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Abstract:

The central problem of this study is to determine if there is any significant difference between students
taught by the face-to-face instrucr tional method and those taught by an individual instructional
program with reference to their achieving selected objectives applicable to a course of study dealing
with ethnic minority groups, and if there is a difference in the achievement of these students which can
be related to personality variables of the students with reference to scores derived from the
Achievement Scale of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.

Seventy-two students enrolled in an Ethnic Studies course at Eastern Montana College in the Fall of
1974 were randomly divided into two groups with one being subjected to the traditional method and
the other the experimental method. Students in both groups were evaluated by means of a series of tests
in which the items were classified according to each of the three objective domains (cognitive,
affective, and psychomotor) as well as scores obtained by students in each of these areas. All scores
were recorded as absolute numbers and the total of all scores was used in calculating group means for
purposes of testing null hypotheses. The experimental design consisted of a 2x2x2 matrix on which
was performed an analysis of variance testing the significance of differences of two independent
variables (the control and experimental method), the significant difference between the two sets of
moderator variables (the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale),
and to test the significance of difference of various interactions. These procedures were done for all
dependent variables (achievement of cognitive, affective, and psycho motor objectives, and total scores
of all three) meaning that four AOV studies were completed.

The subsequent statistical analysis indicates that a "no difference” hypothesis for the two methods can
be rejected at . 01 confidence level with the students in the experimental group scoring considerably
higher than students in the control group. In addition, a "no difference" hypothesis for the interaction
between methods and achievement levels derived from the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule can
be rejected at . 05 confidence level with students characterized as "low achievers" in the experimental
group scoring considerably higher than all other students in either group. No' evidence was found to
substantiate a rejection of a "no difference” hypothesis relative to scores derived from the Rokeach
Dogmatism Scale.
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ABSTRACT

The central problem of this study is to determine if there is any
significant difference between students taught by the face-to-face instruc-
tional method and those taught by an individual instructional program with
reference to their achieving selected objectives applicable to a course of study
dealing with ethnic minority groups, and if there is a difference in the achieve-
ment of these students which can be related to personality variables of the
students with reference to scores derived from the Achievement Scale of the
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.

Seventy-two students enrolled in an Ethnic Studies course at
Eastern Montana College in the Fall of 1974 were randomly divided into two
groups with one being subjected to the traditional method and the other the
experimental method. Students in both groups were evaluated by means of a
series of tests in which the items were classified according to each of the
three objective domains (cognitive, affective, and psychomotor) as well as
scores obtained by students in each of these areas. All scores were recorded
as absolute numbers and the total of all scores was used in calculating group
means for purposes of testing null hypotheses. The experimental design con-
sisted of a 2x2x2 matrix on which was performed an analysis of variance test-
ing the significance of differences of two independent variables (the control and
experimental method), the significant difference between the two sets of mod-
erator variables (the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach

'Dogmatism Scale), and to test the significance of difference of various-inter-

actions. These procedures were done for all dependent variables (achieve-
ment of cognitive, affective, and psychomotor objectives, and total scores of
all three) meaning that four AOV studies were completed.

The subsequent statistical analysis indicates that a "no difference"
hypothesis for the two methods can be rejected at . 01 confidence level with the
students in the experimental group scoring considerably higher than students
in the control group. In addition, a '"no difference” hypothesis for the inter-

-action between methods and achievement levels derived from the Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule can be rejected at-.05 confidence level with stu-
dents characterized as "low achievers™ in the experimental group scoring con-
siderably higher than all other students in either group. No evidence was
found to substantiate a rejection of a "no difference’ hypothesis relative to
scores derived from the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.
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CHAPTER I’
PROLEGOMENON

It is almost certain that any systematic search in scholarly works on
teaching and learning in higher education will iead the reader to a number of
aphorisms relative to one method 'of instruction being preferred over others.
And while these no doubt Wili vary from oné discipline to another as well as to
the temperament of the proféssor and/or writer, there is usually the support-
ing belief or beliei-system t1:1at alleges superiority for the preferred method
in question. In fact, it may be a Sisyphéan task for any researcher who enters
into this arena of strong affe:ct and little concern in an endeavor to assess the
relative utility of various colzlege teaching methods. - It is no surprise then
that such inquiry has received remarkably little attention from experimental-
ists. For even in the academic community, where men's work is supposedly
based upon a rigorous testing of accepted ideas, there is a tendency to tlﬁnk it
somewhat indecent to apply the same standards of inquiry to their own teaching
practices. J. P. Powell has observed thét "f(;,w university teachers are even
aware that many of their inst:ruction'al problems have already been investigated
experiymex-ltally, and ouly a tiny minority take the trouble to acquaint themselves

' 1

with the results, "

Any belief-system, however hallowed, regarding effective teaching
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methods, be it the time-honored tfaditional face-tg-face instruction ér the
latter-day innovative individual instructional program, staﬁds in need of em-
pirical support, with the ultimate criteria for effectiveness bein.g not only
measured with reference to the accumulation of knowledge and the develop-
ment of desirable attitudes, but with fegard to student's individual personality
differences. The purpose of this study is to compare two such methods of
teachihg a social studies course at the college level. This present chapter
will enable the reader to identify the central problem under consideration, dis-
cern the need for thé study, adjudge questions to bg answered, appraise the
research procedures, preceive recognizable limitations, and fecognize rele-

vant terminology.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM .

The central problem of this study is to determine if there is any sig-
nificlant difference between students taught by the face-to-face instructional
method and those taught by an individual instructional program with reference
to their achieving $elected objectives applicable to a course of study dealing
with ethnic minority groups', and if there is a difference in the achievement of
these students which can be related to personality variables of the students

with reference to scores derived from the Achievement Scale of the Edwards
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Personal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.
NEED OF THE STUDY

In 1968, two researchers at the Center for the Advanced Study of
Educational Administration at the University of Oregon published a monograph,

The Teaching-Learning Paradox, in which, after examining some "forty years

of research" on the various methods of college teaching, they concluded "we
are able to state decisively that no particular method of college instruction is
measurably to be preferred over another, when evaluated by student examin-

T

ation performances. ' ' Think what this means to all those teachers in the
world who recite from yellowed notes and never consider any other technique.
Think what this means to the professor v&'rho.neglects his teaching for research.
Think what this means to the administrétor vvho is concerned with the. cost-
benefit analysis of college Wori(. To some it means a clear conscience at last.
But to others, the "no difference’ conclusion provides a launching pad for new
directions in research on coliege teaching methodé as well as to make clear
the grounds for educational poliéy decisions regarding college teaching
metjhods.

The authors said that the facts "demonstrate clearly and unequivo-

cally that there is no difference. i3 Thus, forty years of research have

Ly
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épparently proved that subject-matter coptent can be taught by any teaching
‘technique. If this is true then the choice of a goal for an educational system
becomes critical.. If the g:ont'ent is thé g(_)al, then how you teach does not
matter. But to many, the primary goal of higher education is to develop the
student's motivation and ability to continue to learn throﬁgho_ut his life. Few
of us are satisfied with achievement of knowledge if the student is unable to use
it in solving problems where the knowledge is relevant, or if the student fails
to relate the knowledge to relevant attitudes. The current generation of stu-
dents is wise enough to recognize the sham of a content goél and some have
revolted in the face of it. Many students are ésking for a meaningful education
which will prepare them to make a contribut_:ion to the solution of the relevant
problems of our society. If the goal of our educational sysfem is to prei)are
them for this role, then how you teach does make a differénce.

Many c.ompetent educators hold that educational goals beyond content
require carefully considered teaching techniques. Of course this is not obvious
to all educators and as 'dedicated men attempt to find answers to cdmplex prob-
“ lems, they need not be surprised by the presence of sniping critics. In 1903,
\c'omparable critics described the 400 years of research in ﬂy_iﬁg, from Leon-
ardo da Vinci's first attempts in 1500,' to the failure of the day. It was clearly’

time for new direction in research; man would never fly. FEducation is at a
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similar turning ﬁoint. " The Wright brothefs of the educational world have -
Tlown new systemé all o;rer the country. The recognition of the potential of
these programs will no doubt accelerate future innovations. .- In the not too dis-
tant future, we c;an expect to find educational systems equivalent to the modern-
jet, while ofhers dream of walking on the moon.

The'individual.instructional technique is one of these relatively new
programs being introduced into contemporary education. - The purpose'of this
study is to comparatively evaluate this teaching method with the more tradi-
tional face-to-face instructional method in order to ascertain if there is a
difference relative to the most fuﬁdamental objectives of social studies educa-

tion--~the higher level cognitive and affective goals.
GENERAL QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED

This study attempts to énsvv_er the qﬁestion v&hether there is any sig-
nificant difference between students taught by the face-to-face instructional
method and those taught by an individual instructional program with reference
to their achieving selected objectives applicable to a course of study dealing
with ethnic minority grbups, and if there if a difference in fhe achievement of
the students which can bé related to personality variables of the §tudents with

reference to scores derived from the Achievement Scale of the Edwards .
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Personal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale,

Through the use of a specially designed interdisciplinary, multi-

ethnic course which was offered to a group of students (the control group) by

the face-to-face instructional method and a group of students (the experimentail

group) by an individual instructional program, this research seeks answers to

the following qﬁestions:

1-

How do students in the experimental group compare
with students in a control group with reference to
fulfilling the traditional objectives normally associated
with the cognitive domain, i.e., facts, concepts,
generalizations, theories, and laws?

How do students in the experimental group compare
with students in a.control group with reference to
fulfilling the traditional objectives normally associated -

" with the affective domain, i.e., attitudes and values?

How do students in the experimental group compare
with students in a control group with reference to
fulfilling the traditional objectives normally associated
with the psychomotor domain, i.e., skills of inquiry,
communication, resource use, and group interaction?

How do students in the experimental group compare
with students in a control group with reference to
fulfilling the traditional objectives of the social studies?
Since the ultimate criterion on the social studies is

the character of the changes brought about in the
behavior of the students, the learner then becomes

the focal point for evaluation. In assessing what

these students are learning, all of the objectives.
claimed for the social studies must be taken into
account: cognitive, affective, and psychomotor..
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5- How do students who exhibit a high dogmatic score on
the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale compare with students
who exhibit a low dogmatic score on the Rokeach Dogmatism
Scale with reference to the two instructional treatments?

6- How do students who exhibit a high level of achievement
on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule compare
with students who exhibit a low level of achievement on
the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule with reference
to the two instructional treatments?

7- How do students who exhibit a high dogmatic score on
the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and a high lével of achieve-
ment on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule compare
with students who exhibit a low dogmatic score on the
Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and a high level of achievement

on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule with reference '

to the two instructional treatments?

8~ How do students who exhibit a high dogmatic score on the
Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and a low level of achievement
on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule compare
with students who exhibit a low dogmatic score on the
Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and a low level of achievement

on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule with reference
to the two instructional treatments?

GENERAL PROCEDURES

An interdisciplinary course in ethnic studies was offered as part of
the social science curriculum at Easter1.1 Montana College during the fall quar-
ter, 1974. The course was offered for all sfudents without prerequisiteslor
restrictions relative to classification or class size. At the first meeting -

(September 26, 1974), all students were adminiStered both the Achievement
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Scale of the Edwards Personal _Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism
Scale. These tests were administered and graded by the Counseling Center of °
| Eéstern Montana CoIlége. At this time'the students were divided‘into two
gfoups equal in éize’ by a randomization method with oné group assigned as the
confrol group (those who were taught by a face-to-face instructional method)
and the o-ther group constituting the experimental group (those who were taught
by an.indi{zidual ir,‘lstruqtional program).

Beginning with the lsecond week, the control group was scheduled to
meet twice each week in two-hour sessions until the close of‘ the. qual;ter,
December 10, 1974 (a total of 40 hours of classroom instruction). The students
assigned to the experimental group were provided with the individualized in-
stfuctiona} program consisting of forty cassette ﬁrograms, five slide pro-
grams, and programmed workbooks. These students had free access to the
Resource Center of the Langﬁage Department or the Learning Center of the
Audio Visual Center for listening to tapes and/or viewing slides, or they coﬁld
check these items nout of the library for use at their pleasure,

The course of study for both groups was identical with each éroup
presented with identical goals, sui)jected to identical lectures, provided with

identical resource materials and evaluated with identical tests: The difference

between the two groups was not in course content but in method of instruction.
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Whereas the control group had lectures presented in a traditional face-to-face

method, the experimental group had access to the same lectures via audio-tape.

Furthermore, whereas the control group had ample opportunity for unstruc-
tured discussion in each class sessidn, the experimental group was subjected
to a structured program provided in the workbooks.

Students 111 both groups were evaluated by nieans of five proctox;ed
essay tests and five proctored objective~ tests. Allleissay tests Weré graded
by averaging independent ratings submitted by a panel of raters consisting of
five secondary education majc;rs récrﬁited from an advanced class in evaluating
social science objecfives. Ali scores were recorded as absolute numbers and
the total of all scores were used in calculating grouplmeans for purposes of
testing null hypotheses. For the purpose’of additional study, test items were
classified by this res.earcher according to each of the three objective',doma'ins
(cognitive, affective, and psychomotor) as well as scores obtained by students
'in each of these areés.

The experimental -design coﬁsisted of a.2x2x2 matrix on which was.
performed an analysis of variance (AOV) testhlg the signiﬁcari\ce of difference
of two independent variables (the control and ex;)eriméntal method)», the signifi-

cant difference between the two sets of moderator variables (the Edwards Per -

sonal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale), and-the .
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significance of difference of various interactions. These procedures were done
for all dependent variables (achievement of cognitive, affective, and psycho-
motor objectives, and total of scores of all three) meaning that four AOV
studies were completed.

