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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

As categorical fundiné for edncation undergoes
close scrutiny by funding sources, the need fof accounta-
bility in education becomes more-evident. Evaluative data
are essential to accountability and are dependent upon
reliatle information.

. Information as to the. degree of individuaiiza-
tion of instruction is one type of evaluative data which
has been used in a systems aralysis approach to accounta- - 1 .
'bility.in educational organizations.(ngris, 1971). -The |
Individualization of InStruction Inventory developed by
Harris and Coody (1971) has been established ‘as an accept-
able instrument for use by trained observers in descr*b-
ing five aspects of individualization_df instruction.

Harris, Bessent, and McIntyre (1969)'emphasiZe the point.
that reliability increases ‘with- multiple observations.
While such reliability ig desirable and may be suffioiently
cost—effective for use in a local setting, the cost weuid

be prohibitive in statewide evaluative.efforts. A Teachef



Questionnaire (TQ) form of the Individualigation of In-
struction Inventory has been utilized in conjunction with
observations. Positive relationships between self-report
and observer-completed versions of the Individualization
of Instruction Inventory were predicted by Harris, but no
systematic wethod had yet Dbeen developed to predict ob-
served levels of individualization of instruction based .

on teachers' self-reports.

Purposes of the Study o -

The purposes of this study were:

1. to submit to systematic inquiry the self- reported

estimates of individualization of instructhon as

‘compared with observations of the same teachers
/. '
‘ by trained observers. /

2. to develop a set of-.factors for converting self-
report; of. individualization of instruction ob-
tained from the Teacher Questionnaire of the In—
dividualization of Instruction Inventory into
scores which would be reasonable predictions of

3
{

scores recorded by trained observers.

.
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. 5
Such a set of conVersion factors would then per-
mit administrators of the Teacher Questionnaire of the
Individualizatioﬁ of -Instruction Inventory to provide data
from large numbers of vocational, academic, and srecial

education teachers for use in decision meking by educa-

tional planners at the regional, state, or national level.

~

Assumptions ' - ' .

f | . ' \" ‘ - /
. \Two assumptions provided the basis for the pro-
posed'stuéy. .Thg first of these assumptions was that th?
teaching process can be submitted to systematic inquiry.
Ciassroom teéch}ng involves human beings in group situa-
Vtions. Obse;;ation techniques can be applied to tng,#igss—
room teaching procéss. |

The 'second of rthese éssumptions was that teach-
ing involves behaviors which can be jdentified, and which
teachers can systemafically acquire. These behaviors
should be.regarded as skillsvwhich can be acquired'thrdugh
the study and anélysis of teaching. SkillsAga@ be prac-

ticed and controlled in and out of the classroom.
A .

Limitations

This study was subject to the usual constraints

which confront resea:chers';n their attempts to publish

o,

e

~10 | .

|
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findings of significant impact on ?he eduéationai coﬁmunity:
namely, time, resources, gn& geography.

Although'predictivé model development was desired,
it was anticipated that, in the strictest sense, it would
‘only predict scoreg of .individual teachers utilized-iﬁ'

tne sample considered in this study. Any generaiizations

3 . |
mede from information contained in this paper are done on

the usqr s cognizance,

While reliability of data increases as the num-

ber of observations by t{ainéd observers increases, prac- .

~

tical COnSiderations limited this study to one observgtion

1

and one self—report‘per'teacher.

-

Theoretical Framework
\

The Texas Education Agency 1is the state egency

charged by the Texes LegiSlatureito direct_and evaluate

!

the nature and effects of public elementary and secondary

_education in Texas. A recent review of the Texas Educa-

tion Code surfaced the following specific mendates from

the Legislature to the ‘Agency:

exerclise general control of the system of public
education at:the state level." Sec. 1l1l. oz(a)

| ' /
\



serve.as ''the policy forming and planning bedy for

the public school system for the state” Sec. 1l. 24(a)
/

review "periodically the educatianal needs of the

state,”" for adcpting or promoting, "plans for meet-

ing those needs," and for evaluating, "the achieve-

ments of the edudational program” Sec. 11.26(=»)

accept responsibil ty for "promoting efficiency and
improvement in the public school system of the stafe;———;/////
Sec. 11.52(b) .

Thus, the Agency 1is accounteble to the Texas LegisIEture

s

o~

and to the Deople of mexas for the wise invesiment of the -~

: J:*: /
"public resources to nroduce echaLional benefits for Texas'

citizens. K

In carryiné out these functions of setting di-
rections for elementary and secondary education, assessing
needs, and evaluating progreéS,'the State Board of Educa-

tion adopted in October, 1971, a set of Goals for Public.

School Fducation in Texas. Part I of the statement deals
specifically with pne outcomes for learners .which the
State 3oard desires to be achieved. Part II refers to
"Organizational Efficiency," that is, to desired ipprove -
ments in school progr=ms and services which will 1ncrease
learner benefits. Part\;II centers upon.strengthening the . /
capability of the system (the Agency, local districts, . | /
regional-education service dpnters, etc.) tc plan system-

atically and to be accountable for results\;}quced.

Fi's -




" In the State Board's Goals for Public School

EdUcation‘inxTexas,‘Part IT prescribesL:”A program of con-
tinuing evaluation should 'd for ‘measuring the
performance of the public | .tem in terms of the

competency of its products and the efficiencylof its struc-
_vtufe.and processes."” » h L

Section 16. 310 of the Texas Fducation Code has

prov1d a for Texas public school teachers to be compensated

for ten nonteaching days per year to be used for in- service

education and preparation for the beginning and ending of

school. This‘law has been in effect since 1970.

Vocational' academrc, and special education
teachers have been receiving in service training in the
1nd1v1dualization of 1nstruction as part of the ten days

- of in- service tra1n1ng requmred by the State of Texas £6r

all teachers. Educational decision makers need- to know

'whether th1s in-service training in the 1nd1v1dualization

of 1'nstri‘lctic:.n has had an effect upon.the,practices of

these teachers and whether the effect can be measured as
.,effectively through self report as by observation by others.‘

_?ffﬁ Harris, Bessent, and McIntyre (1969) have the
following toxsay about.in-service education.. 7 .
: T Sl . : \
~ | % - : AN
In summary, we b ﬂg\asserted that to put instruc-
tional change in 1ts\proper perspect1ve the processes :




L . .“[' ‘ :
\ - - ]

for achieving that change must be clearly in view.

. Change may be brought about by use of authority, by.

changes in physical environment (facilities, materi-

als, buildings), through use of rules and regulations,

through changes in functional specialization, and
through in-service development of mnersonnel. Though
it cannot stand alone, in-sevvlir” lopment ig the
most fundamental of the change proc~sses,'since.it
is concerned directly with.the i, “'vidual, 1is Pimed
at some. change in his knowledge and behavior, /and

. can affect his willingness to accept the change.

. .

Harris, Bessent, and McIntyre (1969) offer the

following schematic which shows in-service education in

the total contéxt of change.

tb bé changed by the in-service programs of concern to

'

Individualizatioﬂ of ‘instruction is the‘elemegt

this study. Individualization of instruction can be

viewed as a series of strategies to bring about a desiréd

result. . C i ‘ ' T

étrategies into five

. . \‘. . . . ) :
Harris and McIntyre (1971) have broken these

classes. These strategiés are (1)

:

fntraclass Grouping, (2) Variety of Materials, (3) Pupil

Autonomy, (4) pifferentiated Assignments, and (5)1Tutoﬂing.

Intraclass grouping can be viewed as being made

up of severall aspects. These are (1) flexibility of'group;

[~

‘ ings, (2) frequency of changes in grouping, (3) length of

time students remain in groups, (4) variety of size and

<

number of groups, and (5) freedom of movement.

o g PRE y s
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~ TABLE 1-1 B
THE ORGANIZAT IONAL CO‘NTEXT FOR IN-SERVICE
‘he . .+ Organization . .
\ . .
\ - l -
Orgenizational - . e Organ'iz_ationa‘l . |
. Maintenance . Change D T T
- e e il |
: r ’ ) . ' . ' . e 7
‘+Unplanned ,Plam!ed 3 ;- e
- Change Change i B
,, iJ Ve | -
Physical Rule Structural . Functional Personnel
Change Change Change Change Change
Replacement ‘Réa.ssignmeht, In-Service . \ -
' S Education . .\
A ’ o
. 8 e 5
//
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A variety of materials would consist of the fol-
\1owing: (1) library booke,'(z) reference books, (3) teacher-
made materials, (4),newspapers and magazines, and (5) audio-

/ :
visual aids. These materials should have variations 1in
levels of difficulty and interest '

.onomy can be measul ' Ly examining

P P
(l)'pubil self-direcﬁion; (2)-in—
C

the follo e iteus:

volvement of pupils in planning, (3) involvement of puplls
in the leading of activities, (4) self- grading work (5)

working. with other etudents, and (6) unique learning situa-

I . [

tions. . v '
‘“ .' The subsUrateéies ef differentiated‘ass1gnment§ e

, are (l)‘intefest in assignments, (2)'cnall*ﬂ;e and stimulé-
2uﬁ/ tion of *LQiiS, (5) participation of pupi‘ (4) signifie.

/ﬁ. _ " cant variz:ions in assignments,_(s) ev{den of advanced- .

ievel or --richment work, and (6) ‘na.sing‘O'1 . 3ignments

pon specific, diagnosed learning needs; /

| | vl |

| |

Tutoring can be done by the'qlassroom teacher,
) |

special teachers, students, parents,'iﬁ volunteers. . |
s /

If the Texas Education Agency is to account for‘
l

the expenc “ture of revenuas for in- s@rvice education ai-

rected tovard ind1v1dualwu1ng instruétion cost effectlve /«
measurer =re needed for determining/the extent to which .

B

~

\
Dmmeais C—— e

e
—
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10
teachers practice individualization of instruction. As
mentioned earlier in this paper,'Harris, Bessent, and

McIntyre (1969) have pointed but that reliability of ob-

servations made by trained observers using observation

guides increases with multiple observations. If the pur-

pésé'of'observatipn is to improve practices of an indi-

vidual teacher, seve al observations would be highly de-

sirabie.

.If, oﬁAfhe:other/hand .;he pUrpbse of observa-
tion is to Drov1de general information for statewide evalua—
tion, assessn®ul, I°7 dec;sz:n making,'actual on ;ite.ob-
serétion.wc;.i ot be hecessary, if data from teacher
sélf-reports —owid de_treated se as;tovyielﬁ re;ults wh.:-h-
would qpt'be 4T~ =zsonable to expect:to have .come from
aé%ual classracm observation -by t;ainéd Qbservérs; Stuf-
flebeam's (187i) modification of Braybrooke and Lirndblom's
(1563) diagr-:x of iec1s1on making settings (Table 1- 2)

illustrates t.ais point. 'Degree of change is displayed on

© the horizoni~l =xis, w1th magnltude inh*aastng.frdp"the

vertex. - Simf‘u:;~'rislng from the verte: g}oné‘;he verti-
cal axis is ' ~fa~rmation grasp, pepresent:né increased pre-

cision in da-a zz=_lection methodologies. State depart-

ments of educati - angxregional education service centers

- . A e - min e

“e

17
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TABLE 1-2

DECISION-MAKING SETTINGS

I
High - _ g ”
HOMEQSTASIS I METAMORPHISM
. o ) \ v_-.'
Activity: Restoraﬁive ' I Activity: Utopian
' Pgrpose: -Malntenance l Purpose: .Complete Change

Il ) i . . . N
N Basis: Technlcal stan- | ~Basis: Overarching theory
¥ ; dards and quality
0 ' control l ‘ -
M -T—
A : ' )
T ' INCREMENTALISM ‘ | -~ NEOMOBILISM
I . ’
0 Activity: “Developmental l Act1V1ty. Innovative

Purpose:  Continuous Im- ‘ Purpose ‘ Inventi?s? testing,
o : provement and diffusing solu-
G I tions to significant
R problems -
S Basis: Expert judgmeng | Ba51s- Conceptuallzatlzn,
P . plus structure *  heuristic investi-

' o inguiry | gation, ‘and strumc-
" B l ’ tured inquiry -
TLew I .
Small . DEGREE OF CHANGE = ° s Large

PR




traditionally seek contiruous improvement of education
through deve10pmental act1v1t1es. These descriptors are .

found in the lower left portion of the diagram. There-

\
\fore, .a decision for a state department of education to

place a high priority on allocatlng resources for teachers'
i service training in specific aspects of-. 1nd1vidualiza—

tion could be justified through needs assessment sampllng,

utilizing teacher self-reports of indivf@ualization of -

BN

N\

. instruction.

Definition of Variables

In order to increase communication between the

author and the reader, terms for which precise'definitions
__’// . - 4 - /l L ’
/are needed. are presensed in the following alphabetical

" listing: S /

1. 'Academic teachers: Those teachers who.devote at ”

.least ohe- half—timewtowactivities class1fied as
English (05 series), mathematics (11 series),
science (7% series), or social studiesl(ls series)
of the Texas Education Agency Assignment Code
Sheet, TEA b5,

5. Elementary teachers: —-Those! teachers in grades

e 4Kindergarten through~sixwwheféevete—a&~&e&s€

2 X . o N

: 19



Research

W

one-half time to ectivities classified as Ele-

mentary Education (19 series) of the Texae Educa-
tion Agency Assignment Code Sheet, TEA 637. —
Individualization of instruction: Those strate-
gies used h& teachers to pre '~ Tl uitia-
u1V° and self direction on the part “of students.
There arerfive classes of these strategies. These
classes'ere (1) intraciass grouping,-(zj'variety

of materials, (3) pupil autoromy, “(4) differen-

tiated assignmeats, and (5) tutoring.

