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CHAPfSE I 

INTfiODUCTION 

file 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 Bollard (9), and Voodworth (18) contend that 

society functions primarily 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 

school and in life in general, one of the more crucial 

lines of evidence is the degree of social participation 

and the manner by which one interacts with and adapts him-

self to others. 

Evidence suggests the likelihood of a relation between 

personality factors and group participation. The limita-

tions of such relationships should be kept in mind. Such 

relations would differ from group to group so that at best, 

if found to exist, they would hold good for a specific 

culture. For a different culture their degree of relation-

ship would probably differ. Personality factors such as 



rigidity. Introversion, sociability, masculinity, femi-

ninity, and aggressiveness may be expressions of behavior 

that have become influenced by attitudes. Skis assumption 

1® supported la research by suck investigators as Sherlf 

and Cantril (12)* 

Sherlf and Cantrll sad© 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 patters, of behavior* la their discussion on the 

relationship between attitudes and behavior the Implication 

developed was as follows t 

Attitudes are among those components of 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 la relation to certain specific stimulus 
situations. . » • Attitudes then, are among the 
various psychological factors which determine the 
individual's selective reaction to his environment 

C121 p • 17)* 

Smith supports this concept that attitudes are a fac-

tor in determining the extent of the individual's social 

participation in the following statementi 
. . . an individual who perceives himself aa the ©en-
ter of his world le self-centered. • * . He oonsld©r« 
his interests as more important than those of other 
people, and he is emotionally Involved la evaluations 
of himself. Similarly 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 or In 
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some social setting* whatever the particular criteria for 

acceptance by his group or his aspired group may he. 

Sherif and Cantril support this line of thought with the 

following statement a M. . . there is an uni&stakable 

•triving on the part of the individual t£ belong: to his 

group ©r to some group. Lack of social toelongirtgness and 

conflicts in belongingnea® (marginality) are painful" (12, 

p. 5)« 

B@havi.oral differences and social-interrelationship 

may he the resultant of learning# It is in line with this 

thinking that Snygg and Goiabs (14) use the term "phenomenal 

self" to imply the individual * a own definition of his rela-

tions to the world* fhere is an increasing evidence that 

outcomes of hi® group behavior are not solely determined by 

the intellective aspects of group interaction. Levin* 

Lippit, and White (8) have demonstrated the importance of 

climates of opinion on the functioning of group®. 

Fouriezos, Hutt, and Guetzkon (4) recognise that the 

behavior of Individuals in a group situation may be 

regarded as generated from one of two sourcess 

". . . . Slrst, the behavior may be induced mainly by the 

requirements of the group situation, „ . , . Second, the 

behavior may be generated mainly from within the indi-

vidual, . . . . This motivation from within may be 

conscious or unconscious. . (14, p. 682). fhe assertion 



by an individual of his attitudes may actually "be a com-

pensatory reaction, to cover up behavioral defects rather 

than a true representation of his actual behavior poten-

tial. frenkel-Brunswik (5) confirms the significance of 

this concept with the implication that attitudes are a 

determining factor in th® development of personality pat-

tern® and do influence the degree of group participation. 

It appears, then, that on© of th© significant functions 

of attitudes will be to determine, in part, an individual'® 

behavior in relation to group participation. If on® 

accept® this statement, then on® would expect the indi-

vidual'® preference for instructional method to be 

Influenced by such attitudes as restraint, ascendance, 

and objectivity. It is in this frame of reference that 

one might expect to find significant differences on the 

QuiIford-aiamerman Temperament Survey (7) for individuals 

who indicate strong preference for lecture-oriented 

instruction as in contrast to individuals that prefer the 

group-oriented method of instruction. 

It becomes apparent that if scientific inquiry is to 

continue to increase the understanding of inter~hu®aa 

relations then the problem confronting scientific investi-

gation is to seek the use of instalments 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 expansion and 

intensification of research it may lb® possible to study 

aore effectively the role of attitudes as a factor in 

individual and group behavior. lew and more meaningful 

data should aid irameasurablj in understanding the influence 

of attitudes upon behavior* 

Representative- studies cited indicate that group 

participation has an intrinsic aspect of attitude related-

ness which is basic to this study, fhus in m attempt to 

investigate attitude influence on student preference of 

teaching method was this problem conceived. 

Chance conversation, both as student and instructor, 

has shown that college students manifest mixed feelings 

with respect to their preference of instructional methods, 

fhe present research was prompted by attempts to understand 

this diversity of opinion, perfunctorily at first, result-

ing in questions and answers that could neither be expected 

nor rejected without being subjected to scientific inquiry. 

Questions kept recurring for which no satisfactory 

answers could be given. The following questions were 

recurrent and did much to stimulate the basic hypotheses of 

this study: Why would students differ in their preference 

toward teaching techniques? What personality factors are 

operating within the individual that atay tend to 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 caupe teaching method preference differences, and, if so, 

how would they relate to differences in personality fac-

tors? Gan a technique he 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 will 

the instrument *a predictive value he in ascertaining atti-

tude as a factor in determining preference of instructional 

method? 

It is recognized and inherent to this study that 

behavior may well he a complex function of many variables# 

However, this study will investigate the relationship 

between the individual's expressed preference for instruc-

tional methodology and certain personality variables. 

Statement of the Problem 

fhe purpose of this study is to develop an instrument 

that will Measure student preference toward different 

classroom teaching methods; and to test whether significant 

differences exist between each of the Guilford-Zlmserrnan 

feameraiaent Survey scales for individuals preferring group-

oriented and lecture-oriented instruction. 
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More specifically, tills investigation will test the 

following hypothesest 

1. that it is possible to develop an experimental 

instrument that will reliably indicate instruc-

tional preference. 

2. fhat significant differences on the Guilford-

gtrotffiimrt §WTfy scores exist between 

subjects indicating group-oriented preference and 

subjects preferring the lecture-oriented method. 

$he hypothesis to he tested statistically is the null 

hypothesis: fher® is no difference between means ©f the 

Guilford-Zimmerman temperament Survey* factors of lecture-

oriented and group-oriented subject®. 

Befinition of ferm® 

Attitudes . the specific mental disposition 

toward an incoming (or arising) experience, whereby that 

experience 1® modified, or, a condition of readiness for a 

certain type of activity; . . ." (1?, p. 24). 

gralt: 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. 

•Hereafter the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey 
will be referred to as the Survey. 
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»orlented teaching method? la the lecture 

method there is mainly instructor participation; the 

instructor determines the activities\ discussion is kept 

on course materials; there is regular use of tests and 

grades} student contribution is evaluated by the instruc-

tor! goals are determined by the instructors and student 

participation is encouraged only for the purpose of seeking 

information from the instructor. 

Group-oriented teaching method; Group-oriented teach-

ing say include one or more of the followingi panel 

discussion, committee and individual reports, student-

centered methods, and the question and answer technique# 

Group-oriented teaching methods allow for student partici-

pation*, the class decides upon its own activities} students 

are encouraged to contribute personal experience®! the 

instructor accepts student contributionsj goals are deter-

mined by the class? students evaluate each other with 

emphasis upon effective and attitudinal change! and there 

is a de-emphasis of tests and grades as goals in them-

selves. 

Sources of Data 

The primary sources of data to determine the signifi-

cance of this study were scores from the administration of 

the Student Instructional Preference Scale (2) to J00 

student®. This group was composed of 150 students from 



North Texas Stat© College, Denton, Texas, and 150 students 

from Tennessee Polytechnic Institute, Cookeville, 

fennessee. 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* 

She total sample represented those student© who made, the 

fifty highest scores and those students who made the fifty 

lowest scores on the Student Instructional Preference 

Scale.* 

Secondary data were obtained from hooks, disserta-

tions, theses, periodicals, and test manuals, fhese 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 "It" there were thirty-seven males and 

thirteen females? and in group "G" there were twenty-eight 

males and twenty-two females. With respect to academic 

classification, thirty-four of the subjects were of Junior 

standing, forty-six were seniors, and twenty were graduate 

students. Subjects 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 SIPS. 
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1 ecture-orleat:ed and the group-oriented methods of instruc-

tion. All subjects of this study have had experience at 

the college level with both the lecture-oriented and the 

group-oriented method of Instruction* This concept was 

substantiated by the fact that all fifty subject© of group 
MLH and all fifty subjects of group "G" indicated that they 

had experienced the lecture-oriented method of instruction 

in five or more of their college classes, this contrasts 

with student experience with group-oriented method ©f 

instruction# Thirty-six subjects of group MLM felt that 

they had experienced the group-oriented method of Instruc-

tion in five or acre of their college classes i for garomp 

"Gtt 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 instructional 

method preference was made in order to provide a basis for 

the analysis and interpretation of data gathered in this 

study. 