Data was cast into a table as follows:

Lt
D3
D2
Dy

HL
. <1 A A

LL |

HL
D e

1.3, —
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In the experimentél design illustrated above,‘
Dj equals achievement of cognitive objectives
D, equals achievement of affective objectives
D3 equals achievement of psychomotor objectives
D¢ equals Dy plus Dy plus Dg
M; equals face-to-face methoﬁ of instruction E
M? equals individual instructional program -
HD equals high dogmaﬁc score on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale
LD equals low dogmatic score on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale

HL equals high level of achievement on the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule

L1 equals low level of achievement on the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The instg:uctor assigned to the control group--those taught by the face-
to-face instructional method--was the same person responsible for the develop-
ment and implementation of the individual instructional i)rogram. Ideally, if
one wished to adhere‘ to investigative techniques as suggested by the five famous
Mill's Canons, or rules of experimental research, he would withdraw to the

atmosphere of the laboratory. 4 Or, with reference to a comparative study as
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is set forth in this theéis, many different instructors would have been engaged
to teach the control method and many different. iﬁstructors the expérimental.
But with the severe limitation of time and resourc'es, this was not possible.
Nor was it possible to employ even one additional person to teach one method
while the researcher was engaged with the other. Thus, it is assumed that this
researcher, by virtue of his training and years of experience, is a competent
educator and that he is sufficiently knowledgeable about both the subject matter
and various teaching techniques involved to carry this investigation to its fullest
extent. It is further assumed that, by virtue of his personal and professional
integrity, this researcher was able to e'tdequ‘ately teach students in both the con-
trol and experimental groups without biases toward either.

While student achievement of some ;)bjectives can be measured by
means of objective examinafions, there are many which can only be mé‘asured
by means of éubjective-—essay type examinations. Realizing th‘e controversy
surrounding the subject of essay grading, a number of steps were taken to
mitigate the subjecfivity and reduce the biases in evaluating answers to each
| essay examination. These are simply attempts to break up the proéess of
evaluation into a éeries of more specific, fractionated judgmgnts made upon a
common base aﬁd appli_ed to an anonymous product;. Some of these .steps were

as follows: (1) to decide in advance what factors were to be measured and if
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more than one aistinct quality was to be éppraised, separate evaluations would
Ee made for ‘each; (2) to prepare a model answer in advance showing what
points should be covered and how many credits were to be allowed for each;
(3) to g'ra.de the papers anonymously--that is with no understanding about who
* wrote the aﬂs&%zel’; and (4) to gain greater reliability by averaging independent
ratings submﬁ“ced by a panel of competent raters. 5

The étudents pérticipating in this research project represented a
sample of the population which elect to take a general education social studies
course as parf of their college curi‘iculum. Thus it must be uﬁde.rstood that
the subjects of this investigation were limited to those who opted‘ to enroll in
the course in question as it was offered in the ;:ollege class schedule. Once
this class mateﬂalized, students were assigned té either the control or experi-
mental grou? by a randomizaﬁon method.

While there are a number of acceptable instruments for measuring
certain personality v.ariables, this researcher has found by empirical evidence
that the Achievement Scale of thé Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and

.the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale are more suitgble for this Il)resent investigatic')n.6
Need for achievement as a. personality attribute is considered a relatively

independent normal personality variable which relates to the manifestation of

an individual to do his best, to be successful, to a‘ccornpl-ish tasks requiring
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an effort, to be recognized as an authoj:ity, to accomplish _something of great
significance, té do difficult jobs well, and to be able to do things better than
others. Such‘ a level of achievement can be measured using the Achievement
Scale of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. There are three types of
‘acceptances and rejections which are ordinarily regarded as more or less
distinct: the acceptance and rejection of ideas, of people, and.of authority.
The first is classified as a cognitive %)henomenon, the second involves the
phenomenon of prejudice or intolerance, and the third, authoritarianism. Is
it not possible, however, that the way we accept or reject ideas, people, and
authority all éo together? Perhaps they are but different facets of the same
thing, related to each other in a one-to-one fashion within the belief system.
The degree of acceptance or reje'ction can.be measured using the Rokeach

Dogmatism Scale.
DEFINITION OF TERMS

Although most of the terms will be defined within the body of this
paper, the following terrﬁs are (iefined here for special emphasis:

';Significant difference"-~-In order to prevent the rejection of a true
null hypothesis by committing a Type- I (or alpha) error, it was determined to

let alpha equal .05. This means that if a difference as large or larger than the
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one obtained could occur by chance as often as 5 times out of 100, the null
hypothesis (no significant difference between the méané) could be rejected. 7
The .05 significance level has been selected for two reasons: .05 represents
a fair bélance between the p;obability of coﬁmitting an alpha and beta error,
and the greatest amo.unt of éomparable research (discussed in ChapterIl) has
been based on an .05 signifiéance level. |

”Fac‘e—to—féce instfuction”--Face -to-face methods o.f teé ching such as
the lecture, group discussion, and the tutorial are explicit examples of teach-
ing technologieé based on traditional assumptioné concerniné the teaching-
learning linkage. The instructor is not only assumed to be a sufficient condi-
tion but als6 a necessary condition for légrning, and outputs from the teaching-
learning situation are assumed to be a function of differential teaching inputs. 8

"Individual instructional program"- -Ideally, individualized instruc.—
tion means an arrangement that makes it possible at all times for each student
to be engaged in learning those things 'that are most appropriate for himself as
an individual. It is based on the assumption that all students have the same
capabilities; while théy may ndt have .the same capacities, they all possess
the ability to learn. Thus, the very heart of the program is student participa-
tion in the learning process.

"Ethnic minority groups'--The focal point of an ethnic minority course
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might be characterized as follows: those who are subordinate ségments of our
complex society; those having sp_eciai physical or cultural traits which are
seen as undesirable by the dominant segments of the society; those having a
group self—awafeness brought about by the special traits they share and the
special disabilities these traits cause therﬁ; those whose me.mber ship in the
group is transmitfed by a rule .of descent; and those who, whether by choice
or by necessity, tend to practice endogamy. 10

”Objectives”--Theré are at least three classifications of objectives
for social studies instruction. They are: (1) those associated with the éogni—
tive domain (facts, concepts, generalizations, theories, and laws); (2) those
associated with the affective domain (attitudes and values); and (3) those
associated with the psychomotor domain (skills of inquiry, communication,

. . 11
resource use, and group interaction).

SUMMARY

An educator who undertakes to deal with social studies education, or
any phase of this discipline in our schools, is faced with an unwieldly set of
challenges arising from the newness, imprecision, and complexity of the
curriculum field. It is no small task to resolve the dilemmas caused by con-

flicts in a person's ideologies and the persistent shifts in curriculum emphases.
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Yet anyone who is anxious to make a differenqe in the lives of those'fof whom
he is responsible, must be engagéd in a constant search fdr alternatives to the
traditional ideas and practices.’
\ While there are some who look at the cx'lrrent status of social studies
pessimistically, there are develdpments in progresé that promise a brighter
future -for the field. \'Ihe great challenge then is for the continual evaluation of
the content and consequences of social si(:udies -mate;ialsl: An even greater
challenge, however, 1s for the continual evaluation of the method whereby this
material is transﬁxittéd to an eager student commuhity. As the shape of the
social studies curriculum undergoes transformation, the opportunities for
studying innovation and instructional patterns should not go unheeded. .It is

hoped that the alternatives presented in this study will expedité our entry into

what might be a most exciting era of teaching social studies.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH"

Any student of comparative college teaching methods will remember
thle impact of thé work of Dubin and Taveggia .whi(.:h appeared in.1968. 1 Their
contx;ibution to .th'e discipline took the form of a reanalyéis of data on compara-
tive teaching methods throughout a four-decade period using the methods of
science to establish the superior. utility of one college teaching me_thod'ovler
another. The conclusions were char.acterized by conciseness: no particular
meth%)d of college instruction was me‘asu_rAably' to be.preferred over another

when evaluated by student examination performanées. In addition, the authors

+

went a step furthef_to predict tha;c replication of the 91 studies examined in
their survey would not produce coﬁclusions different frbm theirs. According to
the authors of the monograph, the express object of their work and the "no dif-
ference" conclusion was: to provide a.launching pad for new directions in re-
search on teaching methods. 'Unfortunately,‘ they built theil; "pad" on a qtiestionf
able foundation. As a result, a book whi.ch might be expected to be an unbiased
scien;cific treatise, appedrs to be designed to make a single point. . The authors
saw the need for new directioﬁs because 4Q yearé of reseérch have shown no
differences among various methods of college teaching. Lest we miss the

point, they repeated the statement in one form or another on 13 of the 53 pages

~
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in the monograph.
To promote their case, these two men have either carelessly or

carefully failed to include a critical point in their repétition of the statement.

They did make the point in the monograph, at ieast once near the beginning and

once near the end, but (Snly the most céreful reader will realize that something
important has been omitted from almost all the other ‘statements; What is
missing? The fact that different ﬁeachiﬁg methods do not affect the students'
ability to learn and regurgitate content, subject-matter, or lalowiedge. The
authors did state this point when they described the exéminations used to judge
the effectiveness of variou's teaching mefhbds‘ These examinations were
"typically content-oriented” and designed to "determine How much of the con-
tent presénted by the teacher can be recalled, after some delay, duripg the
final examination by the student. "g Although the words "final examinati_on"
were frequently included in the no difference statement, the cri‘tical words
"recalled content” were not, and the authors failed to mention that it was only
when recalled content learning was the measurement that no difference
occurred.,

When the entire monograph is studied, it is not easy to see how the
authors could so easily overlook the word "content"”. In fact, they saw content

~ as "the" objective of a college education. To say that content learning is not
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relevant to the reasons why students are in college, they posited, "is simply
to fly in the face of reality. Students are in institutions of higher education to
learn content. n3 Once you have made this decision, the statement that differ -
ent teaching methods do not make a difference follows logically. In this con-
« 2, -
text, the statement is not new at all, many others have said it. However, not
many enunciated their conclusions with quite the determination and vigor used
by these authors, nor did they omit the key word "content"” when they said it.
The authors made it quite clear that, as far as they were concerned,

content was the only real goal of a college education.

It would be unfortunate if, because subject matter-

oriented examinations proved no differences among

teaching methods, we would then conclude that

subject-oriented examinations dé not measure

useful, important, or relevant features of the

impact of higher education upon students. It works

the other way around: the content retention among

students is the same regardless of the methods by

which they are taught. This content retention is

important as a way of staying on top of the knowledge

explosion. '
Since knowledge is now doubling every ten years, it is clear that we must find
ways to stay on top. 'Apparently, the authors would have us create methods to
double the rate of transmission, double the retention, or double the length of

education. The odds of any one of these chaﬁges occurring is slight, to say

the least, so the race is already lost. The authors’ viewpoint also ignored the
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fact that a student who learns how to think and how to search for the infofma-
tion he needs can always get the c;ontent' that is relevant to his work.
The authors' lack of concern for educational goals other than content
were clearly sef forth. They listed preparation for a vocation as the first goal
of public education. Andthey pointed out that "content learning in subject mat-

5

ter courses clearly contributes to tﬁe first goal. ™ The second goal they listed
was that of a responsible, constructive educ‘ated citizen. They noted that if the
second goal "were to achieve greater emphasis than it does at present, a whole
new set of activities may be brought into the college environment"”. 6 Such
activities as modifica;ti-on or development of emotional life and expressive
behavior, or self-conscious behavior, would take on new emphasis. These are
not goals of the present system as far as the authors wére concerned because
. they stated that few administrators or faculty "are trained or knowiedgeable
about providing these kinds of educational exp‘eriences. w7
Not only did the authors degrade the goal of an educated citizen, they
1umpe.d thinking with it. Ina comment on the concept that higher education |
should teach people to think they stated.that "although no one would contend that
thinking is a low-order outcome of education, .tl‘ﬁnking needs content and the

skills of thought must be applied to subject matter. "8 No one would argue

with the idea that thinking needs content. However, much of the content taught
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under a philosophy like that expressed earlier is irrelevant to anything the
student may later think about. Half of this content will be obsolete within ten
years. And most of it is memorized until the examination need for it has
passed, and then forgotten. The question the authors failed to face was when,
where and how the skills of thogght are taught, Content is totally useless in
the hands of someone who does not know how to use it to solve meaningful
problems .

The authors of this monograph were so busy conc.entrating on the one'
point they wanted to make that they missed the implication of their own conclu-
sion. If content is the objective, and it can be learned by any teaching method,
‘then there is no need for a system of higher education as it now exists. In fact, '
the students will be just as well off tq study on their ow‘n at home. The authors
said as much themselves. "Face-to-face with their instructors, or independent .
of them, college students canpass their course examinations with equal facility
and level of performance. nd Since the authors were quite concerned with the
cost-benefit analysis of college work, their own statement suggests the obvious
--leave the students home énd turn universities into correspondence schools.
But they missedl this implication. Their response tolower costs was touse grad-
uate teaching assistants and increase the size of ;':Llready large lecture classes.

The peculiar determination of the authors to discredit various teaching
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methods caused them to miss another implication of their work. Consider the

following statement:

All researchers have been inclined to overlook
what is, perhaps, the outstanding commonality
among teaching methods compared in a given
study. This is the textook(s) utilized....It
may very well be that the most pervasive com-
monality among teaching methods is the employ-
ment of and dependence on textbooks and other
reading materials., Perhaps the 'no difference’
results of comparing teaching methods can be
attributed largely to the powerful impact of
textbooks which camnot be washed out by any
known methods of instruction.

Had the authors reported all the research ayailable to them, they would have
noted that teaching methods not only fail to make a difference, but that the
students are better off not going to class at all when the content examiﬁation is
baséd on the text. The cost-benefit results of a no-class system are certainly
to be preferred vto low cost, often uﬁqualified grnacliuate students and large lec-
ture classes.

But the authors fnissed this point too as they concentrated instead on
berating their‘colleagues. "The purpose of this brief review, they affirm, “is
not to prove how stupid, or narrow—-minded, or ideologically committed have
been the researchers who have compared college teaching methods, " but to
simply démonstraté that the "data are overwhelming in the direction of no

wll

differences among various methods of college instruction. What appears to
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be overwhelming here is not the data, but a desire to make a point--regardless
of the lack of reason applied or the distortion by’ omission.

In the interest of .objectivity, contrast the words of the monograph
authors with those of the psychologist, W. ]J. McKeachie. Indeed, the authors
have detected McKeachie's bias and reported it in their study.

We have here, .of course, reviewed many more

studies than those covered by Professor McKeachie

in his analysis in the Handbook. Professor McKeachie

" may be quite right in suggesting that the rare cases

where differences favor one method of teaching over

another provide us with possible clues as to why.

