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Abstract:

The problem of this study was to determine the interrelationships among attitude towards mastery
learning, climate, and expectancy motivation among Montana elementary school teachers. Climate was
studied in terms of principal-teacher, teacher-teacher, and teacher-student relations. Five multiple
regression equations were used to analyze the interrelationships. Stepwise regression was used to build
the most efficient model for each of the dependent variables. Hosier's double cross validation was used
to test each of the models.

The study was conducted in the fall of 1987. The staffs of 27 Montana elementary schools were asked
to complete the following instruments: Attitude Towards Mastery Learning Survey (ATML),
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ), Pupil Control Index (PCI), and
Expectancy Motivation. Individual responses were analyzed for interrelationships.

Teachers who were positive towards mastery learning were more humanistic in pupil control
orientation, more intrinsically motivated, and more positive in taking direction from the principal than
teachers who were not as positive towards mastery learning. Teachers who perceived the climate more
open as measured by the OCDQ, were more humanistic in their pupil control orientation, and more
extrinsically motivated than those who perceived the climate as closed. Teachers who were more
humanistic in their pupil control orientation scored positively on thrust (a measure of principal-teacher
relations) , attitude towards mastery learning, lower on hindrance (a measure of principal-teacher
relations) , and higher on extrinsic expectancy motivation. Teachers who were more intrinsically
motivated also scored positively on attitude towards mastery learning. Teachers who were more
extrinsically motivated perceived climate as more open than those teachers who were intrinsically
motivated.

Each of the models was statistically significant at alpha = .05 when applying Hosier's technique of
double cross validation except for the dependent variable of extrinsic expectancy motivation which had
inconsistent results.
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ABSTRACT

The problem of this study was to determine the
interrelationships among attitude towards mastery learning:,
climater and expectancy motivation among Montana elementary
school teachers. Climate was studied in terms of
principal-teacher, teacher-teacher, and teacher-student
‘relations. Five multiple regression equations were used to
analyze the interrelationships. Stepwise régression was
used to build the most efficient model for each of the
dependent variables. Mosier's double cross validation was
used to test each of the models.

The study was conducted in the fall of 1987. The
staffs of 27 Montana elementary schools were asked to
complete the following instruments: Attitude Towards
Mastery Learning Survey (ATML): Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire (0OCDQ), Pupil Control Index
(PCI)» and Expectancy Motivation. = Individual responses
were analyzed for interrelationships.

Teachers who were positive towards mastery learning
were more humanistic in pupil control.orientation, more
intrinsically motivated, and more positive in taking
direction from the principal than teachers who were not as
positive towards mastery learning. Teachers who perceived
the climate more open as measured by the OCDQr were more
humanistic in their pupil control orientation, and more
extrinsically motivated than those who perceived the
climate as closed. Teachers who were more humanistic in
their pupil control orientation scored positively on thrust
(a measure of principal-teacher relations), attitude
towards mastery learning, lower on hindrance (a measure of
principal-teacher relations), and higher on extrinsic
expectancy motivation. Teachers who were more
intrinsically motivated also scored positively on attitude
towards mastery learning. Teachers who were more
extrinsically motivated perceived climate as more open than
those teachers who were intrinsically motivated.

Each of the models was statistically significant at
alpha = .05 when applying Mosier's technique of double
cross validation except for the dependent variable of
extrinsic expectancy motivation which had inconsistent
results. :
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
ntr

'The effective schooI research hase identifies
practices and characterlstlcs that - are. assoc1ated with
‘measureable improvements in student. ach1evement and
“excellence in student behavior. Effective schooling
‘practices inciude elements.associated'with:' I) strong
instructional leadershipr 2) positive interactions between
teachers and students,‘and 3) teachers who continually.‘
strive.to improve instructional effectiveness (Northwest
Regional Educational Laboratoryr 1986). [

Some schools have introduced instructional strategies
through 1nserv1ce programs in order to become more
.effective. One such strategy, mastery 1earn1ng, has been
implemented in schools as a means to improve instruction.
Masteryilearning shares many of the elements of the
effective school research including: 1) positive
‘interactions between the teacher and students (Guskey

1985a), and 2) teachers who are open to change to improve

instructional effectiveness (Guskeyr 1985b) . Th1s suggests =

- that there might be a relatlonshlp among the selected




elements of cllmate and expectancy motivation from the

effectlve school research and mastery learnlng.

Mastery Learning
The research on mastery learning sﬁowed positive
changes'in student achievement for various studeﬁts
throughout the range of different grade levels and subiects
(Block & Burns, 1976; Chandler, 1982; Guskey & GateSr
1986) . Student attitudes were also shown to be more
positive for the mastery students than for the‘nonmastery
students although the research is not as extensive as in
_the student achievement studies (Block & Burns, 1976;
" Guskey & Gates, 1986). |
| The teacher variable in mastery learning is the focus
of continuing research. Okey (1977) concluded £ha£
feachers who were trained in mastéry learning techniques
exhibited improved attitude towards the roles of testing,
grading,'and diagnosis in their teaching. 1In a study
conducted by Guskey in 1982, teachers who received training
. in mastery learning experieﬁced a change.in their
expectations of students. These‘teachers expected more
students to achieve than before the mastery training.
Guskey (1984) studied the teacher variable in mastery

learning. His sample consisted Qf 117 volunteer
intermediate.and high school teachers who,were'receiviné

training in mastery learning. Those teachers whose




students experienced a growth in achievement thrcugh the
‘implementation of the mastery learning techniques expressed
an increase in their responsibility for studentllearning; )
and an increase in their affect toward teaching. ’

. The. latest study-by Guekey'(1987c) tied the research
: on effective teacher attitudes in effectlve schools to the
practlces of mastery learnlng teachers. Effectlve teachers
_believe that they can help all students: and they are
4 p051tlve in the1r feellngs about teachlng (Berman &
McLaughllng 1977,:Brandt, 1986) . Teachers who were
categorized as effectine tended to rate maetery learning as
.important; congruent with present‘teaching practices, ‘and
easier to implement than cid their less effective '

colleagues.

" Climate

:,-Synonyms for;climate include atmospheref feel, tone:
culture, or setting. Halpin (1966) wrote of the |
“personality"Aof each schooI; Climate in a school can be
thought of as the qualities of the school which affect how
people feel and learn. Anderson, (1982, p. 368) wrote that
"school climate research is clearly the stepchild of both
organizational climate research and school effects
research." Gilmer (1966, p. 57) described organizational

climate as




- « . those characteristics that distinguish the

organization from other organizations and that

influence the behavior of people in the

organization. It iss in effect, what we react

to. L] L] L]

School climate is difficult to conceptualize and
measure. Argyris (1958) concluded that school climate.,

s

-like other constructs of human behavior, involves ordering
and conceptualizing mutually interacting variables.
Tagiuri (1968, p. 22) wrote that organizational climate is

« o« o a relatively enduring quality of the

internal environment of an organization that 1)

is experienced by its members: 2) influences

their behavior, and 3) can be described in terms

of values of a particular set of characteristics

(or attributes) of the organization.
Most measures of school climate focus on particular aspects
of the organization and only some of the dimensions are
delineated by any given instrument. This study considered
three dimensions: principal-teacher relations;

teacher-teacher relations, and teacher-student relations.

Expectancy Mgﬁivgtign

feacher expectation for student achievement is gaining
support as an important factor in the motivation for high
achievement. Anderson (1982) reported that the level of
expectation teachers and administrators hold for each
other, and especially for-studentSr is the attitude most

frequently associated with climate and student outcomes.

Anderson concluded that staff in high achieving schools
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consistently "manifest attitudeé of confidence that4
students will be able to succeed academically" (1982, p.
403). |

The work of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) brought '
attention to the idea tﬁat a positive relationéhip exists
between teacher expectatiéns and student achievement.
Their work was criticized on methodology and the lack of a -
theoretical foundation. Since then: however, the effective
school research has found a number of studies that conclude
that expectaé& affects student achievement (Braun, 1976;
Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Bréphy & Eveftsdn:,lQ?G;iDusek,
.1975; Edmonds & Frederiksen, 1978; Good: 1979; MacKenzier
1983; Phi Delta Kappar 1980; Rosenshine:’l983).

Vroom's (1964)'work on expectancy theory provided the
model for Miskel, Bloomr and McDonald (1981) in.the “
development of their instrument for measuring teacher
expectancy motivation within schools. Vroom (1964)
described expectancy: Valenée, and instrumentality as
essential concepts in motivation. Expectancy is the belief
that an individual's own efforts will lead to successful
performance. Valence is the degree of desirability or
attractiveness that an individual attaches to a reward.
High Qélence means that the reward is attractive to the
individual. Rewards such as satisfaction f§r task

achievement (high student'performance) and esteem from




students are rewards that conceivably hold high valence for
teachers. Corbett (1982r-p. 191) stated: "Because of
teacher isolation: studenfs have been shown to be
pérticularly important sources of incentivesyfor teachers."
Instrumentality is the belief that a given performance will
lead to attaininé the reﬁards (Vroom, 1964; Hoy & Miskel, |
1982) . Vroom's model is that the propensity to start and
maintain behavior is the product.of'expectancyp valeﬁce,'
and instrumentality.

Thé_following is an example of the model. A teacher
will have a strong force of motivation to pursue improved
instruction if the teacher: (1) believes that a strong
personal effort will positively iqfluence'student
achievement, (2) feels persohally rewarded by good
performance on the part of the students, and (3) believes
that he/she is capable of the instructional performance
required to‘produce the desired level of student
achievement (Mulhern, 1984). Other studies have confirmed
that when people believe events are beyond their control.,
regardless of their level of effort, their effort
persistence declines and.anxiety increases (Thornton &
Jacobs, 1971; Klein & Seligman, 1976). |

This concept of motivation to pursue an objective was
described by Miskel et ai. (1981) as expectancy motivation.