The SIPS is a fifty-five-item scale designed as an 

experimental research instrument to measure student atti-

tude toward methods of classroom instruction. The 

statements are in first person (implied) and are stated 
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affirmatively rather than in question form. the SIPS 

utilizes students' expressed attitudes toward instructional 

procedures# The statements were obtained primarily from 

119 college student® at last era. lew Mexico University »*>$ 

24 students at Jforth Texas State College; the concepts that 

were incorporated into the final body ©f the SIPS were 

developed during the course of this investigation. Stu-

dents were asked to state their attitude® toward the 

lecture-oriented and group-oriented methods of instruction 

in terns of their "likes" and "dislikes," fro® these state-

ment s the scale as used in this study was developed 0)* 

1®liability for this instrument was established by the 

test-retest method. Internal consistency was established 

by reversing several of the statements within the scale 

by comparing responses on the two forms. 

A regular fifty—five-item answer sheet, with five pos-

sible choices per statement marked Strongly Agree, Agree * 

Uncertain, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree, was provided 

with each SZP&» booklet* lotal test time was one half hour* 

5?o score the scale, only two stencil© are necessary 

for hand scoring. One stencil for group-oriented state-

meats was designated the *GM Scoring Card, and the "L" 

Scoring Card was for lecture-oriented answers. Statements 

were scored according to the degree of agreement or dis-

agreement with the statement in question, and were assigned 
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a score weight from +1 to +5« An answer that strongly 

agreed with lecture-oriented statements was scored +1, 

whereas the numerical value of +5 was given answers that 

strongly agreed with group-oriented 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. Individuals most strongly 

agreeing with the lecture-oriented statements could obtain 

a ©cor® with a possible low of 55* Individuals expressing 

strongest agreement for th® group-oriented statement# would 

receive a maximum score of 275. 

One hundred and fifty students at Worth teas State 

College and 150 students at Tennessee Polytechnic Institute 

were administered th© SIPS during th® 1957-58 and 1958-59 

school years, fhe combined 300 students constitute the 

sample population of this study, from th© sample popula-

tion, 100 students were selected and administered the 

Survey, fhe criterion for ©electing th# total sample was 

the score % th© fifty students with the highest SIPS ©cores 

and the fifty student® with the lowest SIPS scores were 

selected. Subjects with th® high scores were designated 

for purposes of this study as the "8" group and subjects 

with the low scores as the MLW group• Forty-two subjects 

In the total sample were from Worth Texas State Oolleg®; 
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of these, fifteen were females and twenty-seven were 

males* The remaining 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 was sad© and interpretations 

were, drawn for the ten Survey factor® between the wLrt and 

"G" groups, The mesa, standard deviation, standard error 

of the mean, standard error of the difference, and fisher's 

t were obtained 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 classroom behavior, study habits, 

interest, and rate of learning may be materially influ-

enced by instructional method preference. The findings 

may also be of particular interest to guidance personnel 

as additional objective information with which to assist 

students in planning their educational program. Such 

information should aid in the evaluation of scholastic 

difficulties and personality conflicts as they reflect 

the student'a attitudes of himself in relation to group 

participation. 
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Development and Scop® of the Survey 

Bespits its recent date (1949), the Gullford-Zimaernan 

Temperament Survey cannot toe thought of a® a completely new 

last:niaie&t. It is rather a logical revision and condensa-

tion of several previous Qui1ford personality 

questionnaires. 

flies® previous inventories furnished the trait names 

for seven of the tea 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 

selected 500 items into the ten personality traits ulti-

mately used# Bach trait was represented by thirty items* 

and no trait was scored for more than on® variable. 

fhe factor analysis studies made on the authors1 

previous tests constitute the basis for the validation of 

the Survey. Little or no criticism has been directed at 

this method of validation. Validation studies from numer-

ous sources have provided objective testimony to support 

confidence in the Survey. Many users of the Guilford 

series 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 H I I is somewhat open to question. 

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

the Gul1 f ord-Martin Personnel Inventory. pointed out a 

weakness in the amber of eases used in validating the 

inventory. Guilford (6) contends, however, that the 

internal validity of the scores is adequately substantiated 

by the foundation of factor-analysis studies plus the suc-

cessive item-analysis directed toward internal consistency 

and uniqueness# He implies that what each score measures Is 

fairly well defined and that the score represents a con-

firmed dimension of personality and a dependable 

descriptive category. Evidences of practical validity, 

based upon correlation studies with practical criteria of 

adjustment, have accumulated. Some of 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. Stephenaen in reviewing the instrument 

writesj "As one would expect from Professor Guilford*s 

laboratory the Survey, its data, and supporting norm® are 

all adequate, thorough, and factually oriented" (15, p. 95). 

In conclusion it can be stated that the Survey i® a 

superior instrument of its kind. In keeping with thin 

Shaffer statess "As the outstanding omnibus instrument 

based primarily on factor analysis, the Survey will have 

usefulness for screening, rapid evaluation, and research" -
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(11, p. 162). Van Steenberg supports this contention fey 

stating! ntSh@ Survey gives a very favorable impression of 

a well-rounded, carefully worked out method of evaluating 

an important portion of the total personality" (16, p. 93). 

Administration of the Surrey requires about one hour of 

time# It is thus possible to obtain information about an 

individual'B behavior dynamics in a little more than one 

hour's time. 

As a consequence of clinical experience, the following 

interpretations of the personality traits obtained from the 

Survey are described: 

d - General Activity.—A high score indicates a tend-

ency to engage in vigorous overt action* A low 

score indicates a tendency to inertness and a dis-

inclination for motor activity* 

R - Eestraint.—A high score indicates an inhibited 

disposition and an over-control of the impulses. 

A low score indicates a happy-go-lucky or carefree 

disposition, liveliness, and impulsiveness* 

A «* Ascendance.--A high score indicates social leader-

ship and a low score indicates social passiveness. 

S — Sociability .—A high score indicates a tendency to 

seek social contacts and to en^oy the company of 

others. A low score indicates shyness and a tend-

ency to withdraw from social participation. 
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B - Emotional Stability.—-A high score indicates a 

happy-go-lucky or car®fwe disposition, this 

trait suggests the level of ©motional adjustment. 

A low score indicates an inhibited disposition and 

an over-oontrol of impulse®. 

0 - 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 tendency to take everything per-

sonally and subjectively and to be hypersensitive. 

P - Friendliness.—A high score Indicates an agreeable 

lack of quarrelsomeness and a lack ©f domineering 

qualities. A low score indicates a belligerent 

and domineering attitude. 

f - fhoughtfuln@ss.-A high score indicates a lack of 

introspectiveness and an extratensive orientation 

of the thinking process# A low score indicates as 

inclination to meditative thinking, philosophising, 

analyzing oneself and ©there, and an introspective 

disposition. 

jp - Personal Relations.—A high score indicates a 

willingness to accept things and people for what 

they are and to be generally tolerant in one's 

attitude toward others. A low score on this trait 

indicates an overcriticalnese of people and of 

things in general. 
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M - Masculinity• -—A high, score indicates masculinity 

©£ emotional and temperamental make-up, and a low 

score indicates feminine-like qualities is th* 

personality make-up. 



CHAPfEE BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1 . A l l p o r t , 0 . V . , " A t t i t u d e s , M A Handbook of Social 
Psychology* edited Ijy G. Murchisoii, floreester, 
^ t a r k T f n i v e r s i t y P r e s s , 1935» 

2# fhe Aasesament of Supervisory and Administrative 

Ehor not given), 
S h e r i d a n S u p p l y 

Company, so date. 

3 . B r o g d e n , H u b e r t 1 . , "The G u i l f o r d - H a r t i n I n v e n t o r y o f 
P a c t o r s G A M I N , " Xo* 4 ? , c i t e d in Oscar X . 
Buroa, fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
lew Brunswick, lew Jersey, lutgers University 
Press, 1955i P« 93* 

4 . F o u r i e z o a , N i c h o l a s T . , H u t t , Max L . , a n d G u e t s k o n , 
Harold, "Measurement of Self-Oriented Seeds in 
Mecuasion Groups," Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, XLV (October, 195$), &&2-698T" 

5. frenkel~Brunswikf Use, "Mechanisms of Self-Deception," 
St iasifil P s y c h o l o g y > X (August, 1939)» 

6. Guilford, J, P«, "Hew Standards for feat Evaluation,n 
E d u c a t i o n a l and Psychological Measurement. VI 
(wiiil# I94§J| 

?. Guilford, J, P., and Zimmerman, W. S„, Manual to the 
l®aj®ra|fnt Burvg* ' WTngtToa» 

Sheridan S u p p l y Company, 1 9 4 9 . 