It is clear, however, that McKeachie prefers the

discussion method, based upon the work of re-

searchers, like N. R. F. Maier, who have focused

their analytical attention solely on discussion groups

rather than being grounded in comparative studies of

two or more teaching methods.
In spite of this bias, McKeachie had earlier reported conclusions similar to
those given in the monograph. For example, in his invited address before the
Division of Teaching of the American Psychological Association in 1967,
McKeachie said "research results thus tend to slightly support the general -
' W13

McKeachie's text on teaching techniques presents further evidence on
this point when he described an experiment in which different teaching methods

were compared to each other and no class at all. The results showed that the

groups who did not come to class did best of all on the final examination., The
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14 Beyond

catch is that the examination was based entirely upon the textbook.
this point, McKeachie and the monograph authors disagree because McKeachie's
work has led him to believe that how you teach does make a difference. The
fact that McKeachie's conclusion is diametrically opposed to that expressed in
the monograph is not surprising when one knows the goal McKeachie saw for
a college education. He stated this goal in his American Psychological Assoc-
iation address.

The primary goal of higher education today is

to develop the student's motivation and ability

to continue to learn throughout his life. This

implies training students to learn from one

another, from books, and from their own exper-

ience. It implies developing lasting motivation

.. .. Few of us are satisfied with achievement

of knowledge if it is not remembered, if the

student is unable to use it in solving problems

where the knowledge is relevant, or'if the

student fails to relate the knowledge to relevant

attitudes. 1° -

The choice of a goal for an educational system is critical to the argu-
ment presented here. If content is the goal, then how you teach does not matter.
- This has been the traditional viewpoint of the educational system for many yéars
and it has produced a society which is less creative and less adaptive than it
must be. The philologist is clearly not the one who will solve the problems

of pollution, overpopulation, bigotry, and.nuclear disarmament. We do not

- need people who can regurgitate all there is to know. Instead, we need people
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who know how to use their knowledgé to think about and solve the problems

that face us.

The central problem of this research project has already been clearly- .

stated: to compare certainteaching methods with reference to achieving speci-
fied goals or objectives and .with reference to certain personélity variébles of
the students subjected to the’se teaching methods. This present chaptel_' will
f)resent a review of research literature which focuses on a comparative analy-
sis of college teaching methgds where special attention is paid to the attain-
ment of objectives other tﬂaﬁ course content. To this end, the reader will
find a review of s_tudies dealing with a comparative analysis where one of the
treatments includes the trad:itional face-to-face instructional method. Second,
there will be included a review of studies dealing with a comparative analysis
where one of the treatments includes the individual instruction program.
Finally, the ;‘eader will find a reviéw of ﬁtefature rélative to the effective

use of both the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogma-

tism Scale with reference to personality variables.
THE FACE-TO-FACE INSTRUCTIONAL METHOD

Charles E. Wales and Robert A. Stager recently concluded their study

which examined the impact a new pattern of course design and operation might
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khave on a selected numbér of student personality variables. 16 The teaching
method conceptualized and applied toa Freshﬁan Engineering Design course
_at West Virginia University is called. Guided Design and places primary empha-
“sis én the skilled performance of thinking and the iterative process of decisioﬁ :
making. In view of the uniqﬁe nature of the Guided Design course pattern, -it
was hypothesized that in conilparison‘ toa tradiﬁonal 1ec‘cure—1aboratorj7
graphics course, which was being replaced, the Guided Design method would
(in addition to facilitating the performance of thinking and decision-making)
bring about significant, desii‘able 'changes in thé student in certain personality
variables. Specifically, it was expected that this course pa-ttern Would
accorr_lplish four things: (1) Iincrease'the student's internal orientation with
regard to locus of control; (2) inérease the student’s tolerance of ambiguity;
3) increas.e the student's ne;ed for achievement; a;ld (4) lower the student's
manifest anxiety.
The pretest-post test _céntrol_ group design was used with 65 students

énrolled as freshman engineers at West Virginia University.l : df these, 43
were enrolled in two sections of a 3 credit hour Guided Design course
(hereafter referred to as the experimental group). Twenty-two students Werle

enrolled in one-section of a 3 credit hour graphics course (hereafter referred

to as the control group). Both the experimental and control groups were
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pretested for the four personality variables at the beginning of the semester
and post-tested at the end. The reéults of this experiment were based on the
. calculated means and standard deviations of the pretest énd post test scores
for the experiméntal and control groups on the four dependent variables. The
analysis of fhese data show that within the experimental group, all four changes
~ were statistically significant and in the desired direction. = Within the control
group, three of the four changes were significant and in the desired direction,
with the need for achievement the only exception.

- Next, the pretest score for each subject was subtracted from the post
test score to produce a gain score. The gain scores for all studen‘és were then
analyzed using a-one-way AQV, The analysis of these data showed that the
experimental course did produce a significant difference in the desired direction
for two variablés, ‘the 1ocus‘ of control and manifest anxiety. Thus, the hypo-
thesis t;hat in comparison to the traditional lecture-laboratory méthod, the
Guided Design method would bring about significant changes in the student in
the areas of locus of control and manifest anxiety. Aithough significant gains
were made in the other two yariables, no significant difference was rﬁeasured
for the experimental and control groups.

The c-:ause of the two confirmed personality changes can be related to

3

the patterns used in the Guided Design course. In class, the students worked
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in a six or seven man design team to make step by step dec@sions in the solu-
tion.of a design problem. They were guided in this process by printed in-
structions and feedback and by the instructor. Subject matter pertinent to each
project was transmitted by .programrhed instruction studied e.u: home. Each
student was responsible for checking his homework problems and self-quizzes..
Content quizzes and hour examinations were given on a mastery basis. The
student took alternate forms of a given exam until he was able to demonstrate
a passing ability. In this sense, then, the student groups set the pace for the
course and the students themselves controlled all eispect‘s of the course oper -
ation. They controlled the classroom pace, -the homework pace, and the
testing péce.

Since the students controlled so much of the environment in this
course, it was not surprising that they became more internal--that they saw
events as more positively under their control. ﬁese same factors might also
" be expected to rgduce the Iﬁanifest anxiety of the student. Hdwever, the fact
that these changes oc'curred is more striking when one considers the setting--
this Guided Design course was only one of the four or five taken by the fresh-
men. In this light, these changes appear to be quite significant.

' Untii recently, despite widespread popularity, the teaching team re-

mained a concept yet to be demonstrated as a means for improving instruction
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in the schools. Scott Dayton.Thomson has presented his study which compares

learning outcomes of students taught by traditional methods with students

17 The hypothesis was that students will

instructed by the team approach.
achieye better when instructed by a team of several teachers possessing a
variety‘ of specialties and who control the necessary teaching aids to facilitate
flexible grouping, than when taught by individual teachers each using conven-
tional technidues and working independently.

The experiment ineldded two conditione_: one vx}as of teachers teaming
together, the other emulates that situation which is ordinarily considered
traditional. The same teachers instructed by i)odl methods. The primary
criterien measure, a multiple-choice achie\iement test of 46 items, was ad-
ministered upon termination of instruction and twenty days after conclusion of
the unit of study. A secondary measure, consisting of 30 items, was given
unaﬁnounced a.'ftef four days of instruction. Both examinatione were selected
from a copmmon pool ef test items.

The criterion measure vézas developed in three sections to assess -
different types of learning: (1) facts, (2) association, and 3) application of
principles. ;n measuring achievement immediately upon completion of the

unit, the control group achieved significantly better at the .05 level on the

composite score, ‘while in measuring learning twenty days.following the .
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termination of the unit thevexperimental group either did-significantly better
than the control group at the .05 level or else differences approached this
level. Thus, achievement levels tended to favor éignificantly the traditionally
taught groups when examined immediately upon termination of the unit, and
tended to favor the team tapght classes twenty days thereafter.

- A somewhat different experimental method has been utilized by John
Theodore Fodor WhC’) was concerned with appraising the effectiveness of two
approaches to health instruction at the college level, 18 Personal-community
health classes utilizing the lecture method exclusively were compared to
personal-community health classes utilizing .a variety 6f methods. A group of
students who were not enrolled in health education classes were used és a con-
trol group. Four criteria weré used in the comparison and included the follow-
ing: (1) a pretest and post-test of an objective health knowledgé test to deter-
mine whether or not there was any significant differences between the students
in the classes in terms of health knowlgdge gained during the semester of
instruction; (2) a health knowledge problem-solving essay test to determine
whether or not there was any significant differénce between the students in the
classeé in regard to their ability to solve practical health problems after
taking the courses; (3) anecdotal records kept by the instructor to determine

whether or not there was a difference in interest displayed by the students in
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the two classes ; and (4) student evaluations of the course to determine whether
or not there was any bias displayed by the instructor teaching the course and
to give further insights into interest displayed 'by the students.

The reéults of this study show that regardless of the method empioyed
in the two classes, the students were able to gain‘ sﬁfficiént health knowledge.
Students who were in the experimental group developed aﬁd displayed a greater
interest in persoﬁal and community health and shqwed greater app_re'ciation for
and intérest in the course than did thé studénts in the control group. Thus, if
the objectives of the course _e'ﬁcompaés more tﬁan merely instilling knowledge
in the minds of students, the results of this study indicate that there musf be
the utilization of sofnething more than the traditional lecture method in pre-
éenting materials.

Leland Peterman Bechtel, of Bates College, subjected students
enrolled in a course in General Psychology to critical analysis while weighing
the traditional lecture method with what he éalled an "interpersonal approach"
of téaching psychology with reference to studemnt beliefs, attitucies, values and
personal adjustment. 19 The general characteristic of the experimental method
was in the role the instructor played: Bechtel related himself closely to the
student by democratic discussion in the class and through a sefies of private

and sfnall group conferences. Informality was achieved even to the point of
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conducting sc:)me sessions in conjunction with dinner meetings.

Using the "t" test of significance of difference between means of pre
and post-scores derived from a Cﬁntent Examination, the Bills Index of Adjust-
ment and Values, the Inventory of Beliefs, and the Allport Vernon Lindzey
Study of Values, Bechtel reported no significant differences in géins .betwéen
the control and experimental groups. This study indicated that the close
association of the instructor with the student involving interest in 11is,1'1eeds,
problems, aspiration and values did not show any conclusive superiority over
the traditional method of teaching in the area of producing belief, attitude,
value and perso.nal adjustment changes.

With the éentral problem of determining the differences in achievement,
.critical fhinking, and attitudes of junior college freshmen, Alvin Truett Bean
conducted an investigation between conventional teaching methods and a com-
posite of procedures involving large lecture groups, seminars, and guided
independent study as approaches to the teaching of English composition and
American history. 20 The experimental and control groups were given alter-
nate forms of four criteria instruments and the data was subjected-to multiple
1ineqr regression analyses. Two instruments, the Watson-Glaser Critical

' Thinking Appraisal and the Purdue Attitude Scale revealed significant gains

made by the experimental group. There were no significant differences in
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gains on the other criteria measures. Bean concluded that while factual con-
tent achievement is not significantly related to instructional methodology, the
ability to think critically may be increased by the deliberate utilization of
instructional procedures to achieve this goal.

Two somewhat simi.‘lar studies were conducted at North Texas State
University by Hillery Meltoﬁ Motsinger and Robert Sydney Trot'ter, Jr. in an
effort to compare methpds of teaching American histery and American-govern-
ment respectively. 21 Both u;sed the traditional lecture method with the control
group, with Motsinger employing a directed-study method .involving the use of

special lectures and Trotter focusing upon the problem-media-dialogue in the

-experimental groups. All of Motsinger's hypotheses were rejected in that his

study indicated no significant difference in either the achievement of factual
knowledge, improvement of study methods, or improvemient of attitudes toward
the study of American history between students in the two groups. While above-

average and below-average students overwhelmingly approved of and favored

the directed-study approach, the conclusions drawn from the 'study were that

directed study was no more effective than the traditional approach in the areas
of knowledge achievement, improved study habits, and attitudes toward the
subject.

" Trotter's thrust was somewhat more exhaustive: Was there value in
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emﬁloying a problem-oriented, multi-media approach to the study of Ameriéan |
‘government? Would the experimental approach produce a more favorable
attitude towai'd the inclusion.of this required course of study? Would one’
method prove superiority over the other in quickening the students' ability to
think critically and reflectively? And would one metﬁod, be more conducive to
subjecf matter retention than the other?

. Using a' standard three by two factor analysis of variance in the sta- .
tistical treatment of the data, three F-ratios were computed for the teaching
method factor, the ability level factor, and the i’nt:eractiori between the two for
eachh of four criterion measures. The result: significant F-ratios were found
for the teaching 'method factor and the ability level factor when the criterion
niéésure focused on attitude (The Hand Scale of Attitudes Toward American
'Gcl)ve‘rnr'ne‘nt as a College Couzr se)., Thus it was concluded that the problém-
media-dialogue and lecture methods are equally effective when the' objective
of the course is the student achievement. However, fhe experimental method

promoted a-more positive attitude in students than the traditional method. |
THE INDIVIDUAL INSTRUCTION METHOD

There have been some very impressive research products relative to

the phenomenon commonly called programmed instruction. A little more than a
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decade ago two such surveys were i)resented by Wilbur Schramm and A. A.
Lumsdaine. 22 Our purpose here is to survey research which has come forth
since that time and which has comparatively analyzed programmed instruction
~with other accepfable methods of ins't’ruction‘at the college level. It is safe
to say that there has been no striking breakthrough into new levels of under-
standing of human learning, attributable to the study or use of programmed
' instruction, but perhaps this is the. curve of progress oné might expect--
maﬁy small advances, resub;ing, over time, in the accumulation of insights.
to the size of a critical mass.

Such an advance was made by Norman Hankele Smith who compared
progrémmed instruction with the conventional classroom method of teaching an
elementary statistics course at the United States Ail; Force Academy.23
Smith attempted to analyze these two methods of‘ instruction relative to three
specified goals: (1) individual achievement of content matter; | (2) student
interest in the stludy of statistics; and (3) student attitudes toward programmed
| instruction. The results of this étudy indicate that programmed instruction is
| just as effective as conventional classrooﬁ instruction in producing overall

learning and learning at different levels of ability. However, there was a -

strong indication that the time which students need to learn a specified body

of knoWledge can be reduced substantially.through the application of programmed
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instruction and that the experimental method of instruction is -more efficient at
all levels of ability. Smith concluded that the students being taugﬁt by pro-
grammed instruction did, on the whole, respond favorably to this method of in-
‘struction.