Their selection of items to portray expectancy focused on




the attainment of educational objectives on student
.achievgment. | \

Mulhern (1984), in a study of New Jersey highnschools,
found that schools with more,open‘climaﬁes appeared to have
-teachers who had a higher expectancy motivatibn:(p <.0006).
.He also found that secéndary teachers with a mé;e ‘

humanistic pupil control ideology had a higher expectancy

motivation (p <.0006) .
Problem Statement

The broblem of this study was to determine the
interrelationships among elementary teachers" attitude
towards mastery learning and selected elements of effective
school practicgs. . | |

."The selected effective‘échool elements inqluded
' climéte and expectancy motivation. Climate was studied in
terms of teacher-principal relationss teachef—teacher >

relationsrs and teacher-student relations.
Need for the Study
In reviewing literature on outcome-based instruction,
Spady (1981) noted that no research was cited in the area
of mastery léarning and climate and that research was

heeded. Guskey and Gates (1986). in a meta-analysis of

méstefy learning research from 1976-1986, conclﬁded that

v
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more studies were needed on classroom climate, teacher-
student interactionss and the changing teacher role from
that of judge to a learning facilitator who works for
student successes. Oslund (1985) concurred with Guskey and
Gates by suggestihg more studies on fhe relationship
between student successes and the changes in teachers®
attitudes and beliefs. This study adds to the knowledge
base on the interrelationships amonglaéstery learning and
the effective school research elements of ciimate énd
expectancy motivation.

Mann (1978, p. 3) stated that "more than éveri those
who seek to changg schools must change teachers while they
are working in the schools." Rogérs and Shoemaker (1971,
p. 11) wrote that "the aggregétion of a multitude of
individual changes produces a system-level alteration."

The implementation strategy of the mastery learning
training utilized in this study was to train volunteer
classroom teachers in order to establiéh a critical mass of
teachers skilled in mastery learning techniques who would
then train other teachers.l If one accepts the assumptions
that teachers are the unit of‘changé and that individual
change can produce a system level change, then the training
of teachers in mastery leafniﬁg could create a critical
mass of teachers that would produce a éystem-level change.

This study helps tolestablish a link between implementation
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of teacher training in mastery learning and the selected
elements of effective schools.
The studies on the teacher effects from mastery

learning have been done immediately after initial training

‘or after a haif—day staff development program. None of the

studies done by Okey (1977) or Guskey (1982, 1984, 1985b,

1987¢)" included teachers who had implemented mastery

learning strategies for periods of more than -one year.

Thus s this'study adds to the research. on the effects of

'masfery learning training of more than one year rather than'

‘ a one time initial exposure to the teaching strategy.

il

General Questions to Be Answered

. The following general questions were addressed:

1) How ﬁuch of the variabiiity of atfitude toward
mastery learning can be accounted for by prinéipal—teacher
and teacher—teacher relations, teacher-student relationé,'
and intriﬁsic‘and extrinsic expéctancy motivation?. How
much does each of the variables of principal-teacher and
teacher—teacher relations, teacher-student relations, and
intrinsic and extrinsic'expectancy motivation contribute
individually to the variéncelof attitude fowards mastery
léarning? What is the most efficient way to explain the

variability of attitude toward mastery learning?
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2) How much of the variablility of principal-teacher :

and teacher-teacher relations can be accounted for by
measures of .teacher-student relations, intrinsic and
extrinsic expectancy motivation, and attitude towards

mastery learning? How much does each of thé variables of

teacher-student relations, intrinsic and extrinsic
gxpectancy motivations and attitude toward mastery learning
cont;ibuté individually to the variance of |
principal-teécher and teacher-teacher relatipnsé What is
the most efficient way to explain the variability of
principal;teapher and teacherﬁteachér relatiohs?

3) How much of the variablility éf the
teacher-student relationé can be'a¢counteé for by.intfinsic
and extrinsic expectancy motivationr httifuée toward
mastery learnihg, and principal-teacher and feacher~teacher
1re1ations? How much does eéch of the variables of
intrinsic and éxtrinsic expectancy motivation, attitude
toward mastery learning: and principal—teacher and
_teaéher—teacher_relations contribute individually to the
variance of teacher-student relat;ons? What is the most
efficient way to explain the variability of téacher-téacher
relations? |
e 4) How much of the vafiability of intrinsid
‘expectancy motivation can be.accounted for by attitude

toward mastery learning: ppincipalfteacher and
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teacher-teacher relations} and teacher-student relations?
How much does each of the variablgs of attitude toward
mastery learnings principal-teaché% and teacher-teacher -
relations., and teacher-student relations contribute
individually to the.variance of intrinsic expectancy
motivation? What is the most efficient way to explain the
“variability of intrinsic expectancy motivation?

5) How much of the variability of extrinsic
expectancy motivation can be accounted for by measures of
attitude toward mastery learning. principal-teacher and
teacher-teacher relations, and'teacher—sfudent~rélations?
How much does each of the variables of atfitude toward
mastery learnings principal—teachér and teacher-teacher
relations, and teacher-student relations contribute
individually to the variance of extrinsic expectancy
motivation? What is the most efficient way to explain the

variability of extrinsic expectancy motivation?

enera

The study was conéucted in five school districts in
Montana. The distriéts were selected on two criteria:
l)_the district must have offered a fivé credit extension
class from ﬂontané State University (MSU) on mastery

learning to their elementary teachers, and 2) the
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superintendent of the district had to grant bermission for
the district to participate in the study;

Teachers who participated in ‘the extension class had
been given guided practicer individualized and small group

instruction:, and feedback in the implementatibn of mastery

learning for a school year. The teachers who were .trained

in mastery learning were assigned to.implement the teaching
strategy in one class for the‘year.

‘The researcher traveled to each of the school
districts to obtain permission from the superintendents to
meet with principals and conduct the research. Faculty
meetings, or in some schools at the discretion of the
principal, small group meetings, were used to ‘distribute
and collect the completed instruments during the 'last week
of September and the first two weeks of October, 1987.
Assistants distributed the data collection instruments as
teachers entered the room. The data‘collection instrument
was a booklet comprised of the Attitude Towards Mastery
'Learning (ATML) » Organizationél Climate Description
Questionnaire (0OCDQ) Pupil'COntrol Index (PCi), and
Expectancy Motivation instruments. The instfuments were
collected after the meeting. To the extent possible, data .
were obtained from all teachers in the selected schools. A
sample of 400 was sought. Individual results were

confidential.
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Datﬁ were checked for accurécy-from the computer
pfihtout before anal&sis. Five multiple regréssion
equations were analyzed. Each of the five Variables‘was
‘anaiyzed-és thé dependent variable. If significant
relationships were found., Moser double cross vaiidation
techniqués were used fo strengthen the interpretation. A
stepwise regréssion was utilized to determine which
variables account for the variation in the dependent

variable.

A

itati imitati

The limitation of the study was that the only
curricular change considefed was the implementation of
. masfery leafningf

The following were the delimitations of the study:

1) The study was conducted duriné the 1987-1988
school year.

- 2) School districts had to have mastery learning

paradigm implementation for at least one academic year.
Definiti £
Inservice education was defined as "all activities

carried out by the district or school to promote staff

growth and renewal® (Rogus» 1983, p. 9).
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Mastery learning was defined as a teaching~learning
paradigm in which material is divided into units of one to
two weeks in length. Formative tasks were utilized to
assess and diagnose student progress. Feedback and
correctives were designed frém the formative tests.
Summative tasks were used for grading purpoées (Guskeyr -
1585a). | -

The attitude towards mastery leagning'was measured by
the Attitude Towards Mastery Learning (ATML), an instrument
of 32 items.regarding a tgacher's attitude towards mastery
learning (see Appendix A). Attitude Toward Mastery
Learning is the original ATML by Okey (1977) with one
additional item on summative testing as recommended by
Casagranda (19875. ,

Organizational climate was "the set of internal
characteristics that distinguish one school from another \
and influences the~behavior of péople in it" (Hoy ‘& Miskel,
1982, p. 185). 1It was measured by the Orgaﬁizatidnal
Climate Description Questionnaire (0OCDQ). The oCDQ
measured eight dimensions of school climate which can be
divided into two subtests: one subtest fof teacher-teacher
relations, and one subtest for principal-teacher relations.

(The OCD@ instrument is in Appendix B.)
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The openness index score (OPEN) is derived from the
_subscale scores from the OCDQ. OPEN is equal to the sum of
thrust and esprit scores minus the disengagement score.

Pupil control was defined as how school staff view the
students or, more preciselyr the dominant pattern that
teachers énd principals use to control students. The
Pupil-Control Ideology (PCI) was used to measure pupil
control; (See Appendix C.)

Teacher-student relations was defined as the
interactions between the teacher and the students and was:
measured by the PCI in terms of a teacher's orientation
toward humanistic or custodial control of students.

Principal-teacher relations was defined as the
interaction betweeh the principal and the teachers of that
school. It was measured by the subscale of the 0OCDQ which
includes the subtests. of production emphasis, aloofness:
consideration, and thrust. A

Teacher-teacher relations was defined as the
interactions among the faculty of a school and was measured
by a subscale of the OCDQ which includes the subtests of
hindrance: intimacy. disengagement, and esprit.

Expectancy motivation was defined as the motivation to
pursue educational objectiveé on student achievement. The
operationél'definition of expectancy motivation was tﬁe

prodhct of expectancyr. instrumentality, and valence as
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measured by the Expectancy Motivationylnstrument (see
Appendix D). |

| Intrinsic expectancy motivation (EMII) is from within
the individual. An example is an individualés belief that
one has used one's abilities to the fullest. | |

Extrinsic expectancy motivation (EMIE) is tied to the

rewards from the oréanization, such as recognition or
money. The distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic
expectancy motivation is meant to differentiate between the
rewards that are under the direct control of the individual

and those that are not.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

The review of literature concentrates on the research
in the following major areas: 1) mastery learniﬁg,
2) climate, and 3) expectancy motivation. Baékground for
each of these topics is necessary before one can consider

the interrelationships among them.
Mastery Learning

opme

Underlying mastery learning is an explidit philosophy
about learning and teaching (Block & Andersons 1975). This
philosophy asserts that under appropriate instructional
conditions virtualiy all students can learn well, that is
"master" most of whét they are taught. Mastery learning
proposes that teachers can teach so that all students do
learn well (Block & Burns, 1976).