Special education teachers Those teachers who
devote at leasi one-half time te activities clue—
sified as Spec 2l Education (20 series) of the
Texas Education Lz enpy ASSignment Code Sheet,

TEA 637. \
1

Vocational teache s Those teachers whose time

\, .
is reported to th= Texas Education Agency on’ the
Secbndary Vocational Education Class-Organiza-

\ .

-

tion Report, VOC-066, R73.

Questions‘

et R B P A S AT

study were: o . /

- sppbean

a

: ; .
Research Questions to /be tested in the present

/



T =1 4
1. Teachers' self-reports of individuelization,o
instruction nractices on the individuali “tion \of
Instrnction Inventer - 1 yield higher nrag
-than'observations made using the same instrument.
"2 Discrepancies between scores derived from teachers'
self reports of inr1v1dualizat1~1-of instruction
practlces on the Indiv1dua11zation of Instructlon
inventory and scores‘from observations made using
tne same instrument will incre&se.as the degree
;. of individualization of instrnction; reflected
from obserVations; decreases. |
3. ’Scores derived from teachers self-reports of
1ndividualization of 1nstructlon practices will
_vary in a systematic way from scores derived from
observations made-us1ng the'same instrument, so
as to permit‘deve10pmen* of a set'of factors for
converting self reports of ind1V1dualization of
‘1nstruct10n obtained f;om teacher-self reports
into scores which would be reasonable pred1ctors*
of scoresirecorded by trained'observers.

) Instruments o .-

Th1s study used the Descriptive Observatian'

Record for Ind1v1de11zat10n of Instruct*on (Appendix A)

21
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for each classrco. + v "ien, The ab strument wa.s
developed by Ben M. Harri: and Kenneth %, McIntyre ard has
been used in several schools to'analyze‘instruction.

The instrument that was used for the self- report
of 1nd1vidualizatlon of 1nstructié3/}s the IndiV1duallza-
tion of Instruction Inventory (Appendlx A). This instru-
ment was developed by Betty Coody and Ben M. Harris.s\

\,

Procedures for Data Collectlon
and Analysls

Letters were sent to superintendents of school
districts within lOO,milesuof Austin inviting participa-
tion in the study. TWenty school districts were identi-
‘fied from'whicn a sample elementary, academ1c, vocat10nal
and special education teachers'were'invited by letterjto"
partlclpate in the study. At least two vocational and
special education teachers were “chosen from each d1str1ct

One observation was made in the claserOn of
each teacher in the sample.c After observations had been
completed,'each teacher was asked to complete and return
the self-report form, : ! |

7/

The..cbservatiaons .were.’ marder_hyl_awtrained team_of

/ .

observers. An interrater reliability score of .80 was

22 -
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" required by the team of observers during the training ses-
sicns.
The data were ‘punched onto cards to permlt their
anz2lysis through the use of the computer. All analyses

., were carried out with the statistical computer program

LINEAR developed by Jennings (1971).

Plan for Remainder of the Study
R RS

L

In the.following chapter a theoretical frame-
‘wo=k for presentation of hypotheses will be discussed.

~ The literature‘ﬁas reviewed to identify criteria relevant
S - o : R
I

to the hypotheses.
Chapter III contains a discussion of thé pro-

cedure used in collecting data. References will be made

¢

tc data gathering 1nstruments and letters found in the

Appendix.

ChapteraIV will report the methods used in analyz-

.o

, inz the data and the findings of the study. The.final

chapter will summarize the findlngs and report conclusions

drawn as a result ofuthe research. A discussion of impli-

-cations of this study for further research will conclude Y

he N

the report. : _ E ' ) .
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CHAPTER ITI.,

: RiVIEW OF LITERATURE .

Much has been written and even more has been

" spoken about therneéd for schools to meet the needs of
each individuﬁl student and to be held accountable for
ﬁdoing so. The present studybiﬂcludes dirécf observation
 of iﬁdi%iduélization of instrucﬁion ahd cémﬁarison of
those obseivationsiwith téachefﬁ' self-reﬁortﬁlof'indi—x

vidualization of instruction; thus thls review will limit

"its scope to‘liferaturé which bears most directly on the
probléﬁ. , v . v o _ A

| Ornstein (1971) pointed outs that research:on
’téacher behavior is not only voluminou; bgt‘also contra-

dictory.

Sysiematic classroom observation is' defined in

the Encyclopedia of Education (Deignton, 1971:168) as:

A set o? procedures which’usag systems-of categories
- to codg and quantify classroom behaviors of teachers
and students. These procedures require that ybserved
behaviors be coded or classified by the use of non-

evaludtive, relatively objective sets of categories

—emyrrtohteserite~specific-behavtors—or—actions.

17
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An extensive and growing list of observation instrunents
is available (Simon and Boyer, 1967).

Early systematic studies on teacher beh;vior in-
cluded those by Anderson, Lippitt and White, Withall, Flan-
ders, Perkins, Cogan, Mitzel and Rabinowitz, and others
(Amidon and Flanders,“l963). ‘Beginning in the late 1930's,
Anderson.and his colleagues systematically observed "domi-
native" or authoritarian and "integrative"-or denocratic'
behaviors of five teachers over a period of years. :They
demonstrated;that teacher'behaviorfsets\the clinate of the
.class. 'Lipbitt and White conducted laboratory experiments
to analyze the effects of adult leaders on grouns of five
hoys. Their- conclusions confirmed and extended the find-
ings of Anderson. Withall classified teachers' verbal |
statements into seven categories.f These categories formed
an index of teacher behavior which related to the integra-
'tlve domﬁnative (1/D) ratio of Anderson. TFlanders studied
.the effects of integrative and dominative behaviors on in-
dividual“students in laboratory situations.‘ﬁEavorable re-
actions were recorded when students were exposed to integra-
tive behaviors. Perkins used Withall's technique to demon:“
strate that groups led by 1ntegrative leaders were able

to learn more. about a given topic, child growth and develop-

ment, more frequently than groups led by dominative leaders.

/

“@
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Cogan found that students reported doing more school work

under teachers who could be classed as integrative. Mitzel

7/

and Rabinowitz used multiple observations from which they S

concluded that teachers' behavior patterns vary according

/

to the immediate situation.
" Harris, Bessent, and McIntyre (1969) discussed’

three purposes for systematic classroom observation. Ad-.

m1n1strat1ve deCISLOH making 1nvolves use of data for such
( . \

purposes &as merit pay'determinations, reprimands, promo- "j-

tions, and contract renewals. Program evaluating and

planning focuses on the program rather than the individual;ﬁfﬂ

teacher. Direct in-service. experience may be gained by

those beigg observed as well as by the obserxers. - Pro-
fegsional skill is required for systematic classroom ob-

servation. They also pointed out, "Teaching i a'vemy :

complex process. It is nothossible for an obserfer to

see everythlng whlle observing a classroom. Classroom
/

observation should be for a specifie purpose or purposes

~.

in order for the observer to focus on ‘the most relevant

occurrences.

‘-

McGaw, Wardrop, ana'Brunda'(1972)-llsted three

sources of error in classroom- observation §chemes. These

includeidifferences befween observers, imprecise definitions
Az ’ . . A s S ‘

of behavidrs, and variations in teacher behavior,.

\

\
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Kaplan (1964) summarized the status of-scientific
observation. "Scientific observation “#% deliberate re-
search, carried out with care and forethouglity as con- _

trasted with casual and largely passive perceptions of

everyday life." .

Observations Contrasted with Surveys

In this study, observations, made by trained
observers, were contras£ed with teacher self-reports ob-
tained ﬁhrough surveying the same individuals who were
ob;ervéd., |

According to Hayman (1968), the Qﬁjective of

descriptive research is to assess and describe certain

characteristics of a particular situation at one or more

points in ﬁime. Méthods equal observaﬁion, survey, and
content analysis.. In observation, subjiects do;not deliber-
aﬁely furnish information aﬁoﬁt themselves. In survey, 4
subjects help the researcher to gather data, Hayman re;-
ommended that the observation form.should be limited to
twenty-five categories. He also cautioned that the order
of questions may'affect respondents.

“ Hillway (1969) cautioned educational researc%syf/_
that surveys help to pin.down facts but cannot reveal what -

conditions are necessarily ideal.

27
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Both observations and surveys are accéptable
methbds:to Zssess and describe characteristics or situa-
tions. Observations by trained observer; have the adfan-‘
tage -:of potentially high,inter—observér reliability.' Sur-
veys have tﬁe_édvantageé of low relative cost and lack of

geographical ,constraints.

.Teacher Self-Reporting

‘Allen and others (1970) made several interesting

points in the volume entitled Teacher Self Appraisal: A

Way of Looking over Your Own Shoulder. First, they pointed
7 ;

out, "In self-appraisal, any change in teaching’behavior
begins with a need to know yourself.J Secondly, they
stated, "Changes in teaching'behavior are mdst likely to
. occur in a threat-free atmos?hére." Thirdly, they stated,
"The‘participation of teachers in a program of self-

appraisal:must be completely voluntary. Freedom of choice
) ,

~to enter and to leave the progrém must be an absolute

.

guarantee for each teacher." A series of assumptions un-
|

dergirding teacher self-appraisal have also been made: A

(1) "Teaching is more than mental processes, more than

. thinking.  Basically it involves human interaction--where

s
o b

learning is the objective." (2) "The chance for teaching

28
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to improve will occur oniy wﬁeﬁ the teacher behaves 4if-
ferently." (3) "Teaching is not a single pattern of 'most
successful’ béhavior.‘ Each teacher, tﬁerefore,vshould be
free to develop his own unigue étyle of teaching." (4)
”T;aching behavior can be ch%qged by one ﬁerson--the
teacher. No amount of command or exhortation from another
can actually change one's behavior." and (5) "Teaching
behaviof most readily changes when the teacher is provided
objective data of his own teach{ng."

One argumeht which gay.be made for]teachers'
self-reporting their percepti;ns of classroom behavio; is

that they are more likely to accept changes npesulting from

data which they were jnvolved in developing. The American /_

: /
Association of School Administrators (1964) reported: //

//

During his tenure at Columbia University, President /
Eisenhower engaged & firm of-consultants to study
the University's organization. He 1is reported later .
to have commented that the resulting document was/
"the most expensive and least-read document the Uni-
versity's library ever acquired."” /

They further reported:

Every teacher knows that involvement 1is critical to
learning. The effective survey is one that /involves
every person whose behavior or attitude cownts in a
problem, _ ' / /

- v/
/
/

/
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"Motzwz—ion is ancther critical conce: Tn this

cor 7=z~ 3+t impli.s thet ° cse ¢ ncernsc o -+ . be zware
of » r-: em. in = ~ —es studie: and want D see it
to. 7 Trant it e L5 help solve

-]l iing Self-Repcr:=
i ns

-a collec-ed for studies concer:xi: © cla._reom
" behavior 1e from direct - indirect meash :. Indirect
measures f >vide indicator= from which inferences may -e
made. - Student attendance rates, student achie@ement,
disciplinary referrals, and the number of library bookKs
checked ou=z by_students a?e among & myriad of such indi-
cétors. Diréct measures calL‘fby input either from the
teacher or from someone else §b§érvipg teaching-léarning

interactions, Observers may include students, fellow

teachers, -administrative or supervisory personnel from

° 1

within the school district, or observers from sources ex-
\ T

ternal to the school. Such data cpilection may?or may not
 be systematic. With a wide vgriety of variable# and an
atrundance of literature available, a’conscioﬁs aecision /
was made to devéte the following paragraphs tofreceﬁt
literature relating systématic.obse£vation to éelf-féports; /7
- ] .

Several recent researchers have approached the ,

question, "How do teachers see themselves and}their : /

,/’

h
!
i
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classr ooms ap..2’ son to tThe cbserve~. 3 of trained
obser- 2rs? «:.vrz_ 2 of observing anc t 1g observed
has be=n disc. set. -f self-reports ccul. oe usec for
Vmaking adpinzz vn -ive decisions relative tc program. eval -
uating and p-¢ .;  self-r=ports could also prdvide di-
rect in-serv. .. .. - Tience.

_ Re: .. -: often gather data t sending ques-
tionnaires, <1 .. TEZires, of other self-rzporting forms
to the populez .icn w::ng studied. Is it reasonable to ex-
pect reliabil .y .z-Tm responses which come from individuaals
untrained in - .ze of the particular instrument.and
possibly unin--—p<3 as to the intended meaning of termi-

nology used irn t*r~ instrument? A partial angﬁer_to this

question was p:ese:ied_by'Worie (1972), who studied the

effects of trzining on the variance of teacher ra<ings.

