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CHAPTER I
INTRODUGTION

The relationship between individual and group
participation is of primary concern in present-day society.
In education today much research is being directed toward a
better understanding of group dynamics. Allport (1),
Miller and Dollard (9), and Woodworth (18) contend that
soclety functions primaxily to provide the individual with
direct intellectual and emotional expression.

One of the significant aspects of the behavior of any
individual is the extent of his social participation. In
evaluating the adequacy of an individual's adjustment in
gchool and in life in general, cne of the more crucial
lines of evidence is the degree of social participation
anG the mainer by which ose interacts with and adapts him-
self to others.

kvidence suggests the likelihood of a relation between
personality factors and group participation. The limita-
tious of such relationships should be kept in mind. Such
relations would differ frow group to group so that at best,
if found to exist, they would hold good for a specifie
culture. For a different culture their degree of relation-

ship would probably differ. FPersonality factors such as

i



rigidity, introversion, sociabllity, masculinity, femi-
ninity, and aggressiveness may be expressions of behavior
that have become influenced by asttitudes. This assumptlion
ie supported in research by such investigators as Sherif
and Cantril (12).

Sherif and Cantril made an intensive survey of the
literature from which they have written extensively on the
nature of attitudes as influencing factors on the indi~
vidual's pattern of behavior. In their discussion on the
relationship between attitudes and behavior the implication
developed was as follows:

Attitudes are among those componsnts cf the
psychological make-up of the individual which deter~
mine that he shall react, not in a passive or neutral
way, but¥ in a selective and characteristic way,
especially in relation to certsin specific sgtimulus
situations. . . « Attitudes then, are among the
various psychological factors which determins the
individual's selective reaction to his environment
(12, p. 17).

Smith supports this concept that attivtudes are a fac-~
tor in determining the extent of the individual's social
participation in the following statement:

o+ « » an individual who perceives himsgelf as the cen-
ter of his world is self-centered. . . ., He congiders
his interests as more important than those of other
people, and he is emotionally involved in evaluations
of himself. GSimilarly an individual who perceives
himself as part of a group consisting of himself and
another individual or a plural number of other indi-
viduals is group-centered. . . (13, p. 237).

Every individual strives to place or to associate

himself as an acceptable member of his social milieu ox in



gome social smetting, whatever the particular criteria for
acceptance by his group or his aspired group may be.
Sherif and Cantril support this line of thought with the
following statement: ", . . there iz an unmistskable
gtriving on the part of the individual to belong to his
group or to some group. Lack of social belongingness and
conflicts in belongingnese (marginality) are painful" (12,
pe 5)s

Behavioral differences and social-interrelationship
may be the resultant of learning. It is in line with this
thinking that Snygg and Combs (14) use the term "phenomenal
self" to imply the individual's own definition of his rela~
tions to the worlde. There is an increasing evidence that
outcomes of his group behavior are not solely determined by
the intellectlive aspects of group interaction., Iewin,
Lippit, and White (8) have demonstrated the importance of
¢linates of opinion on the functioning of groups.
Fouriezos, Hutt, and Guetzkon (4) recognize that the
behavior of individuals in a group situation may be
regarded as generated from one of two sources:
"+ . . « First, the behavior may be induced mainly by the
requirements of the group sltuation, . . . . Second, the
behavior may be generated mainly from within the indi-~
vidual, « . . . This motivation from within may be

conscious or uaconscicus. . " (14, p. 682). The asssertion



by an individual of his attitudes mgy actually be a com-
pensatory reaction to cover up behavioral defects rather
than a true representation of hils actual behavior poten-—
tial. Frenkel-Brunswik (5) confirms the significance of
this concept with the implication that attitudes are a
determining factor in the development of personality pat-
terns and do influence the degree of group participstion.

It sppears, then, that one of the significant functions
of attitudes will be to determine, in part, sn individual's
behavior in relation to group participation. If one
accepts this statement, then one would éxpect the indi-
.vidual‘s preference for imstructional method to be
influenced by such attitudes as restraint, ascendasnce,
and objectivity. It is in this frame of reference that
one night expect to find significant differences on the
Guilford-Zimmerman Tempersment Survey (7) for individuals
who indicate strong preference for lecture-oriented
instruetion as in contrast to individuals that prefer the
group-oriented method of instruction.

It becomes apparent that if scientific inguiry is to
continue to increase the understanding of inter-human
relations then the problem confronting scientifie investi-
gation is to seek the use of instruments that will reveal
better understanding of attitudes as an influencing

variable in group behavior. Educators are concerned with



the development of methods of study that will provide
solutions to these problems. Through expassion and
intensification of research it may be possible to atudy
nore effsctively the role of attitudes as s factor in
individual and group behavior. New and more meaningful
data should ald immeasurably in understanding the influence
of attitudes upon bhshavior.

Representative studies cited indicate that group
participation has an intrinsic aspect of attitude related-
ness which is basic to this study. Thus in an attempt to
investigate attitude influence on student preference of
tesching method was this problem conceived.
| Chance conversation, both as student and instructor,
has shown that college students manlfest mixed feelings
with respect to their preference of instructional methods.
The present research was prowpted by attempts to understand
this diversity of opinion, perfuncitoerily at first, result-
ing in guestions and answers that could neither be expected
nor rejected without being subjected to sclentific inquiry.

Questions kept recurring for which no satiafactory
angwers could be given. The following guestions were
recurrent and did much to stimulate the basic hypotheses of
thisz study: Why would students differ in their preference
toward teaching techniques? What personality factors are
operating within the individual that may tend bto cause



expressed differences toward instructional methods? What
role might one expect attitude to play in teaching method
preference? Are there factors within the group that tend
to cause teaching method preference differences, and, if so,
bow would they relate to differences in personallity fac-
tors? Can a technigue be devised that will identify the
individual's preference for a particular teaching method?
Is there an instrument available that will measure student
attitude toward teaching techniques, and, if so, what wlll
the instrument’s predictive value be in as¢ertvaining atti-~
tude as a factor in determining preference of instructional
method?

It is recognized and inherent to this study that
behavior may well be a complex function of many variables.
However, this sbtudy will investigate the relationship
between the individual's expressed preference for instruc-

tiocnal methodology and certain personality variables.

Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study is to develop an instrument
that will measure student preference toward different
classroor teaching methods; and to test whether significant

differences exist between esch of the Guilford-iimmerman

Temperament Survey scales for individuals preferring group~

orientsd and lecture-oriented instruction.



Hypotheses

More specifically, this investigation will test the

following hypotheses:

1. That it is possible to develop an experimentsal
instrument that will reliably indicate instrug-
tional preference.

2. That significant differences on the Guilford-
Zinperpan Temperament Survey scores exist detween
subjects indicating group-oriented preference and
subjects preferring the lecture-oriented method.

The hypothesis to be tested statistically is the null

hypothesis: There is no difference between means of the

Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey* factors of lecture-~

oriented and group—oriented subjects.

Definition of Terms

Attitude: ". . . the specific mental disposition
toward an incoming (or arising) experience, whereby that
experience is modified, or, a condition of readiness for a
certain type of activity; . . " (17, p. 24).

Trait: A distinctive pattern of behavior which is
more or less permanent; hence a group of habits, such as
objectivity, introversion, masculinity, sociability, and
the like.

*Hexreafter the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey
will be referred to as the Survey.




Lecture~oriented teaching method: In the lecture

method there is mainly instructor participation; the
instructor determines the activities; discussion is kept

on course materials; there is regular use of teste and
grades; student contribution is evaiuated by the instruc~
tor; goals are determined by the instructor; and studeant
participation is encouraged only for the purpese of seeking
information from the instructor.

Group~oriented tesching method: Group-oriented teach-

ing may include one or more of the following: panel
discussion, committee and individual reports, student-
centered methods, and the gquestion and answer technlque.
Group-oriented teaching methods allow for student partici-
pation; the class decides upon its own activities; studentis
are encouraged to contribute personal experiences; the
instructor accepts student contributions; goals are deter-
mined by the class; students evaluate each other with
emphasis upon effective and attitudingl change; and there
is a de-emphasis of tests and grades as goals in them-

gelveasa.

Sources of Data
The primary sources of data to determine the signifi-
cance of this atudy were scores from the administration of
the Student Instructional Preference Scale (2) to 300

students. This group was composed of 150 students from



North Texas State College, Denton, Texas, and 150 students
from Tennessee Polytechnic Institute, Cookeville,
Tennessee. This sample group was approximately equal with
respect to male and female subjects., From this population
the total sample was drawn and administered the Survey.
The total sample represented those students who made the |
£fifty highest scores and those students who made the fifty
lowest scores on the Student Instructional Freference
Scale.”

Secondary data were obtained from books, disserta-
tions, theses, periodicals, and test manusls. These data
were used for reviewing related studies as well as for

comparison and evaluation of the findings of this study.

Subjects

For purposes of this study the total sample was com~
posed of thirty~five female subjects and sixty-~five male
subjects. In group "L" there were thirty~seven males and
thirteen females; end in group "G" there were twenty-eight
males and ftwenty-two females. With respect to academic
classification, thirty-four of the subjects were of Junior
standing, forty-six were seriors, and twenty were graduate
students. Bubjecis were selected and approximately

matched on the basis of their college experience with the

*Hereafter the Student Instructional Preference Scale
will be referred to as the 3IFS.
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lecture~oriented and the group~oriented methods of instruc-
tion. All subjects of this study have had experience at
the college level with both the lecture~orientied and the
group-oriented method of instruction. This concept was
substantiated by the fact that all fifty subjects of group
"L" and all fifty subjects of group "G" indicated that they
had experienced the lecture-oriented method of instruction
in five or more of their colloge classes. This contrasts
with student experience with group~oriented method of
ingtruction. Thirty-six subjects of group "IL* felt that
they had experienced the group~oriented method of instruc-
tion in five or more of their college classes; for group
"G" forty-eight subjects indicated that they had experi-
enced the group-oriented method of instruction in five or

more of their college classes.

Procedures and Treatment of Data

An intensive review of the literature pertinent to the
role of attitude as a factor in determining instructlional
method preference was made in order to provide a basis for
the analysis and interpretation of data gathered in this
study.

The SIFS is a fifty-five-item zcale designed as an
sxperimental research instrument to measure student atti~
tude toward methods of classroom instruction. The

statements are in first person (implied) and are stated



il

affirmatively rather than in question form. The SIPS
utilizes students' expressed attitudes toward instructional
procedures. The statements were obtained primarily from
119 college students at Eastern New Mexico University and
24 students at North Texas State College; the concepts that
were incorporated inte the final body of the SIPS were
developed during the course of this investigation. Stu-
dents were asked to state their attitudes toward the
lecture~oriented and group-oriented methods of instruction
in terms of their "likes" and "dislikes,” From these state-
wents the scale 2s used in this study was developed (3).

Reliability for this instrument was established by the
test~retest method. Internal consistency was established
by reversing several of the statements within the scale and
by comparing responses on the two forms.

A regular fifty-five-item answer sheet, with five POg~
8ible choices per statement marked Strongly Agree, Agree,
Uncertain, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree, was provided
with each SIPS booklet. Total test time was one half hour.