8. L e w i n , K . , L i p p i t , R . , and W h i t e , H. K . , " P a t t e r n s o f 
Aggressive Behavior in Experimentally Created 

X S ( S a y l 1 9 3 9 ) t e 2 7 l " ~ P s 3 r o h o l o g y » 

9» Miller, If. W., and Bollard, J», Social Learning and 
Imitation* New Haven, Y a l e U n i v e r s i t y j p r e s s , 
1941. 

19 



20 

10. Nebraska Personality Inventory: Inventory of Factors; 
and "Personnel inventory ( author not Riven) , 
Beverly Mils, '"California, Sheridan Supply 
Company, no date# 

11. Shaffer* Lawrence K., MI'ew look® and Tests," Journal 
of Consulting Psychology. XI? (July, i 

12. Sherif, M.. and Cantril. 1., the Psychology of Mm-
Involvements, Hew York, John Wi ley ana Sons» In©.« vw. 

13» Smith, Mapheus, "Group-Centered Behavior," Journal of 
Social Psychology. XXXVII (May, 1953)% Z W . ' 

14. Snygg, Donald, and Oombs, Arthur W., Individual 
Behavior. New York, Harper and Brothers, 1949• 

15. Stephensen, William, "The Guilford-Zimmerman Tempera-
ment Surrey," No. 49, cited ia Oscar K. Buros, 
Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook* Mew Brunawle! 
Hew Jersey, Rutgers University Press, 1953* 

16. Van Steenberg, Neil, "The Guilford-Martin Personnel 
Inventory," Wo. 48, cited in Oscar E# Buros, The 
Fourth Hental Measurements Yearbook. Hew Brum 
lew Jersey, Hutgers University Press, 1953* 

17. Warren, H. 0., editor,JieMonary of Pgoholog, 
Boston, Houghton Mifflin, 1934. 

18. Woodworth, R. S., "Individual and Group Behavior," 
American Journal of Sociology. XLXT (May, 1939)» 



0MP1EE II 

SU1T1X Of THE LITEKATUHE 

Within recent years much psychological research has 

emphasized the functional relationship between individual 

behavior and group interaction* fhis trend is evidenced in 

the theoretical approach of the following Gestalt adherents, 

Brown (8), and Levin (24), and in the inclusion of social 

factors in the personality theories of Allport (2), ?roxum 

(12), Kardiner (23), Homey (19), and Sullivan (30). 

McKeachie (27), in a recent article on teaching methods and 

group behavior, makes the statement that "one of the most 

exciting, and frustrating, areas of applied research is 

research on college teaching . . (27, p* 580). 

Soheffler and Winalow, in a study dealing with attitude 

and group position, indicate that: 

It is apparent that psychology as a whole, and 
particularly psychological theories of personality and 
social behavior, has been gravitating in recent years 
from predominantly biological emphasis to that of a 
more definite social or cultured orientation (29, 
p. 177). 

loseborough 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 

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

21 
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And la the empirical and theoretical writings of Bales 0 ) 

and Bales and Strodtbeck (4) on the study of the Inter-

action of small-group "behavior, the group is regarded as a 

dynamic system of action, which ebb® and flows "between 

instrumental or adaptive behavior as problems are solved* 

expressive or integrative behavior as socio-emotlonal 

problems among the individuals of a group are attended to* 

Gross (15) cites Nathaniel F# Cantor, an advocate of 

the group-oriented technique of instruction, who did a study 

to determine th# validity of the student-centered method of 

teaching. Cantor used a partially standardised scale for 

measuring self-insight in a group of students' who were reg-

istered for his course in wThe Dynamics of learning" and 

another group who were registered for a course in "princi-

ples of Economics*" Both groups were believed to be 

comparable as to age, level of education, and socio-ecowolc 

status, although it was impossible to match group© in 

accordance with a rigorous experimental design. fh® scale 

was administered again to both groups after a five-week 

interval in order to measure the relative change in scores 

between the two groups during the interim, Findings of the 

study indicated that student-oentered teaching does encour-

age the development of self-insight on the part of the 

majority of the students; it may fail to produce any sipdfi-

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 aoa® 

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 groups got nowhere, that the discussion groups 

were a wast® of time. Commenting on this, Watson assertsi 

"few efforts have "been mad© to find out why the group 

experience means so isuch more to some students than to 

others" (32, p. #02). Watson asked each student t© rate 

his group experience for enjoyment, accomplishment, and for 

what he learned from his discussion group# Is reported in 

this study, it is interesting to note the following: 

Students who will enjoy and profit fro» mall 
group participation could not be identified on the 
"basis of: their own expressed preference; their 
level of mastery of the course material? their etated 
interests to learn about "group leadership"; their 
general level of enthusiasm for course topics; or 
their responses to cluster® of questi 
indicating sympathy, hostility, self-
"intellectualis*" , • • (32, p. 40?)» 

one apparently 
reliance, or 

Watson found obtained differences that were statisti-

cally significant as factors in determining the student1® 

attitude toward group-oriented instruction* fhese 
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differences presented in the conclusions are stated as 

follOWSt 

3) Students •specially interested to learn about 
"fear® and anxieties" tended to place high value ©a 
group work; 

4) Students who rejected all item® indicative of 
Mauthor!tarianiam" placed a low value on group 
work; 

5) Students who rated group# low were disappointed 
mainly in lack of intellectual stimulation from 
their fellow-members| 

©) Hen, with little or no professional experience in 
the field, were responsible for more "High" rat-
ings j women with more than five years of experience 
gave more "Low" ratings (32, p. 408)# 

Husband (20), in a study on the comparison of large 

lecture and small group participation classes, failed t© 

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 Bglash (11), 

supported the findings of this study, 

Guetakon, Kelly, and McKeachi© (16), in a study 

involving recitation, discussion, and tutorial as methods 

of instruction, found that not only did the more autocratic 

recitation method produce superior performance on examina-

tions but student® 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 method were significantly superior 
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to students taught by the lecture sethod in role flexi-

bility and self-insight. 

Wolfe (55) did a comprehensible piece of research on 

teaching methods in which he concluded "by quoting 

Longstaff's statement of 1939 * 

She experimental evidence submitted to the 
present time tends to support the general conclusion 
that there is little difference in achievement in 
large and small classes end, also, that it makes 
little difference as to what method of presentation 
of the materials of the course is used . . « (25, 
p. 33)* 

lesearch to date has not outdated the concept of this 

statement. However, Hirschman (18) found that group-

oriented classes of four students each learned signifieantly 

more 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 general, 

superior students favored the small-group method ©f 

instruction more than did the less gifted student, and that 

student attitude toward method of instruction changed very 

little following a recent eacperiencing of group aethod of 

instruction# 

Wispe (34) conducted a unique experiment on group-

oriented versus lecture-oriented teaching controversy. He 

used projective like measures to differentiate the sample 

population into three types of subjects, the "personality-

insecure" (51 per cent of the sample), the "satisfied" 
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(26 per cent of the sample)* and the "independent" (23 

per cent of the sample). Besults of the study show that 

the insecure students had unfavorable attitudes toward both 

Instructors and fellow students, and had particularly 

unfavorable attitudes toward group-oriented instruction* 

The satisfied students had favorable attitudes toward 

instructors, fellow students, and both lecture and group-

oriented teaching methods, fh© Independent student® were 

highly verbal and wanted more group-oriented teaching no 

matter what technique the instructor used# However, the 

independent students expressed only moderately favorable 

attitudes toward fellow students and Instructors; yet they 

were more likely to display aggression against the 

instructor in the lecture-oriented teaching situations* 

Bettls, Malamud, and Kalamud combined significant 

studies on group relations and summarised the results. 

In general it was concluded that the ability to develop 

insight into human 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 instruction in changing the 

individual's attitude toward self and others. 

Albrecht, in a study to develop a set of psychological 

principles to use in classroom instruction, states: 
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. . . . There is a greater ne®d for more study on 
tills sub ject. Evidence is favorable, but not enough 
is accurately known to form reliable conclusions* 
Aside fros common standards of "success,H students 
taught by non-directive methods show greater emotional 
stability and insight and demonstrate greater social 
responsibility than do students who.remain oriented 
with traditional methods (1, p. 878)* 

Haythorn and others (17) investigated the relationship 

between certain personality characteristics of group mem-

bers and the pattern of Interpersonal behavior that 

develops of their interaction. Specifically the research 

was an investigation of groups composed of subjects 

homogeneous with respect to the California F- Scale. 

