they would like their instructor to behave, and
that these preferences are related to preferred learning T

Students are often asked to describe teacher be-

styles.
havior and they may have to make value judgments on how

important the behaviors are to them; for example, Leeds

(1950) and Gupta (1960) at the elementary level; Barnes

(1967), Bybee (1973), Cogan (1958), Kochendorfer (1967) and

1H‘1mTNHH\NHW“”‘-(‘MN}Hmhw‘.:
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Reed (1962) at the secondary level; and Coffman (1954),
Cosgrove (1959), Costin (1971), Fletcher (1972), Isaacson
et al. (1964) and Remmers (1963) at the college lgvel. But
less often are students asked to record their descriptions
of ideal teacher behavior (Best, 1970; Brown, 1972; Hall,
1970; Levinthal et al., 1971; sagness, 1970; Sanders and
Lynch, 1973).

And yet several writers recognize the importance of
students' ideals. McKeachie et al. {1971) have described
the problem as follows: R

Students come to a class with many ditferent

personal objectives for that class. Some of these

objectives may coincide with those of the in-

structor, but the overlap between instructor and
student goals or between the goals of differing

students is certainly far from perfect (p. 444).
Levinthal et al. (1971) have suggested that the information
y}elded by the analysis of student responses to teacher per-
formance instruments has been insufficient because of the
failure to identify the referent (or ideal) by which the
students judgé instruction. Sanders aﬁd Lynch (1973) have
said that present evaluatiye data are inadequate because

individual differences in student expectations are not

assessed, testimonials about teachin: performance based on

student surveys have undefined reference points and ratings
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of teacher performance are not comparable across teachers or

across classes taught by one instructor.

Discrepancy and Satisfaction Models

In discussing sfudents' ideals, the model suggested by

Yukl for workgroups (1971) may be adapted. He has suggested

that the members in the group under consideration (in this
case, students) have a set of expectations for the leader of
the group (in this case, the teacher). These expectations
or ideals are formed as an interaction between the student
personality and the particular situation, that is to say,
the student's description of ideal teacher behavior is
likely to change from one situation to another. The student
then observes the actual teacher behavior, and the similarity
between ideal behavior and actual behavior leads to satis-
faction or dissatisfaction with the teacher (Fig. 1).

The model shown in Fig. 1 is an example of an expectancy
or discrepancy model (House, 1971; Locke, 1969; Porter, 1962;
Rosen & Rosen, 1955; Schaffer, 1953; Wanous & Lawler, 1972;
Yukl, 1971). These models stress the importance of the
expectations and ideals of the subordinates. The difference
between ideal and actual is described as a "discrepancy":;

the less the discrepancy, the yreater the satisfaction.
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Student

Personality \\\\\*
Expectations

(Ideal)

Situation

Satisfaction

Teacher
Behavior
(Actual)

Fig. 1. Satisfaction Model

-

An effective leader would need to take subordinates' ideals

into account. A basic problem is that we have rarely asked
students to describe their ideals of instructor behavior,
and so we have not been able to compute "student satis-

faction” with a particular instructor.

Current Instruments

College evaluation instruments have received consid-

erable criticism, some of which is justified. 1In the

present case, no instruments have been found that could be

used to describe a range of ideal instructor behavior in a

variety of settings. Three problems are discussed below:




Many evaluation instruments are atheoretical

Instruments cannot be used across different
situations

Not enbugh is known about descriptions of ideal

instructor behavior.

Many Instruments are Atheoretical

Many evaluation instruments are a collection of items
without any underlying theory or any attempt to sample from

the wealth of instructor behavior. As a result, collegé

evaluation forms often dé not show clearly defined groups of

teacher behaviors. This might be because of a "halo effect"”
or because the items cover too narrow a range of instructor
behaviors.

A "halo effect" occurs when a particular rater tends to
rate the person observed similarly on all traits. The
effect has been described by Aleamoni (1973), Brown (1968),
campbell et al. (1970), Guilford (1954), and Remmersx(1963).
The problem in college evaluation is described by Widlak et

al. (1973) as follows.
Many researchers and users of course agd instructor
rating scales suspect that the halo effect is a
prominent influence. The halo effect is usually

construed to be the result of certain perceptual
and attitudinal processes whereby a few cues

are generalized into a global impression (p. 1).
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An alternative suggestion is that the behaviors listed

on the evaluation forms do not cover more than a narrow

TR

group of instructor behaviors. When Isaacson et al. (1964)

isolated six factors of instructor behavior, they had this
to say about one of the factors:

The number and types of item which cluster together

to form Factor I indicate that this factor repre-

sents what is often called a halo effect in

student evaluations. In fact, we found that some

shorter student-evaluation forms used in our

department were comprised solely of items on this

factor (p. 349).
The halo effect recognized in other evaluation forms may
thus be a reflection of the way the items of behavior were
chosen; they represented only the narrow range of instructor
behavior given by Factor I of Isaacson et al. Support for
this suggestion has been found in college studies that have
instead started from a large pool of items for describing
instructor behavior. In these cases (Baird, 1971; Cosgrove,
1959; Costin, 1968; Deshpande et al., 1970; Gibb, 1955;
Hall, 1970; Isaacson et al., 1964), three or more factors
were found.

A great deal of work has been done to identify factors
or dimensions of leader behavior. It is suggested that a

review of this literature would help in developing instru-

ments that more closely reflect the totality of instructor
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behavior. Such instruments would then have a basis in a

theory of behavior.

Instruments Cannot be Used
Across Situations

There is a considerable literature that suggests that

different students and students in different courses prefer

- different kinds of instructors (Butcher, 1968; McLeish,

*1966; Powell, 1970b). It is necessary to design instruments

to take these differences into acéount and to isolate their
effect. Students must have an opportunity to say which
behaviors are important and which are not and which they
consider relevant and which irrelevant for the description
of an ideal instructor.

The above stress on student differences and differences
betwe§n courses is similar to the situational approach to
leadership studies in psychglogy, which has 1;ng recognized
the importance of the situation in determining which

behaviors of a leader will produce effective outcomes for

the group (p. 77). The “"situation®” as interpreted broadly

would include the personality and style of the leader, group

member differences, types of task, and organizational and

environmental pressures (p. 86). A need exists for a

review of this literature--both approachgs to leader
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effectiveness and also descriptions of dimensions of leadér
behavior. This literature should be examined and used in

the development of a new teacher behavior description ques-

tionnaire for the college level.

Not Enough is Known about
Descriptions of Ideal Instructor

Behavior

If students have different "ideals” of how they would
like their instructor to behave, and the same student has
different “ideals” for different courses, one might also ask
if %ideals” change over time. This is a céitical question

if we wish to improve the "satisfaction” between student

ideals and actual instructor behavior. Do student ideals

change during the time of contact with an instructor and

interaction with other class members? If ideals do change,

then students may come to like different kinds of instructor

behavior. An instrument designed to collect student des-

criptions of ideal instructor behavior could be used to

investigate this problem.




Summary
From the foregoing discussion, the following needs have

been identified.

1. There is a need to inveive students in the des-
cription of teacher behavior. This is es-
pecially necessary when we are concerned with
high inference behaviors and when the importance
of the behavior may be dependent upon differing

student ideals.

2. There is a need to develop an instrument for
the college level which would cover more of
what is known about the dimensions of teacher
behavior and would allow the students to
describe their "ideal" instructor.

3. Differences in descriptions of "ideal" instructor
may be related to individual student differ-
ences. This relation needs’ to be examined. " .

4. Anciher need is to examine how stable students'
ideals are, whether they are influenced by actual
instructor behavior, and what course structure
variables might produce most change.

5. Finally, there is a need to find how student
satisfaction (as in Fig. 1) compares with tra-
ditional course assessment and descriptions
of actual instructor behavior.

[

Statement of the Problem

The problems for this study are as follows:

i. To develop and validate an instructor behavior
description questionnaire

E
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2. To find correlates of, and changes in, student
descriptions of ideal instructor behavior

3. To examine the distribution of ideal instruc-
tor behavior descriptions, course assessments,
and satisfaction. !

Instructor Behavior Descrip-
tion Questionnaire

The first rroblem is to develop and validate an
instructor behavior description questionnaire for the college
level which will:

L. Allow the description of dimensions of teacher
behavior identified from the literature

2. Allow students to describe their ideal in-
structor behavior

3. Make use of an irrelevant category to take
account of student preferences -

4. Allow comparison of ideal and actual instructor
behavior in order to compute student satis-
faction with instruction.

Correlates of, and Changes in,
Ideal Behavior Descriptions

-

The second problem is to find correlates of student

'descriptions of ideal instructor behavior and to investigate

how descriptions of ideal behavior change. Specifically:

1. What student characteristics are correlated
with scores on the various dimensions of
ideal instructor behavior?




2. Do student descriptions of ideal instructor
behavior change over time?

3. What course structure variables are related
to changes in students' ideals?

Disti.bution of Ideal Behavior,
Assessment, and Satisfaction

The third problem is to find how student differences in

ideal instructor descripticns, assessment, and satisfaction

are distributed. Specifically:

1. Are there differences between classes on
descriptions of ideal instructor behavior?

How do course assessment and satisfaction
relate to each other, and what differences
are there between classes?

What student characteristics and course
structure variables are correlated with a

“good" assessment and high overall satis-
faction?

An overview of the procedure used to investigate these

problems will be found on pp. 25-26.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1, There are significant correlations between

selected student characteristics and_dimension scores for

R0 s

ideal instructor behavior.

M 1 e
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Hypothesis 2. There are significant class changes in des-

criptions cf ideal instructor behavior from pretest to post-

test.

Hypothesis 3. There are significant correlations between

course structure variables and class changes in descriptions

of ideal instructor behavior from pretest to posttest.

Hypothesis 4. There are significant differences between

classes in pretest descriptions of ideal instructor behavior.

Hypothesis 5. There are significant differences between

classes on course assessment and on satisfaction scores.

Hypothesis 6. There are significant correlations between

course assessment and satisfaction scores, and selected

‘student characteristics and course structure variables.

*

Definitions

;égal Instructor Behavior is the behavior which a

student would prefer an instructor to exhikit in a particular
situation.
Actual Instructor Behavior is the behavior which a

student perceives the instructor to exhibit in that situation.




A Dimension is a recognizable group of behaviors.
Dimensions of instructor behavior uéed in the main study are
defined below.

Interaction Facilitation: Behavior that facili-

tates discussion between students and between

students and teachers and which involves students
in joint planning of learning goals.

Work Facilitation: Behavior that structures the
situation for effective learning by such activi-
ties as effective presentation, planning of proce-
dures, definition of roles, and providing resources

such as materials and expert knowledge.
4

Consideration: Behavior that is frien&iy and fair
and tends to increase the student's sense of
personal worth.

Motivation: Behavior that gains student acceptance
of learning goals, by taking a personal interest

in students and by encouraging extra effort through
looking above and beyond the immediate work.

The Instructor Behavior Description Questionnaire

(IBDQ) is the instrument developed in this study to measure

the dimensions of ideal and actual instructor behavior. There
are two forms: The Trial Form (Appendix A) was used in the
Pilot Study with Psychology 100 undergraduate students. The
Final Form (Appendices D and E) was used in the Main Study
with twelve graduate classes.

Subject areas are the departments and faculties from
wﬁich the sample of graduate classes used in the main study

was chosen (p. 157).
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Pretest and Posttest: The final form of the IBDQ was
administered on two occasions in the main study; the first

is referred to as the pretest, and the second as the post-

test.

Number of Items Coqgggereq Relevant is the number of
items on the IBPQ for each dimension of ideal instructor
behavior that a student feels are relevant for the des-
cription of an ideal instructor (p. 173).

Dimension Scores are the mean responses to the items on
each dimension of the IBDQ (p. 173). For ideal instructor
behavior, there are two such scores (pretest and posttest
dimension scores) and the mean is calculated from the number
of items considered relevant. For actual instructor
beﬁavior, there is only one score, calculated from the post-

test.

. Satisfaction is the degree to which a student's percep-

tions of ideal instructor behavior match actual behavior.
Satisfaction scores for each dimension, and an overall

satisfaction score, are defined operationally from responses

O g

to the IBDQ (p. 176).

Course Assessment is the overall student assessment of
the course and instructor (p. 173). A course assessment

score is derived from responses to items in Appendix E,

=
=
=
=
£
=
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Student Characteristics are need for dependence and

student biographical variables. Need for Dependence is the

degree of reliance upon others and preference for being -
told what to do (p. 173). It is defined operationally from

responses to items in Appendix D. Student Biographical Vari-

ables are as follows: Year of Study is the number of years

of graduate study that a student has completed. Sex is
either male or female. Freedom of Choice is the perceived

degree of freedom a student had in signing up for the

course. Number of Courses is the number of previous courses

which a student has had with that instructor. Age Group is
the age range into which a student's age falls. Response

choices are shown in Appendix D.

Course Structure Variables are based on the instructor's

description of how he conducted the course (p. 177). They
are restricted to the intended method of presentation,
gtudent involvement in choice of topics, preparation of
classroom material, prior structuring of topics, means of

assessment, feedback on written work, and method of course:

evaluation (Appendices H and I).
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Assumptions and Limitations

Delimitations

Data for the main study were collected from a non-
random sample of twelve graduate classes within six subject
areas of The Ohio State University. The courses were
offered for three to five credits in Spring Quarter 1973
and at the beginning of the quarter had enrollments of from
eight to twenty-five students.

All classes were administered using a standard read-out

format of instructions. Class time was used for completing

the instruments.

Assumptions
It is assumed that the students responded to the IBDQ

with integrity, that is, they were not faking good results

or responding in a random manner.

It is assumed that students used the "irrelevant" cate-
gory correctly, that is, that blanks left on the descrip-
tions of ideal instructor behavior referred to items con-
sidered irrelevant.

It is assumed thatritems and inséruments designed £o

measure need for dependence, student biographical variables,

course assessment, and course structure variables gave
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dependable measures of these variables.

It is assumed that as standard procedure was adopted in
distributing and collecting data no systematic variance

occurred from this source.

Y Limitations .

Any findings cannot be generalized beyondlbhio State

University.

Any findings cannot be generalized beyond graduate

classes.

Any findings cannot be generalized beyond the subject

areas.

Any findings cannot be generalized beyond the classes in

the sample. -

These last two limitations might be partially removed
in as far as there are differences between the classes
which are likely to be representative of graduate classes in
general. It might also be possible to generalize results
to other classes of similar size, but not to larger classes.

ot No generalizations would be possible if the same pro-

cedure of data collection were not followed.
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Overview

-

Chapter II‘describeé the review of the literature
related to the search for effective leaders and teachers.
As a result of this review, four basic dimensions of leader
béhavior are identified. The need to take account of in-
dividual student differences in descriptions of ideal
instructor behavior is also documented.

The beginning of Chapter III describes how the four
basic dimensions of leader behavior were translated into
comparable instructor behaviors, how the trial form of the
IBDQ was distributed in the pilot study to classes of ~
Psychology 100 undergraduate students at Ohio State Univer-
"sity, and how results from an analysis of the responses were
used as the basis for modifying and developing the final
form of the instrument.

The remainder of Chapter III describes the use of the
final form of the IBDQ on two occasions during Spring
Quarter 1973 with twelve graduate classes from Ohio State
University. Descriptions of ideal instructor behavior were

collected on both occasions, and actual instructor behavior

on the second occasion only. Variables expected to corre-

late with these descriptions were also measured: need for
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dependence, student biographical variables, course assess-
ment, and course structure variables.

Chapters III and 1V describe the procedures used to test
the hypotheses, and the results obtained. Correlational :
analyses are performed to find whether various student
characteristics Qere'related to differences in description
of ideal instructor behavior. Changes in descriptions of
ideal instructor behavior, measured in three ways, are
tested using analysis of variance, and a correlational
analysis is used to investigate what course structure
variables were correlated with these changes.

Multivariate and univariate analyses of variance and

covariance are used to investigate class diffe:ences in pre-
test descriptions of ideal instructor behavior and the
relation between pretest and posttest ideal instructo;
behavior descriptions. Multivariate and univariate analyses
of variance and correlational! analyses are used to compare
satisfaction scores derived from the IBDQ with those obtained-
in a traditional way from actual instructor descriptions o
and course assessment.

The results of the study are discussed in the light of
the literature in Chapter V, and new areas of investigation

are suggested.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This review is concerned with the search for effective
leaders and effective teachers. It shows that any associ- -
ations between traits and behaviors and desired outcomes
are not direct, but that situational variables such as

individual group-member differences are also involved.

The basic question of concern is, "How can we predict

that a certain person will be an effective leader or an

effective teacher?" By "effective" is meant that he will

lead his group to the attainment of some specified goal
(some task performance, cognitive or affective learning out-

come, etc.). What variables are important in determining

effective leadership or teaching? Will a person be
effective solely on the basis of special native endowments
(the great man theory of leadership), or particular traits
or personality (lLhe %raits approach to leadership effective-

ness)? Or do we need to okierve hir actual behavior as well

as know about his attitudes and values (the behavioral
approach)? What dirensions of behavier can be identified in

.this way? 1Is it true that an effective leader or teacher in

27
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one situation will be equally effective in another, or do we

have to consider other variables in the situation (the

situational approach)? If the situation is important then

how do we identify those variables that influence the
probability of a given leadeerecoming effective?

All of these questions have been studied extensively.
Sources on leadership that have been found especially usc¢ful
are Blum and Naylor (1968), Bowers and Seashore (1966, 1967)
Cartwright and Zander (1953), Gibb (1969), Hollander and
Julian (1969), Kolb, Rubin, and McIntyre (1971), and Yukl
(1971). sSources on teaching are Gage (1963), Getzels and
Jackson (1963', McKeachie (1963), Ry;hs (1963a), and Sears
and Hilgard (1964). The parallel treatment of psychological
and educational literature will illuminate what is meant by

an "effective teacher" and show what variables are operative

in a particular situation.
The chapter is arranged as follows:
The great man theory
The traits approach
The behavioral approach

The situational approach.




The Great Man Theory--"Leaders are Born, not Made."

This theory is at least as old as Plato's Republic: it
was summarized by Cooper and McGaugh (1963) as follows:

In general, the "great man" theory holds that
particular individuals are natively endowed with
characteristics that cause them to stand out from
the many and permit them to guide, direct, and
lead the majority (n 247).

A similar description was given by Bavelas (1960):

Early notions about leadership dealt with it
almost entirely in terms of personal abilities.
Leadership was explicitly associated with special
powers (p. 491).

Some support for the great man theory was deséribed by

Borgatta, Couch, and Bales (1954). "Great Men" were experi-

mental subjects who were identified as leaders by other -

group members. Groups with great men in them were found to

have higher consensus on a problem task, louwer rates of
expressed tens.on, and friendlier atmospheres.

In education, we sometimes use the tenet, "Teachers
are born, not made, " which reflects the same kind of atti-
tude. Questions that have been raised about the great man
theory are whether all the qualities of leadership can be
possessed by one man (Bales and Slater, 1955; Etzioni, 1965)

and whether a person can operate effectively without taking
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the situation into account (Hamphill, 1949b). The question
of "the situation®” will be discussed later (p. 77), but if
we put on one side supernatural powers, it might still be
possih.e to identify certain traits or personality attributes

associated with effective leadership or teaching.

The Traits Approach--"Effective Leaders and
Teachers can be Distinguished
by Certain Traits"

This approach was described by Bavelas (1960) as

follows:

Leadership is still generally thought of in terms
of personal abilities, but now the assumption is
made that the abilities in question are the same
as those possessed by all normal persons; indivi-
duals who become leaders are merely presumed to
have them to a greater degree (p. 492).

In the following discussion, traits and personality
attributes will be treated as similar to each other. It is,
however, recognized that “traits"” are ge eral characteristics
of an individual, such as dependability and it may not be
possible to identify them by £filling out a personality
inventory. Personality attributes can be measured by inven-

tories.
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In this section, we are concerned with a search for
traits and personality attributes that have been found asso-
ciated with effective leadershib and teaching. This search
has utilized opinions from experts, and comparisons of

4 ] criterion groups and persons at different job levels. Repre-

-

sentative studies of each kind are given below, as also are

results from previous reviews of the literature.

Use of Expert Opinions in
Identifving Traits

% In this kind of stv 'y, people are asked for their
§ opinions upon the traits and personality attributes which

they think are necessary for effective leaders or teachers

in a particular setting. Some representative studies are

aescribed br:2low.

A o 10

Opinions from experts were sought by Jurgensen {1966),

'

who asked 210 personnel men and exe tives to choose the 12

P, o e

W

adjectives most and least descriptiveéof the type of person
likely to succeed as a key executive ip top managemenf. The
adjectives chosen as most descriptive were decisive, aggres-
sive, self-starting, productive, well-informed, determined,

energetic, creative, intelligént, responsible, enterprising,

=
=

and clear-thinking; and as least descriptive were amiable,

conforming, neat, reserved, agreeable, conserv=tive, kindly,
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mannerly, cheerful, formal, courteous, and modest.

On the personality and attitudes of teachers, Barth
(1971) reported agreement by "open" educators in the U.K.
and the U.S.A. on the values and attitudes that would be
required of teachers who wanted to become effective in an
open classroom. Kerlinger (1964) found less consensus in
his attempt to identify the attéibutes of a "good" teacher.
A Q-sort of adjectives by 38 judges resulted in the identi-
fication of three different kinds of effective teachers.
The three most highly chosen charactgristics of each group
were intelligent, imaginative, and insightful; conscientious,
moral, and religious; and enthusiastic, 1hquisitiv§,‘and
decisive. These profiles were described by different kinds
of people and it seems likely that the "definition" of
effective leader or teacher will vary depending on which

group of people you ask, and on what is in educational vogue

at that time.

Comparison of Criterion Groups
in Identifyving Traits

Another approach is to compare the personality charac-
teristics of persons who have previously been judged
*effective" and "ineffective" or to look at the character-

istics of persons in different kinds of jobs to see if
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consistent differences between them can be identified. These

differences could then be used to describe the personality

characteristics of effective leaders or teachers in a

particular job. A few representative studies of this kind

are described.

Leader Traits and Personality -

This approach has been used by Randle (1956) who studied

personaliity traits of 1427 executives and found the follow-
ing traits significantly more frequent in those judged
promotable than in those judged inadequate: present per-
formance, drive, intellectual ability, leadership, adminis-
trative ability, initiative, mo;ivation, and creativenesé;
Similar studies by Katz and Kahn (1966), Ghiselli (1959),
Porter (1961), Porter and Henry (1964), and Porter and
Lawler (1968) concentrated on finding Eraits which dis-

tinguished between high-level, middle-level, and low-level

managers. High-level managers were found to be superior in

intelligence and supervisory ability, to show more initi-

ative and self assuréﬁdé, and to be more aggressive,

dominant, independent, original, forceful, and imaginative

than low-level managers.




g

=

Teacher Traits and Personality

Ryans (1960) used the same kind of methodology for

teachers. In the Teacher Characteristics Study, he was able

to identify high scoring teachers (more than one standard
deviation abcve the mean) and low scoring teachers (more than

one standard deviation below the mean) on the friendly versus

................ ——

= A

aloof, systematic versus slipshod, and stimulating versus

dull dimensions of teacher behavior. He found differences

in personality between these two groups. The "high"
teachers as compared to the "low" teachers tended to be more
generous toward others, bossessed stronger interest in
reading, literary affairs and arts in general, participated
more in social groups, enjoyed pgpil relationships more,
preferred nondirective (permissive) classrocm procedures and

were superior in verbal intelligence and emotional adjustment.

Personality differences between different kinds of

teachers have also been demspstrated by Kearney and Rocchio

(1955). They found that elementary school teachers (N = 587)
with self -contained classrooms scored significantly higher

on the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI) thani

specialist teachers (N = 52).
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There do thus seem to be some personality differences
between different groups of leaders and teachers. But
*the problem with this kind of research is in deciding on the
original separation of "effective" and "ineffective" leaders
or teachers. This problem will be mentioned again later

(p. 38-40).

Previous Reviews of the Literature

Several reviews have been concerned with identifying
consistent correlations between certain traits or personality

attributes and effective leadership or teaching. Scine repre-

sentative studies are described.

Leader Traits and Personality

Positive associations of the following traits and person-

ality characteristics with high leadership status have been

documented: intelligence, adjustment, extroversion, domin-
ance, masculinity, and inter).z2rsonal sensitivity (Mann,
1959); self confideﬁcé;Aheight, appearance, friendliness,
energy and intelligence (Berelson & Steiner, 1964); bright-
ness, psychological adjustment, tendency to disblay good

judgment, and high interaction (Bavelas, 1960); intelli-

gence, scholarship, dependability and responsibility,
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activity and social participation, and socioéconomic status
(Stogdill, 1948). Fleishman and Peters (1962) found a
negative correlation between conformity and effectiveness.

However, considerable discrepancies have also been
found. For example, Bird (1940) in a review of 20 different
investigations found mention of 79 different traits. Less
than half of these traits appeared on more than one of the
twenty lists, only intelligence was included in as many as
ten of the twenty lists, and only about 5% of the traits
were common to four or more investigations. There was also
a good deal of contradiction; some lists included adapta-
bility, tactfulness, mildness, and suggestibility, whereasg
aggressiveness, ascendence, and decisiveness appeared on
others. |

Some reviewers of the leadership literature are very
pessimistic about the usefulness of personalifY‘measures
(Havelock, 1969; Korman, 1968). The following quotations are

from Korman (1968):

Intelligence, as measured typically by verbal
ability tests, is a fair predictor of first-line
supervisory performance but not of higher-level
managerial performance. ... Objective personality
inventories and "leadership ability" tests have
generally not shown predictive validity, ...
“Judgmental” prediction methods, as exemplified
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particularly by executive assessment procedures
and peer ratings, are generally better predictors

than psychometric procedures, ... (p. 319)

Teacher Traits and Personality

Getzels and Jackson (1963) have reviewed more than 150

articles on correlations between effective teaching and

scores on the MTAI, the Minn;sota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (MMPI), ihe Guilford-Zimmermann Temperament
Ssurvey, the Kuder Preference Record, Vocational and the
California F Scale. They found almost no correlations
which did not have some exceptions. The same conclusion
can be drawn from two other reviews that include teacher
personality studies (Blosser and Howe, 1969; Bruce, 1968).
However, positive associations between the following
traits and effective teaching have been demonstrated: high
scores on the K scale of the MMPI (Gowan, 1955); superior
persongl organization, good adjustment and reasoning,
capacity to relate to others, and less aggreséive responses
(Symonds and Dudek, 1956); and classification in Belief
System 4 as measured by responses to This I Believe and the
Conceptual Systems Test (Harvey, 1970; Harvey and Hoff-

meister, 1971; Harvey et al., 1966).
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Personality correlates of effective instructor be-
havior have been described by Isaacson et al. (1963). They
also carfied out research on 33 graduate instructors over a
four semester period. Peer group nominations, self des-
criptions, and the Catell 16 Personality Factor question-
naire were used together with student ratings of overall
effectiveness. On the results of the correlations, they
concluded:

We have no hesitancy in saying that a college

teacher's possession of agreeableness, emo-

tional stability, and enthugiasm, as well as

high cultural attainment, augers well for him
[ 4
p. 116).

Summary of the Traits Approach

It is now possible to draw together the research con-
cerning traits and personality characteristics, and to
examine it in therlight of various<;riticisms{ Blum and
Naylor (1968), Bavelas (1960), and Gage (1963) have discussed
the difficulties involved in the traits approach to leader-
ship and teaching. There is firstithe problem of definirg

and agreeing upon traits (there are nearly as many traits as

adjectives), and the difficulty of measuring the same traits -
by different personality tests or ratings of judges. The

low consistency of reports reviewed by Bird (1940) might be
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partly accounted for on these grounds. The later work by

Porter (1961) and Porter and Henry (1964) may have used more

élearly defined and measured constructs. Another criticism

is that the traitsapproach does not provide insight into the

basic dynamics of leadership or teqphing.

Bavelas (1960) summarized what might be the most serious

criticism:
... The trait approach has in recent years been
subjected to incxaeasing criticism. A common

objection is that the results are obtained by a
method that requires an initial separation of
people into "leaders" and "non-leaders" or "good
leaders" and "not-so-good leaders." The
validity of the distinguishing traits that come
out of such work, the argument goes, can only
be as good as the validity of the preliminary

grouping. .. (p. 492)
In addition to these problems is the fact that the

traits approach does not take the situation into account.

The cSntradictory findings of correlational studies can be
explained oh this basis--that some leader or teacher person-
ality attribu;es are important in some situations, neutral in

others, and negatively correlated with effectiveness in

others. Stogdill (1948) in his review of the leadership

literature concluded that:

The findings suggest that leadership is not a
matter of passive status, or of the mere pos-
session of some combination of traits (p. 66).

Q §
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A similar sentiment was expressed by Hemphill (1949b) at the
conclusion of his survey of leader behavior in 500 separate
groups:

... there are no absolute leaders, since success-

ful leadership must always take into account the

specific requirements imposed by the hature of the
group which is to be led, ... (p. 225)

With these conclusions, it seems that traits and person-
ality studies may give us a gross idea as to who might be

effective, but that it is how the person actually behaves in

a prrticular situation which is of critical importance.

The Behavioral Approach--"Effective Leaders
and Teachers Can Be Distinguished By
How They Behave"

Instead of depending solely on personality traits, this
apprqach is concerned with observations of actual leader
and teacher behavior and with the search for ébrrelations
between these and satisfaction, productivity, or specified
learning outcomes.

Biddle (1969), Solomon (1966), Medley and Mitzel (1963),
Isaacson et al. (1964), Ryans (1963b), and Gage (1963) have
all pointed out a need for descriptions of teacher and
instructor behavior. Gage (196l1) considered that before

either experimental research (for example, by changing the
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teaching method and finding the effect on dependent variables)
or correlational research could be undertaken, more process
descriptive work was needed to identify the relevant aspects
and dimensions of teacher behavior. He said, "Teachers'
traits need to be closely studied for what they mean in
classroom behavior, ... (p. 21)." A step in this direction
was the development of the Presage, Process, Product Model
(Mitzel, 1960). Presage criteria are traits such as "warmth"
which are expressed in some behavioral acts (process) which
are then linked to educational outcomes (product).

Advantages and disadvantages of teaching methods such
as "classroom discourse,” "lecture," "discussion," "recita- .
tion, " and "discovery” have been described by Gagné (1970),
McKeachie (1963), and Poﬁell (1970a). Gage (1969), however,
considers these methocCs to be too poorly defined; there is a
need to describe the actual teacher behaviorsAthat occur so
that‘meaningful comparisons can be made between different
studies.

The behaviors of many differen£ kinds of leaders and
teachers have been described with a variety of instruments.
In the section that follows, each group is considered in

turn, and correlations of the behaviors with effective out-

comes are documented. This is followed by a discussion and
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tabulation of similarities between the dimensions of behavior
identified, and a summary of the behavioral approach. The
plan is as follows:

l. Leader behavior

2. Elementary and secondary school teacher behavior

3. College instructor behavior

4, Supervisor and principal behavior

5. 'Dimensions of leader and teacher behavior

6. Summary of the behavioral approach.

Leader Behavior

Instruments Used for Describing
Leader Behavior :

In 1945, the Bureau for Busipess Research at Ohio State
University began work on developing the Leader Behavior Des-
cription Questionnaire (LBDQ). From an original pool of over
1,790 items, 150 were retained and assigned to nine or ten
a priori dimensions of behavior (Stogdill & Coons, 1957).
Various forms and adaptations of the questionnaire were used
with educational groups (Hemphill & Coons, 1957),Aair force

crews (Halpin and Winer, 1957) and industrial supervisors{

(Fleishman, 1957a). In these studies, the questionnaires

were given to the various subordinates who described the
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behaviors of their leaders. The results of the factor analy-
ses by Halpin and Winer (1957) have been the most widely
used and will be discussed here.

Four factors were ‘identified of which two accounted for
more than 80% of the variance. These were "consideration"--
behavior indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect,
and warmth, and "initiating structure”--behavior that
organizes and defines relationships o:s roles, and establishes
well-defined patterns of organization, channels of communica-
tion, and ways of getting jobs done. A 40-item test (of
which 30 items were scored) was developed and used by Halpin
(1957b) with aircraft commanders and school superintehdents.
Since that time, the LBDQ and its-descendents and modifications
such as éhe Supervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire
(Fleishman, 1957a) and the LBDQ Form XII (Stogdill, 1963)
have been used for example with aircraft commaﬁders (Halpin,
1957a), foremen in industry (Fleishman and Harris, 1962),
corporation presidents (Stogdill, Cooke, and Day, 19939),
United States senators (Stogdill, Goode, and Day, 1963b),
and presidents of labox untons*(stogdili, Goode, and Day,

1964). The reliability and validity of the forms has also

been examined (Halpin, 1957b; Stogdill, 1969).

(&) ;
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Correlations of Consideration and
Initiating Structure with Effectiveness

Correlations between consideration or initiating
structure and effective group outcomes have been investigated.
Significant positive relations have been found between con-
sideration and subordinate satisfaction (Halpin, 1957a;
Halpin and Winer, 1957; Lowin et al., 1969; Likert, ;961).

No significant relation was found between initiating structure
and satisfaction by Halpin and Winer (1957), Lowin et al.
(1969), and Likert (196l1), but Halpin (1957a) reported a
positive relation between initiating structure and superior
ratings. Correlations of consideration and initiating
structure to productivity are positive or insignificant.
Korman (1966) summarized his review by saying:

Studies of the Leader Behavior Description o

Questionnaire tend to show a slightly more

consistent pattern of Consideration being

related to effective performance positively

and Initiating Structure negatively, but there

is a great deal of inconsistency ... (p. 354)

Fleishman and Harris (1962), working with foremen in

" industry found that in general low consideration and high
gtructure were associated with high grievances and high
turnover. However, interactions were found: Grievances and

turnover were lowest for groups with foremen showing medium

to high consideration together with low structure, and high
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consideration foremen could increase structure with very

little increase in grievances and no increase in turnover.

House's literature review in this area (1971) documents many

inconsistent findings.

situational variables to moderate the effect of the dimensions

of leader behavior; there is no direct and e~ver-present rela-

He considers it necessary to include

tionship between consiuveration or initiating structure and

satisfaction or performance.

Correlation of Participation
with Effectiveness

A thiré ‘imension of leader behavior--"participation" --

has often been included within "consideration."

Yukl (1971)

argues that the degree to which the leader allows subordin-

ates to participate in the group's decision-making should be

treated separately from considexration.

-

There is an extensive

literature (McCarrey, 1964; Scontrino, 1972:; Vroom, 1959,

1965; Vroom and Mann, 1960) to suggestlthat persons prefer

different amounts of participation.

Yukl (1971) said:

Inclusion of participation items in a consider-
ation scale results in scores which are not

comparable across persons unless first adjusted

for ditferences in particpation prefer

(p. 42%h

F 3

Correlations of amount of participation with either satis-

ences

faction or productivity are even less easy to describe than
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s -are-used to record 1

.y be non-verbal (Galloway, 1962),

1973), or high inference




: %V Gwere used by : rown@§1972) and checklists of occurrences of
particular behav;ors by'Medley and Mitzel (1958) and N
Flanders (1960, 1970). Q-sort technique has also been used
(Bybee, 1973). Grephic rating scales and forced choice
7rat1ngs employed at the college level do noilseem to have

been mnch used in the schools.

A difference is recognizable between iustruments used

to describe leade -and those used for teachers.

The leader be mnaires described here were based

upon an exte examination of leader behavior and the

items assigned to a priori dimensions. However, in several

teacher deétription questionnaires, only a part of teacher

o 35 a result efrtbeeebservation above, there is much

less agreement about ons of teacher behavior than

Formres

about leader behavlare (1963a) has attempted to group
teacher behaviofestu&iée, and Emmer and Peck (1973) have
»iéentifieﬂcemmonféctcrs in five classroom observation

: ants. The prablem is that several studies are con-

‘ned with only a few behaviors of the teachers. For ex-

studd

es concerned only with the consideration dimension
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are those of Aspy (1965) and Emmerling (1961), and that of
Smith (1960) who investigated supportive, ignoring or
neutral, and threatening or antagonistic behaviors. Other
studies are mainly concerned with questioning techniques
and direct and indirect classroom behavior (Adams and
Biddle, 1550; Blosser, 1970, 1973; Flanderé, 1960, 1970;
Taba et al., 1966; wWithall, 1949, 1951).

Correlations between Teacher

F Behavior and Effectiveness .

: Again a few representative studies are described.
These are correlational studies relating teacher behaviors
§ to supervisor ratings or learning outcomes.
g Barr (1929), using supervisor judgment as the criterion
" of effectiveness, found that "good" teachers as compared to
“poor" teachers more often used the interest appeal of che

subject matter, problem setting and purposeful activity,

AN Y 8 1

penalties, and interest and experiences of the pupils.

Harvey et al. (1968) working with elementary school

AR o

teachers, found that resourcefulness of teachers correlated

positively with student cooperation, involvement, activity

P, b o g

and achievement; and that punitiveness and dictatorialness

correlated negatively with student cooperation, involvement,

:

=
=
=
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=
=
=
=
=
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activity, achievement, and helpfuiness.

Ryans (196l1), summarizing the Teacher Characteristics
Study, foupd that in elementary schools there was a high
positive relation between observers' assessment of "pro-
ductive pupil behavior" and teacher behﬁvior that was under-

standing. . and friendly, organized and businesslike, and

stimulating and original. 1In secondéry schools, low positive

relations were found, with a tendency for stimulating and
original teacher behavior to show a higher correlation with

productive pupil behavior than did the other teacher

behaviors,

Cogan (1958) used students' reports of the amount of re-
quired and self-initiated work they performed for different

teachers as dependent variables. Three dimensions of

teacher behavior were investigated: inclusive (teacher as a

cue for approach), preclusive (teacher as a cue for

rejection), and conjunctive behavior (communication, class-
room management, subject matter and demands). The.relation
__between preclusive behavior and amount of student work was

not clear, but there was a strong relation between inclusive

and conjunctive behaviors of teachers and reported student

performance.

L g -
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From the results of a factor analysis, Soar (1966) sug -
gested that teacher nonverbal affection is a positive
correlate of pupil interest and a negative correlate of pupil
hostility. Pupil hostility and teacher criticism were shown
to be negatively correlated with pupil growth in arithmetic
concepts and problems, while pupil hostility was in addition

negatively correlated with vocabulary growth and Qrowth in
creativify.

A similar result was found by Sears (reportediin Sears
and Hilgard, 1964). Positive cerrelations were found
be£ween creativity and teachers' personal interest in the
child's ideas accompanied by a high frequency of listening

»

to the child. Other correlates of superior student I

achievenent wege,ffequency with which the teacher emphasized
the expanding and ;mplifying of ideas and gave alternatives
and possibilities rather than straightforward‘statements of
fact.
These more personal interactions of the teacher and the
child are considered by Rogers (1967) tu be fundamental to the
role of the facilitator of learning. Rogers (1957) began by -
defining the necessary and sufficient conditions of thera-
peutic personality change: genuinenesss, empathic ﬁnder-

standing, and trust. These were used by Barrett-Lennard

2
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(1962) as three of the five dimensions on his inventory to

describe the therapist-client interaction. This inventory
has since been used in the school setting (Emmerling, 1961;
Aspy, 1965), and Rogers (1967) gives some evidence to show
that a teacher high on these qualities has more positive
evaluation from his students and his students have higher

S

gains on standardized tests.

- Using a sample of 38 teachers and over 1,000 students
from 19 different schools, Reed (1962) examined the rela-
: tions between teacher warmthf(rélaxing of interpersonal
tension between teacher and pupili, demand (degree of ex-
pectations for high standard of performance), and utiliza-

[ 4
tion of intrinsic motivation (showing interesting relations

between the school curriculum and the pupil's total exis-
. § tence), and the pupils' reportéd science interest. Positive
relationé were shown between warmth and interést in science,
and between motivation and interest. Seven of the 14 demand . Y
items showed a curvilinear relation with science interest:
Low and high demand were associated with low intgrest in
science, wherea; medium demand was associated with high
interest. -

Paken together, these studies suggest that warmth and

consideration of feelings are positively related to student



gains, as also is a certain degree of structure. These

results are similar to those obtained from leadership

T studies. The "participation" dimension is usually inter-

preted in teacher behavior studies as student-centered or

indirect; some correlates of this dimension will be dis-

cussed below as well as some other evidence from reviews of

the literature.
®

Previous Reviews of the Literatuge ]

Much has been done to try to identify variables related -

to effective teaching; for example, the review of over 3,000

¢ 5 studies performed by Musella (1966). Morsch and Wilder

(1954) were pessimistic after reviewing research from 1900

to 1952:

No single, specific, observable teacher act

has yvet been found whose frequency or percent
of occurrence is invariably (and) significantly
correlated with student achievement (p. 4).

e oA

Although few experimental studies have been performed, there

is now more evidence to suggest correlations between certain o

behaviors and student gains. Gage (1965) identified the

following characteristics of teacl.ers as desirable on

s g

correlational grounds: warmth, cognitive organization,

orderliness, indirectness, and ability to solve instructional

e ey _
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problems.
Two reviews of teacher behavior in secohdary school

science (Blosser and Howe, 1969; Bruce, 1968) discussed

types of teaching procedure and concluded that, on the
whole, different procedures were not equally effective for
all objectives. High student involvement was associated

with more successfu{ teaching but the success of a particular
teéching method such as ”investigatiops" was reported to
depend upon tﬁe‘philosophy of the teacher.

Flanders (1969) believes that we will find more corre-

lations between teaching behavior and student gains as we

shift from subjective evaluations toward more objective

- counting of teacher-pupil interactions. He summarized

research that supports the importance of indirectness thus:

Nevertheless, it can now be stated with fairly
high confidence that the percentage of teacher
statements that make use of ideas and opinions
previously expresged by pupils is directly
related to average class scores on attitude
."scales of teacher attractiveness, liking the
class, etc., as well as to average achievement
scores adjusted for initial achievement (p. 1426).

e = pulll

A review of the literagure by Rosenshine and Furst

(1971) is used to summarize this section. Class mean
student achievement was used as the dependent variable in

correlational studies that investigated effective

teacher behaviors:




The five variables which yielded the strongest
relationships with measures of student achieve-
ment are: clarity, variability, enthusiasm,
task orientation and/or businesslike behavior,
and student opportunity to learn. The six
less strong variables are: use of criticism,
use of structuring comments, use of multiple
levels of discourse, probing, and perceived
difficulty of the course. The relationships
are positive for ten of the variables and
negative for use of criticism (pp. 54-55).

There are, however, problems in lumping together v§rious
studies from a variety of subject fields and teaching Lgvels.
The fif;;mis a problem of definitions--whether, for example,
different researchers mean the same thing when they speak
of "enthusiasm.” Another is the fact that studies in dif-
ferent areas may show ‘different results and these might be
lost when all the studiii_are considered together. It is - . .
becoming increasingly apparent that we must look for dif-
Wgeéent kinds of effe;:ive teachers depending qpon the

variables in a particuiar situation. This aréument will be

taken up again under the situational approach (p.77).

College Instructor Behavior

As there is a separate literature for college teachers

or instructors, they are being treated separately from

teachers in the elementary and secondary schools.




Instruments for Describing
Instructor Behavior

-

End of course evaluation instruments are very common
in colleges. The majority of these employ a modified

S-point Likert scale to describe the frequency of certain

instructor behaviors (Costin, 1971; Deshpande et al, 1970).

The Illinois Course ﬁvaluation Questionnaire (Aleamoni,
1973; Spencer and Aleamoni, 1973) uses a 4-point Strongly
Agree to Strongly Disagree scale, and a graphic rating
scale has been used with some Purdue instructor forms
(Sstern, 1963). A forced choice format used by Cosgrove
(1959) and on some Purdue forms (Stern, 1963) allows an
instructor to receive a profile of comparative strengths
and weaknesses although the feedback cannot be compared to

group norms as is possible with the other forms.

Behaving Styles

Dimensionsfof instructor behavior have been described
in many studies. Gibb (1955) started from the LBDQ developed '
at Ohio State (p. 42) and made minor changes to fit the
college classroom situation. The 165 item questionnaire

wés filled out by 119 male students to describe 70 different

instructors in the sciences, social sciences, and humanities.