To score the seale, only two stencils are necessary
for hand scoring, One stencil for group~oriented state-
ments was designated the "G" Scoring Card, and the "L"
Scoring Card was for lscture-oriented answerg. Statements
were scored according to the degree of agreement or dig~

agreement with the statement in guestion, and were assigned



a score weight from +1 to +5. An snswer that strongly
agreed with lecture~oriented statements was scored +1,
whereas the numerical value of +5 was given angwers that
strongly agreed with group-criented statements. The lower
the total numerical value, the more strongly the individual
agreed with statements favoring lecture-oriented methods,
whereas a high total score reflected attitudes favoring
group-oriented statements, Individuale most strongly
agreeing with the lecture~oriented statements could obtain
a score with a possible low of 55. Individuals expressing
strongest agreement for the group~oriented statements would
receive a mesximum score of 275,

One hundred and fifty students at North Texas State
College and 150 students st Tennessee FPolybechnic Ingtitute
were administered the SIPS during the 1957-58 and 1958-59
school years. The combined 300 students constitute the
sample population of this study. From the sample popula-
tion, 100 students were selected and administered the
survey. The crifterion for seleeting the total sample was
the score: the [ifty students with the highest SIPS scores
and the fifty studeants with the lowest SIPS mcores were
selected. Subjects with the high scores were designated
for purposes of this study as the "G" group and subjeots
with the low scores as the "L" group. Forty-two subjects

in the total sample were from North Texas State College;
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of these, fifteen were females and twenty-seven were
males. The remalning fifty-eight subjects were from
Tennessee Polytechnic Institute, twenty females and
thirty-eight males. Statistical interpretation of these
data constitutes the experimental variables in this
research.

A critical analysis wass made and interpretations
were. drawn for the ten Survey factors between the "L" and
"G" groups. The mean, standard deviaticn, standard exrror
of the mean, standard error of the difference, and Fisher's

t were obtalned for each of the ten Survey scores.

Implications of This Study

The results of this study may be of value as supple~
mentary information for instructors at the college level
to the extent that e¢lassroom behavior, study habits,
interest, and rate of learning may be materially influ~
enced by inatructional method preference. The findings
nay also be of particular interest to guidsnee personnel
as additiomal objective information with which to asgist
students in planning thelir educational program. Such
information should aid in the evaluation of scholastic
difficulties and personality conflicts as they xeflect
the studenit's attitudes of himself in relation to group
participation.
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Development and Scope of the Survey
Desnite its recent date (1949), the Guilford-Zimmerman

Temperament Survey cannct be thought of za8 a completely new

instrument. It is rather a loglical revision and condense-
tion of several previous Guilford perscnality
gquestionnaires.

These previous ianventories furnished the trait names
for seven of the ten categories used in the Survey and also
provided many specific items which were either included
verbatim or were reworked for greater effectiveness. By
factor analysis the authors of the Survey organized the
gselected 300 items into the ten personality traits ulti-
mately used. DTach trait was represented by thirty items,
and no trait was scored for more than one variable.

The factor analysis studies made on the authors'
previous tests constitute the basis for the validstion of
the Survey. ILittle or no criticism has been directed at
this method of validation. Validation atudies from numer-
oug sources have provided objective testimony to asupport
confidence in the Survey. Many users of the Guilford
gseries of personality inventories (10) have continued over
a period of years to find them valuable. It has been
pointed out, however, by Brogden (3) that the high validity
reported for the G A M T N is somewhat open to question.

Criticism was likewise directed against the Survey's
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predecessors by Van Steenberg (16) who, as a reviewer of

the Guilford-Martin Fersonnel Inventory, pointed out a

weakness in the number of cases used in validating the
inventory. Guilford (6) contends, however, that the
internal validity of the scores is adequately substantlated
by the foundation of factor-analysis studies plus the suc-
cessive item~analysis directed toward internal consistency
and unigueness. He implies that what each score measures is
fairly well defined and that the score represents a con-
firmed dimension of perscnality and a dependabls
descriptive cabegory. Evidences of practical validity,
based upon correlation studies with practical criteria of
adjustment, have accumulated. Some ¢f the most impressive
validity data have come from the use of the Survey with
supervisory and administrative personnel (2).

In general, the statistical work on the Survey is
regarded favorably. Stephensen in reviewing the instrument
writes: "As one would expect from Professor Guilford's
laboratory the Survey, its data, and supporting norms are
all adequate, thorough, and factually oriented” (15, p. 95).

In conclusion it can be stated that the Survey is a
superior instrument of its kind. In keeping with this
Shaffer states: "As the outstanding ommibus instrument
based primarily on factor snalysis, the Survey will have

usefulness fory screening, rapid evaluation, and research"
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(11, p. 162). Van Steenberg supports this contention by
stating: "The Survey gives a very favorable impression of
8 wellw-rounded, carefully worked out method of evaluating
an important portion of the total personality" (16, p. 93).
Administration of the Survey requires about one hour of
time. It ia thus possidble to obtain information about an
individual's behavior dyrnamics in a2 little more than one
hour's tine.

48 a consequence of clinical experience, the following
interpretations of the persenality braits obtained from the
Survey are described:

G - General Aetivity.--4 high score indicates s tend-
ency to engage in vigorous overt action. A low
score indicates a tendency to inertness and a dig-
inelination for motor activity.

R - Restraint.--4 high score indicates an inhibited
disposition and en over-control of the impulses.

A low score indicates a happy-go~-lucky or carefree
disposition, livelinese, and impulsiveness.

A -~ Agcendance.-~4 high score indicates soeial lesder-
ship and 2 low score indicates social passiveness.

8 ~ Socigbility.--A high score indicates a‘tendency to
seek social contacts and to enjoy the company of
others. A low score indicates shyness and & tend-

ency to withdraw from soeisl participation.
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Emotional Stabllity.--A high score indicates a
happy~-go=-lucky or carefree disposition. This
trait suggests the level of emotional adjustment.
A low score indicates an inhibited disposition and
an over-gontrol of impulses.

Objectivity.~~A high score on this trait indicates
a tendency to view oneself and the environment in
an objective and a dispassionate manner. A low
score indicates a btendency to take everything per-
sonally and subjectively and to be hypersengitive.
Friendliness.~~A high score indicates an agreeable
lack of quarrelsomeness and a lack of domineering
qualities. 4 low score indicates a belligereht
and domineering attitude.

Thoughtfulness.--A high score indicates a lack of
introspectiveness and an extratensive orientation
of the thinking process. A low score indicates an
inclination to meditative thinking, philosophizing,
analyzing oneself and others, and an intrespective
disposition.

Personal Belations.~~4 high score indicates a
ﬁillingness to accept things and people for what
they are and to be generally tolerant in one's
attitude toward others. 4 low score on this trait
indicates an overcriticalness of people and of

things in general.
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M - Masculinity.--A high score indicates masculinity
of emotional and temperamental make-up, and a low

score indicates feminine-like qualities in the
personality make-up.
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CHAPTER II
SURVEY CF THE LITERATURE

Within recent years much psychological researech has
giphagized the functional relationship between individual
behavior snd group interaction., This trend is evidenced in
the theoretical approach of the following Gestalt adherents,
Brown (8), and Lewin (24), and in the inclusion of social
factors in the personality theories of Allpoxt (2), Fromm
(12), Kardiner (23), Horney (19), and Sullivan (30).
McKeachie (27), in a recent article on teaching methods and
group bshavicor, makes the statement that "one of the most
exbiting, and frustrating, areas of applied research is
resecarch on college teaching . . ." (27, p. 580).

Scheffler and Winslow,in a study dealing with attitude
and group poéition, indicate thab:

It 1s apparent that psychology as a whole, and
particularly psychological theories of personality and
social behavior, has been gravitating in recent years
from predominantly bioclogical emphasis to that of a
more definite social or cultured orientation (29,

p. 177).

Roseborough has shown in her study that "in the past
few years the study of small groups as an area of experi-

mentation has been attracting the interests of an

inereasing number of social scientists . . ." (28, p. 275).

21
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And in the empirical and theoretical writings of Bales (3)
and Bales and Strodtbeck (4) on the study of the inter-
sction of small-group behavior, the group is regarded as a
dynamic system of actlon, which e¢bbs and flows between
instrumental or sdaptive behavicr as provlems asre solved,
expressive or integrative behavicr as socio~emotional
problems smong the individuals of a group are aittended fo.
Gross {(15) cites Nathaniel ¥, Cantor, an advocate of
the group-oriented tecimigue of instruetion, who did a study
to determine the valldity of the student-centered method of
teaching. Cantor used a partislly standardized scale for
measuring self-insight in a group of studenis who were reg-
istered for his eourse in "The Dynanics of Learning” and
another group who were registered for a course in "Princi-
ples of bBeconomics."” Both groups were believed to be
comparable as to age, level of eduecation, and socio~economic
status, although it was impossible to match groupse in
accordance with a rigorous experimentsl design. The scale
was adnministered again to both groups after a five-week
interval in order Yo measure the relative chenge in scores
betveen the two groups during the interim. TFindings of the
gtudy indicated that studeant~centered teaching does encour-
age the development of gelf-inaight on the part of the
majority of the studente; it may fall %o produce any signifi-

cant behavioral change in a certain minority of the students.
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Watson (32), in a study evaluating group-oriented
instruction, reports that Teachers' College, Columbia
University, has used the group-~oriented method of instruc~
tion for more than thirty years. He found that teachers
using the group~oriented procedure reported that some
students enjoyed the experience and rated it more valuable
to them than any other phase of the course requirement.
Other teachers gave evidence of complaint by the students
that their grdups got nowhere, that the digcussion groupe
were a waste of time. Commenting on this, Watson asserts:
"Few efforts have been made to find out why the group
experience means 80 much more to some students than to
others" (32, p., 402). Watson asked each student to rate
his group experience for enjoyment, accomplishment, and for
what he learned from his discussion group. 48 reported in
this study, it ls interesting to note the following:

Students who will enjoy and profit from small
group participation could not be identiflied on the
basis of: 4their own expressed preference; their
level of mastery of the course material; their stated
interests to learn about "group leadership™; their
general level of enthusiasm for course topics; or
their responses to clusters of gquestions apparently
indicatlng sympathy, hostility, self-reliance, or

"intellectualism" . . . (32, p. 407).

Watson found obtained differences that were statisti-
cally significant as factors in determining the student's

attitude toward group~oriented instruction. These



differences presented in the conclusions are stated as

follows!:

- [ - + [ » » * - * » - L] ¥ L] * - <

%) Students especially interested to learn about
"fears arnd anxieties" tended to place high valus on
group work;

4) Students who rejected all items indicative of
"authoritarianism” placed a low value on group
work;

5) Studénts who rated groups low were disappointed
mainly in lack of intellectusl stimulation from
their fellow-members;

6) Men, with little or no professional experience in
the fleld, were responsible for more "High" rat-
ings; women with more than five years of experience
gave more "Low" ratings (32, p. 408).