Variance deperd: - -~wo fezcors. First, greéter variance
existed when ra- =1 .ased umséaled items‘than'Whenfthey
used scaled ivemns This supported the view of Harris,

Bessent, and cIntyre (1969) that wheq a rater had spe-
cific behavior items upon which to focus his attentiow,
the raﬁings ternd=2 =o beccme more uniform than when orly
- general terms we1: offered. Secondly, training did sig-

nificantly aliter wariancé; however, it would 'be .difficult
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to o-tai- reliable ratings using an extremely wucct trzia-
ing vperioa.
There are significant differences a: sno: the 3ir-

structicmal activities of teachers (Cohen, 1973 Clasz-

-

roor observasion instruments may be diviged irto :atego=y
systems and rating systems. Category sy;tems zx- classi-
fied as low-inference measures (Gage, l§69), © .. the
jtems focus on specific, denotable, relétively “ajective
behaviors. Rating systems are:consider%d high- .=z erenze
measures, because the observer must maﬁe inferences-from
a seriéslof events (Rosenshine, 1970).;

The major disadvantages of cﬁtégory systems are
the cost of using observers and the dffficulty of spec{fy—
: I _
ing behaviors before they czn be incl@ded in a category

system. Rosenshine (1970, and others/ have noted that the
! R B

: ]
disadvantages of rating systems inclyde (1) the halo ef-
I .
fect, (2) the error of central tendency, (3) leniency

i

error (Power, 1973), (4) difficulty in calibrating “zc-
tors, such =zs "excellent," (Moutly,51969), and (5) @iffi-

culty in recording high-inference i%emé-systemati:aLly

|
(Gage, 19€9). . -]
. -

Emmer (1968) discovered that teaéhgrs overesti-
B 1 '

mated, by as much as SO;percent,,tre amount of time thelr
|
: ]
' |
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suril:z hzé - alked durzing e t- nt--ainute discus: 3

thet  .-= -=achcr =:d con -cted. . u2 teachers we sle
<0 =s .rzeT= the amcunt ol .-ude: . - .rsicipation be =<
then Ther:

Jsing & .rancoml- selex:zed zample of parti:zi;unts,

it wa fco:né that theres wz- a d_zcernible gap be‘wee:
teach:r percepiions of the.r classrcom prectices &nd :2-
haviors and their actual performances, as revealecd by
actual classroom observations (Young, 1973);
Kvidah (19 'C) compared student evaluat:icn: - f
teach=rs with tszcher self—evaluationsﬁy Data were ob-
teins - from a ten-trait scale, the Teacher Rating Scals, .
from ~oth te=achers and students, and from tke Treit Eﬁnk-
ing form, used by each teache; and student to rank tne
ten traits in orcer of importance. A tendency was notsd
for ~ompositz self-evaluations oF all teachers té ce simi-
lar tc their students' composite >~valuations cf their -

teacher's efrfectiver ss. Teacher— and students agre=ed

PN

[

tha< "<ncw.sdge of Sudject" 15 the most important
trait, while "Per:zzmz=l sppearance’” is least imgportant.
Cwens‘(.iml) rompared The perceptions of tescher

corpetents, withizn and & ug three groups of eZucators;

using th: Instrument for tke Obs=rvation of T=achluog

33
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’

c+ivi i=c  TISTA. ~Tlassrour teechexs, administrators, and

o..le = ---igsors were in v Lved ir reacting to data
z=her = <az thairtr-mine - - ideo tiiras cf six respordents.
“wens = ..d2d tha#t teazhz— . are n>t as relizble jucges.
¢ c¢lz >~ = bhehevior asz c.-.lege supervisors. Adminis-.
--ator = _ z3ility ranked ~~:ween that of %the other two
Touns. ermg! Testarta v 3¢ . question for investiga-

-5rs wi¢ r -~ on teacher se Z-reports of thneir own be-
havior:. <—f rell'zbility is lacking in the more objeciive

-zasuring compe=encies of others, what justi-

ficati~n is ther= to assume greater reliability =s teachers -

~pproac . ths more subjectiv: area of self-rzporting?

. ’ ilvage (1970) St'jiEd the Validity of teacher

sel®. ~:ports for credictizg pupil and observer ratings

of t=zcher perfcrmance. Involved in his study were 100
els s=ntary teac =r§, larzuage arsts/social :zience
mL aET T and 7.l ma:‘tm,iw*s/science,teacheTE. The cor-

s :l.mocz tetwee=n pred citxd and actuzl scores wa:s very low
Y i~ TTOUDS. C=.y szores cf matnematics/science teach-

st-7 tae ~_as:t <m <Tservation Record (COR . sub-

n
H
-~

cten— == the hpr-inecsis that self-reported responses
car == wz:=2d as ~igni. .cant predictors of pupil effective-

necs, 2z judged by pupil and trained-observer respqnses,
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in a study by Pes: 1970), classroox teachers
macs self-anzlyses of tnei Vv ~2al behavior in ths class-
roc= an- a t-aired obse -ver m &2 analyse~: of the same D¢ -

havior using Flanders' ‘a iisnies for I- teractio- Analyses

tH

Systemrm veek concluded tne.: t=achers did not arzear <0

be abl-- to self-znaly=e tzs_r overall verbal ber.ivior ex-

o

ceps i -he zrez >f preising and encoureging st:ieﬁts.

Ot= basic di"ficu. =y in relating self-jercecztions
to observed tehavior lies .- determicing the relationsh;p
between self—peréepticn ani observed aehavio:. Renolds
(1972) found that tezcher s=lf-acceptzncs anz gself-
satisfaction are relzzed tc cbserved classrocn behavior.

Zirrer 15"} studied the relaticmsidize betw=en
self-ev:.u. . 5ions and -urervisory ratimgs of f.rst-year
Lutheran =lementary : :o0l teachers wxt had graduateé from
Concordi: Teachers -: kezz=, River Foresz.. Ilizinois. He

found th=z teachke - -~ = supsrvizors agr=e on ~ome Tzings

and disag-ee or ~ners . 3uvervisor ratings c: such fac-

tors a: —erscnel cuel:.ficat_ons, commitment, —-cZessional
dualificafions, Tcaching competeﬁce, and class--oom manage-
ment‘correlatad positively with teacher self-evaluation
fadtors such 2s adjustment to the school organizzgion. aif-

ficulty wit. clas: contrul, compatibility of szsisnment,
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and liking of work at present locat:.on and negati~~.y with
using bwn ideas and él;n; ©o0> teachi-gz and satisfacticn
with progress being made by student:c

Fillbrandt (1”1 used nir- Zimensions ¢ tsacher

.

behavier, 'defined by Ryvernz in Cherac- .tistics of Taachers,

to compare systematic ot szrvatioms wi-" retings by tsachers

]

s dimensic:.s inc_uc=4 Demo-

n

and their supervisors. T
cratic, Resporsive, UzZzr:rzanding, Kin:ly, Siimalaving.
Original, Responsible, Syszematic, and Ortimist . . :znsvior,
No significant relaticnshiys between ' .iings Or se T

rzating and the intsractiom of rat:sr . srieritisy oy olass-

room behavior cculd ue Z ~uni.

Number of Obserracions--
Differing Views ’

Resea-chers d-f. =r on ~iz:io:.s &s ¢ =wow many

observations ar= needed . the saz=me te izher beiozr- such

information may be used w_:-h confidzncs=. Harris, “.2gsant,
and McIntyre (1969) em~haz .zed tZ* -oilrt that r=liainility

increases with mult.-i» - -=pvasling Te use: tc be

m

made of the informati:. g=:onered shimooga syster -t ot -~
servations will, ‘in oarz, detesmin: ske informe —.on grasp

raquired.
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Medley and Mitzel (1963) contended that is is

tet:er to increase the number of observations than the num-
bver - cbservers. Instability of behavior cover occasions
gives rise to sampling error. -

xVoeée (1970) determined, in a study of the pro-
cedures for evaluating classroom teachers in Washington,
tnat effectiveness of evaluation lay in the manner of 1its
r :rfcroance more than in the frequency of teacher-evaluator
¢ sntra2cts. The number of observations is not important.

Wells (1970) stated, "A more representstive pilc-
ture of ﬁhe predominan£ teaching patterq bein% displayed
by & teacher is found byréombining at least three fifteen-
zinu e sample episodes/oftclassroom verbal interaction.™ |
‘he :nstrument used in Wells's study was Flanders' Class~'
room Interaction Analysis.

Adachi (1971) reported tha£ the third observa-
tion by individuals who had completed training in the Iu-
strument for the Observation of Teaching Activities (IOTA)
were consistent with IOQTA cpnsultants' scores of the same
teacher's performance,

More Comprehensive Observation Gﬁide items were
_idenzified as significantly reliable at the .05 level by
_pooling ;cores from three visits than were-obtained from

-

single-observation visits (Power, 1973).

37
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Observations for Improvemant
of Teaching

If one use of classroom observation is to im-
prove teaching, then a Ease can be made fdr training teach-
ers in observatién ﬁechniques. Teachers so'trained would

: . , . \
ve in a better position to aqalyze and improve pfactices
of themselves and of fellow feachers. Johnson (1971) sug;
gested that teacher-colleague_ analysis of questioning
skills might be an economical-method of improving class-
room teaching practices.
| Moller (1968) found that first-year teachersi

listed fellow teachers most frequently as the one soufce
,ffom which they receiveg the most help. Fellow teéchersﬁ
were follerd by department chairman, l4ﬁpercent;bprinci:
pal, 7 percent; assistant principal, 4lpercent; and super-
visor, 3 percent. B

Thomes (1972) found that teacher self-analysis
of video tapes of own behavio; leads to improvement. Teach-
ers viewed.daily video tapes'of their own classroom be-
havior’énd counted the numbér‘of'times they engaged in de-
sired behaviors. The frequency of each behavior category
increased as the teacher counted it.

Weeks (1972)'developed an innovative approach

I to classroom observation. FEach user of Weeks' system

38
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"selects ten behaviors for a series of observations to be

made on his teaching in his own 6lassroom by an observer
of his choice. The ten behaviors are selected from a
master list of 199 classroom behaviors including cogni-
tive{'eéfective, and psychomotor behaviors of teachers and
students. Lists are pooled when a group of teachers are
to observe one another.

Coombs (1966) added a new dimension to describ-

_ing such teacher-student interactions as defining, explain-

s

ing, compariﬂg, and classifying in yhat he{calledﬁthe logié
of teaching. He discuésed eleven types of :moves" or
verbal activities‘whichlintroduce_concepts.‘ Moves may be
pade by the teacher, by a student, or by the teacher ana
one or more students\¥ gether. Kno%ledge of such moves,

: _ N

Coombs contends, enables" the teacher to be more critically
conscious of the progress of classroom ‘discussions; but

no evidence is presented which would indicate that)these

concepts had been validated or that they could be reliably

<,

recorded, é&ther by the teacher or by outsﬁde observers.
The eleven moves Were: (1) criterion descriyption, (2)
classification,>(3)\analysis, (4)--analogy, (5),différen—
tiation, (6) positize instance, (7) negative instance,
(8)~instance substantiation, (9) instance production, (10)

enumeration, and (11) metadistinction.

g
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«
Clegsrnom Observaticn amnd
Stude .t Performances

Medler (1¢7T2, =2d the following to say about the

relailonships De=zwe

r

n ciecisroom observation of teachers
and -nerformenc= =-f stufer:ts under the tutelage of those
teachers:

v

There is co=: . derable research evidence to show that
teachers whc -~.re rated most effective are not really
“he most ef = tive in this (that pupils show the
greatest gaims while in her class) sense of the term.
T have search=d the literature and| every study I

have found wkticth zompared supervisor's ratings or
judgments o =eacher effectiveness 'with measured
cains of mzsils (adjusted to equalize ability levels,
=tc.) haz fTmums wmo appreciable relationship between
‘them. - ‘

Altacugh Ros=nshine (197C) made a valia argument
for rslating ez her behavior fo pupil achievement, Cohen
(1973) pointedi zui that interactions among students and
bet%een the tesch=r and individzal students may also relate

to student achiev=ment:

Sociologistr point to structural factors in the or-
genization of teaching producing so much variability
in how tezchers carry out instructional activities
that the rossibility of coming up with systematic
understan<ng of the conditions for teaching effec-
tiveness whnrough inductive studies of teacher- talk
and studert learning would appear very limited. _
Secondly, studies of the participation.rates of stu-
dents 1n typical classrooms suggest that a tutbrial

5]

A0 L



34

_model of teacher-student interaction will prove quite
inadequate to explain student learning. There are '
typically too few students who have the chance to
interact with the teacher. Thirdly, studies of the
effect of classrcom status systems on the teacher and
on the students' learning point to the necessity for
conditionalizing any statements concerning teacher
effectiveness: learning partly depends on the formal
and informal structure of the classroom.

. Literature cited thus far helps to establish the
need for further .research concern;ﬁg:the relationship be-
tyeen.reported teacher self-percepﬁibns and reports by

.trained observers.

A Needs Assessment

Selection of,ihdividualization of instruction

as the area in which to collect data was the result of a

]

“study which included assessment of the needs for future

in-service teacher training in Texas. o

-

’/”//f,////~?“ThEAstudy on .in-service teacher training was

conducted in the Spring of 1973, by the Division of Eval-
- . / .

uation of the Texas Education Agency (Nutt, 1973). Par-

ticipating in the study were -independent school districts,

education service centers, other divisions of the Te%as

H

Educatibﬁ Agency, and two professional teacher organiza--

tions. Thése two organizations were the Texas Class%oom

S R

\
-
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Teachers association (TCTA), which represents classroom
teachers, and the'Texas State feachers Association (TSTA),
representing a bfoad‘spectrum of Texas educators. |
As fa?t'of the study; respondents were asked to
assess the need for future in-service| education among
various types of activities. ‘Analysi‘ of data from school
districts involved a stratified randoﬁ sample.<zX“Weighe&
frequenéy,count was émplpyed with high priority é ;;”mid;
dle priofipy = 2, low priorityﬁ; l,‘énd not nqued = 0.
From the pooled total of all districts, individualization
of instruction was the most needed-area for in-gerviéé..
In Strata I, districts with over 50,000 ADA, individualiza-
tion of instruction ranked "number 22 .among over 100 possi-
ble choices, ﬁhile needs assessment'stﬁdy ranked number
‘ome.- In Strata IT, distficts with 10,000 to 49,999 ADA,
and in Strata V; districts with lgss than 500 ADA, indi-
viduali&afion ofrinstruction ranked number two. Training
to help teachers to work with special edﬁcation studeﬁts
having‘emotional problems_waé the primé concern ih Sﬁrata
IT; while iﬁ Strata V, emphaéis was‘givenvto the broad °
area of elementafy school teaching skills. Individualiza-
tion of instruction was tﬂe priority area of respoﬁdents

99 ADA and

t.

42 -/ : - &

from Strata III, districts with 1,000 to 9,9
SRR ‘
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Strata IV, districts with 500 to 999 ADA. Texas Education
Agency Officials ranked individualization as the sixth

highest needed area for teacher in-service, with career

- )

education assuming highest priority. Education Service
Cénter'directors also saﬁrcareer education as the priofity
in-service need, but ranked individualization of instruc--
tion a close second.