Their results indicated that the authoritarian subject 

would respond to the group situation much more aggres-

sively { that such a person is concerned with status 

hierarchy; and that in striving for social position 

such an individual displays aor® autocratic behavior 

qualities* 0» the other hand, the egalitarian sublet 

tends to be more group conscious. 

The data supported the following fact: 

There appears to be a definite tendency for the over-
all pattern of behavior in the two groups to differ. 
Egalitarian subjects apparently behave with greater 
effective intelligence, and more leadership behavior, 
with an insignificant tendency to show sensitivity to 
others, to behave in a more equalitarian maimer, and 
to show greater goal striving and security in the 
experimental situation ( 1 7 , p. 6 2 ) . 

The conclusion states t "The results indicate that 

behavior differences between Subjects la group© composed of 
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high F or 1 authoritarian* individuals and those in groups 

composed of lew F or *equalitariaat individuals can be 

reliably predicted . . •" (17, p. ?1)« 

Perhaps a word regarding the lack of uniformity in the 

results of studies reported is in order# Personality dif-

ferences and student preference regarding method of 

instruction might partially account for the lack of 

uniformity in the results of research as reported in the 

literature# A timely and comprehensible pled© 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 to© contradictory 

to b® conclusive* It was ©n this issue that Jacob mad# the 

following statementi ". . « . One limitation has been the 

fact that most of the studies have been conducted with 

*captiv@ audiences1 • . «M (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 to the time that the 

student experiences a particular method of instruction. 

It was on the relationship of this concept that the follow-

ing statement was made % "Some students react very 

negatively to a more permissive 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 actually learn less when sub-

jected to a course of study utilising a method of 

instruction not of their choice« 

In conclusion Jacob states: "This study has dis-

covered • . . no pedigree of instructor and no wizardry of 

instructional method which should be patented for its 

impact on the values of students • . *w (21, p. 11)# Jacob 

further contends that a student•s preference of teaching 

method as related to his attitudes may be determined as 

follows t 

fh® personality of a student and his orientation when 
he first comes to class has a lot to do with his reac-
tion to the method of teachingt • • • • Individual 
differences among students are more important than 
differences of instructional technique in determining 
educational impact (21, p. 90). 

Vilermarx in an earlier study had attempted to deter-

mine the influence of attitudes on motivation as related 

factors to active and passive participation in which the 

"K" factor on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory was used to test the hypothesis that: 

• * » active and passive participation in the organi-
zational function of a group was related to motivation 
to belong to a particular group, to general tendencies 
to be oriented toward participating in groups, and to 
skill in performing the tasks required by the organi-
sation » . . (53, 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 members 

aore 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 participation, 
The latter may be labelled "restraint against 
participation.M 4 plausible type of restraint in 
social situations is "fear of failure" or lack of 
self confidence (53* P* 390). 

One of the more recent and comprehensive studies of 

this kind was carried out by Gaier (13)« Using the 

Rorschach, Gaier 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 concepts 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. 

In area which has been neglected is the important one of 

attitudes. The importance of continued research on 
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attitudes lies in the possibility that educational goal® 

may "be more easily attained if student preference for 

teaching method is considered. 

It was in keeping with this line of thinking that 

Caldan 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 determined to "be high and lov 

in ego-involvement* Individuals with high ego-involvement 

produce test protocols that identify their behavior as less 

rigid, with better internal adjustment, and as more 

involved with the social environment• 

Beck (5) used the Borschacli to determine the degree of 

f plus (reality) as a function of the eg© in terms of per-

sonality organization levels• He states: • • F plus is 

the representative of the unifying psychologic core in per-

sonality * . «" (5# p. 398). Beck further contends that 

there is no ego without F plus, because it is from th® F 

plus score that the following statement is made: "This 

factor tells us if the patient is willing to live in the 

world of others at all; willing to observe social oanons, 

to see the realities of his societal environment . . #M 

(5» p. 598), 

Marqulies (26), using the Rorschach Ink Blot test, 

attempted to measure basic personality factors and their 
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Interrelationships of Junior high school pupils having a 

mean 1. q. of 124. For purposes of the study, the sampling 

population was divided into achieving and non-achieving 

groups and equated for intelligence, age, sex, socio-

economic status, religion, and language spoken in the home* 

The study produced some marked statistical differences on 

some of the Rorschach categories# These differences were 

interpreted to show that unsuccessful students have more 

signs 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 point level• 

Analysis of the results reveals that the achieving student 

tends to be more introverted and better adjusted on the 

whole than the non-achieving student• 

Research in instructional skills (10) has been part of 

the American college scene since 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 KcKeaohie 

are of the opinion that "in research on teaching methods, 

one of the difficulties has been lack of adequate 
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description and measurement of the independent variable, 

the teaching method" (7, p* 60) . 

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 con there be developed testable 

hypotheses that will contribute to greater understanding of 

the relationship between attitude and group behavior. 
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CHAPTEE 111 

THE DBVJSLOfMMT AID SCOPS Of THE STUDENT 

IffSTKUCTIOHAL FRiSFBRJSNCB SCALE 

Th© Student Instructional Preference Scale Is essen-

tially an experimental research instrument designed to 

measure attitude toward classroom instructional methods at 

the college level. The seal® as used in this study was a 

fifty-five-item instrument . The statements wore in th® 

first person (implied) and were stated affirmatively rather 

than in question form. It was the investigator1s opinion 

that th® affirmative approach made possible more direct and 

less a/nbiguous statements. 

Before th® Student Instructional Preference Scale 

could be constructed, a preliminary pool of items had to he 

created. Students were asked to submit statement©•eatress-

ing" their "likes" and "dislikes" with respect to 

lecture-oriented and group-oriented 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 Eastern lew Mexico 

Cf» p* 7• 
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University in the following classes: Introduction to 

Counseling, twenty-three students; Personality Development, 

fifteen students; Collective Behavior, twenty-seven stu-

dents f Methods of Research, twenty-nine students} 

Individual Starting« eight students! Psychometric®, seven 

students, fwenty-four students were enrolled in two 

©lasses of Personal Adjustment at North Texas State Col-

lege* Valuable assistance was received from the staff of 

professors at North Texas Stat® Collegef specifically were' 

the criticisms and suggestions invaluable during the con-

struction of the scale. Test construction rational® was 

reviewed in research articles by Jones (2), Sanford, 

Webster, and Freedman (4), ferguson (1), Webster, Sanford, 

and Freedoan (6), and Webster (§). Pertinent ideas regard-

ing student attitudes toward college classroom teaching 

procedures were also gained from fellow doctoral club 

members and graduate students, which aided materially in 

the development and scope of the scale. 

The nature and purpose of the instrument were 

explained t© the students in a regular class meeting. 

Students were asked, as an out-of-class assignment, to 

express in simple statements their "likes1* and "dislikes" 

for the following methods of instruction* lecture, panel 

discussion, student-centered, individual reporting, com-

mittee, and question and answer. A total of 1,763 item® 
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was 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 Tented 

pent-up emotion against college instructors in general* 

She majority of the students complied with instruction 

and turned in sentences that were consist, yet meaningful, 

fhere were exceptions, however, which merit research into 

student attitude toward teaching methods* The following 

statements are examples of student comments; 

She lecture method has the advantage of covering 
a large amount of material in a shorter period of time 
than does any of the other methods* Provided the 
student has an inclination or interest, and the 
teacher presents material effectively, it will result 
in a greater amount of information and undoubtedly 
lead to 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 . . • . X love the Interplay of classroom and 
teacher personality in the dissemination of subject 
matter. Having found that I become Ilk* a segment of 
every personality that I meet, it is always a new 
adventure for me to find a new personality in the 
person of my professor. 

The committee method of instruction was described by 

one student as follows s 

The committee method of teaching need not be so, 
yet it almost invariably is the driest, dullest, 
longest piece of teaching existent# Every committee 
chairman who prepares a report seems to think himself 
an undercover Ernest Hemingway. 
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Individual reports as a teaching method received the 

following comments: 

When a student makes a report he learns not Just 
some subject matter but how to state M s ideas in good 
form. I® learns how it feels to stand up and talk to 
& group of people and express himself so he cam be 
understood . • , « 

Individual reports were regarded by another student as 

follows I 

Individual reports may be an ideal way of teach-
ing provided the student knows how to go about preparing 
the report and making it both informative and inter-
esting to the group. If this ie not done, again it 
fall© into the category of a whole lot of nothing about 
nothing* 

Student-centered instruction wa® described by one 

student as follows: 

This kind of teaching could get out of hand very 
easily unless the teacher is quite an expert at it* 
the student would learn only as much as he wasted, the 
lassy one not doing anything* Students need and want 
supervision although they do not realise it. They 
need to be taught and directed and led or pushed in 
the right direction, or what we consider the right 
direction, This method would separate the sea from 
the boys and show how "mature" eaeh is» But this 
waaturew group would be, in the majority of eases, 
the small minority . . . . 