Husband (20), in s study on the comparison of large
lecture and small group participation classes, falled to
find differences in achievement between the two control
groups used in his study. A number of other experiments,
namely, those of Johnson and Smith (22), and Eglash (11),
supported the findings of this study.

Guetzkon, Kelly, and lMcKeachie (16), in a study
inveolving recitetion, discussion, and tutorial as methods
of instruction, found that not only did the more autocratic
recitation method produce superior performance on examina~
tions but students gave it preference over the other
methods of instruction. It is interesting to note that
this conclusion is supported by Gibb and Gibb (14) in a
study in which they report that students who were taught by

the group-participation methed were significantly superior
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to students taught by the lecture methed in role flexi-
bility and self-~insight.

Wolfe (35) did a comprehensible plece of research on
teaching methods in which he concluded by quoting
Longstaff's statement of 1939:

. The experimental evidence submitted to the
present time tends to suppeort the generasl conclusion
that there is little difference in achlievenment in
large and small classes and, also, that it makes
1ittle difference as to what method of presentation

of thg materials of the course is used . . « (25,
Ps 33%).

Research to date has not outdated the concept of this
statement. However, Hirschman (18) found that group-
oriented classes of four students each learned significantly
moxre than a group of about fifty students who spent the
same length of time in getting the same concepts by the
lecture method. It was also determined that, in genersl,
superior students favored the small-group method of
instruction more than dld the less gifted student, and that
student attitude toward method of instruction changed very
little following & recent experiencing of group method of
instruction.

Wigpe (34) conducted a unique experiment on group-
oriented versus lecture~coriented teaching controversy. He
used projective like meassures to differentiate the sample
population into three types of subjects, the "personality-
insecure” (51 per cent of the sample), the "satisfied"



(26 per cent of the sample), and the "independent" (23
per cent of the sample). Results of the study show that
the insecure students had unfavorable attitudes toward both
Instructors and fellow students, and had particularly
unfavaorable attitudes toward group~criented instruetion.
The satisfied students had favorable attitudes toward
instructors, fellow students, and both lecture and group-
oriented teaching methods. The independent students wore
highly verbal and wanted more group-oriented teaching no
matter what technique the instructor used. However, the
independent students expressed only moderately favorable
attltudes toward fellow students and instructers; yet they
were more likely to display aggression againast the
instructor in the lecture-oriented teaching situations,

Bettis, Malamud, and Malamud combined significant
studies on group relations and summarized the results.
In general it was concluded that the ability to develop
insight into humarn relations tends to depend upon the
degree of attitude change. From the study it was further
shown that the group discussion method was more effective
than was the lecture method of imstruction in changing the
individual's attitude towaré self and othors.

Albrecht, in a study to develop a set of psychological

principles to use in classroom instruction, states:



27

+ « « » There i3 a greater need for mors study on
this subject. Bvidence is favorable, but unob enocugh
is accurately known to form reliable conclusions,
Aside from common shtandards of "success," students
taught by non-directive methods show greater emotional
stability and insight and desonstrate greater soclal
responsibility than do students who remain oriented
with traditional wmetheds (1, p. 878).

Haybhorn apd obthers (17) investigated the relationship
between certain persenality characteristics of group mem-
bers and the pattern of interpersonal behaviocor that
develops of their interaction. 3Specifically the research
was an investigation of groups couposed of subjects

homogeneous with respect to the Californis ¥~ Seale.

Their results indicated that the authoritarian subject
would respond to the group situstion much more aggres-—
sively; that such a person is concerned with status
hierarehy; and that in striving for social position
gsuch an individual displays more autocratic behavior
gualities. On the other hand, the equalitarian subject
tends to be more group conscious.

The data supported the following fact:

There appears tc be a definlite tendency foxr the over-

all pattern of behavior in the two groups te differ.

Equalitarian subjects apparently behave with greater

effective intelligence, and nore leadershipy behavior,

with an iansignificant tendency to show sensitivity to
others, to behave in a more equalitariasn manner, and
to show greater goal striving and security in the

experimental situation (17, p. 62).

The conclusion states: "The results indicate that

behavior differences between Subjects in groups composed of
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high F or ‘authoritarian' individuals and those in groups
compoged of low F or ‘equalitarian' individuals can be
reliably predieted . . * (17, p. 71).

Yerhaps a word regaxrding the lack of uniformity in the
results of studies reported is in order. Personality dif-
ferences and student preference regarding method of
instruction might partislly account for the lack of
uniformity in the results of research as reported in the
literature. A timely and comprehensible piece of research
by Jacob (21) lends support to inference that lack of
uniformity or controversy in the results of studies con-
tinues because some of the findings appear too contradictory
to be conclugive. It was on this issue that Jacob made the
following statement: ". . . . One limitation has been the
fact that most of the studies have been conducted with
‘captive audiences' . . ." (21, p. 89).

On the relationship between personality factors and
student's preference of method of instruction, Jacob indi-
cated that student response to a given technique of
instruction will often be reflective of his personality
pattern or attitudes developed prior te the time that the
student experiences a particular method of instruction.

It was on the relationship of this concept that the follow~
ing gtatement was made: "Sone students react very

negatively to s more permiséive teaching technique. They
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feel frustrated and uneasy without more direction and
authority exercised by the teacher . . " (21, p. 9). This
statement supports the implication of this study that in
some instances students may actuslly learn less when sub-
jected to a course of study utilizing a method of
instruetion not of their choice.

In conclusion Jacob states: "This study has dig-
covered « . . no pedigree of instructor and no wizardry of
instructional method which should be patented for its
impaet on the values of students . . ." (21, p. 11). Jacodb
further contends that a student's preference of teaching
method as related to hils attitudes may bHe determined as
follows:

The personality of a student and his orientation when

he first comes to class has a lot o do with his reac-

tion to the method of teaching, . « « » Individual
differences among students are more important than
differences of instructional technique in determining

educational impact (21, p. 90).

Wilerman in an earlier study had attempted to deter~
wine the influence of attitudes on motivation as related

factore to active and passive participation in which the

"K" factor on the Minnegota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory was used to test the hypothesis that:

« « +» 8ctive and passive participation in the organi-
zational function of a group was related to motivation
to belong %o a particular group, to general tendencies
o be oriented toward participating in groups, and to
skill in performing the tasks required by the organi~
zation . . « (33, p. 38).
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It was Wilerman's contention that in any group there
are variations in the extent of participation by different
members in the activities of the group with some meubers
more active than others. He supported such generalization
with the following statement:

Logically, passive participation may result

from either low motivation in the direction of

participation, or if motivation is present, from

counter tendencies which oppose parbticipation.

The latter may be labelled "restraint against

participation,” A plausible type of restraint in

social situations is "fear of failure" or lack of

self confidence (33, p. 390).

One of the more recent and comprehensive studies of
this kind was carried out by Gaier (13). Using the
Rorschach, Galer investigated the relationship between
certain personality characteristics and students’® thoughts
in group-oriented instruction. In part, Gaier found that
rigidity predisposition correlated positively with scores
on a measure of rote recall and negatively with measures
requiring handling of new coucepts and new methods of
attacking problems. It was further demonstrated that nega-
tivism correlated positively with class time spent in
negative thoughts about other people and negative thoughts
about ideas expressed in class.

The rigidity-flexibility syndrome, as shown by a sur-
vey of the literature, seems to have been well substantiated.

An area which has been neglected is the important one of

attitudes. The importance of continued researech on
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attitudes lies in the possibility that educational goals
nay be more easily attained if student preference for
teaching method is considered.

It was in keeping with this line of thinking bthat
Calden and Cohen (9), in a study dealing with the relation-
ship of ego-involvement and test definition as related to
test performance, found significant differences on certain
Rorschach scores for subjects determlped to be high and low
in ego-involvement, Individuals with high ego~involvement
produce test protocols that identify thelr behavior as less
rigid, with better intermal adjustment, and as more
involved with the social environment.

Beck (5) used the Rorschach to determine the degree of
¥ plus (reality) as o function of the ego in terms of per-
sonality organization levelns. He stateas: ", . . F plug is
the representative of the unifying psychologic core in per~
gonality « + «" (54 p. 398). Beck further contends that
there is no ego without # plus, because it is from the F
plus score that the following statement is made: "Ihis
factor tells us if the patient is willing to live in the
world of othexs at all; willing to observe social canons,
Yo see the realities of his societal eanviromnment . . "

(54 . 398).
Marqulies (26), using the Rorschach Ink Blot test,

attompted to measure basic personality factors and their
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interrelationships of Junior high school pupils having a
mean I. . of 124. For purposes of the study, the sampling
population was divided into achieving and non-achieving
groups and eguated for intelligence, age, sex, socio-
econonic status, religion, and language spoken in the hone.
The study produced some marked statistical differences on
gsome of the Rorschach categories, These differences were
interpreted to show that unsuccessfiul students have nore
gigns of emotional disturbance in their capacity to
establish personal relationships and that they are more
stereotyped in their thinking.

In a similar study, Thompson {(31) investigated the
relationship between certain personality factors of 100
college students and their academic grade poiat level.
Analysis of the results reveals that the achieving student
tends Lo be more introverted and better adjusted on the
whole than the non-achieving student.

Research in instructional gkills (10) has been part of
the American college scene sinece the turn of the century.
Since that time much effort has been expended developing
Teaching techniques, but little attention has been given to
the role of attitudes as a factor in determining individual
preference for method of instruction. Birney and toKeachie
are of the opinion that "in research on teaching methods,

ong of the difficulties has been lack of adequate



description and measurement of the independent variasble,
the tesching method" (7, p. €0).

The dearth of clear-cut findings in research then can
be blamed on such things as difficulty of controlling
variables, the lack of adequate measures, or the lack of a
theoretical basis for the research., Only from a systematic
and theoretical approach can there be developed testable
hypotheses that will contribute o grester understanding of

the relationship between attitude and group behavior.
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CHAPTER IXI

THE DEVELOFMENT AND SCOPE OF THE STUDENT
INSTRUCTIONAL PREFSRENCE SCALE

The Student Instructional Preference Scale is essen-
tially an experimental research instrument designed to
measurs attitude toward classroom instructional methods at
the college level. The scale as used in this study was a
fifty-five-itenm instrument, The statements were in the
first person (implied) and were stated affirmatively rather
than in question form. It was the investigator's opinion
that the affirmative approach made possible more direct and
less ambiguous statements.

Before the Student Instructionsl Preference Scale
could be constructed, a preliminary pool of items had to be
created, Otudents were asked to subnmit statemenlis expresg-
ing their "likes" and "dislikes" with respect to
lecture-oriented and group-orlented methods of instruction.
These methods were defined as specified in the Definition
of Terms section of Chapter I." The statements were
obtained primarily from 133 college students. Of the total

number of students, 109 were enrolled at Bastern New Mexico

P
CE. p. 7.
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University in the following classes: Introduction to
Counseling, twenty-three students; Perscnality Development,
fifteen students; Collective Behavior, twenty-seven stu-
dents; Methods of Research, twenty-nine students;
Individual Testing, eight students; Psychomstrics, seven
students. Twenty~four students were enrolled in two
classes of Personal Adjustment at North Texas State Col~-
lege. Valuable sssistance was received from the staff of
professoxrs at North Texas State College; specifically were
the criticiasms and suggestions invaluable during the con-
struction of the scale. Test constructlon rationale was
reviewed in research articles by Jones (2), Sanford,
Webster, and Freedman (4), Ferguson (1), Webster, Sanford,
and Freedman (€), and Webster (5). Pertinent idess regard-
ing student attitudes toward college classroom Leaching
procedures were also galned from fellow doctoral club
members and graduate students, which aided materially in
the development and scope of the scale.