A similar prqject WE;.S conducted by Jegnne Foster Wardian at Eastern -
Washington State College Whére tﬁe investigator compaied the programmed .
. learning method in tclaa.ching fﬁnda‘méntals of music; with the more conventional
lecture-recitation method. 24, Wardian'sought énswers to two basic questions:
(1) would students using the ﬁrogfammed instructional method acqﬁire as much
knowledge of fundamentals of: music as a similar group of students taught in
the conventional manner? and? (2) would students using the programmed instruc-
tional method require less time or more time 'in- acquiriﬁg this knowledge? In
addition there was an attemp‘e made to ascertain j:he attitlide of the students in
the experimental group. |

In terms of performance scores based upon a pretest and a post-test,
students taught in the experimental group using the pr oéramﬁed learning method
performed as We.ll as the students in the control group using the conventional
method. The mean scores favored the experimental method, though not at a

statistically significant level. In terms of time spent in the experimental

group and time spent in the control group for completion of the experiment,
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the students in the experimental group spent a significantly smaller amount of
time. In addition, the experimental group rated the programmed instructional

- method as a significantly favorable method.

Donald William Johnson devised a programmed instructional sequence

in the operation of six types of audiovisual equipment for a course in pre-
service elementary teacher training and compared the performance of students
taught by this method with the performance of students taught by the conven-

tional demonstration—prgcticé laboratory rne‘chod..25

i

Both groups were taught
how to operate the motion picture projector, the filmsfrip—éli@e projector and
the opaque projector: one group by programmed self-instruction, and the other
in the conventional demonstr:ittion—practice labora‘tory. The groups were then
transposed; the former experimental group became the control group, and
vice-versa. Both groups were taught to operate the overhead proj ector, fhe
tape recorder, and the record playback. Each student thus received instruc-
tion on three types of e'qufpment in the conventional laboratory, .and instruction
on three types in the programmed self-instructional laboratory.

The results reported by Johnson were as follows: (1) z;rn anonymously
~ filled out questionnaire revealed that students preferred to learn equipment'
operation by programmed self-instruction over the conventional 1ﬁethod; (2)

students were able to manage the operation of difficult equipment better when

»
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taught by the programmed instructional method; and (3)' the experimental self-
instructional group performed equipment opera'tion as well, or significantly
better than, students taught by the conventional method.
| Providing for a variety o.f student interests and abilities found in any

class has long been a challenge for teachers. Despite atterripts to minimize
these differences through homogeneous grouping and track systems, differences
between students exist and inﬂuenc.e learning experiences. New York Univer-
sity professors Gladys Crosby and Herbert I. Fremont recently developed a
method of individualized instll"uction to help meet this diverse need of their
students and conducted research corﬁparing their experimental program with
the traditional method of teaching a college course in plane geom‘etry.26

The method of %I'ldividual _instruction employed was one in which the
student planned his work within course limitations in accord with his' interests
and abilities, determined the fate of work, assigned his own-homewéfk, and
determined his test readiness. In general, the student had’ the responsibility
for his own learning under thé leadership of the instructor.

Iln comparing the individual instructioﬁ with a traditional approach,
an analysis of variance was carried out to determine whether or not there

was a significant difference between the groups in achievement, attitude

towards mathematics, and social acceptance. The results indicated that there
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were no significant differences in any variable except in the attitude held by
students. Since thg experiment was cc_mdﬁcted by two investigators, it is sig-
" nificant to note that where a difference did exist in attitude, it was on the part
of students assigned to the more experienced of the two instructors.

A similar study by Judson Marc Vander Wal at Western Michigan
University investigated two methods of teaching biology using 'a traditional
lecture-laboratory method and an audio-tutorial approval. 27 The primary
‘problem was to investigate the relationships between these two methods of
presentinég biological information and -student's attitude toward biology and their
terminal achievement. A secondary problem iﬁvolved the comparison of inter -
relatibnships among a number of student variables ‘(age, sex; etc. ) which
served as criteria upon which a match-pairing techniqqe was based.

Using the "t" test to :deter mine what differences might exist, Vander
Wal found the following: there was no significant difference in achievement for
either group; there was a positive significantm difference on gain scores for the
experimental group; and there was a negative significant difference on attitu-
dinal measures for the control group.

John Tomb Flynn's recent investigations into the influence of pro-
grammed methods of instruction in a course in Educationél Psycholbgy for

Secondary Teachers was somewhat more exhaustive. 28 Flynn sought to
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examine individual instruction relative to the following: achievement, gain
scores, retention factors for both achievers and undei‘—achievers_, and the
relationships existing between personal subject charactéristics, sex, intelli-
gence, reading ability, attitude toward the method under investigation and the
performance on theA criterionT measures of achievement, gain scores, and
retentidn. l

A brief summary of the findings issued from this study are as follows:

achievers in the experimental group gained significantly more from pre-test .

'to post-test than achievers-in the control group but showed no significant

difference in poét—test perfo;mgnce or retention; under-achievers in the
experimental group showed no significant diffe;ence in an& of the criterion
measures in comparison-with the control group; and the relationship between
reading ability and general iﬁteliigence was significant for the achievers in the

experimental group. Thus, while achievers taught by individual instruction

gain more from pre-test to post-test, there is a relationship of importance

relative to general intelligence and reading ability which contributes to per-

formance achieved by the individual instructional method.

THE MODERATOR VARIABLES

The preceding chapter has set forth one of the criteria used in this
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research project for testing the ”éignificant difference"” hypothesis of the two
instructional methods as being the use of sc;ores derived from two sets of
moderator variables, the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the
Rokeach Dogmafism Scale. While the Edwards Personal Preference provides
a means for testing in fifteen categories, i.e., achieverﬁent, deference, order,
exhibition, autonomy, affilia-tion, intraception, suecorance, dominance, abase-
ment, nurturance, change, endurénce, heterosexuality,- and aggression, this
study has been based solely on scores derived from the first - the Achievemént
Scale. According to Michael G. McKee, while the resea:c:ch data provides
"insufficient justification for saying that the scales of the EPPS measure the
constructs they intend to.... séme scales (particularly the Achievement Scale)
still have promise. n29

When A. L. Edwards first published tlhe Personai Preference Sched-
ule in 1954, he sought to demonstrate that therenwas a high positive céarrela—
tion between students’ endorsement of typical personality inventox;y items and
the rated social desirability of the items. Since that date, the Edwards Per-
sonal Preference Schedule has served as a useful catalyst for research and psy-
chometric debate over the rol_e of s'ocial desirability response set and the effect
of i,psative scaling. 30 The content- of Edwards' Schedule, as eﬁden‘ced by the

scale names, represents an important cross-section of normal interpersonal
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dynamics. A. B. Heilburn, Jr. has feported that "scale reliabilities aré satis-
factory, norms are based on stable samples, and interscale correlations'are
_reasonably low. " Gauging by the long bibliography of studies iﬁ which.it has
been employed, fhe Edwards Personal Préference Schedule has prpved tobea
most attractive research instrument, especially for counseling purposes where
it provides quick and cénvenient measures of a number of relatively independent
normal personality Variabies. 32 |
The primary purpose-of the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale is to measure

individual differences in openness'or' closedness of belief systems or general
authoritaa;ianism and general intolerance. Such a measurement seeks to define
the extent to which a person's system is open or closed; namely, "the extent
to W.hiCh the person can receive, evaluate, and act on felevant ‘inforrnation
received from the outside on its own intrinsic merits, unencumbered by
. irrelevant factors in the situation arising from within the person or from the
outside. "33 The proceduré used by Rokeach in constructing the Dogmatism
Scale was e'ssen'tially deductive in which jarious definitions or characteristics
of open and closed systems were scrutinized and statements designed to tap
these characteriétics were constructed. Much of Rokeagh's scale is based on
suggestions found in the work of E. M. Berger, E Hoffer,A and the Minnesota

‘Multiphasic Personality Inventory. 34
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SUMMARY

A survey of the literature reviewed in this chapter indicates that
subject-matter content can be taugﬂt (to properly motivated siﬁdents) by any
teaching technique, including individual instruction. At the-same time we find
that educational goals beyonc‘i‘ content require carefully considered teaching

'methods. The purpose of this research pro ject was clearly in line with the
findings revealed in the literature surveyed in this chapter--to carefully con-
sider two teachihg methods with reference to specified goals other than the

mere acquisition of knowledge.

</
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CHAPTER III )
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

In the previous chaﬁter, the reader has been given ;che opportunity of
becoming acquainted with a representative sample of empirical research re-
lating to comparative analyses of college téaching methods, Regardless of the
decision to either retain-or r:eject a "no difference" hypothesis, one thing is

clear in each project: in eveiluéting the effectiveness of college instruction we

need to consider not only the accumulation of knowledge but the development of

problem-solving skills and désiréble attifudes. ‘Thus, the reader is invited to
return once again to the central problem of this present study: is there any
significant difference between students taught by the face-to-face instructional

method and those taught by an individual instructional program with reference

. to their achieving selected objectives applicable to a course of study dealing

/

with ethnic minority groups, and is there a difference in the achievement of

these students which can be related to personality variables with reference to

scores derived from the Achievement Scale of the Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule and Rokeach Dogmatism Scale? In light of this statement of the prob-
lem and the various questions inherent in the problem which have been raised -

in Chapter I, this present chapter will reveal the desigh of the study
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“undertaken and will focus on the follc;wing: 1) the translation of the problem
into statistical hypotheses which ca-n be defined as the eipectation about events
based on generalizations of the.assurr.led relationships between Variabies; 2)
the delineation of the experimental tfeatrriénts with reference to the course of
study offered and the two methods of instruction utilized; 3') a description of
the population as well as a- disclosure of the sampling procedure followed; and

finally, 4) the method utilized for the collection, organization, and analysis of

the observations which were used to test the hypotheses.

STATEMENT OF THE HYPOTHESES

The questions implicit in the statement of the problem can best be
answered by transléting the problem into suitable hypotheses which can in turn
be subjected to gystematic testing procedur_es. Since it ié extremely difficult
to obtain unequivdcal support for a hypo!:hesis, the researcher intended to test

, :

and disprove its negation, hence, the negative or "no differences" version of a

hypothesis {(commonly called the null hypothesis) was used throughout this

research project. Six such hypotheses were tested as fol'lows‘:

Null Hypothesis Number 1:
There is no significant difference between group means for stu-
dents in the traditional class and those in the experimental class rela-

tive to achieving specified objectives associated with the cognitive
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domain.

Alternate Hypothesis Number 1:
There.is a significant difference between grou;i means for

students in the traditional class and those in the experimental class

relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the cognitive

domain.

Null Hypothesis Number 2:

There is no significant difference between group means for
i

students in the traditional class and those in the experimental class

relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the affective
: : :

1
t
1

domain.

Alternate Hypothesis Number 2:

There is a significant difference between group means for

-students in the traditional class and those in the experimental class

relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the affective
domain.

Null Hypothesis Number 3:

There is no significant difference between group means for
students in the traditional class and those in the experimental class
relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the psycho-

motor domain.
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Alternate Hypothesis Number 3:

There is a significant difference between group rﬁeans for
students in the traditional class and those in the experimental class
relative to achieving spe.cified objectives associated with the psycho-
motor domain. I

Null Hypothesis Number 4:

There is no significant différence between group méans for
students in.the traditional class and those in the experimental class
relative to achieving specified objectives associated Wit.h the social
studies (the combinétioﬁ of cognitive, affecﬁve, and psychomotor

! ‘ o

domains).

Alternate Hypothesis Number 4: ‘ '

There is a significant dfi’ference between group means for
students in the traditional élass and those in the experimental class
relative t.o achieving specified objectives associated with the social
studies (the combination of cognitive, afféctive, and psychomotor
domains).

~ Null Hypothesis Number 5:

There is no significant difference between the mean perform-
ance of the individual students in each of the two classes with reference
to their scores on the Achievement Scale of the Edwards Personal

Preference Schedule.
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Alternate ‘I—Iypothesis Number 5:

There i.s a significant difference betwéen the mean perform-
ance-of the individual students in each of the two classes with refer-
ence to their scores on the Achievement Scale of the Edwards Per-
sonal Preference Schedule.

Null Hypothesis Number 6:

There is no significant difference between the mean perform-
ance of the individual students in each of the two classes with refer -
ence to their scores on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.

Alternate Hypothesis Number 6:

There is a significant difference between thé 'mean perform-
ance of the individual students in each of the two-classes with refer-
ence to théir scores on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.

As breviously stated, in 6rder to prevent the rejection of a true null

* hypothesis by committing a Type I (or alpha) error, it Waé determined to let
alpha equal . 05. This means that if a difference as large or larger than the one
.obtained cquld occur by chance as often -as 5 times but of 1d0, the ﬁull hypoth-
esis (no significant Difference between the means) can be rejected. The .05
sigrﬁficance level represents a fair balance between the probabﬂii:y of commit-

ting an alpha and beta error.
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THE EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENTS

Since this résearch project was concerned with the achievement of
students enrolled in a college-level s'ociél science course with respe'ct to their
being subjected to two different teaching methods, it is appropriate for the
reader to be informed about the course in question as well as ‘the teaching.
metﬁods to be employe(i.