/
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From a factor analysis, four dimensions of behavior were
identified: £friendly-democratic (no.great distanc between
students and instructor), commanication (instructor
facilitates exchanges of information in the group), organi-
zation (instructor was systematic and businesslike), and
academic emphasis (emphasis on work with teacher-set goals).
Gibb pointed out the similarity of these results with those
of Hemphill (published later in Hemphill and Coons, 1957).

Isaacson et al. (1964) extended Gibb's Qork. They
added extra items and, after taking the best loading items
from a pilot project, used the new questionnaire of 46
items with over 1,000 students in introductory psychology
courses. From a factor analysis, six factors were identi-
fied: skill (general assessment, clear and interesting),
overload (amount and difficulty of work expected),
structure (organization and planning), feedback (teacher
concern over student work), group interaction (freedom a J
giving of opinions), and student—teacherJrspport (£riendly
and permissive). Isaacson et al. aésér;be similarities
between tﬁéir:ﬁactors and those of Gibb (1955).

Use of the Isaacson et al. (1964) items with a new

population of undergraduate students in psychology taught

by teaching assistants (ésstin, 1968) resulted in the
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identification of five factors: skill, structure, feedback,

group interaction, and student-teacher rapport. Pambooki an
(in press) a}so used the form with 252 stude
ductory and educational psychology classes and identified
seven factors: rapport, intéracti&A; fé;dback, skill, over-
load, structure and achievement standard.

Deshpande et al. {1970) began with a pool of 800
statements about instructor behavior derived from a search
of‘the literature and opinions of the faculty and studentc

GE a department of electrical engineering. These items

were screened to develop a questionnaire of 147 items in
11 categories. The questionnaire was distributed to 675
undergraduates taught by 32 instructors. The class means

were used in a factor analysis that identified 14 first-

order factors. Factors contributing 6% or more of the

overall variance were motivation (17%), rapport (16%),
structure (11%), clarity (7%), and content mastery (6%).

A second-order factor analysis of the 14 factor scores
identified four factors: cognitiye merit, affective merit,_
stimulation, and stress. Both sets of dimensions show

~_strong similarities to previous studies.

Cosgrove (1959) began with 200 items which were sorted

by 6 persons into five areas of instructor behavior. The 150

A 0 0 e
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items on which there was most agreement by the sorters were
administered to 100 educational psychology students. On the
basis of their responses, preference and iiscrimination
indices wefe found, and four factors of instructor behavior
were identified: knowledge and organization of subject
matter, adequacy of relatiéns with students in class, a;e—
quacy of plans and procedures in élass, and enthusiasm in
working with students. Except for the absence of a separaté
-- — — —participation or interaction factor, these dimensions seem
veryﬁsimilar to those isolated by the leadership studies.
=  Widlak et al. (1973) summarized over twenty studies
(mostly at the college level) and identified three main
dimensions of behavior: actor (communicator, monolog),
interactor (reciprocator, dialog), and director (adminis-
trator, pedagog). In their own analysis of responées to
the Course-Instructor Evaluation form (CIE) b& studentsi
of 208 Purdue University professors (in all academic areas

and from freshman to senior levels) the same factors were

identified.

The similarities between the dimensions found in leader-

ship, school teaching, and college studies are discussed
again later (pp. 64-77). The remainder of this section

is devoted to a discussion of instructor behaviors considered
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hAwfs;; to be related to effective tegching. Two sources have been
E used--reports of student opinions and correlational studies.
Student Opinions on Effective - ;
Instructor Behavior
Several surveys have been conducted asking students to
rank or describe teaching behaviors they felt weré possessed
by éffective instructors. The following behaviors have beeg
idenéified: has a comprehensive knowledge of the subject
matter, shows interesi in the subject, is well prepared for
class, and motivates students to do their best (Downie,
7:i1352£§tiptgxprets abstract ideas and ‘theories clearly, gets .
‘students interested in the subject, has increased my skills 7
in thinking, has helped broaden my interests, stresses
important material, makes good use of examples aﬁd illustfa-

tions, mqtivates me to do my b=t work, inspires class con-

fidence in his know .dge of the subject, has given me newi
viewpoints or appreciations, and is clear and understandable o -
in his explanations (French, 1957); has a thorough=E53;1edge
of subject matter, givas well planned and organized lactures,
is enthusiastic and energetic, shows a lively interest in
teaching, and is stul.nt-ociented, friendl , and willing to

help students (Crawford and Bradshaw, 1968); shows expert




knowledge of subject matter and systematic organization of —

course content, is able to explain clearly, has an enthu-

siastic attitude toward the subject, and is able to encourage

s i

thouaht (Musella and Rusch, 1968). The behaviors identified

]

are very similar to those of other studies, especially

AR

that of Cosgrove (1959).

Correlations between Instructor
Behavior -and Effectiveness

LT I

The effectiveness of particular instructor behaviors is

often measured by correlation with overall course or in-

structor assessment (Costin, 1968; Isaacson et al., 1964;

Widlak and Quereshi, 1972) or perceived student gains (Hall,

8 A e T

1970).‘"Leés often are student gains in cognitive or

o

gffective outcomes measured. This is similar to the dis-
tinction between "satisfaction" and ;produétivitY" as
criteria of effectiveness .n the leaéership studies. =
- McKeachie (1963) discussed the importance of deciding on.
the desired outcomes, since they determine the most appro-
priate method of teaching to be used.
Po;it;verela;ionships have been found between students'

"critical thinking" and teachers' rating on "rapport"

S

@icKeachie et al., 1971), clear explanatiégs, stimulating

e~
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;tudents' intelleqtuai curiosit&, interesting presenéation _
oflqourse material, attentign to student reactions, friend-
liness, permissiveness and flexibility (McKeachi;; 1569).
There are,_howéver, very few gignificanz_féiazzsaships
reported between partiéular“teaching methods or instructor

behavior and student gains (McKeachie, 1963). Anderson (1959)

carried out an extensive and critical review of studies

e e = T

concerning the relative effects of "authoritarian" and

"democratic" leadership on learning. He found both were

ipadequr -ely defilyed and neither consistently relatcd to
greater production of learning. Stern (1963), after review- -

ing 34 studies mostly of college classes, concluded:
In general, it would appear that amount of cog-
nitive gain is largely unaffected by the auto-
cratic or democratic tendencies of the instructor
(p. 426).

ﬂé did, however, repért that nondirective instruction did
seem to be more effective in changing attitudes. Although
not superior for cognitive outcomes, McKeachie (1963),
reported some similar findingé for student-centered methods:

In eleven studies, significant differences in
ability to apply <concepts, in attitudes, in moti-

vation, or in group membership skills have been

found between discussion techniques emphasizing

freer student participation cimpared with dis-

cussion with greater instructor dominance. In

ten of these the differences favored the more »
student-centered method (p. 1140).
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The fact that no one method is always superior is probably
due, at least partly, to individual student preferences

(pp: 93-126).

Supervisor and Prihcipal Behavio.:

Instruments foir Describing Super-
visor and Principal Behavior

It is interesting that questionnaires used to describe
these kinds of administrators have been drawn both from

leadership studies and from the classroom. Halpin (1956)

adapted the LBDQ for use with school superintendents and = -

gave results comparing aircraft commanders Eﬁa'school.supe;-
intendents in his manual (1957b). Lutz and McDannel (1973)
made use of leadership literature in théir investigatioh of
the different kinds of elementary school principal's rule
administration behavior. Peruzzi (1972) made use of the

Getzels and Guba (1957) Social Systems Process Model of Edu-

——==cational Administration as a theoretical framework for the

7
development of a supervisory style instrument.- !

On the other hand, Blumberg and Amidon (1963) adapted
‘landers Interaction Analysis (Flanders, 1970) into items

that were used by teachers to describe the behavior of

princivals in faculty meetlings. Thé adapted instrument was

also used by Blumberg and Amidon (1965) and Blumberg and

Hh | el "l [y
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Weber (1968) to investigate the effect of principal or super-

visor behavior on teachers' satisfaction or morale.

?
-

Correlations between Supervisor
and Principal Behavior and
Effectiveness

In the Blumberg a.d Amidon study (1963), 89 inservice

teachers were asked to describe the frequeng§rwith which

Ve

their principals gave opinions and information, reprimanded

teachers, etc. Two groups were identified: the top 25%

P L e

who described most faculty-centered groups and the bottom

Vil it

o

I iy

25% who described most principal-centered groups.> Satis-

[ ] »
faction measures hetween the two groups were compared:

PSR A

LI )

In one sense, the significant differences were
all in favor of the faculty-centered group.

That is, these teachers were more satisfiéd,

felt their faculty more alert, thought_the
faculty members were closer, saw their prin-
cipal as being less critical, felt teachers had
more freedom to speak, and perceived less con-
flict between their preferences and what actually
happened in the meetings than di¢ the principal-
centered groups (p. 467).

In Blumberg and Amidon's study with 166 inservice
;eachersA(1965), reports weére collected on the "direct" and

“indirect” behavior of their principals. On these results,

four groups of sixteen teachers were distinguished:

Group A had high direct and high indirect principals, Group

B had high direct and low indirect principals, Group C had

¥ Mﬁﬂﬁ‘mmmmmmwnww b
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low direct and high indirect principals, and Grhup D had low
direct and low indirect principals. Teacher judgments of
high satisfaction, productivity, etc. were found to be more
frequently associated with high indirect principal behavior
(groups A and C) than low ir irect behavior (groups Bland D).
Low direct behaviors (groups C and D) were rated as moré‘f'

- *supporéive than high direct (groupé A and B), but Group D
teachers did not report much satisfaction or productivity.

Similar results were found by Blumberg and Weber (1968).

"“Here the felatioﬁshiﬁ“IﬁVééfigated was betweer teacher per- !

ceptions of direct-indirecf supervisor behavior and reported
morale of teachers. The highest mean morale score was fouﬁd
in the group ofﬁteacﬁers who perceived the supervisory .
behaviorél style as low direct and high indirect. The next

highest was high direct, high indirect, and the lowest

morale.was associated with low direct, low indirect.

Dimensions of Leader and
Teacher Behavior

In examining leader and teacher behavior studies,

similar dimensions of behavior are often mentioned. In

some cases, these dimensions have been recognized on the

basis of factor analysis, in others on the basis of e é
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For example, the dimension of consideration is often recog-
nizgd in elementary énd secondary school, instructor and
supervisor studies.

From a review of leadership studies, Bowers and
Seashpré'(1966, 1967) identified four dimensions of behavicr
they felt were represented in the literature. 1In this
section their framework is used to examine teacher behavior

- studies. Dimensions in many leader and teacher behavior

studies are examined, both the definitions used by different‘

authors and the items that were assigned to the dimensions.
Where the dimensions appear fé have.considerable overlap,
nggyﬁare equated. Studies with similar dimensions of A
behavior ;re then grouped together. From now on, terms used
to denote dimensions are c%g{talized to distinguish them
from the general behaviors to which they refer. x
Bowers and Seashore (1967) identified four dimensions
of leader behavior: Support, Interaction Facilitatioh,
80;1 Emphasis, and Work Facilitation. The present—review of .
leader and teacher behavior underscores the importance of
these four dimens;ons. However, simpler and more compiex

models can be derived from the four-dimension solution. -

The remainder of the section will describe two~-, three-,

e T ] |
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four-, and five-dimension behavior models of leader and
teacher Sﬁhavior. ' ~

The simplest possibility is shown by the two-dimension - -
solution of Consideration andaInitiating Structure which
was discussed on p. 43 Several teaching studies_also show
two dimensions that, on item content, appear to be si@ilar
to those of the leadership studies. Table 1 summarizes

the two-dimension studies.

An examination of the items on the Consideration

dimension reveals, however, that some of them are more con~

cerned with interaction and participation rather than with

considerate behzvior in .a narrow sense. These items could ——

—

be renoved to give a purer Consideration dimension and an
Interaction Tacilitation dimehsion. A three-dimension

solution is then derived:

*

— Consideration Initiating
(with participation) Structure -

Consideration Interaccion Initiating
- - Facilitation Structure

These three dimensions of behavior have been suggested by

Yukl (1971) and supported by his review of the literature.
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TABLE 1
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STUDIES SHOWING CONSIDERATION AND INITIATING STRUCTURE
DIMENSIONS OF LEADER AND TEACHER BEHAVIOR

Investigators

Dimension

Consideration

Initiating
Structure

Leadership Studies

Katz et al. (1950)

Fleishman (1957a)

Halpin (1957a, 1966)

Bass 11960)

L ]

Cartwright and
Zander (1960)

Fleishman and
Harris (196%)

Blake et al. (1964)

Employee
Orientation
Consideration

cOnsideration

Consideration

Group .
Maintenance

Consideration

Concern for

Production
Oriencation

Initiating
Structure

Initiating
Structure

Initiating
Strugture

Group -
Achievemert

Initiating
Structure

Concern for

People Production —
Teaching Studies

Smalzreid and Sympathetic toward Confidence,
Students and Presentation,

~ Remmers (1943),

Creager (1950),
Bendig (1954)

Cogan (1958)

Magoon and
Bausell (1970)

widlak et al. (1973)

Fair in
Grading

Inclusive;
Preclusive
(negative)
Instructor
Rapport

Interactor

and Interest in
Subject Matter

cOnjunctiVe

Instructor
Impact;
Difficulty

Actor; Director
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ation for attainment of tl

‘e

Leadership and teaching studies with these dimensions are
shown in Table 2.
Although Initiating Strncture can be broadly described o
as task-oriented behavior, ii appears that it can be further
subdivided. One aspect is the concern about productivity
(goal-oriented comments) «which in the class;oom situation
could be described as stressing the learning goals and
motivating students by enthnsiasm and stimulating work. .

Another aspect would be-the—saetual structuring of the,aitu;

work goals. These two aspects

can be called Goal Emphasis and Work Facilitation. This
solution is shown beluw: - .
Interaction Initiating
C d t el
‘onsi eration Facilitation ~  “Structure - -
‘o B
Consi déréfion __Interaction Goal Work
Facilitation Emphasis Facilitation

This four-dimension solution corresponds to that sug-
gested by Bowers and Seashore (1966; 1967) on the basis of

their review of leadership studies although they use the

term Support instead of Consideration. Their definitions - o

(Bowers and Seashore, 1967) of these four dimensions are - - -
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TABLE 2
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STUDIES SHOWING CONSIDERATION, INTERACTION FACILITATION,
"~ AND INITIATING STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS OF .~ ~ ]
LEADER AND TEACHER BEHAVIOR

e

Dimensions
Investigators Interaction Initiating
- Consideration pscilitation Structure
Leadership Studies
Hemphill and Maintenance Interaction Objecfive -
Coons (1957) of Membership Facilitation - Attainment
) Character Behavior Behavior
Yukl (1971) Consideration Decision —Initiating .
Centralization ~Structure
Teaching Studies
Ryans and Emotional Classroom Verbal B
_Wandt (1952) Climate Social Emphasis )
Structure :
Gibb (1955) Friendly and Communication Organization;
Democratic Academic - 4
a Emphasis .
S .
Me&ley and Emotional Sociiwm Verbal
Mitzel (1958) Climate Organization Emphasis
Costin (1971) Teacher Student Teacher
- Support Involvement Control;
- Negative

Affect




as follows:

1. Support: behavior which serves the function
of increasing or _maintaining the individucl
member's sense of personal worth and im-
portance in the context of group activity;

Interaction Facilitation: behavior which
serves the function of creating or maintain-
ing a network of interpersonal relationships
among members of the group:;
Goal Emphasis: behavior which serves the
function of creating, changing, clarifying,
or gaining member acceptance of group goals;
4
"Work Facilitation: behavior which serves to
provide effective work methods, facilities
and technology for the accomplishment of
group goals (p. 46). '

Some leadership an@;;egching studies that have a similar four-
dimension solution are given in Table 3.

Some classroom studies appear similar to Bowers and

Seashore's four-dimension solution but do not have a separate

4+

dimension of Interaction Facilitation although some inter-
7action items may be included on other dimensicns. These
studies perhaps reflect teacher-centered classrocms where
_there is little participation or interaction of students.
A prime example is the pattern identified by Ryans (1960)
of the followirg dimensions:

xargfﬂnderstanding, Friendly, and Responsive
versus Aloof and Egocentric




TABLE 3

STUDIES SHOWING CONSIDERATION, INTERACTION FACILITATION,
GOAL EMPHASIS, AND WORK FACILITATION DIMENSIONS OF
LEADER AND TEACHER BEHAVIOR

Invests - Dimension
. :Eﬁr s €onsider- Interaction Goal Work
z ation Facilitation Emphasis Facilitation

Leadership Studies e -

Halpin and Consider-  Sensitivity Production Tniiliating
Winer (1957) ation Emphasis Structure

Likert Supportive Group High Technical
(1961) Relations Methods of Performance Knowledge;
. Supervision Goals scheduling and
: ' Planning

Bowers and Support Interaction  Goal ‘Work _
Seashore Facilitation Emphasis Facilitation

(1966, 1967)

Teaching Studies

Isaacson ] Student - Gronup Feedback skil.ﬁ
et al. Teacher Interaction - Overload;
(1964) Rapport Structure

Costin Student- Group . Feedback skill;
{1968) Teacher Interaction :Structure
Rapport

5

Hall pevsonal  Interaction Feedback  Instructor's
(1970) Rapport ~ Facilitation; on ~ Contribution;
with Willingness student Task Concern;
students to Change Work student
Autonomy

pPambookian Rapport Interaction Feedback skill; -

(in press) . Overload:;

. Structure;
MAchievement
standard




Dull and Routine

72

Z2-: Stimulating, Imaginativé, ard Original versus

Y : Responsible, Businesslike, and Systematic

versus Evading, Unplanned, and Slipshod

Studies of this kind are shown in Table 4,

TABLE 4

STUDIES SHOWING CONSIDERATION, GOAL EMPHASIS, AND
WORK FACILITATION DIMENSIONS OF TEACHER BEHAVIOR

Dimension

Reed (1962)

Deshpande et
al. (1970)2@

Responsive and Original
Warmth Motivation
Affective Stimulation
Merit —— -~ T

Investigators . ig &1 Goal Work
onsideration Emphasis ‘Facilitation
Ryans (1960) Understanding, Stimulating, Responsible,
Friendly, and Imaginative, Businesslike,

and Systematic
Demand .

Cognitive 7
Merit; Stress

3second-order factors. _ 7 B

——

-

In several classroem=studies, it seems that subject

g

matter expertise and pedagogical expertise can be' identified

within what has previously been labelled Work Facilitation. .~ —

Such a bfeakdown has not been observed in leadership,

studies, except perhaps in suggestions by Likert (1961) and

Stogdill (1963).

The pedagogical expertise seems to be a




o

school studies, and definition of roles and expectations in.

kind of disciplinary ability in the elementary and secondary

the college studies. . 7

It is thus possible in teaching to make a distinction
between technical knowledge or content ofganization (knowl-
edge and organization of the subject matter) and managerial
functions or class organization (definition of rc¢' 3 and

classroom »rocedures, control or discipline). The earlier

formulation could thus be extended as shown below.

-

Cbnsider- Interaction Goal. Work

ation Facilitation Emphasis Facilitation
Consider- Interaction Goal Content : ‘Class
ation Facilitation Emphasis Organization Organization

2

Some studies and reviews of the literature that describe

Content and Class Organization and include Interaction

.. .Facilitation are shown in Table 5.

In other studies more characteristic of a teacherj
centered classroom, there is the same kind of breakdown of

Work Facilitation without the separate dimension of Inter- \k

action Facilitation., A practical example is the four
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dimension solu;ioﬂ of Cosgrove (1959):
Adequacy of relations with students in class -
Enthugiasm in working with students
Knowledge and organization of subject matter
Adequacy of plans and procedures in class.

This and similar studies are shown in Table 6.

Summary of the Behavioral Approach

The previous sec-ion identified four basic dimensions
of leader and teacher behavior: *Eansideration, Interaction -
Facilitation, Goal Emphasis, and Work Facilitation. Studies
were found in which these dimensions were not completély— :
separated from each other, and some teaching studies in
which further subdivisions of dimensions were identified.
When Gibb (1955) used an adaptation of the LBDQ (Hemphill
and Coons, 1957) with college. students, he concluded:

On the whole, it must be conclué¢ed that Hemphills

study of leader behavior as described by sub-

ordinates and the present study of teacher behavior

as described by students yield very similar results.

Perhaps the implication of this fact is that we

are dealing here with superior-subordinate social

relationships of somewhat different kinds in terms

of quite basic dimensions of social relations
(p. 262).

The present review of leadership and teaching behavior studies

supports that view. .
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However, although the four dimensions of Bowers and
Seashore (1967) seem to captﬁre the essencé of leader and
teacher behavior, there is not a stable relation bétweeﬁ‘
these behaviors and what is considered effective (House,
1971). It seems likely that characteristics of the group
to be led or taught, the type of task, and wider pressures
of the organization and environment, act as intervening
variables in determining whether particular leader or teacher
behaviors are effective or not. These considerations will
be examined in the next section which is concerned with the

situational approach.

XA;he Situational Approach--"The Situation Will Determine
Who Will Be an Effective Leader or Teacher"

At the beginning of this chapter, the question was
raised, "Is it true that an effective leader or teacher in
one situation wiii be equally effective in another, or do we
have to consider other variables in the situation?” Conclu-
sions from the discussion of traits (pp. 38-40) and
behaviors of leaders (pp. 44-46), school teachers (pp. 52-54)
and instructors (pp. 60-62) showed no simple relationships

between traits or behaviors and effectiveness that held

true in different situations. Correlations that were found
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were often incon:.stent from one study to another. Hollander
and Julian (1969) have suggested one reason for this:
Personality characteristics which may fit a
person to be a leader are determined by the
perceptions held by followers, in the sense
of the particular role expectancies and satis-

factions, rather than by the traits measured
via personality scale scores (p. 389).

A leader's effectiveness is then seen to be partly
dependent on the expecEations held for him by the group
members. In this case, the group members are part of the
environment or situation, and thé leader must take account
of them accarding to Lewin's (1946) formula of ~

B = F(P, E): "behavior is a function (F) of the person (P)

and of his environment (E) (9'5791)'“

What are the situational variables that shape a
leader's or teacher's behavior and how are different
behaviors viewed in differeht situations? This question
waé systematically attacked by Hempﬁill (1949a, 1949b). He
identified ten important group characteristics: size,
viscidity, homogeneity, flexibility, stability, permeability,
polarization, autonomy, intimacy, and control; and he
investigated correlations of these with dimensions of leader

behavior and overall judgment of the quality of leadership.

Some characteristics with different acceptance depending
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upon the group characteristics were speed in making
decisions, authority, exhibition of superiority, and incon-
sistency and display of emotion.

Since that time, many writers in the fields of leader-
ship and teaching have tried to identify important situationul
variables that moderate leader or teacher behavior. The
res; of this chapter will center on discussion of the
following topic;:

1. Characteristics of the leader

2. Fiedler's contingency model

3. oOther situational models

4. Tasks and desired outcomes

5. Organizationél pressures

6. Environmental éressureé-

7. Group member ideals and expectations

8. Summary of the situational approach.

éharacteristics of the Leader

The effectiveness of a leader or teacher in a particular
situation is limited firstly byfthe range of behaviors that
he can demonstrate. A& leader's or teacher's behavior will
be determined by his attitudes and values and‘by his leader-
ship style. The traits approach (pp. 30-40) discussed some

correlations between personality attributes and actual
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teaching behavior. The review of Blosser and Howe (1969)
highlighted a common observation that the success of a
‘particular teaching innovation will be largely influenced
by the philosophy of the teacher.

Leadership stylé refers to the underlying needs of the
leader that motivate his behavior. Fiedler (1967, 1969,
1971) described two leadership styles: relationship-
oriented and task-oriented. His descriptions (1969) are
given below:

(A relationship-oriented person) gets his major

satisfaction from establishing close personal

relations with his group members. He uses the

group task to gain the position of prominence

he secks (p. 40).

On the other hand,

(A task-criented person) obtains his major satis-

faction by successfully completing the task,

even at the risk of poor interpersonal relations

with his workers (p. 490).

As mentioned above, a leader's or teacher's behavior will

be limited by his underlying leadership style. To the extent
that the person is flexible and aware of situational vari-
ables, he can change his actual leadership behavior to suit

the situation.

To summarize, forces in the leader include his person-

ality and values and his comfort with a particular leadership




“style. oOther factors that are important in his choice of
behavior will be his tolerance of ambiguity and his assess-

ment of his own and his group members' competence.

Fiedler's Contingency Model

Fiedler (1967, 1969, 1971, 1972) has propos>d that a
person's leadership style is difficult to change, tha: come
styles are more appropfiate in some situations than others,

and that Qe should try to fit the situation to the leader

rather than expect the leader to change to fit the situation.

In his contingency model, he has three situational vari-
ables: leader-member relations, task structure, and

position power.

Leader-member relations are the extent to which the
leader and members are in accord, get along, or like each
other. Task structure is the degree to which the task has
- definite, verifiable outcomes rather than vague, indefinité
ones. Position power is thé degree to which the ovganiza-
tional position the leader occupies accords him authority
over members of the gfoup. In Fiedler's model, each of these
variables is dichotomized to give eight possible group situ-

ations or cells. Different leadership styles are considered
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more effective in different cells. On the results of his

research, Fiedler (1969) concluded:

...a task-oriented leader performs best in
situations at both extremes--those in which
he has a great deal of power, and also in
situations where he has no influence and power
over group members.

Relationship-oriented leaders tend to per-
form best in mixed situations where they have
only moderate influence over the group (p. 42).

Fig. 2 shows the eight cells of the model; and the leader-

‘ship styles considered most appropriate for each.

Fiedler's ideas have been used in industry (Hunt, 1967)
and education (Hardy,7?“71;'Turner, 1971). 1In discussing
Fiedler's model, Turner (1971) said:’ )

The model clearly suggests that past studies of

leadership style in teaching which have not

taken into account the primary situational vari-

ables upon which dthe effectiveness of leader-

ship style is apparently contingent are at the

maximum uninterpretable and at the minimum of
slight external validity (p. 28).

Although Turner accepted Fiedler's model enthusiastic-
ally, there are criticisms and problems concerned with its
general applicability and in particular its applicability to
education. Problems concerned with general methodology have
been described by Graens et al. (1970, 1971). Especially
serious is the problem of assessing leader-member relations

after the group has completed the task, thus allowing for

]
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contamination of relations by group performance. This would -

- account for the fact that leader-member relations are found

to be the most important situational variable. Another

general criticism is the problem of deciding whether situ-
ational variables cause the group outcomes and influence

leader behavior, or whether leader behavior creates the situ-

ational variables (Lowin .and Craig, 1968).

In the educational setting, there is also a problem of

measuring leadership style. Fiedler's questionnaire for

describing one's Least Preferred Coworker has been used in

industry to define leadership style. The validity of this

questionnaire seems to depend upon the person having had to
work with a variety of other people, so that the responses to

the questionnaire reflect a person's true feelings and are

not just a function of the few people he happens to have

worked closely with.- Teachers, however, can to a large

extent work independently of each other if they so choose,

so the basic assumption may not be true.
Many writers have recognized the importance of a host

of other situational variables: Fiedler's contribution is

that he has developed a contingency model to explain the
operation of his variables. Several workers are in various

stages of developing models relating these and other

o
S,
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situational variables to effectiveness.

Other Situational Models

Golembiewski (1965) has developed a model that relates
leadership, role styles, atmosphere, personality, cohesive-
ness, and norms (social pressur., - group outcomes.
Hollander and Julian (1969) stress the importance of consider-
ing the leader and the situation as interrelated and inter-
dependent. They say:

The leader, from the follower's vantage point,

is 2n element in the situation, and one who

shapes it as well (p. 389). )

Yukl (1971) and House (1971) have developed situational
models that they have supported from the literature and by
empirical tests. Yukl has developed a multiple linkage model
that seeks to show how dimensions of lerder behavior and
situational variables are related to subordinate motivation,
task-role organization, subordinate skill level and group
performance. House (1971) draws upon the expectancy theory
of motivation and shows the importance of three classes of

situational variables: subordinate's task characteristics,

environmental vardiables, and subordinate preferences for

different kinds of leader behavior.
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Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) have described a contin-
uum from complete use of authority by the leader to complete
freedom o: the group. They say that a leader should choose
the most effective position along this continuuﬁ on the

basis of:

1, Forces in the leader (values, style, com-
petency, etc.)

2. Forces in the subordinate group (need for
dependency, expectations, etc.)

3. PForces in the situation (organizational
pressures, task, time factors, etc.).

Situational Variables

On the basis of the studies listed above, the formu-
lation illustrated in Fig. 3 has been developed to describe
the uituational variables that determine whether a leader
or teacher will be effective in a particular situation.

The characteristics of tne leader have already been dealt

with (p. 79). Of the other variables, group member ideals

and expectations will receive the greatest attention since

they form the basis of the present study.




. Traits and personality;
Characteristics attitudes and values
of the leader -
Preferred leadership style

. Task structure
Tasks and desired<<:::

outcomes Desired outcomes

Normative structure
Organizational 4(1”’

pressures T\ Limitations of time and resources

. Parents
Environmental ‘:::::
pressures Other bodies

Satisfaction of basic needs

Peer leaders

Need for
Group member participation - Interaction and.

characterist.cs decision making
(ideals and

expectations) Need for stimulation and motivation
Need for Material
structure <:::::
and order Procedures

Fig. 3. Situational Variables which Determine
Leader or Teacher Effectiveness

Mg it U0 Al

Tasks and Desired OQutcomes

A variety of tasks and learning outcomes have been

identified. Several writers have listed variables that might

be important in learning (Biddle, 1967; Lomax, 1972; Mitzel,

1957; Peck, 1971; Ramsey and Howe, 1969; Siegel and Siegel,
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1967). More complex models seek to find the interrelation-
ships between the variables themselves and relaCionships
between the variables and various learning outcomes (Cohen,
1972; Cronbach, 1957; Gage, 1963; Ryans, 1960; Salomon,

1972). Such multivariate paradigms need to have at least
three compohents: teaching methods, instructional objectives,
and learner characteristics. Thus some methods would be
optimal for certain objectives only for pupils with certain

aptitudes or attitudes. These suggestions will receive

further attention (p. 95).

Two important considerations in deciding upon appro-

priate teaching behaviors afe the degree of structure of the

Wi

task and thé desired outcomes .,

I B '

Task structure

This has been used as a situational variable by Fiedler
(p.8l). He used four scales from Shaw's system (Fiedler,
1967, p. 28) conéerned with decision verifiability (the degree
té which the correctness of the solution can be demon-
strated), goal clarity (the degree to which the requirements
of the task are clear and known to group members), goal ;ath

multiplicity (the degree to which the task can be solved by

a variety of procedures), and solution specificity (the

1 00 00 O 0000 0 s 3 g
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degree to which there is more than one correct solution).

pifferent procedures would be appropriate for different kinds

of task structure. Gage (1969) has suggested that although

lectures may be appropriate for high consensus fields where

imparting of knowledge is important, "student-centered dis-

E 5
cussions may well be found to be superior for the objectives

of the low-consensus fields (p. 455)."

Desired Outcomes

Here are includad psychomotor skills, cognitive and

=

¢ f . affective gains. Literature is accumulating which would

favor some teaching methods over others for different out-
comes, for example, drill and practice for psychor-otor

skills. Stern (1963), after reviewing 34 studies, mostly of

o B

college classes, came to this conclusion:

...Non-directive instruction facilitates a
shift in a more favorable, acceptant
direction. ...The effectiveness of these
-techniques in modifying attitudes is probably
. attributable to the fact that norms are more
; readily established in groups characterized
= by a high rate of communication among parti-

% cipants (p. 428).

In conclusion, where there is evidence to suggest some

methods and behaviors are more appropriate than others in a

certain situation, these should be considered by a teacher

if he wishes to be effective in that situation. Such

T
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evidence is rare, but growing. In any case, applications
must take account of individual student characteristics, as

described on p. 95-126.

Organizational Pressﬁres

In a broad sénse, these pressures produce the normative
structure of the organization: its values and traditions and
the expected roles of the leader or teacher. (The expected
role as determined by group members or students will be
treated separately (é. 93).) In a narrow sense, these
pressures are the day-to-day limitations of time and

resources.

Normative Structure

Getzels and Guba (1957), Getzels et al. (1968) and
Halpin (1957c) have developed models describing how adminis-
trator behavior is affected by the organization. Halpin's

model- involves variables such as organizational tasks, ad-

ministrator behavior, group member character - .ics, andv
patterns of administrative organization related to criteria
of administrator effectiveness. The cther writers describe

-the Social Systems Process Model of Educational Adminis-

tration. An institﬁtion such as a school is seen as having




certain defined roles and expectations for the supervisor, -

principal, and teacher. The individual, on the other hand,

has his own personality and dispositions. The interactions

of these variables with each other and the wider environment

lead to the actual behavior of the person in a particular

role. Demands of the institution have to be integrated with

individual need dispositions. -

Teaéher roles have been reyiewed by Biddle (1969) who
describes expectations held for teachers both by teachers and
by others. These expectations do not necessarily correspond-
with observed performance,rbut there is cons 'erable pressure
to conform to the expectations of otﬁérs (* lew and Hall,

- 1966). Organizational socialization is also discussed by
Schein (1964) who describes thiee alternative outcomes of
the socialization of managers: rebellion, creative indivi-

dualism, and conformity. These alternatives also seem

appropriate to describe the fate of supervisors or teachers.
The normative structure of individual schools or

colleges makes them recognizable as different in "set" or

“morale” and makes generalizations difficult. Within

individual faculties or departments, there will be policies

Vlaid down by the chairmen and different expectations for

research and teaching. Hayes (1971) found that "individuals

}‘}3‘111‘mmmmmmfWWWWNWWMMHWWmuwmmn»nm sy
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with high research ability and high rank tend to be assigned
to high-level classes (p. 230)." If the role expgctation

includes a great deal of research, and this unduly influences
promotion, then less timg is available for teaching prepara-

tion.

Limitation of Time and Resources

These are sometimes critical variables in the chuvice of

teacher behaviors. Time considerations may make it necessary

for a teacher to cover matcerial by lecturing when it may be
morerappr0priate to let the students discover the results
themselves by experimentation. The pool of instructional
g matérialswavailable will greatly influence the choice of
instructional procedures (Ramsey and Howe, 1969: Turner,

H 1971). The physical arrangements of the learning situation

and iilarge ¢lass size may also limit what the instructor

would like to do.

Environmental Pressures

=

These are closely related to organizational pressures

but are meant to include pressures from outside the school

or organization.
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Parents

Parental support, hostility, or indifference affect the
role a teacher has to adopt and this will influence the range

of behaviors that are possible or appropriate.

Other Bodies

Stotler et al. (1967) have described the pressures
acting upon the supervisor and the scienze proéram and
teacher in the school. These are also appropriate as
pressures acting upon the college or university. They include
scientific and professional societies, industrial and commer-
cial agencies such as equipment producers and publishers:
community agencies and forces such as labor unions and the
church; and independent educational agencie:s such as edu-
cational foundations and accrediting associations. Beyond
these are the pressures of the state legislatéré and the

federal agencies.

Group Member Ideals and Expectations

Role expectations for the instructor's behavior are

- held by the students as well as by the department, the

university, and the wider community. Prior experiemnce,

discuséion with other students, and ideas about what
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usually happens in classes of a particular kind will deter-
mine student expectations on how the instructor will behave.

Biddle and Ellena (1964) and Biddle and Thomas (1966) have

e described the student-teacher relationship as an inter-

-

personal system based on a role-contract batween teacher

and students: The teacher and students come to class with

certain expectations about goals, procedures, and rewards,

and the classroom situation is the result of accommodation
on both sides.

As well as expectations as to how the.instructor will
act, students also hold-ideals as to.how they would Erefe;
the instructor to act. These ideals may be more or less
well developed; a student may or may not kncw what teaching
procedures best help him to learn. His ideals will also be
influenced by his expectations. Hall (1970) found very
little variance between ideal teaching styles in undergrad-
uate classes in humanities and social science classes.

More mature and experienced persons wéuld be expected to
vary more in their ideals, and these might be different
between subject areas if students had self-selected

themselves by their interests, ideals and expectations of

%’ how the instructor would behave.
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The ideals of the student are situational variables
that need to be taken account of in deciding whether an
instructor will be effective. In a broad §énse, these
ideals are individual student differences. McKeachie (1963)

has said:

One reason for the host of experimental compari-
sons resulting in non-significant differences® may

be simply that methods optimal for some students
are detrimental to the achievement of others

(p. 1157).

We are here concerned with the field of Aptitude-
Treatment Interaction (ATI) (Cronbach and Snow, 1969; Snow,
1970). Of the three models of ATI suggested by Salomon
(1972), the preferential one is the most appropriate to the
present discussion. In this mﬁdel, the treatment (method of
teaching) calls upon and ptilizes the leérner's higher
aptitudes. Preferred learning style is found and utilized.

In discussing preferred learning conditions and ideal

instructor béhavior, some general results have been noted.

These are outlined below.

Student Biographical Variables

Some general preferences for ideal instructor behavior

have been correlated with age and sex. Other variables

that have been found important are student ability, class




size, whether the course is elected or required, and the

professional standing of the instructor. Some relevant

studies are reported below.

Macomber and Siegel (1960) found abler students to be

less satisfied the less their responsibility for setting

goals of learning. They also found a tendency for high-

ability students to gain more in course-related attitudes

in small rather than large sections. A similar finding was

reported by Butcher (1968): Small classes were superior in

effectiveness only with fairly able students and with those

who were prepared to take an active part.
McLeish (1966) found that among mature teachers, there
was a very marked preference for tutorials and seminars as

against lectures, especially among women and among the more

able students. This is different from the result of Solomon

et al. (1963) with adults enrolled in evening courses, where

it was found that women did best _n the classes of teachers

who scored high on the lecture dimension.
- Granzin and Painter (1973) found weak relationships

: ) between ratings and student characteristics. For example,

older students were not more favorable, females were more

A

favorable but not much, and required courses were




rated lower than electives. There was also a tendency for
more difficult courses to be rated higher than easier ones;
this may have been because the poorer students had dropped
those courses.

McKeachie (1957) reviewed research on student ratings

of faculty and concluded that most student characteristics

I

made no difference: veteran/non-veteran, age, sex, student's

grade, and freshman/sophomore/junior/senior. However,

O e o .
i

McKeachie et al. (1971) found thati instructors higher in

general skill and in structure were more effective with

£

female students.
McKeachie (1957) and several other writers have found

that graduates give higher ratings than undergraduates. This

b A

can be compared to reports from Downie (1952) and Gage (1961)

that associate and full professorsrreceived higher ratings

it A

than assistant professors =znd teaching assistaﬁfs, and
frém Hayes (1971) that faculty with high rank tend to be
assigned to high-level courées. Graduates may give higher
ratings simply because they have better teachers. Several
of the studies related to correlates of sex, major, year,
class size, and interaction have also been reviewed by

Costin et al. (1971).
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These then are some variablgs that might influence pre-
ferred learning styles or ileal instructor behavior. But
from a review of the literature, other student differences
have also been found important. These are considered below
under four heads: satisfaction of basic needs, need for
participation, need for stimulation and motivation, and need

for structure and order; these correspond roughly to the

four basic dimensicns of instructor behavior: Consideration,

Interaction Facilitation, Motivation, and Work Facilitation

£

(p.75). The assumption underlying the following discussion

S

is that if students have, for example, a high need for satis-

faction of basic needs, they will describe their ideal

instructor as high on Consideration. Aan instructor who
demonstrates this behavior will satisfy his studenﬁs on

this dimension. Each of the needs listed under group member

“characteristics in Fig. 3 (p. 87) will be discussed in turn,

followed by a summary of research on ideals and satisfaction.

Satisfaction of Basic Needs

Consideration or support, defined as behavior increasing
an individual's sense of personal worth and importance, is
the dimension of instructor behaviof most closely related to

satisfaction of basic needs. Basic needs in this corntext



)

99

refers to the hierarchy of needs--safety, belongingness, love
relations, and respect--identified by Maslow (1943, 1954,
1962). He believes these needs can only be satisfied from
outside the person. A person whose basic needs are not
satisfied shows considerable dependence on others. By con-
trast, Maslow's self-actualizing individual, by definition
satisfied in his basic needs, is far less dependent, far more
autonomous and self-directed.

These iéeas bear some similarity to those of Liverant
(1958) and Rotter (1971), Qho distinguish between persons
under external and internal control. "Externals" feel more
at the mercy of the environment whereas “internals" have

more belief in their own potential and are more likely to

attribute success and failure to themselves. Internals may
be similar to Maslow;s sekf-actualizing individuals. |
Some evidence for the necessity to satisfy basic

safety needs before becoming self-actualizing has been o
reported by Fuller (1969), Parsons and Fuller (1973), and
Brown et al. (1972), who monitored concerns expressed by
teaci.ors using the Teacher c;;cerns Statement (Fuller and
Case, 1972). They round that new teachers were concerned

with discipline problems and questioned their own adequacy,

whereas more exper.enced teachers expressed more concerns
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about pupil learning. When basic needs were satisfied,
the teacherévbecame more concerned : bout the progress of
their students.

Several workers in industry have made use of Maslow's
ideas for describing need-fulfillment deficiencies in
management and in developing theories of motivation kCIark,
1960; Lawler, 1971; McGregor, 1962; Porter, 196l1l; Shepard,
1965). Porter administered a questionnaire to managers with
items keyed to Maslow's needs hierarcﬁy, and found that the
greatest differences in need-fulfillment between bottom and
middle management Qere in esteem, security, and autonomy
needs, that self-actualizing and security were seen as more
important areas than others, and that the higher order
psychological needs wererleast satisfied. Lawler's moti-

- ] vation model (1971) included a person's belief about the

| outcomes of the job and their valences (desirabilities).
McGregor (1962) and Shepard (1965) extended Maslow's ideas
from the individual to the organization; soﬁe organizations
were seen as being run on authoritarian control lines, while
others (self-actgalizing organizations) relied upon self

control and self direction. Clark (1960) used Maslow's

needs hierarchy to relate and explain the findings of a number
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of different studies concerned with motivation in work
groups.

The need for warmth and unconditional positive regard
has received a lot of attention in the study of the
therapist-client interaction (Barrett-Lennard, 1962) and in
the work of Rogers (1961, 1967) in educa.ion. Unqualified
empathic undérstanding was found by Barrett-Lennard (1962)
to be'one of the relationship factors significa;tly related
to improvement in the client's adjustment. Rogers (1967)
has quoted experiences of teachers and the work of Emmerling
(1961) and Aspy (1965) to support a positive relation between
regard, empathic understanding, and congruence, and student
satisfaction and learning gains. In this connection, it
is interesting to note the resuit of Bellack and Davitz
(1965) who found that teachers reacted to students at about
80% positive irrespective of the congruity or incongruity of
the response of the pupil or the correctness of the substan-
tive response. The positive results of the teacher liking
the students has been reported by Schmuck (1563, 1966):
There is likely to be a more diffuse likiﬁg structure among

the pupils and better utilization of abilities when the

teacher has a higher regard for pupils.
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It can be concluded that where persons are disturbed,
and perhaps also where they are young, high unconditional
positive regard will be beneficial for personal development
or learning. But do older children and college students

3 also have a need for warmth and consideration? ‘In applying
Maslow's ideas to the classroom, Spady (1973) has said that
the child must feel secure, adequate, and respected before
he can achieve: ) |

..+ The major implication of Maslow's theory for

the authority system of the classroom is that the

imposition of achievement expectations by the

teacher must be preceded by a sufficient period

of supportive and affirmative behavior (pp. 7-8). "

.. .The teacher who is empathic towafd his

gtudents has a better chance of meeting their

basic security and esteem needs ... (p. 9)

Thus to the extent that different students have different
unfulfiiled security and esteem needs, to that extent will
they need emphatic and considerate behavior.