Questionnaires from Texas State.Teacher Associa-
tion members, saw individualization of instruction listed
as third priority, behind developmental'reading and de-
veloﬁmént of skill infwd?king with children who do not
learn using traditional inétructionai methods.

Members of the Texas Classroom Teacher Associa-
tion indigaied that they considered in-service in individ-
ualization of instruction to be the. highest priorityf

School officials also reported areas in which
in—ssrvice had been offered during'tﬁg 1972-73 school term.
Training in individualization of instruction seemed to be
a function éf size. All districts in Strata I repprtgd-g
that individualization of instruction was an in-service
education topic as did 94 percent_of the disgtricts in
Strata II, 69 percent of the districts in Stiahé II, 61
percent of the districts in Strata Iv;_and 45 percent of

the districts in Strata V.
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Instructional Legdership Materials, through~the

The Measuring Instrument

Office of School Studies and’Surveys of The University of

Texas at/@ustin, has made available self-reporting and

’
/’

/ . observation guides for use in describing classroom behaviors
. // i . .

/ v : ' :
in a’'systematic manner. One instrument, The Descriptive.
Obgérvatiod Record of Individualization of Instruction
(ﬁarris and McIntyre, 1971) allows tréinéd observers to

record evidence as to the amount of five types of indi-

vidualization of instruction:
/ ' ' : /

I. Intra-class Grogping
IT. Variety of Materials
III. Pupil Autonomy
IV. Differentiated Assignments

V. Tutoring

Another form_of the instrument, the Individualization’of
,Ingtructidn Inventory, allows for teachers to réport their
perceptions of the degrée to which they-individu%lizg,ih;,
Qtruction in eaéh of these five categories. '.,'rf

. The pfesent forms of thése inst;uménts ey&lvgd

from those found in a set of “Comprehensivé>Observation

Guides and Inventories" (Harris and McIntyre, 1964). A
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key step in the development of these instruments was the
use of the "Basic Teaching Procédures Scale" and-thev"Class-
room Behavior Scale" in a study of the effecﬁs of demon-
stration teaching upon ekperienced and inexperienced teach-
ers (Harris, ieeé; Coody, 1967). In this study, trained
observer-analysts observed classraom teachers/at the
beginning and the end of the school yeaf. FEach observa-
ftion was for a duration of thirty minutes. Teache;s were
subjected to three supervisory aﬁproaches.in order to test
the effeét of demonstration teaching'oh the teacher's in—ﬁ
dividuvalization df instruction. Factors whichbwere.re-
porﬁed>to be the best indicators of individualization of
instrdﬁtion wgré incorporatea-into the revised instruments.

o

\ Williams (1968) used a self-report form of-the
A\

instruqe&t\in his study of practices of' teache®s in graded'
and nonérad;HNCIgssrooms. The degree fo which teachers

in nongr;ded ciaésrdoms reported their practices of in-
.dividualizatién of instruction proved not to be. signifi-
cantly hiéher'than those in graded claszobms."Another
form of the insﬁrument,'thé Sﬁecial Classroom Observaﬁions‘
Guide, was used by Murray (1971) in a study entitled Win-:
dividualizétion of Iﬁstructi;n in Spécial Learnin% Disa-

" bilities Resource Classrooms: A Comparative Study."
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Murray's study involved fifteef elementary and fifteen
junior high school learning di

/

Each teacher was observed during at least one thirty-

sabilities resource teachers.

minute period by three traingd raters simultaneously. Sub-

sequent to the observations teachers completed a packet

o

of rz2ports which included self-report form of the instru-

ment. Significant diffegences were found between observa—'f“

/
/

/ i .
tions and self-reports Ain all aspects of individualization

of instruction, with feachers viewing their own practices

in a more favorable  light.

Dzta gg&thersd by.observers were also us=d in =
study in whicg/teachers in districts &here either lzrora-
tory merno s/or traditional approaches to individue;iza—
:tlon of -nstruction in-service were offered were compared
witg/observatlons of teachers where indlvidualization of

i;/}ﬁgtruction wag not a ﬁajor area of in- serv1ce training.
'Teachers_in districts where in-service training in the ™~
area of individualization of instruction had been offered

were observed to individualize instruction to a greater

extent than the other teachers (Heeney, 1973).

Summary

/ /

The interactions betWeen teachers and students

in. classroom situations may be observed systematically
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by trained observers. Attempts to relate observed teacher
behaviors to other factofs such as student achiévemgnt or
teacher sel%-perceptions ﬁave-been inconclusive,.

The need for teacher in—servicé training in in- |
dividualization of instruction was affirmed by superin-
tendents, education service center directors, state educa-
tion agency personnel, and indiViduals from two major as-
sociations‘of professional edﬁcators.' Lestly, the use Qf
thk= Descriptivg Obse~vation Record of Individu=zlization of
Izs=truction to'deSCr'be the degree of five varietiesléf
.inuividualizétion of instruction has been reviewed.

The‘review of the literature found in this chapter,
informatioﬁ included in the tbeoreticaL framework in Chép-
ter I, and references,apprbpriately located throughout the

paper, will serve as a point of departure for future re-

searchers.



C'HAPTEHR I I I

PROCEDURES

This cha; ter wi;i describe the methods and p;é\\
ceiurz: usecd in collec-ing the data for this study. Methé&s.
us=d ir selecting subj=cts and characteristics of the sub-
ject. will be describe. . Téchniques used to measure the
crit=rion variable, observed individualizatior Qf'instruc—
tion., will be discusséi, followed by an explacation of phe'
measuresqsent techniques used to obtain the predictor vari-
able, self-reported individualization of'instruction.. Fi-
nally, the‘statisticai procedu;es used in the study will
be aescribed briefly. A compléte explanation of statis-

tical techniques will be found in Chapter IV.

Selection of Subjects

sﬁperintendeh£s of 167 school districts within
"a 100-mile radius of Austin were contacted by letter and
invited to participate in ﬁhe-study. These superinﬁendents
vere also asked if £heir diétrict had provided teachers
witﬂ'in—serviée educatibn sﬁecifidglly-designed to help
them to individualize instruction. Those interested in

41
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partiqiﬁating ir. the study were asked to identify a con-
tact person within “he district. Of the districts from
which responses wer= received, the ten largest where in-
service forthdividualizing instruction had notttaken place
were selected as well as ten districts with comparable
aferage daily atténiance (ADA)”where in-service for indi-
vidualizing instruction had taken place.

\ Copies of the Texas Education Agency Assignggnt. 
Code Sheets, TEA-637, for the 1972-73 school term of the
" twenty pdrticipating districts-werg obtained'frém'the_
management information center of the Texas Education Agency
through the cooperation of Jerry T. Barton, Research Di-
rector. Teachers listed as being at least half time in
" areas of l;nguage arts, matheﬁatics, sociél studies, on
ccience wsre iaentified and placed in & pool from which_g
random sample could be drawn. Similarily, special educa-
tion teachers wére jdentified. Directories listing voca-
tional or occupational education teachers were obtained
from thé Division of_Publ&c School Occupational<Prog}aﬁs
\Qg the Texas Education Agéncy, L. V. Ballard, Director.
A sémple of vocational, academic, and Special‘education

teachers, including at least twd!vocational and special

education. teachers, was selected from each district.
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Criterion Variabik
A team ;?\b

Heeney, using Harris's\ and McIntyre's Déscriptive Observa-

bservers was trained by Will .am C.

tion Record of Individua ization of Instrucﬁion. Zeeney
reported an interobserver \reliability of .82. T riining
sessions included discussibné'of the instrument z.ud in-
structions on completing iﬁ.XlObserver trainees used a
tfaining film as a Simul#ted observation, w;th'observers
filling in checklists independehtly followed by discussions
‘of what observers recorded. Actﬁal-classrooﬁ observation
as part of the traiﬁing was conducted in ths Csk Hill Fle-
mentary School of the Austin Independent School District.
Observation schedules were established :n each
‘participating district. District protocol was oktserved
in that the contact person in some dis:ricts set observa;
tign schedules while in other districts observation sched-
uIES_We;e developea in conferencé with campus principals

or their assistants.

?redictor Varlable

In four of the districts the individualization

of Instruction Inventory Self-Report was completed by

50
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teachers prior to classroon observation. Goodlad (1970)
had ncted a dlscrepency between teacher knowledge of tech-
nique 7 1nd1vidualizat10n of instruction and classroom
practices. Lamb (1970) revealed that the quality of teacher
question was unaffecten'%y prior knowledge that\classroqm

observers would be using the Teacher Question Inventory.

Conversely, an article in The Encyclopedia of
Education by Furst (1971:181), entitled "Classroom Observa- -
tion, Systematic,"” cautioned against the use of classroom

bs.

o

33

rvz--o2n for teacher evaluation:

Several researchers object to the use of their instru—

- ments for evaluation because they believe that teach-
ers may soon-learn to falsify behavior patterns when
‘they know they are being observed. Conversely, other
teachers might become so self-conscious .that they
¢ould not act normally.

It wns hoped that collection/of sélf—reports'from
some teachers béfore observation and fron other teachers
after observation ﬁould prnvide.a'pérticlé of additional
gvidence for future researchernlto consider in designing
studies. |
| | Self-report forms of the Individualization of
Instruction Inventory were mailed to each of the 364 teach-

. ers part1c1pat1ng/1n the study. The forms were accompanied

- by a letter.qnd a preaddressedvstampéd envelope. A

51




45

follow-up letter was sent to teachers who delayed in ﬁail-
ing back their seif-reports: Where no response was re-
ceived, an attempt waé made to contact each teacher by
telephone. As a final resort, dufing the week prior to
keypunching of data, school districts where three or more
| .self-feborts had not been received were visited in person

by the researcher., The resultant return netted 335 self-

reports of the 364 teachers who had been obéerved.

Intervening Variables

The following infcormation was obtained by ob- .
servers and keypunched in addition to scores on the Indi-

vidualization of Instruction Ihventory:

Observer ' School level

N District : - Teacher's ethnic background
. , ) _
In-service program Number of Anglo students

of district

Teacher‘identification Number of Black students

. i . LS
Teacher assignment . Number of Mexican-Awerican
. students . :
«
Teacher sex Total number of students
in class

P
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Multigje Linear
Regression Analysis

. Multiple linear regression was chosen as the

major statistical analysis technique to be used in this
study. because of its versatility and power as a re§éQrch

i

tool., It is basically a technique in which a criterion.

N

_ _ .
(or dependent) variable Y is predicted from a set of pre- "\,
. \

\
\

dictor (or independent) variables X, N ' The "general AN
equation for computing a subject's criterion score (preée-
dicted criterion score ¥) takes the form:

? = WXy + WX, + ... WeXp

, Where ¢ is the predicted criterion score
\\v .
b Wy is a weight for a predictor

. Xy is a predictor score

K 1is tbe number of predictor variables.

Since there islan error or.discrepancy between
the predicted score ? and the subject's actual criterion

score Y (signified by Y - ¥), the equation for the sub-

ject's actual criterion score takes the form:

Y = Y\ + E = wlxl +W2X2 + e WKXK + E.
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Where E is the error of prediction: Y - ¥. The task of
m&ltiple linear regression is to seek a set of weights-
whicn, when appliecd ta the respective raw scores of each
" subject, will yisld = set of error values wgth 2 minimum
prediction error. (V=1ldman, 1967:281-282).
| Program LINEA? (Jennings, 1971) on.file‘at The
University of Texas Computatioh\Cenﬁer was the principal

program,used to perform the statistical tests of the hy- '

potheses. BN

Summary

Observations by trained observers using the De- (7“//
scriptive Observation Record of_Individualized‘Instructioi .
were compiled on 345 teachers, who also completed a2 self-
report of the Indiviéualizétion of Instruction Iﬁventory;_
Subjects consisted of vocational, acédemic, and special‘
education teachers housed in elementary, Jjunior &{éh, or
high_schools of twenty independent school districts chated

within one hundred miles of Austin, Texas. Data were

3

- punched onto carﬁsvahd analy;ed’on'the‘CDC 6600 cbméuter_

of The University of Texas at Ausjin;,using the statisti-

cal computer program LINEAR developed by Jennings (1971).

. . - T
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CHAPTER IV

c

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

The primary purpose of this study was to submit
to systemg}%c inquiry the self-reported estimates of in-
dividualization of instruction as compared with the ob-
servations of the same teachers by/trained observers. This
burpose‘was to be served?by tééting the three hypotheses
irrespective of affirmation} disaffirmation,.or inconclu-
siverness of the tests of these hypotueses.

A secondary purpose of the study was to deve.op
a set of factors for cdnvertinéAself-reports of individ-
ualization of instruEtion obtained from the Teacher Quecz-
tionnaire of the Individualization of Instruction Inven-

tory into scores which would be reagsonable predictions of

scores recorded by trained observers.,

This study was desighéd ﬁo provide information
concerning the relationships between self-reported prac-
pices of vocational,'academic, and special ed;;ation teach-
ers and'observations of suéh practices as reported by
trained observers. Are teacﬁers' self—reportea ééores of
individualization of instruction practicesvon the Indi;

‘vidualization of Instruction Invenﬁory higher than scores
48
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of observers using the same instrument? Do discrepancies
between scores derived from teachers' self-reports of ~
;ndividualization of instruction practices on the Individ-
walization 6vanstruction Inventory and scores from ob-
servations made using the same instrument increase as the
degree of individualization of instrﬁction, refleqted from
observations, decreases? Do scores derived from teacpers'
self-reports of jndividualization of instruction vary in
a systematic way from scores derived from observations

made using the same instrument? These are some of the

questions the study attempted to answér.

The Sample

Computer analyses were performed on data repre-
senting 335 teachers from twenty school districte located
within one hundred miles of Austin, Texas. In the same
were 200 academic, 86 vocational, and 49 special educatién
teachers. A total of 169 were in ten districts which had
offered in-service training inrthe individualization of
instruction; 166 were in ten distficts Whé}e.other.tOPics
-were emphasized during iﬁ;service.teaéher'training. Ih
each set éf ten districts, self-reports were collected

prior to observation in two districts énd subsequent to

observation in eight districts.