The Course of Study

An interdisciplinary course in ethnic studies was offered as part of
the social science curriculum at Eastern Montana College during the fall quar-
ter, 1974.. The course was offered for aﬁ students without prerequisites or
‘restrictions relative to classification or class size. Students were permitted
to use the-five quarter hours of credit obtained from this course of study in
either a majbr or minor area of social science or, with the pérmission of the

. : o
Chairman of their major department, as part of the requirement for other
academic areas, i.e., elementary education, sociology, or psychology. From
past experience, it was expected that the greater number of students enrolling
in the course wquld use the credits t;) fulfill a general edﬁcation requirement

in social science or as a free elective. Thus it was anticipated that when the

class materialized, there would be a fair representation from all academic-

| Y S
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areas within the college community, as well as a diversity of ages and back-

ground in academic activities. The outline for this course of study was as

follows:

PartI -

Part IT -

Part III -

Part IV -

Part V -

A Study of America's Ethnic Minorities

The American Dream--An American Dilemma: A Study
of Prejudice and Discrimination in the American Society -

A-The Nature of Prejudice
B -The Dynamics of Racism
C~The Structures of Prejudice

- Bondage, Back-Seats and Blues: A Study of the Black

Man and the Promise of America

A-Out of Bondage into the Promised Land
B -Myths, Heroes and Reality ‘
C-Achievement Against All Odds

Chicanos at the Crossroads: A Study of America's
Second Largest Minority

A-Mexican Americans in Historical Perspective
B -Bronze Power and Brown Berets
C-Viva la Raza

Beans, Blankets and Bureaucracy: A Study of America's
First Inhabitants ‘

A-Noble Savage or Child of Nature
B -Haunted by History
C-The Case of the Non-Vanishing Indian

America--Crucible or Caldron of Conflict: A Study of
Assimilation and Resistance of America's Ethnic
Minorities
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A-"From Many, One"
B -Harvest of Discontent
C-Heritage of Conflict

In the development of this course of study, this researcher was

influenced by the underlying assumption that students should be guided toward

'

democratic values and behaviors which are the foundation of our American way
of life'in order that each student will have the freedom and opportunity ‘to
develop his innate cépaéities in our demol‘cratic society. To accompli.sjl this

it is necessary:

a. to develop a sound and functional knowledge of historical
events and their causes, the interrelationship of man, and
the basic social processes in which man engages to meet
his basic needs in his efforts to improve his ways of living;

b. to inculcate an appreciation and respect for other persons
which will be evidenced in behavior toward others that is
based on respect for individual dignity regardless of race,
creed, national origin, or social or economic status;

c. to install a sense of respdnsibility in the individual toward
governmental functions and their impact on daily living;

d. to stimulate the ability to think critically and creatively
~ in all situations involving human relationships;

e. to provide practice in democratic action at school and
community levels which will develop group skills and
social competencies based upon respect for differences

N " of opinion, and a respect for the rights of the individual;

f. to provide opportunities for each student to become a demo-
cratic person whose behavior and attitudes are consistent with
our democratic principles of cooperative group living;
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g~ to recognize the increasing need for world understanding,
exploring implications of scientific and technological,
advances for human welfare; '

h. to foster a concern for the needs and problems of others
in order that we may bring about changes consistent with
our democratic ideals; and

i. to encourage the use of problem solving techniques in
* considering issues facing people in an increasingly

complex society.

In addition to these goal expectations, it was anticipated that this

course of study would contribute to encouraging each student to become a

process-

oriented being. Process orientation means simply that man has with-

in his persomality elements of dynamism, motion, and responsibility which

enable him to live as an adequate and contributing member of the world of

which he is a part. Not only is man process-oriented, but he can become more

so through planned educational experiences. Some of the processes which were

given high priority within this interdisciplinary course in ethnic studies are as

follows:

© a. Perceiving--one must have impressions, ideas, and

concepts out of which to add to one’s own knowledge
and life from which he can make sense from the past; -

b. Communicating --there must be the ability of effectively
sharing one's own thoughts and ideas;

c. Love--we should take constructive steps to help the
student understand the satisfactions that can come
from relating to others in mutually satisfying ways;
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'd. Decision Making~-while similar to problem-solving, fhe
ability to make decisions is unique in that meaningful de-
cisions can and often should be made in an intuitive manner;
e. Knowing--knowledge is essential if we are to make wise
decisions, to love intensely, and to communicate clearly
(teaching how to know is more essential than teachmg

the known);

f. Patterning--one needs to have at his command the skills for.
organizing material, both old and new, into coherent patterns; .

g. Creating--the intricacies of the creative process cannot be
left to chance if we expect our students to be able to shape
his own ideas into- something new which may be either for
himself or for the outside world, a better approach or
solution; and

h. Véluin --opportunities should be given students to become

involved with value-laden situations in order to share with |
him the excitement which the ethical can play in adding
unity and cohesion to life.

These then were the course goals'as established by the instructor. In
addition, a series of performance objectives were developed which were -made
available to each student. Within each of the five parts of the course of study
there were three units. Each unit carried with it a statement similar to the

- following which is taken from Part I, Unit One, "The Nature of Prejudice™
(the entire course as prepared for the students in the experimental group has
been placed on deposit in the library of the College of Education, Montana

State University):

After carefully proceeding through this unit of study, you
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will be able to:

1. Distinguish between prejudice, antipathy,
segregation and discrimination.

2. Discriminate between attitudinal and overt
prejudical behavior.

3. Determine the difference between prejudice
as an individual matter as compared to
prejudice as a collective or group phenomenon.

4. Define what is meant by stereotyping and -
demonstrate how it is related to prejudice.

5. Recognize the greater implications of the
process of projection (scapegoating) vis-a-vis
racial prejudice.

After carefully proceeding through this unit of study, the
instructor intends that you will:

1. Be aware of, and take action to eliminate, any
prejudice you might hold toward any minority
group.

2. Incorporate egalitarian principles into every
phase of your life to the end that prejudice and
discrimination might be reduced or even elim-
inated in our society.

. The Experimental Method of Instruction

The experimental method of instruction consisted of allowing a select
number of students to pursue the course in ethnic studies by means of an
individual instructional program. Ideally, individualized instruction means an

arrangement that makes it possible at all times for each student to be engaged
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in learning those things that are most appropriate for him;self as an individual.
It is based on the assumption that all students have i‘he sar.ne capabilities.
While they may not have the same capacity, they all possess thé ability to learn.
’I‘Hus, the very heart of the program is student participation in the learning
process. The course described in the previous section was programmed by
this researcher for _individ'ua_lized instructional activity and was made possible -
by a generous grant from the Ford Foundation Venture Fund. Each of the five
vélurries of the student access_—workﬁooks presents a series of seven steps for

each of the fifteen units of study, thus allowing each student the opportunity to

proceed through the material ina systematic manner. These steps, which were -

similar for each unit,were as follows:

Step One - Establishing Goals——theée goals are those discussed
in the previous section of this chapter.

Step Two Acquiring Insights--after getting his direct-set, the
student then proceeded to listen to a thirty minute .
cassette lecture by the instructor.

Step Three Expressing Opinions-~-each student had access to a
workbook in which he had the opportunity of expressing
his opinions to a number of questions relative to the
material presented in the lecture as well as selected
materials which appear in abstracted form. '

Step Four - Comparing Approaches--the student then returned to
the second side of the cassette tape and listened to a
- discussion of all the material covered in the unit of

\
& \
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study. This discussion takes place between the
instructor and a number of students who were
involved in the development of the course in its
formative stage. '

Step Five Assessing Progress--at this stage, the student was
encouraged to test his knowledge and attitudes about
the originally stated goals set forth in Step One.

Step Six Evaluating Achievement--the student was evaluated ‘
by answering a number -of subjective type questions
which were submitted for grading.

Step Seven Expanding Horizons--before leaving the unit in
question, the student was encouraged to read and/or
review selected literature and/or engage in a pre-
selected research problem.

At the completion of each of the five parts (af;:er completing each of the three
units of study) the student was given an opportunity of listening to a tape con-
taining interviews with a number of persons involved with the subject (i. e.,
prominent Negroes, Indians, authors, statesmen, etc.) and of viewing a spe-
cially prepared slide and sound sﬁrvey of the entire part under consideration.
At this time the student Was required to subrni;.to an objective examination
over the entire subject covered by the respective part of the course.
Thus, each student involved in-this individual instructional program

had access to five studént workbooks, forty’cassette programs, and five slide

prbgrarns (consisting of eighty slides each).
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The Traditional Method of Instruction

| The traditional method of instructlion followed with reference to this
research project was that which has already been described as "face-to-face"
instruction. Face-to-face methods of teaching such as the lecture, group-
discussion, and the tutorigl are explicit examples of teaching technologies
based on traditional .assumptions concerning the teaching-learning linkage.
The instructor is not only aésumed to be a sufficient condition but also a neces-
sary condition for learning, and outputs from the teaching-learning situation
are assumed to be a function of differential teaching inputs.

Even as a select number of.students were assigned to the expefi—
mental group thereby following the individual instruction pr ogram previously
described, so a select number of students were assigned to t};e control' group
in which the face-to-face method was employed. The course of study for both
groups was identical with each group presented with identical goals, subjec_:t:ed :
‘to identical lectures, provided with identical resource materials and evaluated
with identical tests. The difference between the two groups was not in course
content but in method of instruction. Whereas the control group had lectures
presented in a trgditiohal face-to-face method, the experimental group had
access to the same lectures via audio tape.. Furthermore, whereas the control

group has ample opportunity for unstructured discussion in each class session,

the experimental group was subjected to a structured program provided in the
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workbooks .—
POPULATION DESCRIPTION

The students pérticipating_in this res'earch project represent a sample
of the population which elect to take a'geﬁeral education social studies course
as part of their college curricul_um. Thus it must be understoc;d that the sub-
jects of this investigation welre 'limi.ted to those. who opted to enroll in the
course in question as it was 6ffered in the college class schedule. Once this
class had.materialized, students were assigned to either the control or experi-

mental gr oup by a randomization (odd-even) method.,

i

COLLECTING, ORGANIZING, AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

- At the first meeting-of the class (September 26, 1974), the students
enrolled in the ethnic studies course were divided into two groups equal in size
by a randomization method. Oﬁce these two groups had been constituted, all
students were administered both the Achievement Scale of the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale. These tests were ad-
ministered and graded by the Counseling Center of Easterﬁ Montana College.

These instruments appear in Appendix- A and B.

When scores were received for all students on the Dogmatism Scale,




65

the students were classified as being either high in dogmatism or low in dog-

matism with the median score being used to distinguish between these two

categories. Students within these two categories were then classified accord-

ing to their scores on the Personal Preference Schedule in a similar manner

with the upper fifty percent being classified as high achievers and the lower

fifty percent as low achievers. This procedure was done for students in each

of the two groups involved in this research experiment. The following chart

illustrates how these students were treated with reference to the test of the

hypotheses:
Control Group Experimental Group
S S
High Sl Sl
Achiever 2 2
S S
High n n
Dogmatiﬁ Sy Sy
ow
Achiever | 52 S9
3 Sy Sn
51 51
High
S S
Achiever 2 2
Sn Sn
Low
Dogmatic S1 S1
Low
Achiever | . 52 S2
Sp Sp
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Studeﬁts in both gi‘oups were e{raluated by means of five proctored
essay tests and five proctored objective tests. All essay tests were graded by
averaging independent ratings submitted by a panel of raters consisting of five
secondary education majors recruited from an advanced class in evaluating
social science objectiv:es. All scores were recorded as absolute numbers and
the total of all scores were used in calculating group means. for purposes of
testing the mill hypotheses. For the purpose of additional s‘eudy, test items
were classified by this researcher according to each of the three objective
domains (cognitive, affective, and psychomotor) as well as scores obtained by
students in each of these areas.l ’ |

The experimental design consisted of a 2x2x2 matrix on which was
performed an analysis of variance testing the significance of difference of two
independent variables (the control and experimental methods), the significant
difference between the two sets of moderator veriables (the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Deglnatism Scale), and in addition, to
test the significance of difference of various interactions. These procedures
were done for all dependent vari.ables (achievement of cognitive, affective, and

psychomotor objectives, and total of scores ef all three) meaning that four AOV

studies were completed. -
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARIZATION OF THE DATA

This chapter proposes to set forth the findings of a statistical
analysis of the étudy under investigation including the following: Procedures
for assigning students according to independent variables; .Classification of
students according to scores on moderator variables; Assignment of scores
for dependent variables; Analysis of variange for the four dependent vari-
ables; and the t-Test for a difference between standérd deviétions for each
of the four dependent variables. All quantitative data was assembled with the

use of a Monroe 1785 Mini-Computer.
SCORES OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

At the first meeting of the class on September 26, 1974, the stu-
dents enrolled in the ethnic studies course were randomly divided by an "odd-
even' method. This procedure produced a co;ltrol group numbering forty
students and an experimental group numbering forty-one students. Subse-
quently, three members of the control group withdrew from thé course and
one student received a grade of incomplete due to excessive absenteeism;
Thus, the total number of students involved in the folibwing statistical study .
for the control group (‘or Ml) equalled 36. In addition, five of the forty-one

students assigned to the experimental group were rejected for inclusion in the
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study: three withdrew from the coufse and two received incomplete grades
due to excessive absenteeism. Thus, the total number of students involved in
the following statistical study for the experimental group (or Mz) equalled 36.
In each case, thé students receiving incomplete grades had not participated to
an extent to warrant inclusion in the study.

The total number of students participating in the following stafis-
tical study was seventy-two (72) with thirty-six (36) in each of the two indepen-

dent variables (the Control Group, M., and the Experimental Group, Mz).

1
Thus with an equal and even number in each, an equal _and even number of
students were ultimately assigned to the cells .charac‘terizing the moderator
variables (eighteen students assigned as High Dogmatic in bqth M; and MZ’
eighteen stUdeﬁts assigned as Low Dogmatic in both 1\/[1 and Mz, and nine
students assigned as either High Achievers or Low Achievers in the High ﬁog-

matic and Low Dogmatic category in both M; and MZ)'
SCORES OF THE MODERATOR VARIABLES

Once the control and experimental groups hald been constituted,
all students were administered both the Achievement Scale of the Edwards
Pérsonal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale. The possible
range for scores on the Rokeach Dbgmatism Scale is +120 to -120. The actual

range for students in the control group was +44 to -92 and the range for stu-
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dents in the experimental g.foup v;/as +30 to ~-60. Since scores at either
extremes of the continuum represent a high level of dogmatism, it was décided
to calculate the upper and lower quartile for this characterization. Thus, stu-
dents scoring 44 to -1 and -56 to -92 in tfle control group were designated as
those with high dogmatism while students scoring +30 to +15 and -44 to -60 in
the experimental group were désignated as those with high dogmatism. The
remaining students in either group were designated as those with low dogma-
tism.
The possible range for scores on the Achievement Scale of the
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule is 0 to 28. TT_le actual range fc‘)r stu-
dents in the control group was 6 to 20 and the range for studenfé in the experi-
mental group was 7 to 22, Since it was necessary to characterize the high and
low achievers within the respective dogmatism gategories, the scores were
a;;anged according to the dogmatism level with the median s:core used to
distinguish between high and low achievers. Thus the range for students in
the control grou—p was as follows: High Dogmatism——Hiéh Achievers, 12 to 16,
| Low Achievers, 6 to 11; Low Dogmatism--High Achievers, 14 to 20, Low
Achievers, 8 to 13. The range for stﬁdents in the experimental group was as
fdllows’: High Dogmatism--High Achievers, 14 to 24, Low Achievers, 8to 13;

Low Dogmatism~--High Achievers, 16 to 22, Low Achievers,l 7 to 22, -

)
J
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SCORES OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

The performance of each student was evaluated by means of an

examination consisting of five essay questions and five multiple choice sections

(one for each of the five units of study). The essay questions were graded by a
panel of five evaluators and the multiple choice tests were machine graded.