Della-Piana and Gage (1955) asked 4th, 5th and 6th
graders to describe their ideal teacher using the My Teacher
instrument of Leeds (1950). They found some pupils were
more concerned about feelings and personal-relationships,
while others were mainly achievement-oriented and paid less

attention to teacher warmth in estimating their acceptance

or rejection of particular teachers.
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McKeachie (1961) found warmth affected some students
positively and others negatively, and suggested that women
as a group responded well to interpersonal warmth: They
were more “people-oriented” than men. McKeachie et al.
(1971) found that warm female instructors tended to give
higher grades than less friendly and considerate instructors,
and that they were more effective as judged by student
achievement on objective tests. With male teachers, high
teacher warmth resulted in relatively high achievement for
the women students but not for the men.

From this literature, it seems that persons differ in
their requirements for warmth and consideration, and that
different students would describe their ide§1 differently
on the Consideration dimension of behavior. There is some
suggestion that, on average, females require more consid-
eration than males. An effective teacher would demonstrate

3

considerate behavior in response to the needs of the

particular students in that situation.

=

Need for Participation
Group members differ in their desire for participation--
the planning and execution of the methods and procedures of

the group. This statement is supported by an extensive




literayure, some of which is quoted below. If the role
structure of the group is clearly defined and accepted in
principle by the group members, participation will be
restricted to interaction between group members and between
group members and the assigned leader. In the college
setting, this will be student-to-student and student-to-
instructor interaction and some joint planning of procedures
under the guidance of the instructor. If there is no

clearly defined leader, then the group members are initially

equal and the person best suited to lead at a particular

moment will take over the leadership role. This roles
approach to leadership receives considerable attention in
social psychology, and is considered to be of increasing
importance ig education as a teacher loses or choose; to
divest himself of his traditional role of absolute leader
and classes become more permissive and étudent centered.
The roles approach to leaderchip will be discussed
first, followed by the literature related to need for
interaction.
Thetessencé of the roles approach was given by Gibb
(1969) :
| Leadership is not usually an enduring role

unless an organization is built up which
enables an individual to retain the role after
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he ceases to be qualified for it. ... In the

absence of such an artificial restriction, the
interaction within the group is very fluid and
the momentary group leader is that person who
is-able to contribute most to progress toward

the common goal {p. 206-207).
Gibb believes that a true leader is one whose influence is

accepted voluntarily by others. The legally appointed head

is also respected.
This lead into a discussion of leadership from the point

of view of positional power and personal power (Barnard, 1938;

Bass, 1960; Cartwright, 1965; Etzioni, 1965; Gibb, 1969).

Positional power is the extent to which orders are followed

by virtue of their coming from a supefior, the personal

characteristics of the occupant of the position being irrele-

vant. Personal power refers to authority which depends on

the recognized ability of the person regardless of the

position he occupies. The formulation in Fig. 4 is adapted

from Etzioni (1965).

Informal leaders (peer leaders) may arise within the

group (Bowers and Seashore, 1966, 1967; Cattell, 1953;

Newcomb et al., 1965; Pigors, 1935), and to the extent that

the group is open they may become legitimized leaders.

Within the student body, -nformal leaders may also arise,

and the persons designated for these roles would differ
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high
Peer Legitimized
leader leader
Personal
power
(respect)
Follower & Official
low
low high

Positional power
(rank)

Fig. 4. Positional Power and Personal Power

depending upon the changing requirements of the roles
(Clifford and Cohn, 1964). Peer influence, peer group
structure, and tﬁe emergence of'student leaders have been
discussed by Terman (1904) and Larkin (1973).

The teacher may be either an official or a legitimized
leader depending upon the respect and authority accorded him
by the students. The movement of a teacher ffom the position
of an official to a legitimized leader is scmetimes refer}ed
to as the legitimization of power. An official leader
achieves compliance by threat and coercion, whereas group
members willingly obey a legitimized leader without question-

ing his wisdom (Spady, 1973).

C
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Larkin (1973) showed that intermediate grade school
children granted legitimacy to the teacher when she satisfied
their task and expressive needs. Teachers with only high
power had lower class morale and more likelihood of rebel-
lion; teachers high on power, tasks and expressivity were
described as “superteachers." The question of legitimization
has been discussed by Smith and Lutz (1964) and Spady (1973).
Spady (1973) said that legitimacy develops by trust and

experience:

If a person is to suspend judgment and comply
voluntarily with requests, he must believe that
complying will not work to his disadvantage

(p. 6).

The emergence of peer leaders is one result of the
desire on the part of some students to participate in the
organization of the group. It is likely to be of greater
importance in studies in schools than in colleges, although
role relations of graduate students has recei@ed some
attention (Baird, 1969).

Less extensive but not necessarily less important is the
desire on the part of students to interact in the classroom
in a discussion group atmosphere and to participate in the
p;anning of what topics will be covered. As well as parti-
cipation in the classroom, there is also an extensive

literature related to participation and decision sharing in

.
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workgroups and management. Some of this will be considered
first.

The interést in participation and relative degree of
leader and subordinate influence over the group's decisions
stems from the work of Lewin and his coworkers (Lewin and
Lippitt, 1937; Lewin, Lippitt, and White, 1939; Lippitt and
White, 1943; White and Lippitt, 1953). Three leadership
styles were recognized: 1In the authoritarian style, the
leader makes the decisions; in the democratic style, the
group decides; and in the laissez faire style, each individual
decides for himself.

éuperior gains forrdemocratic groups were reported in
quality of output, interest and involvement in work, and
willingness‘to continue work in Ehe absence of the leader
(Lewin, Lippitt, and White, 1939), and in morale and
initiative (Lippitt and White, 1943). Later related work
showed gains on group decision making (Bennett, 1955;
Levine and Butler, 1953; Lewin, 1953) and increases in
loyalty, attitudes, interest, and involvement (Morse and
Reimer, 1956). -

Likert (1961, 1967) extended Lewin's work into the

.

realm of management. He contended that successful leadership

ri1st involve the process of employee participation in the




structuring of his work and the work environment. He con-

ceptualized four management styles, ranging from "exploitive-

authoritative" to “participative-group, " correspondiné to

increasing employee decision making. Likert (1961) listed

benefits accruing from participative decision-making:

higher performance, better decisions, use of employee's

creativity, restoration of human dignity, encouragement of

the acceptance of responsibility, improvement of morale and

team work, ard acceptance of change.

However, several writers have expressed concern over the

way in which “permissive" and "democratic" leaders have been

labelled as good while "traditional” and "autocratic®

leaders are thought of as creating bad social climates

+

(calvin et al., 1957). There are exceptions to the rule that

democratic participative groups are always preferable and

more effective than autocratic ones. One of the problems

may be that groups which start out as democratic become

laissez faire, with a consequent loss of direction and

structure. The line between participation and laissez faire

. é may be a fine one.

Heller and Yukl (1969) describe a 5-point scale for

describing the amount of participation of group members:
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leader's decision without explanation, leader's decision with
explanation, prior consultation, joint decision making, and
delegation. They note:

There is a slight and possibly superficial
resemblance between delegation and laissez faire
leadership. However, delegation does not
represent passive leadership, and although sub-
ordinates are given some freedom, the area of
choice is usually delineated and constrained

(p. 230).

From the writings of Gordon (1955), Maier (1965),
Scontrino (1972), and Vroom (1959, 1964), it is seen that
true participation includes psychological involvement, the
outcomes being sufficiently important to the individuai that
he wants to participate and expects that the results of his
participation will be used. Problems associated with
participation have been discussed by Golembiewski (1965) and
Strauss (1963): 1Individuals whose opinions have been re-
jected may become alienated, participation may lead to

greater cohesiveness against management, it may be frustra-

ting to those involved, and it may set up expectations of

further participation which management may not be willing to
satisfy.

Apart from these problems, there is also the question of
individual preferences for participation (McCurdy and Eber,

1953; Tosi, 1970; Vroom, 1959, 1964; Vroom and Mann, 1960).
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Vroom (1959) concluded:

... the most positive relationships between
psychological participation and attitude toward
the job are found for persons high in need for
independence and low in authoritarianism. ...

Oon the othet hand, the attitudes of high author-
itarian individuals and of individuals with low
independence needs are relatively unaffected by

LAY

this experience (p. 32°%).
Advantages for education of participative practices,
and problems in applying them, have also received attention.

Studies concerned with the teacher-principal interaction

have shown positive support for participation (Caldwell

and Spaulding, 1973; Chung, 1970; Guba and Bidwell, 1957).
Preferences for indirect participative supervisor behavior
were discussed on p. 63. Studies of student-teacher
interaction have also shown tha? student satisfaction or
learning gains are correlated with student-centered or dis-
cussion methods (Asch, 1951; Cohen and Berger, 1970; Denny,
1966; Gibb and Gibb, 1952; McKeachie, 1963; Thistlethwaite,
1960).

McKeachie (1963) and Stern (1963) have commented on
different student responses to participation. McKeachie
said, "... for many students democratic methods seem unor-
ganized and ambiguous (p. 1141l)." Stern said, "at least as

many students feel dissatisfied, frustrated, and anxious in a
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nondirective classroom as consider it valuable (p. 428)."
Both reviews indicate that individual ;tudent preferences
exist. Pérticipative methods run the risk of becoming
unstructured and laissez faire if the instructor, while
allowing student participation, does not also make clear his
role and his expectations for the students (b. 123).

Two studies reported below show preferences for parti-
cipative methods in education. McCarrey (1964) working with
school superintendents found similar results to Vroom (1959).
In the participative environment, those persons with.
stronger independence needs and/or lower authoritarianism
were more satisfied with their jobsrif given the opportunity
o participate in decision making. A directive environment

tended to produce satisfied persons provided they were

directive individuals and rather dependent.

yﬁspé (1951) reported research with clasées in freshmen
Sociology which had been chosen to represent lecturing and
group discussion mefhods.: On the basis of responses to a
personality questionnaire, he differentiated three groups

of students whom he called "insecure" (52%), "satisfied"

W]

(26%), and "independent" (23%). He found no difference in

final examination scores, but students generally preferred

the directive method and poorer students gained more in

[~
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directive classes. However, the insecure students had un-
favorable attitudes toward instructors with permissive
classes, satisfied students were favorable to both per-
missive and directive instructors, and independent students
were moderately favorable to both methods but likely to
direct aggression against the instructor in directive classes.
On the basis of this literature, it seems that students
who have a high nee® for independence would describe an
ideal instructor as allowing them to interact with others
and to participate in class planning. BAn effective teacher
allows participation in accordancewith the needs of the

particulsv students in that situation.

Need for Stimulation and Motivation

If students are not interested or do not want to learn,
what can be done about it? This is part of a larger social
question of the exercise of power where one person exerts
influence over another person so that he does his bidding.

A study of the bases of power can help to :how what methods -
a teacher could use in influencing students to work at what
they initially did not want to do. How much students need
this influence will depend upon their initial interest in

the subject and their feelings of responsibility, and would
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presumably be reflected in their description of ideal
instructor behavior on the Motivation dimension.

Several writers have discussed the kinds of power that
could be used in changing people's actions (Cartwright, 1965;
Kaplan, 1964; Kelman, 1958; Larkin, 1973; Raven and
French, 1958; Spady, 1973; Student, 1968; Weber, 1958).

Raven and French's formulation (1958) of five bases of social
power will be the o.ue discussed here. Their definitions of
reward, coercive, legitimate, referent, and expert power
have been adapted for the teaching situation and are listed
in Fig. 5, grouped under the heads of position power and
éersonal power that were used earlier (p. 105). Thus the
first three bases of power are available to a person

solely by virtue of his position, and the other two have to
be developed in his dealings with others.

These bases of power can be translated ihto classroom
behaviors. The exercise of position power can be edquated
w*th external motivation--the student is made to work by
the promise of reward or the threat sf punishment and bg the
power invested in the teacher role. This means of motivation

is much used in the giving of quizzes and assigning of

grades.
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Reward powver, based on the perception
by the student that the teacher
can mediate rewards for him

Position Coercive power, based on the percéption
power by the student that the teacher can
mediate punishments for him .

Legitimate power, based on the perception
by the student that the teacher has
a legitimate right because of his
position to prescribe behavior for
him

Referent power, based on the student's

identification with and respect for

Personal the teacher

power Expert power, based on the student's per-

ception that the teacher is an
authority with special knowledge and
skills

Fig. 5. Bases of Power

In interesting study by Rosenfeld and Zander (1961) has
shown that not all rewards and punishments are viewed in the
same light by students and instead of being motivating may
have the opposite effect. Two forms of teacher rewards were
differentiated by students. When rewards were showered in-
discriminately, the teacher's influence was lowered:; Qhen

rewards were limited to adequate performance, the teacher's

influence was increased. Two forms of coercion were also
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differentiated: disapproval of inadequate performance, and
disapproval when the performance was as good as the student
felt he could do. The second had deleterious effects on
both aspiration and future performance. Thus correct use of
rewards and punishments requires that a teacher has some
knowledge about the different abilities of his students.

Exercise of the third kind of position power, legitimate
power, ié illustrated when a teacher justifies authority by
saying that students should be quiet or work "because I, the
teacher, say so." As was discussed on p.106, this kind of
statement needs to be backed up, either with the use of
rewards and punishments or by acts developing referent and
expert power. If rewards and punishments are used exclu-
sively, then the teacher may become an official (Fig. 4).
If referent and expert power are developed, then the use of
position power is legitimized.

Whereas position power is similar for all teachers at
a particular level, referent power and expert power are dif-
ferent and dependent on the behavior of each individual
teacher. The exercise of personal power may lead to some
degree of internal motivation on the part of the students.

The teacher attempts to make use of individual stndent

differences in need for affiliation, power, or achievement,
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and covers the material in a skillful and interesting way.

Student needs for affiliation, power, and achievement
have been measured by Atkinson (1958) and McClelland (1961)
using the Thematic hpperception Test (T.A.T.). Exploitation
of the students' need for affiliation would lead an instructor
to be warm and considerate. This kind of power is similar to
that described by Carnegie (1936); the importance of such
behavior to some students was discussed on pp. 98-103. In the
present context, it is seen that considerate behavior may
also be motivating if student needs require it.

Students' need for power might in the classroam setting
be expressed as a desire to participéte in discussiOng and
take a part in the planning of procedures. This was dis-
cussed on pp.l07-112 1In the present context, a teacher who
recognizes students' need to participate and allows such
participation might be described as motivating and increasing
interest in the work.

Students' need for achievement could be utilized by
the teacher describing expectations for the group and encour-
aging greater effort. Verbal references to learning goals
would be seen as motivating. In this connection, reference

is made to Lewin's discussion of ego-involvement (1956).

Teachers need to keep tasks for students within a range of
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uncertainty, where both success and failure are possible.
Students also vary in their ability to set their own goals

and follow them. Koenig and McKeachie (1959) reported that

women high in need for achievement preferred independent
study to lectures.

Another possibility for motivation behavior is for the
teacher to c :monstrate expert power in his skillful treatm-nt
of the material. This may be by lecture or by organizing
discussion groups but if it demonstrates that the teacher is
competent, then it probably will be described as motivating
by the students. A competent teacher does not have to know
all the answers. The ;im is to make hse of student curiosity
and "desire to know." For students with a low threshold of
desire to know, mere presentafion of a problem may be suffi-
cient motivation for them to try to understand it, but for
others more overt action on the part of the teachgr may be

~

necessary to make the work interesting.
The motivating effect of encouraging comments from the
teacher was shown by Page (1958). High school and junior

high school teachers graded objective tests of their

students and then randomly assigned each paper to one of

three groups. One group received just grades, another group

received grades and standardized comments, and the third




group received grades and personal comments designed to
encourage each particular child. On the next objective
test, groups two and three out-performed group one. Per-
sonalized comments seemed to have a greater effect than the
standardized comments. The greatest improvement was found
in the failing students in the third group, who received an
encouraging personal note.

From the literature and this discussion, it is concluded
that students are likely to have different requirements for
motivation from the instructor. The actual instructor be-
havior describéd as motivating will also differ from student
to student. An effective teacher utilizes different bases
of power and exploits individual differences in the needs of
the particular students in a situation in oxrder to motivate

learning.

Need for Structure and Order

Students differ i~ their preferences for structure and
order, both in the presentation of material and in the
definition of roles and procedures.

There is some support for the suggestion that there is
a basic requirement of a certain degree of order and clarity

in the presentation of material (pp. 51-54). But there is
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also research to show that organization of material is not

all that important. Petrie, in his review of research
related to informative speaking (1963), found some variables
of presentation led to better understanding: meaningfulﬁess
of the message, verbal emphasis, development of main ideas,
and the speaker's credibility and method of delivery, but
not organization and emphasizing of imgortant points. It
may be that the lack of organization in oral communication
is compensated for by cues provided in the delivery (Gage,
1969).

But what of programmed instruction? Hilgard and
- Bowers (1966) reported on five studiés comparing the imme-
diate and delayed posttest results of an ordered sequence
with a random ordering: Three showed no difference, one
showéd an immediate advantage for the ordered sequence but
none on a delayed test, and only one showed a clear advan-
tage for the ordered sequence. Natkin and Moore (1972)
examined other studies of this nature, and reported that the
most significant finding of the majority of the studies
was that random ordering did not adversely affect terminal
per formance.

There are many rival hypotheses for these findings:

The original "ordered" sequence may not have been the best
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logical order for all subjects; there may have been a lot of
repetition of critical material so that subjects covld pick
up the argument; some subjects may have been able to remember
previous material and reconstitute the logical order; the
ordered sequence may have been rgpetitious and boring, and
some students may have found a random order more challehging
and interesting, especially if they were of high ability.
Allen (197)) found that students most likely to gain more
from individual work with computer assisted instruction than
from lectures felt that classes under traditional instruction
usually spent too much time on each topic, did not dislike
taking tests, and reported that they tended to solve
problems without assistance.

In summary, some students érobably prefer to structure
their own material rather than just take someone else's
structure. This‘aesire may be stronger in older students or
in those of higher ability, and may partiaily-accoynt for the
preference of these students for more independent learning
and student-centered methods (McLeish, 1966; Wispé, 1951).

There is theoretical and empirical support for the
statement that a group needs a certain amount of structuring,
definition of roles, and setting of expectations. Stogdill

(1959) said:
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As the structure of positions in a group becomes
more highly differentiated and as roles become
more clearly defined, the members experience a
greater area of freedom because they know the
bounds within which they can act without un-
favorable consequences for themselves or for

the group as a whole {p. 21l).

Granting freedom of action cannot be
effective if roles are so poorly defined that the

members do not know what is expected of them
(po 242) L] *

Definition of roles requires the leader or teacher to

set out the limits of behavior expected from both himself

and the group members or students. In the teaching setting,

this takes the form of discipline and control and setting of

learning expectations (pp. 72-~73). Correlations of this

behavior with effective outcomes have been found

(Rosenshine and Furst, 1971; Ryans, 1961). Spaulding (1933)

reported that in the elementary school, pupil self concept,
achievement, and creativity were moderately correlated with
teacher behavipr described as businesslike lecture method:
with insistence upon attention to the tésk and conformity to

the rules of procedure.

However, there seems to be a curvilinear relation

between degree of structure and effective outcomes. Stogdill

(1959) said:




Morale is high when the members are ... operating

under optimum rather than minimum or maximum

degrees of role structure and leadership control

(p. 211).

Lack of structure is described as role ambiguity. In general,
it has been found that role ambiguity correlates negatively
with effective outcomes.

Baird (1971) described ambiguity as poor definition of
expectations, of how much and what were the payoffs in the
class, and how clear the assignments were. Using a question-
naire with 2,670 students in two year colleges, he found the
ambiguity scale negatively related to faculty ratings and
students' sense of progress and satisfaction: ambiguity
appeared to be almost synonymous with poor teaching.

Similar results were reported by Kahn et al. (1964) in
a large organization. He found that xrole conflict and
ambiguity were related to employee's low job satisfaction,
low confidence in the crganization, and high tension.

Employees in conflict situations tended to withdraw, either

behavicrally or psychologically. These deleterious effects

of ambiguity were also found by Baird (1969) working with

graduate students. House an’ Rizzo (1972) and Rizzo et al.
(1970) supported the conclusion that role ambiguity is

negatively valent to subordinates.
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House (1971) and Rotter (1971) have made suggestions as
to why motivation and satisfaction should be negatively
related to ambiguity. In an ambiguous situation, it is not
clear to a person how his behavior is related to effective
outcomes. He has to guess as to whether, if he does a
certain thing, it will be rewarded. This creates a lack of
certainty and a feeling of helplessness. Removal of
expectations as described by Stogdill (1959) does not
create freedom, it just creates uncertainty.

People differ in how much they ;En tolerate ambiguity
and how much they need structure (Foqriezos et al., 1953)i
Heil et al. (1960), working at the elementary school level,
found the importance of consistenéy, structure, routine

activities, and orderliness--especially for students des-

cribed as "opposing" and anxious. Grimes and Allinsmith

(1961) studied children described as compulsive and anxious.
They found compulsive children did better in structured
conditions but were under no disadvantage in unstructured
condit;ons. Anxious children d4id as well as non-anxious
children undér structured conditions, but had their achieve-
ment impeded in unstructured settings. Children who were
both anxious and compulsive did very well in the structured

setting.

)
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Dowailiby and Schumer (1973) investigated the effect of

two teaching methods on manifest anxiety in subjects

enrolled in two separate sections of an introductory
psychology course. Each section was either student-centered
or teacher-centered following criteria laid down by the
investigators. Results on examinations gevealed’that the
teacher -centered mode optimized learning for high-anxious
students, while the stddent—centered approach resulted in
superior performance for low-anxious students.

McKeachie's observation (1963) that "for many students -
democratic methods seem unorganized and ambiguous (p. 1141)"
ﬁay either indicate that those classes were lacking in
structure and expectations, or that the students had a higher
need for structure than was proéided. The difficulties
encountered by the progressive education movement of the
1930's and 1940's may have been related to the same problem.
In the desire to let the child find his own way, too little
guidance and structure may have been given. The question
is raised again by ithe present grdwing interest in "open
education."” Effective teachers for open education do not
need to show less structure--they need greater administrative

and managerial ability to keep track of children and more

experience in setting expectations for individual children.
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Excessive structure has also been found to be negatively
related to student interest, satisfaction, and assessment of
effective teaching.x Reed's study (1962) was reported on
p. 51. Teachers described by students as high or low on the
Demand dimension (degree of expectations for high standard
of performance) had students with lower reported science
interest than teachers with medium demand. This negative
aspect of structure was described as Difficulty by Magoon
and Bausell (1970), as Negative Affect by Costin (1971), and
as Overload by Isaacson et al. (1964). It is again inter-
esting to compare this with Lewin's ego-involvement (1956) :
a competent teacher sets realistic expectations for students.
Demanding too much may be as bad as not setting sufficient
expectations.

An effective teacher recognizes individual student
preferences and provides the degree or structure appropriate-
to the particuiar situation.

Summary of Research on
Ideals and Satisfaction

student differences have now been described for satis-
faction of basic needs, need for participation, need for

stimulation and motivation, and need for structure and order.
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These have been linked to the corresponding dimensions of
instructor behavior: Consideration, Interaction Facilitation,
Motivation, and Work Facilitation. These student needs are
expressed in descriptions of ideal instructor behavior on
the four dimensions. Research on ideals and the measurement
of satisfaction from the fit between ideal and actual
behavior is summarized below.

In 1971, Levinthal et al. wrote:

So far as we can tell, there are no published

reports on college teaching which assess

students' ideals directly. There is, however,

a report to the Office of Education (Rick-

felder, Brown & Milholland, 1968) of a study

in which students completed ideal and actual
Q-sorts about college teachers' behaviors

(p. }05). -
Levinthal et al. (ly7L) asked 263 undergraduate psychology
students to rate nine items ¢f an instructor's behavior on
a 5-point frequency scale and each possible frequency on a

3-point desirability <cale. A rating of instructor's

overall teaching ability and background information on

students were also collected. Except for the item "He was

friendly," the ideal responses did not tend to be unanimous.

For three items, "Students argue with one another or with
the instructor, not necessarily with hostiiity,” "He assigned

a great deal of reading,” and "He was permissive and flexible, "
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the frequency desirability curves were inverted U-shaped.
These results taken together illustrate tﬁat student ideals
differ and th#t the same behaviors are seen as highly
desirable by some students and unacceptable by others.

Other research concerned with assessing ideals in the
college classroom are tnose of Hall (1970) and Sanders and
Lynch (1973). Hall (19%0) collected ideal and actual
descriptions of teacher style from 238 students in 22 small
undergraduate classes (class size << 30) in humanities and
social sciences, using a 35-item questionnaire adapted from
Fleishman's Leader Opinion Questionnaire (1957b). The
purpose of his study was to see whetﬁer descriptions of ideal:
teaching style, or actual style, or difference scores
between the two, best predicted student learning outcomes as
measured by responses to a perceived learning instrument.

He found the overall discrepency correlated best with course
satisfaction (r = .42) and between .12 and .30 with other
assessments of perceived learning. Out of 49 possible corre-
latiohs of actual teacher style or diffegence scores wifh
learning outcomes, 26 favored actual teacher style and 21

favered difference scores in the sense of giving higher:

correlation coefficients. Therefore a priori reasoning

that discrepancy scores should be better predictors was not
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supported. Ideal teaching style showed very small variance,
and very low correlations with learning outcomes. Hall
concluded that for difference scores to be appropriate
: measures, students need -to be aware of their own ideals.
He found that the dimensioh of instructor behavior that
correlated best with perceived learning waé actual Instructor
Contribution: "He is well prepared for class" and "He offers
new approaches to problems."

Sanders and Lynch (1973) ysed a 20-item instrument with A
six graduate education classes, each with eight students,
taught by three instructors (two classes by each instructor).
The instrument was distributed at the beginning of the class |
period and students responded on a 5-point scale as to how
they would like the instructor ideally to behave. Ten

T " minutes from the end of the period, they responded again on .
a 5-point scale to describe the instructor's actual behavior.
Frequencies of discrepancies of 2 points or more between
e ideal and actual were found for each class, and demonstrated
discrepancy differences between and within instructors.
Items on which there were the most disc.epancies were "My
participation in class was ..." "The amount of class dis-

cussion was ...," "The number of audiovisual mqterials used : _

in the course was ...," and "The amount of feedback given to
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students during the course was ....
These studies illustrate that student ideals do differ:
But an important practical question is "What ways are avail-
able to measure discrepancies between ideal and actual
behavior?" Hall (1970) used difference scores (Di) between
ideal and actual responses on each dimension, and an overall

fit calculated using the formula

=

“'\(‘J

"2

D2
i

7
i=1
7

Sanders and Lynch (1973) found the items on which there was
more than a 2-point discrepancy between ideal and actual,
and used the frequency of thesé in their analysis.

Warous and Lawler (1972) investigated nine operational
definitions of job satisfaction. They asked 208 employees

in 13 job locations to rate the present job on each of 23

%

items on 7-point scales using five different criteria: Is
now, Should be, Woﬁld you like, How important are they to
yoy, and How satisf{éd are you. The nine operational

definitions of job satisfaction were developed from these

criteria, and the correlations found between each qf these

and two traditional measures of job satisfaction, an overall
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assessment~of satisfaction on a 7-point scale and the mean

of scores from "How satisfied are you?* (mean facét satis-

faction). All correlations were significant at the .001

level. Mean facet satisfaction correlated best with

& (Inportance x Facet satisfaction)! (r = .92), =(Is now)

(r = .82), and %£(Importance x Is now) (r = .74). The corre-

lation with Z(Would like - Is now) was -.58. They concluded
) tﬁat there was little difference between unweighted (Is now) 1

definitions of satisfaction and those weighted by the

importance of facets or by taking "Would like" into account.

This result is similar to that of Hzll and perhaps reflects
a small range of differences in importance and preferences
of the people involved.

Locke (1969) has argued for the use of a discrepancy
definition of job satisfaction. He computed satisfaction
as the difference betweén fulfillﬂgnt (Is now) and desires
(Would.like). He objects to the use of importance weigh-
ing on theoretical grounds; he argues that the discrepancy
between fulfillment and desire already takes the importance
of the behavior into account and so multiplying by importance

'is redundant.

Cronbach (1970) has detailed theoretical objections to

the use of difference scores, stemming from the fact that |
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such scores include error from each of the measures used.
The use of the frequency of discrepancies of 2 points or
more (Sanders and Lynch, 1973) reddEes this problem some-
what. This measure of satisfaction could be further

refined by considering the proportion of matches (items with
less than 2 points discrepancy) on each dimension instead

of the absolute nu@ber.

Another theoretical consideration, this time related to
student needs, is the necessity to a11;w studenté to des-
cribe which instructor behaviors are relevant and which are
not. Hollander and Julian (1969) said that there had been:

a widespread failure to treat the characteristics

of the leader as they are perceived--and, what is

more, as they are perceiveq as relevant——by other

group members within a given setting (p. 391).

Current evaluation instruments assume that all the behaviors
described are important (at least to some degree) to all

the students. But in some situations, some items might well
be considered irrelevant--they neither add to nor detract
from the description of an ideal instructor. Collection of
student ideals should allow students to describe an item of
behavior as "irrelevant®; this would allow an evaluation

instrument to be used across a variety of sitnations.

An item described as irrelevant would not be included

in the calculation of the proportion of matches proposed
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above. In this way, an instructor would be judged only
against those items considered relevant by the students in
a particular situation. This method of calculating satis-
faction, for which no precedent has been found in the
literature, is further discussed on pp. 175-177.

The question of whether a fit between ideal and actual
instructor behavior leads to greater learning does not seem
to have received attention. The literature on the effects
of the person-environment f£it upon human performance and
satisfaction wa; reviewed by Pervin (1968). His main focus
was on the fit between the student and his college. His
findings indicated that discrepancies between student per-
ceptions of themselves and of their college were related to
dissatisfaction with the collegeir Hall (1970) found
generally low correlations between difference scores of
ideal and actual teacher style and perceived learning. In
his conclusion, he said that perhaps a perfect fit is not the
most desirable condition: A moderate level of strain between
ideal and actual styles might be more likely to lead to.
learning and growth. 7

Although no research has been found concerned with

changes in ideals, there is some related literature that

might have some bearing on the subject. For example,




Stogdill (1959) wrote:

..+ The group also exerts effects upon each
member which structure his expectations and
interactions, and pattern his performance to
some extent in conformity with the normative
expectancies of the group (p. 122).

Festinger (1950, 1957) has proposed a theory of cognitive
dissonance which says that when a person is confronted by
cognitive events which cannot be explained, then activity
occurs which reduces the dissonance. This theory applied to
the classroom situation suggests that a discrepancy between
ideal instructor behavior as described by the studené and
the actual instructor behavior might be reduced by the
student changing his ideal to conform‘to the uctual behaviér.
This would, however, only be expected to occur if the student

——liked the instructor's actual behavior. If he did not like
the behavior, there might be an accentuation of the-differ-
ence between descriptions of ideal and actual behavior.

In as far as grShp consensus occurs more readily in dis-
cussion groups (Bennet, 1955; Levine and Butler, 1953; Lewin,

1953), it might be expected that students' ideals would come

closer to actual behavior in a student-centered situation

———— .

e -

Research into changes in student ideals would need to
collect information on the degree of student involvement and

discussion to see if these variables were related to change.



Summary of the Situational Approach

Bl

‘At the beginning of the discussion of the situational
approach, reference was made to Lewin's formula B = F(P, E)
(Lewin, 1946). This formula may now be interpreted to read,
“The effective behavior of a leader or teacher is a function
of the characteristics of the leader or teacher and of the
situational variables in that environment.” An effective
teacher will be sensitive and responsi;e to the situational
variables (Campbell et al., 1970; Cartwright and Zander,
”1953; Tannenbaum ;hd Schmidt, 1958), although it is recognized
that their demands may sometimés be conflicting and that
actua). behavior at a certain time will have to be a compro-
mise between various pressures.

The situational approach is more realistic than the
great man approach, the traits épproach, and the behavioral
approach. It recognizes the interdependence of the leader,
the group members, and the pressures of the environment.

The difficulty lies in isolating a few variables at a time
so that research studies can be undertaken. For example,
in the present study, of the situational variables recog-
nized as important--tasks and desired outcomes, organiza-

tional ﬁ;gésures, environmental pressures, and group member
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ideals and expectations--only the latter is being considered.

This initial simplification is considered a necessary step

in building up a fuller theory of teacher effectiveness.

>
F
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

On the basis of the review of the literature in Chapter
II, various leader and teacher behaviors and dimensions were
identified that had been linked in some correlational or

experimental studies with effective group outcomes or learn-

ing achievement. This information was used in the develop-

ment of the trial form of the Instructor Behavior Descript;on
Questionnaire (IBDQ). This instrument was used in a pilot
study with classes of Psychology 100 undergraduates.

The instrument was then revised for use in the main
study with twelve graduate classes chosen from a variety of
subject areas. The number of students in each class is
shown ir Table 25 (p. 191). The final form of the IBDQ was
administered on two occasions seven weeks apart; ideal and
actual instructor behavior descriptions were collected, to-
gether with data on student characteristics and course
structure. Analysis of these data was carried out in accord-
ance with the problem statements on pp. 16-18 and hypotheses

on pp. 18-19,

The plan followed in this chapter is as follows:
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Development of the trial form of the IBDQ
ﬁﬁ

Description of the pilot study

Design and procedures for the main study

Data analysis for the main study.

Development of the Trial Form of the IBDQ

Background

As was discussed in Chapter I (pp. 12-14), college
evaluation instruments rarely have a theoretical base;

they tend to be a collection of items covering a narrow

rance of instructor behavior. In Chapter ITI .(pp. 42-43),
T,

thefe was a discussion of the development of the Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ), and other leader
deécription questionnaires were described which have shown
clearly defined factors or dimensions of beh;viox (Bowers
and Seashore, 1966, 1967). One purposé of the present study
was to use the dimensions of leader behaviér, and, by
examining aﬁvariety of leader and teacher behavior instru-
ments, to develop a new instrument which would include more
of what is known about instructor behavior.

The four-dimension solution as described by Bowers and
Seashore (1966, 1967) was taken as a starting point. Their

definitions of Support, Interaction Facilitation, Goal
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Emphasis, and Work Facilitation are given on p. 70. It was

decided to take each dimension in turn, to examine defini-

-

tioni/Jf other authors who had identified similar dimensions,

and to list the items they had used fg% the dimensions. From
these definitions and lists, aspects of the dimension were
identified, and statements describing these aspects were
written. The term Consideration is used instead of Support

&

and Moti@ation instead of Goal Emphasis.

Items to Descfipe Consideration

A basic decision had first to be made whether to include
items on the Consideration dimension that involved student
interaction and parti-ipation. Several authors who have
described leader behavior (Fleishman, 1957a: Fleishman and
Harris, 1962; Halpin, 1957a, 1966; Katz and Kahn, 195;) have
included items concerned with delegation of authority and
participation of subordinates on this dimension. Similarly,
"democratic" and "adaptable” are included in the understand-
ing, friendly, and responsive X, dimension of Ryans (1960),
showing that participation was iﬁcluded in cohsiderate

behavior.

However, Yukl (1971) has dquestioned whether partici-

pation is considerate behavior if the‘groupmhembers do not




wish to participate. He suggested that Consideration should
be restricted to friendly, supportive, and considerate be-

havior (and their opposites; hostile, punitive, and

»

*

inconsiderate). It has been decided to follow this sug:
gestion.

The following preliminary definition of Consideration
was developed from studies listed in Tables 1 - 6 (pp. 67-
77) ¢

Consideration is behavior that is friendly and

fair and increases the student's sense of

personal worth. The teacher is easy to talk to,

understanding of personal needs, and involved in

the work of the class.
The different aspects of Consideration that were identified
are listed in Table 7 together with the items used to des-

cribe them. The numbers are the item numbers used on the

trial form of the IBDQ (Appendix A).

Items to Describe
Interaction Facilitation

From the studies listed in Chapter II, Interaction

Facilitation was seen to be concerned with creating and

maintaining a network of satisfying interpersonal relation-

ships. Leadership studies mention facilitation of communi-

cation between group members and reduction of conflicts

within the group, while teaching studies speak of student
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involvement, use of stadent ideas, and student-centered
discussion groups. From this literature, the foliowing
preliminary definition of Interaction Facilitation was
developed:
Interaction Facilitation is behavior that
encourages interactions among students, reduces
actual and potential conflicts, and keeps the

class working as a team.

The different aspects of Interaction Facilitation that

were identified are listed in Table 8 together with the

items used to describe them. In the trial form of the
IBDQ, items on this diﬁension were concerned only with
student-to-student interaction. This was a rather narrow -
view that will be discussed agjain later (pp. 154 and 167).
Items concerned with allowing students to help in

setting lear1ing goals and with instructor-to-student inter-
action were included within the Motivation dimension, fol-
lowing the definition of Goal Emphasis given by Bowers and

Seashore (1967).

Items to Describe Motivation

From the studies listed in Chapter II, Motivation was
seen to be concerned with gaining members  acceptance of
group goals. Leadership studies mention enthusiasm for

achieving excellent performance, empbééizing the mission or

i
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job to be done, and keeping members' attention on the goal,

while fzaching,studies list stimulating, imaginative, and
original presentations, contagious enthusiasm, and emphasizing
seeing beyond the limits of the course. For a definition of
Motivation, it was decided to follow closely the Goal
Emphasis definition given by Bowers and Seashore (1967):

Motivation is behavior that creates, clarifies,

and changes learning goals and that gains

student acceptance of these goals, by stimu-

lating interest and initiative, by being

enthusiastic, and by encouraging extra effort
by looking above and beyond the immediate work.

The different aspects of Motivation that were identified

are listed in Table 9, together with the items used to des-
cribe them. The first group of items concerned with

creating group goals form a continuum from a great deal of

student involvement to none. These items were included

within Motivation rather than within Interaction Facilita-
tion as it was thought that student involvement would
contribute toward changing personal goals into directions

s

consistent with learning.

Items to Describe:Work Facilitation

From the studies listed in Chapter II, Work Facili-
tation was seen to be concerned with structuring the

sitv:ation for the attainment of group goals. The definition
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developeq'for Work Facilitation is given below:

Work Facilitation is behavior that sérgctures the

situation for effective learning by sueh activi-

ties as definition of roles, planning of proce-

dures, effective presentation, and providing

resources such as materials and expert knowledge.

Several teaching studies reviewed in Chapter II, p. 73,
differentiated managerial and technical functions within
work facilitation. Managerial functions were described as
class oréanization, while technical functions were described
as content organization. Managerial functions or class or-l
ganization includes two main groups of behaviors, one or
both of which might be recognizable in a particular se@ting.
These are definition of roles, and planning procedures and
presentations. Technicalff§§ctions'or content organization
constitutes what is generally known as expertise or subject
matter competence. Althoughrit is recognized that these
groups of behaviors have considerable overlap, they still
seem to be conceptually separate. The relation between
these ferms, and the kinds of behaviors that could be
included, are shown in Fig. 6.

only the first of these needs amplificatién. Definition
of roles was discussed on pp. 122~125 and has receivzd some

attention in leadership studies (Halpin and Winer, 1957;

RN R IR TR ]

Stogdill, 1963). The LBDQ Form XII (Stogdill, 1963) was

OO

i
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”,.Shows he is in charge

Definition - responsible
of - discipline
Managerial Roles T Shows members what is
Functions expected of them
or
Class _~Procedures well thought out
Organization Procedgres "~ - planned
an - organized
Presentation 7
~~can present own ideas and/or
organize group work
Technical - Relates work to other fields
Functions Expertise
or = Is competent in knowledge/
skills/technology
Content
Organization

Fig. 6. The Relation between Aspects of Work Facilitation

found gspecially pertinent in this regard and ideas from the
Representation, Initiation of Structure, Role Assumption,
and Superior Orientation scales were useful in clarifying
ideas about leadership roles. For the teaching situation,

it was decided to omit items concerned with speaking and

acting on behalf of the group and having influence with
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superiors. It was interesting to find a close similarity

between the leadership definition of roles and the control

and aiscipline functions of elementary and secondary school
teachers. |

The different asPeéts of Work Fagglitation that were
identified are listed in Table 10 together with the items

used to describe them.

§ The Trial Form of the IBDQ

r As a result of the above procedures, 54 items describ-
ing instructor behavior were available, based on four
dimensions. It was recognized that some items might be

: considered to lie on fwo or more dimensions. For example,

£ the item "Encourages us to help each other outside of class

hours, * although assigned to Interaction Facilitation,

A

could also be motivating and, if students wanted to work

RO 01 g 0

together,tmight also be considerate of personal feelings.
That some items might lie on several dimensions was con-
sidered an inevitable consequenéé of human behavior.

The items were arranged in random order using a table
of random numbers and are given in Appendix A. The items
were written in two forms, one appropriate for desg;;bing

ideal instructor behavior and the other for actual instructor

' rwwuqqunuml O 0 O 3 00 0 1 1 0 0 N 0
#
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A 5-point scale of importance was used for the

behavior.

ideal part of the instrument, with an option for the

~ student to show that he considered the item irrelevant to

the description of an ideal instructor. This was to allow

for individual student preferences in describing ideal

behavior. A 5-point scale of frequency was used for the

actual part of the instrument. The frequency alternatives

for actual behavior were inte¢nded to correspond to the

importance alternatives for ideal behavior. This corres-

pondence was used in the main study to define satisfaction

(PP- 175 -177) .-

— Also included on the instrument were five items: one

for overall instructor assessment, and one keyed to each of

the dimensions used in its development (dimension tags).

These were included to clarify the results of the later factor

analysis.

Description of the Pilot Study

The pilot study was conducted to see how well the

B items and dimension tags would load on the a priori dimensions,

and to find out which items might need revising. The pilot

study was conducted during Winter Quarter 1973.

1 A e g e
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Procedures for the Pilot Study

A readily available sample of undergraduate students
in Psychology 100 was chosen. It was decided to work
throﬁgh the faculty coordinator, who explained the project
to his teaching associates. They agreed to distribute the
questionnaire and collect the answer sheets;

Twenty-five teaching associates gave out the trial form
of the IBDQ ‘(Appendix A) to every student in their classes,
who were asked to take it home and return it on a specifiéds
date. Distribution was in two installments, and because of
unavoidable delays, some associates received their 1nst£u-
ments ratﬁer late in the quarter. Altogether, about 1,500
instruments were given odt. B

The first returns from five teaching associates (79
students) were analeéd and formed the basis on which
revisions to the instrument were made. These 79 students
represented a 27% return rate from those five classes.

A further 188 answer sheets were received later from another
twelve teachiég assﬁciates (also a 27% return rate) and were

alsoranalyzed.

Students were instructed to enter their responses

I

directly onto machine-scorable answer sheets. On ideal

instructor behavior (items 1-54), students were asked to -
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leave blank the items which they considered irrelevant.
students were also asked to indicate which items they did
not understand. When the sheets were returned, they were
taken to the Office of Evaluation where options A-E were
punched on cards as 0-4. These data were then transformed
using the computer program in Appendix K, so that 0-4 became
5-1 and blanks were converted to 0 on the ideal inSfructor
description and to 3 (the mid-point of the scale) on the
actual insfructor description.

Factor Analysis of Actual Instructor
Behavior Descriptions (Pilot Study)

A prelimirary factor-analysis of the actual behavior
descriptions in the first 79 returns was made using tﬁe
BMDO3M program. Six items that were poorly loaded anq/or
that had heen marked by several students as difficult to
understand were omitted when the complete returns were
analyzed. The ideal part of the IBDQ could not be analyzed

—

because of the presence of the "irrelevant” response cate-
gory.

The factor analysis of all 267 returns showed that fou;
factors accounted for over 37% of the variance. The factor
loadings, eigenvalues, and percentage of variance accounted

for by each factor are given in Appendix B, and the "best"
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items are illustrated in Fig. 8 (p.168). Items not
included in Fig. 8 had multiple loadings according to one of
the foilowing criteria:
1. All loadings less than .40
s 2. Loadings above .30.on three factors

3. LBadipg of .20 or more on three or more fa-tors and
no loading greater than .50.

The - factor structure is discussed here; comparison with the

——

results of the main study will be found on pp.167-170.