’ 86




The Three Studies

Data collected during the courée of/this study
were to be used in three separate but interrelated réporté.
The focus of this report is a comparison of obserqu/and
self-reported individualization of instruction of vocail
tional, academic, and special education teachers. Anothgr
study described differences of observed practices of in-
dividualization of instruction among teachers exposed to
different in-service teacher training activities (Heeney,
1973). 1In a third study, findings of the first two are
to be analyzed in relation to specified demographic factors.
The hypotheses were presented in éhapter I. Tﬁe
literature relating systematicélly observed cléssroom

practices and self-reports of such practices was reviewed

in Chaypter IT. The design and procedure for executing the

study were discussed in Chapter III. The present chapter

written as \\

will describeuphe results.

Multiple Linear

Regression Analysiéx

Formulas for multiple linear regression were.

presented in Chapter IIT, 'The'general equation_maj be
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T = WiX1 + WoXp = ... WgXg.
Where € is the predicted criterion score

Wy is & weight for a predictor
X1 is a predictor score and

K 'is the number of predictor variables.

Considering the discrepancy between the predicted score ?

and the subject's actual score Y, the error of prediction,
. b

Y - ?, the equation for the subject's actual score takes

the form:
Y:Y+E=W1X1+W2X2 +. e e WKXK+E.

Where E is the error of prediction: Vv - ¥.

Multiple linear regression analysis may be used
to indicate the prabability that a criterion variable is
or is not statistically related to a set of predictor
variabies, but cause and effect Judgments are subject to
interpretation. : o : o

McNemar (1969:196) cautions:

Suppose that we have a dependent variable and four
independent variables which might be used in the de-
pendent variable. The cause and effect, as opposed
to concomitant, relationship among variables -is a

logical problem which must be faced by the investi-
gator as a logician rather than as a statistician.

!
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Stufflebeam and others (1971:142) testify .to the

value of multiple regression analysis while echoing McNemar's

‘caution:

An associational technigue of utility with a large
oumber of variables is multiple regression analysis,
with the concept of contribution to total variance
being the inclusion-exclusion criterion in refining
the mathematical model. While most techniques are
based on use of one dependent variable, canonical
analysis is based on a model of miltiple independent
and dependent variables. Most association technigues
zre dependent upon logic and time sequence to estab-
lish the causal network. Causality, in the sense of
cause and effect in the experiment, is never unequivo-
cally established in correlational analysis; however,
correlational analysis is a workable tool for pre-
diction. B

Veldman (1967:294) describes multiple correla-

tion thus:

Multiple correlation may be considered a special case
of the more general correlation model, with multiple
predictors on one side and a single criterion on the
other. The analytic procedure determines a set of
weights Tor the predictor variables (X1) which yield
a composite variable (9) that correlates maximally
with the criterion variable (Y).

Since Veldman referred to multiple correlations

as a spedial case of canonidal-analysis, clarification

of the later term is appropriate,
. . /

The goal of canonical analysis is to define the pri-
mary independent dimensions which relate one set of

59




53
variables to another set of variables . .- . . The
output of & canonical analysis should suggest answers
to guestions concerning the number of ways in which
the two sets of measures are.related, the strengths
of the relationships, and the nature of the relation-
ships so defined.

Veldman (1967:282) summarized the chief value
of multiple linear regression by saying

the linear-regression approach to analysis of vari-
ance offers the investigator the possibility of mak-
ing more precise tests of his hypotheses without many
of the usual assumptions of traditional analysis of
variance procedures.

Garrett (1966) offered four limitations to be
considered in using partial and multiple correlations.

. ’
First, linear regression 1is necessary. Secondly, the num-
ber of cases should be large. Thirdly, the influence of
factors is not clear cut; and, lastly, the sampling error
may be cumulative.

In this study, multiple lineasr regression analy-
sis was employed to examine variables relevant to the pre-
diction of the criterion, observed individualization of
instruction, in order to determine which variables con-
tributed to predictive efficiency. Also of importénce

was the possibility that the relationship of one predictor

~to the criterion depends upon the value of a second

60



54

predictor, considered simultaneously with all weighed pre-
dictor variables.

Program LINEAR (Jennings, 1971) was the princi-
pal program used to perform the statistical tests of the
hypotheses. This program is on permanent file at The
University of Texas Computaﬁion Center. It is a flexible
program which permits the manipulation of data. Readers
interested in learning more about the versatility of multi-

ple linear regression are referred to Introduction to

Linear Models by Ward and Jennings (1873).

/

The basic fuli model for the study was
Y =_Y1Xl + WZXZ + o0 + WKXK + E

where the values were dependent on the relationship being
tested at that time. For example, in the test of equal

differences by levels for all subjects, the full model was
Y = Wle + WzXz + W3X3 + E

in which Xj was "1" if the associated criterion score was
related to self-reported scores 76 and below, "O" other-
wise; X, was "1" if the associated d?itérion"sfgée was

. . / .

related to teacher self-reported scores 77 through 88,

"o" otherwise;. and Xz was "1" if the associated criterion
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scores was related to self-reported scores of 89 and above;
and where the following set of restrictions could be im-

posed:

Wp - Wy = Co = Constant

=
V]
i

Co + Wl
W3 - W]_ = 2Co

W3 = 2Co + W)
therefore

Y = WiX; + (Co + W) Xz + (2Co + X3) Xz + E

= W1X] + CoXp + W1Xp + 2CoXz + WiXz + E

W (X] + Xp + X3) + Co (X + 2X3) + E

= WiU + Co (Xg + 2X3) + E
where

U

(Xl + X2 + X3).
The restricted model was
- 2
Y = AU + Co (xzzxs) + E

1

where values for Co, Wl, W2, and Wz were determined from-

the full model.
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Continuing the example of the test for equal dif-
ferences by levels for all subjects, the following values

were determined from the full model:

Co’= 4.88 = 5

W1 = 22.28 & 22
Wy = 27.20 = 27
W, = 32.04 = 32,

3

The restricted ﬁodel iﬁposed the restriction'that being
in one of the three levels makes no significant contribu-|
tion to prediction. Only one type of»restription WAS im-
posed on the basic full model at a time. Each predictor
vector was removéd’from the full model, one ét a timé, to,
determine the effect of thet predictor in the full modél.
The results of the example cited were presented in ¢able
4.6. Statisticel tests in this study employed subroutines
of the standard computer program LINEAR (Jennings, 1971)
utilizing full and restricted models of multiple linear
regression analysis.

The restricted model compared to the full modél
permits comﬁutation éf F-Test'values-useful in testing
hypbtheses.‘ The formula used for the F-Test is:

(EsSsg - ESsy)/dfy

F = . k
ESSgp/df, - ;
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Where:

ESSR

Error sum of squares of the restricted wmodel.
ESSy = Error sum of sgquares of the full model.
af; = Degrees. of freedom-—the number of linearly
independent predictors in the full model, ﬁinus
the number of linearly independent predictors
in the festricted'model.
df, = Degrees of freedom--the number of elements in
Y (Number of Subjects), minus the number of
linearly independent predictors in the full

model.

The First Hypothesis Tested

The fifst hypothesis postulated that teachers'
self-reported scorés_of individualization of instruction
would: te highér tﬁag scores recorded by observers. Stated
as a directional hypoihesis, it was: Teachers' self-
reports of individualization of instruction practices on
the Individualizatién of Instruction Inventory will yield
higher scores than observations made using the‘same in-
strument. For the purpoée of applying the F-Test, this

directional hypothesis was restated so as to postulate
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TABLE 4-1

SELF-ORSERVED SCORES SUMMARY

Standard

Means Deviations Variance

Observed Intraclass Grouping 13.1370 6.7717 45.8559
Observed Variety of Materials il.OSSO 5.4638 29.8530
Observed Pupil Autonomy 12.8834 6.0531 -36.6395
" Observed Differentiated Assmt. 13.2507 5.0877 25.8847
Observed Tutoring 8.4956 3.9904 15.9235
Observed Total Score 58,3615 21.2120 449,9509
Self Intraclass Grouping 17.7930 4.4781  20.0534
Self Variety of Materials - 17.3207 4.2805 18.3228
Self Pupil Autonomy 17.9038 3.5034 12.2735
Self Differentiated Assmt. 16.8047 3.8973 15.1892
Self Tutoring 12,6647 33,9907 15.9255
Self Total Score 82.4636 15.3654 236.2195
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equality: self-report toteal scores on the Individualiza-
tion of Instruction Inventory are equal to otservation
total scores on the same instrurment. The F-Test pfoba-
bility was 0.000, which was significant below the 1 per-
cent level. The predicted mean self-score was 82.47; the
predicted mean observation score waé 58.36, ylelding a
difference of 24.11. One could conclude that self-scores
were consistently higher by 2 sizable margin.

Ingpection of Table_4}l reveals that means for
self-reported scores for each category of individualiza-
tion of instruction %ere higher than the observed score
in the‘same category. Standard deviations and variances
were higher for observed scores than for self-reported
scores in all ca%egories except’self-tutor;ng. Thé pean
for the total self-reported score was 8g<4636,and the
standard deviation was 15.3694; while th; mean for the
total observed score was 58.3615 and the standard devia-
tion was 21.2120.

The relationships or correlations among each of
the means displayed in Table 4-1 were tested. These cor-
relaéioﬁs are displéyed in Tables 4-2 end 4-3. .All cor-
relations were positive, but none was .90 or greéter. The

'

fact that none of the scores of the five parts of the
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TABLE 4.2

CORRELATIONS OF OBSERVED SCORES WITH SELP-REPORTED AND OBSERVED SCORES
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CORRELATTONS OF SELP-REPORTED SCORES WITH SELF-RLPORTED AND OBSERVED SCORES

ABLE 4.3
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-mﬂm m>og‘ mad:o nNWgE e UJEQ_E
Self Total Score 299 84 R4 8 L674- L0000
Observed Intraclass Grouping A7l S56 773 M3 L2080 LeBd
Observed Verlety of Naterials 2615 2790 M0 2812 (8K 2069
Observed Pupil Aubonony 2085 .07 .16 LO53L JIe5 26
Observed Differentiated Assmt,  3B44 1804 1792 S0 L1930 3402
Myrerved fuboring 2193 ,1090 L0485 2188 2803 ,2490
Observed Total Score S A9 . 8% LSl 5% L34
Self Intraclass Grouping L0000 L5087 4791 5TSO 4271 7909
 Self Variety of Uaterials S06T LOW0 860 LSO L3697 Tl
- Self Pupil Autonomy 0 860 1,000 546 3649 TBM
Self Differentistéd Asst, 5750 S0 L5416 L0000 L4123 L85
Self Tutoring ATl Lo e 425 L0000 L6120




instrument correlates -at the .95 level or greatgr with
the total scores indicated that each of the»five rarts
of the instrumené were necéssary to obtain a total com-
posite scére, Strongest relationships were geherally noted
between component parts an@ the total scores. in excep-
tion to this was that the corrglation between obsirved
pupil aﬁtonomy and observed.iﬂfraclass.grOU§ing wa% .7496,
wﬂiie the correlation bétwéen observed pupil autonbmy and
the observed total 'score was calculated to be .6784; The
strongest relationships included those between (l)‘ob—
served total score and obsgrved differentiated assign¥
ments, .8992; (2) observed total score and observea intra-
class grouping,v,SZSQ; (3) éelf-tptal score and self.
differentiated assignment, .8152;vand (4) self-total score
and self-intraclass group}ng, ;7985.

Examinatioh of self—reported scores and obser&a-
" tion scores revealed some isolated incidences, usually
toward the high or low extremes, in thch oBservedéséores
were_higher than seif-reported; however, it was de&on-
stratéd statistically that self-reported scores tended
to be higher than oBserved scores.

Table 4.4 presents pfedicted mean scores of

vocational, academic and special education teachers. The

, 2.
/ \

-
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TABLE 4-4
PREDICTED MEAN SCORES* OF VOCATIONAL, ACADEMIC
/ :

AND SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

/

/(v"

Type of Source ﬂﬁ;ﬁcf/Pred cted _otagda?d Variance
Teacher . . ‘~-Nkan5\\\>pev1atlon
Vocational Self-reported . 85.28 12.33 152.02
: Observed 63.98 20.18 - 407.23
_Academic Self-reported 80.89 16.31 266.00
Observed . 55.44 - 21.35 455,67
Special Education . Self-reported . 82.37 14,95 223.42

Opserved 62.10 19.43 277.55.