" In each instance, ‘the essays were compilgd intlo one package and evaluated

at one time by eéch of the members of thé evaluation panel. A model was
provided by the instructor and the scores submitted by the panel were averagéd

to produce a score for use in the statistical analysis. All test items were .

prepared by this researcher and were designed to evaluate the various objec-

tives (cognitiVe, affective, and psychomotor) which were explicitly set forth - :

in the course of study.
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR D;

Table 1 shows the scores derived for Di (the cognitive domain) for
- My (the control group) and M, (the experimental group). The'idiograﬁhic
display iﬁ Figures 1 and 2 presents this data in the form of a histogram. The
reader will note that with an N of 72, the Mean for Ml is 267.22, wlﬁle the

Mean for 1\/[2 is 289.30. The Standard Deviation for M; is 36. 69, while the

s 1
I
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Standard Deviation for My is 24. 37.

Table 2 lists the Effects for D;. The F factor for Methods shows
9.818/7.04 is greater than 1.00 ét ..01 cénﬁdencé level, therefore We can
reject Hypothesis Number 1 which stated "there is no difference betwegn group
means for students in the traditional class aﬁd those in the exﬁerimental class
relative to achieving specified objectives associated with thé cognitive domain.”

The F factor for scores of the first and second order of interaction give no

sufficient reason for rejecting Hypotheses Number 5 and 6.
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Table 1

D; Scores
Ml Mz I
Control Group Experimental Group
S1-240 $1-275
59-226 S2-288
53-287 S3-296 o
o S4-287 54-290 &,
= S5-260 S5-300 b
g Sg-276 Sg-271 8.
8 S7-309 S7-306 0
. Sg-263 Sg-246 5
2 S9-280 S9-297 :
S1-260 S1-273
Sy-271 S2-297
S3-154 $3-295 £
S4-325 /54-288 5
S5-246 S5-275 . Y
Sg-240 S6-276 B
57298 . 57-318 3
Sg-184 - Sg-303 ”
. Sg-214 So-345
S51-290 51-280
 8p-278 So-246 T
S3-284 S3-260 %,
S4-279 S4-282 o
S5-230 S5-308 8
Sg-326 Sg-232 o
o S7-232 S7-300 a
9 Sg-264 Sg-321:
go S9-293 - 89-257
A S1-312 S1-320
2 Sp-268 S9-295 .
= S3-276 S3-285 S
S4-242 S4-284 o
Sg-294 S5-331 <)
S6-283 S6-288 o
S7-316 S7-327 o
Sg-277 . Sg-282
'S9-261 S9-278
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Figure 1
Histogram for Data of Table 1 Control Group
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Figure 2
Histogram for Data of Table 1 Experimental Group
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‘Table 2

EFFECTS SS df ms F
TOTAL . 76723.00 B4 T S

Cells 19391. 888 2 B S --
Methods 8795.138 1 8795.138 9.818*
Dogmatism- 1502. 138 1| ° 1502.138 1.676
Achievement | 207.138 1 207. 138 0.231
Methods/

Dogmatism/ 2833.112 - 1 2833.112 3,162
Dogmatism/

Achievement 2172.001 1 2172.001 2.424
Methods/

Achievement 3358, 668 . 1 3358. 668 3.749
Methods/

Dogmatism/ ~ ,

Achievement 523. 693 1 523, 693 0.584
Withins 64 895.798 | ------

. 57331.112

*9,818/7.04 is greater than 1.00 at .01 confidence level, therefore we
can reject hypothesis number 1.
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR D, -

Table 3 shows the scores derived for D2 »(t‘he affective dofnain) for
M; and MZ' The idipgraphic displas? ]..I],. Figures 3 aﬁd 4 presents this data in
the form of a histogram. The reader will note that with an N of 72, the Mean‘
for My ‘is 568.28, while the Mean for My is 602.56. The Standard Deviation
for My is 64.76, while the Standard Deviation for My is 46. 49,

Table 4 lists the Effect.s for Dy. The F factor fc;r Methods shov;;s
7.361/7.04 is greater than 1.00 a;c . 01 confidence iével, therefore we can
reject'Hypoth.esis Number 2 which state_d ”theré is no difference between
group means for students in the traditional class and those in the experimental
class relative 'to achieving specified objectives associated with the affective

domain. " The F factor for the interaction betwgen Methods and Avchievement
shows 5.847/3.99 is greater than 1.00 at .05 confidence level, therefoqce we
can reject Hypothesis Number 5 which stated "there is no difference between

_the mean performance of the individual students in each of the two classes with

reference to their scores on the Achievement Scale of the Edwards Personal

Preference Schedule."” Figure 5 is an idiographic display comparing mean

scores for D, which indicates that the major difference can be traced to those.

-~

students in My who were characterized as "low achievers.”

Ll A\ S

Ty}
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Table 3
D5 Scores
My M
‘Control Group Experimental Group
$;-529 817571
S,-480 S5-632
S3-540 S3-646 =
S4-610 S4-635 =
S5-544 S5-548 z
Sg-597 S¢-555 £
2 S-629 S--608 5
g Sg-562 . Sg-591 .
& - 'S9-648 S9-650
a S1-549 S1-583
5 54623 So-638
= S3-404 S3-591 3
Sy -654 'S4-588 =
S5-540 S5-562 2
Sg-473 Sg-552 =
S7-597 S7-636 (:.i
Sg-436 Sg-599
Sg-484 Sg-712
S1-598 S1-632
52—619 S59-522 o
S4-637 S3-556 &
847597 - S4-581 z
Sg-547 S5-610 Q.
Sg-702 Sg-531 =
3 S;-510 S7-601 g
2 Sg-537 Sq-615
&0 Sg-619 Sg-499
A S1-648 S1-644
g §5-565 S5-609
oy
: S3-556 S3-585 g
84-550 54-629 N
S5-565 .S5-694 Q.
S-532 Sg-572 &
- §7-653 S--633 o
Sg-545 Sg-672 .
$9-559 S9-610
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. Table 4
Table of Effects for D2

EFFECTS SS df ms F
TOTAL . 243918.000 71 | e---== | meeee-

Cells - 57321.777 A R
Methods 21461. 888 1 . 21461, 888 7.361*
Dogmatism 4039.222 1 4039, 222 1,385
Achievement 1 373,000 1 373. 000 0.127
Methods/ .

Dogmatism 6927.556 1 6927.556 2.376
Dogmatism/ : :

Achievement 6147. 555 1 6147,555 2,108
Methods/

Achievement 17047.556 1 17047.556 5.847%*
Methods/

Dogmatism/

Achievement 1325. 008 1 1325.008 0.454
Withins 186596.223 64 2915.565 | ------

*7.361/7.04 is greater than 1,00 at . 01 confidence level, therefore we
can reject hypothesis number 2.

**5.847/3.99 is greater than 1.00 at . 05 confidence level, therefore we
can reject hypothesis number S.
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Figure 5 '
f Mean Scores for Do .

Methods/Achievement Effects

My My
Control Experimental
Group Group
High High
Achievers Achievers
M=584.72

M=587. 94

M M,
Control Experimental
Group ‘ Group
Low Low
Achievers Achievers
M=551. 83 M=617.17
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR Dy

’fable 5 shows the scores derived for Dg (the psychomotor domain)
for My and MZ' The 'idiographic display in Figures 6 and 7 presents this data
in the form of a histogram. The reader will note that with an N of 72, the
Mean for M1 is 145. 14, While the Mean for M2 is 160.00. The Standard Devia-.
tion for My is'24.95, while the Standard Deviation for M, is 18.02.

Table 6 lists the Effects for D3. The F factor for Method_s shows

"8.761/7.04 is greater than 1,00 at .01 confidence ievel, therefore we can
reject Hypothesis Number 3 which stated "there is no difference between group
me;ans for students in tﬁe traditional class and those in the experimental class
relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the psychomotor

" The F factor for scores of the first and second order of interaction

domain,

- give no sufficient reason for rejecting Hypotheses Number 5 and 6.
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Table 5
D3 Scores
My M
Control Group .Experimental Group
S1-136 S1-144
So-104 So-164 ,
S3-140 S3-176 T
S4-144 S4-152 i
Sx-136 S5-192 &
Sg-148 S¢-136 =
4 S+-176 S7-156 ?
@ Sg-140 Sg-136
go Sg-168 S9-168
A S1-140 S1-156
) S9-160 S9-160 _
i S3-84 S3-156 £
S4-188 . S4-148 =
S5-132 S5-152 3
S6-96 Sg-164 b
S7-160 Sv-168 o
Sg-104 Sg-164
Sg-116 Sg9-204
S1-165 S1-180
S9-168 S9-140 -
S3-156 S3-136 &
S4-144 S4-144 o
 Sg-124 S5-184 8.
Sg-188 Sg-128 &
9 S7-128 S7-168 8
‘ § . Sg-152 Sg-176
t S9-152 Sg-128
s S1-184 S1-180
= So-144 So-164 .
3 S3-160 S3-160 £
S4-136 S4-148 i
S5-160 S5-184 g
Sg-144 Sg-160 e
S-180 - -8-176 3
Sg-136 Sg-164
Sg-132 Sg-144
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Table 6
Table of Effects for D3

EFFECTS SS ' df ms F
TOTAL ., 37197.000 A e
Cells . - 7608.444 /2 B S
Methods 4050, 694 1 4050. 694 8.761%*
Dogmatism 936.472 1 936.472 2,025
Achievement 88. 694 1 88. 694 0.191
Methods/
Dogmatism 1285, 334 1 1285, 334 2.780
Dogmatism/
Achievement - 275.778 1 275,778 0.596
. .
Methods/ i .
Achievement 842, 000 1 842,000 1.821
Methods/
Dogmatism/.
Achievement 129.472 1 129,472 0.280
" Withins . 29588.556 64 462.321 | ------

*8,761/7.04 is greater than 1.00 at .01 confidence level, therefore we
can reject hypothesis number 3. :
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR D,

Table 7 shows the scores derived for Dt (the combination of scores

. for the coguitive, affective, and psychomotor domains) for M; and M,. The

" idiographic display in Figures 8 and 9 presents this data in the form of a histo-

1 is 964. 33,
While the Mgan for M2 is 1051. 86. The Standard Deviation for M; is 134. 97,
while the Standard Deviation for M, is 81.24. - |

Table 8 lists thg Effects for D.. The F factor for Methods shows
11.822/7.04 is greater than 1.00 at .01 confidence level, therefore we can _
reject Hypothes-is Numbe: 4 which stated "there is no difference between
group means for students in the tréditional class and those in the experimental

class relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the social

studies (the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains). The F factor for

¢ the interaction between Methods and Achievement shows 5.531/3. 99 is greater

than 1. 00 at .01 confidence level, therefore we can reject Hypothesis Number 5

which stated "there is no difference between the mean performance of the

individual students in each of the two classes with reference to their scores on

the Achievement Scale of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. Figure 10

is an idiographic display comparing mean scores for D, which indicates that the

“major difference can be traced to those students in M2 who were characterized

- as "low achievers.”
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B Table 7

Dy Scores
My M _
Control Group Experimental Group
S1-905 S1-990
S9-810 S2-1084 _
S3-827 S3-1118 =
S4-1041 S4-1077 . =
S5-940 S5-1040 3
Sg-1021 S6~962 £
o S7-1114 | S7-1070 3
. Sg-985 - 'Sg-973 n
: go Sg-1096 Sg-1115
al S-949 Sq-1012
< S5-1033 | 59-1095 ,
& S3-642 S3-1042 3
S4-1167 S4-1024 N
S5-918 S5-989 S,
Se-713 - Sg-992 £
S7-1050 | S7-1122 g
Sg-724 Sg-1066 "
Sg-814 Sq-1261
51'1053 S1-1092
So-1065 S2-908 .
$3-1077 S3-952 - &
S4-1020 S4-1007 ;
S5-901 S5-1102 o,
' S¢-1216 Sg-891 &
o S7-870 S+-1069 8
C g 38'-953 Sg-1112
B Sg- 1064 Sq-884
a S, -1144 §,-1144
= Sy-977 S-1068 o
A, Sq-922 S3-1030 N
S4-928 S4-1061 =
S5-1019 S5-1209 s
Sg-815 Sg-1020 2
S,-1149 S.-1136 2
Sg-822 Sg-1118 R
Sg-952 S9-1032
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Figure 8
Histogram for Data of Table 7 Control Group
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Figure 9
Histogram for Data of Table 7 Experimental Group
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Table 8
Table of Effects for Dy

EFFECTS SS df ms F
TOTAL 10071‘69. 000 71 | = T eeeeaa
Cells 256734.777 7 1 meeeee | meeeea
Methods 138620, 694 1 138620, 694 11.822*
Dogmatism 14086. 805 1 14086, 805 - 1.201
Achievement 1411, 361 1 1411, 361 | 0.20
Methods/ o
Dogmati sm 25538, 001 1 255383 001 2.177
. Dogmatism/ '
Achievement 9149, 4_45 1 9149, 445 0.780
Methods/ ‘
Achievement 64861, 667 1 64861, 667 5.531**
Methods/
Dogmatism/
Achievement 3066, 804 1 3066. 804 0.261
Withins 750434.223 64 11725.534 | ~-==--

- *11.822/704 is greater than 1.00 at .01 confidence level, therefore we can
reject hypothesis number 4. '

*#5.531/3.99 is greater than 1.00 at .01 confidence level, therefore we can

reject hypothesis number 5.
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Figure 10

Methods/Achievement Effects

M; M,
Control Experimental
Group Group
High High
Achievers Achievers
M=997. 61 M=1024.78

iy

My
Control Experimental
Group Group
Low Low
Achievers Achievers
M=931. 06 M=1078. 94
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THE t-TEST FOR STANDARD DEVIATIONS

In light of the preceding statisFical analysis which indicated a sig-
nificant differeﬁce between the control group and the experimental gl;oup for
all four treatmeﬁts, it was deéided to carry the analysis one step further. In
order to test the apparent homogeniety of thé groups in question, 'a t-test for
a difference between standard dev_iati'ons was conducted for each treatment,

From Figures 1 and 2, the reader found the following data for D1:

Mean Standard Deviation
Control Group 267.22 36.69

Experimental Group _ 289.30 24, 37
The t-score for the data listed above is 2.37. 2.37/2.36 is greater than 1.00
at .02 confidence level, therefore we can reject a "no difference" hypothesis.