The factor structure of the best items may be compared

—

to the a priori dimensions. Items originally assigned to _
the Consideration diﬁ;nsion (9, 10, 31, 35, 48, 51) mostly
loaded on factor IIXI. Most of the iteﬁé originally
assigned to Interaction Facilitation (1, 13, 24, 34) and
some of the Motivation items con&erned with student parti-
cipation (6, 11, 32) loaéed on factor II. Most of the
other items frpm Motivation (3, 7, 17, 19, 27, 28, 37) had
their highest loadings on factor IV, but some also had
significant loadings on factor XI. Most of the Work Facili-
e T

tation items (4, 8, 15, 24, 26, 33, 36, 38, 39) had their

i

highest loadings on factor I, but some also had significant

T R KNI

‘loadings on factor IV.

|
I
|

Thé major loadings of the dimension tags are shown in

Table 1ll.
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TABLE 1l

MAJOR LOADINGS OF DIMENSION TAGS (PILOT STUDY)

D ] T A priori Factor
imension Tag . Dimension Loadingsa

This instructor shows
N kindness, consideration, " Consideration .55 on III

and friendliness

This instructor arranged ~— N : )
the class so students get Interaction .35 on II

to like each other and Facilitation .35 on 1V

work together

This instructor motivates . 54 on IV
tivation .

me to do my best work Mo .46 on 1

This instructor is organ- Work
ized, knows his subject, Facilitation .81
and can put it over aci

on I

31 0adings of more than .30.

From the loadings of the dimension tégs and the items
describing aqtual instructor behaviorf’féctorhII;ucan—bef~*; ———— o
identified as Consideration and factor I as Work Faéili—
tation. PFactor II contains ;tems from bbth the original
;Eigﬁgﬁ Tnteraction Facilitation dimension and the original Moti-
vation dimension. This factor will b. called Interaction
Fgcilitation, but it is now seen to include interaction

~ between students and the instructor and participation in

planning learning goals (p.l42). Items loading highly on
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factor IV identify it as Motivation, hut in a rather res-
tricted sense. In a wider sense, motivation behavior is
regarded as part of work facilitation and interaction
facilitation.

Considerfhg that the data were only a 27% return, these

results are considered to lend considerable validity to the

original fcrmulation of the four dimensions. i o

Revi:.on of the Trial Form of the IBDQ

Items that -students had marked as difficult to under-
stand were examined. On the basis of the students' feed-
back and the factor loadings, six items ﬁé§§¥3hitted (16,
18, 21, 30, 42, and 45). 1Item 50 was rewritten, and item 51
was changed from the negative to the posicive form. It
would have been possible to include on the final form of
the IBNQ just the 29 best items shown in Fig. 8: but as
these auad been derived from freshmen undergraduates, it was
thought desirable to use the larger number of items in case
the factor structure would be different for graduate
students.

The four i':@s'written to kéy to the four a priori
dimensions (!tems 110-113 on .he trial form) had helped to

clarify the meaning of the factors ‘and dimensions in the

:pilot study. It was considered-that the factors could now
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be :.dentified without their use, so they were omitted from
the final form.

Forty-eight of the original 54 items from the trial
form of the instrument were randomly ordered to make up the
final form of the IBDQ. The correspondence between the
item numbers on the trial and figal forms is given in

Appendix C, and the final form of the IBDQ in Appendices D

and L.

Items- to collect informagion on other variables

hypothésized to be related to descriptions of ideal and
actual instructor behavior were also written and included

in the iustruments in Appendices D and E.

. — —

L

Design and Procedures for the Main Study

The final form of the instrument was used on two
occasions with twelve graduate classes. ThiZ section
describes:
| Y. Saﬁpling procedure for the main study

2. Data collect%on

3. Coding and scoring.

R T L A R PR KRRt 1




Sampling Procedure for the Main Study

As it was not feasible to use a large random sample of
gréduate classes, it was decided to use a small number
selected from a variety of subject areas. Three fields were
first cﬁosen to represent a broad spectrum of offerings: .
Psycholog§, Science,\and Language. Within each field, two
subjeq&ﬂareas were chosen so that some might represent an

7academ1c speciality, i.e., Psychology, Physics, ﬁnd‘English,
while others, i.e., Educational Special Services, Science
Education, and Humanities Education, were within the College '
of Education. It was expected that during undergraduate work
studen;s*in, for example, Psyrhology and Educational Special
Services would have taken similar courses and yet have now,

as graduate students, self-selected themselves into aif-

ferent areas.

th

The Ohio State University Course Offerings and the
Master Schedule of Classes for Spring Quarter 1973 were =
consulted, -and four graduate courses within each subject -

area chosen in which the enrollment was expected to be

between 10 and 20. This restriction was imposed in order to

reduce any systematic efZzct due to class size, while

allowing the possibility of a variety of teaching styles.
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¢ indicated that the course would not be offered or that the
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In some cases, contact with the departmental secretary

expected enrollment fg}l‘outside the préeferred range. 1In
that case, secretaries were asked to suggggt'other courses.
In this way, two.or three courses were idéntified in each
subject area.
Contact was then made with the instructors. In only
twé cases, the instructors declined to cooperate and suéivmv-W
gested that different courses be used. In all otper'cases
where the course fulfilled the stated criteria, permission
was granted for class time to be used for administration of
the IBDQ. | -

Fig. 7 shows the fields and subject areas that were

chosea. The numbers-l—l2 will be used throughout the rest of

the text to refer to the classes.

Data Collection

The final form>of the IBDQ and the iteﬁs designed to
collect information on cher variables were administered
during the first class period énd againiafter about seven
weeks. The data collected on the two occasions are

shown on p.5160;

f—
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N Fields Subject Areas Classes
Psychology < gi::: ;
Psychology )
_ 77\ Educational < Class 3
Special ’ ;
Services Class 4 -~
- - . . Physics Class 5
: . < Class 6
. Science
. Science Class 7
Education < Class 8 -

N B ‘ English Class 9 -
: : J <Glass 10 -
: ~ Language .

Pumanities Class 11
Education <(‘lass 12

Fig. 7. Sampling of Classes for the aga'in Study .
"Science Education” includes one class from Early =nd
Middle Childhood and one from Science and Mathematics

Education.

- =

10
I
|
|




1. Pretest

Ideal Instructor Behavior
Need for Depende.ace

Student Biographical Data
Course Structure Variables

2. Posttest

Ideal Instructor Behavior
Actual Instructor Behavior -
Course Assessment

Pretest
‘The pretest was carried out during the first 10-15

miﬁutes of thé first class perir -~ during Spring Quarter 1973.
For ten of the twelve classes, this was between March’27 and
March 29; the other two classes met for the first times oﬂ
April 2 (class 3) and Aprilwg:igggggxgl; The instrument that
was distxibuted is shown in Appendix D. Instructions were
read out to each class in a standard format ii@pendix F).A
In all but three cases, the classes were administered by
the researcher, Classes 1 and 8 were administered by their
instructors, and class 12 by a colleague of the researcher.
These procedures were made ﬁecessary by time conflicts. -

On the same occasion, the instructors were asked to

complete the Course Description Questionnaire (Appendix H).

il 0 o O o

it sarsmon
1
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Posttest

The posttest was carried out 6-7 weeks after the pretest.
It was assumed that by this time eacg class would have had at
least one paper or midterm examination, and/or received some
kind of feedback from the instructor, but not their final
examination or term paper. For eleven of the classes, the
posttest was between May 14 and May 17. For the twelfth
class (class 8), it was on May 22. The instrument that was
distributed is shown in Appendix E. Instructions were agaih
‘read out in a standard format (Appendix G). The majority of
the classes were administered by the researcher. Class 2 was
adm;;isferéd b&ithe"instructor, and classes 4, 7, and 8 by a : é
colleague of the researcher. This was necessary 5ecause of T
time conflicts. . ;

On the same occasion, the instructors were asked to check -
their responses to the Course Description—Questionnaire and
to change them if necessary. The .evised responses were used

in storing.

Summary

Wy ﬁ , h o

With the above time schedule, ten of the t-elve classes =

had a period of exactly seven waeks between pretest and post-

test and two (classes 3 and 8) had a period of six weeks. To
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have a shorter period for the latter two classes was considered
preferable to letting them run an extra week and come too near
to the end of tﬁe quarter when ingtructorsvmight be feeling
fhe pressure of time and the class sit?ation might‘be differ-

»

ent from that in the other classes.

Coding and Scoring %

Students were instructed to enter their responses

. .
directly onto machine-scorable answer sheets. Answers were

then converted into punched cards by the Office of Evaluation,
options A-E becoming 0-4. The following transformations were

then performed, using the computer proéram in Appendix K.

Ideal Instructor Behavior

F—_ e - = i
— Temr e

. For ideal iﬁstructérrbehav;or (items 1-48 on the instru-
ments ;n Appendices D and E), scores 0-4 were changed to 5-1
so that the highest score represented essential instructor
behavior. Negatively worded items (10, 21, and 39) were
changed;from 0-4 to 1-5, and b}aﬁks ("irrelevant; responses)
were converted to zeros. .n this way, "irrelevant” responses

were distinguished from the others. é
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Need for Dependence )

- The six items 49-54 in Appendix D were adapted from a

scale of Vroom's (1959).7 Tt was expected that a person with

a high need for dependencg wculd prefer to be told what do to
. S ,

in class and would carry out suggestions without changing them.

A person with a low need for dependénbémwouid adapt suggestions

T to his own preferences.
—— . Fr I

Transformations were carried ovt on the raw data so that

a high score on these items-would indicate a high need for

dependence. For items 49 and 53, scores were changed from 0-4

to 1-5, and for items 50, 51, 52, and 54, from 0-4 to 5-l.

Student Biographical Variables

———

Items 55-59 in Appendi¥ D collected data on tae folloﬁ—
ing variables: Year of Study, Sex, g;eedom of ChAice, Number
of Courses, andgAge Group. These variables are.defined on
p. 22.

No transformations were carried out on these data:

respouses A-F remained 0-4.

Actual Instructor Behavior

For actual instructor behavior (items 49-96 in Appendix

E), responses 0-4 were changed to 5-1 so that the highest

i
”WWMWWMW«WW TP 00 0 0 0
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score represented behavior that alwavs occurred. Negatively

worded items (58, 69, and 87) were changed to 1-5, and blanks -

IRICRIIT T |

to 3's (the mid-pcint of the scale). -

E & _
z Course Assessment : -

The six itemc 97-102 in Appendix E were wfitten to be

similar to those used on many‘Eﬁ?xent evaluation instruments

[

for describing overall course assessment.

Responses 0-4 were changed to 5-1 so that the highest

il I

. score represented 1e most favorable assessment of the course
- '

and the instructor. Blanks were changed to 3's (the mid-

point of the soale).
A summary of the transformations performed on the raw

student data is given in Table 12.

Course Structure Vériables: ' R

P

The seven items of the Course Description Questionnaire
(see Appendix H) were designed t§ collect from instructors .
descripticns of the amount of student in§oi§ement in the
course. Responses wére scored so that a high score repre-
sented a high degree of student involvement and responsibility,
student talk, opportunity forrstudenﬁg tp participate and

influence the course, and feedback from instructor to students

I
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TABLE 12 < o

TRANSFORMATIONS PERFORMED ON RAW DATA

0 -4 Blanks
Variables Items changed changed
- to ‘ to
a -
Pretest 4
Ideal Instructor 1 - 48 5 -1 . 0
Behavior except 10, 21, 39
: 10, 21, 39 1-5 0
-Need for De- 49, 53 ) l -5 3
pendence ’ 50, 51, 52, 54 5 -1 3
Student Biograph-~ _
ical Vvariables 55 - 59 Unchanged Unchanged
B —— Posttestb
Ideal Instructor l - 48 s -1 0
Behavior except 10, 21, 39 o
40, 21, 39 1 -5 0
- Actual Instructor 49 - 96 5 « 1 3 .
Behavior except 48, 69, 87
48, 69, 87 l -5 3
Course Assesé- .
ment . 97 - :02 5 -1 ) 3

a .
Item numbers refer to the instrument in Appendix D.

b ,
Item numbers refer to the instrument in Appendix E.
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and from students to instructor. The scoring system is

given in Appendix I.

Data Analysis for the Main Study

In this section are reported the results of the prelim-
inary data analyses for the main study. The analyses to be

used in testing the hypotheses are also described briefly:

The major results are given in Chapter IV. The outline

for this section is as follows:

1. Factor analysis of actual instructor behavior
descriptions in the main study

2. Operational definition of the variables

- '3. Reliability and validity of the final form of the
1BDOQ

4. Description of the samplé and dropouts

5. Aprzlyses for the testing of the hypotheses.

Factor Analysis of Actual Instructor >

Behavior Descriptions (Main Study)

-

The raw data for actual instructor behavior was all

transformed so that 0-4 was changed to 5-1 and any blanks were
converted to 3's as in the pilot study. 'Descriptions of
actual instructor behavior were then factor analyzed using

the BMDO3M. program. Ideal behavior descriptions could not be
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#;halyzed in this vay because of the presence of the "irrele-
vanﬁ'responée category. L

Four factors were extracted and rotated, accounting for
37% of the variance. The factor loadings, eigenvalues, and
percentage oif ‘variance accounted for by each factor, are
given in Appendix J.

In the following tabigé and figuréé, the numbers used
for the items ir; theApilbféEﬁéy (pp. 141-149) and the a ori-
ori dimensions (Tables 7-1l1l) are also:used when rgferring to

;*~—Jhn;v>~=4:wthe?fhmefﬁrthe final form of the IBDQ.  This allows easy
7comparison of the results.

Fig. 8 and Fig. 9 show the best loaded items in the
pilct study and the main study. The criteria f£or exclusion
of multiple-loaded items are given on p..153. In addition,

the item "Is fair in grading my work” is excluded from

Fig. 9 because some of the graduate classes said they had not

e

received feedback on any written work from their instructors

and could ﬁ;giénsﬁer the item.

-Similarities and differences between the factors ob- '
tained in the pilot study and the main study may be noted, and

t+ factors compared to the a priori dimensions. In the

a study, most of the items originally assigned to Inter-

action Facilitation (1, 13, 34, 47) again loaded on one
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e .. o -

Work R Motivation
T Facilitation v
. -8,15
3, 36, N 19
17,
_ 38, 39 27,28
- B 4 v
S -
o mrm 11 111 ~
4 _
Interaction
Facilitation Consideration
N ’ Pig. 8. Factor loadings of best items in pilot study. Items within
circles have loadings above .40 on that factor and less than .20 on other
factors. Items between circles have loadings above .40 on one factor and
above .30 on the othet factor: their positions show approximately the ratio . i
of the two ®.adings. Some items with multiple loadings have beun excluded. )
Work Motivation
Facilitation ¢ .
3, 4,8,
15, 19, 36, 37
= 3g, 52, 53 ’
] ’ 1 v
2, lu
1 1 .
6, 13
* 32, 33, 34 . -
-12, 46, 51 .
47, 48, 50
Interaction
racilitation Consideration -
. Fig. ., Factor loadings of best items in main study. Criteria - -
for inclusion and exclusion are as in the Pilot study (Fig, B8). Item 51 was E
changed from & negative form in the pilot stud; to & positive form in the A - !
main study, . ] :
L3-S
,7 Fo—————
Q B

i
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factor (I). The original Work Facilitation items (4, é, 15,
26, 33, 36, 38, 50, 53) loaded more clearly than in the pilot
study, mostly on one factor (II). Tﬁe d}iginal Consideration
items (9, 10, 12, 20, 25, 31, 46, 48, 51, 52) again loaded on
one factor (III). Factors I, II, and III in the main study
can thus be identified as Interactién7facilitation, Work
Facilitation, and Consideration respectively. -
The o;iginal Motivation items seem to have been of three
kinds: participation items (6, 32) which loaded with Inter-
action Facilitation, interest items (3, 19, 37) which loaded
with Work Facilitation, and encouragement items (7, 17, 27,
28) which had their highest loadings on a separate factor (IV).
This distribution occurred in both the pilot study and the
final study. As suggested in the pilot study (p. 155), factor
Iv c;n be labelled Motivation using this term in a narrow
sense. The distribution of the other items oriéinally on
the Motivation dimension suggests that participation and
interesting class presentations are also seen as motivating.
The similarity of the factor structures for the pilot
study and the main study was most encouraging, as the
samples used, the methods of data collection, and the ordering
of the it;;s were different. Furthermore, teaching associatas

were described in the pilot study and professors in the main
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study. Apart from the bregk up of the original Motivation
dimension, the validity of the a priori dimensions was con-
firmed. 1In fact the distribution of Motivation items was
consistent with some of the literature discussed in Chapter II.
Post hoc dimensions defined from the factor analysis are
likely to be more valid than the a priori ones.

The items within each circle in Fig. 9 were taken to.
define the dimensions for use in the subsequeﬁt data analysis.
In addition, items 17 and 27 were ineluded in the Motivation
dimension on the basis of their face validity. (Item 28 was
not included on this basis, as it bad a lcading of almost
.30 on three factors.) . The items defining each dimension

are shown in Table 13. Formal definitions are given on p. 20.

Operational Definitions of Variables

The hypotheses of this study are to be tested using the
student variables listed in Table 14 and various class vari-
ables. The student variables are defined operationally from
the responses to the pretest and posttest administrations of

+he final form of the IBDQ, transformed as described on

pp. 162-165.




TABLE 13

ITEMS SELECTED TO DEFINE FOUR DIMENSIONS
OF JINSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR

Dimension I: Interaction Facilitation (IF)

Organizes effective discussion groups (.82)3

Sets aside class time for inter-student discussions (.73)
Arranges the room so students can discuss together (.70)
Shows me how the course material relates to everyday
life (.61) '

Asks us what topics we would like to cover (.49)

¥Wants students to get along together (.49)

Plans course objectives jointly with students (.48)

Dirension IX: Work Facilitation (WF)

Makes the work interesting for me (.73)

Presents material so I can understand it (.66)
Uses effective teaching methods for this course ( »65)
Shows us he is well organized (.64) ’

Makes it pleasant for me to be in class (.62)
Shows enthusiasm for the subject (.60)

. Shows me that the topics being discussed are
important (.58)

Makes clear his role in the class (.56)

Inspires my confidence in his knowledge of the
subject (.50)

Schedules the work so things get done at the right
times (.45)

Dimension III: Consideration (C)

Welcomes individual contact with gtudents (,60)

Makes me feel free to ask questions (.59)

. Is friendly and approachable (,57)

Makes derogatory remarks about some students.in front of
the others (-.55)

Criticizes me in a destructive way (-.50)

Does things himself that he doesn't allow me to do (-.42)

Dimension IV: Motivation (M)

Calls me by my name (.72)

Motivates me to do my best work (.61, and .43 on II)
Encourages me to spend extra time and effort on my
work (.56)

Provides me with informational feedback and encourages
greater effort (.56, and .32 on II) :

8ractor loadings.




TABLE 14

STUDENT VARIABLES

Variable

Number Description

Interaction Facilitation
Pretest dimension Work Facilitation
scores (ideal) Consideration
Motivation

Interaction Facilitation
Pretest number i Work Facilitation
relevant (ideal) Consideration
Motivation

oo uwm oW

Need for Dependence
Year of Study
Stndent Sex
Characteristics Freedom of Chc.ce
Number of Courses
Age Group

Interaction Facilitation
Posttest dimension Work Facilitation
scores (ideal) Consideration
- Motivation

Interaction Facilitation
Posttest number Work Facilitation
relevant (ideal) Consideration
Motivation

Interaction Facilitation
Dimension scores Work Facilitation
(actual) Consideration
Motivation

Interaction Facilitation
satisfaction Work Facilitation
f-ores Consideration

Motivation

Overall

Course Assessment Score

O I




Student Characteristics
The Need for Dependence score (variable 9) is the mean ﬂ%
of the six transformed responses to items 49-54 on the pre-
test instrument (Appendix D).
Year of Study, Sex, Freedom of Choice, Number of
Courses, and Age Group (variables 10-14) are given by the

responses to items 55-59 respectively on the pretest instru-

ment (Appendix D).

Course Assessment
The course assessment score (variable 32) is the mean. of -
the six transformed responses to items 97-102 on the post-

test instrument (Appendix E).

Dimension Scores and Number of
Items Considered Relevant

Dimension scores are defined from the items listed in
Table 13 and the responses transformed according to the
schedule in Table 12. Foi pretest ideal benavior (variables

1-4) and posttest ideal behavior (variables 15-18), the

dimension score is the mean transformed response on the

items considered relevant on each dimension. Thus, if a

student's transformed responses were 2, 1, 0, 2, 1 on a




dimension, his ¢ mension score was calculated as

2+1 Z 2 +1_ 1.5, with 4 items considered relevant. For
actual behavior (variables 23-26), the dimension score is

the mean of all the transformed responses on each dimension,
since there is no "irrelevant" response category.

Use of these scores for ideal behavior descriptions
assumes that the dimensions are internally consistent. For
example, a student with responses ofio, 1, 0, 2, 0 would
receive the same dimension score (1.5) as the student with
2,1, 0, 2, 1. As items were assigned to dimensions on

the basis of a factor analysis, and dimension scores for

actual behavior were found to have high reliabilities

(Table 15, p. 179), this assumption is considered justi-

fiable.

Because no precedent was found in the literature for
the use of dimension scores as defined above, the number of
relevant items on each dimension is also used in the data

analysis. Number relevant is only defined for ideal behavior

descriptions (variables 5-8 and 19-22),




Satisfaction

Following the rationale outlined in Chapter II (pp.130-
133), the satisfaction of each student das found by comparing
student descriptions of ideal and actual instructor behavior.
The importance alternatives for ideal behavior had been
chosen to correspond to the frequency alternatives for
actual behavio::

Ideal Actual

A. Essential A. Always

B. Very important B. Often

C. Fairly important C. Sometimes

D. Undesirable D. Seldom
E. Should always be avoided E. Never

&

Thus a behavior described ac "Essential” should "Always”

occur, and one that is "Undesirable” should "Seldom” occur.
Because the correspondence may n&t be exact, the

ideal and actual behavior descriptions were said to "match"”

if they differed by no more than oune scale point. This

is similar to the procecure adopted by Sanders and Lynch ’

(1973) .- The satisfaction scores for each student on each

dimension (variables 27-30) were then defined as the per-

centage of the relevant items which were matches.
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An example of the calculation of a satisfaction score
wilf be given by reference to the imaginary responses shown

in Fig. 10. In this example, two items were considered

relevant (items 1 and 2) and one irrelevant (item 3). There

is a match on one of these.items (item 1), since the differ-

ence between his ideal and actual responses is not more than

one scale point. If these three items were the only items
on a dimension, the student's satisfaction would be recorded

as 1/2, one match out of two items considered reievant,

and h}é\ijiisfaction score would be 50 (per cent).

= Choi Choice on
Item Ido ielzn ~ Corresponding Decision
cat ~tem Ectual Item
1 C: Fairly B: Often Match
important
2 E: Should always C: Sometimes Non-match
be avoided
3 (Blank) C: Sometimes Irrelevant;
not counted

Fig. 10. Example of Satisfaction Calculation

oy




An overall satisfaction score for each student (variable
31) was similarly defined as the percentage of the total
number of relevant items on all dimensions which were
matches.

A computer program to per.orm these operations was
written for the researcher and isigiven in Appendix M. Out-
put from this program was returned to each of the ins£ructoxu

at the end of the quarter; an example is shown in Appendix N.

Class Variables

Class means of student data on variables 1-26 and 32 are

used in some of the data analysis. Class satisfaction
scores an each dimension and overall were not -obtained as
the means of student data on variables 27-31, but were
defined as the percéntage of the class total number of
relevanf:items which were matches.

Course structure variables (Method of Presentation ,
Choice of Topics, Preparation of Material, Structuring of
Topics, Means of Assessment, Feedback on Written Work, and
Course Evaluation) were defined by responses to the Course
Description Questionnaire (Appendix H), scored as shown

in Appendix I.
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Reliability and Validity of
the Final Form of the IBDQ

Reliability of Dimension Scores

Item responses for actual instructor behavior on the
four dimensions were entered in the STATPACK program for
Subtest Analysis of Scales. This computed item-to-
 dimension correlations and KR-8 reliabilities for each

dimension. Results are given in Table 15. The rzliabil-

ities are high, and justify confidence in later analyses

based on the four dimensions identified.

Reliabilities of dimension scores for ideal instructor
behavior, androf:satisfaction‘scores on each dimension,
could not be calculated because of the presence of the

»irrelevant” response category.

Stability of the Dimension Scores

Students described ideal instructor behavior on two
occasions six to seven weeks apart in the process of
collecting data for testing ﬁypothesis 2. The correlations
between pretest gﬁéjposttest dimension scores are given in

Table l6.
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TABLE 15

ITEM MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS, CORRELATIONS BETWEEN
ITEMS AND DIMENSION SCORES, AND KR-8 RELIABILITIES OF
DIMENSION SCORES FOR ACTUAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR

Item-
Mean s.D. Dimension
Corrxelation

.82
.77
.80
.68
.65
.61
.63

Dimension Relia- Item
(Actual) bility No.2

Interaction .89 33 3.32
Facilitation 34 3.38
13 3.69

50 3.42

6 3.18

47 3.69

32 2.85

FORKFMHMP
[ ]
OCDWOONWN
O =W s e

(=
foe]
H

Work 19 4.12 .75
Facilitation . 53 4:39 .68
15 4.17 .74

38 3.93 .71

52 4.18 .68

37 4.64 .63

3 3.99 .66

4 4.01 .64

8 4.46 .50

36 .82 .52

°
)}
~

Consideration .80 51 .71
46 .66

9 .60

1 . .66

12 «57

10 - .63

Motivation 20 1,51 .78
17 . .79

7 ' .72

27 0.87 .68

Atems listed in decreasing order of factor loading
(see Table 13). -




TABLE 16

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PRETEST AND POSTTEST
DIMENSION SCORES FOR IDEAL INSTRUCTOR
BEHAVIOR, BY STUDENT AND BY CLASS

Pretest Postt :t D ] S (1deal)
Dimension osttes imension Scores ea

Scores

(Ideal) IF WF c M

By student?

.59 .13
.30 .72
.17 .22
.37 .28

b

By class

IF .77 -.17
WF .15 .78
c .34 -.07
M .64 .11

f’
3N's range from 133 to 137; P(r 2 .17) = .05
and P(r > .22) = .OL.

b
N = 12; P(r 2> .58) = .05 and P(r % .71) = .01,

The values on the diagonals show the stability of the

four dimension scores. By student, the values for all

scales are significant at the .01 level, and by class Inter-

action Facilitation and Work Facilitation are significant at

the .01 level. Consjdering that the period between pretest

and posttest was so long compared to most test-retest

periods, and that it was hypothesized that there would be
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changes over this time, these figures show that the dimension

scores are fairly stable. "

Intercorrelations. of the Dimensions

Three sets of intercorrelations between dimension
scores were examined: for p 1 - i2al ‘descriptions
(Table 17) for posttest ideal descriptions (Table 18) and
for actual behavior descrip ions (Table 19). The three
tables show a similar pattelh. By student, all intercorre-
lations are significant at the .05 level; by class, no
intercorrelations are significant at this level. As the
%ﬁems assigne? to each of the four dimensions also héd
load.ngs on othe: dimensions, it was to be expected that
there would be quite high intercorrelations. The dimension

scores can thus be used as separate scales but they are not

* independent.

The items were assigned to dimensions on the basis of
déscriptions of actual instructor behavior. The fact that
the intercorrelations for ideal behavior descriptions were
so similar on the two occasions (Tables 17 and 18) and were
not consistently higher or lower than the intercorrelations

for actual behavior descriptions (Table 19) supports the
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TABLE 17

INTERCORRELATIONS OF PRETEST DIMENSION SCORES FOR
IDEAL -INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY STUDENT AND BY cLass?®

Pretest Pretest Dimension Scores (Ideal)
Dimension
Scores IF WF c M
(Xdeal) _
IF : 027 '28 .33
WF -.21 '35 .36
c .08 .12 .29
M 029 .30 ‘61

®correlations above the diagonal are by student;
P(r > .22) = .0l.. Correlations below the diagonal
are by class; P(r 2 .58) = .05.

TABLE 18

INTERCORRELATIONS OF POSTTEST DIMENSION SCORES FOR
IDEAL ITTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY STUDENT AND BY CLASS?

Postiest

Dimension Posttest Dimension Scores (Ideal)
Scores IF WE o N
(Ideal) )

iF .32 .28 .41

WE .14 .38 .42
c .47 .53 .27
M .54 .50 .45

3correlations above the diagonal are by student;

P(r 2 .22) = .0l. Correlations below the diagonal
are by class; P(r 2 .58) = .05.




TABLE 19

INTERCORRELATIONS OF DIMENSION SCORES FOR ACTU%L
INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY STUDENT AND BY CLASS

-

Dimension ]
Scores Dimension Scores (Actual)
(Actual) IF WF c M

.34 .33
.33

IF

WF .19
c .31 -.19

M .51 .09 .11

aCorrelations above the diagonal are by
student; P(r 2 .17) = .05 and P(r > .22) = .0l.
Correlations below the diagonal are by class;
P(r > .58) = .05.

. TABLE 20

INTERCORRELATIONS OF SATISFACTION SCORES,
BY STUDENT AND BY CLASS

Dimension

Dimension
_ IF “WF Cc
IF .17 .11
WF .12 .05
c ) .37 .06
M -,12 .18 .14

qcorrelations above the diagonal are by
student; P(r » .17) = .05. Correlations below

the diagonal are by class; P(r > .58) = .05.




validity of using dimensions obtained from actual in-

structor behavior in the analysis of ideal behavior.

Intercorrelations of Satisfaction Scores

Intercorrelations of satisfaction scores.by student and
by class were also found (Table 20)1 fhesé intercg?relations
are very low, only two of them (by scudent) beingrgignifi—
cant at the .05 level. The satisfaction scores can thus

be used as separate scales.

Discrimination of Differences between
Classes on Actual Instructor Behavior

Classes for the sample had been chosen from a variety of
subject areas (p.159) and with small sizes in anticipation
that arvariety of teaching styles would be observed.

Instructor responses to the Coursernescription Questionnaire

(Appendices H and I, and Table 35, p. 207) indicated that
indeed the classes were being taught in different ways.
Class descriptions of actual instructor behavior should

‘therefore be different.

Means and standard deviations of actual dimension scoies
by class are given in Table 21, and analysis of variance

of these scores is reported in Table 22. There was a signifi-

cant overall difference between classes (P € .00l), and

R e e

i
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TABLE 21

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF DIMENSTON SCORES FOR
ACTUAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY CLASS AND OVERWLL

Dimension Scores (Actual)

Class N IF WF C M

1 4 M 2.393  4.000  4.625  3.125
Sb 0.442  1.010 0.344  0.924
2 8 M 3.839  3.987  4.729  3.750
sb 0.473  0.352  0.153  0.500
3 12 M 3.690  3.900  4.653  3.750
SD 0.430  0.694  0.279  0.384
: 4 19 M 3.714  4.200  4.377  3.461
' : sD 0.660  0.467 0.580  0.973
5 19 M 2.248  4.037  4.167  3.066
SD 0.654  0.273  0.539  0.820
6 5 M 2.686  4.520  4.633  3.400

D 0.293  0.370  0.298  0.137 =

7 21 M 4.000 4.448  4.675  3.214 -

SD 0.461  0.383  0.286  0.902
: 8 7 M 3.837  4.100 4.786  4.107
: sD 0.399  0.327  0.159  0.537
% 9 16 M 2.982  4.012  4.781  3.87.
g SD 0.703  0.480  0.256  0.428
§ 10 9 M 3.254 3.867 4.667  3.889
% sD 0.235 . 0.550  0.323  0.309
11 7 M 3.429  4.443 4,071  4.286
g SD 0.738  0.519  0.630  0.443
- 12 10 M 3.757  4.550  4.700  4.075
8D 0.580  0.310  0.312  0.442
- M 3.363  4.172  4.550 3,595
Overall 137 gp  0.808 0.501  0.448  0.764

e
KR e ey
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significant univariate differences for Interaction Facili-
tation, Consideration, and Motivation at the .00l level, and
for Work Facilitation at the .002 level. Assuming that

the classes were different students using the IBDQ described

these differences on all the dimensions. The large dif-

ferences may partly depend on students having already filled

out the description of ideal instructor behavior, so that
they:fere more likely to respond accurately to the des-
cription of actual béhavior: As their ideals would be
taken into account, they did not have to fear giving a "bad"

description for an instructor.

TABLE 22

MULTIVARIATE AND UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIMENSION
SCORES FOR ACTUAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY CLASS

Dimension(s) a.f. ‘M.S. 'F
ﬂultivariate 7
IF, WF, C, M 468.7 - 6.054
’ Univariate
IF 125 4.475 B - ¥
AaF - 125 . 0.642 2.9377

C 125 0.666 4.188
M 125 1.798 3.769




Cross Validation

On thelCourse Description Questionnaire (Appendix H),
instructors described the amount of student involvement,
s@udent responsibility and student-instructor feedback in
their classes. (The scoring system is given in Appendix I.)
The intercorrelations of the responses to the seven items
are given in Table 23. Four of the items were correlated
at the .01l level with the total score: 4items 1, 2, 3 and 5.
These items could be taken as the best ones to describe the

amount of interaction and participation of the students.

TABLE 23

INTERCORRELATIONS OF COURSE STRUCTURE VARIABLES®

Variable 2 3 4 5 6 1

1. Method of Presentation .51 .84 .00 .62 .04 -.09
2. Choice of Topics .63 .47 .79 .01 -.13
3. Preparation of Material .16 .69 -.13 -.03
4. structuring of Topics .52 ~.27 .05
5. Means of Assessment -.23 .14
6. Feedback on Written Work -.66
7. Course Evaluation

3N = 12; P(r » .58) = .05, P(r 2 .71) = .OL.
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If the IBDQ is a valid measure of actual instructor be-
havior, then the correlations between instructors' course
descriptions on these items and students®' mean scores on
the Interaction Facilitation dimension should be signifi-i
cant and positive.

Correlations between course structure variables and

class mean dimension scores are given in Table 24. There

was a significant correlation (P <€ .01l) between Interaction
Facilitalion scores and two of the four best itéms (*Method
of Presentation® and "Preparatioh of Material”). There was
also a significant correlation (P < .05) between Igtgr—
action Facilitation scores and the total score on tﬁé -

Ed

questionnaire. ';;“'

It is intefesting to note téat the other two items
( Choice of Topics and Means of Assessment ) were corre-
lated at the .0l level wichCOnsideration scores. Consid-
eration scores were also correldted with the total écore on
the questionnaire at the .0l level, and with 1tems4 1 and 3
at the .05 level. :In this sample of students, student

involvement and responsibility as defined by the instructors’

responses to the Course Description Questionnaire tended to

be described as considerate behavior by the students.




TABLE 24

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN COURSE STRUCTURE VARIABLES AND MEAN
DIMENSION SCORES FOR ACTUAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR2

.

Dimension Scores (Actual)
Course Structure Variable IF WF c M

1. Method of Presentation .71 -.01 .61 .21
2. Choice of Topics .47 -.16 .87 .0l
3. Preparation of Material .73 .07 .68 .38
4, Structuring of Topics .12 .38 .23 -.49
5. Means of Assessment .38 .08 .72 -.21
6. Feedback on Written Work .04 ~.38 -.10 .13
7. Course Evaluation -.02 .55 -.12 -.13

Total Score .61 .13 .72 -.05

®N = 12; P(r » .58) = .05 and P(r 3 .71) = .Ol.

Summary

The dimension scores for actual instructor behavior

derived from the IBDQ were reliable (KR 8 reliabilities be-

tween .80 and .89) and most of them were stable over a seven-
week period. Although items were assigned to dimensions on
the basis ofxthe highest factor loadings, the dimension scores
could be considered as separate scales. Dimensions defined
from the factor analysis of actual instructor behavior were
also valid for descriptions of ideal behavior. Satis-

faction scores on the dimensions could also be considered

as separate scales. Differences between classes in actual




instructor behavior as described by the instructors on the
Course Description Questionnaire were similarly described

by students in their responses to ihe IBDQ.

Description of the Sample and Dropouts

The sample for the main study consisted of twelve
graduate classes drawn from six subject areas (Fig. 7,
p. 159). Class enrollment had been expected to be between
10 and 20 when contact was firét made:with the instructors,
bu; the initial class sizes for the pretest actually ranged
from 7 to 25 and the final numbers that were present for
the po;ttest were smaller (Table 25). "Dropouts" in Table 25
refers to students who were present at the pretest, but for
some reason were not present at the posttest. Four students
whordidrnot £ill in all the Assessment items on the posttest

(two students each from classes 4 and 9) were also classified

as dropouts.

Number of items relevant and dimension scores on each
dimension of ideal instructor behavior were available for
each student froﬁ the pretest. Multivariate analyses of
variance were performed on both variables to determine if

the dropouts differed significantly from the remainder of




TABLE 25

INITIAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS, NUMBER OF DROPOUTS,
AND FINAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS, BY CLASS

Initial Number of Final
Class Number Dropouts Number

4
8
12
19

8
10
14
25

SN

22

7
25
10

19
5

Wbk W

23
14
10
11

| W

-8
[,V

Overall

the class (the “stayins”) and to find if tﬁere had been dif-
ferent;al dropout from the twelve classes. This check was
considered essential because poth number of items relevant
and dimension scores would be used in testing the hypotheses
of the main'study.:

The analyses are summarized in Tables 26 and 27. An

overall difference between classes was found for both

variables (this will be discuyssed in Chapter IV) but no
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TABLE 26

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF NUMBER OF ITEMS
CONSIDERED RELEVANT IN PRETEST DESCRIPTIONS OF IDEAL
INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BETWEEN CLASSES -AND
BETWEEN DROPOUTS AND STAYINS

Source a.f.

Between Classes (C) 44, 583.5

Between Dropouts
and Stayins (D) 4, 152

‘Interactionh(c x D) 44, 583.5

TABLE 27

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PRETEST DIMENSION
SCORES FOR IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BETWEEN
CLASSES AND BETWEEN DROPOUTS AND STAYINS

Source d.f. F

Between Classes (C) 44, 583.5 2.280

Between Dropouts :
and Stayins (D) 4, 152 0.804

Interaction (C x D) 44, 583.5 1.207
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difference between dropouts and stayins and no interaction

Thus it was assumed that the dropouts were a random

effect.
The remainder of the data analysis

sample from each class.
Descriptive statistics

uses only data from the "stayins.*”

on the student characteristics are given in Chapter IV

(Tables 28-34, pp. 199-205). Data on course structure

variables are given in Table 35,. p. 207.

Analyses for the Testing
of Hypotheses '

The following correlational analyses and analyses of

variance, on the student variables and course structure
variables (Tables 28-35, pp. 199-207) were performed in

testing the hypotheses. (Tables of results ara given in

Chapter 1IV.)

Hypothesis 1 There are significant correlations between
selected student characteristics and dimension scores for

ideal instructor behavior.
This was tested by finding correlations between student

characteristics and pretest and posttest dimension scores

for ideal instructor behavior (Table 36, p.209).

T —




Hypothesis 2 There are significant class changes in

descriptions of ideal { -tructor behavior from pretest to
posttest.

This was tested by finding changes from pretest to
posttest on the four dimensions of ideal instructor behavior
in: '

mean numbor of items considered relevant in
each class (Table 37, p. 212).

mean dimension score in each class (Table 38,
P. 213)

standard deviation of dimension scores in each

class (Table 39, p. 214).

There were thus twelve change scores ‘on each dimension for

2 test was

each of the three variables. Hotelling's T

employed to determine if the change scores for each vari-
able were significantly different from zero. Results are
given on pp.210-216 and in Tabbg 40 (p. 215).

Other comparisons and analyses to test this hypothesis
were:

1. Comparison of correlations of pretest and post-
test dimension scores for ideal instructor
behavior with corresponding dimension scores
for actual instructor behavior (Table 41,

- P. 218).

Comparison of analyses of variance on number
of items considered relevant on pretest
(Table 51, p.233) and posttest (Table 42,

P. 220) descriptions of ideal behavior
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3. Comparison of analyses of variance on dimension
scores on pretest (Table 53, p.235) and post-
test (Table 43, p.222) descriptions of ideal
behavior, and use of pretest scores as co-
variates in an analysis of covariance of the
posttest scores (Table 44, p. 223).

4. Analysis of changes from pretest to posttest
in the number of items considered relevant and
in dimension scores for ideal instructor be-
havior in a random sample of eight students
from one class in each of the .six subject
areas (Tables 45 and 46, pp. 225).

Hypothesis 3 There are significant correlations between
course structure variables and class changes in descriptions
of ideal instructor behavior from pretest to posttest

This was tested by finding the cqrrelations of course

structure variables with class changes in mean number of

" items relevant (Table 47, p.227), in mean dimension score

(Table 48, p.227), and in standard deviation of dimension

scores (Table 49, p.228).

Hypothesis 4 There are significant differences between

classes in pretest descriptions of ideal instructor be-
havior.

This was tested using the number of items considered
relevant and dimension scores for each dimension ox pretest
descriptions of ideal instructor behavior. Descriptive

statistics for number of items relevant are given in




Table 50 (p.232) and the analysis of variance in Table 51
(p.233). Descriptive statistics for dimension scores are

given in Table 52 (p.234) and the analysis of variance in

Table 53 ¢p. 235).

Hypothesis 5 There are significant differences between

classes on course assessment and on satisfaction scores.
Descriptive statistics for course assessment scores
are given in Table 54 (§.236) and the analysis of variance
in Table 55 (p.236). Descriptive statistics for satis-
faction scores are given in Table 56 (p.237) and the analy-

sis of variance in Table 57 (p. 238).

Hypothesis 6 There are significant correlati;ns between

=

course assessment and satisfaction scores, and selected

student characteristics and course structure variables.
Correlations of student characteristics with assess-

ment and satisfaction scores are given in Table 58 (p. 240).

Correlations of course structure variables with class mean

assessment and satisfaction scores are given in Table 59

(p. 242).

Correlations between course assessment scores, satis-

faction scores, and dimension scores for actual instructor

behavior are also examined (Tables 60 and 61, pp. 243-244).

I s




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Chapter III described the development of the trial
form of the IBDQ and its use and revision for the main
study. Data frcm the final form of the .BDQ was factor
analyzed and reliability and validity estimates found and
reported in Chapter III. -

This chapter describes student characteristics and
course structure variables of classes in the main study and
reports resultsrfrom the analyses outlined at the end of
Chapter III for the testing of hypotheses.

The plan for this chapter is as follows:

Descriptive data on student characteristics
Descriptive data on course structure variables

Testing of the hypotheses

Summary of results

Descriptive Data on Student Characteristics

As described on pp.157-159, graduate classes for the

main study wefe chosen from a variety of subject areas.
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This was done partly to provide a wide sampling of gtaduate
classes at The Ohio State University, and partly to accen-

tuate differences between classes in order to allow corre-

lations to be found. No objective judgment can be made as

to the representativeness of the sample, but evidence is

presented to show a wide range on most of the student

characteristics measured. The results are giver below in
Tables 28-33. In each table, class numbers refer to the

12 graduate classes in the main study as listed in Fig. i
(p. 159); N is the number of students responding to partic-

ular items.

Need for Dependence

Results for Need for Dependence are given in Table 28.
The possible range of scores is from 1 through 5, with 5

representing the highest need for dependence. Student

scores are the means of responses to six items (items 49-

54 in Appendix D). The class means had a range from 2.33 to

2.78, which wes very narrow. Inspection of the standard

deviations within classes show them in most cases to be
large relative to the variation between classes. An analy-

sis of variance confirmed that the differences between




O A g 0 B 0 g

classes were not significant (F= .854; d.f. = 11, 125;

P < .586).

TABLE 28

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF NEED FOR
DEPENDENCE SCORES, BY CLASS AND OVERALL

Class N - Mean® S.D.

4 2.333 0.561
8 2.646 0.431
12 2.694 0.419
19 2.667 0.397

19 2.544 0.333
5 2.633 0.247
21 2.706 0.488
7 2.524 0.224

9 16 2.510 0.410
10 9 2.519 0.338
11 7 2.714 0.126
12 10 2.783 0.261

Overall 137 2.622 0.382

aH‘igh scores indicate high need for
dependence.