%*Predicted scores are calculated by the use of the actual sccres. The
" predicted score is a score that will produce the smallest error sum
of squares. This is done by subtract}ng the actual score from the
predicted score,thereby obtaining an errox score. The error score is
squared and summed to obtain the error sum of square.




mean predicted self—;eforted score of vocational teachers:
was 86.28, while the mean predicted observed score was
63.98, yielding = differencé of 22.30. Special edupation
teachers recof&ed the lowest difference, 20.?7, between

a mean predicteéd self—feported score of 82.37 and a mean
predicted observed score of 62.10. Lowest prédicted means,
80.89vself-reportéd and Sg.44'observed, were recorded: for

academic teachers who also were noted to have the greatest

difference, 25.45. "

The Second Hypothesis Tested

The second hypothesis theorized that the self-
reported scores of tegchers who were obser?ed to be in—‘
dividualizing instruction ig;g would be closer estimétes
o.” the degree of individualization of instruction than
self-reported scores of teachers who were obser&ed to be
.individualizing instrucﬁion less. The hypothesis state-
ment was: Diséiepancies between SCQres derived frém teach-
ers' self—repofts of individualization of instruction
practiceé on the Individualization of Ingtruction Inven-
tory and scores frgm observations made using tﬂe_same in-

strument will increase as the decgree of individualization

of instruction, reflected from observations, decreases.
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In order to test the hypothesis, it was assuméd that the
mean of the observation séores (58.3615), as réflected

in Table 4-1, was a reasonablé point of division into

upper and lower observation écores. For the purpose-of
applying the F-Test, the sgcond hypothesis was‘restated

so as to presume equality{f the differences'betweeﬁ self-
and observation scores, q&th observation scores above thg/
mean, are equal to the dﬁfferenées between self- and ?b-

/
/
servation scores below the mean. The F-Test probability

!
was O.QOO,'which was svénificant‘below the 1 percent level.
The below—the-meanAdifference was 35,28 and the abové~the-
mean difference was JqLSS, yielding-a~discrepancy of 25.63
between the two groups. . One concludes that the lower ob-
servation scores have a greater difference than the highér
scores, thus confirmipg the second hypothesis,

A reproducition of the computer print-out is_ in-

cluded ‘in the Appendix on which self-reported scores on

“the fndividualizatién of Instruction Inventory were plotted

-along the horizontal axis and observed scores'were plotted

along the vertical axis with thé lowest possible score

X i ¢
(twenty-five) at the upper leftl It was included so that

" future researchers 'would be able to verify findings of

this study and dlso to provide additional evidence -of the
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copfirmation of hypotheses one and two. Since self-reported
scores were generally higher than.observed scores, it was
practical to subtract observed scores from sélf-reported
scores for purposes of data analysis. A graphic representa-
tion of self-scores minus observed scores plotted againét
observed scores is also_presented in the Appendix. Visual
inspecﬁion of this plot helped to confirm that lower ob-

servation scores have a greater difference thén(the higher

. scores.

The Third Hypothesis Tested

The third hypotheéis dealt‘witb_(lj a systematic
relationship between self-reports énd oBservatidns and (2)
use.of self-reported scores of individualizzation of in-
struction to asseés general practiceé of a population of
teachers. The third hypothesis wés stated thus: Scores
derived from teachers' selfrrééorts of individualization
of instruction pfactices/will vary in a systematicvﬁay-
from scores derived f;om_bbservations made.ﬁsing the.same
instrument, 80 as to permit the development of-a‘set of - -
factors for-converting self-reporﬁs-of individualization
of instruction obtainsd from %eacher self-reports into

scores. which would be reascnable predictors of scores

P
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recorded by trained observers. In order to test this hy-
pothesis, a number of statistical tests, all employing
multiple linear regression, were employed.x These tasts
included tests of equal difference, self-scores minus ob-
"served Scores‘plotte& ageinst self-scores, tests for linear-
ity, tests for equality of levels, and comparisons of’
F-Tests for subgroups. . The essence of all theée statisti-
cal tasts, eachﬁof which will be discussed subsequently,
was that self}feports of the tbtal sample were divlided
into three levels which may be ﬁsgd to,p{?dict‘similar
levels of ééorés reported by trained observérs. |

| Div&ding lines for the three levels were found
to be one-half standard deviation above and below the mean
of self«reported scores. Scores derived from teachers
self-reports of individualization of instruction into
scores which were reasonable predictors of‘scores recorded
by trained obserQérs was developed. These factors included
the foliowing three levels: (1) for socres .76 and below--
subtract ?2 puints; (2) for 1?ores 77 through 88--subtract
27 points; (3) for scores 89 and above--subtract 32 points.
At this point, the author cauticns fhe reader that this
relatlothlp and these factorsas aéplied only %o the total

sample tested in this particular study. This relationship

76
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was not confirmed for various subgroups, nor could gener-

alizations be made from only one study.

Tests of Equal Difference by Levels. Table 4.5

showsfthe’results of the gest of equal difference by levels
for all subjects. Three discrete variables which are

shown along the horizontal axis included: (1) 76 and be-
low--self-reported scores more than one-half standafd devia-
‘tion beloﬁ the mean; (2) 77 through 88-~self4repdrt¢d

scores between one-half standard deviation below the mean
and one-half standard deviation above the mean; and (3)

89 and above——self-reporfed gcores more than one-half stan--
dard deviation atove theﬁ;ean, The difference between
self-reported scoﬁes and observed scores is plotted on

the vertical axis. Graphic presentation of both the Full
model pfediéted v%lues and rest;icted model showgi that

'self-repofts of all fe5pondents in the sample tested could
be divided intd three groups with an equal differencé of

1 approximatély'five points separating the mean éelfgscores

ninus observed scores. The approximate self-score minus
observed—score level for scores 76 and below was 22; for
scores 77 through g8, it was 27; and for scorés 89 and
above, it was 32. Thé probability of equv-~l difference by

levels for all subjects was .9801. Tkis high probapility
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TABLE 4.5

TEST OF EQUAL DIFFERENCE BY LEVELS--TOTAL

40
30 -
Self Minus
Observed 20 =
: 76 A 89
10 L - voand and
: Level Below 77-88 Above
Full 22,28 27.20 32.04
) Restricted 22.29 27.17 32.05
0 e
76 77-88 89
and - ‘and
Below Above

_ Sé1f-Rep0rt Levels
———— Full Model Predicted Values -
— — — Restricted Model Predicted Values

Probability .5801
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of equal differences by levels applied only to the total
sample. Table 4.6 indicates that the prcbability ot eéual
differences by levels for vocational teachers was only
.1544. Special education had the highest probability
(.8968) of equal differences by levels, as sho%n in Table

4.7. A low probability (.2163) of equal differences DYy

"levels for academic teachers 1is displayed in Table 4.8.

The constant error for all gubjects (Tabié 4.5) was sp-'
proximately 5. It is interesting to note that while the
constant error for academic teachers (Table 4.8) was ap-
proximatély ., the constantierror for vocationel teachers
(Table 4.6) was 6.75, or 1.75 above 5; and the constant- °!

error for special education teachers was 3.24, or 1.76

- below 5. Table 4.9 indicates that the probability of equal

4ifference by level for teachers in districts which hed
offered in-service in the individuslization of instruction
was .1386 and the constant error was 5.4€. The broba—
bility of equal d4ifference by levels for teachers in dis-
tricts which had ot offered in—sérvice in individuzaliza-
tion of instruction is shown in Table 4.10 to be .0998,

while the constant error was 4.37.

Test for Equality by Level. Vcoaticnal and

acaderic teachers were probably not equal (probability--

70 : |,
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TABLE 4.6

TEST OF EQUAL DIFFERENCE BY LEVEL--VOCATIONAL TEACHERS

40
30
Self Minus ‘
Observed 20 +
10 b 76 89
- - and and
Level Below 77-88 Above
Fuil 16.79 19.96 31.85
Restricted 17.12 23.87 30.62
0 5 5 L .
76 77-88 89
and ~  and
Below Above

Self-Report Levels’
e Full Value Predicted Values

~ —- Restricted Model Predicted Values
Probability .1544 -
\

Constant Error 5.75



/

/

/

//

// N
/Self
Minus
/7 Observa-
tion
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TABLE 4.7

,/ . TEST OF EQUAL DIFFERENCE BY LEVEL--

/ SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
/40r
30
201
76 89
. and : and
» Level Below . 77-88 Above - -
10 Full " 24.17 26.76 30.55
Restricted 23.90 27.147 30.39
0 1 L . i
76 77-88 89
and and
Below . Above

, Self-Report Levels
Full Model Predicted Values

A'f — T Restricted Model Predicted Values
Probability .8968

Constant Error = 3.24

31
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TABLE 4.8

TEST OF EQUAL DIFFERENCE BY LEVEL--ACADEMIC TEACHERS =~

i

40 -
) . . , % R ) 1‘
0} | ///D’T:"r“ﬂﬂ‘-‘ yan
. - 7
) ;. -~ i ) T n
/ | — \
lag .
Self J “ — !
Minus  2g | ////// . i
Observa- - , . &
tion ,,//f//(// 76 ) N
' and /’4 and,
Level Below [77-88 Above
0L Full 22.63 ]30.47 32.57
' Restricted 23.49 | 28.46 ~33.43
0 i - ; L
| 76 77-88, 8¢ .
and o and
Below Above
Self-Report Levels
————  Full Model Predicted Values
/

- Restricted Model Predicted Values ‘., . \
Probability .2163 ]

Constant Error = 4.97A




TABLE 4.9

TEST OF EQUAL DIFFERENCE BY LEVEL--IN-SERVICE 1 AND 2

40r
30r
Self
Minus
Observa- oot
tion 76 89
Q and and
Level Below 77-88 Above
_ Full 22.82 24.17 33.16
RS . Restricted 21.30 26.76 32.22
‘ 1
0 1 ‘ 1 L
76 77-88 89
and ' and
Below Above
-Self-Report Levels
Full Model Predicted Values
e — — — Restricted Model Predicted Values

L

: Probability .1586 .

Constant Error = 5.46 ',
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TABLE 4.10

/ B ’
TEST OF EQUAL DIFFERENCE BY LEVEL--IN-SERVICE 3

40 -
30
Self
Minus v
Observa- 20 L
tion
A 76 89
and and
Level Below 77-88 Above
10+ Full T 21.86 30.42 30.68
Restricted 23.14 27.51 31.89
0 - S—
76 - 77-88 8%
and and \
Below - Above |

Self-Report Lavels

———— Full Model Predicted Values
-—— Reétricted Model Predicted Vaiues
Probability .0998

Constant Error = 4.37
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.0341) by the three levels tested: (1) 76 and below,
(2) 77 through 88, énd (3) 89 and. above, as is shown in
Table 4.11. The pfobability of equality of levels for vo-
cational and-special education teachers is shown in Table
4.12 to be .4944. Special education and acédemic teachers
are 'shown in Table 4.13 to have the highest.prpbability
(.7531) of equality by levels. A low proEability_(.lGGS)
of equality of levels for teachers in schools which of-
fered in-service for individualizing instruction aﬁd teach-~
ers in districts which did pot offer in-service fortindi—

vidualizing instruction is shown in Table 4.14.

3

i

Test for Interaction. All tests for interackions
failed to provide evidence of intereaction between sub-

groups of subjects. The probability of interaction betﬂeen
P
vocational and academic teachers is shown in Table 4.15 to

be .1146. The probability of interaction between voca-

tional and special education teachers, revealed in Table

1

4.16, was .4648. Special education teachers and academic

teachers are shown in. Table 4.17 to have a probability of
i

interaction of .6975. Examination of Table 4.18 reveals

low probability (.0856) of interaction between teachers'fh{

districts which had offered programs of in-service in Zndi-"
. - \ . . . ' “
vidualization of instruction and teachers in districts

where such in-service was not offered.
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TABLE 4.11

. TEST FOR EQUALITY BY LEVELS--VOCATIONAL TEZACHERS

Self
Minus
Observa-
tion

 AMD ACADEMIC TEACHERS

30 |-
20 L
76 89
; and and
- Leyal Below 77-88 Above
10t | Vocational 19.78 19.97 31.85

Acagemic 22.63 30.46 32.58

v ! !

0 | / L . | : { ;

/

76 77-88 . 89
and " and

Below : Above
Seif-Report Levels' '

2 Full Model Predicted Values--Vocatiorui

Full Model Predicted Values--Academic

.,.L.u; Restricted Model Predicted Values for Vocational .
/ and Academic ) ‘ 0

‘Probability .0341

/

77
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TABLE 4.12

TEST FOR EQUALITY OF LEVELS--VOCATIONAL TEACHERS AND

SPECIAL EDUCATICN TEACHERS

. self o — T/
il Minus 20 } 0= — wn =
Observa-
- tion o
' , and and %
10L ' Level Below 77-88 Above
Vocational 19.79 .-19.96 31.85
Special

Education 24.17 26.76 30.55

O 1 2
e —"77“88 ' 89
and and
Below Above

Self-Report Levels

''''' Restricted Model Pr:«dicted Vaiues for Vocational. and
Special Education
Full Model Predicted Va]ues--Vocat1ona]

— — — Full Model Predicted Values--Special Education

st prea—

Probability .4944
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TABLE 4.13

TEST FOR EQUALITY OF LEVELS--SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

AVD ACADEMIC TEACHERS

301
Self '
Minus 20 t+
Observa-
tion
‘ 76 89
and and
10 L ' Level Below 77-88 Above
Academic 22.63 30.45 32.57
Special
Education 24.17 26.77 .30.55
0 ] l i 1
: .76 i 77-88 89
and ' and ,
Below Above

tui /-Report Levels . \
o Full #-del Predicted Values--Academic o

— — — Full Model Predicted Values-~Special Education
----- Restricted Model Predicted Values for Special
Education and Academic '

s

Probability .7531 |

e8




Self

Minus

~ Observa-
tion

80

TABLE 4.14

TEST FOR EQUALITY OF LEVEL--IN-SERVICE 1 AND 2

AND IN-SERVICE 3

30+
20 L ‘
76 | 8%
and and
Level Below 77-88 Above
: In-Service 1 & 2 22.81 24.17 °3.18
10+ " In-Service 3 21.85 30.42 30.68
O 1 A1 L
76 77-88 89
and : and
Below Above
Self-Report Levels
——~— Fyll Model Predicted Values--In-Service 1 & 2

- — = Full MOdel‘Pfedicted Values-~In-Service 3

''''' Restricted Model Predicted Value--in-Service 1& 2 and
) In-Service 3 ' '

Probability .1066



TABLE 4.15

TEST FOR INTERACTION--VOCATIONAL TEACHERS AND

ACADEMIC TEACHERS

30L
Self
Minus 20L
Observa-
tion

10} ' - \

1 iy | i
76 77-88 89
and - _ and
Below _+ Above

Self-Report Levels

Full Model Predicted Values--Vocational

o Full Model Predicted Va]ues-—Acadeﬁic

------ Predicted Values Assuming no Interaction

Probability .1146
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TABLE 4.186

TEST FOR INTERACTION--VOCATIONAL® TEACHFRS AND

SPECIAL'EDUCATION TEACHERS

N (o}
30 L
Self
Minus = 20
Observa-
tion
S10 L
N
0 L 1 |
76 77-88 89
and and
Below Above

Self-Report Levels
—~ — — Full Model Predicted Values--Vocational

Full Model Predicted Values--Special Education

------ Predicted Values Assuming no Interéction
Probability .4648
’ ‘ ‘ /

/
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Self
Minus
Observa-~
tion

CTABL: 4.17

TEST FOR INTERACTION--SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

AND ACADEMIC TEACHERS

30 L

20 L

10 L

0 i T i
76 77-~88 89
and and .
Below Above

Self-Report Levels
Full Model Predicted Values--Academic

_ — —~ Full Model Predicted Values--Specia’ Education
..--- Predicted Values Assuming no;lnteraction

Probability .6973

92
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Self
Minus
Observa-
tion

TAELE 4.18

TEST FOR INTERACTION--IN-SERVICE 1 AND 2

AND IN-SERVICE 3

30 L
20 L
101
0 : — ;
76 7i 89
and and
Below Above

Self-Report L:-+21s
Full Model Predicted Values-=In-Service 1 & 2

— -
=y

Full Model Predicted Values--In-Service 3

Predicted Values Assuming no Interaction

Probabi1ity.0856 : o
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Self-Scores Minus Observed Scores Plotted Ageingst

Self-3cores. Salf-scores minas observed scores plotted

against celf-scores are displayed in the Appendix. These
reproductions of computer plotting all plot self—reportéd
scores on the vertical axis and the ébsolute differe-:e

between self-reports and or-ervation scores on the hori-

~ontal axis.