Thé philosophy that all can learn and learn well has
historical roots in the works of Comenius, Pestalozzi:

Herbart and contemporary figures such as Washburne and

Morrison (Torshen, 1977). Cronbach (1972) found the same
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idea in the writings of the English Enlightenment
philosopher ﬁohn Locke. '

Torshen (1977) noted that the foundation for mastery
learning was laid by J. Franklin Bobbit, Ralph Tyler:
Robert.Meaéer: and others beginning in the 1960s With:their
ideas on teaching to performance objectives and iméroviné
instruction in the classroom. Carroll (1963,‘p. 727) put
forth the ideé that aptitude was a function of time and
that schools might not allow adequate time for students to
learn a task when he stated:

It may come as a surprise to some to be tolé,that

the school may allow less than adequate time for

learning any task, but second thought will make

one realize that this is very often the case.
Carroll (1963) ‘advocated that all schoois ook at aptitude
as a function of time. Carroll proposed  that if.eaéh
student was.aLIOWed the time needed to learn tﬁe subject to
‘some criterion level, and if the student spent the
necessary time to do this, then the stpdent would attain
that level. 1In sumﬁary, Carroll's model stated that the
degree of learning of a given subject depended on the '
student's épportunity to learn, relative to his aptitude
for the subject, the quality of the instruction and the
student’s ability to understand the instruction (Blbck &

" Burns, 1976). With time as, a variable rather than a

constant, more students would accomplish a task. The
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rschool should give all students an opportunity to learn
(time), and students should receive quality 1nstruct10n.

In 1968, Bloom built anCarroll's ideas and knowledge
about one;to—one tutoring. Bloom focused. on the variables
that. the teacher could control, the opportunity to learn
.and the quality of 1nstruction. " Bloom concluded that'if
'each student received differential opportunity to learn and
differential quality of 1nstruction, then as many as 95
percent of the students could attain mastery and the
individual’differences.in student aptitude‘would-have-
little bearing on the students' achievement (Block & Burns,
1976). In his book: man Characteristic Scho
Learn1n r Bloom (1976, P 212) described the major thes1s
: of hlS Learning for Mastery model as: '

| A system of feedback to the teacher and student

can reveal errors in learning shortly after they

occur, and if appropriate corrections are

introduced as they are needed, the educational

'system can be a self-correcting system so that

errors made at one time can be corrected before

they are compounded with later errors.

There have been additions and modifications.to Bloom's
model. Guskey (1987b) summarized the essential
characteristics of mastery learning as feedback and
correctiveSp and congruence among the 1nstructional
'components. In the teaching and learning process: there

are four major components: 1) learning objectives:

2)'instructionp 3) feedback and correctives, and
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4) cdmpetent learners. The feedback is essential in that
it must be both‘diagnostic and prescriptive for what needs
to be learned. Thé correctives must approach learning in a
way different from the initial instructidn;_ The students
'muét participate in the correctives in order to be directly
involved in the learning. Enrichment activities are used
to broaden and éxpand the 1earning.if mastery was obtained
from the initial instruction.

The congruence among the instructional components
means that there must be agreement among the learning
objectives: the instruction, and the testiﬁg of what has
been learned. 1In other words: the test must match the
basis for the learning, the learning objectives, and how
these learning objectives were taught. If the learnihg'
objectives were taught on the knbwledge level, then the
test should be on the knowledge level.

aster arni d iz
Systems of Instruction

Two instructional strategies have attempted to put
into practice the philosophy that all students can learn.
One of these practices, Bloom's (1968) Learning for Mastery
(LFM) » has been used érimarily by elementary and secondary
educators. The other practicer Keller's 1968 Personalized

System of Instruction (PSI), evolved from the study of
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psychology and has been utilized by college and university
educators (Block & Burns: 1976).

The Personalized System of Instruction (PSI) model is
an individually based: student—paced approach to
instruction in which students usually leafn independently
of their classmates. The feedback is provided by people:
usually student proctors. Typically, students work at
their own pace and move on to new material when they
demonstrate mastery of a unit. If they éo not pass the
unit test, the original instrgctional unit'is repeated
until mastery is demonstrated. The unit test can be
retaken a number of times without penalty. Grading is
usually based on the number of units completed.

The teacher's role in a PSI classroom is one of
individual assistance. Occasional class presentations are
used for motivation rather than sources of necessary
information. Carefully designed: éelf—instructional‘
materials are essential to a successful PSI program (Kulik.,
Kulik, & Cohen, 1979; Thompson., 1980).

The mastery learning model is typically a group-based.
teacher-paced approach to instruction in which students |
usually learn witﬁ their classmates (Guskeyr 1985a). The
model can be adapted to an individually based:,
student-paced format. In the mastery learning classroom,

the pace of the original instruction is set by the teacher.




22

The role 6f the teacher is thaf of a facilitator in the
learning process (Guskeyr 1985b) . The teacher specifies
the learning objectives for each unit which usually last
two weeks or less. 1In addition, the teachér,séts a

- criteria level for mastery. usuaily 80 percent. 'Nongradéd
formative tests are given during the unit to diégnose areas
of weakness. If mastery is not‘achieveé on the\fGrmatiQe
test,'remediation with correctives that aﬁe diffe;enf from
the‘otiginal instruétion is used‘befbre-a fdrmative test is
~ taken again. The formative .tests are used to‘aiaénose )
'afeas of weaknessf(feedback) and to prescribe cérrectives.
Enrichment activities are used if mastery is achigvéd with
the initial instruction. Grading is accompliéhed by tﬁe
‘use of a summative test. .

Effectiveness of Mastery Learning

In their 1976 summary of research on mastery learning,
Block and Burns divided thé studies into four ffpes fo
answer the following questions: 1) Does méstery’learning
'work? 2) If mastefy 1earﬁing works, what are -the side
- effects for the students?. 3) Do the different components
of mastery iearning affect students diffefently? and
4) How does mastery learning work?

Block and Burns, in addressing the effectiveness of
ﬁastery learning, concluded that mastery—taught students

exhibited greater learning than their nonmastery-taught
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counterparts. . In 97 comparisons of average achievement
test scores, comparisons inVolving various types and
numbers of students and various sub]ect matter areasr
mastery-taught students scored higher than_l
nonmastery—taught students 89 percent of the timer and
. significantly higher 61 percent of the time (p <.05).
.Average retention test scores 'in 27 comparlsons,showed the

:-mastery—taught students scored significantly higher 63
percent of the time than the nonmastery—taught students -
(p <.05). |

Block and Burns (1976) concluded that mastery learning
strategies had a positive 1mpact on students' interest in
and attitudes toward the sub]ect matter learned.
self-concept (academic and more general). academic
self-confidencer attitudes toward cooperative;iearningr and
attitudes toward instruction. Some concern was expressed
as to whether the favorable responses were attributable to
the‘Hawthorne effect or were not permanent. The conclusion
relative to student time cost was that mastery strategies
might eventualiy help the slower student approach the
learning rate of the faster student.

In examining the research on the different components
of mastery learning, Block and Burns foundﬂthat'the unit
mastery requirement consistently produced the strongest

effects. Block and Burns hypothesiEed that the unit
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_requ1rement affected the quallty and the quantlty of.
student study t1me.
In 1982, Chandler found that of 97 studies comparlng

a§erage achievement between mastery and nonmastery groupsr f
59 favored mastefy. Three of ;he studies favored ‘
nonmastery andlno statlstfcallly significant fesults were
found for the remaining 35 studies. In another stady:
Chandlef found that 48.of 61 groups indicated statistically
signifieant average achievement results fn favor of |
mastery-taught students. No study-favored'henmastery.
Chandler- (1982, p. 10) concluded that "if a student is at
the fiftieth percentile in the nonmastery gfoup he. could be
expected to‘move to the eightieth percentile ueing a
mastery approach." ' |

l Guskey and Gates (1986) used Glass,meta-anaiysis
techniQues on all the mastery learning studies from 1975
through 1986. Twenty-seven studies were chosen based on
theictiteria of using Bloom's model, quantitative data,
group-based/teacher paeed instruction, and a gooé éesign.
Guskey and Gates concluded that mastery learning increased
student achievement and that there was a positiVe effect on
student learning retention. This conclusion wae based on
the magnitude of the effect sizes computed in this
meta-analysis. Oaly one'study included'measuring the

affective domain}'studeats liked the subjéct[better.
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" Critics of Bloom's model said that it was too figid
and mechanistic (Groff1'1974; Jayness 1975). Other
ériticisﬁs were that it was effective only‘with knowledge
based information or'simple skills (Cronbach, 1972), and
that it did nof work in the coﬁplex learning setting iﬁ
schools (Bowén, 1975) . 'Opponents.also disputed the return
on the amount of time needed fér'Sﬁudent rémédiation and
planning of units (Arlin, 1984; Slavin 1987). Slavin
(1987) distinguished time .from mastery learning techniques
énd stated that the mastery learning technique in itself
does not . produce significant results, although Slavin (p.
52) concluded: |

The idea thét students' specific ‘learning

deficits should be remediated immediately instead

of being allowed to accumulate into large and

general deficiencies makes a great deal of sense.

Pfoponents argued that .the model is flexible and
employs humanistic strategies (Levin, 1974), can be applied
to complex skills (Levin, 1975), and that it can be applied
in the classrooms (Block & Anderson: 1975). Numerous
studies have supported the gains in achievement that
resulted from mastery learning-instruction (Arlin, 1984;
Buckman & Brezin, 1981; Burns: 1979; Chandler, 1982;
Covington & Oﬁelick:ll984; Dillashaw & Okéy, 1983; Guskey:

1982; Guskey & Gates, 1986; Okey, 1977; Wise & Okey, 1983).
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| “In the review of mastery learnlng research done by
Block and Burns in 1976, the questlons of mastery learn1ng

1mplementat10n and mastery learnlng s effects on teachers

were also cons1dered. Block and Burns concluded-that both

'1nserv1ce .and preserv1ce teachers could be trained to teach'js.

for mastery and that learn1ng how to teach for mastery does -
'not requlre the acqu1s1tlon of a whole new set of sk111s.:
Learnlng to teach for mastery requlred the addition of a.
few new skills such as dlagnostlc testlng to an "old"™
Sklllr for example: remedlatlon.l Teachers could apply the»
technlques in the classroom and were rewarded w1th galns in
thelr students' ach1evement: espec;ally 1f.they.had-prror
teachlng experlence. | B ‘ ‘ |

In 1982, Guskey worked w1th a group of 44 volunteer
1ntermed1ate and hlgh school level teachers from two school’
'systems. .The teachers were tra1ned in mastery learnlng l
technlques. Thirty-four of the 44 teachers were
categorlzed as effectlve mastery 1earn1ng teachers by:two
cr1ter1a° 1) the percentage "of their students who received
an A or a Br and 2) the average percent of correct
responses that their students scored on the-common course-‘
ekamination; Guskey concluded that as .the teachers |
experlenced a pos1t1ve change 1n the1r effectlveness as

measured"by his two crlterla:;the-relatlonshlp between‘
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their initial expectations for performance ana student
achievement outcomes appeared to be reduced. That is, the
teachers éxpectedimore students to achieve because of their
teaching and more students did. _ (

Guékey (1984) compiéted another study using a sample
of 117 intermediaée and high school teachers. He found
that as teaépérs experiénced a positive.change in the
.learﬁing_outcdmes of théirfstudents with mastery learning
techniqdes: they expreségd'ah increase in personal
vresponsibility for studenf outcbmes, andAan'increase in
'tpeir positive féeiings toward teaching; However: these
méstery leafﬁiﬁé teachers also expressed a decrease in
confidence in their teaching abilities. Guskey noted that
this“"humbling effect"'correlated to a willingness to try
new pfocedures and techniques. Guskey concludéd that the
teachers who utilized thé mastery learning techniques:
realized thét there was more to learn about teaching.