Year of Study

For this variable and the following student biograph-
ical variables, frequency of responses to the items are
given. Table 29 shows the frequency distributions for

number of years of graduate study, and the means and




standard deviations. This shows that the class mean res-

ponse ranged from 0.32 to 2.43 with the overall mean around

the second year, and the mode at the first year of graduate

study. The twelve classes in the study thus showed a fair
spread on this variable, but with some bias toward the

first year.

TABLE 29

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
OF YEAR OF STUDY, BY CLASS AND OVERALL

Responsea
N s.D.
1 2 3 Mean :
4 3 1.500 1.000
8 1 0.625 0.744
12 0.583 0.900
19 1.263 1.408

17 ' 0.706 0.849
4 1.250 0.957
0.316 0.582
2.429 l1l.618

9 0.625 0.885
10 0.667 0.707
11 2.000 1.897
12 3 1 1.400 1.174

Overall 131 61 37 21 3 9 0.947 1.159

Qcode: 0 = 1st year graduate student, 1 = 24 year,
2 = 3d year, 3 = 4th year, 4 = 5th year and above,
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Reference to Table 30 shows that classes varied from
all male (classes 1 and 6) to almost all female (class 7),
and there were approximately egual numbers of males and
females in the total sample. There was thus a good repre-

sentation of both sexes.

Freedom of Choice

Table 31 shows that the classes ranged from one where
all the students had “freely elected” the course (class 6) to
one where all the students were "required” to take it (class
2). In most classes, there was a good range of responses, -
and except for "prerequisite to required courses,” it seems
that all the codes were well used. The usual two alterna-

tives "required" and “eiaocted® would have been too restrictive

in this case.

Number of Courses

Reference to Table 32 shows that the classes ranged
from one containing - students who were all new to the in-
structor (class 10) to one in which most students had been

with the instructor in three or more previous courses

(class 2). This is again a g¢ ] range.




TABLE 30

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF SEX, BY CLASS AND OVERALL

o ) Over-
Class 2 3 4 5 7 9 10 11 12 all

7 5 2 5 72
8 4 5 5 62

Males 6 7 8 17 2
Females 2 5 11 2

Total 8 12 19 19 19 15 9 7 10

134

TABLE 31

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
OF FREEDOM OF CHOICE, BY CLASS AND OVERALL

.
—

Response?
N 0o 1 2 3
4 2 1 1.500 1.915
8 4,000 0.000
12 1.417 1.677
19 2.474 1.712

- Mean s.D.

19 2,053 1.615
5 0.000 0.000
21 1.286 1.102

7 1.429 1.397

9 16 1.063 1.436
10 9 0.111 0.333
3.286 1.254

11 7
12 10 8 0.300 0.675

Overall 54 19 26 1 37 1.620 1.637

m TR
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freely elected (including *audit®),
recommended by department or faculty,
elected from a required area,
prerequisite to required courses,
required in program of studies.

aCode:




TABLE 32

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
OF NUMBER OF COURSES, BY CLASS AND OVERALL

-
—

Responsesa
N 1 2 3

4 2 0.500 0.577
8 3.250 0.707
12 0.667 0.888
19 0.790 1.302

Mean s.D.

19 2.368 1.116
5 : 2.400 1.140
21 © 0.143 0.359
7 4 1.571 0.787

9 16 0.188 0.544
10 9 : 0.000 0.000
11 7 3 1 0.857 1.069
12 10 1 5 3 1 2.400 0.843

Overall 137 23 24 11 11 1.153 1.333

-

aCode: 0,1 2, 3=0, 1, 2, 3 previous courses with
the instructor; 4 = 4 or more previous courses.

P A Y O ol

Age Group

P )

Reference to Table 33 shows that mean ages of students

in a class ranged on the scale from a mean of 0.25 to 3.10.

Y e g

Assuming that all those who responded 4 were between 33 and
35 years old, this shows that mean age ranged from about 22

to about 31 years. This is again a good range, and all the

response codes were used.

I

T e
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TABLE 33

Wy H

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
OF AGE GROUP, BY CLASS AND OVERALL

Responses@

Class N 0 1 5 3 y Mean S.D.
1 4 3 1l 1.250 0.500
3 2 8 5 3 0.375 0.518
3 12 9 3 0.250 0.452
4 19 1l 6 6 1l 5 2.158 1.302
5 ) 19 8 8 3 0.737 0.734
6 5 2 1 1 1l 1.400 1.673
7 21 2 12 3 1l 3 1.571 1.207
8 7 1 2 3 1 2.571 0.976
é 9 16 5 8 2 1 1.000 1.033
: 10 9 5 2 1 1 0.778 1.093
11 7 1l 1 2 3 2.429 1.018
12 10 3 3 4 3.100 0.876
= Overall 137 38 48 24 9 18 1.423 1.316

%ode: 0 = 21-23 years old; 1 = 24-26; 2 = 27-29;

3 = 30-32; 4 = 33 and over.
Summary -

The classes in the sample-were diverse; on all but the
Need for Dependence variable, there was a‘wide range of -0
responses to items both between students and between classes.
Furthermore, the characteristics were not highly related,
as shown in Table 34. The significant correlations of Year

of Study with Number of Courses with the Instructor and Age

“ O g



TABLE 34

INTERCORRELATIONS CF STUDENT CHARACTERISTICSa

Characteristic 2 3 4 5

1. Need for Dependence® .0l .09 -.02 .0l

2. Year of Study -.13 -.05 .20
3. sex® .05 -.25

4. PFPreedom of Choiced : .18
5. Number of Courses
6. Age Group

3N's range from 134 to 137; P(r 2 .17) = .05 and
P(r > .22) = .01.

b
High scores indicate high need for dependence.
Ccoded 0 = male; 1 = female.

dHigh scores indjcate low freedom of choice.

Group are probably inevitable; only the significant correla-
tions of Number of Courses with Sex and Freedom of Choice
indicate a possible bias in the sample. Correlations of

student characteristics with other variables are given under

Hypothesis 1 (pp.208-210) and Hypothesis 6 (pp. 238-245).

Descriptive Data on Course ¢ Jcture Variables

All instructors responded to the Course Deécription
Questionnaire (Appendix H). The scoring system is given

in Appendix I. For each of the seven items, a high score

-

0000000 . e,
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was assigned for high student involvement, responsibility,
possibility of influencing the course, and amount of feed-
back from instructor to students and from students to
instructor. Items l1-4 were scored on a 5-point scale, and
items 5-7 on a 6-point scale. The maximum possible score
was thus 38. Table 35 gives the instructor responses
according to the scoring system in Appendix I. Classes
ranged in total score from 16 to 32, that is, from largely
instructor-centered lecture classes to largely student-
centered discussion classes. The instructors described B
their classes as different. (Some cross validation of
instrustor descriptions with student descriptions is given

by the correlations in Table 24, p.189, and intercorrelations

il

of the course structure variables in Table 23, p. 187.)

g 1

o g

The classes represented a wide spectrum of teaching styles,

as planned and expected (p. 157).

Testing of the Hypotheses

The hypotheses are concerned with finding correlates
of, and changes in, student descriptions of ideal instructor

behavior (Hypotheses 1-3) and the distribution of ideal

A8 1

behavior descriptions, course assessments, and satisfaction

between classes (Hypotheses 4-6). The variables to be used

I A

E
=
=
=
=
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and the analyses to be carried out in testing the hypotheses
were given in Chapter III (pp. 193-196). 1In this section,
the results of testing each of the hypotheses are presented

in turn.

Hypothesis 1 There are significént correlations between

selected student characteristics and dimension scores for

ideal instructor behavior.
Hypothesis partially accepted.

Descriptive class data on the selected student

characteristics are given in Tables 28-33 (pp. 199-204),

and their intercorrelations in Table 34 (p. 205). Defini-
tions of the variables are on p. 22. Correlations
between these variables and pretest and posttest dimension
scores for ideal instructor behavior are given in Table 36.
Student characteristics that were significantly corre-
lated (P € .05) with any dimension of ideal instructor
behavior were Need for Dependence, Sex, Freedom of Choice,
and Number of Courses with the Instructor. However, the
number of significant correlations is small compared to the
total possible. More confidence can be placed in correla-
tions which shoved a consistent pattern from pretest to post-

test and/or when considered by student and by class. With




|
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TABLE 36

CORRELATIONS OF PRETEST AND POSTTEST DIMENSION SCORES
FOR IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR WITH STUDENT ‘
CHARACTERISTICS, BY STUDENT AND BY CLASS

Pretest Dimension Posttest Dimension
Scores (Ideal) Scores (Ideal)

IF WF Cc M IF WF C M

Student
Characteristic

By studenta

Need .or Dependence® .15 .23 .09 .13 .30 .23 .10 .12

Year of Study .00 -.01 .03 -.01 -.06 -.03 .00 -.13

sex®© .25 .06 .09 .08 .20 -.07 .21 .06

Ireedom of Choiced  .n9 -.04 .07 -.0L .00 -.02 .03 .08

Number of Courses -.17 -.11 .07 -.10 -.14 -.07 -.08 -.07

Age Group .09 .1z -.09 -.01 -.01 .08 .03 -.1l2
By class®

Need for Dependenceb .34 .55 .51 .70 .72 .30 .75 .27

Year of Study .19 -.03 .05 -.37 -.09 .23 .05 .l2
Sex® .41 .48 .49 .63 .66 .22 .55 .41
Freedom of Choiced .22 -.17 .26 .18 .35 .19 .0l .77
Numbér of Courses -.01 -.12 .10 .08 -.03 .06 -.03 -.06

Age Group .27 .47 .16 ~-.02 .13 .38 .32 .04

@N's range from 134 to 137; P(r > .17) = .05 and
P(r » .22) = ,0l.

bHigh scores indicate high need for dependence.

Ccoded 0 = male, 1 = female.

dHigh scores indicate low freedom of choice.

e

N = 12; P(r 3 .58) = .05 and P(r » .71) = .OL.

-~
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these provisos, and withi: the limits of the sample, the
following conclusions seem justified in respect to this
hypothesis:

Students with a high need for dependence
tended to describe their ideal instructor as
- high in work facilitation and interaction
i, facilitation. Classes with high means on need
g for dependence appeared to require more consid-
erate behavior.

Female students tended to describe their ideal
instructor as .igh in interaction facilitation.
- There is some support for the suggestion that
- classes with more females required more moti-
vation.

It should be noted that these are independent conclusions,

since Sex was unrelated to Need for Dependence (Table 34,

g e g e L

p. 205).

g e

Hypothesis 2 There are significant class changes in des-

Lok, o

criptions of ideal behavior from pretestvto posttest.

Hypothesis largely rejected.

£ Three statistics were available for testing this

h,rothesis, namely, changes from pretest to posttest in:

O R

1. mean number of items considered relevant
in each class,

Iy

2. mean dimension scores in each class,

3. standard deviation of dimension scores in each
class.

é;i

£
£
=
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Class data for these statistics are given in Tables 37-39,

respectively.

A few consistent patterns emerge. In Table 37, the
majority 6f class mean changes on Work Facilitation and Con-
slderation are positive. This suggests that more items on
these two_dimensions were considered relevant on the post-
test than on the pretest. In Table 38, the majority of
class changes on dimension scores for Work Facilitation and
Motivation are negative; these dimensions were considered
less important in describing ideal behavior on the posttest
than the pretest. In Table 39 there are no consistent
patterns. ’

Tests of significance of these changes were unbertaken.

2

Hotelling's T multivariate analog of the t test (Winer,

1971, p. 54) was used to determine whether the changes in
each statistic were significantfi different from zero.
A one-cell design in the MANOVA program was used to make
these tests.

The test of significance of class changes in mean
number of items considered relevant was performed first, as

it was thought possible that changes in this variable might

influence the other two. The result of the analysis is
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shown in Table 40. Since the multivariate test showed that
the differences between classes were significant at the .10
level, it was considered appropriate to accept the results
of the univariate tests. Tbese showel a significant
difference for Consideration at the .02 level, and a differ-
ence for Work Facilitation which was almost significant at

the .05 level.

Reference back to Table 37 shows that all but one class

(class 6) changed positively in the number of Consideration

items considered relevant in the description of an ideal

TABLE 40

TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE OF CLASS CHANGES Il
MEAN NUMBER OF ITEMS CONSIDERED RELEVANT
ON DIMENSIONS OF IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR

Dimension(s) a.f. M.S. F P <

Multivariate
IF' WF' c' M E4' 8 -

Univariate

11 2.029
11 0.664
11 0.295
11 0.071
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instructor. This may be an important finding. On the Work
Facilitation dimension, two classes (classes 2 and 10)
accounted for most the chaﬁge observed; there was no overall
trend.

In view of these findings, tests of the significance
of class cﬁangés in mean and standard deviation were
regarded with some reservation. However, neither test
yielded significant F values. For overall changes in mean
dimension scores, F = 2.274 (d.f. = 4, 8, P > .15); for
overall changes in standard deviation, F = 0.669
(d.£. = 4, 4, P > .63). Since these multivariate tests
showed no significant differences between classes, the
univariate tests were not examined.

The following conclusions are drawn from these
analyses:

The number of items considered relevant on the

Consideration dimension of ideal instructor be-
havior increased from pretest to posttest.

There were no significant class changes in
mean dimension scores or in class standard
deviations of dimension scores for descrip-
tions of ideal instructor behavior from
pretest to posttest.
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Additional Comparisons and Analyses
Related to Hypothesis 2

It was decided that there were other comparisons and
analyses that could be performed to investigate further the
changesAin descriptions of ideal behavior from pfetest to
posttest.

Comparisons of Correlations of Ideal
and Actual PDimension Scores

Compariso5s were made of correlations of pretest and
posttest dimension scores for ideal instructor behavior with
the éorresponding dimension scores for actual instructor
behavior (Table 41). If the description of ideal instructor
behavior on any dimersion changed to become more like actual
behavior, then the correlation b;tween posttest ideal and
actual behavior should be higher than the correlation be-
tween pretest ideal and actual behaviox‘,~ﬂ§1ng student data
first, it is seen from Table 41 that positive changes did
occur on each dimension. The test for differences between
correlations in a single sample (Glass and Stanley, 1970,

p. 313) was used to find if these changes were significantly
greater than zero. The probabilities of the observed

increases in correlation (or greater) having occurred by

chance were fouéd to be .021 (IF), .185 (WF), .026 (C) and
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TABLE 41

CORRELATIONS OF DIMENSION SCORES FOR ACTUAL INSTRUCTOR
BEHAVIOR WITH CORRESPONDING PRETEST AND POSTTEST
DIMENSION SCORES FOR IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR,

BY STUDENT AND BY CLASS

Dimension Scores (Ideal)

ADimension B a b
Scores Pre szzzdent Pre gzszlass
(Actual) test test Change test test Change

IF .48 .61 +.13 .81 .86 +.05
WF .32 .37 +305 .78 072 _006
C .12 «27 +.15 -.28 -.16 +.12
M 019 .26 +¢07 .43 .24 e 19

aN's range from 134 to 137.

b
N = 12.

.223 (M). The changes on the Interaction Facilitation and
Consideration dimensions were therefore significant.

This result gives some suppcrt for the hypothesis that
the descriptions of ideal behavior on the Interactiong
Facilitation and Consideration dimensions changed to become
more like actual behavior. An alteénative explanation is
that the instructor's behavior changed to become more like
students' ideals. In this study, no overt attempts were
made to change instructor behavior and instructors did not

receive feedback on their students' ideals until the end of
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the quarter. However, just reading the IBDQ and thinking
about their method of teaching may havé influenced
insttuctors' behavior.

Looking secondly at the class data in Table 41, it is
seen that any changes occurring by individual student ideals
becoming closer to acéual instructor behavior are not shown
by class means, This was confirmed by a direct comparison
of class means on pretest and posttest descriptions of ideal
behavior (Table 38, p. 213) and descriptions of actual
behavior .(Table 21, p. 185): For only 23 of the 48 scores
‘(12 classes on 4 dimensions) was the posttest ideal closer
to the actual description than the pretest ideal, a purely
chance proportion.

) The following conclusion is drawn.

There is some support for the suggestion that

student descriptions of ideal instructor

behavior may have changed to become more

similar to actual instructor behavior on the

Interaction Facilitation and Consideration

dimensions, but this change was not shown in
class mean changes.

Comparisons and Analyses on Number
of Items Considered Relevant

A comparison can be made between the analyses of

variance of numbers of items considered relevant by class
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in pretest (Table 51, p.233) and posttest (Table 42) des-
criptions of ideal instructor behavior. Both analyses
show overall differences significant at the .00l level,

but different dimensions were individually significant on

TABLE 42

MULTIVARIATE AND UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARANCE
OF NUMBER OF ITEMS CONSIDERED RELEVANT IN
POSTTEST DESCRIPTIONS OF IDEAL
INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY CLASS

Dimension(s) d.f. M.S.

Multivariate

IF, WF, C, M 44, 468.7

Univariate

11, 125 12.151
11, 125 1.799
11, 125 0.781
11, 125 1.733

pretest and posttest. Interaction Facilitation was signifi-
cant on both pretest and posttest, but Work Facilita@iqp was
significant on the pretest only and Consideration and Muti-
vation were significant on the posttest only. These differ-
ent patterns also suggest fhat some changes were occurring

in ideal descriptions from pretest to posttest.
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Most of the posttest differences may have been caused
by initial differences in numbers of items considered
relevant. To test this hypothesis, it was decided to use
analysis of covariance of the posttest data with pretest
Interaction Facilitation and Work Facilitation data as
covariates. These variables were chosen because they were
the ones contribuéing most of the significant differencz on
the pretgst (Table 51, p. 233) and because they had the
highest correlations between pretest and posttest ideals
(Table 16, p. 180). (The first reason may, in fact, invali-
date this analysis, as Lord (1967) has warned.) However,
since a test of homogeneity of regression showed significant
differences between classes (F = 1.408, d.f. = 44, 422.8,

P < .049), it was decided that the analysis of covariance

might not be appropriate. An alternative attempt to take

account of initial differences in number relevant, using a
random sample of students, is described on p. 224.

Comparisons and Analyses
on Dimension Scores

Inspection of analyses of variance of pretest (Table
53, p. 235) and posttest (Table 43) descriptions of ideal

behavior again suggested changes between the two test

rd
occasions. Differences on the Interaction Facilitation




TABLE 43

MULTIVARIATE AND UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
OF POSTTEST DIMENSION SCORES FOR IDEAL
INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY CLASS

Dimension(s) d.f. M.S. F
Multivariate

IF, WF, C, M 44, 453.4

Univariate

11, 121 1.157
11, 121 0.369
11, 121 0.216
11, 121 0.577

dimension were significant at the .00l level on both tests,
but differences on Work Facilitation and Motivation, which
were not significant on the pretest, became significant at
the .10 level on the posttest.

Analysis of covariance of posttest dimension scores,

using pretest Interaction Facilitation scores as covariates,

is shown in Table 44. (Homogeneity of regression was not
rejected: F = 1.186, d.f. = 44, 403.7, P > .200.) Taking
out the effect of initial differences on Interaction Facili-
tation, there was still an overall difference between classes
which was significant at the .02 level. For the univariate

tests, the difference was only significant (P < .05) on the
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Interaction Facilitation dimension.

The analysis was repeated using both Interaction

Facilitation and Work Facilitation as covariates. The over-

all F value was 1.406 (d.f. = 44, 438.1, P € .049) and again

only the Interaction Facilitation difference was signifi-

cant (F = 2.182, d4.f. =11, 117, P <€ .020).

TABLE 44

MULTIVARIATE AND UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE
OF POSTTEST DIMENSION SCORES FOR IDEAL INSTRUCTOR
BEHAVIOR, USING PRETEST INTERACTION
FACILITATION SCORE AS COVARIATE,
BY CLASS

s

Dimension(s) 4a.f. M.S. F P<
Multivariate

Regression 4, 115.0 - 15.044 .001

IF, WP, C, M 44, 441.9 - - 1.560 .015

Univaria...

IF 11, 118 0.391 2.120 .024
WF l., 118 €.392 1.812 .059
c 11, "8 0.229 1.299 .233
M 11, +18 0.491 -1.548 124

The following conclusion is drawn:

Taking into account pirretest scores on Inter-
action Facilitation and Work Facilitation
dimensions, there were still significant
differences (P < .05) on posttest scores or
Interaction Facilitation.




Analysis of Random
Sample from Six Classes

A further analysis was undertaken using individual
student data instead of class means. The number of items
considered relevant on each dimension, and dimension scores,
were compared for pretest and posttest descriptions of ideal
instructor behavior. Computer program limitations neces-

sitated equal numbers of students per class and not more than

50 students altogether. This requirement was met by using

the classes with the largest numbers of students, arbitrarily
excluding one class to give one class per subject area: Tﬁe
classes chosen were }, 4, 5, 7, 9 and 12. A random sample of
eight students was then drawn from each of these classes.

Pretest and posttest number of items relevént on each
dimension of ideal behavior descriptions were analyzed
using a two-way analysis of variance with repeated measures
on the test factor. Results are shown in Table 45. Overall,
differences between classes were significant but differences
between the pretest and posttest, and the interaction
between class and test, were not significant. Univariate
tests were therefore not examined.

The same kind of analysis was used for pretest and

posttest dimension scores. Results are shown in Table 46.




TABLE 45

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF NUMBER OF ITEMS CONSID-
ERED RELEVANT IN DESCRIPTIONS OF IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR,
BY CLASS AND BY TEST WITH REPEATED MEASURES ON TESTS,
ON RANDOM SAMPLES OF 8 SUBJECTS FROM 6 CLASSES

Source Error Term d.f. F P<

Between Subjects
classes within classes 20, 130.3 1.774 -030
Between T x Subjects

tests (T) within classes

4, 39.0 1.557 .205

Interaction T x Subjects

TABLE. 46

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIMENSION SCORES FOR
IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY CLASS AND BY TEST WITH
REPEATED MEASURES ON TESTS, ON RANDOM SAMPLES OF
8 SUBJECTS FROM 6 CLASSES

Source Error Term d.f.

Between Subjects

classes (C) within classes 20, 130.3

Between T x Subjects 4, 39.0
tests (T) within classes ! :

Interaction T x Subjects 20, 130.3
(¢ xT) within classes
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Overall, differences between classes were aga;n significant
but notvtﬁe differences between pretest and posttest nor the
interaction between class and test. Univariate tests were
therefore not examined.
The following conclusion is drawn from this analysis.
In the random sample chosen, there were no dif-
ferences in number of items considered relevant

or on dimenciétn scores of ideal instructor be-
havior between pretest and posttest.

Hypothesis 3 There are significant correlations between

course structure variables .and class changes in descriptions

of ideal instructor behavior from pretest to posttest.

Hypothesis partially accepted.A

This hypothesis was tested by finding the correlations
N - of course structure variables with class changes in mean
number relevant (Table 47), mean dimension scores (Table 48),

and standard deviation of dimensien -scores (Table 49).

Reference to Table 47 shows no significant correlations
of change in mean number relevant on dimensions of ideal
instructor behavior with course structure variables. Table
48 shows two significant correlations (P € .05) of change in
mean dimension scores with course structure variables.

Table 49 shows one significant correlation, and a second one

ERIC- =
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TABLE 47

CORRELATIONS OF CHANGE IN MEAN NUMBER OF ITEMS CONSIDERED
RELEVANT IN DESCRIPTIONS OF IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR
WITH COURSE STRUCTURE VARIABLES?

. Dimension
Course Structure Variable IF WF c M
Method of Presentation .24 .. 20 .41 -.06 -
Choice of Topics .10 .26 -.18 -.09 .
Preparation of Material .18 .24 .12 ~.20 .
Structuring of Topics -.39° -.32 -.43 .46
Means of Assessment -.10 .04 -.09 -.05
Feedbackson Written Work -.13 .19 .13 .10
Course Evaluation -.04 .10 -.12 -.13

-.04 .19 -.03 .02

Total Score

% =12; P(r » .58) = .05.

TABLE 48

CORRELATIONS OF CHANGE IN MEAN DIMENSION SCORES FOR
IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR WITH
COURSE STRUCTURE VARIABLES®

—
p——o— ——

Dimensi.on

C

ourse Structure Variable IF WE c »

Method of Presentation -.06 -.08 .09 -.01

Choice of Topics -.32 -.26 .09 -.45

Preparation of Material <15 -.43 .19 -.36

Structuring of Topics -.11 -.38 .10 -.55
: Means of Assessment -.27 -.33 .32 -.38
£ Feedback on Written Work .12 .61 -.28 .33
: Course Evaluation .24 -.06 .59 .12
: "'-06 --18 -30 —029

£
£
£
E

Total Score

aNy = 12; P(r > .58) = .05.




228

almost significant at the .05 level, between change in
standard deviation of dimension scores and courée structure
variables. The paucity of significant correlations makes
any definite conclusions unwarranted, but some relations

will be discussed in more detail.

TABLE 49

CORRELATIONS OF CHANGE IN STANDARD DEVIATION OF DIMENSION
SCORES FOR IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR WITH COURSE
STRUCTURE VARIABLES®

Course Structure Variable Dimension
IF . WF C M

Method of Presentation .57 -.04 -.16 .25
Choice of Topics -.17 -.06 26 .60
Preparation of Material .41 .08 -.28 .41
Structuring of Topics -.45 .45 .40 .19
Means of Assessment -.04 .24 .10 .33
Feedback on Written work .13 .0l -.01 -.01
Course Evaluation -.20 -.04 .01 .04
Total Score .06 .17 .09 .45

%N = 12; P(r $ .58) = .05.

In Table 48, the correlation between Feedback on Writtepm—
bek and change in mean dimension score on Work Facilitation
suggests that students in classes where the instructor gave

a lot of feedback on written work and allowed class time- to

go over examinations or papers changed to describe their
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ideal instructors as higher on Work Facilitation. Such an .
explanation would require that Feedback on Written Work be V
significantly correlated with descriptions of actual behavior
oa the Work Facilitation dimension. Reference to Table 24
(p. 189) shows that this was not the case, however. It is
difficult to reconcile the two findings.

In Tablg 48, the correlation between Course Evaluation
and change in mean score on the Consideration dimension
suggests that students in classes where the instructor ' s
encouraged evaluative feedback from his students changed to
describing their ideal instructor as .higher on Consideration
on the posttest than the pretest. Again posttest ideals may
have been influenced by actual instructor behavior, but
since Course Evaluation was not related to descriptions of
actual instructor behavior {Table 24, p. 189), this seems
unlikely to have been the case.

Table 49 shows that there was an almost significant
correlation between Method of Presentation and change (in
this case, increase) in standard deviation of Motivation
dimension scores for ideal instructor behavior. A similar
reasoning as was employed above could be used. More

student freedom in choice of topics may have been welcomed
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by some students but found threatening by others.

structor who allowed students to decide on topics may have
been seen as motivating by some students but not by others.
However, the absence of a significant coFrelation between
Choice of Topics and Motivation scores for actual instructor

behavior (Table 24, p. 189) throws doubt on this explanation.

The following conclusion may be drawn.

There were no clear correlations between course
structure variables and class changes in des-
criptions of ideal instructor behavior. There

is a suggestion that Method of Presentation as
reported by the instructor may have been related
to changes in the student descriptions of ideal
behavior on the Interaction Facilitation dimension
which led to a wider spread of scores on the
posttest than the pretest.

Hypothesis 4 There are significant differences between

classes in pretest descriptions of ideal instructor behavior.

Hypothesis partially accepted.

The differences were measured by two statistics:

number of items considered relevant and dimension scores for

ideal instructor behavior.

Number of Items Considered Relevant

Meano—uﬂﬂ'gigndard deviations of number of items con-

sidered relevant on pretest dimensions of ideal instructor




behavior are given in Table 50, and the analysis of
variance in Table 51. There was a significant difference
between classes, overall (P <€ .00l1) and on two of the
dimensions: Interaction Facilitation (P < .001) and Work
Facilitation (P < .01). The following conclusion can be
drawn in regard to Hypothesis 4.

Students in different classes shcwed signifi-

cant differences on the pretest in the number

of items considered relevant in describing an

ideal instructor on the dimensions of Inter-
action Facilitation and Work Facilitation.

* I3 —--.-
Dimension scores

Means and standard deviations of pretest dimension

scores for ideal instructor behavior are given in Table 52,

and the analysis of variance in Table 53. There was a
significant difference between classes, overall (P € .001)
and on one of the dimensions: Interaction Facilitation
(P € .001). The following conclusion can be drawn.
Students in different classes showed signifi-
cant differences on pretest dimension scores
for ideal instructor behavior on the Inter-

action Facilitation dimension but not on the
other three dimensions.
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; TABLE 50

<
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF NUMBER OF ITEMS CONSIDERED
RELEVANT ON PRETEST DIMENSIONS OF IDEAL INSTRUCTOR
BEHAVIOR, BY CLASS AND OVERALL

Pretest Dimension (Ideal)

Class N

IiF WF C M

1 4 M 3.750 9.500 5.500 " 3.250
SD 2.217 0.577 0.577 0.500
2 8 M 5.500 8.750 5.625 3.875
SD 2.000 1.282 0.518 0.354
3 12 M 7.000 9.333 5.667 3.917
SD 0.000 1.073 0.492 0.289
4 19 M 6.000 9.316 5.526 3.105
SD 0.943 1.157 0.697 0.809
5 19 M 4.263 9.526 5.211 ' 3.421
SD 1.996 0.841 0.631 0.769
6 5 M 3.600 8.800 5.200 3.200
SD 2.302 1.095 0.837 1.304

7 21 M 6.143 _ 9.381 5.524 3.476 -
SD 1.062 0.921 0.602 0.873
8 7 M 6.000 9.571 5.571 3.429
SD 1.155 0.535 0.787 0.535
9 16 M 4.438 8.570 5.313 3.188
sD 2.190 1.483 1.014 1.109
10 9 M 4.000 7.444 5.000 3.000
SD 2.345 2.007 0.707 1.414
11 7 M 5.714 9.286 5.429 3.429
SD 1.380 0.951 0.787 0.787
12 10 M 5.100 9.100 5.300 2.900
SD 1.449 1.287 1.059 1.197
over- M 5.292 9.117 5.409 3.350

all 137

SD 1.848 1.237 0.733 0.904
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MULTIVARIATE AND UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF NUMBER
OF ITEMS CONSIDERED RELEVANT IN PRETEST DESCRIPTIONS OF
IDEAL INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY CLASS

Dimension da.f. M.S. F P<
Multivariate

IF, WF, C, M 44, 486.7 2.166 . 001
Univariate

IF 11, 125 12.350 4.700 . 001 4

WF 11, 125 3.373 2.465 . 008

C 11, 125 0.424 0.775 .664

M 11, 125 1.038 1.300 .232

Hypothesis 5 There are significant differences between

classes on course assessment and on satisfaction scores.

Hypothesis partially accepted.

Course Assersment

Means and standard deviations of course assessment

scores are given in Table 54, and the analysis of variance

in Table 55.
was very narrow

scale was used.

The range of class means of assessment scores

(3.852 to 4.933) considering that a 5-point

However, except for class 1, the standard

deviations were small and a significant differeme (P < .001)

between classes

was found.

Because the class means were so

close it is not kncwn whether the pattern within classes
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRETEST
DIMENSION SCORES FOR IDEAL INSTRUCTOR
BEHAVIOR, BY CLASS AND OVERALL

Pretest Dimension Scores (Ideal)

Class N IF WF c M

1 4 M 3.375 3.925 4.058 3.500

. SD 0.438 0.286 0.241 0.333

2 8 M 3.665 3.813 4.458 3.958

SD 0.503 0.563 0.312 0.459

. 3 12 M 3.655 3.977 4.592 3.986
SD 0.325 0.358 0.396 0.475

4 19 M 3.729 4.075 4.491 3.697

SD 0.520 0.428 0.285 0.567

5 18 M 2.994 4.135 4.606 3.750

SD 0.541 0.417 0.370 0.572

6 5 M 3.367 4.145 4.197 3.650

D 0.960 0.269 0.187 0.487

7 21 M 3.789 4.295 4.397 3.992

SD 0.499 0.410 0.420 0.536

8 7 M 3.854 3.865 4.600 3.774

SD 0.415 0.375 0.294 0.511

9 16 M 3.219 4.136 4.448 3.922

SD 0.734 0.448 0.424 0.518

10 8 M 3.223 3.921 4.492 3.729

€D 0.575 0.530 0.541 0.639

11 7 M 3.353 4.308 4.598 3.869

SD 0.533 0.454 0.361 0.561

12. 9 M 3.460 4.275 4.552 3.972

SD 0.419 0.397 0.432 0.412

over- M 3.479 4.096 4.475 3.839

all 134 SD 0.595 0.434 0.389 0.527

H
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TABLE 53
MULTIVARIATE AND UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
PRETEST DIMENSION SCORES FOR IDEAL
INSTRUCTOR BEHAVIOR, BY CLASS
Dimension(s) d.f. M.S. F P <
Multivariate
IF, WF, C, M 44, 457.2 - 2.004 .001
Univariate
IF 11, 122 0.991 3.308 . 001
WF ] 11, 122 0.277 1.531 .129
C 11, 122 0.178 1.235 .271
M 11, 122 0.221 . 0.791 .649

would he the same on another occasioﬁ to give a similar
significant difference. The following conclusion is drawn.
Students in different classes showed signifi-

cant differences in course assessment scores.

Satisfaction Scores

Four student satisfoction scores (one for each
dimension of instructor behavior, p.175) were used in testing
this hypothegis. Means and standard deviations of satis-
faction scores oﬁ each dimension are given in Table 56, and
the analysis of variance is given in Table 57, Since the
multivariate test showedidifferences which were significant

at the .10 level, it was considered legitimate to look at



TABLE 54

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF COURSE ASSESSMENT
SCORES, BY CLASS AND OVERALL

Standard

N Mean . --- . .
B Deviation

4 4,125 1.436
8 4,146 0.393
12 4.014 0.625
19 - 4,430 0.472

19 4.158 0.473
5 4,933 0.091
21 4.571 0.539
7 4.643 0.402

9 16 4.354 0.551
10 9 3.852 0.412
11 7 4.643 0.495
12 10 4.833 7 0.283

Overall 4.375 - 0.580

TABLE 55

ANALYSIS OF -VARIANCE OF COURSE ASSESSMENT
SCORES, BY CLASS

Source a.f. M.S. F P<

Between Classes 11 1.012 3.664 .001
Within Classes 125 0.276

S B 0, 1B

Y A
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TABLE 56 “
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF SATISFACTION
SCORES BY CLASS AND OVERALL
Class N Dimension (Satisfaction)
IFr ] WF C M
1 4 M 87.500 71.390 90.832 72.918 1
SD 25.000 16.933 10.673 20.833
2 8 M 92.856 95.000 91.665 84.373
SD 10.799 5.345 8.910 22.903
3 12 M 88.333 86.772 97.222 93.750
’ SD 16.592 17.267 6.489 11.307
1
4 19 M 85.087 - 88.246 89.648 73.684
SD 14.673 9.560 10.709 31.704
5 18 M 72.063 88.867 80.924 75.926
SD 37.321 10.905 16.522 51.557
6 5 M 78.334 89.112 86.000 90.000
SD 21.730 13.616 14.219 22.361
7 21 M 87.300 89.987 93.491 70.238
SD 22.491 14.524 10 .027 28.574
8 7 M £5.597 - 84.490 92.856 80.953
SO '10.369 9.419 8.910 13.362
9 15 M 87.539 88.815 90.000 86.111
sD . 20.575 10.436 17.503 19.072
10 8 M 95.834 85.104 86.875 86.459
SD 11.784 15.852 15.338 19.889
11 7 M 86.937 83.929 74.286 78.573 3
SD 15.551 18.019 23.310 15.104
12 9 M 92.196 91.420 95.926 76.852
SD 12.098 %.043 8.128 31.944
over- .. M  85.557 87.802 89.378  79.664
all SD 21.642 12.944 14.243

25.394

]
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the univariate tests. These show that there was a signifi-
cant difference between classes on the Consideration dimen-
sion only (P € .91).

Students in different classes showed signifi-

cant differences in satisfaction on the Con-

sideration dimension but not on the other .
three dimensions. .

TABLE 57

: MULTIVARIATE AND UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
: SATISFACTION SCORES, BY CLASS

Dimension d.f. M.S. F P<

% Multivariate

IF, WF, C, M 44, 453.4 - 1.373 .061
f Univariate

§ IF 11, 121 495,563 1.081 .382
H WF 11, 121 181.949 1.151 .328
% C 11, 121 419.006 2.404 .010

M 11, 121 650.215 1.006 .445

Hypothesis 6 There are significant correlations between

. course assessment and satisfaction scores, and selected

student characteristics and course structure variables.

Hypothesis partially accepted.

il e e T e e e
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”?rrelationslqj Assessment and
ratisfaction Scores with
Student Characteristics

The correlations of course assessment and overall satis-
faction scores with student characteristics are shown in
Table 58. Assessment score is operationally defined on

P.173 and overall satisfaction score on p. 177.

Student characteristics that were significantly related

(P € .05) to either course assessment or overall satisfaction
scores were Need for Dependence, Sex, Freedom of Choice,

and Age Group. Correlations which show a consistent

_ pattern using the student and the class data are few. These

correlations are describéd below.

There was a positive correlation between
students' need for dependence and their
course assessment and overall satisfaction
scores. Students requiring more guidance
from an instructor tended to give him
higher ratings than those who were more
independent.

Older students tenced to give higher cours:
assessment scores but not higher overall
satisfaction scores.

There is weak support for associations
between female students and a high course
assessment, and between required courses

and low course assessment. These relations
were shown in stpdent data, but not in -

class data.
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TABLE 58

‘CORRELATIONS OF STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS WITH COURSE
3SSESSMENT AND OVERALL SATISFACTION SCORES, BY
STUDENT AND BY CLASS

Student - Assessment Overall Satais-
Characteristic Score faction Score

By student?

Need for Dependenceb : .21 .22
Year of study .07 .06
sex® .19 -.05 : :
¢ Freedom of Choiced - ~-.24 -.13
: : Number of Courses -.06 ~ .03
: Age Group . .27 -.02
. S : By class®
E Need for Dependenceb ) .46 .54
: Year of Study .49 -.45
sex® .18 .26 P ¢
. Freedom of Choiced -.19 -.10 .
Number of Courses .31 .23 . ' .
Age Group . .76 -.20

’N's range from 134 to 137; P(r > .17) = .05 and
P(r ».22) = .OL.

b
High scores indicate high need for dependence.

®Coded 0 = male, 1 = female.

d
- -High scores indicate low freedom of choice.

e
N =12; P(r » .58) = .05 and P(r 3 .71) = .OL.

" I
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—CoY¥relations of Assessment and
Satisfaction Scores with Course
Structure Variables

SO

Course structure variables were class variables,

only class correlations with assessment and satisfaction are

given in Table 59. Satisfaction scores on each dimension

and overall are included. The’following conclusions are

drawn.

These was no significant correlation between
course assessment and any course structure

variable.

Satisfaction on the Interaction Facilitation
dimension was significantly associated with
a more discussion-centered class (Method of
Presentation) and high student involvement
(Preparation of Material).

Satisfaction on the Consideration dimension
was significantly asscciated with student
involvement in Method »>f Presentation, Choice
of Topics, Prepartation of Material, Means

of Assessment, and overall student-centered
classroom practices (Total Score).

Satisfaction on the Work Facilitation and
Motivation dimensions was not correlated with

any of the course structure variables.

Overall satisfiction was significantly asgso-
ciated with student involvement in Choice of
Topics, Preparation of Material, and overall
student-centered classroom practices (Total

Score).
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Additional Correlations Related /
to Hypothesis 6

/
{

H
i

The correlations between course assessment scores and

-

satisfaction scores are shown in Table 60. All the corre-

lations are low, and only one of them is significantly

different‘from zero. The following conclusion is drawn:

Course assessment and satisfaction scores were
independent evaluations of instruction.

TABLE 60

_CORRELATIONS OF SATISFACTION SCORES WITH COURSE
ASSESSMENT SCORES, BY STUDENT AND BY CLASS

# L y
Satisfaction
Course Assessment — ~Over-__
IF " WF c M all
By student? .01 .10 .18 .07 .15
By classP -.32 .16  -.01 .03 .00

®N's range from 134 to 137; P(r » .17) = .05.

b
N =12; P(r > .58) = .05.

Correlations of Assessment and
Satisfaction Scores with ‘
Dimension Scores for Actual
Instructor Behavior

-

-

The correlations of course assessment scores and

satisfaction scores with dimension scores for actual




actual instructor behavior are shown in Table 61l. All but

one of the correlations in the student data between assess-

ment scores and dimension of actual instructor behavior and

TABLE 61

CORRELATIONS OF DIMENSION SCORES FOR ACTUAL INSTRUCTOR
BEHAVIOR WITH COURSE ASSESSMENT SCORES AND SATIS-
FACTION SCORES, BY STUDENT AND BY CLASS

Dimension Scores (Actual)
IF WF C M

By student?

- Assessment .24 .73 .21 .31
Satisfaction
IF .22 -.02 .10
WF .05 .07
C 30 .10

M ' .10 .07
Overall « 27 .11

b

By class

Assessment .19 .91 -.02 .20
Satisfaction
IF .71 -.22 .49 .49
WF .44 .17 .05 .14
Cc .41 -.11 .80 -.10
M -.09 -.15 .25 .28
Overall .65 -.04 .61 .30

A 0 0 g

®N's range from 134 to 137; P(r » .17) = .05,
P(r 2 .22) = .01, and P(r 2 .29) = .001.

bN = 12; P(r » .58) = .05, P(r > .71) = .01, and

P(r > .82) = .00L.




between overall satisfaction and actual behavior were

significant at the .0l level. Both of these evaluations of

course instruction were therefore significantly related to

actual instructor behavior.

More confidence can be placed on those correlations
which were also significant in the class data. On this
basis, the following conclusions are drawn:

Assessment scores were very highly correlated
(P € .001) with dimension scores on the Work
Facilitation dimension of actual behavior.
Students were mainly assessing the course on
the basis of general instructor-led class
procedure as described by the Work Facilita-
tion items.

Ssatisfaction scores on the Interaction
Facilitation and Consideration dimensions

were correlated at the .0l level of signifi-
cance with scores on the carresponding
dimensions of actual instructor behavior. The
overall satisfaction score was correlated at
the .05 level with dimension scores for Inter-
action Facilitation and Consideration of actual
instructor behavior.

— o

Summéry of Results

Each of the hypotheses has been partially supported.
Correlations with descriptions of ideal instructor behavior
were found for need for dependence and sex. Class mcans
changed in number of items considered relevant on the Con-

sideration dimension of ideal instructor behavior. There
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was some indication that actual instructor behavior influ-
~enced changes in student descriptions of ideal instructor
behavior but in some cases this was towaré andisometimes
away from actual behavior. There was weak support for the

suggestion that in classes with more student involvement,

changes in student descriptions of ideal instructor behavior

occurred on the Interaction Pacilitation dimension, leading
to a wider spread of scores on the posttest than on the
pretest on this dimension. Classes in the sample were
different in pretest ideals on Interaction Facilitation and

Work Facilitation, and taking out these original difference

there were still significant differences on posttest scores
on Interaction Facilitation.

Courses were described as different in terms of course
assessment scores and of satisfaction on the Consideration
dimension. Students with higher need for dependence gave
higher course assessments and had higher satisfaction scores.
Older students gave higher course assessments but not higher
overall satisfaction scores than younger students. There
was weak support for associations between female students
and high course assessment scores and between elected

courses and high course assessment scores. Assessment scores

_ e -
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and satisfaction scores were independent of‘eéchiother. High
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assessment scores were associated with high Work Facilitation
scores, but not with high student involvement as indicated
by course structure variables. High overall satisfaction
scores were associated with high student involvement and
responsibility and high scores on the Interaction Facilitation
and Consideration dimensions of actual instructor behavior.