Tests for Lin. zarity. Of the tests for linearity

which are presénted in Tablec 4.19‘through 4,24, one con-
cludes that linearity did not exist for the total sample
(Table 4.19), for academic teachers (Table 4.22), for in-
service 1-2 (Table 4.23), or for in-service 3 (Table 4.24).
The low probability of linearity of scores for vocational
teachers (.N616) shown in Table 4.20 failed ﬁb substantiate
a conclusion of linearity. The L7228 probability of 1li-
nearity for special education teachers displayed in Table
4.21 indicates a need for further investigation into the
possibility of linearity.- In each of thes; tables, 4.19
through 4.24, observed séores are piotted on the vertical
axis while self-reported scores are plotted on the hori-

zqntal axis.

Comparison of F-Tests for Subgroups. This study

dealt with comparing teacher self-reports of individualization
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TEST FOR LINEARITY--TOTAL ZAMPLE

125

1 - Probability of Linearity 0.9
100} ‘-

Observed
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TEZST FOR LINLARITY--VOCATIONAL TEACHERS

- | Prebability of Linearity .0616
-
50 75 100 125 ' /
Self-Reported
— —— Predicted Values Fﬁ]i Model
__ _ Predicted Values Resiricted Model
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Observed

. TABLE 4.21

TEST FOR LINEARITY--SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

’]25 " . -

100 |

75 |

50 }

25

50 75 100 125

Self-Reported -
. !

Predicted Values Full Model

_—— - Pred?ateﬁ Values‘Restricted Mbde]
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TABLE 4.22

TRST FOR LINEARITY--ACADEMIC TEACHERS

125 ¢
Probabitity of Linearity G.0
100 | , \
Observed ’ . R
75 L : /'/
50 Z___~_,,,¢f’/////
- / .b
25 - N L 5.

50 75 100 125
Se1f¥Reported

____ predicted Values Full Model

— — —  Predicted Values Restricted Model
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TABLE ¢.23

TEST FOR LINEARITY--IN-SERVICE 1 AND 2

125 &
Probability[of Linearity .0000

100 +

Observed | //
75 t+ _ ///{i -~

i 50 -
! —
25 . . . .
100 125

!
: 50 75
Self-Reported

Predicted Values Full Model

~ — — Predicted Values Restricted Model
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TEST FOR

125 |

100 -

Qbserved .
. 75

91

TABLE 4.24

LINEARITY--IN~SERVICE 3

Probability of Linearity 0.0

Self-Reported

Predicted Va1ues Full Model

— — — predicted Values Restricted Model
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of instruction with reports of trained observérs. In his
study, Heeney {1973) reportgd resulis of F-Tests based on
observer reportg. Table 4.25 summarizes the F-Test prob- .
ability for twelve tests, é;ggla;ing the F-Tsst probabil-
ity calculated from zll scores, from self—réports only,
and from observer reports. F-Tests, between vocational
and academic teachers, are significant at the .01 level
for all reports, seif-reports, and observer reports. F-
Tests betweeﬁ academic teachers who had in—sgrviée and aéa—
demic teachers with no in-service was significant at“thé
.01 level.fbr ell reports and self-repogps;/buf was
slightly more than .05 for observer reporfs. The F-Test
between districts 15 and 16 and districts 11, 12, 13, 14,
17, 18, lQ, and 20 was significant ﬁtythe .01 level for

_ : /.
self-reports. Districts 15-16 offered no in-service 1in

individualizing instruction ani teachers completed self- )
reports pr;or'to observation. Ih the other aistricts\

(11, 1z, ié, 14, 17, 18, 19, and 20), where teachers com-
pleted delf-reports after classroom observations were made,
scores wvere conéistently higher than in districts 15 and

16. As also indicated in Table 4.32, F-TeSts"gased on

observer reports were significant below the .06 level for

comparisons between special education teachers and academic
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TABLE 425

COMPARISONS OF B-TESTS FOR SUBGROUPS BY ALL REPORTS, SELF.REPORTS, AND OBSERVER REPORTS

v S,

P-Test Probability

.

Description

Al Self-  Observer
Reports  Reports = Reports

Test between Vocational Teachers who hed in-service (method ~
1 and 2 combined) and in-service 3 (no in-service) 3459 1897 (4345

Test between Special Educabion Teachers who had in-service ’

(1 and 2) and in-Servize 3 (no in-service) | 1559 © 387 ,2005
Test between Academic Teachers who had in-service (1 and 2) |

and in-serivee 3 (no in-service) _ 0070 0046 L0512
Test between Vocational and Special Rducation Teachers 243 1086 5901
Test between Vocational Teachers and Academic Teachers 0003 .0082 0012
Test between Special Educstion Teachers and Academic Teachers 0867 9685 0412
Test between in-service 1 and in-service 2 9051 .1468 3914
 Test bébveen in-service (1 and 2 combined) and in-service 3

(no in-service) ' 0271 .0902 0519
Test between in-service 1 and in-service 3 (no in-service) 0956 L6237 .0359
Test between in-service 2 and in.service 3 0529 L0317 2062
Test between districts 1 and 5 a.ud districts 2, 3, 4, 6, 7,

8, 9, and 10 , .6964 0569 - 2061
Test between districts 15, 16 and districts 11, 12, 13, 14, |

17, 18, 19 &nd 20 N £-T AN . S N -/

s~
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teachers; and also between in-service 1 (laboratory ap-
proach) and in-service 3 (no in-service) based on self-
reports. Pooling all ieports yielded a significant dif-
ference, below .05, for teachers in districts which had
offeréd any type of in—service for individualizing instruc-
tion compafed with teachers in districts where such in-
service had ﬁof been offered.

Based on the information contained in Table 4.25,
one cannot éonclude that use oI either self—reports'ex—
clusively or observer reporﬁs exclusively:wbqld surface

all significant relationships between variables tested.

Summary of the Chapter

Findings of the study were bresented in this
chapter. Following a review of the sample, Ehe three
studies, and mu.tiple linear regression, were presenta-
tions of tests of each of the hypotheses. A summary of
the findings and the implications for future research will

be presented in Chapter V.
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This study sought to test three hypotheses con-
cerning relaticnships between self-reports of individuali-
zation of instruction by a sample of 335 vocational, aca-
demic, and special education teachers and reports completed
by trained observérs. The Individualization of Instructian
Inventory (Harris and McIntyre, 1971) was the instrument
employed in this study. Aspects of individualization of
instruction included in the instrument were intraclass
grouping; variety of materials, pupil autoﬂomy, differen—

tiated assignments, and tutoring.

The three hypotheses tested by this study were:

1. Teachers' self-reports of individualization of in-
struction practices on the Individualization of In-
struction Inventory will yield higher scores than ob-
servations made using the same instrument.

2. Discrepancies7betwéen scores derived from teachers'
self-reports of individualization of instrﬁction

practices on the Individualization of Instruction

95
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inventory and scores from observations made using the
same instrument will increase as the degree of in-
dividualization of instfuction, reflected frcem ob-~
servations, decreases.

3. ©Scores derived from teachefs' self-reports of indi-
vidualization of instruction practices will vary in
a systematic way from scores derived from obéervations
made using the same instrument, so as to permit de-
velopment of a set of factors for converting self-
reports ofvindividualizatﬂon of instruction obtained

} .

from teacher self-reports jinto scores which would be

reasonsable predictors of/scores recorded by traincd
j .

obs-rvers. ¥

The sample of 335 teachers consisted of 86 vo-
cational, ZOO academic, and 49 épecial education teacuers
located in 20 school districts within 100 miles of Austin,
Texas . Ohe hundred sixty-nine teachers were from 10 dis-
tricts which had offered prbgréms‘of in-service aimeq
toward helpihé teachers to improve praétices of iﬁdifidu-
alization of instruédion- The_femaining 166 teachers were
from districts where individualization of instruction had
not been a'prime topic during in—servicevéessions.

Teachers from two distriéts in each set compleﬁed the
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self-report prior to being observed. Teachers from the

rewaining eight districts in each set completed self-

o

reports after being observed. Observations were com-
pleted during the spring of 1973 by a team of trained
observers from the Officg of School Surveys and Studies
of Tnhe University of Texas at Austin as part of a project
funded by ﬁhe Division of Occupational Research and De-
velopment of the Texas Education Agency. ;Interobsefver
reliability was_?eported to have been .82 (Heeney, 1973).
Dafa gathered by observers were also used in a study to
test the effect of in-service education on teacher per-
formance. Heeney {(1973) reported that in-servic=JL;ain-
ing improved teacher perforﬁance as>;videnced Dy ;eports
" by trained observers using the Individuaiization'pf In-
struction Inventory. All'd;ta used in these studies were
made available for use in a third study, still in the
conceptuzl stages at the time of this writing.

Data were analyzed using multiplé linear re-
gression analysis (Werd and Jennings, 1973) by means of
the computer program LINEAR (Jennings, 1971) on file at
the University of Texas Computation Center.

The major findings of the study were as fol-

e

lows:
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There was a general tendency for scores of teachers’

self-reports of individualizatioh of>{hétruction
practices on the Individualization of Instruction In-
ventory to be significantly higher thén observaiions
made using the same instrument.

There;was a significant difference between felf-
repprts of teachers whose observed behavicrs were be-
low £he mean .and self-reports of teachers whose ob-

\

servéd tehaviors vwere above the mean.

] .
Discrepancies betweenvscores derived from teschers'
self-reports of individualizaticn of instruction
practices on the Individualizaticn of instruction In- -

ventory and scores from observations made using the

same instrument increased as the degree of individu-

alization of instruction, reflected from observations,

decreased.

Total\scores derived from teachers self-reports of

individualization of inst~uction practices varied in
. ‘..\

a systematic way from scores derived from observa-
tions made using the same 1nstrument.‘ A set of factors
was developed for cOnverting self-reports of individ-
walization of instruction obtained from teachers'’

.,

§elf—reports into scores which would be reasonable

N
“
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predictors of scores recorded by trained observers.
 These factors are shown in Table 5-1. The

 ness of these factors was tested by gene

random éample of-49'teachers from the 335 ... cuc
. ' . . 7

sthdy. Twenty—four of the 49 fell into the same high,
medium, or low ;evei_of individualization on actual
'obServerFreponted scores as on predicted observation
scores. In 12 cases, predicted levels of individuaii-
_zationsof instruction were higher than observed levels,
"while in 13 caseslobserved ievels were higher than
predictedvlevels. This indicates: that conversion
factors are useful for actuarial statisties,aﬁot for
rihdividual statistics} For eiample, knowledge that

" one teacher had.a self-~ reported score on the Individ-
ualization of~Instruction,Inventoryuof 67 while another”
teaehers"se}f-reportediscore was 97 would net'Be"
sufficient.to make jﬁdgmeats eoncerningrpractices of
individualizatien by the’two.teaehers. On the.other
Aand, if the mean self reported score for teachers in

Regién,A was 67 and 97 for teachers 1n»Regioq B, then.

f{ < s v

tworeon e LS ToNs ™ weuTa erjustlllea: &l) tEaC¢hEY S In

Region B practice 1nd1v1dua11zat10n of instruction to

a greater extent than teachers in Regicn#A and (2)

.Y . ' . . . \
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S TABLE 5-1
' I : '
FACTORS FOR ESTIMATING OBSERVED SCORES FROM
. /" A ) ) i
T ./ SELF-REPORTS ON THE INDIVIDULIZATION

. , o
OF INSTRUCTION INVENTORY

.Factors to Subtract

. X , Range of Self- from Self-Reported
Descriptor Reports Score to Predict
Observation Score
. [ )
Self -reported scores Scores 76-below _ - 22
more than one-half o ' ’ -

standard deviation g
below the mean '

. , o - (Difference = 5)
Self-reported scores - Scores 77-88 . . . 27 . o
between one-half : ‘ :
standard deviation ., » g
below mean and one- .
half -standard devi-
ation above mean .

o (Difference = 5)
! Self-reported scofes Scores 89-above 32

more than one-half
' standard deviation :
.................. Eb o.v.e...--th‘e‘.,me.anm . - - f ’ . . R
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there is a greater need . for in-service education in:
individualizing instruction in’Region A than in Region
B. Let us carrx>the example a step further. If
teachers in Region A were involved in in-service edu-
cation on the basisvof assessed " 1 subsequently
the self-report form of the Indi ation of In-
struction Inventory administered,‘higher self:reported
posttest scores migbt indicate improved teacher prac-
tices but also could be associated ‘with greater sophis-
tication in understanding terminology employed in the
1nstrument.