Guskey (1985b) céntinued to investigate teachers®
effects from implementing mastery learning i:echniq{ues° A
questionnairé was designed to discern whether teachers
explained their effectiﬁeness mofe‘in terms of behavior or
iﬁ terms of personality after implementing mastery
learningﬂ The_questionnairé was scdred on a continuum from
‘ "completel§.unim§ortantf (;f'td "éxtremely important" (5).

An example of a personality item as the reason for the
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teacher's effectiveness stated, "Students find the teacher
very kind and likeable." An item that was an example of
the behavior as the reason for the teacher's effectiveness
stated. "Thé teacher'é instructional materials afe well |
organized." The teachers who did ﬁot use mastery learning
attached more importance to personality factdrs as
characteristics responsibie for effectivg teaching. These
personality factors were ﬁeréeived:as difficult.to‘change.
The mastery learning teachers attached more impor£ance to
behavior factors and bélieved fhat these c¢ould be changed
with training. Guskey concluded that teachers who used
mastery learning techniques were more épen.to change than
teachers who did not;

| The meta-analysis of mastery learning studies done by
Guskey and Gates in 1986 reinforced these findings.
Teachers who‘usgd mastery learning were more open to
change., begah'to feel better about teaching:s and felt
better in their roles as teachers. The mastery learning
teachers felt more personal responsibility for their
students' successes and failures: but less confident in
their teaching abilities.

Guskey (1987c¢) conducted a study to see if there ﬁas a

significant relationship between measures-of teacher
efficacys teaching affeqtf and feaching self-concept; and

teachers' attitudes regafding congruence, difficulty of
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user and importance of the recommeded practices. Guskey
surveyed 120 elementary and secondary teachers after a
one-half day staff development program on mastery learning
instrﬁctional strategies. The teachers surveyed
represented an urban district, a suburban district, and a
rural district. Guskey found that neither grade level nor
years of‘expéfience‘were éignificant.‘ He concluded that
the more efficacious teachers, 'as measured by the Rand
Corporation Change Agent Study and the Responsibility for
Student Achievement Instrument iRSA): did tend to rate
mastery learning as more important: more congruent with
present teaching practices, and easier to implement than
did their less efficacious colleagues. '

In a study éompleted by the Far West Educational
Laboratories (Guskey: 1987a)« mastery'iearning schools and
nonmastery learning schools were compared on climate
measures. No significaht differences were found between
the mastery and nonmastery schools. A critical variable in
this study was the definition of mastery learning. The
definition used wasjnot adequate and did not address the
remediation and feedback according to Guskey (1987a). A
second variable was that élimate was viewed on a
school-wide basis instead of using the perceptions of

" individual teachers.
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Concept

Synonyms for climate include atmosphere, feel: toner
culturer or setting. Halpin (1966) wrote of the
"personality" of each school. Climate in a school can be
thoughg of as "the qualities of the school which affect how °
people feel and learn" (Lawrencer 1983, p. 3). Nwanko
(1979, p. 268) wrote of a "general ‘we-feeling® group
sub-culture or interactive life of the school." Anderson-

(1982, p. 368) wrote that "school climate research is
clearly the stepchild of both organizational climate
research and school effects research."

Gilmer (1966, p. 57) described organizékional climate
as: ’

. . . those characteristics that distinguish the

organization from other organizations and that

influence the behavior of people in the

organization. It is, in effect, what we react

to L] L] o L]

Lewis (1983, p. 36) stated,

Organizational climafe is almost like a

barometer, indicating how employees feel about

specific managerial practices. Employees may-

feel relaxed, or driven, uptight, and under

suspicion. The climate consists of the

interpersonal and environméntal factors that

shape behavior and motivation.

Tagiuri (1968, p. 22) wrote that'organizational

climate isy
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. « . a relatively enduring guality of the
internal environment of an organization that 1)
is experienced by its members, 2) influences
their behavior, and 3) can be described in terms
of values of a partlcular set of characteristics
(or attrlbutes) of  the organization.
Climate is dlfflCult to conceptuallze and measure.
- Argyris (1958) concluded that school climate, like other
constructs of human behavior, involves ordering and
conceptualizing mutually inte;actingjvarisbles. - Most
measures of school cllmate focus -on particular aspects of
the organization and only ‘'some of the dimensions are
delineated by any given instrument.

rga :zat'.

e onnaire

The early work on organlzatlonal cllmate was carried

out in business organlzatlons rather than schools '
(Schneider & Barlett, 1968). Halpin and Croft (1962) were
‘among the first to develop an organlzatlonal climate
instrument for research in schools.

The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire
(OCDQ) designed by Halpin and Croft (1962) focuses on two
dimensions: teacher-principal relations and teacher-
teacher relations. The oCDQ is composed of eight subtests;
- four: of the subtests refer ts”the charactéristips of the

faculty group-. ahd‘four describe components of

teacher-principal relations.
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The subtest for the principal-teacher relations
includés the subscales: 1) production emphasis, 2) aloof-
nesss 3) consideration, and 4) thrust. An "open" school
has a high'dégree of thrust with é principal perceived as
leading by example‘with the proper mix of consideratioh to
fit the‘situation. A "closed" school is one where the
principal makes all the decisionss and rules are set by the
‘principal and never quesfioned (Hoy & Miskel, 1982).

The subtest for teacher—teacher relations contains the
subscales of: 1) hindrahcer 2) intimacy: 3) disengage-
ment, and 4) esprit. The "open" school has teachers who

accomplish their work with vigor and pleasure. The

—

"closed" school has a high level of teachers not focused on

a common. task.

Halpin and Croft (1962) relied on Halpin's wofk with
leader behavior in organizations. The rationale for
focusing on the priﬁcipal and teacher relations and the
" leadership behavior was stated by Halpin and Croft (1962,
pp. 10-11): |

In gathering material for the OCDQ items: one
point struck us forcibly: that an essential
determinant of a school's 'effectiveness' as an
organization is the principal's abilityr or his
lack of abilityr to create a "climate' in which
her. and other group members, can initiate and
consummate acts of leadership. One of our
guiding assumptions is that a "desirable’
Organizational Climate is one in which it is
possible for leadership acts to emerge easily:
Erom whatever source. If an organization is to
accomplish its tasks, leadership acts must be
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initiated. However, it should be noted that we
do not assume that leadership acts need be
confined exclusively to the designated leader:
himself. - Such acts can be initiated either by
the leader or by members of the faculty. If the.
leader fails to provide sufficient leadership
actsr and leadership acts of sufficient 'quality'
in that they are 'accepted' and that they also
lead to increased group 'effectiveness:' then
members of the group will seek to offer the
'leadership' required to make the group
'effective.' 1In this view we have been supported
by the central finding that pervades all research
on leadership and group behavior: an 'effective!
group must provide satisfaction to group members
in two major respects; it must give a sense of
task-accomplishment, and it must provide members
with the social satisfaction that comes from
being part of a group. This is simply a
paraphrase of Chester Barnard's insistence that a
group be both 'effective' and 'efficient.'

Even when we first began our research: one
conclusion stood out forcibly: we would have to
include in the OCDQ measures of the leader's
behavior as well as measures of the group's
behavior. From these two sets of measures we
might then hope to identify which types of
behavior by the leader are ‘'associated' with
specific behaviors among the group members.

Hale (1966) found a correlation between the language
art scores from the -California Achievement Test of
elementary school children with the scores of subtests of
the OCDQ. 1In 1968, Miller found that an overall open
climate, as measured by the eight subtests of the 0OCDQ,
related to pupil achievement in 29 elementary schools in an
urban school district.

However, the results on a correlation between open
climate and high achievement are inconsistent (Rice' 1968) .

Hoy and Miskel (1982) wrote of the "cognitive fallacy."
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Iﬁ other ﬁords, an open climate will enhance a sound
instructional program. If the instructional program is
weak, an open climate cannot make a poor érOgram good.

Studies that have examined tﬁe relationship between
chanacteristics of the principal and climate have found
“that open schools: as compared to cloeed schoolss have -
prineipais'who are more confident, cheerfhl; sociabler and
resourceful (Anderson: 1982); Teaehers'who‘work,ﬁnder
principals in oben schools expfess.greater confidence in
their own and the schooi's effectiveness (Anérews: 1965) .

Research on student alienation found a correlation to
the openness of a school's climate.' A studf of high |
schools by Hartley and Hoy (1972) found that the more open
the school climate the less the sense of alienation by the

students and professional personnel.

upi [o) o

The Pupil Control Ideology (PCI) focuses closely on
teacher-student relations. Centrol is a problem that all
organizations face (Carlson: 1964). Carlson's analysis of

service organizations indicated that public schools are the

type of service organizations where control is likely to be .

an acute problem; Pupil control is a central aspect of
school life (Hoy & Miskel., 1982). The PCI instrument is a
measure of how educators view\the students on a continuum

of humanistic to custodial on 20 items. A humanistic

-
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orientation leads to a democratic atmosphere with open
channels of two-way communication between pupils and
teachers and iﬁcreased student self-determination (Hoy &
Miskel, 1982). The term "humanistic'orientatioﬁ" stresses
the importance of the individual and the creation of an
atmosphere that meets student needs. Teachers who have a
custodial orientation conceive of the school as an
autocratic orgénization with a rigid pupil-teacher status
hierarchy. Teaché;s do not attempt to understand student
behavior but view misbehavior as a personai affront.
Impersonality, cynicism, and mistrust pervade the
atmosphere of the custodial school (Hoy & Miskel: 1982).