A coordination of these results and others from the

study, and a discussion of their relation to the literature,

are given in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

At the beginning of Chapter I, the question was posed,
“Is the present data collected from stﬁ@ents the most appro-
priate for the purposes for which it is used?" It was
argued that if students returned information on ideal in-

structor behavior as well as on actual instructor behavior,

then the usefulness of evaluative data would be increased

~(pp. 1-4). The decision to collect information on how

students felt an instructor should behave to best help fhem
to learn raised further questions which led to the formula-
tion of the problems and hypotheses for this study (pp. 16-
19).

An extensive review of the psychological and educ-tional
literature concerned with effective leadership and teaching

was undertaken. It was found that any relations of traits

situational variables such as individual group member

ideals were also involved.

248
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To collect student descriptiens of ideal and actual
instructor behavior, a new instrument, the Instructor
Behavior Description Questionﬂ;ire (IBDQ) was developed,
based on four d;mensions of behavior identified from the
literature: Interaction Facilitation, Work Facilitation,
COnsideratiqp, and Motivation. A trial form of the IFLQ

was used with undergraduafes in a pilot study, and the final

. form with graduates in the main study. The factor structure

was very similar in the two studies, and lent considerable
validity to the original formulation.

The main study used a non-random.sample of twelve,
graduate classes from a range of subject areas. From the
review of the literature (pp. 93-136), it was expected that
student descriptions of ideal instructor behavior would
differ, that these differences might be related to variables
such as need for dependence and sex, and that ideals might
change on contact with actual instructor behavior. Using the
final form of the IBDQ, student descriptions of ideal be-
havior were collected on two occasions seven weeks apart and
descriptions of actual behavior on the second occasion.
Student variables that might be correlated with ideals, and
course structure variables describing degree of student

involvement that might be related to changes in ideals,
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were also collected.

The fit or match between ideal and actual instructor

beha;;sr was used to define student s:itisfaction. A satis-
) ﬁfécfion score was calculated for each diménsion of instructor
behavior by taking the percentage of those items of behavior
considered relevant to the description of an ideal instructor
on which,?pg frequency of actual behavior matched the
importance of the ideal behavior (pp. 175-177). A tradi-

B

tional course assessment score was also obtained for each
”gfhdent, #gd éhe two evaluations of instruction were compared.
‘The relations of satisfaction and course assessment scores

to student characteristics and to co;rse structufe variables
were also examined. ——

To investigate differences between classes on ideal

and actual instructor behavior descriptions, and changes in
ideals over time, class mean scores on the items considered
relevant on each dimension were calculated. Changes in

-

ideals were also measured by differences in class means on

L

T g g

number of items considered relevant and in class standard

M A {fem

deviations of dimension scores. Classes with more student

involvement were expected to change more in ideals, and so

relations with course structure variables were investigated.
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The formal definitions of the variables used in the
ia

study are given on pp..19-22 and their operational defini-

-

tions on pp. 170-177. Chapter III describes the development
of the IBDQ, its use in the pilot study and in the main

study, and reliability and validity estimates (pp. 178-190).

Results from thé testing of the hypotheses are given in

Chapter 1IV. : -

Discussion of Results

!
o
i
!
!

This section coordinates results from the testing of
~the hypotheses (Chapter IV) and some of the findings

reported in Chapter III. These results are discussed in

the light of the review of the literature (Chapter II).

e Student Characteristics

Need for Depencance

Students with a high need for dependence tended

to describe their ideal instructor as high on 9
dimensions of Interaction Facilitation, Wcrk

Facilitation, and Consideration. They gave

higher course assessments, and had higher over-

all satisfaction scores.
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Students who had a Figh need for dependence required B ~

more from their !ast.uctors. The assc 'iation beti.een high

need for dependence and high scores on Interaction Facili-

W o b Vb, §

tation appears to contradict the results of Vroom (1959)
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and others discussed on pp. 110-113. One possible explana-

tion is that students who depend on others-may want to ask
% the instructor questions about what is expected of them and
é thus reduce role ambiguity (pp. 123-126). Atcertain degree
of openness is necessary if students are fb be allowed to
ask that kind of question.

The relation between need for dependence and Work

Facilitation scores was expected from the items used to

k3

measure the two variables: The first includes items on need

for structure and direction and thgwsecond includes items on

H degree of structure and instructor guidance which is seen

< £ to be provic.ed. .

The relation between need for dependence angugggsid-

*

eration scores suppo:ts the diséussion on pp. 98-103.

S B A

Maslow (1943, 1954, 1962) described persons whose basic needs
were not satisfied as having considerable dependence on
: others. This neci for dependence is shown by a higher

requiremrnt for considerate behavior from the instructor.

il : i mmﬂﬂmmww

Students with high need for dependence were less
critical of instruction than more independent students:
They gave more favorable course assessments and had higher

satisfaction scores. Perhaps they asked for more from

their instructors--and got it.




‘ ’ 253

Sex
- Female students tended to describe their ideal
: instructor as high on the dimension of Inter-
: action Facilitation.
There was no significant correlation showing females .
3 z to be high in need for dependence, £0 this finding can be

interpreted independently from those above.

The Interaction Facilitatten“dimen;ion describes
student discussion and participatidn of students in planning
- : learning goals. This finding is ‘herefore similar to that
£ .eported by McLeish (1966) that women teachess preferred

tutorials and seminars, but different from that of Solomon

et al. (1963) that women did better in more structured o

settings (p. 96).

Age
Older students tended to give higher course
assessments, but overall satisfaction scores
were independent of age.

T S A
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Older students may be more lenient toward instructors

when it comes to_course assessment, having had a wider
experience of the problems involved. Alternatively, the

difference may simply be a result of the distribution of

the older students in the particular classes used in this

samﬁle.

[ bl g
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There were no significant correlations between descrip-
tions of ideal instr?ctor behaQior and age, and oﬁly one low
rorrelation between actuai behavior and age. When ideal and
actual behavior are comp~red to give satisfaction, no

,,,,,, ; # -
sighificant relation to age would therefore be expected. _

Changes in XIdeals

Student descriptions of ideai instructor behavior
did not change in any clear way between the pre-~ - =
test and the posttest. Students' ideals became '
more closely related to actual instructor be-
havior on two dimensions, but class mean
dimension scores did not change significantly.
The results of other analyses were inconclusive.
Using student data, the correlations between posttest

ideal and actual behavior descriptions were significantly

higher than those between pretest ideal and actual behavior

descriptions on the dimensionsof Interaction Facilitatior

and Consféeration. Comparisons of correlations using class

data, however, d4id not show any significant changes. —_—- =
No differences between pretest and posttest descrip-

tions of ideal behavior were found 'in class mean diménsion

scores or class standard deviations. There was an increase

from pretest to posttest in the number of items considered

relevant on the Consideration dimension of ideal behavior

oo

but this was only one significant change out of twelve

i ]



possible changes investigated. Analysis of variance using
student data from a random sample of 48 students found no

changes from pretest to pésttest in number of items con-

sidered relevant os in dimension scores.

There were positive correlations between student involve-

e wur‘M‘;\ﬁj;\;ﬁ‘“w

ment in method of presentation and class increases in standard
deviation on Interaction Facilitation dimension scores but

this again was one significant correlation out of many

J"“W\W?‘U“”WHW

correlations examined. Posttest differences between cliasses
on Interaction Facilitation dimension scores were still

found when initial-differences on Interaction Facilitation —

and Work Facilitation had been taken into account using

analysis of covariance.

0n,p.1§4. reference was made to Stogdill;s suggestion

R i G

(1959) that group member performance might become more
like the group norm, and to Festinger's theory of cognitive
dissonance (1950, 1959). The present research indicates

that ideals are fairly stablé as measured seven weeks apart. -

Some analyses indicated that thefe may'Eave been changes,

but it was difficult to find an integrated explanation for

these changes.

T et T
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Interaction Facilitation

Students in different classes preferred different
amounts of interaction facilitation as measured
by pretest number of items relevant and scores
on this dimension of ideal instructor behavior.
Pretest Interaction Facilitation scores for
ideal instructor Jsehavior—were significantly

- correlated with scores for actual instructor
behavior on this dimension.

The most significant differences between classes on

L]

pretest descriptions of ideal instructor behavior were on
the Interaction Facilitation dimension. Class differences
on this dimension were shown both in number of items consid-
ered relevant and in the importance of the behaviors
described by those items. Thus there was more difference
between classes than within classes on this dimension.

The high correlation between pretest ideals and actual

instrucuor behavior seven weeks later sﬁggests a reason for
this result. Students may have been aware ahead of time

how much interaction facilitation there wéald be in a class--
they had certain expectations depending upon the subject

area. They may have self-selected themselves-into-classes .

or subject areas thé& though. would have the amount of
interaction facilitation they preferred. The class dif-

ferences in ideals may therefore reflect the different

expectations associated with each class.
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Instructors reporting less use of lecturing -
and more time spent on student discussion were
described by students as showing more inter-
action facilitation. There was also a change
in class standard deviations of Interaction
Facilitation scores, with classes with higher
student involvement tending to increase in
standard deviation.

“  Indtructors who described their courses as involving

more discussion and participation of students in planning

were described by students as showing more interaction

facilitation. However, as described on p.lll, McKeachie .
(1963) and Stern (1963) have suggested that students who
require more forﬁgl structure may feelagﬁkious in non-

directive classrooms. The degree of ‘student involvement in

some classes may have receiveZs a mixed reception from the

‘students, some likiﬁg the method and others not. Some

students may have changed their ideals to include a require-
ment for more interactiqn facilitation, while'others changed
in the opposite direct;pn. It should be noted‘that this
explanation of the increase in standard deviations on the
Interaction Facilitation dimension is in contradiction to

the explanation of the increase of correlation between

ideal and actual behavior (p.254). Both explanations must

therefore be regarded witn some caution pending further

investigation.-




Work Facilitation o

Students 'in different classes showed significant

—differcnces in the number of items considered
relevant on the dimension of Work Facilitation
in pretest but not in posttest descriptions of
ideal instructor behavior.

T

|

Most of this change may have been due to one or two

E

classes. There was no general trend in the data. One class

in particudlar had a low mean number of items considered

relevant on the pretest but increased its class mean by the

posttest, thus reducing the differences between classés.

Pretest Work Facilitation scores for ideal in-
structor behavior were significantly correlated
with scores for actual instructor behavior on
this dimension. :

The reason for this result may be similar to that

gf described for Interaction Facilitation (p.256).” Students

may have been aware ahead of time how much Work Facilita-

tion there would be in a class: They had certain expecta-

tions that may have influenced their ideals. They self-

selected themselves into classes or subject areas they

thought would h»~ve the amount of Work Facilitation they -

preferred--hence the correlation between pretest ideal des-

criptions and actual descriptions seven weeks later.

It is interesting that correlations between pretest

ideal descriptions and actual behavior descriptions were -
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shown for Interaction Facilitation and Work Facilitation
but not for the other two dimensions, Consideration and
Motivation. Perhaps there was less expectancy effect for
these other dimensions.

The Work Facilitation dimension scores for

actual instructor behavior were very highly

correlated with the course assessment scores.

Items on the Work Facilitation dimension were very

similar to thoce on many currently used evaluation instru-

ments. - The course assessment score was similgrly derived

from items used on current evaluation instruments to give

~an overall evaluation of the course and the instructor.
' These variables were correlated at the .00l level for both

student and class data. Course assessment was judged

»
‘t

largefly on the basis of work facilitation beh rior.

Consideration

— The number of items considered relevant on the
Consideration dimension of ideal instructor
behavior increased from pretest to posttest
as measured by class means, but not by student
in a random sample of students frum six classes.
There was a tendeuncy for instructors to be
described as considerate if they allowed more
student involvement and responsibility. There
were significant differences between classes in
satisfaction scores on the Consideration
dimension.

il

This collection of findings has at least one plausible
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- éxplanation. In classes where t e instructor did not allow
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g o much stﬁdent discussion and involvement, students felt that
the instructor was inconsiderate. They decided that their
ideal instructor shculd be more considerate, and that more

items on the Consideration dimension were relevant; the

comparison between posttest ideal and actual behavior des-
“criptions then 1l:d to dissatisfaction on the Consideration
dimension. The satisfaction scores on the Consideration

E=d

dimension were the only ones that showed significant dif-

W

Ve
ut

ferences between classes.

Motivation

R e A L R

There were no significant differences between
~Cclasses or significant correlations between
Motivation and other variables. . — s

[

As was described on pp.169-170, the items originally

BN, AR 11

assigned to the a priori dimension of Motivation were seen

from the results of factor analyéis to consist of three

R, SR e

groups of items: participation items which loaded with .
Interaction Facilitation, interest items which loaded with
= - Work Facilitation, and encouragement items which remained as

a narrower meaning of-motivation. Only these encouragement

items were usued to define Motivation--four items in all--

and this dimension may have been less stable than the others.

HHMWMWM‘WWW f
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Motivation and creating of interest occurs as a result of
- many kinds of instructor behavior: This conclusion is
supported by the work of Atkinson (1958) and the discussion

on Pp. 113-1190

= 7 Assessment

Students in different classes showed significant

differences in course assessment scores. The

course assessment scores were highly correlated

with scores for actual instructor behavior on

the Work Facilitation dimension. There was no

correlation between assessment scores and

student involvement as described by course ) B -

structure variables.

Students in different classes described actual instructor
behavior as significantly different on the Work Facilitation .
dimension. Course asseséﬁents also varied between classes, o
favorable assessment of instruction being highly correlated
(P < .001) with Work Facilitation scores and not with the
degree of student involvem_at as described by'instructor‘
responses to the Course Description Questionnaire. @he course
assessment items were measuring the same kind of behaviors

that were described on the Work Facilitation dimension.

This dimension is similar to Factor I of Isaacson et al.

(1964) mentioned on p. 13: Global assessment items measure

" instructor-led classroom practices.

£
e
i
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Satisfaction

Students in different classes were significantly
. different in satisfaction scores only on the
- ] Consideration dimension.

Only on the Consideration dimension was there a dif-
ference between classes in satisfaction scores. As described
above, there were significant correlations between pretest

‘ : ideals and actual instructor behavior on Interaction

| i FPacilitation and Wo;k Facilitation: Students knew what to

i

expect. Students may have self-selected themselves accord-

o A T

P

Jing to their Interaction Facilitation and Work Facilitation

-

ideals, so that the match between ideals and actual was high

3

for most students. This selection was, however, not

completély accuragg;jgtpdents showed a ;angetgﬁgsatis£act§on“__~

-

scores from O to 100 on some dimensions. What this result

'shows is that inaccuracies of judgmént were equally spread
over the different classes.

Satisfaction scores on the Interaction Facili- . e
tation and Consideration dimensions, and over-

all satisfaction scores, were significantly

correlated with course structure variables

describing student involvement. The overall

satisfaction score was correlated with des-

criptions of actual imstructor behavior on the -
dimensions of Interaction Facilitation and :
Consideration.
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In this sample ¢f students, a high satisfaction score
on the Interaction Facilitation. dimension was significantly
associated wiih a more discussion-centered class and high

student involvement. Satisfactibn on the Consideration

_dimension was significantly associated with student involve-

ment in Method of Presentation, Choice of Tbbics, Prepara-

tion of Material, Means‘of Assessment, and overall student-

centered classroom practices.® - —

Overall satisfaction scores were significantly asso-

ciated with student involvement in Choice of Topics,

Preparation of Material, overall sindent-centered classroom

practices, and high scores on actual instructor “~ehavior

on—the dimensions of Interaction Facilitation and Consider-

ation.

Y

Satisfaction scores were not significantly
correlatsi with course assessment scores.

From the preceding sections, it is seen that the

assessment scores and the satisfaction scores. are measuring
different things. The assessment scores measure instructor

' ihbut into the course as described by the Work Facilitation

items, whereas the satisfaction scores describe the extent
to 1 studént requirements for involvement and respon-

sibiaicty as'expressed in Interaction Facilitation and
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Consideration ideals are met by the instructor. These
evaluations of iﬁgiruction are different, and one or the

other or both should be used according to the information

Conclusions

A new way of evaluating instruction has been devised.
Satisfaction scores defined from the match between student
descriptions cf ideal and actual instructor behavior ’ S

obtained from the IBDQ were not correlated with assessment

T O O 0, P 1, 1 e

scores found as the mean of six traditional items evaluating S

- the inst::;ijﬁ/and the course. The assessment scores were

seen to medSure the same behaviors as the Wofk Facili.ation

Tl

items.jméatisfaction scores on the dimensions of Interaction
' Facilitation and Consideration and the overall satisfaction

score were correlated with the amount of student involvement o

and responsibility in the class. At this timé; it is not

known whether satisfaction scores are related to learning

it o
I

" outcomes: Correlational studies of assessment scores and

satisiaction scores with dependent variables describing

. dbgnitive and affective outcomes are needed.

The satisfaction scores derived from the IBDQ could -

: ;nuimnmmmwmmmmwm o
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not be directly judeed for reliability. The reason is the "

use of the “irrelevant" category in the ideal instructor

behavior descriptions. No procedure for estimating the

7reliabilities of these satisfaction scores has been found.

Actual dimension scores had reliabilities from .80 to .89,
and were significantly correlated with instructor des-
criptions of student involvemént. The dimensions of behavior
determined from the factor analysis of actual instructor
behavior were found to be equally appropriate for the
description of ideal behavior and the satisfaction scores
were found to have sufficientl§ low intercorrelations to be
considered as separate scales. The virtue of the presen£
research is that the use of sétisfaction scores has raised
qu?stions about the adequacy of traditional assessment
scores, which are seen to be largely dependent on a narrow
range of instructor behayiors. However, more.work needs
to be done on the reliability and validity of satisfaction
scores.
In the two different populations investigated in the

present research--undergraduates describing teaching asso-

ciates and graduates describing faculty--very similar factor

loadings were found and the same four dimensions of instructo:
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behavior were identified. These dimensions had been identi-
fied from leadership literature, and this finding suggests
that Tnteraction Facilitation, Work Facilitation, Consid-
eration, and Mctivation may be basic dimensions of behavior
in a group settifig. Instruments for describing ideal and
actual behavior at different school levels, for el;mentary
and secondary school‘and supervisory positions in education
should be written to find if this suggestion holds true.
Student descriptions of ideal instructor behavior as
measured by class mean dimension scores and class standard
deviations on each dimension did not change significantly,
although there were a few sigﬁificant correlations between
changes and course structure variables, there was a class

change in number of items consiéered relevant on the Consid-

eration dimension and using student data posttest ideals on

~ two dimensions were more highly correlated with actual

behavior than the pretest had been. The small amount of
change observed may be dﬁe to the insensitivity of the
instrument or may reflect stability of ideas : Students
mostly know what to expect when they go to a certain class,
their ideals havé already been affected by these expect;—

tions, and so they do not change significantly during a

seven week period of contact with an instructor.




From the data in this study, a theory of student
expect.tions can be developed. It is suggested that
students know what to expect in fegard to the behaviors
described on the Interaction Facilitation and Work Facili-
tation dimensions; this is supported by the high correla-
tions between pretest ideal and actual descriptions of
instructor behavior. These behaviors may be a reflection
of the normative structure for different classes or subject
areas as shown by the éignificant differences between
classes obtained on some measures of Interaction Facilitation
and Work Facilitation. Students self-select themselves into
areas 6f their preference and students in different classes
are equally good at this. Comparisons between student
ideals and actual instructor behavior thus does not show a

difference between classes on these two dimensions. Actual

instructor behavior is different in different classes,

0

but it is approxinately what students want. These results

W

are found for Interaction Facilitation and Work Facilitation

because these dimensions are partly subject-dependent.
Consideration and Mocivation, on the other hand, aré

spbject-independent~-they cannot be predicted ahead of time

by the students. All students require a certain amount of
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consideration and motivation, so there is no difference
betveen classes in ideat behavior on these dimensions.
Herver, actual instructor behavior does vary in considera-
tion and in motivation, leading to a significant difference
in satisfaction scores cn the Consideration dimension.

(A class difference for Motivation satisfaction sco;es was
not found,.butrthis may have been because there were only
four items on this scale.) Tb stand a higher chance of
finding changes in ideals on the dimensions of Interaction
Facilitation and Work Facilitation; it would be necessary to
use classes where the instructor wasrgoing to teach in a way
considered "unexpected" to the studeﬁts for that subject

area.

Recommendations for Further Study

The following recommendations are arranged under five
headings: instrument development, comparison of ideals,
use of dependent variables, changes in ideals, and experi -

ments in student-instructor matching.

= - =
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Instrument Development

The following recommendations come from the researcher's
experience of scoring and interpreting data collected by

means of the IBDQ.

1. The IBDQ should be shortened to include only the
best loading items on the four factors (Fig. 9,
P. 168). The "encouragement” subset of: Motiva-
tion items should be built up to include more
items. ’

2. The shortened form of the IBDQ could be used with
other populations of students to find if the
dimensions were stable.

3. All the items could be positively worded in order
to make scoring simpler. On the basis of the
factor loadings, only three ite—s on the shortened
form of the IBDQ would need to be changed.

4. The scale for describing ideal instructor behavior
should be extended to six points to include
"irrelevant" within the main scale rather than as
a blank option. This would distinguish "irrelevant”
responses from failure to respond.

5. The options for ideal behavior could be changed to
the same frequency options used for actual behavior,
Plus the "irrelevant"” response category. This
would make the match between ideal and actual
behavior descriptions more reliable.

6. The extreme opticns for actual behavior could be
changed from Always and Never to Almost Always and
Almost Never so that students would be more likely’
to use these options.

7. Test-retest reliabilities over a one-week period
should be obtained for both ideal and actual des-
cription of instructor behavior. Tf responses

-
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were found to be highly reliable, the computation
of "matches" in defining satisfaction scores might
be made on the basis of correspondence of ideal
and actual descriptions.

A proposed instructor form of the IBDQ (the
Instructor Opinion Questionnaire, IOQ) is given

in Appendix O: This is for instructors to use in
describing their own ideal and actual behavior.
The items correspond to those used on the trial
form of the IBDQ. This instrument could be
shortened in the same way as the IBDQ and used to
compare student and instructor perceptions of idea’
and actual behavior.

Compars son of Ideals

The present research used non-random samples of under-

graduate psychology students, and graduate students from 12

selected classes. Further work is needed with random samples

of students, and populations at other levels.

1.

In the present study, where classes were not

- selected from the six subjeci areas at random, it

was not legitimate to consider differences between
subject areas. However, use of larger, random,
samples of graduate classes from different areas
could allow such comparisons. *

The factor structure for actuzl instructor behavior,
and the distribution of descriptions of ideal
instructor behavior, should be compared across

. different levels and institutions. For example,

classes from freshman year to graduate school within
a particular subject area could be tested.

More than one class per instructor should be in-
cluded in some samples, in order to compare the
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ideals of different students and to see how
instructor bchavior varies across classes.

By surveying the same students in different
classes,;some idea could be obtained of how
expectations for different classes influence

ideals.

Another possibility for investigating the influence
of expectations is to collect descriptions of both
ideals and expectations at the beginning of the
quarter. The IBDQ could easily be adapted for this

purpose.

The collection of student and teacher descriptions
of ideal and actual teacher behavior should also

be extended to- elementary and secondary schools.
Trial forms of instruments to be used at these
levels have been developed by rewording the items
used in the IBDQ and I0Q. For the elementary level
these are given in Appendices P and Q, and for the
secondary level in Appendices R and S. '

Modification of the IBDQ and IOQ could also be

used at the adiministrative and supervisor level.

A proposed Supervisor Behavior Description Question-
naire for use with departmental chairmen, super-
visors, principals, etc. is given in Appendix T,

and the corresponding Superviscr Opinion Question-
naire in Appendix U.

In Chapter II, student differences in descriptions
of ideal instructor behavior were hypothesized to
be related to personality differences (for example,
need for dependence, for affiliation, for power,
and for achievement). Only need for dependence Wwas
measured in this study. Further studies should
include other personality variables.
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Use of Dependent Variables

Assessment scores were not significantly correlated with

satisfaction scores-derived from the IBDQ. Correlations of

these scores with student learning outcomes should be in-

vestigated.

1.

As assessment scores are related to the work
facilitation behavior of the instructor, they could
be expected to correlate positively with eng-of-
guarter grades and other measures of cognitive
learning. This hypothesis should be tested.

As satisfaction scores are related to the amount
of student involvement and responsibility that

the instructor allows in his class, they could be
expected to correlate positively with affective
gains, including growth of self confidence and
change in attitudes, and poorly or not at all with
cognitive gains. This hypothesis should be tested.

Chances in Ideals

Although the basic conclusion from this research has

been that student ideals are fairly stable over a seven

week period, there is some conflicting evidence. There is

also a paucity of research in this area.

1.

Dimension scores, number of items considered
relevant, an3d changes in class standard
deviations of dimension scores, all seem useful
statistics for describing changes in ideals.
They should continue to be used.
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It was found that student pretest ideals on Inter-
action Facilitation and Work Facilitation were
correlated *with actual instructor behavior--
students to a large extent knew what to expect.
Experimental classes where instructors say they
are going to try unusual apprcaches should be
sought out and any changes in student ideals
monitored. '

It might also be possible to collect longitudinal
data on some students to find how their ideals
changed during (for example) a two year perici

in a preservice teacher education program.

Another investigation would be to compare changes

in ideals in classes where group dynamics,

dimensions of teacher behavior, and other aspects J
of leadership are discussed, with changes in

control classes. J

The effect on an instructor's behavior of knowing
his students' ideals could be studied by comparing
groups receiving different amounts of feedback.
This is similar to Gage et al.'s work (1960) at
the school level.

Experiments in Student-Instructor Matching

It is not known whether a student has higher cognitive

or affective gains if the actual instructor behavior matches

his ideal. Research needs to be done in this arca.

1.

Where several sections of the same undergraduate
course are taught by teaching associates, it

would be possible to match students to instruc-
tors.. A random half of the students could be
matched to the instructors while the other half
were assigned to instructors at random. At the end
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of the course, assessment scores and satisfaction
scores of the two halves could be compared and
related to cognitive and affective gains.

Alternatively, a random half of the teaching
associates might be persuaded to change their
teaching behavior to conform more closely to
their students' ideals. Again, course assessmen
scores, satisfaction scores, and cognitive and
affective gains of the two groups could be compared.
In either of the above two experiments, multigfle
linear regression equations could be obtained to
find which scores contributed most to which
student gains, and this information could be used-
on subsequent occasions.

Data from the present study showed that pretest
ideals on Interaction Facilitation showed the
greatest differences between clr=ses. It might
be useful to use an instrument concerned solely
with the amount of student participation and
structuring preferred in order to match students
to instructors. This would assume that the
instructors were of similar basic competence in
subject matter knowledge.
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‘iInstructor Description Questionnzire

[HOW WOULD YOU LIKE YOUR INSTRUCTOR TO BEKAVE? |

Below are some items that could be used to describe the behavior of an
{nstructor.

On the answer sheet please fill in your instructor's name, course name and
number (and sectiz~ if applicable), your department (and major If applicable),
and your sex,

How important do you think c2 n of the following behaviors Is in describing
an ideal instructor for this course ?

Use & pencil to respond to each item by blackening in a space on the answer

sheet. Please use the code below.

Behavior which:

A = js cssential for an ideal Instruct~ for this course

B = is important but not essential
€ = is somewhat important

0 = should be avoided if possible
E = should always be avoided

If you do not blacken a space on the answer sheet for a particular item
this Is interpreted as ' irrelevant behavior that doesn't t make anv differance

one viay or the other'!,

'f you do not understand an item please draw @ line through the responses to

that item on the answer sheet.

An Instructor should

I Hake derogatory remarks about some students to the others.
2. Adapt class sessions to our difficulties and interests.,
3. Show me that the top:cs being discussed are important. -
b, Hake clear his role in the ci: s,
S. Expect me to take notes when i talks.
6. Ask us what topics we would like to cover.
7. Encourzge me to spend extra time and effort on my work.
8. Inspire my confidence in his knowledge of the subject.
9. Be friendly and approachable,
10, Make exceptions for himself that he doesn't allow me to make.
11. Encor age me to contribute my knowledge and experience,
12 f.i. ,ze me in 8 destructive way,
13. Arrange the room so students ¢an discuss together.
14, Emphasize seeing beyond the )imits of the course.
15, Use effective teaching methods for this zourse.
16. Hesitate sbout taking a leadership role in th class.
17. Hotivate me to do my best work,
18. Show favoritism to some students.
19. Make the work interesting for me,
20, Call me by my name.
21, Supplement *he text from other sources (other texts, visusl aids, etc).
22. Be wiiling to learn with us.
23. Indicate where relevant iaformation not dealt with in cisss can be found.
2h. Encourzge us to help each other outside of class hours,
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this Is int¢

-

A = §s essential for an ideal instructor for this course

B » {s important but not esscntial
C = {s somewhat important

D = should be aveided if possible
£ = should always be avoided

If you do not blacken a space on the answer sheet for a particular item
reted as "irrelevant behavior that doesn't make any difference

one way or the other",
{f you do not understand an item please draw 2 line through the responses to
that item on the answer sheet.

An ingjructor S’tOuk!. ¢

25.
26,
27.
280
293.
30.
3l
32.

33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
380

39.
Lo.

W,
42.
"3-
b,
"50
b6,
by.
“8-

"9 .
50.
51.
52,
53..
5"-

Be willing to listen to suggestions | might make.

tet me know what he expects of me.

Provide me with informational feedback &n encourage greater effort,
Encourags me to show initiative, ’

Praise some students to the oOthers.

Settle conflicts if they arise in class.

Express esppreciation when | do good work.

Plan course objectives jointly with students.’

Organize effective discussion groups.

Sct aside class time for inter-student discussions.

Be fair in grading my work.

Schedule the work so things get done at the right times.
Show enthusiasm for the subject.

Show us he is well orgsnized.

Be able to answer my questions.

Make sure some students are not jealous of others.

gxplain how the topics being discussed relate to the objectives of the
tet us work on projects and assignments together,

Be reluctant to change the course objectives,

Be considerate of my personal feellngs..

Trust me.

Make me feel free to ask Questions.

Want students to get along torether. -

Change the assignments without consulting the cless,

Have adequate office hours for consultation and assistance.

Link course material to laboratory, clinical or field experiences.
Avold individual contact with students.

Hake it pleasant for me to be in class.

Present material so | can understand it.

Help me with w, personal prcbiems,

course.
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Instructor Description Questionnaire

[How £NES YCUR INSTRUCTOR BEHAVE?]

Pleasc note: Your responses will not be used in anyway to evaluate you. Your
' Instructor or other person would oaly recelve & summary of the responses of :
the whole class.

Below are some items that could bc used to describe the behavior of an
instructor,

On the answer sheet please fill i your instructor's name, course name and
number {and section if applicable), your department {and major if applicable),
snd your sex.

= How frequently does the instructor in this course act in the ways described . i
below?

Use & pencil to respond to cach item by blackening in @ space on the answer

x sheet. Please use the code below,
= A = Always
= B = 0ften

C = Sometimes

D = Seldom

E = Never
= If you do not understand an item please draw 8 line through the responses to
? that item on the answer sheet.

This instructor

§5. Hakes derogatory remarks about some students to the others.
56. Adapts class sessions to our difficulties and interests.

§7. Shows me that the topics being discussed are important. -
§8. Hakes clear his role in the class.

§9. Expccts me to take notes when he talks,

60. Asks us what topics we would like to cover.

61. Encourages me to spend extra time and effort on my work.

B 62, Inspires my confidence in his knowledge of the subject.

: 63. s friendly and spproacheble.

H 6lL. Makes exceptions for himself that he doesn't allow me to make.

: 65. Fncourages me to contribute my knowledge and experlence,
E 66. Criticizes me in a destructive way.

: 67 Arranges the room so students cen discuss together.

6t. Emphasizes seeing beyond the limits of the course.

69, Uscs effective teaching methods for this course.

70. Hesitates azbout taking a lcadership role In the class.
71. Motivates me to do my best work.

72. Shows favoritism to some students,

Q

ERIC
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L]
A = Always
B = Often 1
C = Sometimes !
D = Sclidom
E = Never i
If you do not inderstand an item please draw 8 line through the responses to j
that item on the answer sheet,
: |
Tus Q',‘huc-\or . '

73. Makes the work interesting for me.

74. Calls me by my name, .

75. Supplements the text from other sources(other texts, visual aids, etc).
76. Is willing to icarn with us.

77. Indicates where relevant information not dealt with in class can be found.
78. Encourages us to help each other outside of class hours.

79. s willing to listen to suggestions | might make.

80. Lets me know what he expects of me.

-

81. Provides me with informational feedback 2nd encourages greater ef?Brt.
82. Encouraces me to show initiative.
gg. Przises some students to the others,

. Settles conflicts if they arise in class. .
85. Expresses appreciation when | do good work. ’ .
86. Plans course objectives jointly with students. :
87. Organizes effective discussion groups.

. 88, Sets sside class time for inter-student discussions,
89. Is fair in grading my work. .
90, Schedules the work so things get done at the right times. =
91, Shows enthusiasm for the subject.
. 92. Shows us he is well organized.

93. Is able to answer my questions,
9, Makes sure some students are not jealous of others.
’ 95. Explains how the topics being discussed relate to the objectives of the course.
- 96. Lets us work on projects and assignments together.,

97. Is reluctant to change the course objectives.

98, Is consideratc of my personal feelings.

89. Trusts me.

100. Makes me feel free to ask questions.

101, Wants students to get along tocether.

102. Changes the assianments without consulting the class.

103. Has adequate office hours for consultation and assistance.

104, Links course materlal to laboratory, clinical or field experiences.

105. Avoids individua! contacts with students.
106. Makes it pleassnt for me to be in closs,

107. Presents material so | can understand it.
= 108, Helps me with my personal problems.

_ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




L_—

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

309

[COMPARED TO OTHER INSTRUCTORS I HAVE HAD |

Please blacken in spaces on the answer sheet 8s before. Respond to the following
items using the code:

A = Among the very best
B = Among the cood ones
€ = Average

. D = Among the poor ones
£ = Among the very worst

Compared to other instructors | have had

109.
110,
mn,

112,
3.

this instructor in ¢eneral is .

this instructor shows kindness, considerztion end friendliness,
this instructor arranges the class so students get to like each other

and work together.
this instructor motivates me to do my best work.

this instructor is organized, knows his subject and can put it over.

[SATISFACTION WITH THIS INSTRUCTOR AND COURSE |

Please blacken in spaces on the answer sheet as before, Respond to the following
Items using the code: -

14,
115,
116.
H7.
18.
19,

: A = Certainly yes
B = Probably yes
€ = Uncertain
D = Probably no
E = Certainly no

Overall | would recommend this lnstn;ctor to 2 friend.
This course covered the material { wanted to learn about.

t would like to take another course with this instructor.

-

1 learned more from this Instructor than | would have on my own.

t found this course worthwhile.

This course covered what the instructor said it would.

Thankyou for your cooperation.
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FACTOR ANALYSIS OF TRIAL FORM OF IBDQ:

APPENDIX B

QROTATED FACTOR

LOADINGS, EIGENVALUES, AND PERCENTAGE VARIANCES?

b

Item Factor 1 Factor II Factor III Factor IV
1l -.15 .18 -.55 .09
2 .29 .38 .17 .24
3 .52 .13 .18 22
4 .35 .03 .07 .38
5 .12 -.07 -.06 .19
6 .09 .62 -.05 -.01
7 .20 .19 -.10 .58
8 .66 .10 .17 .34
9 .04 .14 .47 .36

10 -.27 .02 -.49 .09
11 .17 .39 .16 .37
12 -.08 .25 ~-.33 -.02
13 .08 .57 -.15 .19
14 .24 .41 .09 .33
15 .61 .10 .23 .31
17 .47 .19 . .12 .62
19 .58 .19 .16 .48
20 .0l .35 .09 .22
22 .24 .46 .26 .25
2 .18 .36 -.03 .21
24 .11 .42 -.14 .40
2 .10 .35 .37 .32
26 .29 .11l .13 .54
27 .41 .23 .12 .60
28 .33 .30 - .10 .64
29 -.08 .27 -, 34 .16
31 .10 .34 .13 .47
32 .10 .59 -.02 .14
33 .07 .66 -.03 .14
34 .05 .53 .03 .03
35 .23 -.19 .40 .21
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Item® FPFactor I Factor IT Factor III _ Factor IV
36 .46 -.10 .23 .03
37 .64 .05 .18 .21
38 .77 .08 .17 .05
39 .64 .04 .11 .12
40 ~.02 .31 12 .26 .
41 .42 .33 .02 .26
43 A1 T -.30 -.17 .06
44 .08 .19 .37 .36
46 .21 .16 .41 .24 '
47 .09 .36 .27 .06
48 .19 -.11 _.46 .03
49 .28 .13 .31 .25
50 .24 .33 .27 .06
51 -.03 -.14 -.51 -.01
52 .34 .28 .40 .39
53 .35 -.05 .48 .16
54 ~.09 .30 -.06 .31
55 .60 .24 .31 .28
56 .16 .22 .55 .18
57 .12 .35 .18 .35
58 .46 .21 .10 .54
59 .81 .15 .20 .09 ‘
Eigen-
vaiue  l2.81 3.69 1.97 1.27
Percent-
age Vari-,, 1 6.95 3.72 2.40
ance

aItems 16, 18, 21, 30, 42, and 45 omitted before
analysis. .

b

Item numbers refer to the instrument in Appendix A,
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Trial Final Trial Final Trial Final
Form Form Form Form Form Form

1 39 21 Omitted 41 37

2 13 22 10 42 Omitted
3 23 23 7 43 38

4 5 24 30 44 47

5 6 25 3 45 Omitted
6 16 26 43 46 1

7 34 27 11 47 36

8 8 28 44 48 29

9 28 29 24 49 22
10 21 30 omitted 50 252
11 12 31 14 51 190
12 10 32 31 52 45
13 48 33 33 53 35
14 46 34 18 54 32
15 . 27 35 17

16 Omitted 36 26

~7 9 37 20

18 Omitted 38 40

19 41 39 15
20 2 40 42

a - -
Item rewritten,

Item changed from negative to positive form.
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" Instructor Behavior Decription Questionncire

HOW WOULD YOU LIKE YOUR INSTRUCTOR TO BEMAVE?

Below are some items that could be used to describe the dbehavior
of an instructor,

-

How important do you think each of these behaviors is in descriding
an°ideal instructor for this course ?

Use a pencil to respond to each item by blackening in a space on
the answer sheet, Please use the following code y

Behavior which: A = 18 essential for an ideal instructor
for this course
B = 18 very important
C = 418 fairly important
D = 18 undesirable
E = should always be avoided

Note If you think that the behavior descridbed in a particular item is
pot important or is irrelevant then leave the corresponding space
blank on the answer sheet,

An instructor should Y

1. Make me foel free to ask questions. .

2+ Call me by my name. .

3+ Be willing to listen to suggestions I might make.

&+ Be willing to learn with us,

D+ Meke clear his role in the class. .

6. Expect mo Lo take notes when he talks.

7. Indicate where relevant information not dealt dtl; in class can
e found.

8. Inspire my confidence in his knowledge of the subject.

9. Motivate me to do my best work.

10. Criticizo me in a destructive way.

11. Provide me with informational feedback and encourzge greater effort
12, Encourage me to contribute my knowledge and experience.

13+ Adapt class sessions to our difficulties and intcrests,

14. Express appreciation when I do good work,

15. Be able to answer my questions.

16, Ask us what topics we would like to cover,

17 Be fair in grading my work. ]

18. Set aside class time for inter-student dlgcussions.

19. Welcome individual contact with students,

20. Show enthusiasm for the subject.

2. Do things himself that he doesn't allow me to do.

22. Have adequate office hours for comsultation snd assistance,.
23« Show me that the topics being discussed ure importent,

2k Praise ocomo students in front of the others.
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Behavior which : A = 18 essential for an ideal instructor for

ihis course
B = 18 very important -

C = 18 fairly important
D = 15 undesiradble
F = should always be avoided
blank = 18 not important or 1s irrelevant

An_instructor should

Show me how the course material relates to everyday 1ife,
Schodule the work #o0 things get done at the right timess
Use effective teaching methods for this course.

Be friendly and approachable.

Change the assignments without consulting the class.
Encourage us to help each other outside of class hours.
Plan course objectives jointly with students,

Help me with my personal problems.

-Organize effective discussion groupse.

Encourage me to svend extra time and effort on my worke

Present material 50 I can understand it,

Vant students to get along together.

Explain how the topics being discussed relate to the objectives
of the course.

Be reluctant to change the course objectives.

Make derogatory remarks about come students in front of the Otherse

Show us he 18 well organized. :

Make the work interesting for me, -

Make sure some students are not jealous of others.

Let moe know what he expects of me.

Encourage me to show initiative.

Make it pleasant for me to be in classe.

Esphasize seeing beyond the limits of the course.

Be considerate of my personal feelings.

Arrange the room so studente can discuss together.
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NEED JFOR DEPENDENCE

Please blacken in spaces on the answer sheet as before. Respond to
the following items using the code :~

A = Not at all

B = A Jittlo

C = Somewhat

D = Quite a bit

E = Very difficult or very much

49, How difficult do you find it to disagree with others?

50, ¥hen you have a problem how much do you like to think it through
yourself without help from others?

51s How much do you dislike being told to do something that is
contrary to your wighes?

52. If you have come to & conclusion about something, how difficult
is it for someone else to change your mind?

53. How much do you usually want the person who is in charge of a group
you are in to tell you what to do?

S54e How difficult do you find it to carry out other pecple's
suggestions without changing them any?

———
-

BIOGRAPHICAL DATA

Pleass blacken in spaces on the answer sheet &s before according
to the codes given :=~

55, My class rank is A = first year graduate student, B = 2nd year,
C = 5rd year, D = ith year, E = 5th year and above

56, My sex is A =-Male, B = Female

57. How much freedom did you have in choosing this course?
A = Freely elected (including 'audit')
B = Recommended by Department or Faculty
C = Elocted from a required area
D = Prequisite to required courses
E = Required in program of studies

If none apply then please describe

58. How many previous courses have you had with this instructor?
A0, B:1, C=2,d 3 €« handabove
59, What is your age group? A= 21 - 23, B = 24 -~ 26, C= 27 - 29,
D=30-32 E=33ard above
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" Instructor Behavior Decription Questionncire

» HOW VOULD YOU LIKE YOUR INSTRUCTOR TO BEHAVE?

Below are some iteme that could be used to describe the behavior
of an instructor,

How important do you think each of thess behaviors is in describing
an'ideal instructor for this course?

Use a pencil to respond to each item by blackening in a space on
the answer sheet, Please use the following code

Behavior which: A = is essential for an ideal instructor
for this course
B = is very important
C = i8 fairly important
D = is undesirable
E = should always be avoided .

Note If you think that the behavior described in a particular iten is
not important or is irrelevant then leave the corresponding space
blank on the answer sheet,

An instructor ghould

1. Make me feel free to ask questions, .

2+ Call me by ny name, *

3+« Be willing to listen to suggestions I might make.

&« Be willing to learn with us,

5« Meke clear his role in the class,

6. Expect me to take notes when he talks,

7+ Indicate where relevant information not dealt with in class can
be found.

8. Inspire my confidence in his knowledge of the subject,

9., Motivate me to do my best work,

10, Criticize me in a destructive way.

11, Provide me with informational feedback and encourage greater effort
12, Encourage me to contribute my knowledge and experience,

13, Adapt class sessions to our difficulties and interests,

V4. Express appreciation when I do good work,

15. Be able to answer my questions,

16 £Ask us what topics we would like to cover.

- 17+ Be fair in grading my worke
. 18, Set msido clecs time for inter-student discussions,
19, VWelcome individual contact with students,
20, Show enthusiasm for the subject,
21s [0 things himself that he doesn't allow me to do.
22, Have adequate offico hours for consultation and assistance,
23. Show me that the topics being discussed are important.
24 Praise gome students in front of the others.
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Behavior which ¢ A = iB essential for an ideal instructor for

this course

is very important

is fairly important

is undesirable

should always be avoided

is not important or is irrelevant

moaw
sunun

blank
An _inetructor should

25, Show mo how the course material relates to everyday life.
26, Scthedule the work so thinges get donoe at the right times.
27« Use effoctive teaching methods for this course,
28, Be friendly and approachable,
2-. Change the assignments without consulting the class.
3> « Encourage us to help each other outside of class hours.
31. Plan course objectives jointly with students,

e 52+ Help me with my persunal problems, _

33« Orgonize effective discussion groups,
- 34e Encourage me to spend extra time and effort on my work.
35« Present materinl so I can understand it.
36. W¥ant students to get along together.
- 37. Explain how the topice being discussed relate to the objectives
of the course.
38. Be reluctant to change the course objectives,
39. Make derogatory remarks about some students in front or the others.
40, Shov us he 1s well organized.