5. Factors for predicting observed levels of individuali—'
zation of instruction from self~reported scores met
tests of'statisticai significance,ior the sample
population. ‘While factors for predicting.ob§erted
levels of individualization oi inStruction from self-
.reported scores of subgrbups did not meet the test of
statistical significance, probabilities vere too high
to be rejected statistically g .
;- '_ 6. In districts where individualization of instruction

. / .
Had Aot bEEHE ST TIE EORCE T oL =g e TV Ty~ and—wie e

‘observation preceded self-reporting, teachers had f

i

4

significantly higher self-reported scores,on:the
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v v Inaividualization of Instruction Inventory than teachers
from the same’sei of districts in which observation
followed self-reporting. In_districts‘wﬁére teachers
‘ /
.had experienced/in—seerce education in individualiza-
tion of instruction, the difference between self- |
repo - of teachers wh ~lf-reports prior
to obser?ation when compared to‘teéchers who completed
_ self-reports aftér'being obséfved was”not significant.
Teachersvwho éré"individualizing instruction tend to
krow thaﬁ'ﬁhey are doing so; on the other:hand,:
teachers who are not individualizing“instruction_do
not seem to know whether or not they are. When self-
reporting follows observatibn, éhe self~report is

tied to a specific clas: session; tnerefore, it would -

. appear to be somewhat = ~-—eatening. A self—reﬁért
which precedes oﬁservgt:qn and is not tied to a spe-
cific session may elicit midQ}e-of—thé;rpadF-"somef

. times I do and some%imés I don't"--responses. One

N

implication of this is that researchers, when asking g

3

{

!

for information whick mar call for a self—indigtment;5

Should use as nonthrea-:ing meéthods as DOSSIBIE. Ve
R N $ . -.u /
1

Another possible implica-ion is that’'in-service edu-;

'

cation aimed at indiv:d=—:lization of instruction ‘/

-
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helped teachers to have.perceptions of their own per-
formances which were affected less by whether obser-
vation or self-reporting came first, thereby reducing

differences in self-repofted scores.

Limitations

oy,

Thus study was subject to the usual eonstralnts
which confront researchers in their attempts to. publish
findings . of 51gnif1cant 1mpact on the educational com~
munity--namely, time, resource:, and s sographk” {

Factors developed fc Ast;mzting observeu scores
from self-reports,onlthe IndiviiualiZttion of Instructiqn
Inventosy applied only to the sum= = ;epulation involved
in this particular study.

Prac=ical conslderatlcus lt-ited this study to
one observation and one self-r -n3rt ==r teacher Thus,
'reasonable caution should beiex :reiscd in dr= wing con-

clusions and generalizations i -m :the data.

o General Conclusions Within the
' Limitations of the Study

e PR PR S e AT s 4 4 e e S ey 4o T m R )

Previous research (Har-iz 19665 Coody, 1967;

/
_ Murray, 1971; and Heeney, 1973) nas ,emonétraued that
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trained observers are able to describe teacher practices
of five aspects of what is called individualization of in-

struction through use of the Individualization of Instruc-

tion Inventcry (Harris and McIntyre, 1971).

This study has presented evidence that self-
reported\perceotions of individualization of ‘instruction
by a Sample population which included vocational, academic,
and special education teachers,‘using the Teacher_Ques~
tionnaire\form of the Indiv1dualization of Instruction
Inventory, bear suff1c1ent relationships to scores recorded
by trained obseryers who used the Individuarlzation of In-
struction Inventory so as to permit describing teacher

practices of these fiveyaspects»of individuaiization of

instruction as being high, mediﬂm, or low. Dividing

rp01nts fell one- half standard deviationrbelow the mean

ATy e £

and one-half standard deviation above the mean for self—

reported perceptfons on the Teacher Questionnaire of the

Individualization of Instruction Inventory.‘ These diViding

'points, as shown in Table 5-1 ~.set the llmits of the three’

groups' as being high--scores 89 and above, medium--scores

pmr AR oA - - S AL TS A E RS 14 A T o 0. 198 o pr b s BT

77-88 “and low--scores 76 and below. «Suhtracting 3z, 27:h

u

and 22, respectively, from the mean of.each group yielded

reasonable estimates of the means of observer-recorded

. - s
scores.

\“, f  E 114;

S N T



" A serendipitous observation of this researcher was that

.- 105
Teachers' se}f-reported scores o:. the Iﬁaividu-
alizatien of Instruction Inventory generally wvere higher
then observer reﬁofted scores. Teachers who were obserwved
to be individualiziﬂg instruction more tended to have more = -

\
i

realistic perceptioné of their practices than: do teachers
‘ |

who were observed to be individualizing instruction less.\

of the teachers visited, thdse who were from districts ‘\

B R T

which had offered in- service education in Lndividualiza" \\,

tion of instriction seemed mcre enthusiastic as evidenceq
by invitations to\view materials and student work, as well !
as positive comments concerning the teaching-learning en--

vironment in vhich they operdted.

Imnplications for Future‘Research

L :
Four categories of suggestions for further study

ere offered. First, future resegrchers might consider
replicating the study using aﬂbther sample'populationL
Such a study would help to determine if in fact generali—

zations .could be made from the . f;ndings Qf this study.

L b £ AT A et S \

~ T

Secondly, Section 16. 310 of the Texas Education'

Cede provides that tescthers in Texas. public schools ex-

perience 10 days of in—7zrvice education and preparation

2 . AN

115
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106 -
for the beginning and ending of schools. Educational de-
cision makers perceive individualization of instruction
as a priority area for in-service training (Nutt, 1973).

A rational and cost-e#fective way to determine the general\irzﬁﬂ
need for individuali;ation of instruction in-service

teachier twra.aing by a population of'teachers would be a
needs assessment study in whizh the Teacner Questionnaire

of the IndividualiZaiion of Instruction Inventory would ce
administered vo & sample ol neachers in th= geoépnphic

area of concern. . ‘ | | | 7
| Thirdly, teaching‘involves a com;lex‘set of
activitiss. Heeney '(1973) has suggested -aet iniservice.
experiences'may affecn cbserved teacher practices of in;
dividunlization Qf-instruction. Further res=zarch is
needed to describe other factors which may &Zfect tencher
practices of individualization of instfucﬁicn. Among |
the factors which investigators may wish to ccneidem are
tEacher attitudes, demographic fqetors, ieadership stylee

of building principals, and availability of reecucces.

Inﬁormation from such gtudies would help to provide educa-

¢ v

tionéiwdeciﬁ SR HAKEFE WItH some of "tHE" factorS"wﬁicn may*uwm"e““

1

be associateZ with teacher behavior. -, o
\ . )
\ o /

\ Fizally, studies are recommended which co#cern'

teacher-pupi; interaction--what student differences may

116 .
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%\
be associated with differences in teacher practices o%

individvalization of instruction?

-
.
. )
N '
' 5
.
.
Nt
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APPENDIX & , CONTATVING THE DESCRIPTIVE RECORD FOR IIDIVIDUALIZATTON

OF INSTRUCTION (INSTRUMENT 1f-1, REVISED) AND THE INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION INVENTORY .(INSTRUMENT 1f, REVISED) BY BETTY COODY
AND BEN M. HARRIS, HAS BEEN REMOVED BECAUSE IT WAS COPYRIGHTED.

e
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN
College of Education

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78712 .-

Office of School Surveys February 14, 1973 Area Code 512 471-7551
Education Annex )

TO THE SUPERINTENDENT ADDRESSED:

The Office of School Surveys at the Unlver51ty of Texas is under con-
tract to the Texas Education Agency to perform a study of in-service
education. The purpose of this study is to determine if in-service
education has had an effect upon the practices of vocational, special
education, and academic teachers' performance in the classroom. The
focus of the study will be on the 1nd1v1dua11zatlon of 1nstructlon.
Collection of data w1ll ke by an’ observatlon visit to a sample of
‘classrooms and a self-report by the same sample of teachers. Teachers
will be asked to voluntarlly part1c1pate in the study by letter.

HWe are asklng for your help. Ten dlstrlcts who have had in-service
education in individualization of instruction and ten distrigts who
have not had in-service education in individualizatinn of instruction
.will be selected to participate in the study. Please complete the
enclosed form and return it at your earliest convenience.

If you have “any questlons or if we can be of any’ aSSlStance to you,
please let us know.

Sincerely, : /

William C. Heeney . i / i
Project Director : A : IR

et v e n s raam U 4 e e 584 Ao S £ vy Moyt ey F e
Pty et P e e o Pt S A8 s 2 9 o~

Carl Ashbaugh, Ph.D.

Director ‘

Office of School Surveys and Studles
WCH:CA:ers

Enclosure
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L.

IN-SERVICE EDUCATION QUESTICNNAIRE

1. Has your school district conducted an in-service education program
' of at least four clock hours in the individualization of instruc-
tion since July 19707

Yes

s

No

———rn
oL

/

2. Would you be willing for your school district to participate in
this study of in-service education? .
- Yes

PN

r——

No | L

3. If yes, who can serve as your district's contact persen for this
" study? :

+i

Name | ; R

Title

District \

Signature _

o

- Please return to: Mr. William C. Heeney .

R UTFiCe Of TSEhos T Surveys™
Education Annex
The University of Texas at Austin
Austin, Texas 78712

: - 121 | | |
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

College of Education

AUSTIN, TEXAS

Office of School Surveys February 26,
Education Annex.

TO THE PRINCIPAL ADDRESSED:

78712

1973 Area Code 512 471-7551

The Office of School Surveys and Studies at the University of Texas
is under contract to the Texas Education Agency to perform a study of
in-service education. The purpose of this study-is to determine if
_in-service education has had'an effect upon the practices of voca-
tional, special educatlon, and academlc teachers' performance in the

classroom.

Your superintendent has agreed for your district to participate in

this study of in-service educdtion.

Collection of data will be by an obs
classrooms and a self-report by the

ervation visit to.a: sample of
same sample of teachers.’ Attached

for your information is a copy of the letter which is being sent'to
this sample of teachers on your campus.

If you have any questions or if we can be of any assistance to you,

please let us know.

Sincerely,

- William C. Heeney
Project Director

i

R LT N

Ca'rl R. Ashbaugh Ph.D.
Director
Offlce of School Surveys and Studies
" WCH:CRA: cl.

Enclosure

L SL Lo a4t w1 i 4 A e Az g
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

College of Education

g
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78712

3 . -

Office of School Surveys = ~ February 26, 1973 Area Code 512 471-7551
“Education AnneXx ’

TO THE TEACHER ADDRESSED:

The Office of School Surveys &nd Studies at The University of Texas
is under contract to the Texas Education Agency to perform & study
of in-service education. The purpose of this study is to determine

~ if in-service education has had an effect upon the practices of voca-
tional, special education, and academlc teachers' performance in the
classroom.' .
The superlntendent of schools in your district has glven us permls—
sion to lnclude your district in this study of in-service education.

We need your help. We would like to make an observatlon visit to your .
classroom at a mutually agreed upon time. This visit will be for at
least thirty minutes and not longer than one hour. In addltlon to

the one classroom observation we will need you to complete a self-
report  form the first week in May.

N Please complete and return the enclosed form at your‘earliest conven-
~~  ience. :

If you have any questlons or if we can be of any assistance to you,
please let us know.

Sincerely,

William C. Heeney
. Project Director

Carl R. Ashbaugh, Ph.D.
Director’
Offlce of School Surveys and Studles

WCH:CRA:cl ' _ -

Enclosure : : ‘ » . Lo o

| ) X t
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OBSERVATION QUESTIONNAIRE

-

1. Are you willing to participate in this study of in-service educa-
tion?

Yes

—————

No

2. If yés, as a preliminary part of wéfking out a schedule of obser-
vations please list four days and hours in March and April con-
venient to you for this observatlon to take place.

March ° _ ‘April
day hour day hour

¢

£ W N -

~You will receive notice before this observation is made in your class-
" room. '

School

District

Name

Please return to: Mr. William C. Heeney |
’ *  Office of School Surveys
Education Annex
The University of Texas at Austin
Austin, Texas 78712




THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN -
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78712

Office of School Surveys April 13, 1973 Area Code 512 471-7551
Education Annex .

TO THE TEACHER ADDRESSED:

There are twenty-five items on this inventory. Circle only one num-~
ber on each item that most appropriately describes your classroom.
Your name and date should appear at the top of the form.

Please complete'and'return within five days from the date that you
receive this inventory.

The members of the research team wish to express their appreciation
to you for taking part in this project. We wish you a very pleasant

summer.

Sincerely,

William C..Heeney \
Project Director ‘

WCH:dh

Enclosures



THE UNIVERSITY TF TZXAS AT AUSTIN

College ¢ EZw..” =i
AUSTN, TIZAT “HT7IX2

i-e ¢ f L .00l Su: S Yay . 197-. : hArez 12 47 -7551

Ar-ex

To the Teacher addressed:

Recently you participated in the first part of a study of individu-
alization of instruction. .

Your participation in the second part of this study is needed. Please
complete and return the Individualization of Instruction Inventory
right now while you are thinking about it. It contains 25 items, is
in a yellow cover and was mailed to you in a large envelope. .

/

The members of the research team wish to thank you5for participating
in this study. Have a happy summer.

Thank you for completing and returning the inventory while it is fresh

~on your mind. : )

Sincerely,
William C. Heeney

P.S. If you have already mailed this self-report, accept our thanks.

WCH:cl
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ACADEMIC SELF MINUS OESERVATI . SCORES PLOTTED AGAIRST SELF SCORES
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