The concepts of openness of climate and pupil control
orientation seem to be highly compatible (Hoy & Miskel.
1982). 1In general, humanistic téachers aré mofe likely
than custodial teachers to: 1) work well £ogether: 2) have
high morale and are satisfied because of their sense of
task accomplishment: 3) have principals who deal with
teachers on an informal basis rather than strictly by the
ruleSr‘4) have principals who motivate by personal example:
and 5) have a climate marked by openness: écceptancé, and
authenticity (Hoy & Miskel, 1982).

Mulhern's (1984) climate study of secondary teachers‘
found that humanigtic teachers had higher expectations for

students than custodial teachers.- Hoy and Appleberry
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(1970) » in a study of elementary schools: concluded that
the humanistic pupil-control orientation and the openness
of the organizational climate of the school are strongly

correlated (r = 0.61).
£ tivati

Teacher expectatioh fdr student achievement is gaining
_support as an important‘féctor in the motiﬁatioﬁ for‘high
~achievement. Anderson (1982) reported that the level of'
expectation teachers andladminiStratqrs hold for each
other, and especially for students, is the éttitude most
freqqéntly associaped with climate and student outcomes.
Anderson concluded that staff in high achieving schools
consistently "mapifest attitudes of confidence that
students will be able to éucceed abademicallf" (1982, é.
403).

‘The belief that all students can learﬁ at high levels
is a ébmbination of the ideas on universal education and
high e*pectations for students. The idea of universal
education is found in the historical writings of Commenius
(1670/1954, p. 343) who

« « «» commends,s and calls for, the universal

cultivation of the minds. . . . After all,

experience shows that some less gifted people

have acquired so much knowledge that they have
surpassed the more gifted.
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The work of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) brought
attention to the idea that a relationship exists between
teacher expectations and student achievement. fheir'work
was criticized on methodology and the lack of a theoretical
foundation. Expectations for sfudent achievement have been
researched in the push to define effective schools and
practices. One_of the most important studies was dene by
Edmonds and Frederiksen (1978) and involved urban scheols
and minorify students. They-found that teachers in
instructionally effective inner-city echools had higher
expectations for students fhan teachers that taught in
other inner-city schools. |

This finding was reinforced by the work of quokover
and Lezotte (1979) in a study ihvelving principals and
teachers. They found that staffs where achievement scores
were improving had higher expectations for their students
than the staffs in schools where student achievement was
declining.

Similar results were obtained in 1979 in England in 'a
study of 12 secondary schools by Rotter, Maughan., '
Mortimorer Ouston, and Smith.’ The effeEtive school
research has found a number of studies that conclude that
expectancy affects student achievement (Bloom, 1976; Braun:
1976; Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Brophy & Evertson: 1976;

Brophy & Good: 1970; Brophy'&'Géod, 1974; Clark, Lotto: &
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Astute, 1984; Cooper: 1979; Dusek: 1975; Dusek & O'Connell,
1973; Edmonds, 1979; Goodr '1979; Goodr 198l; Guskey, 1982;
'Lockheed & Morganr 1979; McDonald & Elias, 1976; MacKenzie:
1983; Phi Delta Kappar 1980; Rosenshiner, 1983; O'Connell.,
Dusek: & Wheeler, 1974; Rothbart, Dalfen: & Barrett, 1971;
Rist, 1970; Rosenthal, 1971, 1974; Weber, 1971).

ﬁiskel: Bloom:; and McDonald (1981) used Vroom's (1964)
work on expectancy theory as the model for the development
of their instrument for measuring teacher expectancy |
motivation within schools. Vroom (1964) deécriﬁed the
essential elements in motivation as expectancy, valence:
and instrumentality. Expectancy is the belief that an
individual's own efforts will lead to successful
performance. Valence is the degree of desirability or
attractiveness that an individual attaches to a reward.
High valence means that the reward is attractive to the
individual. Rewards that hoia high valence for teachers
are satisfaction for tésk achievement (high student
performance) and esteem from students. The belief that a
given performance will lead to attaining the rewards is
instrumentality (Vroom, 1964; Hoy & Miskel, 1982).. Vroom's
model suggested that the propensity to start and maintain
behavior was the product of expectancyr valencer and

instrumentality.




Ll

39

This concept of motivation to pursue an objective was
described by Miskel et al. (1981) as expectancy motivation.
Their selection of items to portray expectancy focused on
the ‘attainment of educational objectives én student
achievement. Miskel et al. (1981, p. 1) identified .
structural coupling and expectancy climate as two critical
variables because "they define mechanisms and norms that
strongly influence how indiéiduals interact. and the level
of effort expended." Items on the expectancy motivation
instrument were divided into either.intrinsic, expectancy
motiviation items or, extrinsic expectancy, motivation, items.
The differentiation waé based on the. amount, of cgnfrol an
individual, in this. case a teacher, had. on the source of
tHe motivation. . Intrinsic referred to an internal- feeling
of satisfaction, or accomplishment in which the teacher had E
total control., Extrinsichreférred to sources.outside. of
the teacher, for exampler behaviors of .the principal.
Extriﬁsiq,expectancy motivation was, not controLied;by the .
teacher. S

Mulhern,_1984,hin a study on New Jeréey high schools,
found‘that,schdols‘with more open climatés appeared to. have
teaéhers th,had:a_higher:expectancy,motivatiqn;than“cloged
schools (p <.0006).. Muihern also found thatusecohdary

teachers with a more humanistic pupil control ideology had

a higher expectancy motivation {p <.0006).
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In conclusions the research iﬁdicated a relationship
between climate and expectancy motivation on the school
level. An open or positive climate has been cited as a
desirable characteristic in the effective school reseérch.
This open climate was correlated to meeting the needs of
individual students (a humanistic pupil control orienta-
tion). Expectancy motivation was also correlated to a
huménistic ofientation. Mastery learning was shown to
employ humanistic sfrategies to improve students'
achievement and attitude. A teacher's positive feeling
toward teaching and an increase in a teacher's feéling of
responsibility for student success was also a result of
utilizing the mastery learning paradigm. No research had

examined the interrelationships among mastery learningr

climate, and expectancy motivation on the individual level;

thereforer this research studied these interrelationships.
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CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES

Introduction

The problem of this study was to ihvestigate the

interrelationships among elementary teachers’ attitudés

toward mastery learning, climate,. and expectancy

motivation. Climate was studied using principal-teacher

and teacher—teacher relations, and teacher-student

relations. The procedures to collect, organize, and

analyze data aré described in the eight major divisions of

this chapter:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Introduction:,

Population descriptiqn and sampling pfocedurern
Definition of categories:

Method of collecting datar

Method of organizing data.

Statistical hypotheses:

Analysis of déta, and

Precautions taken for accuracy.
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i cription and
Sampling Procedure

, fhe population‘under"study consisted of elementary
teachers who were employed in schools where mastery
learning has been implemented on a voluntary basis throughl
a fivé credit extension course foered:by.Montana_State
University (MSU). The extension course, Secondary
Education 571, required the teacher to implement mastery
learning in one class for the entire sbhool year. The
teachers were required to construct formative and summative
tests which were reviewed by the course instructor from
MSU. Large groupr small groupr and individual sessions
were utiliéed on a regular basis to introduce, monitor., and
evaluate the teachers' progress in implementating mastery
learning.

The féllowing school districts granted permission to
the reéearcher to address the elementary teachers and ask
their participation in the study: Absarokeer Colstrip, Cut
Bankr Lockwoodr Missoula and Rdundup. The schoolslare
located in north central:s central and western Montana.
There were approximafely 8,009 students in these districts.

Absarokee contains one elémentary school with 18 |
teachers for 197 students. Absarokee is an unincorporated
town located in south central Montana. .Althéugh it is a

ranching community, it was impacted in the 1986-87 school
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year by mining industries which brought 90 additional
students to the K-12 system. As of May: 1987, the growth
trend was expected to continue. '

Colstrip is located just horth of the Northern
Cheyenne Indian Reser&ation{ Approximateiy 26 percent of
the elemeﬁtary school population is Native American. The
;own has a stable population of about 5,500 as recorded in
the 1980 census. The main employers in the town are
Montana Power and Western.Energy[ The students come from
three socio-economic groups: ranching families, students
from families associated with Montana Power or Western
Energyr and Native American students from the Northern
Che&enne Indian Reservation. Colstrip contains three
elementary schoolss one of which participated in this
study. The school participating in the study had 23
teachers for 423 students.

Cut Bank'contains two elementary schools which have a.
total of 743 students and 60 teachers. Cut Bank is located
in the extreme northern part of Mdntana on the eastern side
"of the Rocky Mountaips: apprpximétely 30 miles from the
Canadian border. It is an agricultural community of
ranching ahd wheat farming with some 0il development. The
community has a stable populatioh of aboﬁt 3,600.

Lockwood is located inh south central Monténa and

borders the city of Billings, a trading center with a
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total of 60 teachers from Lockwood.
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population of about 66,900. . The school's students/come
from families who work in Billings or in agricultural
related fields. Lockwood contains three elementary schools
which have a total of 1,270 students. Two elementary

schools with 999 students participated in the study for a

/

Missoular with a population of 33,400: is located in
westgrn Montana. The lumber industry and the University of
Montana are the main empioyers in the area. Missoula
contains 11 elementary.schools that participatedfin the
study. Missoula had 354 teachers fof 3,572 students.

Roundup is a ranching, lumber: and oil community 40
miles north of Billings, Montana. The town has a stable
population of about 2,200. Roundup has one elementary
school with 396 students and 30 teachers.

A ratio of sample size to independent variables of
30:1 was recommended by Kerlinger (1965) when multiple
regression is ﬁsed. In this studyr this means that 30
teachers were needed for each of the four independent
variables for a'sample of 120. waever, since Mosier's
(1951) double cross validation was used when the
relationship was significantr a sample ratio of 60:1 was
sought for a sample size of 240 teachers. Anticipating a
response rate of 60-70 percent: an overall sample size of

400 elementary teachers was sought.
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The researchér visited each superintendent to request
permission to address the principals and teachers. A
meeting with each principal of the elementary schools was
‘arranged in August or September, 1987, to discuss the focus
of the study: instruments to be used, and a timeline for
gatheriﬁg the data. Instruments for review were given to
the administrators on request. They were'asked,not to
discuss the.items on the instruments with the peréonnel who

might be involved in the study.
Le 3 ! [ , E‘ ; ! o .

The study consisted of five categories: 1) attitude
towards mastery learﬁing, 2) principal-teacher and
.teacher-teacher relations, 3) teacher-student relations,
4) intrinsic expectancy motivationr gnd 5) exfrinsic
, expectancy motivation. Each of these variables was scored
on a continous scaie.