41, Make the work interesting for me.

4 2. Make pure some students are not jealous of otherse
43. Let me know what he expects of me,

4k, Encourage me to show initiative.

45, Make it pléasant for me to be in class.

46+ Exphasize seeing beyond the limits of the course.
47. Be considerate of my personal feelings.

48. Arrange the roes so students can discuss togethor.

1

'
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HOW DOES YOUR INSTRUCTOR BEHAVE ?

Plcase note : Your responses will not be used in anyway to evaluate
Yous Your instructor would only receive a suomsry of the responscs
of the whole class.

Below are some items that could be used to describe the behavior of
an instructor.

How freguently do you think the instructor in this course acts in

the ways described below? 7

Use a pencil to respond to each item by blackening in a space on
the answer sheet. Please uve the follcwing code :

A = Always

B x Often

C = Sometimes
D = Seldom

E = Never

his gtructor

49, Mokes me feel free to ask questions.

50, Calls mo by Dy name. .

51, Is willing to listern to suggeations I might maske,

52« 18 willing to learn with us.

53. Makes clear his role in the class.

She Expects me to take notes when he talks.

55. Indicates where relsvant information not dealt wtthfin :1:55 can
® Iound.

56. Inspires my confidence in his knowledge of the subjectd

57, Motivates me to do ny best work.

58, Criticizes mo in a destructive way.

58. Provides me with informa“‘Ional feedback and encourages greater effort.
60. Encourages me to contribute my knowledge and experience,

61, Adapts class sessions to our difficulties and interests.

62, Expresses appreciation whes I do good work. .

63. Is able to snswer my questions.

64, Asks us what topics we would like to cover.

65, Is fair in grading my work.

66, Setz sside class time for inter-student discussions.

67. . Yelcomes individual contacts with students,

68. Shows enthusizem for the subject.

69, Does things himself that he doesn'’t allow me to do.

70. Has adequate office hours for consultation and asaistance.
71, Shows me that the topics being discussed ars importent.
72, Praises gome students in front of the others,

B
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A = Always
B = Often
B C = Sonmetimes
D = Seldom
E = Never *
This_instructor
3. Shows me how the course material related to everyday life. \\

?4. Schedules the work 80 things get done at the right tiues,
75« Uses effective teaching methods for this course.

76+ Is friendly and epproachablo.

77. Changes the assignments without consulting the classe.

78. Encourages us to help each olher outside of class hours.
79. 1Plans course objectives jointly with students,

80. Helps ne with my personal problems.

- 81. Organizes effective discussion groups.
82. Encourages me to spend extra time and effort on my worke.
- 83. Presents material so I car understand it.

84. Wants students to got slong together,
85. Explains how the topics being discussed relate to the objectives
of the course.
86, 1s reluctant to change the course objectives.
87. Makes derogatory remarks about some students in front of the others. .
88, Shows us he is well organized,

89. Mskes the work interesting for me,

90, Makes sure some students are not jealous of others.
91, Lets me know what he expects of me,

92. Encourages me to show initiative.

93, Makes it pleasant for me to be in class. -

94, Enphasizes seeing beyond the linits of the course.
95. Is conpiderate cf my personal feelings.

96. Arranges the room so students can discuss together,

SATISFACTION VWITH THE COURSE

Please blacken in spaces on the answer sheet as before. Respond to
the following items using the code :

A = Strongly agree
- B = Agree
C = Uncertain ’
D = Disagree
E = Strongly disagree

97. I found this course worthwhile.
38. As a result of this course I vant to fine out more about this subject, .
9, I learnod more from this instr.ctcr than I would have on my own.
100, Overall I would recommend thisz instructor to a1 friend.
101, This inctructor covered the naterial in a way that seemed appropriate.
102, I am more interested in this subject now than I was at the beginning ) .
of the quarter.

‘l

g 1
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APPENDIX F )

INSTRUCTIONS TO 3IE jEAD ON THE PRETEST ADMINISJRATION

(First give out the qﬁestionnaires with IBM answer sheets.) 1
I am a graduate stuéent*in'Science Education. This R
class is one of 12 in my sample. I am collecting graduate
student opinions on how they would like their instructors to
behave--what they think is an ideal instructor for a particu-
lar course.
I will be returning-in 7 weeks time to collect your
responses on how this course has been organized--your des-
cription of how the instructor does behave.
As I need to compare the two sets of responses, please
write your name (or other identification) on the IBM answer

sheet. Your responses are completely confidential but your

instructor may request an overall summéry of the results.

T —

Now looking at the questionnairé? the first part is for

describing an ideal instructor for this course. The code is

e on an "importance sc%le." If you consider an item to be

irrelevant ox not applicable to the description of an ideal

instructor, then leave the corresponding item space blank on

the answer sheet. For example, if you thoughtthat item 24
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APPENDIX F (continued)

was irrelevant for the description of an ideal instructor,
you would not make any mark for item 24 on the answer sheet.
The second part of the instrument is to collect information

about individual students. Thank you for your cooperation.

Please don't forget your name or other identification.
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APPENDIX G

LNSTRUCTIONS TO BE READ ON THE POSTTEST ADMINISTRATION

At the beginning of the quarter, I distributed a ques-

tionnaire to collect your description of ideal instructor
behavior. The questionnaire I have now is for collecting
descriptions of actual instructor behavior and I would also
like to collect your opinion of ideal instructor behavior
at this time.

(Give out questionnaires with IBM answer sheets.)

Looking at the questionnaire; the code for items 1 - 48
(ideal behavior) is as before. The code is on an "impor tance
scale." If you consider an item to be irrelevant or not
applicable to the description of an ideal instructor, then
leave the corresponding item space blqu on the answer sheet.
Items 49 - 96 (actual behavior) are coded on a frequency
scale for describing how often you think the instructor in
this course acts in the way described. Items 97-102 are for
you to use to descriﬁe your satisfaction with the course.
Thank you very much for ydur cooperation.

Please use the same ID code as at the beginning of the

quarter--your name or the number ybu used. I have a list




APPENDIX G (continued)

here of codes used in this class if you need to see it.

If you were not here at the beginning of the quarter,

please complete the questionnaire anyway.
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How do you expect to organize this course ?

This information is confidential; it will he!lp me to interpret student
responses t0 the questionnaire. You wil) have &, .opportunity later in the
quarter to change any responses you make. At the present time just indicate
how you think the course will be organized.

Please check which alternative in each set most nearl ribes how you
expect to organize this course. The alternatives within cach set are meant
to be mutually exclusive, i.e. check only onc alternative. If no alternative
seems appropriate then please describe your situation in the space
provided. Thankyou.

1. What is the intended method of presentation ?
a) Kainly iecture.
b) Mainiy laboratory.
€) About half and half lecture/laboratory.
d) Hainly lecturer-led discussion.
¢) About half and half lecture/discussion.
£) Mainly small group work.
g) Mainly individualized,

2, How much student involvement will there be in choice of topics discussed ?
a) Almost no student involvement; choice of topics decided from outside.
b) Almost no student involvement; topics chosen by instructor.
€) Some student involvement in choice of topics.
d) Considerable student involvement in choice of topics.
€) Students will decide on what topics will be discussed.

3. Who will prepare classroom presentations 7
#) All necessary class material will be prepared by instructor.

b) Most materisl prepared by instructor; students will have little outside

work to do.
¢) Small amount of material prepared by instructor; students will have 3 lot

of outside work to do.

d) Small amount of material prepared by instructor; students will have a little

outside work to do.

e) Students prepare majority cf learning material,

&, How much prior information will there be 7

a) Detailed out)ine of course topics will be given by instructor at beginning
of the quarter. .

b) Overview of course topics will be given by instructor.

c) Brief outline of course topics will be given by instructor.

d) Ho cutline will be given; topics known to instructor.

©) No outline will be given; topics arise during process of Instructor/student
inte-action.

»
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5. what will be the means of assessment ?

8) Mid term and final exan(s) - mostly multiple choice.
b) Mid term and final exam(s) - mostly essay.

c) Paper(s) on prescribed topic(s).

d) Paper(s) on chosen topic(s) in specified area.

e) Paper(s) on chosen topic(s) falmost no restriction).
f) Both exam(s) and paper(s).

g) No written exams or papers.

< other

6. What feedback do you intend to give on written work ?

a) Does not apply; no written work required.

b) Exam(s) or paper(s) not returned.

c) Exam(s) or paper(s) returned with grade or mark only,

d) Exam(s) or paper(s) returned with bricf comments.

e) Exam(s) or paper(s) returned with extensive comments.

f) Exam(s) or paper(s) returned and individual conferences will be arranged.
g) Any c) through f) and classtime spent going over exam(s).

h) Any ¢) through f) and c;asstime spent on presentations of paper(s).

other

-— - 7. What course evaluation do you plan ?

&) No..uurse evaluation is planned.

b) informal evaluation (discussion of whether objectives have been achieved).
1 ¢) Formal evaluation using University or College form.

d) Formal evaluation using Department or Faculty form.

e) Formal evaluation using personally developed form.

f) Formal and informa) evaluation.

other

Please add here any special details about the course that you feel are important:

LRI
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APPENDIX I - _ . _

SCORING SYSTEM FOR COURSE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE

l. What is the intended method of presentation?

= Mainly lecture

Mainly lecturer-led discussion

About half and half lecture/discussion
Mainly small group work .

= Mainly individualized

Vs wN -
]

How much student involvement will there be in choice of
topics discussed?

1 = Almost no student involvement; choice of topics

decided from outside

2 = [ 1lmost no student involvement; topics chosen by
instructor

3 = Some student involvement in choice of topics

4 = Considerablc student involvement in choice.of topics

5 = Students will decide on what topics wiltl -be—discussed

3. Who will prepare classroom presentations?

1 = All necessary class material will be prepared by

: the instructor

: 2 = Most material prepared by instructor; students will
H have little outside work to do

: - 3 = Small amount of material prepared by instructor;

: students will have a lot of outside work to do

: 4 = Small amount of material prepared by instructor;
students will have a little outside work to do

Students prepare majority of learning material
) A L d

5
: 4, How much prior information will there be?
-.— _1 =Dpetailed outline of course topics will be given by

instructor at beginning of the quarter
2 = Overview of course topics will be given by

instructor

{
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APPENDIX I (continued)

3 = Brief outline of course topics will be given by

instructor
= No outline will be given; topics known to instructor
5 = No outline will be given; topics arise during process
of instructor -student interaction '

NN
i

-
*

5. What will be the means of assessment?

Examinations or quizzes

Problems .
Examinations and paper(s) ‘

Paper (s) on chosen topic(s) in specified area
Paper (s) on chosen topic(s) (almost no restriction)
= No written exams or papers

AL WN
)

6. What feedback do you intend to give on written work?

None (because no written work required),

Exam(s) or paper(s) returned with brief comments

Exam(s) or paper(s) returned with extensive comments

= Exam(s) or paper(s) returned and individual con-
ferences will be arranged

5 = Any .of the above and classtime spent going over

exam(s)

I

|

N N
i

7. What course evaluation do you plan?

No course evaluation is planned

Formal evaluation using University or College form _
Formal evaluation using Department or Faculty form

Formal evaluation using personally developed form

: = Informal evaluation (discussion of whether objectives -

: —_ have been achieved) e o
Formal and informal evaluation -

G bhWwn e
i
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APPENDIX J

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF FINAL FORM OF IEDQ: ROTATED FACTOR
LOADINGS, EIGENVALUES, AND PERCENTAGE VARIANCES

B Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV
Item Interaccion Work . . . .
' No.2 Facilitation Facilitation Consideration Motivation o
(1F) (W) (c) (M)
1l .19 -.05 .59 .20
2 .09 -.15 .08 .72
3 .28 .15 .39 .50
4 .14 .26 .35 .21 »
5 .11 .56 ~.08 .08
6 .06 .02 -.20 .08
7 .03 .21 .32 .26
8 .04 .50 .14 .01
9 .10 .43 -.08 .61
10 ~. 1} .06 -.50 -.09
11 .16 .32 ~-.02 .56
12 .47 .27 .15 .44
13 .42 .32 .10 .18
14 .46 .16 .19 .45
15 ~-.10 .30 .15 .09
16 .49 .15 .18 .22
17 ~-.21 -.03 .20 .42
18 .73 -.13 .11 .12
19 .11 .07 .60 .26
20 .08 .60 .10 .03
21 -.26 -.12 -.42 .20
21 -.16 .22 .21 .33
23 .28 .58 -.02 .02
24 .36 .07 -.34 .10
25 .61 .30 ~.14 .00
26 .00 .45 -.12 .18
27 .18 .65 .01 .G3
28 -.05 .17 .57 .15
29 .0l -.29 -.25 .26
30 .24 -.17 -.01 .35
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Factor I Factor IIX Factor IIIX Factor IV
Item Interaction Work o i g & Motivation
No.@ Facilitation Facilitation °“Sl(2‘)“a ion Mo t;’;‘ t
(IF) (WF)
31 .48 12 .22 .10
32 .20 -.19 -.20 .30
33 .82 .12 .07 .07
34 .22 .20 -.04 .56
35 .13 .66 .16 -.05
36 .50 .29 -.02_ .05
37 .33 .38 .07 .31
38 -.26 -.10 -.25 .05,
39 —-13 .03 --55 .19
40 .07 .64 -.05 .11
41 .17 .73 .03 -,04
42 .36 -.08 -.28 .36
43 16 .43 .10 .41
44 .29 .35 .15 .55
45 .13 .62 .25 .19
46 .39 .53 .10 .11
47 .33 .25 .10 . 40
48 .70 .14 .13 124
Eigenvalue 9.62 3.26 2.64 2.40
_Percentage
Variance 20.05 6.79 5.51 5.00

aIte:n numbers refer to the instrument in Appendix E.

-
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ACPHARERTC CHARACTER TRANSFOTHRYTUN PROGRAM TALC.T.T

PREPARED “HY W ICHAFL €. M1 TCHELMORE,
COLLEGE OF FDUCATION, JUNE 19732

OO OO ™y

THIS PROGRAM TRANSFORMS AMY ALPHAMERIC CHARACTER {LETTER OR

TTNUMERALY INTA ANY OTHEP ALPHAZERIC (MARALTER.  THE nFw CHARACTER
IS PUNCHED IN THE SAME CARD PUSITIUMN AS THE OLD ONF. TWU

TRANSFURMATIONS ARE STANDARD 3

TRANS D CHANGES ALL CHARACTERS TO BLANKSs
TRANS 1 LEAVES ALL_CHARACTERS UNCHANGE D,

UP TO 8 FURTHER COMBINATIUNS OF CHARACIER TRANSFORMATIONS MAY BF

SPECIFIED BY THE USEK.

INPUT SPECIFICATION

1Y Jos TARD
(2) JCL CARDS (START In COL 1):

77 12600,700071,CLASS=C
//5TEP EXEC PRUCSFURTRUN,TIME.CMP=1411HE,69=1

—V7UAPSYSIHN DD = -
{3) TH1S PROGRAM

»

(&)Y ICCCARDS (START IN COL )¢

1%
T/GOFTOTFo0 T DD 3YSOUT=8
/7/G60,SYSIN DD = .
{5 coL 1-¢ pans
COL 5-80 TITLE FOR THIS PRORBLEM
ey CoL 1 NO, OF DATA CARDS PERCASE (LIMTT 10}
coL 2 NO. OF NON-STAWDARD IR AISFORHMATIONS TO BE SPECIFIED

IN (77 BeLoW T LIMTT &y MAY BE O, :
€7) IF NO NON-STANDARD TRINSFURMATIONS ARE SPECIFIFD, SKIP_TD (&),

OTHERV ISE, INSERT UNE CARD FOR EACH NUN-STANDARD
TRANSFORMATIO 1, AS FOLLOVS,

coL i-5 TRANS
oL 7 NO. OF THIS TRAVSFORMATION. SI1ART AT 2 AND NUMBER

CONSECUTIVELY, UP TO 9 IF NECFSSARY.
C€OL 11-20 IN THESE COLUMNS, PUNCH THE CHARACIERS YU WANT THE

NUFERALS 142431495469 748,950 T3 BE CHANGED 1O (IN
THAT URDER),

€oL 21 CHARACTER YOU WANT BLANKS CHANGED 10°
COL 2247 CHARACTERS YOUU wANT THE LETTERS AyByCreeesl TN BE

CHANGED TO (IN URDER)
(NOTE: IT 1S ONLY NECESSARY T PUNCH CHARBCTERS INM THE COLUMNS

CORRESPONDING TO CHARACTERS WHICH AKE raima T UCCUR IN THE
DATA, ANY OTHER STRAY CHARACTERS WILL BF BLANKED OUT.)

(8) PUNCH CARD(S) AS FOLLOWS. T
CARD 1, COL 1  THE NUWMRER 0OF THE TRANSFORMAIINN TN BF APPL IED

TO COL T OGN FIRST DATA TadD
CARD 1, COL 2 THE NUMRFR OF THE TRANSFNOMATINN T BF APPL IED

0 COL 2 ON FIRST DATA CARD
eoe AND SO DN, CONTIMIE ON FURTHER CARDS TF NFCFSSARY. THE

NUMBER OF THESE CARDS MUST EDJAL THE MUMKEY OF DBTA CARNS
PER CASF, FNR FXMIPLE,y IF, WITH OWE CaRN FER CASE, 1T 15

REOUIREN TO COPY CuL 1-10, APPLY TRANS 2 TN COL 11-20, AWD
BLANK UT EVERYTHIMG ELSF, INMSERT HERE (IWF CARN WITH 1'S IN

laXallaNallaNa{aNaHaNe (s NallaleliaNe [aNallaNallaNa [aKellaNy'laNe [aNalalis kel [ale als {ale IaNy [a¥ s falallaNallaRaHaNa laNallaRy!

cot 1-1C0 AMY 2¢S N COL 11-20, -
{9) DATA CARDS,y FOUAL NUHHER UF_CARDS PER, CASF

(100 "INSERT HERE THE NUMBER OF CARDS PER CASF. M EACH CARNy PUNCH
AN ASTERISK (=) IN_COL 1.
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TTTCTTTTTINY RFPEATOSTEPS (5)-(10) TFOR TANY NUMPERUF PRIBLEMS,
C__ (I12) L 1-3  END o
coL & (RLAMK)
c (13) JCL CARDS (START IN COL 1):
C 7%
c w7
c
C

__OUTPUT IS PRINTED INPUT SUNMARY AND TOTAL NUMBFR OF CASES

T TRANSFORMED, AND THE TRANSFURMED DATA CARDS. GNOD LIKK,.

IMPLICIT INTEGER(A-2)
DIMENSIUN X(R00), IMAGE (9,37), CHAR( :7), JRANS(400), IDENT(19)
DATA CHART 119,921,831, GV 50 TG T 1 TE, TR, 191, 1OV, 1 8 VAL IR, ICT,
1 MV VE 1, IF 1 GI, PHI, [0, 1 g0, 0K, 1LY, uu,uni,unt'upt'ton'
—2 TR, 18, |1|-f0‘t“-?v4§~7ut'txt AV AY; - =
DATA END/'END v/, FIN/VRV/
99 READ 4, LABEL, ITOENT
4 FORMAT(2044) il
1F (LAREL.EQ.END) GO T0 990
COUNT = 0
PRINT 100, IDENT
100 FORMAT(1H]1, 31X, ‘ALPHAMERIC CHARACTER TRAMSFMRMATION (AJCelo)t/ :
1HOy PROGRAL PREPELRED BY', 87X, 'LATeST1Y/
1Xy "MICHAEL Co MITCHELMORE ', HZX, 'REVISIOMY/
1X, VCOLLEGE 3 EDUCATIONT®, 79X, STJUNF 26y, 19738/
1HO, 47Xy 'INPUT SUMAARY ! /1HO/1HO, 19A4/1HO/
1HO,  *TRANSFURMATION O ..o ALL CHARACTERS BLANKED (IUTY/
1HO, *TRANSFURMATION 1 ,e. ALL CHARACTERS UMCHANGEN')
PUNCH 7, I1DENT - *
7 FORMAT{/19A4/) T
-READ 10, NCARD, NTRANS
: 10 FORMAT (211) L
z IF (KTRANS,EDQ.0) GD TO 40
= DD 30 1=1, NTRANS
READ 20,Jy (THAGE (J,K)4K=1,37)
20 FORHMAT (6X,11,3X,37A1)
30 CONTINUE R
40 MCOL=NCARD $R0
READ 45, (TRANS (J), J=1,MCOL)
£5 FORMAT(8011)
60 READ 50,(X(J),J=1,NC0OL) oE
50 FORMAT(80AL)
IF (X(1). EO, FIN) GO TU 900
COUNT= COUNT +1
DO 70 J=1,NCOC
IF (TRANS(J).GT.1) GO TO 75
IF {(TRANS(J) .EQ.1) GU TO 70
X{J)=CHAR(11) - -
GO Tu 10
75 DO RO k=1,37 N
IF (X{J).En0, CHAR{K}) GO TO 90 L
80 CONTIMUE *
90 TVT=TRAMS {J)
X{J)=IMAGE (T ,K)
70 CONTINMUE
PUNCH 504 (X(J)sJ=]1,NCOL) -
63710 60 -
900 IF (NTRANS.ED,0) GO TO 999
=T NuM=1 ¥ NTRANS . -
. DO 110 I=2, NUM i -
- PRIFT "TZ20, 1y " TIAALE (T, ) K=153T) .
120 FORMAT (140, 'TRANSFORMATION®, 12y ' +ee CHARACIERS ¢

-

O WS WIN e
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I TVI23456T89 0 BLUMK  AWCOEFGHTIKUMNDPOR STUVWXYZ 77
2 24X, SCHANGED TU ', 10Al, 4X, Aly 4X, 26A1)
TTI16 COmTimpE T T T T T T mme s
999 PRINT 130, NCARD
130 FORMATUTHO/THO, T1, ¢ DATA CARDS PFR CASE'/
1 1HO/1H0, *CULUMNS TRANSFORMFD ACCURDING TO FULLIMWING *,

F TOTeSCHEDULE Ty T
START=1
T D040 TIEY, T NCARD. T
FINISH= START+79
T T PRINTTIS0, Ty (TRANS({JY, J=START, FINISH)
) 150 FORMAT(1HO, S5X, *CARDt, 12, 8(2X, 1011)}
TTTi40 START=START4R0 -~ 77
PRINT 160, CNUNT

—_— 1E0 FORMATITRO/ 1007 1%, vV CASES TRANSFURAED ')
. G0 .70 99
— 950 S0P
END

R
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SUBSCALE MEANS UF “POSTTIVE SCORES PRUGRAM (SoM+0»PsSel

T T T T U BREPARED RY MTCHAEL C. MITCHFLMRE,
COLLEGE OF EDUCAT I, JUNE 197%

_THIS PROGRAM COMPUTES ME AN JTEM SCORES _FOR _1P_T1) 10 _SUBSCALES,

OMITTING ITEMS SCURED 7¢+RU. INPUT SECIFICATION:

(1) JOB CARD

(2) JCt CARDS_(START IN COL 1):

7/ (20004 1000),CLASS=C

. {/STFP EXEC PROC=FURTRUN,TIME .CMP=1, 11 HE.G)=]
PILMPLSYSIN DD #

€3) _THIS PRIGRAM

{4) JCL CARDS (START IM COL 1): T
/%

//GU,LFTOTFO01 DD SYSOUT=8
/760.SYSIN DD =

(5) CoL 1-4 ~~PRNB

COL 5-80  TITLE FOR THIS PRORLEM

(6) COL 1-3  TNTAL NO. OF 1TEMS ON ALL SUBSCALES (LTMIT 1207
€L 5-6 N0, OF SUBSCALES (LIMIY 10)
oL 9 RO OF DATA INPUT FORAAT CARDS (LISIT &)
oL 12 NO, OF OUTPUT FORMAT CARDS (LIMIT 2)

(7) CALL THE SURSCALES 17273 4es.99+ If A TENTH SURSCALE 15
_PEQUIRED, CALL IT G (ZERO). THEM PUNCH CARDIS) AS FOLLONS. .
coL 1 SURSCALE FOR TTEM 1
wL 2 SURSCALE FOR ITEM 2
see AND SO OM. CONTINUE UP TO CJL BO AND ONTU SECOMD CARD IF

___NECESSARY, LIMIT 120 1TEMS. .

(8) INPUT FURMAT, UP TO & CARDS. FIRST INPUT MUST 6F 16 CALIIMNS OF

CASE IDENTIFICATIUN IN A2 FORMAT, THEN I17EMS IM 11 _FORNAT,

(9) OUTPUT FNRMAT FOR PURCHED CARD GUTPUT., ORDER 15 16 CULUNNS OF
CASE IDEMTIFICATIUN, THEN, FOR FACH SUBSCALE, THE MEAN OIF
POSITIVE SCRES AND THE MUMBFR OF PUSIT1IVE SCORES. THE CASE
IDENTIFICATINN MUST RE REPELTED AF 1ER SUBSCALE 6 IF MORE THAN

SIX SUBSCALES ARE SPECIFIED . EXAMPLES-

4 SUBSCALES: (BA2,2X ,4(F7.4,131y21X,11)

7 SUBSCALES: (BA2,2Xs6(F T4 413 ) 41Xy V10 /RAZ92X9FTateyl 3461Ks027)

DATA CARDS, EOUAL MUMBER OF CARDS PER CASF

(11) INSERT HRRE THE NURBER OF CARDS PER CASF. ik EACH CARP, PUNCH

THO ASTERISKS (#%) IN THE FIRST WU CASF INENIIFICATINN COLS.

| REPEAT STEPS ($)~T11) FOR ANY NUAGER OF PRORLENS .

COL 1-3  END

Ty (BLANK)

(14) JCL CARDS (START IN COL 1)3

7%
1/

O OO OO OO,

-
-
D
—

{

[aNe [ Nal(aNalaNellaNall e Yol aXe (o Xs)

{

- am,|
- s
WN,
—-v

OUTPUT 1S PRINTEN (IN FIXED FORMAT) AS WELL AS PUNMCHED ACCORNDING TO

FORMAT SPECIFTED . AN INPUT SURHMARY 1S ALSU PRTNTED,

ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ!

: TRPLTCIT INTEGER TA-1) .
- REAL TUTOI{10), TOTMAT (10}, -PREPHEO)
DIMENSION X (1201, SCALE {1201 CODE (€1, TFMT(120), NOM(10)

DIMENSIUN UFMT(40), IDENT(19), NISC10), 11EM(10,20)

DATA END/ V%7, FINJIEND 7/
70 READ 4, LABEL, IDENT
4 FORMAT (20A%)

_ IF(LARELLFOLFIN) 60 TO 170_

PUNCH 7, IDENT
1 _FORMAT(/1984/)

ERIC
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TTTREANY 53 NTTM,TRSCTY NTFC NOFC
S FORMAT(413)

READ 10, [SCALF(K), K = 1, NITH)
10 FORMATIROTY/ 401))

NT = MIFC# 70
ND = MOFC % 20

REAINY 1%, (IF¥TIK), K = 1y N1)
READ 15, (OFMTI(K), K = 1, NO)

15 FORMAT (204A4)
PRINT 64 INFMT, MITH, MSCL

& FORMATTINL, 37X, FSUKSTAL: MEANS OF POSITIVE SCORFS (SeMilePoSe) Y/

1HOy 'PRAGRAA PREPARED RBY'y 95X, TLATESTY/

1X, 'MICHAKL C. MITCHELMORE V90X, WEVISINNT/

1Xy *COLLRGE OF EDUCATION Y., 87Xy YJUME 26y 19738/

110, 54X, 'INPUT SUSMARY $/1H0O/1H0, 19A&/
1HO, 13, ¢ TTEMS (M ¢, T2, ¢ SUBSCALES! /1HO)

(U N S ATUN N

D0 20 K = 1y NSCL
20 MIS(K) = 0O

DO 21T =1, N1ITHN
K = SCALF(J)_

TF(KFO.n
N = NISIK)

10

ll*x
L.—lﬂ

TTER{K, N}
T 21 MIS(K) = N

DO 22T =1, NSCL
N = N1S(J)

IF (N) 2357237 24 :
23 PRINT 25, J - C -

25 RORHATUIHG, TIND TTEMS DN SUBSCALEY, T2)
60 TO 22

24 PRINT 26, Ny I, (TTENUD,2Y, T = 1y N)

26 FNOREAT(1H0412, ¢ JTEMS ON SUBSCALE %y 13, 2%, 12y 1907,

-

12r)

TUTTTZZTCONTIME T T T
PRINT 27

Z7T FORMAT(1H]L)
30 DO 41 J = 1y NSCL

TI0TOTIIY = 0.
41 TOTHAT(Y) = 0,

READ IFMT, CODE, (XTdy J = 1, NITM)
IF (CODE (1 .EQ.END) GU TO 70

DO 50 J = 1y NITH
IF (X{J).,EQ.0) GO TO 50

K = SCALFLJ) ~
IFIKEQ.0) K = 10

TOTOT(KY = TOTOT(KY + X3

___TOTMAT(K) = TOTHAT(K) + 1.
50 CUNTINUE )
NGO 101 Z = 1y NSCL-

TTNUMIZ)Y FTOTMATI(ZY
1 (TUTMAT(Z)) 102, 1024 103

T I62TPROP(Z) =0
60 _TU 101

103 PRUP(7Y = TOTUV Y /TOTmAT(ZY
101 CONTINUE

“IFINSCL.6T.6) GO TO 200

PUNCH OFMT, CODE, (PROPI(Z), MUMIZ)y 2 = 1y MSCL)

1, NSCL)

PRINT 111, CODE, (PRUPUZ),y RUMI(ZYy L
111 FORMAT(1X, BAZ, 46Xy 6(2X,FT.44 13))

60 Tu 30
200 PUNCH, OFMT, CODE, (PROP(Z)y HUM(Z), 2

1, 61, CUNF,

1 (PRUP(Z), NUM(2Y,y 7 = 7, NSCL)

ST AIT FORMATITN, RA2, 2%y 10(FT.4y 13 1))
61 Tu 30

PRINT 211, CONE, (PRUP(ZIy NUMIZ),y 2 = 14 NSCL)

- P a4 e e bk st am i — p—

7170 sTOP
END

JEE—
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SATTSFACTION PRUGRAM

PREPAREDY BY MICHAFL C. MI TCHFUMORE,
COLLEGE OF EDUCAT 10N, JUNE .97

{ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

TPIS PROGRAM COMPARES STUDFNT RESPONSES TU "HF SAME TEST ON TVU

TOCCASTUNS, AR TD TwO TESTS MADE UP OF PARALLFL_LIERS pmditAgWn

RESPUNSES TO EACH ITtR "NATCH" IF THEY DlFFﬁ‘ BY NfY MURE THAM A

TUSPECTFIED NUMBER, T THL TUTAL NUMBERTOF MATCHI S ANOD THE PFRCFMTAGE
OF MATCHES 1S THFM CALCULATFD FOR UP _TU % SURICALES AMD FNR THE

e

TOTAL 1E£STy FUR EACH SIUDENT AND FOR FACH CLASS. it RESPONSE TO

- THE FIRST TEST MAY BE SPECIFIEU AS “IRRELEVANTU; 11eMS WITH THIS

RESPUNSE WILL THEN Bt OMITTED FROM THE CALCUCATIONS FOR TRAT
STUDENT. RFSPOMSES MUST BE INPUT AS SINGLE DIGIT MUMBERS.

INPUT SPECIFICATIUN

(1) JOB CARD

g e g

{2) JCU CARDS [START 1N COC 17+
// {2000,1000),CLASS=C

J/STEP EXEC PROCSFURTRUN, (NE.CHP=13 TIHE.GO=1 - —
/7/CHP .SYSIN DD %=

{3) THIS PRUGRAM

(4) JCL CARDS (START IN COL 1)& -

T

/7%
//GU.FTOTF001 DD SYSOUT=8
7/G0.SYSTN Ny = -
(5) COL 1-3 - NUMBER OF ITEMS ON EACH 1EST-(LIMIT 60)
coL 6 BIRRELEVANTY RESPONSE TO FIRST TES]
_ - caL 9 * MAX]MUM DIEFERENCE IN RESPUNSES FOR A "MATCH"™ (CAN

) , BE 2ERG)
COL 12 NUMBER OF INPUT FURMAT CARDS (LIMI1 5)

{6 CALL THE SUBSCALES 142434445, THEN PUNCH A& CARD AS FOLLOWS.
chL 1 SURSCALE FOR ITEmM 1

iy
OOOMOOOOIO OO MO0 OO MO0 Olo o

coL 2 SURSCALE FOR ITEM 2
eee AND SO ON.-” LIMIT 60 TTEMS, IF LESS THAN S5 SUBSCALES ARE

- c "REQUTREDy UNMISED SUBSCALES WILL RE TREATED AS IF ALL ITEMS
- C ON_THOSE SURSCALES WERE IRRELEVAMT.
C {7Y COL 1-8 T FIRST HALF OF LABEL FUR SUBSCALE 1
c COL 9-16 SECOND HALF OF LABEL FOR SUBSGAtE 1
C COU 17-24 FIRST PALF OF LABEL F.R SUBSCALT ¢ ’ - —
= : C COL 25-32 SECOND HALF OF LABEL FDR SUBSCAL: 2 L
€ eee ANDTSOTON FOR S SUBSCALE 3. THE TWU HALVES TF EACH LAREL
c WILL BE OUTPUT -NNE BELUW THE "V THER,
C (87 INPUT FORMAT, UP TO 5 LARDS. FIRST INPUT MUST BF 16 COLUKNS
c OF CASE TUEMTIFICATION I A2 FURMAT, THEN RESPONSES T FIRST
C TEST IN 11 FORMAT, THEN RESPONSES TU CURRESPOMDING 1 {EMS 0N
i - C SECOND TEST IN 11 FORMAT, AND LASTLY A STUDENT NUMBER (zAl),
= c (9) COL 1-4 INST
__C COL 5-80 INCHTIFICATION OF THE SET OF STUNENTS WHOSE DA TA
I CARDS AREL INCLUUED IN (10) BELUW, E.Ge CLASS
: ¢ CINENTIFICATION CUDF
) T {10) SIUDENT NATA CARUS, THE SAME MUMBER FOR EACH STUDENT
¢ {11) INMSFRT HFRE THE NUMBER F CHRDS PER SIUNENT. (N EACH CARD,
C PUNCH TwW( ASTERTSKS (#%) IN me FIRST 7.0 CASE IDENTIFICATION
- B C . _COLUMNS,
o ) c 112) RFPEAT STEPS (9)-(11) FOR _ANY NUMHER OF =75 OF STUDENTS.
. C {13) CUL I-3  END
H [ coL & (BLANK
| c (14) JLL CARDS (STARY IN COL 1)3 )
H C /¥ -
] - c /7 _
i _
g .
£
Q R
ERIC ,
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FOR_EACH STUDFNT, THO CARDS ARE PUNCHEN WIIH_THF FOLLUWING
INFORMATIONS CASF IDFNTIFICATIUNy STUDRNT RUYKRERY NUMIKER OF MATCHES
AND NUMRER UF RELFVANT 1TEMS FUR EACH SUKSCALE AMD NVFRALL: CASE
IDENTIFYCATI0Y REPEAIED, TPER PERCEM IRGE UF MATCHES FUR FACH
__SURSCALE ANMD NVERALL.- SIMILAR INFORHMATILN 1S OUIPUT FOR LACH
TTSET OF STUDENTS. “0UTPUT IS PRINTED AS WELL AS PUNCHED, AND AN
INPUT SUMMARY 1§ ALSO PRINTED.,

IMPLICIT INTEG:R (A-Z)
__REAL TOTOT(6), TOTHAY(6), PROPL6), FLT(Zy 6)
T DINENSIUN X(120),SCALE{60),INST(19),CODE (B), STUD( 21, NAMES (4, 10)
DIMENSIUN FHT(100), TOT(6), mAT . H{G6)y ITEM(S, 25), COUNTLS)
DATA END/VYEND v/, FIN/VE%RV/, COUNT /5%0/
READ 5, NUM, THN, UME, NFC
5 FORMAT(413)
READ 104({SCALE(K ) K= l.NUM)
10 FURMAT (6011)
READ 16, NANES
16 FORMAT (40A2)
N = NFC % 20 _  __.
READ 15, (FMT(J)y J = 1y N)
15 FORMAT(20A4)
PRINT 6, NUM, Tun
b FORMAT (1H0y 50X, 'SATISFACTION PROGRAM!/
1HO, ¥PRNGRA® PREPARED BY', 95Xy 'LATEST'/
1Xy 'MICHAEL C. nITCHELMORE Y, 90Xy 'REVISIONY/
1Xy 'COLLEGE UF ECUCATIONY, BTX, VJUNE 28, 1972V/
1HO,y 54X, 'INPUT SUKKARY'/]1-0/1HO/
1RO, 'NUMLER UF TTEWS (N IDEAL =1, 13/
1HO, *IRRELEVANT CATEGURY IS #¢%, 11/7/7/7)
[711] l J 1 +NUM
K=SCALE(J)
C=COUNT(K)+]
- ITEMIKC)=J
COUNT (K) =(,
DO 301 J=1,5
IF (COUNT(J)) 302,302,403
PRINT 304, J
FURAAT(1HO, *nNU TITEHMS UN SUBSCALETY, 12)
60 _Tu 301
C=COuUNT(J)
PRINT 305, Cy Jy (ITEM{Jy K}y K = 1y C)
FORRATIIHO, 12y ¥ 1TEHS UN SUBSCALE 'y ~ 7y T3, 20013, ',7))
CONT IMUE o B

P, b O

!
|

1

o

PRINT 3064 (FAT(J)4J=1,N] ’
FORMAT{ IHO/1HO, VINPUT FORMAT S //5(1X,20A4/7))

READ 30, 10, INST
FORMAL (2044) ’
TFIIDL.EQ.EMDT 60 TO 40
PRINT 314IMSTy ((MAMES (I 4J)y1= lo"vJ‘lo“oZ’Q
1 CINARES(T9J)e1=143)yJd=214942)
_ 31 FURMATilHIQ !9}3!LZ[§X' SSTUDNT %y 5{4A2, 1X)y % ALL
1 5(342,1X), 1 ALl N ) )
PRINT 329““5“g§l19J)1]‘19‘,9 J=291042)y
1 ((NAMEQ(]QJ)QI-]v3)nJ—2s1092)
32 FORMAT(1TX,INUMRFR ¢ ,4(4682,1X)e' [ TEMS 'y
1 5(38241X)yY TTE6SY/) o
- PUNCH 35:INST9!!NAMPS”9J)9| 194 19J0=1,9,2)
35 FORRAT()I9AG7/18%, TSTODENT 0, 5{4A2y 1X)s ' ALLT)
PUNCH 364 L (MBMES(T 4d) 91zl 960542241042}

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.
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LIM = NUM % 2

TOTRT () =0,

%1 TOTWATTIY=0, - " .
BO READ FMT,COUDE, (X(Jjgd=loLIM), STUD
TFICONE (1) EDLFING GO 1070 1
DO 42 JY=1,6

- TOT(II=0
42 MATCHUJ)=0

DO 50 J=1, NIIKM =
IF(X(J).FO,TUO) GO TO 50

K=SCALE(J4)
TOT(K)=TOT(K)+1]

TETTARS(X (D) =X J+M™ 1) 6T LONET GO 70 50
MATCHIK)=MATCHI(K ) +1

50 CONTINUE -
DO 90 2=1,5

TOV(6Y=TOT (6T +INT(2)
90 MATCH(6) = MATCH(6) + MATCH{2)

D0 95 2=1,6
FLT €1,2)=T0T(2) A s

—  IFIFLTII,277 9191,92
91 FLT(3,2) = 1000000000, ) - .

60 70 93
92 FLTL242)=M C(H(Z)

FLTU3, IY = FLT(Z, 7V * 100, 7 FOIUL, ) '
93 CONTINUE -

ST PRINT Z00,C0NE s STUD S THATCH(R ), TOTI KT K=1,60 5
ST 200 FORRATUIX 1 BA242X 30176 (T6, 77 210712 2X1611KFEL2))

TOTOT(Z=TOTOT{ZY+TOT{ZY
95 TOTMAT(Z)=TOTMAT(Z)+1ATCH(Z) .