The nature and purpese of the instrument were
explained to the students in a regular c¢lass meating.
Students were asked, as an out-of-class assignment, to
express in simple statements thelr "likes" and "disglikes"
for the following mebthods of instruction: lecture, ﬁanel
discussion, student-centered, individual reporting, com-

mittee, and guestion and answer. A btotal of 1,763 itenms
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wag received in response to the assignment, Some of the
statements were of superficial value, others were caustic
toward a particular method, and a few statements vented
pent-up emotion against college instructors in general.

The najority of the students complied with instruction
and turned in sente¢nces thalt were coneise, yet meaningful.
There were excepitions, however, which merit research into
student attitude toward teaching methods. The following
statements are examples of student comments:

The lecture method hag the advantage of covering
a large amount of material in a shorter period of time
than does any of the other methods. PFProvided the
student has an ineclination or interest, and the
teacher preseats material effectively, it wiil result
in a greater smount of information and undoubtedly
lead o further work by the student on his own
initiative . + + .

Another student, in expressing preference for the

lecture method, wrote:

I much prefer the lecture type method of teach~
ing «+ « « » I love the interplsy of classroom gnd
teacher personality in the dissemination of subject
natter. Having found that I become like a segment of
every pexsonality that I meet, it is always a new
adventure for me to find a new personality in the
person of my professor.

The comulttee method of instruction was described by

one student as follows:

The committes method of teaching need not be so,
yet 1t almost invariably is the driest, dullest,
longest piece of teaching existent. Lvery committee
chairman who prepares a report seems to think himself
an undercover Ernest Hemingway.
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Individuval reports as a tesching metnod received the

Ffollowing comments:

Whenn a student makes a report he learns not just
some subject matter dbut bow to state his ideas in goed
form. He learns how it feels to stand up and talk to
a group of preople and express hiwmself so he can be
understood +« 4 « o

Individual reports were regarded by another student as

follows:

Individual reports nay be an ideal way of teach~
ing provided the student knows how to go about preparing
the report and msking it beth informative and inter-
esting to the group. If this is not dene, again it
falls into the category of a whole lot of nothing about
nothing.

Student-centered instruction was described by one

student as follows:

This kind of teaching could get out of hand very
eaglly unless the teacher is quite an expert at it,
The student would learn only ss much &8 he wanted, the
lazy one not doing anything. Students need and want
supervision although they do not realize it. They
need to be taught and directed and led or pushed in
the right dirsction, or what we consider the right
directicn., This method would separate the men from
the boys and show how "mature"” each is., But this
"mature” group would be, in the majority of cases,
the small minority . . . .

The panel method of instruction was seen as follows:
The ones on the panel learn, but the panel has to

ke amall or the rest of the c¢lass is left out. The

aggressive ones and the smart ones do all the partici-

rating and all or most of the learning.

Cr, ag znother student expressed his attitude toward

the panel method:
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A4 group on a panel can give thelr own ideas and
values where otherwise they wouldn't say anything.
The panel is a chance to po deeper into a subject than
Just from the textbook. It is more interesting if the
student c¢an put his two cents worth in snd have it
recognized , « + «

Students were more critical of the guestion-answer

method of instruetion than of the other methods, as is

evidenced by the following:

tion

that

The question-answer type of teaching can be of
value when it is conductsd in sueh a way that the
student doesn't have to be afrald of talking ocut and
giving his views or that the teacher will chew hinm
out if he doesn't know the answer. Alsc when ques-
tions are asked on a voluntary basis it helps the
slower ones Ho feel achievement . . . .

One student had the fellowing to say:

The $Peachexr sits at the desk asking questions and
calls on a student to anawer, going page by page in
the text. The student 1g not allowed te have his book
open. The student memorizes the lesson until after
¢class and then promptly forgets., While Mary is
reciting, the rest of the class is sleeping, wrifing
notes, thinking of last night's movie, or hoping the
teacher doesn't call on them next . . . .

Still another expressed his sttitude toward the gues~
and answer method as follows:

The guestion-answer method of teaching is fine
for tesching parrots, bubt people are not parrots.
Heither are people "univac" machines to be fed care~-
fully compiled data to be humanly intezrsted and
repeated upon pushing guestion buttons. Obviously,
I think that the question-answer method ig a farce
and should be elimineted . . . .

The ipitial scale was develcped from siwuty~three items

seemed to be representative of student stiitude toward

teaching techniques. In order to ascertain the degree of
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ambiguougness and to assist in the refinement of the
instrument, the scale was administered as a class exercise
to graduate students enrclled in a course of psychology ab
Noxrth Texas State College. In the final revision of the
scale, eight of the original items were discarded and the
remaining fifty-five statements were put intc test form for
purposes of this study.

Reliability was established by the test-retest method
on 8 heterogeneous group of fifty-eight college seniocrs at
North Texas State College, The scale was edministered
during itwo regular class meetings, with a test-retest
interval of two weeks. The initiel test had a mean score
of 169.64, and a sigma score of 26.24, The mean score on
rotest was 166.44, with a pigma score of 29.49. The
Student Instructional Preference Scale had a téstwreteat
reliabillty coefficlent of 966, 4 critical ratio of 7.29
astablisbes the sipnificance at greater than the 1 per cent
level of confidence. The significance of the difference of
means was tested by Fisher's . The resulting t was 4343
therefore, it can be concluded that the means were not
significantly different.

To establish a check on the internal consistency of
the iunstrument, nine statements were reversed with respect
to instrucetiocnsl method preference. The following example

illugtrates the technique employed in an attempt to
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establish internal consistency for the SIPS: "More content
can be presented in lecture~oriented instruction than in
group~oriented instruction.” The reversal counterpart of
this statement was: “More content can be presented in
group-oriented instruction than in lecture~oriented instruce-
tion.” The original statements had a mean score of 29.24
and a standard deviation of 5.41. The statements when
reversed in terms of instructional method preference had a
mean score of 27.15 and a sigma score of 5.16. The degree
of correlation for internal consistency was determined by
determining the relationship between the original state-
ments and Yheir counterparts, the reversed items. The
statistic employed to determine the degree of correlation
wag the Pearson Product Moment Technique (3, p. 119), The
scale had an internal consistency correlation of -.80 and
was significant at the 1 per cent level of confidence., It
was concluded that the instrument was fairly consistent in
deteramining teaching method preference as definsd by this
study.

On the basis of logical wvalidity it was assumed that
each statement was adequately defined and that scores
defined attitude toward methods of instruction. In a
measure of attitudes, as in all measurement invelving the
cooperation of individuals, one must assume that subjects’

responses can be used to define a concept.
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Adminietration of the scale requires a standard fifty-
five item angwer sheet with five possible asnswers per
statement. Instructions were printed on the fly leafl of
each test booklet.”

Scoring of the ingtrument was a siuple procedure and
took about five minutes to determine student preference for
teaching methods. To score the scale only two stencils
were necessary for hand scoring. One stencil for group-
orliented statements was designated as the "G" Scoring Card,
and the "L" Seoring Card was for lecture~oriented answers.
Statements were scored according to the degree of agreement
or disagreenment with the statement in question and were
assigned a numerical value from +1 to +5. Attitudes that
strongly agreed with ststements favoring lesture-oriented
methods of instruction were scored +1, whereas strong agree
ment for statements pertairning to group~oriented instruction
were scored +5. The lower the total numerical value, the
stronger the individual agreed with statements favoring
lecture—~oriented method. 4 high total score indicated a
preference for group-oriented methods. Individuals who
strongly agreed with the lecturs-oriented statements could
obtain a score with a possible low of fifty-five. Indi-
viduals expressing a strong agreement for the group~oriented

statements could receive a maximum score of 295,

The completed SIPS is presented in Pigure 1.

»
Cf. Pigure 1.



FIGURE 1
STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL PREPLRENCE SCALE
INSTRUCTIONS:

In this scale you will find a number of statements designed
to sample attitudes sbout classroom instructional proce-
dures. There is considerable disagreement as to what
constitutes the best procedure; therefore there are no
"pight" or "wrong” answere in the usual sense of a high
score being necessarily the best. The purpose of this
Scale will be best served if you indicate your preference
as accurately as possible. What is wanted iz your own
attitude about the statements. Read each statement and
decide how YOU feel about it. Then mark your answer in
the space provided on the answer sheet.

If you strongly agree, blacken space under "SA"

If you agree, blacken space under "A"

If you are uncertain, blacken space under “U”

If you disagree, blacken space under "D"

If you stropgly disagree, blacken space under "SD"

Lecture and Group-oriented instructional methoeds are
defined as follows:

Group—~oriented instruction method: Group-~oriented instruc-

ion may include one or more of the following: panel
dilscussions, committee and individual reports, student~
centered method, and the question and answer technigue.
Group-oriented instruction methods allow for student
participation, the class decides upon its own activities,
students are encoursged to contribute personal experiences,
the instructor accepts student contributions, goals are
determined by the class, students evaluate each other with
enphasis wpon affective and attitudinal change, and there
is a de-emphasis of tests and grades as goals in them-
selves.

Lecture~oriented instruction method: In the lecture method

here 1s mainly instructor participation, the instructor
determines the activities, discussion is kept on course
materials, there is regular use of tests and grades, stu-
dent contribution is evaluated by the instructor, goals are
determined by the instructor, and student participation is
encouraged only for the purpose of seeking information from
the instructor.
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FIGURE l1-~Continued

Iecture~oriented instruction is better because too
much time is apent on unimportant details in group-
oriented instruction.

More content can be presented in lecture-oriented
instruction than 1ln group-oriented instruction.

Group~oriented instruction is better than lecture~
oxriented instruction for the presentation of new
material.

The lecture-oriented instruction is better because it
is more difficult $o formulate ideas from group-
oriented instruction.

It is eagier to maintaln interest for course content
in the lecture~oriented class than in the group-
oriented clagss.

More knowledge can be gained from lecture~oriented
classes than from group~oriented clagses.

Personal Jjudgment is utilized more in determining
content significance ian group~oriented instruction
than in lecfure-oriented instruction.

Group~oriented instruction demands more responsibility
from the student in the learning situation than does
lecture~oriented instruction.

More practical questions are raised in lecture-
oriented instru¢ction than in group-oriented
instruction.

Ag a method of instruction group~oriented instruction
doeg not compare favorably with lecture-oriented
instruction because it is too narrow in scope.

Group~oriented instruction is better because lecture-
oriented instruction includes a lot of non-essentisl
eaterial.

lecture-oriented instruction is detter than group-
oriented instruction because students cannot learn
much from each other.