The attitude towards mastery learning concernéd
beliefs about instruction: testingr and grading. Guskey
(1987b) summarized thé essential characteristics of mastery
learning as feedback and‘cérrectives,-and éongruencevamong
the instructional coméonents. Feedback is essential in
that it must Ee both diagnostic and prescriptive for what
needs to bé learned. The correctives must approach

learning in a way different from the initial instruction.
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Formative testing prévides feedback and aids in the
planning of the correctives for the student. The students
must participate in the correctives in order to be directly
involved in the learning. Enrichment activities are used
to broaden and expand the learning if mastefy was obtained
from the initial instruction. Congruence among the
_instructional components is also essential. The four major
instructional components in the teaching and learning
process are: 1) learning objectives, 2) instruction:
3) feedback and correctives,~and 4) competent learners.
Congruence among'the instructional components means that
there must be agreement among the learniﬁg objectives: the
instruction;.and the testing over what has been leérned.'
In other words, the test must match the bésis for the
learning, the learning objectives, and how these learning
objectives were taught. If the learning objectives were
taught on the knowledge level, then the tést must be on the
knowledge level. '
In this studys climate included three categories of
relationships: 1) principal—téacher, 2) teacber—teacher,
and 3) teacher-student. Although climate is difficult to
meashre (Argyris, 1958): instruments have beeh designed to
focus on particular aspects of én organization by

addressing only some of the dimensions. The dimensions of

7z
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principal-teacher and teacher-teacher relations ‘are from

Halpin and Croft (1982, p. 188) and are listed in Table 1.

Table 1. The ocpe Subscales

CHARACTERISTICS OF FACULTY AND PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR

Faculty Behaviors:

1) Hindrance (HINDRANCE) refers to the teachers'
feelings that they are burdened with routine
duties, committee work: and other requirements
that the teachers perceive as unnecessary "busy

. work." B

2) Intlmacy (INTIMACY) refers to the teachers'
enjoyment of warm and friendly personal relations
with one another.

3) Disengagement (DISENGAGEMENT) refers to the
teachers' tendency "to go through the motions""
without an actual commitment to the task at hand. -

4) Esprit (ESPRIT) refers to morale- -growing out of a
sense of both task accomplishment and social needs
'satisfaction.

Principal Behaviors: :

.5) Production emphasis (PRODUCTION) refers to close
supervisory behavior on the part of the principal.
-‘The principal is highly directive and not
.sensitive to faculty feedback.

6) Aloofness (ALOOFNESS) refers to formal and
impersonal principal behavior; the principal goes
by the "book"™ and maintains social distance from

, his or her staff.

7) Consideration (CONSIDERATION) refers to warm:
friendly behavior by the principal. The principal
tries to be helpful and do a little something
extra for the faculty when he or she can.

8) Thrust (THRUST) refers to dynamic principal
behavior in which an attempt 'to move the
organization' is made through the example that the
principal sets for the teachers.

wPrincipal-teacher relations addressed the dimensions

of production emphasis: aloofness: consideration, and
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thrust in the subtest of the OCDQ. Teacher-teacher
relations related to the dimensions of hindréncep intimacy.
disengageﬁent, and esprit.

A single score for climate called OPEN was the sum of
the'scores of the subscales of thrust and esprit minus the
subscale score for disengagement. The higher the score:,
the more open the climate. Teachers in an open climate
schobl work well together and evidence commitment to their
responsibilities in a congenial atmosphere where acts of
leadership emerge easily.

Teacher-student relations addressed control on a
- humanistic to custodialicontinuﬁm. The humanistic approach
stressed both the importance of the individual and the
creatioﬁ of aﬁ atmosphere that meets student needs.
Learning and behavior were viewed in psychological and
sociological terms. Self—discipline was substituted for
strict teacher control. A humanistic orientation led to a
democratic atmosphere with open channels of two-way
communication between pupils and teachers and increased
student self—détermination.

Teachers who have a custodial orientation conceive of
the school as an autocratic organizatioﬁ with a rigid
pupil-teacher hierarchy. The flow of powef and
communication is unilateral and downward; studenté must

accept the decisions of their teachers without question.
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Teachers do not attempt to understand student behavior but
instead view misbeﬁavior as a personal affront. They
perceive students as irreséonsible and undisciplined
persons who must be controlled through punitive sanctions.
The last categoryr expectancy motivation, addressed
the motivation of teachers to improve instructional
effectiveness. Vroom (1964) described expectancy., valence:
and instrumentality as essential concepts in motivation.
Expectancy is the belief that an individual's own efforts
will lead to successful performance. Valence is the degree

of desirability or attractiveness that an individual

~attaches to a reward. High valence means that the reward

is attractive to the individual, Rewards such as
satisfaction for task achievement (high student
performance) and esteem from students are rewards that
conceivably hold high valence for teachers. Corbett (1982,
p. 191) stated that "primarily because of teacher
isolation, students have been shown to be particularly
important sources of incentives for teachers."”

Instrumentality is the belief that a given performance will

lead to attaining the rewards (Vroom, 1964; Hoy & Miskel,

1982)., Vroom's model states that the propensity to start . -
and maintain behavior is the product of expectancy.
valencer and instrumentality.. The concept of motivation to

pursue an objective was described by Miskel et al. (1981)
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as expectancy motivation. Their selection of items to
portray expectancy focused on the attainment of educational
objectives. [
Ektrinsic expectancy motivation is tied to the rewards
provided by the organization; for example, recognition,
money and promotion. Intrinsic expectancy motivation is
from within'the individual. BAn example for an educator
would be the feeling that one had used one's abilities to
the fullest. The distinction between intrinsic expectancy
motivation and extrinsic expectancy motivation is.meant to
differentiate between the rewards that are under the direct
control of the individual and those that are not.
Effective school practices include elements associated with

teachers who are motivated to continually strive to-improve

instructional effeétiveness (NWREL/, -1986) .
Method of Data Collection

The primary approach to administering the four
instruments was to distribute and collect all instruments
at a faculty meeting or small group meeting in each
participating school during the last week of Septembe;_or
the first two weeks of October, 1987. The four instruments
in a booklet were distributed by an assistant either as
staff members entered the room or as théy were seated. The

same instructions were given at each meeting (see Appendix
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E). If there were no faculty meetings or small group
meetings scheduléd in the required time frame, some
principals used the assistant td.distribute and collect the
instruments on an individual basis.

The primary épproach of administering the survey
‘instruments at féculty meetings or inservice meetings in
_each participating school by assistants was used by Mulhern
in 1984 with the PCI and the expectancy motivation
instrument. The rate of retﬁ;n of instruments.at faculty
and inservice meetings was excellént (generally 106
percent), while return of iﬁstruments in cases where
alternative approaches were used was less successful. No
attempt was made to identify or pursue staff members absent
from school or attending other activities (e.g. coaches of
some sports)'on the day of data coilection; thus, these
staff members were not-included. |

Attitude towards mastery learning was measured by the
Attitude Towards Mastery Learning Instrument (ATML) found
in Appendix A. This instrument was reported in the
research by Okey (1977). Okey credited-the develdpment and
Qalidation of the ATML to Dorothy Gabel and 14 graduate -
students. The ATML has a Spearman—Brown reliébility-of
0.68. Scores on the ATML can range'ffom a low of 32

(negative attitude toward mastery learning) to a high of
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160 (positive attitude). A score of 96 represents a
neutral attitude towards mastery learning.

In the review of the ATML, Casagranda (19875
recommended that an additional item be added to address.

.summative testing. The last item in the ATML, number 33,

- was written by the researcher to address summative testingg

This revised version with the additional 1tem was. piloted
“during the summer of'1987.us1ng.graduate students in
.education in the Montana State;UniVersity‘sﬁmmer'program
and was subjectéd to,the‘Spearmen-Browh reliebility test -
(r = .6i64'). | | ”
Pr1nc1pal -teacher relatlons and teacher teacher
relations were measured by the subtests of the ocb@ that
was validated by Halpin and Croft in 1962. The developers
administered the final version of the OCﬁQ.to 71 elementary
schools. Using factor analysiss 64 items were grouped into
eight factors:, or subtests. Four of the subtests referred
to the characteristics of the faculty group: |
teacher-teacher relations, and four described various
components of pr1nc1pa1 ~teacher 1nteractions,.
principal-teacher relations. These eight clusters were
named for the eight dimensions of schoollclimate.'
Teacher-teacher relations included the dimensions of

hindrance, intimacy. disengegementr and esprit. The
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principal-teacher relations included the dimensions of
production emphasis: aloofness, consideration, and thrust.
Halpin and Croft (1962, p. 66)'compU£ed reliability as

summarized in Table 2.

~ Table 2. Estimates of Internal Consistehéy of the 0OCDQ

Subscale : Method A* Method B#** Method C**%*
1. Disengagement .73 .59 .66
2. Hindrance .68 ' .54 .44
3. Esprit - | .75 - .61 .73
4. Intimacy .60 .49 : .53
5. . Aloofness 026 .16 .72
6. Production Emphasis .55 . .73 .53
7. Thrust .84 .75 .68
8. Consideration .59 .63 .64

*Split-half coefficient of reliability, corrected by the
Spearman-Brown formula (N = 1151).
**Correlation between scores of the odd-numbered and the
even—numbered respondents in each school (N = 71).
***Communality estimates for three-factor rotational
solution (N = 1151).

Halpin and CrofE (1962, pp. 65-67) stated:

These estimates of dependability of the subtest
scores - and especially.the estimates derived
from the communalitites - satisfactory for the
present, exploratory phase of this research. 1In
short, we have chosen to evaluate these
equivalence estimates with full recognition of a
simple fact: a test may possess low
'reliability,' yet if all its non-error variance
is shared in common with the variance of other
varibles: the correlations between the test and
other 'external' measures can nonetheless be
substantial, and hencer in this sense, the test
can possess high predictive 'validity.'
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Brown (1965) repl1cated the Halpin and Croft study and B

substantlated the assigment of 1tems to subtests: found
comparable:subtest 1ntercorre1at;ons, and concluded that
‘the ‘instrument was reliable. | l
The OCDQ is usually administered to the-entire
profe551onal staff of each school, w1th each respondent

‘asked to. descrlbe the extent to wh1ch each statement .