1 (FLT(3,2)0 251,6) -

PUNCH 100, CODE, SYUD,y (MATCH(K)y TOI(K)y £ = 1y 6}, CODE,

1 ] tFLT(3, 21V, Z =1, 6) -
100 FORMAT(BAZ, 2X, 381y 6(169 '/%y 12), "‘xo 'l'/BAZ' 5Xy

i 6U3Xy Fba205 46Xy 3277 . ' -
G0 70 80

70 60 101 =176 ———
IF (TOTUT(2))102,102,103

102 PRUP(Z) = 1000000G00, -
GO TO 105

103 PRUMI = TOTMAT(ZT7TUTUT(Z) * 100,
105 107(2F=TOTOT(2)
T 101 MATCRIZY=TOTHATIZ)

PRINT 2104 MATCH C

™

T 210 FURBAT(1X71X, VTOTAL WETCHES®, 71X, 619)
T 230 FORMAT(IX, TPERCENTAGE OF MATCHEST, 6(3Xs F6.2177)

PRINT 220,707 .
PRINT 230, PROP -

220 FORMAT(1X, 'TOTAL RELEVANT', 6Xy 619/) — ) =

PUNCH 1104 MATCH -

PUNCH 120,107
PUNCH 130, PROP i

Ll Mo B

110 FORMATT/7'TUTAL MATCRES ', 7x, 619}

_. 120 FORMAT('TOTAL RELEVANT', 6X, 619/) - -

TTI30 FORMAT (' PERCENTALGE OF MATCHESi, 613X, F6.21/7) -
G0 TU 20

40 STUP - T ] . ’ L
END e
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351
OUTPUT EXAMPLE 1
STUDENT  INTER- PRE SENT- CONSIDER MOTIV- ALL
. NUMRER _ ACTIUN™  AT]OM -£TION ___AY1ON LIEMS
8392001 4 1 9/10 4/ 6 2/ 4 0/ 0__ 20/21 5
8392001 $7.14  90.00 6.67 75.00  ssssse 74.07 6
/392002 4/ 5 4/ 3 5/ 5 2/ = 0/ 0 15721 5
8392002 R0.00 50,00 10C.00 66461  ssesss .43 6
8392003 3/ 3 7/10 2/ 5 2/ 3 0/ 0 14/21 5
8392003 100.00 _ 70.00 . 40.00 56. 67  srmums 66467 6
8392005 6/ 1 10710 /6 2/ 2 0/ 0 22/26 5
8392005 85.71  100.00  50.00 100.00  &sxss% 86.62 6
8392007 6/ 1 9/10 5/ 6 2/ 4 0/ 0  23/27 5
8392007 85.71  90.00  B3.23 15,00 sssess #5.19 6
8392008 7/ 1 10/10 6/ 6 4l & 0/ 0 21/21 5
8392008 100,60 100.00 100,00 100,00 %%s%s% 100.00 6
8392010 2/ 2 7/ 8 4/ 5 2/ 3 0/ 0 15/18 5
8392010 100.00  B7.50 60,00 66,61 ssssss 83.33 6
TOTAL MATCHES 32 56 29 i9 0 136
YOTAL RELEVANT a8 66 ) 24 0 167
PERCENTAGE OF MATCHES  84.21 84 .85 14436 19,17  stzzss  Bl.44
-
OUTPUT EXAMPLE 2 - -
STUDENT —~ INTER- PRESENT- CONSIDER mOTIV- . ALL
NUMBER  ACTION  ATION -~ATION ATION TTEMS
8022001 3/ 6 6/9 4/ 5 2/ 2 0/ 0 15/23 5
8022001 50.00  66.67  R0.00  66.67 sessss 65.22 6
8022002 5/ 5 8/10- 5/ 6 3 3 c/ 0 21724 5
8022002 100,60 R0.00  ®3.23 100.00 #%s%5% B87.50 6
8022003 2/ 2 8/9 6/ 6 1/ 2 0/ 0 17719 5
8022003 . 100.00  88.89 100.00 50.00  S#EEEs 8947 3
£022007 4/ 4 5/10 6/ & 3 4 0/ 0  1&/24 5
8022007 100.00  50.07  100.U0 75,00  *essud T5.00 6
= ~TGTAL MATCAES 1% 77 71 3 (i) 71
JOTAL RELEVANT 17 aa 2= 12 0 90
PERCENTAGE OF MATCHES 82,35 71.05 75,00  sassx 78.89




OUTPUT EXAMPLE 3

STUDENT INT FR—  PRESENT- CONSIDER mMOTIV- AtLL
NUMBER ACTIUN Al 10N -ATI0N AION I TEMS

-~ 8292002 37 3 10/10 4“7/ 5 4/ 4 -0/ 0 21/22
8292002 100.00 100,00 80,00 100,00  szssux 95.45
8292003 07 3 10/10 575 7 0/ 0 168721
8292003 0.0 100,00 100,00 100,00  sx%%% 85.71
8292004 37 3 70770 Z7 5 47 % 07 0 21722
8292004 100,00 100,00  R£0.00 100,00  s3sss 95 ¢45
8292005 3773 979 57 5 7 & 0/ 0 20721
892005 100.00 100,00 100.00 75.00  sxtisn 95424
8292006 276 677 75 0/ 3 0/ 0 11721
8297006 33,33 85,71 60,00 0.9 EEEHS 52.38
8292007 77 7 7/10 57 6 7 % 07 0 22777
8242007 100.00 70,00  R3.*3_ 100,00 _ sxxsss 8 .9
8292008 YR 8/10" 57 6 YA 07 0 22727
829200# 85.71 80.00 83,23 75,00  #383%% 8l 3
§292009 . 575 10/10 S/ & 4f & 0/ 0 24, .5
8292009 100.€0  100.00 _ R3,33 100,00 s8¢ 96,00

TA292010 i 17 1 8/ 9 %/ 5 2/ 2 07 0 14718
A292010 100,00 R8 .89 60.00 7 56,67  sxfst 77,78,
8292011 6770- 10710 575 4/ & 07 0 19719

8292011 #3825 100,00 100.00 100,00  sssess— —00.00
7292612 0/ 3 8710 576 27 4 G/ 0 15723
8792012 0.0 80,00  A3,332 50,00 &ssess 65.22
—8292013 - 67 1 9710 57 6 W/ & 07 0 24727
8292013 L 85.71  90.00  R83.23 100.00 szsssx 88.89
8292014 27 5 " 9710 47 5 174 0/ 0 16724
8292014 40,00 90,00 _ RU.00 25.00 seswss 66,67
8292015 2772 16710 57 6 74 07 0 20722
8292015 100.00 100,00 R3.33  75.00 #ssss { 90.91
#292017 37 3 10/10 57 6 « 27 2 . 07 0 ‘20721
8292017 100.00 100,00  83.33 100,00 ssssss 95,24
8292016 2,3 67 8 &7 5 7 3 0/ 0 15719
8292018 66,67 75.00  80.C0 100,00  #ssses 78,95
8292020 777 7710 YA 47 4 07 © 24727
7292020 ] 100.00  70.00 100.00 100,00  ##x¢%% 88.89
£292021 ] 57 7 8710 7% 37 4 07 0 18727
2292021 71.43  R0.00 33,33 75,00 _ wxssss 66,67
8292022 17-7 9/10 - 6/ 6 17 4 0/ 0 17727
8292022 14429 90,00 100.00 25,00  sssses 62.96

O‘U'O'U’O‘\?'U"UlQ'U'O'U'O‘U'O‘U\U‘U'O"U'O‘U'OUIOU'U"GO‘U'O‘U’!@U\OU'Q‘U’I

JOTAL MATCHFS 58 164 86 54 0 362
TOTAL RELEVANT 82 183 105 70 0 440

PERCENTAGE OF MATCHES  70.73 B8G .62 81.90 17.1% B2e27

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Instructor Opinion Questionnaire

- - IDEAL INSTRU:TOR ELHAVIOR

Below 1s a 1ist of items that could be used to describe the
behavior of an instructor,
How important do you think each of these behaviors is in
: describing an idesnd

instructor for this course?
On the scoring sheet pleése 111 in your name, sex, department
or faculty, major (if applicable), and course subject and number.,

:Please use a pencil to respond to each item by blackening

in the apyropriate space on the scoring sheet, Use the following
- = e code: behavior which
A = is essential for an Ideal instructor for this course
B=1s very important
C = 18 Tairly imgortant

O 0 OO R 00 BRI 1A I o

D = fs undesirable . .

E = should always be avoided

o ol o e

If you do pot blacken a space on the scoring sheet for a particular -
item, this i3 interpreted as "irrelevant behavior that does not )

make any differerice one way or the other." . =

How an ideal instructor should beﬁgve toward students

?gtag%s An instructor should:

1. Make derogatory remarks about sor students to the others.
2. -Adapt class sessions to their difficulties and interests.
3. Show them that t..e topics being discussed are important, ] =
4, Make clear his role in the class,

5. ExpEet thew to take notes when he talks,




6. Ask *icm what topics they would 1ikeé to cover.

1>

7. Encourage them to spend extra time and effort on their work,
8. Inspire their confidence in his knowledge of the subject.

: -9, 7;3;7fr1end1y and approachable, ,

: 10, Make exceptions for himself thai he does not a’low them.to make,
11, E.ncourage them to contribute their knowledge andi experience,

12, Criticize ther in a destructive way,

13. Arrange the room(s) so students can discuss togather,

R

14. Emphasize seeing beyond the limits of the course.

A

15. Use effective t-aching methods for this course.

16, Hesitate about taking a leadership role in tle class,

- 17. Motivate them to do their best work,

.18, Show favoritism to some students., i S -

"19. Make tue work interesting for them.
.20, Cell them by their names.

21. Supplement the text from other sources (otker texts, visual aids, etc.)

22, e willing to learn with them, -

23, Indicate where relevant information not dealt with in class can
be found,

24. Encourage them to help each other outside of class hours.
25, Be willing to listen to suggestions they might maké,
26. Let them know what he expects of them, ¢

27. Provide them with informational feedback and encourage greater
_— effort.

28. Encourage them to show initiative.
29, Praise some students to the others,

30, Settle conflicts if they arise in class,

b
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31, Express appreciation when they do some good work,

32, Plan course objectives jointly with them.
35. Organize effective discussion groups.

- 34, Set aside class time for inter-student discussion.

35. Be fair in hic grading.

36. Schedule the work so things get done .t the right times,

37. Show enthusiasm for the subject,

R

38, Show them he is well organized.

39. Be able to answer their questions.

-

40, MHgke sure some students are not jealour f others. : -

H1. Expiniﬁf how the topics beiung discussed relate to the objectives k
of the course, -

I [ e P T T

42, Let them work on projects and assignments together. ) -
43, Be reluctant to change the course objectives.

o I

&4, Be considerate of their personal feel;ngs. ) '
45. Trust them, 7 7 o

—46+ Make them feel free to ask questions.

- 47. Want students to get along togather,

48. Rearrange the work at short notice without asking them what .
“they think. : :

49. Have adequate office hours for consultation and assistance,
~— 50, Link courss material to laboratory, clinical or field experiences.

S1. Avoid individual contact with them,

P

. 52, Make it pleasant for theam to be in class. :
’ 53. Present material so they cen understand it. .
$4. BRelp them with their pei-sonal prohlems,
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. ACTUAL INSTRUCTOR ESHAVIOR

~ = —--==-- - Now decide how frequently you act in the ways described below,
Blacken in ih;appmp'x;i;e- ‘spaces on the scoring sheet B i
according to the code:
- A = Always

Often

(1)
"

Sometimes

-}
]

Seldom

v
n

Rever

Row I behave toward my students - ; -

" 55. 1 make derogatory remarks about some students to the,others.
56. 1 adapt class sessions to their difficulties and interests. ’ -

57. I show them that the topics being discussed are important.

58. I make clear my role in the class, 7
59. I expect them to take notes when I talk.
60. I ask them what topics t}:ey would like to cover, . .

O

61. I encourage them to spend extra time and effort on their work, -
62, I inspire t.hei.ri confidenée in my knowledge of the subject. .o

63. I am friendly and Approachable.r R
64. I make exceptioixs for myself that I do not allow them to make. N

e

O

g ) 65. I encourage then to contribute their knowledge and experience, - ———— - ;
% 66. I criticize them in a destructive way. :
j§§ 67. I arrange the room{s) so students can discuss together.

68. I emphasize seeing beyond the 1imits of the course.

69. I use effective teaching methods for this course.

7

|
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70. I hesitate about taking a leadership role in the class.
‘ ?1. I motivate them to do their best work.
: 72. 1 show favoritism to some students.
23. I make the work interesting for them, -
" 7%, I call them by their names.

75. 1 supplement the text from other sources (other texts, visual
aids, etc,)

?6. I am willing to learn with thém.

iy

27. I indicate where relevant information not dealt with in class
can be found, ’ :

M

78. I encoursge them to help each other outside of class hours,
79, I am willing to listen to suggestions they might make,
80. T let them know what I expect of them.

=

'~ 81,1 provide them with informational feedback and encourage greater . - i
effort, - . -

VIl

82, I encouraée them to show initiative. [ :
83. I praise some students to the others.

) E 84, I settle conflicts if they arise in class.
' § 85. I express appreciation when they do some good work. B
) % 86. I plan course objectives jointly with them. ’ ' -
% 87. 1 organize effective discussion groups.
o i % 88. I set aside class time for inter-student discussion. - ) -
] 89. 1 am fair in my grading. R - E
90. I schedule the work so things get done at the right times, K 7 :

91, ~ show enthusiasm for the subject.
%2. shoi them I am well organized,
93.

9%.

1

1

95. 1 explain‘how the topics being discussed relate to the objectives
of the course,

*s

an able to answer their questions,

[

make sure some students are not Jealous of others,

0 R B0 N g s B 1 1

Bl g bt !
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let them work on projects and assignments together,
anm reluctant to change the coursec objectives.

am consjiderate of theirip;rsonal feelings.

trust them,

make them feel free to ask questions,

want students to get along together,

I rearrange the work at short notice without asking them what
they think,

I have adequate office hours fOYr COMBUITATION and assistance.

I link course material to iabopator}, clinical or field experience.
I avold individual contact with then,

I make it pleasant for them to be in class,:

1 present material so they can understand it.

I help them with their personal problems,

A ot

P
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PROPOSED TEACHER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE
(ELEMENTARY FORM)
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élementury Teacher Description Quéstionnaire

WHAT KIND OF TEACHER WOULD YOUR STUDENTS LIKE?

Note to Teachers:

These items are to be read aloud to a class of elementary school students.

Ahead of time prepare a ditto sheet as shown below:

Teacher's Name Student ‘s Name
1. YNS 28, sS. ' 82,
2. Y¥YNS i 29, 56. 83,
3. 3o0. 57. 85.
1. 31. == 58- 15.
27, 7 54. - 81 108.

Fill in your name in the space provided before making enough copies for each
student to have one, Ask them to fill in their names, (Preferably have
another teacher read aloud the ftems to your class while you do her class.)
Read aloud each item in turn togethe::with the {tem number, Ask the
students to respond to each item by circling @
either, Y for "Yes, I1'd 1ike my teacher to be like that,"
or, N for "No, I wouldn't like my teacher to be 1like that,"

or, S for "I would sometimes like sy teacher to be like that,”

depending upon how they feel the teacher ought to behave towards them,

You can;g{ve them some examnles:

Would you like your teacher to make you laugh?
Would you 11ke your teacher to shout at you?

Remind them of the alternatives and how they would write down a letter.,
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Now you are ready to begin. You can preface each item with "Would
you like your tcacher..." or you can just say it before every fifth item

(as shown below). 1f you have to rephrase an item for students to under-

*

stand it please write down what you said and send {t in with ‘the forms.

1. Would you like your teacher to say bad things sbout some of you to
the others‘l.

2. To change things so you are interested?

3. To show you why it is important to learn things?

4. To show you she is in charge?

5. To expect you to be quiet when she talks?

6. Would you like your teacher to ask you what you would like to do?

7. To want you to work harder than in the other classes?

8. To show you she is clever,

9. To be friendly to you?

10. To do things herself she doesn't let you do?

11. Would you like your teacher to ask you what you think about things?

12. To make you feel stupid?

13. To put the chairs so you can work together?

14, To show you ho;r your work is useful?

15. To teach you the right way?

16, Would you like your teacher to let you make too much noise?

17. To want you to do your best work?

18. To like some of you more than the others?

19. To make the work fun?

20. To call you by your name? ‘




23

Would you lil;e your teacher to let you play lote of games?
To be willing to learn with you ?

To have lots of books for you to read?

To tell you to help each other?

To listen to your ideas?

Would you like your teacher to tell you how you should behave?

To vant you to do better than you did before? .

To let you work out some answers for yourself?

To tell you good things about each other?

To stop you 1f you are fighting? ,
Would you like your nt;acher to praise you when you do some good work?
To let you choose with her what to do?

To let you work in groups?

To give you some time vhen,yoﬁ talk to each other?

To be fair to you?

Would you like your teacher to divide the time so all the work gets done?

To let you do exciting things?

To do certain things on certain days?

To have things ready at the right times?

To make sure you are not jealous of each other?

Would -you like your teacher to show you hoew everything fits together?
To let you work on projects together?

To-tell you a1} the things you should do?

To be kind to you?

To believe what you say?

Would you like your teacher to like you to ask her questions?

g
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47.

48,

49,

51.
52,
53.

364

=

To want you to get along together?

To break her promises to you?

To help you with your work? y

To show you she knows about lots of things? .

Would you like your teacher to stay at the front of the class?
To make you happy to be in her class?

To make things easy for you to understand?

To help you 1f you are unhappy?

Note to Teachers:

At this stage you may collect the sheets from the students and give

them out again later the same day, or the next day. Alternatively you can

continue on to the second set of items, If you coliect the forms, remind

the students to write thefr names on the form.




Elementary Teacher Description Questionnaire

HOW DO YOUR STUDENTS SEE YOU?

Read aloud the ftems ag before, but this time ask the students to

reply to each 1item what they think the teacher actually does do.. As

you read the items ask the students to circle :
either, ¥ for "Yes, my teacher does that",
or, N for “No, my teacher doesn't do that"”,

or, $ for "Sometimes my teacher does that";

depending upon how they feel the teacher does behave towards them. (As

>

before try to have another teacher read the items to your class while

you do her class).

You can give them some examples:
My teacher makes me laugh.
My teacher shouts at me,
55. My tcacher says bad things about some of us to the others.
56. She chenges things so I am interested.
57. S5he thows me why it is important to learn things.
58. She shows me she is in charge.
59. She expects me to be quiet when she tslks.
60, My teacher ssks me what I would like to do,
61. She wants us to work harder than in other classes.
62, .She shows me she is clever.
63. She is friendly to me.
64. She does things herself she doesn't let me do.

My teacher asks me vhat I think about things,




She makes me feel stupid.
She puts chairs so ve can work- together.
She shows me how my work is useful.
7 spe teaches me in the right wvay. .
My teacher lets us make too much noise.
She wants me to do my best work.
She likes some chiliren more than the others.
She makes the work fun for me,
She calls me by my name.
My teacher lets me play lots of games.
She is willing to learn with us.
She has lots of books for me to read.
She tells us to help each other.
She listens to my ideas.
ﬁy teacher tells me how I should behave,
She wants me to do better than I did before.

She lets me work out some ansvers for myself.

She tells us good things about each other.

She stops us 4f we are fighting.
My teacher preises me vhen I do some good work.
She lets me choose with her what to do.
. She lets us work in groups.
She gives us some time when we talk to each other.
She is fair to me,
My teacher divides the time so a&ll the work gets done.

She lets me do exciting things.




O L o e o 1

92.

93.

95,
96.
97.
98,

100.
101.

102.

103.

104,

105.
106.
107.
108.

She lets us do certain things on certain days.
She has things ready at the right times.

She makes surz we are not jealous of each other.
My teacher shows me how everything fits together.
She lets us work on projects together.

She tells me all the things I should do.

She s kind to me. ¥

She believes what I say.

My teacher likes me to ask her questions.

She wants us to get along together.

She breaks her promises to me,

She helps me with my work.

She shows me she knows about a lot_of things.
My teacher stays at the front of the class.

She makes me happy to be in her class.

She makes things easy for me to understand.

She helps me 1f I am unhappy.

367
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Teacher Opinfon Questionnaire

IDEAL TEACHER EEEANIOR

Below is & list of items that may béiused to describe the behavior

of a teacher.

How important do you think each of these behaviors is in describing

an fdeal school teacher for your grade(s)?

Respond to each item by blackening in the appropriate space on the

scoring sheet (please use a pencil). On the sheet .also write your name,

clase and grade. Use the code : behavior which
A = is essential for an ideal teacher for this class
B = is very important
C = is fairly fmportant
D = 18 undesirable

E = ghould always be avoided

.

If you do not blacken a space on the score sheet this is interpreted

as ‘frrelevant behavior that does not meke any difference one way or the

 other!
How An Ideal Teacher Should Behave Toward Her Students

1. Say bad things about some of them to the others.
2., Change things so they are interested.
3, Show them why it is important to learn things.

4. Show them she is in charge,

5. Expect them to be quiet when she talks.




Ask them what they would like to do.

Want them to work harder than in the other classes.
Show them she is clever.

Be friendly to then.

Po things herself she doesn't let them do.
Asgk them what they think about things.
Make them feel stupid.

Put the chairs so they can work together.
Show them how their work is useful.

Teach them in the right way.

Let them make too much t;oise.

Want them to do their best work.

Like some of them more than the others.

Make the work fun for them.

Call them by their names.

Let them play lots of games,

Be willing to learn with them.

i bt o ol o

Have lots of books for them to read,

Tell them to help each other.

Listen to their ideas.

Tell them how they should behave.

Want them to do better than they did before,

Let them work out some answers for themselves.

Tell them good things about each other.

Stop thea 1f they are fighting.

[
[
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31.
32.
33.

35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

42.°

43,
4.
45.
46.
47.
48,
49.
50.
51,
52.
53.
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Praise them when they do some good work.

Let them choose with her what to do.

Let them work in groups.

Give them some time when they talk to cach other.
Be fair to them.

Divide the time so all the work gets done.

Let them do exciting things. .
Let them do certain things on certain days,
Have things ready at the right times.

Make sure thefare not jealous of each other.
Show them how everything fits together.

Let them work on projects together.

Tell them all the things they should do. .
Be kind to them,

Believe what they say.

Like them to ask her questions. '

Want them to get alohg together,

Break her promises to them.

Help r;hem with their work.

Show them she knows about lots of thir{gs.
Stay at the front of the class.

Make them happy to be in her class.

Make things easy for them to understand.

Help them 1£.they are unhappy.
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ACTUAL TEACHER BEHAVIOR

- Now decide how frequently you act in the ways described below.
Blacken in the appropriate spaces on the s;:oring sheet according
to the code:
A = Alvays
B = Often
C = Sometimes
D = Seldom
f E = Never

- How I Behave Toward Ly Students

55.
56.

say bad things about some of them to the others.

change things 8o they are interested.

57. show them yhy it 1s important to learn things.

I
I
I
58. I show them I am in charge,.
59. I expect them to be quiet when I calk.
I ask them what they would like to do.
I went them to work harder than in other classes.
I show th;en I an clever, -
I am friendly to them.

I do things myself I don't let them do.
65. I ask them what they think about thiogs.
66. I make them feell stupid,
67. I put chairs so they can work together.

68. I show them how their work is useful.

69. I teach them in the right way.
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70.
71.
7,
73,
7.
75.
76.
7.
78.
79.
£0.
8l.

I let them make too much noise,

I want them to do their best work.

I like some of them mc;re than the others.

I make the work fun for them,

I call them by their names.

I let them play lots of games,

I am williag to learn with them. N

1 have lots of books for them to read.

I tell them to help each other.

I listen to their ideas.

I tell them how they shorld behave.

I vant them to do botter than they did before.
I let them work out some answers for themselves.
I tell them good things about each other.

I stop them if they are fighting.

I praise them when they do some good work.

I let them choose with me what to do.

I let them work in groups.
I give them some time when the, taik to each other.

1 am fair to them, .

I divide the time so all the work gets done.
I let them do exciting things,

I let them do certain things on certain days.

I have things rcedy at the right times.

I make sure they are not jealous of each other,
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95,
96,
97.
98.
99,

100.

101.

102.

103,

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.
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show them how everything fits together.
let them work on , rojects togéther.
tell them all the things they should do.
am kind to them.

believe what they say.

like them to ask me questions.

want them te get along together.

break my promises to them.

help them with thefr work,

show them I know zbout lots of things.

Y]

stay at the front of the class,
mske them happy to be in my class,

make things easy for them to understand.

help them 1{f they are unhappy.

£
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HOJ WOULD YOU LIKE YOUR TEACHER TO BEHWAVE?

Below gre some sentences that could deseribe the behavior of your teacher.

Row importent do you think each of these is in describing an ideal
teacher for this grade and subject?

On the scoring sheet £i11 in your teacher's name, the grade and subject.

Use a pencil to respond to each item by blackening in a ‘space on the
scoring sheet. Please use the code : behavior which

A = 1g essential for an ideal teacher for this course

B = 1s very important

C = is fairly important

D = is undesirable

E = should always be avoided
If you do not blacken a space on the scoring sheet for a particular
item this 1s interpreted as 'irrelevant behavior that d ‘sn't make apny
difference one way or the other’,

A teacher should
« Hake derogatory remarks sbout some students t# the others.

‘2. Adapt class sessions to our difficulties and interests.

3. Show me that the topics being discussed are important.

4. Show us he is {n charge.

S. Expect me to listen when he talks.

6. Ask us what topics we would like to cover. -
7. Encourage me to put extra effort inte.my werk.

8. Shov me he really understands what he 1s talking about.

9. Be friendly to me.

10. Make exceptions for himself that he doesn't allow me to make.
11. Encourage me to talk about my own experiences.

12. Criticize me in a destructive way.

13. Arrange the room so students can dizcuss things together; .
14. Make us look beyond just what we are doing now. ’

15. Use effective teaching methods for this class.

16. Fail to keep control in class.

17. Make me w to do my best work.

18, Show favoritism to some students.

19. Make the work interesting for wme. N
20, Csll me by my first name. )
21. Use a lot of activities. :
22. Be willing to learn with us.
23. Tell me where to go for more information.
24. Encourage us to help each other outside of class hours.
25. Be willing to listen to suggestions I might make.
26. Let me know vhat he expects of me.

27. Tell me how well I did and expect me to do better.

28. Let me work out some answers for myself.

29. Praise some students to the others.
30. Settle conflicts if they arise in class,

31. Praisc me when 1 do acme good work.

32. Plan the class objcctives with us.

33. Let us work ia groups.

34. Set aside class time for inter-student discussiouns.
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Be fair in marking my work.
Schedule the werk so things get done at the right times. .

* Show enthusiasm for the work, -t
Show us he is well organized.

Be able to answer my questions. ) - L

Make sure some students are not jealous of others.

Explain how the topics being discussed relate to the overall objeciives.
Let us work on projects and assignments together.

Be reluctant to change the class objectives. .

Be considerate of my personal feelings.

Trust me,

Kake me ‘eel free to ask questions. - =

Want us to get along together, -

Rearrange the work at short notice without ukins us vbat ve think.
Have time to help us with our work.

Show us how the work relates to everyday life.

Avoid individual contact with gtudents.

Make {t plcasant for me to be in class. -
Explain things so I can understand. -
Help me with my personal problems,

LA d L L PR LT L e e T T T T T Y LT Ty T o T Py pepigugsiy rrosssrscrrrcacracoon -

HOW DOES YOUR TEACHER BEHAVE? - i

Please note : Your responses are conﬂdential. Your teacher will- tmly
receive a summary of the responses of the vhole class.

Decide how frequently your teacher does act in the ways described

below.

Use a pencil to respond to each i'.ten as before, Use the ccde:
A = Alvays
B = Often

- C = Sometimes

D = Seldom
E = Never

This_teacher

55.
%'
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

Makes derogatory remarke about some students tc the others.
Adapts claes gesaions to our difficulties and interests.
Shows me that the topica befug dfacuceed are fmportant.

Shows us he 1s in charge.

Expects me to listen when he talks,

Asks us what topics we would like to cover.

Encourages we to put extra effort into my work, =
Shous me he really underatands what he {s talking about.

Is friendly to me,

Makes exceptions for himself that he doesn't allow me to make,
Encourages me to talk about my own experiences,

Criticizes me in a destructive way.

Arranges the room #0 students can discuss things together.

3



68.

69.

70-

’ 71.

- 72,
i - 73.

. 4.
= 75.
76,

77.

78,

79.

80,

81.

82.

- 83.

84,

85.

86.

87.

88,

= - 890
E = 900
oL.
922.
93,
: %.
F 95,

<. . 9.
= 97.
o 98.
y - 99,
100.

T 101.
f 102,
- 103.
= 1“0

105.

- 106.
- 107.

108,
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Maken us look beyond just what we sre doing mnow.

Uses effective teaching methoda for this class. : -
¥ails to keep control in cleoss.

Makes me want to do my best work.

Shows favoritism to some students.

Makes the work intcresting for me.

Calls me by my first name.

Uses a lot of activities.

Is willing to learn with us.

Tells me where to go for more information.

Encourages us to hclp each other outside of class hours.
Is willing to listen to suggestions I might makse,

Lets me know what he expects of me.

Tells me how well I did and expects me to do better.
Lets me work out some answers for myself,

Praises some students to the others.

Settles conflicts if they arise in class.

Praises me when I do some good work.,

Plans the class objectives with us.

Lets us work. in groups.

Sets aside class time for inter-student diacuuions._

Is fair in marking my work.

Schedules the work so things get done at the right tines.
Shows enthusiasm for the work.

Shows us she is well organized.

Is able to answer my questions,

Makes sure some students are not jealous of others.
Explains how the topics being discussed relate to the overall
objectivea. ”

Lets us vork on projects and assignments together.

Is reluctant to change the class objectives.

Is considerate of my personal feelings.

Trusts me.

Makes me feel free to ask questions.

Wants us to get along together.

Rearranges the work at short notice without asking us what we think.
Has time to help us with our work.

Shows us how the work relates to everyday life.

Avolds individusl contact with students.

Mskes it pleasant for me to be in class,

Explains things so I can understand.

Helps we with my personal problems.

LI I T P RS YA R Y P R YR Y P2 Y R Y PR P PP P R PR P Y T Y P LAY LY Y




APPENDIX S

55* PROPOSED TEACHER OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE
' (SECONDARY FORM)

379

"

i

it
: ( e




R T

)

N g

AN g gt

P

380

Teacher Opinfon Questionnaire

N

IDEAL TEACHER BFHAVIOR

Below'is a list of items that may be used to describe the behavior
of a teacher.

How important do.you think each of these behaviors is in describing
an ideal school teacher for your grade(s)?

On the scoring sheet fill in your name, school address, subject (Lf
applicable), and grade(s) taught.

Please use a pencil to respond to each item by blackening in the appro-
priate space on the scoring sheet. Use the code : behavior which

A = 18 essential for an ideal teacher for this course

B = is very important V

C = ig fairly important

D = i3 undesirable

E = ghould always be avoided

1f you do_not blacken a space on th? score sheet this is interpreted

as irrelevant behavior that doesn't make any difference one way or the other.

ﬂow 2n icveal teacher should behave toward students

A teacher should: 7 .

1. Make derogatory remarks about some students to the others.
2, Adapt class sessions to their difffculties a§d interests.
3. Show them that che topics being discussed are 1nportan£.
4. Show them she 1s in charge.

5. Expect them to listen when she talks.
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7.

8.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16,
17.

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.

29.
30.

Ask them what topfcs they would like to cover.
Encourage them to put extra effort into their work.

Show them she really understands what she is talking about.
Be friendly to then.

Make exceptions for herself that she doesn't allow them to make.
Encourage them to talk about their own experiences.
Criticize them {n & destructive wvay.

Ari'ange the room so they can discuss things toget .er.

Make them look beyond just what they are doing nos.

Use effective teaching methods for that class.

Fail 'té keep control in class,

Make them want to do their best work.

Show favoritism to some students.

Make the work interesting for them.

Call them by thefir first names.

Use a lot of activities.

Be willing to learn with them,

Tell them where to go for more information.

Encourage them to help each other outside of class hours,
Be willing to listen to suggestions they might make.

Let them know what she expects of them,

Tell them how well they did and expect them to do better.
Lot them work out some answers for themselves.

Praise some students to the others.

Settle conflicts 1f they arise in class.
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31. Praisc them when they do some good work.

32. Plan the class objectivea with them,

33. Let them work in groups.

34. Set aside class time for inter-student discussions.

35. Be fair in marking their work.

36. Schedule the work so things geti done at the right times. -
37. Show enthusiasm for trhe work.

38. Show them she is well organized.

39. Be able to answer their questions.

7&0. Make sure some students are not jealous of others.

41. Explain how the topics being discussed relate to the overall objectives.

42, let them work on projects and assignments together. ;
43. Be reluctant to change the class objectives. . \ . 7
44, Be considerate of their personal feelings.

45, Trust then.

4}6. Make them feel free to ask questions.

47. WVant them to get along together,

48, Rearrange the work at short notice without asking them what they think,

49, Have tiwe to help them with their work.

0. Show them how the work relates to everyday life.

51, Avoid individual contact with them.

52, Make it pleasant for them to be in class. .
53. Explain things so they can understand. -

S4. Help them with their personal problems.

L AT
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ACTUAL TEACHER BEHAVIOR

Now decide how frcquently you act in the ways described below.
Blacken in the appropriate spaces on the scoring sheet according
to the code:
A = Alvays N
. B = Often
Cs= Sm;\etimes
. : D = Seldom

E = Never .

How I behave toward my students

55. I make derogatory remarks about some of them to the others.

$6. I adapt class sessions to their difficulties and 1ntere‘sts, 7=-7
57. I show them that the topics being discussed are important,
$8. I show them I am in charge, :
59, I expect them to listen when I talk,

6G. I ask them what topics they would like to cover,

61. 1 encourage them to put extra effort into their work.

62, I ghow them 1 te;llly understand what I am talking about.
63. I am friendly to them.

64. ) make exceptions for myself that I don't ailow them to make,

U g0 g s

65. I encourage them to talk about their own experiences.
. 66, I criticize them in a destructive way.
I arrange the room so they can discuss things together,

1 make them look beyond just what they are doing now.

I use effective teaching Ipethods for this class.
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70.
71.
72,
73.
74,
5.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.

83.
86,
87.
88,
89,

91.
92,
93.

I fail to keep control in class,

I make them want to do their best work.

I show favoritism to some of the students.

I make the work interesting for them.

I call them by their first names.

I use a lot of activities.

I am willing to learn with them. .

b § Lell them where to go for more information.

I encourage them to help each other outside of class hours.”
I am willing to listen to suggestiqns the} might make.

I let them know what 1 expect of them,

I tell them how well they did &nd expect them to do better,
I let them work out some answers for themselves.

I praise some students to the others.

I settle conflicts if they arise in class.

I praise them when they do some good work.

I plan the class objectives with the-.r

I let them work in groups. '

I set aside class time for inter-student discussions.

I am fair in marking their work.

I schedule the work so things get done at the right times.
I show enthusiasm for my work.

1 show them I am well organized.

I am able to answer their questions.

1 make sure some of the students are not jealous of others.
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95,
9.
97.
98.
99,
100,
101.
102,
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
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I explain how the topics being discussed relate to the overall objectives.
I let them work on projects and assignments together.

I am reluctant to change the class objectives.

I am considerate of their personal feelings.

I trust them.

I make them feel free to ask questions.

I wvant them to get zlong together,

I resrrange the work at short notice without asking them what they think. i
I have time to help them with their work.

I show them how the work relates to everyday life.

1 avoid individual contact with them.

I make it pleasant for them to be in class.

I explain things so they can understand.

I help then with their personal problems.
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Supervisor Description Questionnaire

HOW WOULD YOU LIKE YOUR SUPERVISOR TO BEHAVE?

=

Below are some items that could be used to describe the behavior
of your superior (a person in a supervisory position within the field
of education).

Please note: He or she may be a Supervisor or Superintendent, a
School Principal, a Department Chairman, a Dean or Associate Dean or a
university supervisor of student teachers, etc. 'Members" or "group
members" in some of the items refer to you and the other members of the
group who are supervised by the person you are going to describe.

How important do you think each of the following behaviors is in
describing an ideal supervisor in this position?

On the scoring sheet please fill in your supervisor's name and
title of supervisory position, your major (if applicable) and your sex.
Please use a pencil to respond to each item by blackening in a space on
the scoring sheet. Please use the ¢ode : hehavior which

A = is essential behavior for an ideal supervisor in this position
B = is very important ’
C = is fairly important :
D = is undesirable

E = ghould alvays be avoided

If you do not blacken a space on the scoring sheet for a particular
-item this is interpreted as "irrelevant behavior that doesn't make any
difference one way or the other."

An ideal supervisor should

1. Make derogatory remarks about some members to the others.
2. Adapt the work to our difficulties and interests.

3. Show me that the work they are doing is important.

4. Meke clear his role in the group.

5. Expect me to show respect when he talks.

6. Ask us vhat work we would like to do.

7. Encourage me to spend extra time and effort on my work.,
8., Inspire my confidence in his expert knowledge.

9. Be fricndly and approachable.

10. Make exceptions for himself that he doesn t allow me to make.
11. Ercourage me to contribute my knowledge and experience,

12, Criticizé me in a destructive way.

13. Arrange the working space so members can weet informally.

14. Ewmphasize seeing beyonc the limits of the immediate job.

15. Use appropriate methods of working.

16. Hesitatc about taking a leadership role in the group.

387
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17.
18,
19.
20.
21.
22,
23.
24,

25,
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31,
32.

33.
34.
35,
36.
37.
38.
39,
40.

41.
42.
43,
&4,
&S.
46.
47.
48.

49,
50.
51.

-52.

53.
54.
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Motivate me to do my best work.

Show favoritism to some members.

Make the work interesting for me.

Treat me as his equal.

Help keep the work from becoming boring.

Be willing to learn with us.

Know vhere relevant information can be found.

Encourage us to help each other outside of working hours.

Be willing to listen to suggestions I might make.

Let me know what he expects of me.

Tell me how well I did and encourage me to do better.
Encourege me to show initiative.

Praise some members to the others.

Settle conflicts if they arise in the group.

Express appreciation when I do a good job.

Plan group goals jointly with us.

Organize effective discussion groups.

Set aside time for inter-member discussions.

Be fair in his assessment of my performance. .
Schedule the work so things get done at the right times. '
Show enthusiesm for the work b ing done.

Show us he is well organized.

Be able to answer my questions.

Make sure some members are not jealous of others.

Explain how the different sspects of the work fit together.
Keep us working together as a team.

Be reluctant to change the overall goals.

Be considerate of my personal feelinizs.

Trust me. -

Make me feel free to ask questions.

Want members to get along together.
Change our assignments without first talking it over with us.

Have adequate office hours for consultation and assistance.
Link the work to the real situvatiom.

Avoid individual contact with members.

Make it plessant for me to be in the group.

Give directions that I can understand.

Hélp me with my personal problems.
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HOW DOES YOUR SUPERVISOR BEHAVE?

Please note: Your responses are confidentisl. Your supervisor

would only receive an overall summary.

Decide how frequently the supervisor does &ct in the ways described

below.

Use a pencil to respond to esch item as before. Plesse use the code:
A = Alvays

B = Often

C = Sometimes

D = Seldom

E = Never

This Supervisor

ssl
56.

57.
58,
591
60,
61.
62.
63,
64,

65,
66,
67.
68.
69,
70.
71,
72,

73,
74,
75.
16,
77.
78.
79,
80,

Makes derogatory remarks about some members to the othere.
Adapts the work to our difficulties and interests.

Shows me that the work I am doing is important.

Makes clear his role in the group.

Expects me to show respect when he talks.

Asks us what work we would like .to do.

Encourages me to spend extra time and effort on my work.
Inspires wy confidence in hip expert knowledge.

Is friendly and approachable.

Makes exceptions for himself that he doesn't allow me to make.

Encourages me to contribute my knowledge and experience.
Criticizes me in a destructive way.

Arranges the working space so members can meet informally.
Emphasizes seeing beyond the limits of the immediate job.
Uses appropriate methods of working.

Hesitates about taking & leadership role in the group.
Motivates me to do my best work.

Shows favoritism to some members.

Makes the work interesting for me.

Treats me a8 his equal.

Helps keep the work from becoming boring. -

Is willing to learn with us.

Knows where relevant information can be found,

Encourages us to help each other outside of working hours.
Is willing to listen to suggestions 1 might wmake.

Lets me know what he expects of me. P 4
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81'
82.
83.
84,
B5.
86.
87.
88.

89.
90.
91.
92.
93,
94,
95.
96.

97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.
103.
104.

105.
106.
107.
108.

Tells me how well I did and encourages me to do better.
Encourages me to show fnitiative.

Praises some members to the others.

Settles conflicts if they arise in the group.

Expresscs appreciation when I do a good job.

Plans group goals jointly with us.

Organizes effective discussion groups.

Sets aside time for inter-member discussions,

Is fair in his assessment of wmy performance.

Schedules the work so things get done at the right times.
Shows enthusiasm for the work being done.

Shows us he is well organized.

Is able to answer my questions.

Makes sure some members are not jealous of others.

Explains how the different aspects of the work fit together.
Keeps us working together as a team.

i1 reluctant to change the overall goals.

1Is considerate of my personal feelings.

Trusts me.

Makes we feel free to ask questions.

Wants members to get along together.

Changes our assignments without first talking it over with us.
Has adequate office hours for consultation and agsistance.
Links the work to the real situation.

Avoids individual contact with members.
Makes it pleasant for me to be in the group.
Cives directions that I can understand.
Helps me with my personal problems.
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Supervisor Opinion Questionnaire

IDEAL SUPERVISOR BEHAVIOR

Below is a list of items that may be used to describe the

behavior of a person in a supervisory position within the field of

education.

Please note: He or she may be a Supervisor or Superintendent, a *
School Principal, a Department Chairman, a Dean or Assoclate Dean,

or a university supervisor of student teachers, etc, "Members" or :
vgroup mer.bers" in some of the items refer to the people who work
directly under the supervisor in the work situation.

How important do you think each of the folloving behaviors

4s ip describing an ideal supervisor in the position in which
You find yourself?

On the scoring sheet, fill in your name, &eX, school or
office address, department (if applicable), and title of 7
supervisory position.

Please use a pencil to respond to each item’by blackening
in tbe appropriate space on the scoring sheet, Use the following
code : behavior which ‘ '

A = is cssential for an fdeal supervisor in your position
B = 18 very important
C = 48 fairly important
. D = is undesirable
E = should always be avoided
1f you do not blacken a space on the score sheet this is interpreted

as “irrelevant behavior that does not make any difference one way

or the other,"
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How
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an ideanl supervisor should behave toward those who work under him

A supervisor should:

1.
2.
3.
4,
S
6.
7.
8.
9.
10,
11,
12.
13.
LS
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20,
21.
22,
25,
24,
25,
26.

Make derogatory remarks about some menmbers to the others.
Adapt the work  to their difficulties and interests,
Show them that the work they are doing is impgrtant,

Make clear his role in the group.

Expect them to show respect when he talks. .

Ask them what work they would like to do.

Encourage them to spend extra time and effort on their work.
Inspire their confidence in bis expert knowledge.
Ee_friendly and approachable,

Make exceptions for himself that he does not allow them to make,
Encourage them to contribute their knowledge and experience.
Criticize them in a destructive way., . d
Arrahge the working space 50 members can meet informallye.
Emphasize seeing beyond the limits of the immediate Jobd,

Use appropriate methods of working.

Hesitate aboutrtaking a leadership role in the group.
Motivate them to do their best work.

Show favoritism to some members,

Make the work interesting for them,

Treat them as his equals.

Kelp keep the work from becoming boring.

Be willing to learn with them.

Know where relevant information can be found.

Encourage members to help each other outside of working houra.

Be willing to listen to suggestions they might make.

Let them know what he expects of t. a,

Sl
TR
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27.
28.
29.

33.
4.
35.
36.
37.

39.
40.
.
42.
43.

45.
46.
47.
48.
49.

51.
52.
53.
She
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Tell them how well they did and encourage them todo better.
Encoﬁrage them to chow initiative.

Praise some members to the others.

Settle conflicts if they arise in the group.
Express appreciation when they do a good job.
Plan group goals Jointly with them.
Organizereffect1Ve discussionrgroups.

Set aside time for inter-member discussions.

Be fair in his assessment of their performance.
Schedule the work so things get done at the right times.
Show enthusiasm for the work being done.

Show them he is well organized.

Be able to answer their questions,

Make sure some members are not jealous of others.

Explain how the different aspects of the work fit together,
Keep them working together as a teanm.

Be reluctent to change the overall goals.

Be considerate of their personal feelings.

Trust them.

e

Make them feel free to ask questions.

Vant members to get along together.

Change their assignments without first talking it over with thenm,
Have adequate office hours for consultation and assistance.

Link the work to the real situation.

Avoid individﬁal contact with membefq.

Make it pleasant for them to be in the group.

Give directions that they can understand.

Help them with their personal problems.
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ACTUAL SUPERVISOR BEHAVIOR

Now decide how frequently you act in the ways described below.
Blacken in the appropriate spaces on the scoring sheet

according to the code:

A = Always
B = Often
C = Sometines
D = Seldom
’ E = Never

How I behave toward those who work under me.

make derogatory remarks about some members to the others..

55. 1

56, 1 adapt the work to their difficulties ahd interests.

$7. I show them that‘the work they are doing is important.

58, I make clear my role in the group.

59. I expect them to show respect ;hen I talk.

60. 1 ask them what work they would like to do.

61. I encourage them to spend extra time and effort on their work,

62. I inspire their confidence in my expert knowledge.

. 63. I em friendly and approachable.

64. I make exceptions for myself that I do not allow them to make.
é 65. I encourage them to contribute their knowledge and experience.
é 66. I criticize them in a destructive way.
' 67. I arrange the working space so members can meet

68. 1 emphasize seeing beyond the limits of the immediate Jjob.

69. I use appropriate methods oi working,
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70.
7.
?2.
.
?%.
.
.

78.
79.
8o.
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hesitate about taking a leadership role in the group.
motivate them to do their best worke.
show favori;ism to some members.

make the work interesting for them.
treat them asrmy «quals.

help keep the work from becoming boring.
am willing to learn with thenm,

know where relevant information can be found.

encourage members to help each other outside of working hours,
am willing to listen to suggestions they might make,

let them know what I expect of them.

tell them how well they &id and encourage them to do better.
encourage them to showA;nitiate.

praise some members to the others.

settle conflicts if fhey arise in the group.

express appreciation when they do a good job.

plan group goals Jointly with thenm.

organize effective discussion groups.

set aside time for inter-member discussions.

an fair in my assessment.of their performance.

schedule the work so things get done at the right times,

show enthusiasm for the work Seing done,

show them I am well organized.

am able to answer their questions.

make sure some members are not Jealous of others.

explain how the different aspects of the work fit together.
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96. I keep them working together as a team. -
97: I am reluctant to change the overall goals.
98. I am considerate of their personal feelings. -

99, I trust them,

100. I make them feel free to ask questions. )
101. I want members to get along together.

102. I change their assignments without first talking it over with them,

103. 1 have adequate office hours for consultation and assistance.

104, I link t;.he work to the real situation.

105. I avoid individual contact with members.

106. I make it pleasant for them to be in the group.

107. I give directions that they can understand,

a

108. I help them with their personal problems.

g

il
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