The panel method of instruction was seen as follows: 

The ones on the panel learn, but the panel has to 
be small or the rest of the class is left out. The 
aggressive ones and the smart ones do all the partici-
pating and all or most of the learning. 

Or, as another student expressed his attitude toward 

the panel method: 
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k group on a panel can give their own ideas and 
values where otherwise they wouldn't say anything• 
The panel is a ehane© to go deeper into a subject than 
just from the textbook* It is more interesting if tht 
student can put his two cents worth in and have it 
recognized * . • , 

Students were more critical of the question-answer 

sethod of instruction than of the other methods, as is 

evidenced by the following t 

The que sti on-axis we r type ©f teaching can be of 
value when it is conducted in such a way that the 
student doesn't have to be afraid of talking out and 
giving his views or that the teacher will chew him 
out if he doesn't know the answer* Also when ques-
tions are asked on a voluntary basis it helps the 
slower-ones to feel achievement . . . . 

One student had the following to say: 

The teacher sits at the desk asking questions and 
calls on a student to answer, going page by page in 
the text. The student is not allowed to have his book 
open# The student memorises the lesson until after 
class and then promptly forgets. While Hary is 
reciting, the rest of the class is sleeping, writing 
notes, thinking of last night1s movie, or hoping the 
teacher doesn't call on them next . • . • 

Still another expressed his attitude toward the ques-

tion and answer method ae follows: 

The question-answer method of teaching is fine 
for teaching parrots, but people are not parrots. 
Neither are people "univac" machines to be fed care-
fully compiled data to be humanly integrated and 
repeated upon pushing question buttons. Obviously, 
I think that the question-answer method is a farce 
and should be eliminated . . , , 

The initial scale was developed from sixty-three items 

that seemed to be representative of student attitude toward 

teaching techniques. In order to ascertain the degree of 
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ambiguousness and to assist in the refinement of the 

Instrument, the scale was administered as a ©lass exercise 

to graduate students enrolled In a course of psychology at 

Worth Texas State College# In the final revision of the 

seal#, eight of the original items were discarded and the 

remaining fifty-five statements were put into test form for 

purposes of this study. 

Heliability was established by the test-retest method 

on a heterogeneous group of fifty-eight college seniors at 

lorth Texas State College* The scale was administered 

during two regular ©lass meetings, with a test-retest 

interval of two weeks. She initial test had a mean score 

of 169*64, and a aigsaa, score of 26.24, The mean score on 

retest was 166.44, with a sigaa score of 29*49. The 

Student Instructional Preference Scale had a test-retest 

reliability coefficient of .966. A critical ratio of 7.29 

establish©® the significance at greater than the 1 per cent 

level of confidence, The significance of the difference of 

means was tested by Fisher's t. The resulting t was ,434} 

therefore, it can be concluded that the means were not 

significantly different * 

To establish a check on the internal consistency of 

the instrument, nine statements were reversed with respect 

to Instructional method preference. The following example 

illustrates 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 he presented in 

group-oriented instruction than in lecture-oriented instruc-

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 toy 

determining the relationship between the original state-

ments and their counterparts, the reversed items. The 

statistic employed to determine the degree of correlation 

was 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 

determining teaching method preference as defined by this 

study. 

On the "basis of logical validity it was assumed that 

eaeh statement was adequately defined and that score© 

defined attitude toward methods of instruction. In a 

measure of attitudes, as in all measurement involving the 

cooperation of individual®T one must assume that subjects' 

responses can be used to define a concept. 
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Administration of the seal© requires a. standard fifty-

five item answer sheet with five possible answers per 

statement. Instructions were printed on the fly leaf of 

each test "booklet.* 

Scoring of the Instrument was a simple procedure and 

took about five minutes to determine student preference for 

teaching method®. To score the scale only two stencils 

were necessary for hand scoring# One stencil, for group-

oriented statements was designated as the WG" Scoring Card, 

and the "L" Scoring Card was for lecture-oriented answers. 

Statements were scored according to the degree of agreement 

or disagreement with the statement in question and were 

assigned a numerical value from +1 to +5. Attitudes that 

strongly agreed with statements favoring lecture-oriented 

methods of instruction were scored +1, whereas strong agree-

ment for statement® pertaining t© group-oriented instruction 

were scored +5. The lower the total numerical value, the 

stronger the individual agreed with statement® favoring 

lecture-oriented method. A high total score Indicated a 

preference for group-oriented methods. Individuals who 

strongly agreed with the lecture-oriented statements could 

obtain a score with a possible low of fifty-five• Indi-

viduals expressing a strong agreement for the group - oriented 

statement© could receive a maximum score of 275* 

The completed SIPS is presented in Figure 1. 

*0f. Figure 1. 
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FIGURE 1 

STUDENT IHSTMJOTX0HAL PERPERENCB SCALS 

IHSTHUCTIONS: 

In this scale you will find a number of statements designed 
to sample attitudes about classroom instructional proce-
dures. flier® is considerable disagreement as to what 
constitutes the best procedure! therefor© there are no 
"right" ©r "wrong" answers 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 is your o n 
attitude about the statements. Bead each statement and 
decide how TOg feel about it. Then mark your answer in 
the space provided on the answer sheet. 

If you strongly agree, blacken space under "SAM 
If you agree, blacken space under "A* 
If you are uncertain, blacken space under MU" 
If you disagree, blacken space under nD" 
If you strongly disagree, blacken space tinder "SB" 

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

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

I»eeture-oriented instruction 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 tests and grades, stu-
dent contribution is evaluated by the instructor, goals ar® 
determined by the instructor, and student participation is 
encouraged only for the purpose of seeking information from 
the instructor* 
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FIGrUSE 1—< 

1, Lecture-oriented instruction is better because too 
much tine Is spent ©a unimportant details in group-
oriented instruction* 

2.* More content can be presented in lecture-oriented 
instruction than in group-oriented instruction. 

5»* Group-oriented instruction is better than lecture-
oriented instruction for the presentation of new 
material. 

%# The lecture-oriented instruction is better because it 
is more difficult to formulate ideas from group-
oriented instruction. 

5»* It is easier to maintain Interest for course content 
in the lecture-oriented class than in the group-
oriented class. 

6. More knowledge can be gained from lecture-oriented 
classes than from group-oriented classes, 

7. Personal ̂ judgment is utilised more in determining 
content significance in group-oriented instruction 
than in lecture-oriented instruction* 

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

9. More practical questions are raised in lecture-
oriented instruction than in group-oriented 
instruction. 

10.* As a method of instruction group-oriented instruction 
does not compare favorably with lecture-oriented 
instruction because it is too narrow in scope. 

11* Group-oriented instruction is better because leeture-
oriented instruction includes a lot of non-essential 
material. 

12. Lecture-oriented instruction is better than group-
oriented instruction because students cannot leam 
Bach from each other. 
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15, Group-oriented instruction Is more likely to create a 
division "between the aggressive and shy individuals 
than is lecture-oriented instruction. 

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

15, The opportunity to learn is greater in group-oriented 
©lasses than in lecture-oriented classes. 

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

17. Lecture-oriented instruction depends less on the skill 
of the instructor than does group-oriented instruc-
tion* 

IB# Group-oriented instruction is better than lecture-
oriented instruction because students need to learn to 
evaluate themselves* 

19** Lecture-oriented instruction provides for a greater 
systematized coverage of material than is afforded in 
group-oriented instruction. 

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

21. Lecture-oriented instruction is better than group-
oriented instruction because the student knows what 
is important* 

22.* More content can be presented in group-oriented 
instruction than in lecture-oriented instruction. 

23. Lecture-oriented instruction is preferable to group-
oriented instruction because a few students dominate 
the group-oriented class. 

24. Few concepts are presented more efficiently in 
lecture-oriented instruction than in group-oriented 
instruction. 

25* * Interest loss is greater in lecture-oriented instruc-
tion than in group-oriented instruction. 
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FIGURE 1—Continued 

26. flier© Is a greater temptation to bluff in group-
orlanted instruction than in lecture-oriented 
instruction. 