13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.*

20.

21.

22."

23%.

24,

25.*

PIGURE l-«Continued

Group~oriented instruction is more likely to create a
division between the aggressive and shy individuals
than is lecture-orientsd instruction.

Group-oriented instruction permits greater freedom of
thought than lecture-~oriented instruction.

The opportunity to learm is greater in group-oriented
classes than in lechbure~oriendted classes.

Domination by a few occurs more often in group-
oriented classes than in lecture-oriented classes.

Legcture~oriented instruction depends less on the skill
of the instructor than does group-orientved instruc-
tion.

Group~oriented instruction is bebtter than lecture-
oriented instruction because students need to learn to
evaluate themselves.

Lecture-oriented instructlon provides for a greater
systematized coverage of material than is afforded in
group-oriented instruetion.

Attention is better maintained in lecture-oriented
instruction than in group-oriented instruction.

Lecture-oriented instrucltion is better than group~-
oriented instruction because fFthe student knows what
is important.

More content can be presented in group-oriented
inatruction than in lecture-—orisnted instruction.

Lecture~oriented lnstruction is preferasble to group~
oriented instruction because a few students dominete
the group~oriented class.

New concepbs are presented more efficiently in
lecture~oriented lustruction than in group-oriented
instruction.

Interest loss is greater in lecture-~oricented instruc~
tion then in group~oriented instruction.
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FIGURE l~-Continuved

There is a greater temptation te bluff in group-
oriented instruction than in lecture-oriented
instruction.

Seif~responsibility for learning is manifested more in
lacture~oriented instruction than in group~oriented
instruction because the student must learn to pick out
what 1s important.

Group~oriented instruction is more conducive to the
small ¢lass then lecture~oriented instructlon.

The more mature student benefits more from lecture-
oriented instruction than from group~oriented
ingtrucition.

More subJect detall 1is presented in group-~orlented
classes than in lecture-oriented classes.

Cxitical thinking is better stimulated in lecture~
oriented instruction than in group-oriented
instruction.

A greater degree of Independence in the learniug
gltuation is provided in lecture-oriented instruction
than in group-~oriented instruction because the student
is not held back by the group.

Less time is wasted in lecture~oriented insiruction asg
compared to group~oriented instruction.

Lecture-oriented instruction challenges one's jJudgment
in the digsenination of content more than group-
oriented instruction.

New materiasls are better presented in lecture-oriented
instruction than in group~oriented instruction.

More factual information can be presented in lecture-
oriented instruction than in group~oriented
ingstruction.

Group~-oriented instruction provides greater scope of
content than does lecture~oriented instruction.

Lecture~oriented instruction is better than group-~
grignted instruction for covering material not in the
ext.
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FIGURE l--Continued

Group-oriented instruction is better than lecture-
oriented instruction because the student knows hisg
own psrsonal needs better than the instructor.

Group~oriented instruction is more confusing to the
learner than lecture~oriented imstruction.

As compared to the lecture, group-~oriented instruction
is dull and does not add materially to one's knowledge
(of the course of study).

Group-oriented instruction stimuvlates thinking move
than lecture-oriented instruction.

Lecture-oriented instruction is better than group-
oriented instruction because more significant poinis
are covered,

Group-oriented instruction eliminates confusion and
makes for better learaning than lecture-oriented
Instruction.

Lecture~oriented instruction is better because in
group~oriented instruction individuals get off the
subject.

The small class benefits more from lecture-oriented
instruction than from group~oriented instruction.

Group-oriented instruction is less confusing to the
student than lecture-oriented instruction.

Lecture-~oriented instruction is more applicable to the
teaching of difficult material than group—~oriented
instruction.

Students pay closer attention o lecture~criented
%§struction than they do to group-oriented instruc-
on,

General concepts are developed better in lecture-
oriented instruction than in group~oriented
ingtruction.

Lecture-oriented instruction is "spoon feeding" as
compared Lo group-oriented instruction.
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Lecture~oriented instruction is better than group-
oriented insbtructicn because it facilitates
communication within the ¢lass.

The student knows better what is sxpected of him in
iecture~oriented instruction than in group~oriented
instruction.

Group~oriented instruction is better than lecture~
oriented instruction because studenis get more
different points of view.

Lecture~oriented instruction is more informative
than group-oriented instructlon.

*These were the items used in the test of internsl

consistency.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION, INTERPRETATION, AND DISCUSSION
CF THE DATA

Chapter 1V will de devoted to the presentation, later-
pretation, snd discussion of the test data as they relate
to the stated hypotheses of this study. To acquaint the
reader with the statistical proceduree used in treating the
data, a brief explanation of the statisticsl treatment will
be given. Test data will also be presented since the use
of tabular measures will aid materially in the interpreta-
tion and discussion of the results.

The results of the study will be drawn together by an
interpretation of the data which will show whether signifi-~
cant differences exist between subjects of group "L" and
group "G" on the personallty traits as measured by the
Survey. And finally, the results will be discussed in
relation to the consensus of current psychological theory
and experimental evidence.

In Chapter 1 the hypothesis was stated that gignifi-
cant differences would exist between Survey scores of
subjects expressing a preference for lecture-coriented and

group~oriented methods of instruction. To test the

23
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hypothesis adequately, it was necessary to treat the raw
data for measures of central tendency and variability so
that levels of significant differences could be determined.
Fisher's t was employed to test for gignificant differences
between mean scores for the sub tests of the Survey.

Table I presents subjects by classification, séx, and
class experiencs.with lecture~ and group-~oriented methods
of iastruction.

The majority of subjects from both groups indicated
that they had received more instruction in college by the
lecture~oriented method than by the group-criented method.
In isolated instances the reverse was true.

It was interesting to compare lecture~oriented and
group-oriented subjects on what they felt to be their
experiences with lecture and group methods of instruetion,
The startling find was the fact that both groups indicated
by about the same percentages Utheir experience with
lecture~ and group-oriented c¢classes. HNinety-six per cent
of group "L" subjects felt that more than ten of their
classes had been taught by the lecture method. This com-
pares with 98 per cent of group "G' subjects who felt that
the lecture method was used in more than ten of their
classes. Regarding the group method of instruction, 14 per
cent of group "L" felt that it was used in more than ten of

their college classes. Agsin this was in contrast to
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26 per cent of group "G" subjects who felt that the group
method of instruction was used in more than ten of their
¢lasses. It is prover to mention these differences of
experience with lecture~ and group-oriented methods of
instruction because the present study contends that atti~

tude differences determine teaching method preference.

TABLE I

DISTRIBUTION CF SUBJECTS BY SEX, CLASSIFICATION, AND
EXPuRIENCE WITH LECTURE-ORIENTED AND GROUP-
CRIENTED MSTHODS OF INSTRUCTICON

S " OO —
GFroup Iecture

Junior 10 24

Classification Senior 25 21
Graduate 15 S
VMalse 28 27

Sex
Female 22 2%
Lecture-~
Oriented
Method

50 50

More than

Ingtructional 5 classes

method
expexience Group-

Oriented
Method 50 50
tlore than
5 c¢lasses
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It 1s both timely and interesting to note that data in
Table I are supported by an experimental study recently
reported by Jacob (7). Jacob concluded thsb experience
with a given methed of instruction tendz to have negligible
influence upon determining students' choice of inastruc—
tional method oxr on attitudes In general.

Tabular presentation of the data is reported in Table
I1. Por purposes of this study, Survey raw scores were
uged 0 compute the group means. Inbexpretation and dis-
cussion of the results are reported sequentially. For mean
scores to be significantly different between groups "1L" and
"G" on traits M, R, 8, B, ¢, T, and P with ninety-eight
degrees 0f freedom, a t of 1.98 was re@uired at the 5 per
cent level of confidence, and at the first level of confi-
dence a % of 2.63 was required. For males, with sixty-three
degrees of freedom, a £ of 2.00 was required at the 5 per
cent level of confidence, and at the first level of confi-
dence a t of 2.66 was required. For female subjects of
thie study with thirty-three degrees of freedom, a £ of
2274 was required at the first level of confidence, and at
the 5 per cent level of confidence a t of 2.04 was required,

From Table II, one may observe that the mean score for
group "L" on trait G--General Activity was 16.28. Group "G"
had 2 mean of 19.86. 4 t value of 3%.50 was obtained for the

mean difference for trait G. The hypothesis of no
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difference between msan scores of lecture-oriented and
group~oriented subjects was rejected at better than the

1 per cent level of confidence., Thus, the difference
between the two groups on guestions pertaining to the traid
of general activity produced gignificant differences.

Test performance lndicated that proup "IL" had a mean
of 17.02 for trait Re--Restrain¥. Group "G" had a mean of
18.,22. A compardson of B for lecture-~oriented and group-
oriented subjects indicated a § of l.22. The hypothesis of
no difference in mean scores for "L" and “G" subjects was
accepted; that is, R did not differentiate the "L" group
from the "G" group.

for trait A--~Ascendance, group "L" males had z mean of
15,78, as in contrast to a meaxn of 18.82 for male subjects
in group "G." A % value of 2.25 was obtained for this dif-
ference between these means. The null hypothesis was
rejected at the 5 per cent level of confidence. Specifi-
cally, the results were significant at the 2.44 per cent
level., It may be concluded that test performance was a
gignificant source of variation between lecture-oriented
and group-oriented subjects in this study, and the varia-
tion was in favor of group "GN

The means of trait A for lecture-oriented and group-
criented females did not differ significantly. Group "G

had a mean of 16.18, and for group "L" femsles the mean was
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1%.46. For s mean difference of 0.72, and in favor of
group "G," a § of .043 was obtained. The hypothesie of no
difference was tenable.

Group "L" had a mean score of 18.4C and group "G" had
a mean of 23.04 for trait S--Sociability. A comparison of
group means indicated a £ of 4.42 which was significant at
better than the .01 level. Opecifically, the mean differ-
ence for tralt ¥ was significant at the C.001 level. The
hypothesis of no difference, in mean scores bebtween lecture
and group-oriented subjects, was rejected. It may be con-
cluded that test performance on S was a source of significant
variation between subJects in this study.

Group "L” had a meaa score of 17.62 foxr trait Be-
Emotionality, whereas group "G" subjects obbtained a mean of
19.76. From this mean difference of 2.14, a t of 1.73 was
obtained, which appeared sigunificant at the 8 per cent level
of confidence. Agaln the hypothesis of no difference
between means was accepted.

Group "L" was represenbted on trait O--Objectivity by
a mean score of 18.70, while group "G" had a mean of 19.40.
From a mean dilference of 0,70 a t of .06l was obtained.
One can observe from the data that this difference was
not significant. Again, the hypothesis of no difference

was tenable.
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From a comparison of the F tralt, Friendliness, a mean
difference of 2,22 was obtained for male subjects. This
difference was in favor of group "L," which had a mean
score of 15.81. The mean for group "G" males was 12.90.
Upon this difference, a % value of 1.54 was obtained, The
hycothesis of no difference was accepted that test per-
formance on trait I was not a differentiating factor
betwesn male subjects of thig ianvestigation.