From Figures 3 and»zl, the reader found the following data for D,:

o Mean .  Standard Deviation
,Cdntrol Group 568.28 64.76 .

Experimental Group 602.56 - 46.49
- The t-score for the data listed above is 1. 94, which does not give sufficient

reason for the rejection of a "no difference” hypothesis.




94

From Figures 6 and 7, the reader found the following data for Dyg:

Mean Standard Deviation
Control Group 145.14 24,95

Experimental Group 160..00 18.28
The t-score for the data listed.above is 1.91, which does not give sufficient
reason for the rejection of a "no difference™ hypothesis..

From Figures 8 aud 9, the reader found the following data for D,:

Mean Standard Deviation
Control Group 964,33 . 134,97
Experimental Group - 1051. 86 81.24

The t-score for the data listed above is 2.89. 2. 89/2.62 is greater than 1.00

at .01 confidence level, therefore we can reject a "no difference” hypothesis.
SUMMARY

This chapter has set forth the précedure whereb;lr séventy-four
students enrolled in a general education course on ethnic studies at Eastern
Montana College were randomly assiéned into t\;vo classes of thirty-six stu;

" dents each--the Control Group which was subjected to a traditional face-to-
face instructional method, and the Experimental Group which was subjected to

an experimental individualized instructional method. ‘ Once the two gfoups

were constituted, the students were administered both the Achievement Scale

of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the Rokeach Dogmatism

Scale whereby they were characterized as being either High or Low Dogmatic
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- and either High or Low achievers. Throughout the course of study, these
students were subjected to a series of examinatioﬁs and their scores were cal-
culated according to the achievement of specified objectives--the cogﬁitive,
affective, and psychomotor domain as Wéll as the combination of all three.

.The chapter continués with data derived from conducting an analysis
of variance on each of the fOIiJr treatments. The F factor fpr Methods for each
of these treatments shows that Hypotheses Number 1 through 4 can be rejected
at . 01 confidence 1eve1. In addition, the F factor for the interaction between
Methods and Achievement f01-" Dy and Dt shows that Hypothesis Number 5 can
be rejected at .05 and .01 ccénfidence level respectively.

As a follow -up of th; analysis of variance study, a t-test for a

difference between standard deviations was conducted for all four treatments.

The t-score for D1 ‘shows that a "no difference"” hypdthesis can be rejected at

. 02 confidence level. The t-score for D, shows that a “no difference” hypothe--

! sis can be rejected at . 01 éonfidence level,




CHAPTER V
RATIOCINATION

At the oufcsét of this study we stated our intention to answer the
question whether there is any significant differencé between students taught by
the face-to-face instructional method and those taught by an individual instruc-
tional prograrﬁ Wi‘gh reference to their achieving selected objectives applicable
to a course of study dealing with ethnic minbrity groups, and if there is a
difference iﬁ-the achievement of the students which can be related to per_sonl—
alit.y‘variables of thé students with reference to scores derivéd from the
Achievelr_nent Scale of the Edwérds Personal Preference Schedule and the

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.
' STATEMENT OF THE HYPOTHESES

The questions implicit in the statement of the problem were trans-.
7 lated into six hypotheses which were then subjected to systematic testing pro-
cedures. The six hypotheses tested were as follows:

Null Hypothesis Number 1:

There is no significant difference between group means for
students in the traditional class and those in the experimental class
relative to-achieving specified objectives associated with the cog-

nitive domain.
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Alternate Hypothesis Number 1:

There is a significant difference between group means for stu-

* dents in the traditional class and those in the experimental class

relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the

cognitive domain.

Null Hypothesis Number 2:

There is no significant difference between group means for |

students. in the traditional class and those in the experimental class

relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the
affective domain.

Alternate Hyﬁothesié Number 2:

There is a significant difference between group means for stu-

* dents in the traditional class and those in the experimental class

relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the

affective domain.

" Null Hypothesis Number 3:

There is no significant difference between group means for

-students in the traditional class and those in the experimental class

relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the

psychomotor domain.
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Alternate Hypothesis Number 3:

There is a significant difference betweep group ‘means for
students in the traditionai_l class and those in the experiﬁental class
relative to achiéving s.pecified objectives associated with the
psychomotor dor:rléin.

Null Hypothesis Number 4:

There is no significant difference between group means for
students in the traditional class and those in the experimental class
relative to achie\‘ring specified objectives associated with the social

studies (the combination of cognitive, affective, and psychomotor).

Alternate Hypoth;:sis Number 4:

.~ There is é significant difference between group means for;
students in the tr:aditional class and those in the experimental class
relative to achieving specified objectives associated with the social

studies (the combination of cognitive, affective, and psychomotor).

Null Hypothesis Number 5:

There is no significant difference between the mean perform-
ance of the-indiyidual students in each of the two classes with refer-
ence to their'scores on the Achievement Scale of the Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule.’.
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- Alternate Hypothesis Number 5:

There is a significant difference between the mean perform-
ance of the individual students in each of the two classes with refer-
ence to their scores on the Achievement Scale of the Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule.

A Nﬁll Hypothesis Number 6:
| ‘There is no significant difference between the mean perform-
ance of the individual ‘studel'lts in éach of the two claéses w~ith refer-
ence to their scores on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.

Alternate Hypothesis Number 6:

There is a significant difference between the mean perform-
ance of the individual students in each of the two classes with refer-

ence to their scores on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.
GENERAL QUESTIONS ANSWERED

In our effort to test these hypotheses, eight questions were raised

.which the findings of the preceding chapter now enable us to answer.,

Question Number 1

How do students in the experimental group compare with students

in a control group with reference to fulfilling the traditional objec-

tives normally associated with the cognitive 'domain, i.e., facts,

concepts, generalizations, theories, and laws?
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Aqswer Number 1

From the data presented in Figures 1 and 2 which was based upon

| _scores derived from D1 (scores relative to the cognitive -domain),
it waé shown that S‘Fudenfs in the experimental group had a mean
score of 289,30 as compared to 267.22 for students in the control
group. In additio‘n, the standard deviation of scorés for students
in‘. the experimental group was 24. 37 as compared to 36. 69 for
students in the contrql group. The F factor for Methods shown on
Table 2 gives credence to the proposition of a "no difference”
hypothesis. Thus, the mean scores anﬁ the standard deviation
show that students in the experimental group gchieved higher
scores than students in the. control gi‘oup with reference to fulfill-
ing the traditional objectives normally associated with the cogni-
tive domain.

Question Number 2

How do students in the experimental group compare with students
in a control group thh reference to fulfilling the tradi-tion'a.l ob-
jectives normally associated with tﬁe affectivé domain, i.e., atti-
tudes and values? . |

Answer Number 2 o ; o \

From the data presented in Figures 3 and 4 which was based upon
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scores. derived from D, (scores relative to the affective domain),
it was shown that students in the experimen;cal group had a mean
score of 602.56 as compared to 568. 28 for students in the control
group. In addition, the standard deviation of scores for students
in the experiméntal group was 46.49 as compared for students in
the control group. The F factor for Methods shown on Table 4
gives credence to thg proposition calling for a rejection of a "no
dif_fe'renc‘:e” hypothesis. 4Thus, the mean scores and the standard
deviation show that students in the experiment'altl group achieved:
higher scores than students in the control group with reference to
fulfilling the fraditional objectives normally associated with the
‘affectAive domain. -

.. Question Number 3

_ How do students in the experimental gr.oup compare with students
’ in a control group with reference to fulfilling the traditional ob-
jectivés normally associated with the psychomotor domain, i.e.,
skills of inquiry, cot%nmunication, resdurce use, aﬁd group inter-
action? |

Answer Number 3

From the data presented in Figures 6 and 7 which was based upon

scores derived from D3 (scores relative to the psychomotor




L1,

2,

102

' domain), it was shown that students .in the experimental group had.

a mean score of 160,00 as compared to 145, 14 for students in the
control group. In a&d-if.ion, the standard devigtion of scores for
students in the experimental group was 18.02 as comparred'to 24,95
for students in the control group. The F factor for Methods show
on Table 6 gives: credence to the proposition calling for a rejection
of a "no differeﬁce;’ hypotheéis. Thus, the mean scores and the
standard deviatiém show that students in the experimental group .
achieved higher »écores than students in lthe control group with
reference to fulflﬂling the traditional objectives normally assoc-

iated with the psychomotor domain.

Question Number 4

How do students in the experimental group compare with students
in a control group with reference to fulfilling the traditional ob-

jectives of the social studies? Since the ultimate criterion of the
social studies is the character of the ghanges brought about in the
behavior of the students, the learner then becomes the’focal point

for evaluation. In assessing what these students are learning, all

- of the objectives claimed for the social studies must be taken into

account: cognitive, affective, and psychomotor. v

q

Answer Number 4

From the data presented in Figures 8 and 9 which was based upon
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scores derived from D, (scores relative to the combination of the
cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains), it was shown
that students in the experimental group had a mean.score of
1051. 86 as compared to 964, 33 for students in the control groﬁp.

In addition, the standard deviation of scores for students in the

experimental group was 81, 24 as compared to 134. 97 for students

in the control group. The F factor for Methods shown on Table 8
g‘i\.res credence to the propositiqn calling for a rejection of a "no

~ difference"” hypothesis. Thus, the mean scores and the standard
de{riation sﬂow that students in the experimental group achieved
higher scores than stuaents in the control group with reference to
fulfilling the traditional objectives of the social studies--coénitive,

affective, and psychomotor.

Question Number 5
How do students who exhibit a high dogmatic score on the Rokeach .

Dogmatism Scale-compare with students who exhibit a low dogmat~

ic score on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale with reference to the

two instructional treatments?

Answer Number 5

The data reported in the preceding chapter reveals no .significant
difference existed between students in either group with reference

to all four treatments relative to scores derived from the Rokeach




- LV EYN T R VO S 1Y)

104

Dogmatism Scale.

Question Number 6

How do students who exhibit a high level of achievement on the
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule compare with students who

exhibit a Iovv‘levc:el of achievement on the Edwards Personal Prefer-

ence Schedule with reference to the two instructional treatments?

Answer Number. 6 -

-scores derived from D

From the data presented in Tables 4 and 8 which was based upon .

!

9 and Dt respectively, it was shown that the.

F factor for the interaction between Methods and Achievement
i .

gives credence to the proposition calling for a rejection of a "no

difference" hypothesis. In addition, the data displayed in Figure 5

shows that students in the experimental group characterized as

high achievers had a mean score of 587.94 as compared to 584.72.
for students in the control group characterized as high achievers
for DZ‘ Figure 5 also shows that students in the experimental

group characterized as low achievers had a mean score of 617.17

as compared to 551, 83 for students in the control -group character-

ized as low achievers for D,. The data displayed in Figure 10

o
shows that students in the experimental group characterized as

high achievers had a mean score of 1024.78 as compared to 997. 61

for students in the control group characterized as high achievers
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for Dy. Figﬁre 10 also shows that students in the experimental
group characterized as low achievers had a fnean score of 1078, 94
as compared to 931,06 for students in the céﬁtrol group character-
ized' as low achievers for Dt' Thus, the mean scores show that
students in the expc,arimental group achieved higher scores than

“students in the control group for D,, and Dt with reference to their

2
scores on the Achievement Scale of the Edwards Personal Prefer -
ence Schedule with the greater difference being found in those

characterized as low achievers.

Question Number 7

How do students Wﬁo exhiﬁit a high dogmatic score on the deeach
Dogmatism Scale and a high level of achievement on ;che Edwards
Personal Preference Schedule compai'e with students 'WhO exhibit

a low dogmatic score on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and a high A
level of achievement .on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule
'With reference to the two instructional treatments?

Answer Number 7

The data reported in the preceding chapter reveals no significant
difference existed between students in either group with reference

to all four treatments relative to the second order of interaction

between methods, dogmatism, and achievement.
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Question Number 8-

How do students who exhibited a high dogmatic score on the Ro~
keé‘ch Dogmatism Scale and a low level of achievement on the
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule compare with students who
exhibit a low dogmatic score on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and
a low level of achievement on the Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule with reference to the two instructional treatments?

Answer Number 8

The data reported in the preceding chapter reveals no significant
difference existed between students in either group with reference
to all four treatments relative to the second order of interaction

between methods, dogmatism, and achievement.