2?.* Self-responsibility for learning is manifested more in 
lecture-oriented instruction than in group-oriented 
instruction because the student must learn to pick out 
what is important. 

28.* Group-ori ented instruction is more conducive to the 
small class than lecture-oriented instruction* 

29* ®h# more mature student "benefits more from lecture-
oriented instruction than from group-oriented 
instruction. 

30.• More subject detail is presented in group-orient ed 
classes than in lecture-oriented classes. 

31* * Critical thinking is better stimulated in lecture-
oriented instruction than in group-oriented 
instruction. 

32. A greater degree of independence in the learning 
situation is provided in lecture-oriented instruction 
than in group-ori ented instruction because the student 
i® not held back toy the group# 

33* Less time is wasted in lecture-oriented instruction as 
compared to group-oriented instruction* 

34* Lecture-oriented instruction challenges oxw's Judgment 
in the dissemination of content more than group-
oriented Instruction. 

35.* lew materials are better presented in lecture-oriented 
instruction than in group-oriented instruction. 

36# Here factual information can be presented in lecture-
oriented instruction than in group-ori ented 
instruction. 

37** Group-oriented instruction provides greater scope of 
content than does lecture-oriented instruction* 

3®. Lecture-oriented instruction is better than group-
oriented instruction for covering material not in the 
texfc* 
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FIGURE 1—Continued 

39* Group-oriented instruction is better than lecture-
oriented instruction because the student Imowis his 
01m personal needs "better than the instructor, 

40."* Group-oriented instruction is more confusing to the 
learner than lecture-oriented instruction. 

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

42.* Group-oriented instruction stimulates thinking more 
than lecture-oriented instruction. 

45. Lecture-oriented instruction is better than group-
oriented instruction because bore significant points 
are covered. 

44. Group-oriented instruction eliminates confusion and 
makes for better learning than lecture-oriented 
instruction. 

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

46>. fhe small class benefits no re frost lecture—oriented 
instruction than from group-oriented instruction. 

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

48. Lecture-oriented instruction is acre applicable to the 
teachzng ox difficult material than group-oriented 
instruction. 

49. Students pay closer attention to lecture-oriented 
instruction than they do to group-oriented instruc-
ti on« 

$0. General concepts are developed better in lecture-
oriented instruction than in group-oriented 
instruction. 

51. Lecture-oriented instruction is "spoon feeding" as 
compared to group-oriented instruction. 
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FIGURE 1—Continued 

52# Lecture-ori ented instruction Is better than group-
oriented instruction because it facilitates 
communication within the class. 

53* student knows 'better what is expected of him in 
lecture-oriented instruction than in group-oriented 
instruction. 

54* Group- or1ented instruction is better than lecture-
oriented instruction because students get more 
different points of view# • 

55* Lecture-oriented instruction is more informative 
than group-oriented instruction. 

•fhese m m the Iteas meet in tJie test of internal 
consistency. 
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CHAPTJSfi I? 

PBESENTATION, INTEBPRETATIOB, AMD DISCUSSION 

Of TBS DATA 

Chapter IV will fee devoted to the presentation, inter-

pretation, and discussion of the test data as they relate 

to tli© stated hypotheses of this study. $© acquaint th® 

reader with the statistical procedures used in treating the 

data* a brief explanation of the statistical treatment will 

he given# Test data will also he 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 nG" on the personality 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 I the hypothesis was stated that signifi-

cant differences would exist between Survey scores of 

subjects expressing a preference for lecture-oriented and 

group-oriented methods of instruction. To test the 

55 
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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 significant differences 

between mean scores for the sub tests of the Survey. 

Table I presents subjects by classification, sex, and 

class experience with, lecture- and group-oriented methods 

of instruction. 

The majority of subjects from both group© indicated 

that they had received more instruction in college by the 

lecture-oriented method than by the group-oriented 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 instruction. 

The startling find was the fact that both groups indicated 

by about the same percentages their experience with 

lecture- and group-oriented classes. Ninety-six per cent 

of group ML" 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, fiegarding the group method of instruction, 14 per 

cent of group "L" felt that it was used in more than ten of 

their college classes. Again 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 

classes# It is proper 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. 

f ABM I 

DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS BY SEX, CLASSIFICATION, AND 
EXPSaillCl WITH LBCTUHE-OSIENTBD AND GROUP-

OHIENTED METHODS OF INSTRUCTION 

Group Lecture 

Junior 10 24 

Classification Senior 25 21 

Graduate 15 

Sex 
Hal® 

Female 

28 

22 

27 

23 

Instructional 
method 
experience 

Lecture-
Oriented 
Hethod 

More than 
5 classes 

50 50 

Instructional 
method 
experience Group-

Oriented 
Hethod 

More than 
5 classes 

50 50 
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It Is both timely and interesting to note that data in 

fable I are supported by an experimental study recently 

reported by Jacob (7)* Jacob concluded that experience 

with a given method of instruction tends to have negligible 

influence upon determining students' choice of instruc-

tional method or on attitudes in general• 

Tabular presentation of the data is reported in Table 

II. For purposes of this study, Survey raw scores were 

used to compute the group means. Interpretation and dis-

cussion of the results are reported sequentially. For mean 

scores to be significantly different between groups "L" and 

"G" on traits M, R, S, E, 0, T, and P with ninety-eight 

degrees of freedom, a t of 1.98 was required at the 5 per 

cent level of confidence, and at the first level of confi-

dence a t of 2.63 was required. For males, with sixty-throe 

degrees of freedom, a t of 2.00 was re qui. red 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 

this study with thirty-three degrees of freedom, a t of 

2#74 was required at the first level of confidence, at 

the 5 per cent level of confidence a 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 a mean of 19.86. A t value of J.50 was obtained for the 

me&a difference for trait G. The hypothesis of no 
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difference between mean 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 questions pertaining to the trait 

of general activity produced significant differences* 

Test performance indicated that group HLM had a mean 

of 17.02 for trait E—Kestraint. Group MG" had a mean of 

18#22. A comparison of fi for lecture-oriented and group-

oriented subjects indicated a t of 1.22* 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 nG" group. 

For trait A—Ascendance, group "L" males had a mean of 

15»78, as in contrast to a mean of 18.82 for male subjects 

in group "G." A t 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 * 4 4 per cent 

level. It may be concluded that test performance was a 

significant source of variation between lecture-oriented 

and group-oriented subjects in this study, and the varia-

tion was in favor of group "G." 

The means of trait A for lecture-oriented and group-

oriented females did not differ significantly. Group "G" 

had a mean of 16.18, and for group "Lw females the mean was 
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15.46. For a mean difference of 0.72, and in favor of 

group "G," a t of .045 was obtained. The hypothesis of no 

difference was tenable. 

Group "L" had a mean score of 18.40 and group "G" had 

a mean of 2J.04 for trait S—Sociability. A comparison of 

group mean® indicated a t of 4.42 which was significant at 

better than the .01 level. Specifically* the mean differ-

ence for trait S was significant at the 0.001 level. The 

hypothesis of no difference, in mean scores between 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 mean score of 17.62 for trait E — 

Emotionality, whereas group "G" subjects obtained a mean of 

19*76. From this mean difference of 2.14, a t of 1#73 was 

obtained, which appeared significant at the 8 per cent level 

of confidence. Again the hypothesis of no difference 

between means was accepted. 

Group "L" was represented on trait 0«~0bj ectivity by 

a mean score of 18.70, while group "G" had a mean of 19.40. 

From a mean difference of 0.70 a t of .061 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 trait, 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. fhe mean for group "G" males was 12.96. 

Upon this difference, a t value of 1.54 was obtained. The 

hypothesis of no difference was accepted that test per-

formance on trait J? was not a differentiating factor 

between male subjects of this investigation. 

The mean score for female subjects on the F trait in 

the "L" group was 16.46, and for group "CJ" females the mean 

waa 19*13* For this difference, a £ of 1.82 was obtained 

which approaches significance at the 6 per cent level of 

confidence. Test performance on trait f was not a signifi-

cant source of difference between the females of the sample 

population of this study. 