The mean score for female subjects on the ¥ trait in
the "L" group was 16.46G and for group "G" females the mean
was 19.13. For this difference, a & of 1.82 was obtained
which approaches significance at the & per cent level of
confidence. Test perfornance on tralt ¥ was not a signifi-
cant source of difference between the females of the sampls
population of this study.

Mean scores of T=-Thoughtfuiness for groups "L" and
"G" were 18.56 and 19.80 respectively. For the mean dif-
ference, a L value of 1l.%3 was obtained. Again, the
hypothesis of no difference was tenable that test per-
formance on trait T was not significantly different as a
source of variation between lecture-~oriented and group-
oriented subjects of this study.

For trait P--FPersonal Relations, group "L" had a mean
score of 16.78, whereas group~oriented subjects obtained a

wean of 18.18, A % of 1.21 was indicated for the trait P
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of the study. The null hypothesis was again accepted, in
that trait P did not indicate a significant difference
between the two groups under consideration.

The last personality trait, as measured by the Survey,
was that of M--lMasculinity and Femininity. The high degree
of similarity of I scores for lecture~ and group-oriented
males was obvious. Group "L" males had a mean of 20.37
while the males of group "G" had a mean of 20.00. For =
mean difference this small, a & value of .037 was obtalned.
The hypothesis of no difference in mean scores was again
tenable.

A mean of 12.38 was reported for group "L" female
subjects for trait M. Female subjects of group "G" had =«
mean of 10.95. No significant difference between the mean
scores for M was obtained when lecture-oriented and group~
oriented females were compared. A & of 075 was obtained
and it became feasible %o accept the null hypothesis that
tést performance on M did not indicate a significant dif-

ference between female subjects of this study.

Digcussion of Data
The hypothesls of the present investigeation is sup-
ported in part by the fact that groups "I" and "G" subjects
differ in test performance with respect to their scores of
the Survey. Factors other than attitudes, as measured by

this study, may have influenced instructional method
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preference; hence, the lack of consideration of the other
possible factors warrants further research in the area of
student attitudes and preference of teachling methods,.

As a consequence of the validation information

reported in the Survey Test Manual and of the results

reported by previcus studies, the following discussion of
the traits and scwe possible relationships is offered.
These comments will be orgsnized around each trait in turn.

In the section on the presentation and interpretation
of data it was reported that a significant difference
between mean scores was found to exist on trait G for
lecture~ and group—-oriented subjects. Trait G tends to
indicate the level of cenergy expended, the degree of moti-
vation, and the tendency toward activity in general. A
high G score has the general effect of exaggerating the
quality of other personality traits, whereass a low score
on trait & tends to emphasize traits of submissivensess and
withdrawal tendencies. In many ways G may be regarded ss
a kind of catalyzer.

Group-oriented subjects were characterized ag belng
more active and were possessed by a greater degree of
vitality than were lecture-oriented subjeets. Group "L"
would be identified with behavior that was marked by a

tendency for physical lethargy.
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The implication of a difference between lecture-
oriented and group~oriented subjects on trait G is
significant from the viewpolnt that the purpose of an
individual's behavior is the sabisfaction of his own
needs; that is, behavior is usually organized with refer-
ence to the individual's own phenonmenal self as influenced
by opportunities and circumstances in terms of social
interaction., DBehavior development of the lecture-coriented
and group~oriented subjects presents s¢ vaat a number of
poasibilities for individual differences that it is
unlikely that beth groups have identicel goals, although
their basic needs may be the same and some of their gosals
megy be similar. Thus, group-oriented individuals may have
perceived a goal of activity as a scurce of security, while
lecture-oriented individuals may have come to differentiaste
the trait of activity as a threat to their basic need of
security. That is, both groups may have perceived activity
as a different kind of goal in terms of its peculiar frame
of reference t¢ themselves and to their needs at a given
time.

It 1s noteworthy to mention that the hypothesis was
not supported for trait R, A low R score is indicabtive of
a carefree disposition, characteristic of behavior that is
marked by a trait of impulsiveness, whereas a high R score

suggests a behavior of rigidity with a tendency toward an
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inhibited disposition in social interaction. The fact that
there was no gignificant difference hetween lecture~
oriented and group~oriented subjects may best be explained
in terms of an attempt on the part of both groups to main-
tain consietency and unity of their value systems. In
general, subjects of both groups were trying to adjust
themnselves to the totality of the situaticn in a manner
that would be harmonious with their system of values and
a8 They perceived the role of self in relation to the
group (8). Thus, though they may be equally rigid, they
may choose different ways of attaining goals. The implica~
tion of this inference was supported in research reported
on the restraint factor. It is susgested, however, that a
more sensitlive instrument might be applied to ascertain
better the restralnt facter of lecture-oriented and group-
oriented subjects toward teaching method prefersnce.

Gross (6) reports the value of group-oriented instruction
on individual behavior. In the study it was found that
student~centered imstructicn encouraged the development of
self-insight in terms of social interaction. Cowen and
Thompson (3) were able to confirm the hypothesis that
rigidity was a factor in personality organization., The
results of the study showed that the more rigid the per-
sonality becomes, the greaster will be the inability to

enter psychologically into new situations and the poorer
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will be the smotional adjustment to scciety in gensral.
Gaier (5) alsc found thabt rigidity made a difference in the
behavior of subjects in group~oriented situations. Calden
and Cohen (2) found that individuals with high self-
evaluation tend to be less rigid, display better internal
adjustment, and become more involved with others than 4o
subjects with attitudes of low self-evaluation.

An interesting observation, and oue significant to
this study, was the established difference of "L" and "G
males on trait A, Group "G males were characterized by a
strong trait of dominance. Doninance, when ¢linically
interpreted, suggests social boldness. 7This was in con-
traet to lecture-coriented msales who indicated by a low A
score that they would tend to be submissive in group situa~
tions. Such individuals were submissive to the extent that
in social situations bthey could be imposed upon. For these
differences on ascendance one would expect the dominant and
socially bold group~oriented male to displsy superior
leadership quelities as in contrast to the more submis-
sively inclined lecture-oriented male. The guestion that
arises from this discussion is what determines whether a
trait of submissiveness or dominance would develop and how
could such tendencies be related to preference of teaching
methods. Perhaps differences could be accounted for and

explained in terms of sast experiences and the mapnner in
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which the individual learned Yo identify his needs in terms
of social participation. From the preceding statements 1t
gould be assumed that either group might regard ascendancy
as a means teo an end, which would imply that the ascendancy
factor would differ for lecture~oriented and group-oriented
subJects of this study. Wilerman {11) found that the
tendency to be active or passive was dependent upon the
motivational factor. The tendency to be dominant or sub-
missive in an individual's social behavior could have
developed from an earlier association with others.
Lecture~oriented males may have learned to depend upon

self for the solution of their needs rather than upon
assistance from others. Such behavior would manifest
social withdrawal, whersas the group-oriented male might
have learned to bs dependent upon others because of lack

of self-confidence and would be unable to express a tralt
of independence. This behavior would sxplain the mechanism
of compensatory domination by which the individual would
react to feelings of self~inadequacy by exerting control
over others. That is, subjects ia both groups were
responding to the same geoal, vthat of group acceptance, and
each according to his own learned style of behavior. The
lecture~oriented subjects, from a felt need of belonging to
the group, perceived submissiveness as a means to achieve

group status and acceptamnce. The group-oriented subject,
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too, felt the necd of group acceptance, but in terms of his
phencmenologlcal field pexrceived self as being competent in
group participstion and chose the more aggressive style of
behavior to schieve group position. Iadividuals who are
accustomed to social stimulation do not wait fer social
acceptance to come to them, but seek situations that will
provide them with the feeling of social belongingness.

FProm the dato as presented in Table I, it was evident
that female subjects d4id not dAiffer apureciably on trait A,
It mlight be inferred that lecture-~ znd group~oriented
female subjects were possessed by a trait of ascendance to
about the same degree. The tendency for female subjects to
manifest a similar tralt of ascendance may be explained by
changes in soclety's attitude toward the roles women play.
The fact that our present society affords women greater
political, educational, and economie freedom would tend to
Justify this explanation and to support the interpretstion,
as wvas found, of ne difference between lecture-~ and group-
oriented females for brait A. It is widely agreed that the
effect of a given situation depends upon the individual's
total field at a particular time. Therefore lecture-
oriented and group-~oriented females may have learned that
society thinks highly of women who display behavior charac-—
teristics of social boldness and self-confidence.

Consequently both groups have come to value their behavior
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in terms of what society sanctions. The result is that
female subjects of this study have developed styles of
behavior with respect to sogial ascendsncy that were
determined in part by the demands of the society to which
they belong. Some may have percelved the lecture method
a8 providing the means to assert themselves through attain-
ing academic goals, while others perceived the group method
as providing this opportunity.

The significant difference between group "L" and group
"G" subjects on trait S was oubstanding. The higher S
score by group "G" was reflectlve of a positive tendency to
seek and to enjoy, by social participation, the company of
others, whereas group “"L's" lower S score was suggestive of
a basic shyness in terms of social interaction. That is,
for lecture~oriented subjects, there was a tendency to
withdraw from social activity and to displsy a more
seclusive style of behavior. Such individuals possess s
certain reserve quality that makes it difficult for others
to know them intinately.

in everyday life situations, individuals tend to
utilize different means to arrive at the same goal. From
this implication it could be inferred that group-oriented
subjects may have found the trait of socialization so
useful in satisfying their needs that they have developed

a frame of reference reflective of a tendency to seek out
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and to enjoy group participating experiences., Still other
individuals~~that is, the lecture-oriented subjects--may
have found that shyness and soclal withdrawal best lead ¥o
the satisfaction of their particular needs. That is, both
groupe may have perceived the same goal but each has
developed a characteristic way of achieving this goal, Tﬁa
lecture~oriented subject, because of a particular frame of
reference, has learned to perceive his role in terms of
group participation by displaying a behavior characterized
by shyness and seclusiveness. ILecture-~oriented individuals
may have leaimed that in soclially competitive sibuations
they have experienced failure, scorn, and eriticism so that
they now react to social interaction by submission and
withdrawal tendencies. The group—oriented sudbject has
learned to perceive the role of self in relation to the
group in a different frame of reference and manifests an
extratensive style of behavior.

It was reported by Frenkel~Brunswik (4) and Wolff (12)
that personality differences do influence the individual's
level of gsocial participastion. They found that unconscious
attitudes determined, to a large degree, one's behavior in
group activity.