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

In an effort to make a comparison between the traditiénal face-to-
face instructional method and an individﬁalized instructional method rélative
to achigving 'specified o]:ﬁectives normally associated with the social studies,
this experimenter i:andomly selected two groups from the same population,
sub-ject'ed one gfoup_ to the traditionél method and the other group to the experi-
mental méfhod, énd compared the performance of the two groups with a dis-

tinction being made to certain personality variables of the students within each
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group. An analysis of variance was conducted for scores derived on four

treatments and a t-test was conducted to determine a difference between stand-

. arddeviations. The F factor for group means for each of the four treatments
relative to the two methods gives credence to the propositisn that the "no dif-
ference” Hypotheses Number 1 through 4 can be rejected at .01 confidence °
levél. Further} support to this assumption can be found in the t-test for Dy and
D; which gives credence to the proposition that the "no difference” Hypotheses
Number 1 and 4 caﬁ be rejected at .02 and . 01 confidence level respectively.
Therefore, this resea'rcher' rejects Hypotheses Number 1 through 4 and accepts
Alternate Hypotheses Nurﬁber 1 through 4 which state "there is a significant
difference between group means for students in the traditional class and those
in the experimental class relative to achieving specified objectives” be they
associated with the cognitive domain (Alternate Hypothesis Number 1), the
,af'fective domain (Altérnate Hypothesis Number é), the psychomotor domain
(Alterﬁate Hypothesis Number 3), or the combination of cognitive, affective,
-ahd psychomotor domains (Alternate Hypothesis‘ Number 4)., .There. is a dif-
ference and that difference is clearly seen in the higher performance level of
those students assigned to the experimental group.

In addition, ‘the F factor for group means for D2 and Dt relative to -
fhe interaction between Methods and Achievement gives credence to the propos-

ition that the "no difference"lPIypotllesis.NumBer 5 can be rejected at . 05
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;con:fidence level_. Therefc;re this researcher rejects Hypothesis Number 5 and
‘accepts Alterpate Hypothesis Number-5 Whiph states "there is a significant
difference between the mean performance of the individual students in each of
the two classes with reference to their scores o:ﬁ the Achievement Scale of the
Edwards Persomnal Préferencé Schedule. There is a difference and that differ -
ence is clearly seen in the higher performance level of those students charac-
terized as "low achievers"” a‘ssi'gned to the experimental group, The research-

er finds no evidence for reje;cting Hypothesis Number 6 which states "there is

* no significant difference between the mean performance of the individual stu-

dents in each of the two classes with reference to their scores on the Rokeach
1

Dogmatism Scale.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

- " At the outset of this dissertation it was suggested that teaching
methods, be it the time-honored traditional face-to-face instruction or the
latter -day innovative individual instructional program, stand in need of empiri-

cal support, with the ultimate criteria for effectiveriess being not only mea-

- sured with reference to the accumulation of knowledge and the development of

- desirable attitudes and skills, but with regard to certain individual personality

differences. Thus this researcher initiated and brought to fruition this study com-

paring two such methods of teaching a social studies course at the college level.
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" The intention was clear: to discover an effective teaching method which facili-

tates effective learning in the social' studies.

From the survey of literature reviewed in Chapter II, it was found
that subject‘-matte.r content can be taught (to properly motivated students) by
any tea;:hing technique, jincluding indiviciual instruction. At the same time we
found that educational goals beyond content reqilire carefully considered teach-
ing methods. Since the complex of goals and objectivesAfor the social studies
far exceed the mere _acquisition of knowledge but include the-develoément of
ﬁroblem—solving skills and desirable attitudes, this$ researcher was provoked
to analyze individual instructional programming as a reasonable alternative to
the traditional face-to-face iﬁstructional method of teaching. The design pro-
cesé for the individual instructional system began with the specification of

instructional objectives in behavioral or measurable terms. This was followed

- by the optimal sequencing of course content and the definition of relevant cri-

terion-referenced measures of achievement. These were all combined in an

empirical manner to produce a viable and efficient learning system. This

“prAesent study has shown that the system's proven capability of producing

measurable learning achievement is its hallmark,

The implications of this study are legion and the following list

should not be construed as being definitive, only suggestive.
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Implication Number 1

'Even the casual observer of the contemporary educational scene is

aware that‘a new instfuctional technology and an empirically-based
_ science of pedagogy ére in the process of emerging. This present

stqdy showé that a resear;:h-based approach to instruction stressing
._ gtudent learning (a learning-oriented system of instruction)l can be

developed, implemented, and evaluated.

Implication Number 2

An individual instructional‘program can provide a way of incoi‘por-
atiné énd integrating educational and psychological principles into
a uniform system. »The approach is, to be sure, eclectic. It is
partially Skinnerian, it is highly co'gnitive, and it espouses model-
ing concepts. It 'be.gins with problems. It asks for clarification of
the instructional problems and specification of goals, purposes,
outcomes, and objectives. Then, most importantly, it demands a
survey of known or a\lrailable theoretical principles, methods,
materials, or approaches and a selection of these to achieve the
goals. As a result, the contributions may come from divergent
theoretical positions. While the theoretical underpinnings of such
a program are drawn eclectically, it is n'evertllleles.s an integrated,

consistent whole.
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Implication Number 3

The teacher who opts to make the crucial change to the individual-
ized approach to instruction will find a new dimension added to his
préfessional activities., Since the individual teacher is potentially
the most sensiti%re, flexible, and divergently responsive component
of any instruétioilal system, the new thrust and purpose realized
through the utiliz:ation of an individualized i'nstructional program
may result in a fenewed enthusiasm and a restoration of the enjoy-
ment of teaching;which is all-too-often dissipated in the face of
many cc;nventionél teaching methods. Utiliziﬁg individual instruc-
tional programn:ing, the teacher may find time to do what teachers
can do best: diagnose individual learner's difficulties; interact
with learners when they néed help on a one-to-one basis; inspire
- and mqtivate; and identifsr and encéurage creativity and self-

direction.

Implication Number 4 |

When the goals of higher education and institutional and/or course
objectives include attitﬁdinal changes as well as more obvious
cognitive goals, t"eachers can improve the effectiveness of théir
instrﬁétion i)y arranging course activities into 'short segments

th'rough which learners can procée_d at their own pace, by
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_-monitoring the achievement of learners after completion of indi-

vidual segments of a course, and by revising instructional seg -

- ments until the desired level of achievement is attained by the

Implication

learners. This present study which compares the individualized
instructional mefhod (which included all the aforementioned char-
actel"istics) with the traditional faqe-to ~-face method, shows that
students did attain higher levels of achievement with reference

to all goél catégories by participating in the individual instructional
program.

Number 5

- The one.characteristic of a motivated teacher is that he can respond -

to feedback from his students so as to achieve better and better

approximations to optimal solutions to the problems of teaching.

As additional information from research accumulates, as better

conceptualizations emerge, he should be able to do an even better

- job. This present study shows that one might accept with some

modicum of assurance, that individualized instruction is superior

to traditional forms of teaching with reference to the achievement

of objectives normally associated with the social studies. It also

shows that students who might be characterized as "low achievers”,

might find individual instructional programming an avenue into




- L, Ll KO Y RS | A

113

increased levels of p_erformance. If éducational goéls beyond

content require carefully considered teaching methods, even more

attentipn should be given with reference to the personality variables
within thé stude:r;t population.

There is nothing:static about either the purposes or fhe methods of
edﬁcation, thus the study of fheory and practice must continue. Specifically,
this study I;rlight be replicated to determine the degree to which the individual
instructional method brings about significant, desirable changes in the student
in certain personality variablles, such as increasing the’ student's internal
orientation with locus of control (using the Rotter Internal-External Loc;us of

Control Scale), increasing the student's tolerance of ambiguity (using the

MacDonald Revised Scale of Ambiguity Tolerance), and lowering the student's

~ manifest anxiety (using the Revised Form of Taylor's Manifest Anxiety). More-

over, related issues which require further research clarification not observed
in this study include creativity, improvement in study habits, mc;tivation, and
growth in acceptance of responsibility.

The dissertation 'is finished but- the need to study is by 1o means
concluded. When an educator is no longef .conce_rned with the basic intents and
purboses of education, he ceases to be an educator; when one no longer is
concerned with the continual evaluation of his own methods in light of changing

needs, he ceases to be a teacher.




LIl

APPENDIX




APPENDIX A
PERSONAL PREFER ENCE SCHEDULE

This schedule consists of a number of pairs of statements about things that you
may or may not like: about ways in which you may or may not feel. Look at
the example below.

a) Ilike to talk about myself to others
b) Ilike to work towards some goal that I have set for myself

Which of these two statements is more characteristic of what you like? If you
like "to talk about yourself to others: more than you like "working towards
some goal that you have set for yourself"” then you should choose.a) over b),
If you like "working towards some goal that you set for yourself” more than
you like "talking about yourself to others” then you should choose b) over a).

Your choice should be in terms of what you like at the present time and not in
terms of what you think you should like. This is not a test. There are no
right and wrong answers. Your choices should be a description of your own

personal likes. Make a choice for every pair of statements; . do not skip any.
Indicate your choice in the.left margin according to what you like.

1. a) I like to find out what great men have thought about various
problems inwhich I am interested.
b) I would like to accomplish something of great significance.

2, a) Any written work that I do I like to have precise, neat and
well-organized.,

b) I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, profess1on,
or field of specialization. :

3. a) I like to tell amusing stories and jokes at partie's.

b) I would like to write a great novel or play.
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a) I like to be able to come and go as I want to.
b) I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult job well.

a) I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people have
difficulty with.

b) Ilike to follow instructions and do what is expected of me.

a) I'would like to be a recognized authority in some job, profession,
or field of.specialization.

b) I like to have my work organized' and planned before beginning
it. , -

a) I like to be able to do things better than other people can.

b) 1 like to tell amusing stories and jokes at parties.

a) I like to accoﬂlplish tasks that others recognize as requiring
skill and effoxrt.

b) I'like to be able to come and go as I want to.
a) I like to be successful in things undertaken,

b) I like to form new functions.

a) I like to solve puzzles or prbblems that other people have
difficulty with.

b) I like to judge people by why they do something--not by what
they actually do.

a) I like to accomplish tasks that others recognize as requiring
skill and effort. '

b) 1 like my friends to encourage me when I meet with failure.

;
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14.
15,

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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a) I would like to write a great novel or play.

b) When serving on a committee, I like to be appointed or elected

chairman.

a) I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, profession

or field of specialization.

b) I feel guilty whenever I have done something I know is wfong.

a) I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake.

b) I like to help other peoplé'who are less fortunate than I

' a) Ilike to be able to do things better than other people can.

b) I like to eat in new and strange restaurants.
a) I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult job well.

b) I like to work hard at-any job I undertake.

‘a) I'would like to aécomplish something of great significance.

b) I1like to kiss attractive persons of the opposite sex.

a) I would like to write a great novel or play.

b) Ilike to attack points of view that are contrary to mine.

~a) Ilike to be loyal to my friends.

b) I like to do my very best in whatever I.undertake.

a) I like to observe how another individual feels in a given situation.

b) I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult job well.
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25.

26,

27.

28. .
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a) I like my friends to encourage me when I meet with failure.

‘b) I like to be successful in things undertaken.

a) Ilike to be one of the leaders in the programs in groups to
which I belong.

b) I like to be able to do things better than other people can..

a) When things go wrong for me I feel that I am more to blame
than anyone else.

b) I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people have
difficulty with,

a) 1 like to help my friends when they are in trouble.
b) Ilike to do my very best in-whatever I undertake.
a) I like to travel and see the country. -

b) I like to accompli.sh tasks that others recognize as requiring
skill and effort.

a) I like to work hard at any job I undertake.

b) I do not like to accorﬁplish something of great significance.

a) I like to go out with attractive persons of the opposite sex.

b) I like to be successful in things undertaken.

a) Ilike to read newspaper accounts of murders and other forms

of violence.

b) I would like to write a great novel or play.




APPENDIX B

THE DOGMATISM SCALE

The following is 'a study of what the general public thinks -and feels about a
number of important social and personal questions. The best answer to each
statement below is your personal opinion. Mark each statement in the left
margin according to how much you agree or disagree with it. Please mark
every one. Write +l, +2, +3, or -1, -2, -3, depending on how you feel in

each case.
+1: 1 agree a little -1: 1disagree a little
+2: 1 agree on the whole -2: I disagree on the whole
+3: 1 agree very much- -3: 1 disagree very much
1. The principles I have come to believe in are quite different from

those believed in by most people.

Fven though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile goal,
it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom of certain
political groups. '

Even though I have a lot of faith in the intelligence and wisdom of
the common man | must say that the masses behave stupidly at
times.

Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

Most people just don't give a "damn" for others.

It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful of the future.

Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't stop.

" It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward.

My hardest battles are with myself,
At times I think I am no good at all.

The main thing in life is for a person to want to do something
important,
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If given a chance I would do something of great benefit for the world.

I am sure I am being talked about. :
People say insulting and vulgar things about me.

There are a number of people I have come to hate because of things
they stand for.

A man who does not believe in some great cause has not really lived.

A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is likely to be
a pretty wishy-washy sort of person.

When it comes to differences of opinion in religion we must be care-
ful not to comprom1se with those who believe d1fi'erent1y from the

way we do.

In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish if he considers
primarily his own happiness.

To compromise with our opponents is to be guilty of appeasement.

A group which tolerates too much difference of opinion among its
own members cannot exist for long. '

‘I sometimes have a tendency to be too critical of the ideas of others.

In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends and associates
whose tastes and beliefs are the same as one's own.

Most people just don't know what's good for them.

It is somet1mes necessary to resort to force to advance an ideal one
strongly believes in.

There are two kinds of people in this world: those who are for the
truth and those who are against the truth.

My blood boils Whenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit he's
wrong. .
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A person who thinks primarily of h1s own happiness is beneath
contempt. :

‘Most of the ideas which get printed howadays aren't worth the paper
they are printed on.

In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know what's

going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted.

It is often desirable to reserve judgement about what's going on until
one has had a chance to hear the opinions of those one respects.

The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It is only the future
that counts.

“If a man is to accomphsh his mission in life it is sometimes neces-

sary to gamble all or nothing at all. "
Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have discussed im-
portant social and moral problems don't really understand what's -

going on.

The worst crime a person could commit is to attack pubhcly the
people who believe in the same thing he does. -

In times like these it is often necessary to be more on guard against

ideas put out by people or groups in.one's own camp than by those in .

the opposing camp.

It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or a cause that
life becomes meaningful.

In a discussion I often find it neéessary to repeat myself several
times to make sure I am being understood.

In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed in what I am
going to say that I forget to listen to what the others are saying.

Of all the different philosophies which ex1st in this world there is
pr obably only one which is correct,
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