Mean scores of T—Thoughtfulness for groups "LH and 

"<F' were 18.56 and 19.80 respectively* For the mean dif-

ference , a t value of 1.33 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—Personal Halations, group "L" had a mean 

score of 16.78, whereas group-oriented subjects obtained a 

mean of 18.18. A t 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 H—Masculinity and Femininity, The high degree 

of similarity of fi scores for lecture- and group-oriented 

male® was obvious. Group "L" males had a mean of 20.57 

while the males of group "G" had a mean of 20.00. For a 

mean difference this small, a t value of .037 was obtained# 

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 H. Female subjects of group "GM had a 

mean of 10.95» No significant difference between the mean 

scores for ft was obtained when lecture-oriented and group-

oriented females were compared. A t of .075 was obtained 

and it became feasible to accept the null hypothesis that 

test performance on M did not indicate a significant dif-

ference between female subjects of this study. 

Discussion of Data 

The hypothesis of the present investigation is sup-

ported in part by the fact that groups "L" 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 



62 

preference; hence, the lack of consideration of the other 

possible factors warrants further research In the area of 

student attitudes and preference of teaching methods. 

As a consequence of the -validation information 

reported in the Survey Test Manual and of the results 

reported by previous studies, the following discussion of 

the traits and some possible relationships is offered# 

These comments will be organised 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 energy 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, whereas a low score 

on trait G tends to emphasize traita of submissiveness and 

withdrawal tendencies. In many ways Q may be regarded as 

a kind of catalyzer. 

Group-oriented subjects were characterized as being 

more active and were possessed by a greater degree of 

vitality than were lecture-oriented subjects. 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 0 is 

significant from the viewpoint that the purpose of an 

individual*s behavior is the satisfaction of his own 

needs; that is, behavior is usually organized with refer-

ence to the individual's own phenomenal self as influenced 

by opportunities and circumstances in terms of social 

interaction# Behavior development of the lecture-oriented 

and group-oriented subjects presents so vast a number of 

possibilities for individual differences that it is 

unlikely that both groups have identical goals, although 

their basic needs may be the same and some of their goals 

may be similar. fhus, group-oriented individuals may have 

perceived a goal of activity as a source of security, while 

lecture-oriented individuals may have come to differentiate 

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 to themselves and to their needs at a given 

time# 

It is noteworthy to mention that the hypothesis was 

not supported for trait fi. A low ft score is indicative 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 significant difference between lecture-

oriented and group-oriented subjects may best be explained 

in terms of am attempt on the part of both groups to main-

tain consistency and unity of their value systems. In 

general, subjects of both groups were trying to, adjust 

themselves to the totality of the situation in a manner 

that would be harmonious with their system of values and 

as they perceived the rol© of self in relation to the 

group (8). Thus, though they may be equally rigid, they 

May choose different ways of attaining goals. fh« implica-

tion of this inference was supported in research reported 

on the restraint factor* It is suggested, however, that a 

more sensitive instrument might be applied to ascertain 

better the restraint factor of lecture-oriented and group-

oriented subjects toward teaching method preference. 

Gross (6) reports the value of group-oriented instruction 

on individual behavior. In the study it was found that 

student-centered instruction encouraged the development of 

self-insight in terms of social interaction. Cowen and 

Thompson (5) 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 greater will be the inability to 

enter psychologically into new situations and the poorer 
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will be the ©actional adjustment to society in general. 

Gsder (5) also found that rigidity mad© a difference ia 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 do 

subjects with attitudes of low self-evaluation. 

An interesting observation, and one significant to 

this study, was the established difference of ML" and "G" 

males on trait A. Group "G" males were characterized by a 

strong trait of dominance. Dominance, when clinically 

interpreted, suggests social boldness. Shis was in con-

trast to lecture-oriented males 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 they could be imposed upon. For these 

differences on ascendance one would expect the dominant and 

socially bold group-oriented male to display superior 

leadership qualities as in contrast to the more submis-

sively inclined lecture-oriented male. The question 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 past experiences and the manner in 
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widch the individual learned to identify M s needs in. terns 

of social participation# From the preceding statements it 

could be assumed that either group might regard ascendancy 

as a means to an end, which would imply that the ascendancy 

factor would differ for lecture-oriented and group-oriented 

subjects of this study. Wilerm&n (11) found that the 

tendency to he active or passive was dependent upon the 

motivational factor. The tendency to he 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, whereas the group-oriented male might 

have learned to be dependent upon others because of lack 

of self-confidence and would be unable to express a trait 

of independence• This behavior would explain the mechanism 

of compensatory domination by which the individual would 

react to feelings of self-inadequacy by exerting control 

over others• That is, subjects in both groups were 

responding to the same goal, that 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 acceptance. The group-oriented subject, 
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too, felt the used of group acceptance, but in terns of M b 

phenomenologic&l field perceived self as being competent la 

group participation and chose the sore aggressive style of 

behavior to achieve group position# Individuals who are 

accustomed t© social stimulation do not wait for social 

acceptance to come to them, but seek situations that will 

provide them with the feeling of social belongingness. 

From the data as presented in fable II, it was evident 

that female subjects did not differ appreciably on trait A. 

It might be Inferred that lecture- and 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 trait of ascendance may be explained by 

changes in society's attitude toward the roles women play. 

The fact that our present society affords women greater 

political, educational, and economic freedom would tend to 

Justify this explanation and to support the interpretation, 

as was found, of no difference between lecture- and group-

oriented females for trait 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 



68 

in terms of what society sanctions. The result is that 

female subject* of this study have developed styles of 

behavior with respect to social ascendancy that were 

determined in part by the demands of the society to which 

they belong. Some may have perceived the lecture method 

as providing the means to assert themselves through attain-

ing academic goal®, while others perceived the group method 

as providing this opportunity. 

The significant difference between group nLn and group 

"G" subjects on trait S was outstanding. The higher 3 

score by group MG" was reflective 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 display a more 

seclusiv© style of behavior. Such individuals possess a 

certain reserve quality that makes it difficult for others 

to know them intimately. 

In everyday life situations, individuals tend to 

utilise different means to arrive at the sane goal. Prom 

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 ©21 Joy group participating experiences. Still other 

individuals—that is, the lecture-oriented subjects—may 

have found that shyness and social withdrawal best lead to 

the satisfaction of their particular needs. That is, both 

groups may have perceived the same goal but each ha® 

developed a characteristic way of achieving this goal# The 

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. Lecture-oriented individuals 

may have learned that in socially competitive situations 

they have experienced failure, scorn, and criticism so that 

they now react to social interaction by submission and 

withdrawal tendencies. The group-oriented subject 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 social participation. 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 between lecture-oriented and group-oriented 

subjects on trait 1, there was an indicated tendency that 
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group "G" was the more optimistic, the more cheerful in 

social behavior, and the more emotionally stable. fMs 

difference approached significance at the 8 per cent level, 

If the implication is accepted that the strength and 

nature of emotional behavior i® 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 painful social situations, the 

person may in the future react to social interaction with 

emotional instability and lack of social insight* 

Differences in emotional expression toward group 

participation xaay 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 

group participation. Therefore, for the lecture-oriented 

subject to be consistent in his frame of reference toward 

group participation, he will now inhibit hie responses in 

relation to others, whereas group nGM subjects, too, have 

encountered group experiences but have learned to value 

social interaction as a sediua for satisfying their needs 

and personal goals. Albrecht (1) was able to show that 

students who became oriented toward group-centered methods 

of instruction showed greater emotional stability, greater 

social 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 "Gw for 

trait 0* Both groups indicated that they possessed a 

quality of behavior that was 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 social strata* Such individuals 

have learned from cultural and educational training to 

discriminate between "means to an end,M to become somewhat 

realistically and materialistically oriented, and to become 

somewhat insensitive to the idealistic pressures of their 

social milieu, That is, the relation of the perceived self 

to the demands of society in which subjects of this study 

move has had a very important influence on changes in their 

phenomenal self. Such individuals are therefore consistent 

in their behavior by conforming to the total situation in 

order to comply with the demands of society as related to 

their experiences. In other words, both groups ©hose the 

situation 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 F present both an inter-

esting and complex situation which further research might 

clarify. 



7« 

There was no significant difference in f for males; 

however, this difference approached significance for 

females. It may he that women tend more to equate friend-

liness with group participation, while men* because ©f a 

cultural emphasis equating masculinity with independence» 

do not# Thus women might perceive the group method a® 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 implication by stating that the assertion by an indi-

vidual of his attitudes into his overt behavior may be in 

reality a compensatory reaction to cover up feelings rather 

than a faithful representation of them# 

As was Indicated in the presentation and interpreta-

tion of data section, no significant difference was found 

between groups MLR and MG" on trait f» 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 times 

tend to be pensive and reflective in their style of 

behavior. This suggests the Influence of college training 

and group association upon attitudes* That is, the indi-

vidual has learned how best to 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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situations and social conditions that tend t© satisfy the 

individual's basic needs or drives as they relate to his 

level of ego-involvement. 