Although the hypothesis of no significant difference
was accepted belween lecture-~oriented and group-oriented

subjects on trait E, there was an indiceted tendency that
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group "G" was the more optimistic, the more cheerful in
social behavier, and the more emotionally stable., This
difference apprcached significance at the 8 per cent level,
If the implication is accepted that the strength and
nature of emotional behavior is learned by group inter-
action, then it is probable that such behavior develops
from social experiences in terms of earlier reactions. If
the individual experiences psinful social situations, the
person may in the future react %o socisl interasction with
emotional instability and lack of sccial insight.
Differences in emotional expression voward group
participabion may reflect earlier group experiences. That
is, the lecture-oriented subject may have experienced
failure and frustration in earlier relations with others
from which relation he learned to place little value on
grouwp participation. Therefore, for the lecture~oriented
subject to be consistent in nis frame of reference toward
group participation, he will now inhibit his responses in
relation to others, whereas group "G" subjects, too, have
encountered group experisnces but have learned to value
social interaction as a medium for gatisfying their needs
and personal gosls. Albrecht (1) was able to show that
students who becams oriented toward group~centered methods
of instruction showed greater emotional stability, greater

soclal insight, and greater social responsibility than did

lecture-oriented students.
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As shown by the data presented in Table II, there was
no significant difference between groups "L" and "G" for
tralt O. Both groups indicated that they possessed a
quallty of behavior that wss necessary to view, both
objectively and dispassionately, oneself and his environ-
ment. It might be expected that this characteristic of
college students would be prevalent inasmuch as they repre-
sent a select sample of socisl strata. Such individusls
have learned from cultural and educational training to
discriminate bebtween "means to an end,”"” to become semewhat
realistically and materialistically oriented, and to dbecome
somewhat insensitive to the idealistic pressures of thelr
social milieu. That is, the relation of the perceived self
to the demands of society in which subjects of this study
nmove has had s vexy important influence on changes in their
phenomenal self. Suech individuals are therefore consistent
in their behavioer by conforming tc the total situstion in
order to comply with the demands of scciety as related to
thelir experiences. In other words, both groups chose the
gituation in which they felt they could function most
efficiently. This line of thinking is supported, in part,
by an excellent summary of research on changing attitudes
in college students as reported by Jacob (7).

Differences obtained on trait ¥ present both an inter-

esting and complex situation which furthsr research might
clarify.
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There was no significant difference in F for males;
howaver, this difference approasched significance for
females. It may be that women tend more to equate friend-
liness with group participation, while men, because of a
eultural emphasis equating mesculinity with independence,
do not. Thus women might perceive the group method as an
avenue to demonstrate their friendliness, even though they
perhaps do not always feel friendly toward all group mem-—
bers. Frenkel-Brunswik (4) confirms the significance of
this implicabion by stating that the asgertion by an indi-
vidual of hile attitudes into his overt behavior may be in
reality a compensatory reaction to cover up feelings rather
than a faithful representation of them.

A8 was indicated in the presentation and interpreta-
tion of daste section, no significant difference was found
between groups "L" and "G" on trait T. Both groups indi-
cate that they are quite adept at observing the behavior of
others. Also such persons are known for their social
subtlety and tactfulness. Such individuals may at btimes
tend to be pensive and reflective in their style of
behavior. This suggests the influence of c¢ollege training
and group assoclation upon attitudes. That is, the indi-
vidual has learned how best %o conduct his behavior in
groups. It was in this relationship that Sherif and
Cantril (9) felt that attitudes are formed in relation to
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gituations and social conditions that tend to satisfy the
individual’s basic needs or drives as they relate to his
level of ego-involvenent.

Cf all the traits measured by the Burvey, trait P
consistently correlated highest with all criterias lunvolving
human relations. Trait P seems to represent that element
of "gettiny along with others." As reported in Table II,
there was no significant diffcerence between the mnean scores
of "L™ and "G" subjects for trait P questions. Thsrefore
it may be assumed that both lecture-oriented and group-
oriented subjectes have developed\parsonal relationship
values as part of their own personsl frame of reference,
that they wers responding with a style of behavior that was
consistent with those values that were sanctioned by
soclety, and that they selected the methed in which they
both felt they would get along best with others.

The lsst personality trait measured was thet of M.
From an interpretation of f values, it was concluded that
subjects of this study 4id not differ significantly with
respect to their test performence on tralt M. The "L" and
"G" male subjects indicated by thelr scores a capacity fer
belng understood by other males and that they were accept-
able te other males. Both groups indicated a sympathetic
orientation towsrd others to the point that their behavior

would not appear c¢allous in soclal interaction. Trait M
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appears to be the result of an early cultural and social
infiuence upon the individual's identifiesd role of behavior.
Interests and the capacity to identify with a given sex
role appear to e learned in terms of the process of
identification. The fact that there was no difference
between lecture~oriented and group-oriented subjects on
trait 11 was significant from the theorebtical implication
that individuals adopt as thelr own those masculinity-
femininity values that are in harmony with those spproved
by society. It would appear therefore that the strongth
and nature of the individual's conformity motive was
reflective of behavior that would be learned and that such
behavior develops from social experiences.

Certain conclusions may be drawn from the discussion
by simply stating in summsry form in so far as it was based
upon & comparison of test results for the two groups.

Lecture~ and group-oriented subjecis were found to
differ significantly on three of the bten traits measured.
It was from departure on these certain traits that attitude
differences could be expected to exist for lseture- and
group-~oriented subjects as measured by this study.

While some of the differences between the groups were
not extrems, perhaps several factors can account for these

findings:



1. Btudents may express thelr attitudes as related to
teaching method preference in the selection of a major
course of study., The fact that variadility was so extreme
would indicate this factor.

2. The fact that c¢cllege students are more homo-
geneous in intelligence and cultural factors than other
groups may account for the small number of significaent dif-
ferences on the Guilford-Zirmerman scores. That is, college
students mey have learned what the ideal personality is,
and this factor alone may have influenced Survey scores.

In view of these findings aund their implications, it
might be concluded that the lack of a large number of
highly eignificant t values may be due to several factors.
The nature of the group studied may have been m factor.
Lack of significent differences in the traits studied nay
have been another factor. That is, there may not be a
large number of attitude differences between lecture—~ and
group—oriented subjects. This demonstrated similority of
attitudes may be due to exposure, to mutuasl influences, or
o a conditioning effect exerted by our culture upon the
attitudes of the individuel; or, there may be differences,
but not in the particular traits measured by the Surv NG

Perhaps the most significant finding of this study ism
that if learning is an active process which results from

the efforts of the individual to satisfy his needs in a
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manner that will be both meaningful and c¢onsistent with his
value system, bhen the lastructor, to be in agreement with
present learning theory, must accept the responsitility for
dealing with the individual in terus of his perception of
self and of others inasmuch as they are related to the
goals of an individual. Furthermore, in order that stu-~
dents may learn to acquire a feelling of competence and
social acceptsbility, they must asscciate with learaning
situations that will afford them experiences which they
perceive to be in keeping with these perceptions.

In other words, learning is an active, purposeful, and
continuous process carried on by the individual for the
sabisfaction of hils needs, and it will be affectsd by how
the learner accepts or rejects the opportunities provided
him. If the instructor wishes to change bthe sbtbitude
toward a particular method of instruetion, he must first
change the student's personal frame of reference, dbecause
it is this reference which gives meaning, direction, and

consistency to his behavior.
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CHAPTER ¥V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of the present investigation was to
develop a questionnalre type scale to measure instructional
method preference at the college level and to determine if
there were significant differences between personality
seores of subjects that indicated a preference for lecture~
oriented instruction and of those that preferred the
group-oriented method of instruction.

Thig study tested the following hypotheses:

1. That it was possible to develop an experimental
instrument that would reliably indicate instructional
prefersnce.

2. That significant differences on the Guilfora-
Zimmerman scores exist between subjects indicating
lecture-oriented preference and aubjects preferring the
group~oriented method of instruction.

The Student Instructional Preference Scale was
developed from answers submitted by students at Eastern
New Mexico University, Portales, New Mexicc, and North
Texas State College, Denton, Texas, to the statements of
"1 like and dislike lecture and group methods of instruc-

tion because . . . ." The Scale ag developed and used in

78
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this study was able to differentliate students’ preference
of teachlng methods into two classifications, namely,
subjects who prefer the lecture-ariented method of instruc-
tion and subjects who prefer the group-oriented method of
instruction.

Subjects of the present study were college students
and were selected on the following basis:

A gsample of juniors, seniors, and graduvates was
selected from Hoxrth Texas State College, Denton, Texas,
and from Tennessee Polytechnic Institute, Cookeville,
Tennessee. To this sample of students the SIPS was
administered. The sample was approximately egual with
regpect to mmzle and femamle subjects.

From the total sample, 100 students were selected on
the baslis of indicated differences in their preference of
teaching methods; these students were approximebely matched
with respect to their experience with lecture-oriented and
group-oriented methods of instruction as defined by this
study. The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey was
adninistered to both groups, "L" and "G."

The data of this study indicated certain facte rela-
tive to the hypotheses presented in Chapter I. From an
interpretation of the data, the following findings are

presented:
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1, The first hypothesis was sustained that it was
possible to develop an instrument that would differentiabe
sbhudents in their preference for methods of instruction.

2. The second hypothesis was partially sustained;
that is, some significant differences were found between
group "L" and group "G" subjeots on personality traits as

nessured by the Guilford-iimmermsn Temperament Survey.

5. Traits G, 5, and B significantly differentieted
group "L" and group "@" subjects at the 5 per cent level of
confidence or better.

4. Differences between group "LY and group "G" female
subjects on trait F approached significance (P .06) and
sugpgest tentatively that this trait might differentiate
between group "L" and group "G" females, although this
needs further study.

2. Difference in mean scores on trait T did not reach
significance at the 5 per cent level (P .08) but favored
group "G."

&, The daba further indicated that little discrimina-
tion among lecture-oriented and group-oriented subjects on
the basis of teaching method preference could be abttributed
to traits B, ¢, P, and M.

Conclugions
It can be conecluded that of the ten personality tralts
tested in this study, traits G, S, and I were mogt
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outstanding in determining the differences between the two
groups. In general it may be stated vhat, according to
their test scores, lecture~oriented subjects demonsirete a
style of behsvior that is characterized by an inhibited
disposition and an over control of their impulses; thsat
they appear lethargic in overt activity; and that they
appear less conventional in their social relations.
Furthermore, thers 1s a definite tendency for lecture-
oriented subjects to appear socially withdrawn to the
extent that they are oftentimes described as being shy
and submissive in social situations.

On the other hand, group-oriented subjects, as indi-
cated by theilr scores, tend to be more active in thelr
behavior and t¢ manifest a higher level of vitality. Such
individuals are more cheerful and digplay greater emotional
gtability. Group "G" subjects tend to De more objectively
oriented and to show greater social conformity to the
extent that they seek and enjoy the company of others.

And last, it was indicated that group-oriented subjects
have a better understanding of their behavior in relation

to others.

Recommendations
There is ample opportunity for further research in the
area of attitude and instructional method preference. The

present study on instructional method preference has dealt
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with extreme teaching methods. This was done to maximize
the possibility of obiaining significent differences. The
present investigation 1llustrates, all the more, the
importance of considering an intermediate or sn eclectic
prefarence Zroup.

In desligning an investligation similar to the present
one, several improvements could be made. On the basis of
the preceding conclusions, the following recommendations
are made:

1. Meny students were lost to the study by the very
nature of the limitations imposed. Where possible, future
reserrch deslgns of this nature could be improved by nore
complete gampling,

2. A study should consider sttitudes in relation %o
methed of instruction in order to promote a better under-
standing of the basic factors related to fallures of
students under oune method of instruction who obtain later
success under another method of imstruction.