. characterlzes h1s or her school ‘The responses to each

item are scaled along a four p01nt ‘continuum: rarely

occurs, sometlmes occurs: often occurs, and very frequently

.occurss 1y 2/ 3 and 4 p01nts, respect1vely.
To determlne the subscale scores for ‘an 1nd1v1dual,
each of the response scores for the 1tems in that subscale

. was added together and then divided by the number of 1tems

responded:to within- the subscale. D1v151on was carrledmto.‘ "

two decimal places. When more than 20'percent of the-itemsA

-in a suhscale were not-answered, the subscale ‘was -
discarded. The 0CDQ w1th scorlng 1nstructlons is 1ncluded
in Appendix B. |
Teacher—student relatlons‘were'measured by the Rupil
‘Control Ideology (PCl) instrument yalidated by Willowef et
al. in 1967. Willower et al. (1967) gathered data on the

instrument from 170 completed forms collected from the:

. faculty of seven schools, two secondary -and f1ve~elementary-'

schools from urban, suburban, and rural areas.
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The primary procedure used in validating the PCI Férm
was based upon principals® jngments concerning the pupil
control ideology of certain of their teachers. Principalé
were asked to carefully read descriptions of the custodial
’and humanistic viewpoints and to identify a specified
number of teachers whose ideology was most-liké each
description. Tﬁe number of teachers of each type to be
identified in this manner was based upon the fotal number

of teachers in each school; approximately 15 percent of ﬁhe
.faculty was identified with each description. It was then
possible.to compare mean scores on the PCI form for these
two groups o%_teachefs. |

Pfincipals of the seven schools mentiQned earlier made
the required judgments. A t-test of the difference 6f the
means of two independent samples was applied to test the
prediction that teachers judged to hold é‘custodial
ideology %ould-differ in mean PCI form scores from teachers
judged to have a humanistic ideology. Using a one-tailed
test, the calculated t-value was 2.639, indicating a
difference in the expected direction,s significant at the
.01 level. |

As a further check on the validity of the PCI form:,
the mean scores of personnel in the two schools known by

reputation to be humanistic were compared with the PCI form

scores of personnel in the other school at the same grade
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. /
levels in the sample. While no statistical analysis was
made in this instance, a trend in the expected direction

was clearly visible.

‘Finally, a cross—validation was carried out using the .

same techniques described earlier (based upon the
principals' judgments of teacher ideology). Using a
one-tailed test, Willower et al. (1967) found that the
difference in mean PCI form scores for teachers judged to
be custodial in ideology and teachers jﬁdged‘;o be
humanistic was significant at rhe .001 level.

| A split-half reliability coefficient was calculated by
correlating even-item subscores with odd-item subscores
(N = 170). The resulting Pearson product-moment '
coefficient was .91; application of the Spearman-Brown
formula yielded a‘corrected coefficient of .95. Hoy and
Miskel (1982) reported that in their research utilizihg the
PCI the Spearman-Brown reliability ranged from .91 to .95
(see Appendix C for the BCI instrument).

Expectancy motivation was measured by the.instrument
developed and velidated by Miskel er al. (1981). The
Miskel motivation and reward instrument required that
subJects respond to valence 1tems in terms of “1mportance
of reward“ and 1nstrumenta11ty 1tems in terms of a
_"likelihood of getting a reward” on a f;ve—point scale

ranging from "very unlikely" to "very likely;" The
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expectancy measure was also a five-point scale ranging from
"strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." The focus of the -
expectancy measure emphasized student achievement as an
indicator of attainment of éducationa; goals.

Miskel et al. (1981) coﬁpleted extensive review of the
instrument in terms of content, construct, convergént and
predictive validity as well as internal cﬁnsistency and
test-retest reliébility. They found the scales to be
reasonable, valid and reliable. (The -expectancy motivation
insfrument is found in Appendix D.) Miskel et al;.found
the alpha coefficients for reliability to be .79 for the
valence scaley ;83 for the instrumentality, and .71 for
expectancy. The overall reliability coefficient was .87.

All of the items on fhe instruments were checked Undér
_ the guideiines for nonsexist langdége as_recommendéd by the
BAmeric¢an Psychological Association.(APA) publication
manual. For examplé, an item from the OCDQ stated, "The
principal sets an example by working hard himself." This
was changed tor "The principal sets an example by working
hard." A substitution of Whe‘and she" was used to replace
"he" if the pronoun form waginecessary in the item.

After the data were gatherédw they were entered into

the computer and rechecked for accuracy.
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Method for O izing Dal

The design of the study involved five multiple
regression equations. Thereforer the data are presented
first in a summary table of descriptive statistics for each
of the five variables, followed by an analysis of variance
table for each multiple regression equation. When the
overall F is significant, a table follows with the analysis
of the raw score weights. A_stepwise regression model is
presented after the analysis of the raw score weights. 1In
conclusion, a summary of the shrinkage of the multiple
regression coefficient and the results of Mosier's double

cross validation are presented.

The following nuil hypotheses were tested at the-.05
level of significance.' Ferguson.(1981) stateé that it is a-
common convention to accept-leVels of significance of

either .05 or (01. The ch01ce of the -level- of significance
is determined by the consequences of making a Type I or a
Type II error. A Type 1 error occurs when a true null
"hypothesis is rejectedn while‘a Type IT error occurs when a
false nuli'hypothesis.is retained;"In'this study a Type II.
error might deprive the teachers of a strategy that would

have a positive effect on the climate of their school:
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.whlle a Type I error mlght cause a school district to spend
,money on a strategy ‘that does not relate to cllmate,

Schools are concerned with 1mprov1ng the teachlng/
'learnlng process but are faced with 11m1ted funds. " For
‘this study: the °05 level was chosen as a compromlse
‘between the .01 level of. s1gn1f1cance and the o1 level of
'51gnif1cance.l At the °05-1eve1y the researcher is guarding
‘against the fact. that there mlght be poor use of funds by
'adoptlng a strategy that’ would not be related to climate.
"but .05 was hlgh enough that a school would not reJect a
worthwhile strategy. For all of the statlstlcal hypotheses
‘testedr the p values .are reported,_'

The flve general questlons in Chapter 1 have been
.answered by the follow1ng hypotheses= | ' | _

l) Ho: Knowledge of prlnclpal-teacherkand .
rteacher—teacher relatlonSp teacher—student relatlons.
intrinsic expectancy motlvation, and extr1ns1c expectancy
motivation does not account for a s1gn1f1cant portlon of
the var1ab111ty in attltude towards mastery learnlng.-

Hi: Knowledge of pr1nc;pal teacher and -

teacher-teacher relatlonsp teacher-student relations,
' intrinsic expectancy motivation, and extrinsic expectancy
motivation does account for a s1gn1f1cant port1on of the

variability in attltude towards mastery learnlng.
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2) Ho: Knowlecge'of teacher-student relations,
'.intrinsiC‘expectancyAmotivation, extrinsic expectancy
motivation, and‘attitude tonards mastery learning coes not
account for a Significant portion of the variability of
pr1n01pa1 teacher and teacher-teacher relations.

Hi: Rnowledgé of teacher-student relations:
intrinsic expectancy'motivationr'extrinsic expectancy
notivationr and attitude towards mastery learning does
account for a significant,porticn of the,variabiiity'cf
principal-teacher and teacher—teacher'relations.

3) Ho: Knowledge of 1ntrin31c expectancy motivation,
extrinsic expectancy motivation, attitude towards mastery
learning, and principal-teacher and teacher-teacher:
relations does nct accbunt for a significant pcrticn of the
varianility in teacher-student-relations;

Hi: Knowledge of intrinsic expectancy motivationp
extrins1c expectancy motivation. attitude towards mastery
learning' and principal-teacher and teacher-teacher
relations does account for a significant porticn of the
variability in teacher-student rela.tions° |
| 4) Ho: Knowledge of attitude'towards mastery
learning., principal-teacher and teacner-teacher relations:
"and teacher-student relations does not account for a
significant portion of the Variability in intrinsic

expectancy motivation.
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His Knowledge of attitude towards mastery
learning, principal-teaqher,;elations ahd teacherfteaéher
relations,s and teacher-student relations does account for a
'significant portion of the variability in ihtrinsid
expectancy motivation. | '

5) Ho: .Knowlédge_of attifude‘towards mastery
learning. principal-teacher and teacher-teacher'relations,
and teacher-student relations does not account for a
significant portion of the variability in extrinsic |
'expectancy motivation.

Hi: Knowledge of.attitude towards mastery
learning:, principal—téacher relationss teacher-teacher
relations, and teacher-student relationé does account for a
significant portion of the variability in éxtrinsic
expectancy motivation.

Analysis of Data

This study was concernéd with accounting for the
variance in a given dependent variable by knowledge of
" independent variableé. Given the hypotheses of fhis study«
multiple regression was the'stafistic of choice.

Individual data were used so no information was lost

in the analysis. All data were of a continuous nature due

to the instrumentation that was selected.
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The scores on the ATML.ranged from a low of 32
(negative attitude) to-a‘high bf 160 (positive attitude).
A score of 96 was considéréd to be a neutral attitude.

The principal-teacher and teacher-teacher relations
scores from the subtests of the OCDQ rahged from a low of
-6 (negative) to a high of 40 (pésitive).

The teacher-pupil relations scores.ranged from 20 to -
100 on the PCI; the higher tﬁe'scorep the more custodial
the éupii ideology. In this reseérch, the scale was
reversed so as to be consistént with the préceding
. instrument in the booklet giVeh to the teachers; therefore:
the higher the score, tﬁe more humanistic the pupil
ideology.