Of all the traits measured by the Survey* trait P 

consistently correlated highest with all criteria involving 

hitman relations* Trait P seems to represent that element 

of "getting along with others.rt As reported in Table II, 

there was no significant difference between the mean ©core® 

of "LH and "G" subjects for trait P questions. Therefore 

it may be assumed that both lecture-oriented and group-

oriented subject® have developed personal relationship 

values as part of their own personal frame of reference, 

that they were responding with a style of behavior that was 

consistent with those values that were sanctioned by 

society, and that they selected the method in which they 

both felt they would get along best with others. 

The last personality trait measured was that of M. 

Prom an interpretation of t values, it was concluded that 

subjects of this study did not differ significantly with 

respect to their test performance on trait H# The "L" and 

rtG" male subjects indicated by their scores a capacity for 

being understood by other males and that they were accept-

able to other males* Both groups indicated a sympathetic 

orientation toward others to the point that their behavior 

would not appear callous in social interaction. Trait E 
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appears to be the result of an early cultural and social 

influence upon the individual1s identified role of behavior. 

Interests and the capacity to identify with a given sex 

role appear to he learned in terns of the process of 

identification. The fact that there was no difference 

between lecture-oriented and group-oriented subjects on 

trait 1 was significant from the theoretical implication 

that individuals adopt as their own those masculinity-

femininity values that are in harmony with those approved 

by society. It would appear therefore that the strength 

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 summary form in so far as it was baaed 

upon a oomparison of test results for the two groups. 

Lecture- and group-oriented subjects were found to 

differ significantly on three of the ten traits measured* 

It was from departure on these certain traits that attitude 

differences could be expected to exist for lecture- artfi 

group-oriented subjects as measured by this study. 

While some of the differences between the groups were 

not extreme, perhaps several factors can account for these 

findingss 
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1# Students may express their attitudes as related to 

teaching method preference In the selection of a major 

course of study. The fact that variability was so extreme 

would indicate this factor. 

2* The fact that college student# are more homo-

geneous la intelligence and cultural factors than other 

groups may account for the small number of significant dif-

ferences on the Guilford-Zinmerman scores* That is, college 

etudents may have learned what the ideal personality is, 

and this factor alone may have influenced Survey scores. 

In view of these findings and their implications, it 

might be concluded that the lack of a large number of 

highly significant t values may be due to several factors. 

The nature of the group studied say have been a factor. 

Lack of significant differences in the traits studied may 

have been another factor. That is, there may not be a 

large number of attitude differences between lecture-

group-oriented subjects. This demonstrated similarity of 

attitudes may be due to exposure, to mutual influences, or 

to a conditioning effect exerted by our culture upon the 

attitudes of the individual\ or, there may be differences, 

but not in the particular traits measured by the Survey. 

Perhaps the most significant finding of this study is 

that if learning is an active process which results from 

the efforts of the individual to satisfy hie needs in a 
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maimer that will be both meaningful and consistent with his 

valm© system, then the instructor, to he in agreement with 

present learning theory, must accept the responsibility for 

dealing with the individual in terms of hie 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 feeling of competence and 

social acceptability, they must associate with learning 

situations that will afford them experiences which they 

perceive to be in keeping with these perceptions. 

In other words, learning la an active, purposeful, and 

continuous process carried on by the individual for the 

satisfaction of his needs, and it will be affected by how 

the learner accepts or rejects the opportunities provided 

hia„ If the Instructor wishes to change the attitude 

toward a particular method of instruction, he must first 

change the student * s personal frame of reference, because 

it is this reference which gives meaning, direction, and 

consistency to his behavior. 
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CHAPTER ¥ 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, M B RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of the present investigation was to 

develop a questionnaire type scale to measure instructional 

method preference at the college level and to determine if 

there were significant differences "between personality 

scores of subjects that indicated a preference for lecture-

oriented instruction and of those that preferred the 

group-oriented method of instruction. 

This study tested the following hypotheses: 

1* That it was possible to develop an experimental 

instrument that would reliably indicate instructional 

preference. 

2. That significant differences on the Guilford-

Zimmeraan scores exist between subjects indicating 

lecture-oriented preference and subjects preferring the 

group-oriented method of instruction* 

The Student Instructional Preference Scale was 

developed from answers submitted by students at Eastern 

lew Mexico University, Portales, New Mexico, and Horth 

Texas State College, Denton, Texas, to the statements of 

H* lifee and dislike lecture and group methods of instruc-

tion because • . » •M The Scale as developed and used in 

78 
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this study was able to differentiate students * preference 

of teaching method© into two classifications, namely* 

subjects who prefer the lecture-oriented 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 basisi 

A sample of juniors* seniors , and graduates was 

selected from North Texas State College, Benton, Texas , 

and from Tennessee Polytechnic Institute, Cookeville, 

Tennessee. To this sample of students the SIPS was 

administered* The sample was approximately equal with 

respect to male and female subjects. 

From the total samples 100 students were selected oa 

the basis of indicated differences in their preference of 

teaching methods$ these students were approximate ly matched 

with respect to their experience with lecture-oriented and 

group-oriented methods of instruction as defined by this 

study. The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Surrey was 

administered to both groups, "L" and HQ." 

The data of this study indicated certain facts rela-

tive to the hypotheses presented in Chapter I. From an 

interpretation of the data, the following findings are 

presented? 



80 

1# The first hypothesis was sustained that it was 

possible to develop an instrument that would differentiate 

students in their preference for methods of instruction* 

2* The second hypothesis was partially sustained; 

that is, some significant differences were found between 

group "Ln and group "G" subjects on personality traits a© 

measured by the Guilford-Zimmerman, Temperament Survey. 

3* Traits G, S, and E significantly differentiated 

group "L" and group "Gn subjects at the 5 per cent level of 

confidence or better* 

4> Differences between group "L" and group "Gn female 

subjects on trait F approached significance (P *06) and 

suggest tentatively that this trait might differentiate 

between group "L" and group "GM females, although this 

needs further study. 

5* Difference ia mean scores on trait 1 did not reach 

significance at the 5 per cent level (? .08) but favored 

group "G.* 

6. The data further indicated that little discrimina-

tion among lecture-oriented and group-oriented subjects on 

the basis of teaching method preference could be attributed 

to traits K, 0, P, and M. 

Conclusions 

It can be concluded that of the ten personality traits 

tested in this study, traits G, S, and 1 were most 
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outstanding in determining the differences between the two 

groups. In general it may "be stated that, according to 

their test scores, lecture-oriented subjects demonstrate a 

style of behavior that is characterised by an inhibited 

disposition and an over control of their impulse®5 that 

they appear lethargic in overt activity; and that they 

appear less conventional in their social relation®* 

furthermore, there is 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 their scores, tend to be more active in their 

behavior and to manifest a higher level of vitality# Such 

individuals are more cheerful and display greater emotional 

stability, Group "G" subjects tend to be 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 

fhere is ample opportunity for further research in the 

area of attitude and instructional method preference. Etae 

present study on instructional method preference has dealt 
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with extreme teaching methods, fhis was done to maximize 

the possibility of obtaining significant differences. $h® 

present investigation illustrates, all the more* the 

importance of considering an intermediate or an eclectic 

preference group» 

In designing an investigation similar t© the present 

one, several improvements could "be Bade# On the basis of 

the preceding conclusions, the following recosnmend&t i ons 

are made* 

1. Hany students were lost to the study by the very 

nature of the limitations imposed* Where possible, future 

research designs of this nature could be improved by more 

complete sampling, 

2. A study should consider attitudes in relation to 

method of instruction in order to promote a better under-

standing of the basic factors related to failures of 

students under one method of instruction who obtain later 

success under another method of instruction* 

3* An Investigation should be made to determine 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 

method of instruction they prefer?" 

.4. A study should be made to determine the degree of 

relationship existing between student ability and method of 
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Instruction received* In other words, "Do bright students 

achieve "better "under one method of instruction while the 

less bright student® improve more under another instruc-

tional method?" 

5. Be search should be mad© into the effect of social, 

cultural, and home background factors in influencing 

teaching method preference. 

6. further research in other grade levels is neces-

sary to determine if relationships similar to those in this 

study would be obtained. 

Continued investigation of attitudes as a factor in 

determining instructional method preference will enable the 

educator to work more effectively with the student* fhat 

is, it might be assumed that the teacher will be able 

better to relate the aims of education to the student's 

attitudes by giving additional consideration to the 

dynamics and influence of attitudes on the learning 

process. 
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