3. An investigation should be made %o debermine what
influence preferences for a given method of instruction
have on achievement and motivational outcomes. For
example, "Do students achieve better when they receive the
methed of instruction they prefer?"

4, A study should be made to determine the degree of
relationship existing between student sbility and method of
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ingtruction receiveds In other words, "Do bright students
achieve better under one method of instruction while the
less bright students improve more under another instruc-
tional method?"

5. Research should be made into the effect of social,
cultursl, and home backyground factors in influencing
teaching method vrelerence.

©. Further research in other grade levels is neces-
sary to determine if relabtionships similar to those in this
study would be obtained.

Continued investigation of attitudes as a factor in
deternmining instructional method preference will enable the
educator tc work more effectively with the sbtudent. That
ig, it might be assumed that the teacher will be able
betbver to relate the aims of ecducaztion to the student's
attltudes by giving additional consideration to the
dynamics and influence of attitudes on the learning

process.



BIBLIOGRAFHY

Books
Allport, G. W., "Attitudes,” A Handbook of BHocigl Psichol-
") : editeé by C. ﬁurcﬁison, Jorcester, Clark versity

ess, 1935,
» Becoming, New Haven, Yale University Press,

1955,

Brogden, Hubert EB., "The Guilford-lMartin Inventory of Fac-
tors G A M I K,"” No. 47, clted in Oscgr K. Buros, The
Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook, New Brunswiock,
Few Jersey, Rutgers university Press, 1953,

Brown, d. ¥., Pgychodypamics of Abnormal Behavior, New York,

Deweyé John, ow We Think, New York, D. C. Heath and Co.,
1910,

Ferguson, L. W., Fersonaiity leasurement, New York,
MeGraw-Hill, 15952 .

Fromm, ., Escape from Freedom, New York, Farrar and
Rinehart, 1941.

Horney, Karea, The Neurotic Personslity of Cur Time
ﬁa; Iork,,ﬁorton, 13%7. ’

Jacob, Philip E., Changing Velues in College, New York,
Harper & Brothers, 7o

Eardiner, A,, The Individusl and His Society, New York
GoluMbia,University Fress, 1939. 7 ’

Lecky, P., Self-Consistency, ¥New York, Island Press, 1945.

Lewin, Kvsy A D ic Theory of fersonality, Wew York
NoGraw-BiiT . 15%6 ’ ’

MceNemar, Guinn, Paychological Statistics, New York, John
Wiley and Sons, Inc., 5.

84



85

Miller, N, W., and Dollard, J., Social Learning and Imita-
Yicn, New Haven, Yale University Press, 13%1.

Sherif, M., and Centril, H., The Pszchglogx of Ego~
NCsy

Involvements, New York, Jobn VWiley and Sons,
1947,

Snyzg, Donald, and Combs, Arthur W., Individusl Behavior,
New York, Harper & Brothers, 1949.

Stephensen, William, "The Gullford-Zimmermen Tempersment
Survey,” No. 49, cited in Usear K. Buros, The Fourt

Mental Megsurements Yeaxbook, New Brunswick, New Jersey,
tgers University Fress, 53,

Sullivan, H. S., The Interpersonal Theory of Psychiatry,
New York, Eor%%ﬁ, T§§§.

Van Steenberg, Neil, "The Guilford-Martin Personnel
Inventory,” No. 48, cited in Oscar XK. Buros, The Fourth
Mental Mesasurements Yearbook, New Brunswick, New Jersey,
Rutgers University Press, 1053.

Warren, H. C., editor, Dictionary of Psychology, Boston,
Houghton Mifflin, 1934,

Articles

Albrecht, . ¢., "NHon-Directive Teaching,”" Sociology and
Sogial Research, XXXII (May, 1948), 874-E80.

Bales;.R. F., "4 Set of Categories for the Analysis of
3mall Group Interaction," American Socioloegical Heview,

Bales, R. F., and Strodtbeck, Fred L., "Phases in Group

Problem~Solving,"” Journal of Abnormal and Social
Pgychology, XLV1 (October, 1951), 435,

Beck, S. J., "Rorschach F+ and the Ego in Treat?ent,“
American Jourmal of Orthopsyechiatry, XVIII (July,
y 398,

Bettis, M. C., "Deepening a Group's Insight intoc Human
Relations: a Compilation of Alds,” Journal of Clinical
Pgychology, V (4pril, 1949), 138-141,


mailto:K@asuremen.ts

86

Birney, Robert, and McKeachie, Wilbert, "The Teachling of
Pasychology: a Survey of Research since 1942,"
Pgychological Bulletin, ILII (January, 1955), 51-68.

Calden, George, and Cohen, Leon B., "The Relationship of
Bgo~Involvenent and Test Definition ge Rorachachxgggt
Performance,” Journal of Projestive Techniques, 2
(September, 1953), 300~311.

Gowen, Emory L., and Thompson, George G., "Problem Solving
Elgidity and Personality Structuxe,” Jog§%%1 of Abnor-
mal and Social Eeychology, XIVI (April, ), le5~176,

Eglash, A., “A Group-Diascussion Method of Teaching Psy~
chology,”" Journal of Edueational Psychology, XLV (May,
195“‘) 3 25?"’257 .

Fouriezos, Nicholas T., Hutt, Max L., and Guetgkon, Harold,
"Measurement of Self~-Oriented Needs in Discussion

Groups,” Journal of Abnormal and Scecial Psychology, XLV
(October, 1950), 682-698.

Frenkel-Brunswik, Blse, "Mechanisms of Self-Deception,”

1%
Journal e¢f Social Psychology, X (August, 1939), 409-420.

Gaier, E. L., "Selected Personality Variables and the
Learning Process," FPsychological Monographs, IXVI
(1952), Noo 1?, l"‘ggt

Gibb; L. M,, and Gibb, J. R., "The Effects of the Use of

Participative Action' Groups in a Course of Geneyral
gsychalogy,“ American Psycholoegist, VII (July, 1952),
477,

Gross, Llewellyn, "An Experimental Study of the Validiby of
the Non-Directive lMethod of Teaching,” Journal of
Psyehology, XXVI (July, 1948), 243-248.

Guetzkon, H., Kelly, BE. L., and McKeachie, W. J., "4n
Experimental Comparison of Recitation, Discussion, and
Tutorial Methods in College Teaching," Journal of
Bducational Psycholemy, XLV (ipril, 195%y, 193-207.

Guilford, J. P., "New Standards for Test Evaluation,”

E&ug%tig%%14ggd Fsychological leasurement, VI (Winter,
» - .

Haythorn, Willism, and others, "The Behavior of Authori-
tarian and Hqualitarian Personalities in Groups," Human
Relations, IX (February, 1956), 57.



87

Husband, Richard W., "4 Statistical Comparison of the
Efficacy of Large Lecture versus Smaller Recitation
Sections upon Achievement in General Psychclogy,“
Journal of Vsychology, XXXI (April, 1951), 297-302.

Johngon, D, M,, and Smith, H. C., "Democratic Leadership in
the College Classroom,” Psychological Moanographs, LIVII
{1953), Ne. il, 1~-20.

dones, Marshall B., "The Pensacola Z Survey: a Study in
the Measurement of Authorltarian Tendency," Egycholopi-
eal Monmographs, LIXI (19%7), Ho. 23, 1-19,

Lewin, K., Lippit, R., and Vhite, R, K., "Patterns of
Aggressive Behavlor in Experimentally Created ’'Social
Climstesn,'" Journal of Soeisl Psychology, X (May,
1939), 271-299.

Longstaff, H. F., “"Analysis of Some Factors Conditioning
Learning in General I'sychology. Part I,” dJournal of
Applied Psycholegy, VI (January, 1932), 9-48,

Marqulies, Helen, "Rorschach Responses of Successful and
Unsuccessful Students,” Archives of Psychology,
Ro. 271, 1942,

McKeachie, Wilbert J., "Students, Groups, and Teaching
Methods," The American Psychologist, XIII (October,
1958), 580"-5%4-

Roseborough, lary &., "Ixperimental Studies of Small
Groups," Psychological Bulletin, L (July, 1953), 275.

Sanford, N., VWebster, H., and Freedmen, W., “"Impulse
Expression as a Variable of Personality,”" Psychological
Monographs, LIXI (1957), No. 11, 1l-21.

Scheffler, Israel, and Winslow, Charles N., "Group Position
and Attitude toward Authority,” Joummal of Sogial
Psychology, XXXII (ovember, i9565, 177150,

Shaffer, Lawrence R., "New Books and Tests," Journal of
Congulting Psychology, XIV (July, 1950), .

Suith, Mapheus, "Group-~Centered Behavior,' Journal of
Soclal Psychology, XXXVII (May, 1953), 237.

Thompson, Grace M., "College Grades snd the Group Rorschach:
a Fcilow~up Study,” Jourpal of Genstic Psychology,
IXXVIII (March, 1951), 39-46,




88

Watson, Goodwin, "An Evaluation of Small Group Work in a
Large Class,” Journal of Bducational Psychology, XLIV
(Noverber, 19053), 3065-408.

Webater, H., "Maximizing Test Validity by Iteun Selection,”
Psychomatrika, XXI (June, 1956), 153-164.

viebster, H., Sanford, N., and ¥Freedman, N., "4 New Instru~
ment for Studying Authoritarianism in Personality,”
Journal of Psychology, XL (July, 1955), 7%-84.

Wilerman, Ben, "The Relation of Motivation and Skill to
Active and Passive Participation in the Groug,“ Journal
of Applied Psychology, XXXVII (October, 1953), 387-%200.

Wispe, Lauren G., "Teaching Methods Research," American
Pgychologist, VIIT (April, 1953), 147-150. ~

Wolfe, Dael, "The First Course in Psychology," Paychologi~
cal Bulletin, XXXIX (Wovember, 1942), 685712,

Wolff, Werner, "Experimental Self-Analysis," Ciba Symposia,
Parts 1 and 2, VII (April, 1945), 1-36.

Woodworthn, R. 5., "Individual and Group Behavior," American
Journal of Sccioclogy, XLIV (May, 1939), 823-~-828.

Keports

The Assessment of Supervisory and Administrative Personnel
by HMeans of the Gullford-Martin Personallty Inventories
tﬁﬁthor not given), Beverly Hills, Californis, Sheridan
Supply Company, no date.

Unpublished Materials

Hirschman, €. 5., "An Investigation of the Small Groups
Discusgsion Classroom Method on Criteria of Understand-
ing, Pleasantness, and Self-Confidence Induced,"
unpublished master's thesis, Department of Bducation,
ggégersity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,



89

Test Manuals

Guilford, J. P., and Zimmerman, W. S., lMavual %to the
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey, Los Angeles,
Sheridan Supply Gompany, 1949.

Nebrasks Personality Inventory: Inventory of Factors: and
Personnel Inventog (author not given), Beveriy Hills,
alifornia, Sheridan Supply Company, no date.