Intrinsic expectancy motivation was calculated by
taking the sum of the values of the expectancy motivation
responses by the cross éroducts of the intrinsic items,
(a*g) + (b*h) + (c*i). Extrinsic eipectancy motivation was
calculated in the same manner except the extrinsié items
were used. The intrinsic and extrinsic expectancy |
motivation scores ranged from-a‘loﬁ of 9 to a high of
1,125, | _

The procedure for analeis_was the same for all the
hypotheses. A multiple regression equation was developed
for each hypothesis. Table 3‘givgs the variables for each

of the multiple regession eguations to be calculated.
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Table 3. Independent’ and Dependent Variables
' : for Regression Analysis- ,

" Hypothesis- Dependent =  Independent

Number - Variable . Variables .
1 X1% X2, X3, X4, X5
2 X2%% X3, X4, X5, X1
3 X3 **%k X4, X5, X1, X2
4 ) CLAAL X1, X2, X3
5 XS?*#** X1, X2, X3
*X1 = raw score on attitude toward mastery learning
*%X2 = raw score on principal-teacher’ and
teacher-teacher relations
*%*%*X3 = raw score .on the teacher~student relations
*%*%%X4 = raw score on intrinsic expectancy motivation
*****XS =

raw score on extrinsic expectancy motivation

An analysis:of variance'table iANOVA)'for‘multipie
regression was generated for each muitiéie regression
equation. The F calculated from this'tahie enabled the
researcher to conclude if the multiple correlation’
coefficient was greater than zero, -statistically, at the
.05 level. The interpretation of the multiple correlation
coefficient necessitated'that‘the researcher_consider
practical significance in regard to. the sise of the,'
multiple correlation coefficient.‘”When the nultiple
correlation coefficient Qas not. statisticaily:significant'
. - the analysis ceased for this hypothesiso' Descriptive
1nformation was then prov1ded to the readere '

When the multiple correlation coeff1c1ent was

significant' analysis continued 1n regard to the raw- score
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'weightss Hypotheses weré tested to see if a statistically
éignificant difference existed between the raw score weight
and zero when thg_other independenf variables wé;é taken
into account. | | ” . |

Stepwise regreséién was.éone to build the most
efficient regressidn equation when the muitiple‘cofrelation
coefficient was significéntg Stepwise regreégioﬁ continued
until the increasé in size of the;muitiple'cdrrélafion
coefficient was no'lonéef:stafistiéélly éignificahf at
alpha = .05 level. | o -

The multiple correlation cqefficient was'tested for
shrinkage. Mosier'é.double cfosé\validation was used for
further analysis to test.the stfength of tﬁe'mulfiple'

correlation coefficient.

The data entry‘process was correlated with the data
retrieval process to érevént errérs° The researcher, with
two assistants: exaﬁined the compﬁter printout of thé data
for possible errors andlmade appr0p;ia£e 6o:recfions before

analysis of the data.
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cﬁAPTER 4
FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATION
Introduction
The problem of this study was tc investigate the
interrelationships among elementary teachersi attitudes
toward mastery learning, climate, and expectancy
motivation. Climate was studied using principal—teacher
and teacher-teacher relaticnsr.and teacher—student {
relations. | | |
The design of the study was concerned w1th accountlng
for the variance in the glven dependent varlable by
knowledge of the 1ndependent varlables. Five multlple
regression equations were generated to match the five
general questions in Chapter 1. ‘Fcr each nultiple
regressicn equation,. the data are presented in an analysisr
of variance table (ANOVA).- When the overall F is
significant, a table folloWs\with the analysis of the raw
score weights. The stepwise regression'model is presented
after the analysis of the raw score weights.

Interpretatlon is presented for each hypothes1s. In

conclusionr the results of M051er S. double cross va11dat10n

are presented.
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The descriptive statistics for the variables are found
.in Table 4. This'table provides. the miniﬁumr maximum,
means and standard deviations for each variable.
Expectancy’motiéation is.dividea into intrinsic (EMII) and
extrinsic motivation (EMIE) .

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics forIOCDQ Subscales: ATML,
' PCI: and Expectancy Motivation (N = 342)

Variable Min. Max. Mean Std Dev.
HINDRANCE 1.00 " 3.83 2.21 0.60
INTIMACY l1.14 3.86 2.58 0.48
DISENGAGEMENT 1.00 i 3.50 1.73 . 0:,49
ESPRIT 1.40 4.00 2.96 0.54
PRODUCTION 1.14 3.57 2.06 0.43
ALOOFNESS 1.11 3.11 2,12 0.33
CONSIDERATION - 1.00 4.00 ‘2,06 0.60
THRUST 1.00 4.00 2.90 0.63
OPEN -.50 6.70 4,13 1.35
ATML 74.00 147.00 110.66 10.43
PCI 39.00 88.00 68.45 8.12
EMIX 225,00 1125.00 666.02 169.88

EMIE 88.00 1125.00 481.10 179.94

Twenty-seven elementary séhools received a total of
545 booklets of instruments; of this number 411 were
returned for 75.4 percent fésponse rate. Foxhpurposes‘of
analysisr the number of respoﬁdents was 342 complete data

sets.
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The five general questions in Chapter 1 have been
answered by the following hypotheses, tested at the .05
level of significance. For all of the statistical

hypotheses tested, the p-values are reported.
Hypothesis 1

Ho: Knowledge of principal—feacher and
teacher-teacher relafions, teacher-student relations, and
intrinsic expectancy motivation: and extrinsic expectaﬁcy
motivation does not account for a significant portion of
the variability in attitude tqwards\m;stery learning.

Hi: Kno&ledge of priﬁcipal—teacher énd -
teacher-teacher reiatioﬁSv teachérestudent relations,
.intrinsic éxpectancy motiyatipn, and extrinsic expectancy
motivation does'accqunt for a siéﬁifiéaﬁt portion of the
'Variability,in‘attitﬁdé towardé mastery learning. |

The null hypothesis forvthe‘dependent'v&riable of
attitude towafds.méstery léarnihg (ATML) was rejected at
the alpha = .05 leﬁeirués.shown'in Table.5. 'The adjusted
R-square for applying_this model was .0800. The amount of
‘variance that éan be aécounted fér by kndwledge of the

independent variables ﬁas 8 percent.
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" Table 5. .Multlple Regression ANOVA with ATML as
the Dependent Varlable

Sum of

'Rrsquare

" Mean o
Source DF ~Squares . Squares F value ' P
Model - 11 4067.09 . 369.74 3.697 0.0001
Error 330  33001.66  100.01 -
Total .. 341  37068.75 = - |
0.1097 - Adj. R-square 0.0800

Table 6 shows that. the pupil cohtrol orientation as

-measured by PCI, 1ntr1n81c expectancy - motlvatlon (EMII)r

'and the subscale of productlon empha51s (PRODUCTION) as

measured by the OCDQ contrlbuted signlflcantly to the

'varlance of the attltude toward~mastery learning score

(ATML) when the other variables were taken into accouht.

‘Table 6. Parameter Estimates for Dependent_Variable'ATML

Parameter Standard

Variable DF Estimate Error P
INTERCEPT 1 73.318 - . 8,427 0.0001
HINDRANCE 1 -0.517 - 1.096 0.6374
INTIMACY 1 0.484 . . 1.312 0.7121
DISENGAGEMENT 1. . 0.309 1.528 0.8399
ESPRIT .1 .1.028 1.527 : 0.5012
PRODUCTION 1 3.042 . 1.417 "~ 0.0326
ALOOFNESS 1 1.259 . 1,765 0.4762.
CONSIDERATION 1 -0.398 1.222 - 0.7448
THRUST = -1 -0.482 1.286 . 0.7075
PCI 1l 0.304 0.071 . . 0.0001
EMII 1 0.009 0.004 - 0.0273
EMIE 1

~=0.001 0.004 0.7948
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In applying stepwise regression to find the most
efficient model for the dependent variable of attltude
:towards mastery learnlng, the 1ndependent varlables of
teacherfstudent relations as measured_by the PCI, intrinsic
expectancy motivation (EMII) » and tne subscale‘of
production emphasis from principal-teacher relations were
1found to be statistically'significant at the'alphaté .05
level as shown 'in Table 7. . o

Table 7. Summary of Stepwise. Regress1on for
Dependent Varlable ATML

Variable ' Number  Partial Model’

Step ~Entered/Removed In Rrsquare R-square ' p
1 PCI 1 '0.0629 0.0629 0.0001
2 EMII ' 2 .0.,0256 0.0886 0.0022

3 PRODUCTION 3 0.0164 0.1050  0.0132

Application of Mosier's doUble cross validation
technique yielded multiple correlation coefficients of
0.0683 and 0.0864. Both of these ccefficients had

p-values that were less than .0006.
Ho: Knowledge of teacher—student relations. intrlnsic

expectancy motlvatlon: extr1ns1c expectancy motlvatlon, and

attitude towards mastery learnlng does not account for a
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significant portion o£~the variability of principal-teacher
and teacher-teacher relations.A |

- Hig Knowledge of teacher-student relations,. intrinsic
enpectancy motlvatlonp extr1ns1c expectancy motlvatlonp and
-attitude towards mastery learnlng does account for a
significant portion of the'variabi;ity‘of‘prinoipal-teacher
and teacher-teacher relations. | | |

Table 8 shows that the null hypothesis was rejected at

alpha = .05 level. Both-teacherestudent relatlons as
measured by the Pupil Control Index (PCI) .and extrinsic
expectancy'motiVation (EMIE{ contributed-significantly to
principal-teacher and teacheréteachervreiations.‘.The
contribution cannot be aocounted for by chance alone. The
adjusted R-square for‘applying'this model'wasAOtliBO. The
amount of variance that can be accounted for by knowledge
of the independent wariables was approximately 12 percent,’

. Table 8. Multlple Regression ANOVA with OPEN ‘as
the Dependent Varlable

' Sum of  Mean _
Source DF Squares Squares F.value P
Model . 4 80.04  20.01 ~  12.402  0.0001
Error . 337 543.76 1.61 , - v
Total 341 - 623.80 _—

R-square . 0.1283 adj. R-square 0.1180
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Table 9 shows that the pupil control orientation as
measured by PCI and extrinsic expectancy motivetion (EMIE)
contributed significantly to the variance of the OPEN score

when the other variables were taken into account.

Table 9. Parameter Estimates for Dependent Variable OPEN

Parameter Standard

Variable DF ~ Estimate Error P

~ INTERCEPT 1 -0.121 0.855 - 0.8879
ATML 1 0.005 0.007 0.5016
PCI 1 0.047 0.009 0.0001
EMII 1 -0.001 0.001 0.2572
EMIE 1l 0.002 0.0005 0.0002

Stepwise Fegression was applied to find the most
efficient model for the dependent variable ef principal-
teacher and teacher-teacher relations as measured by the
Organizational ‘Climate Descfiptioe Questionnaire (0OCDQ) .
The results are shown in Table 10. Teacher-studenf'
relations as measured by the Pupil Control Index (PCI) and
extrinsic‘expectancy motivation were foqnd.to'be
statistically significant at the;aipha = .05 1e§e1; ‘The
data in Table 10 indicate there'is almost total '
independence between the contributions of teacher-student

relations and extr1n51c expectancy motlvatlon,
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Table 10. Summary of Stepwise Regression
for Dependent Variable OPEN

' Variable Number Partial Model
Step Entered/Removed In R-square R-square P
1 | PCI 1 0.0805 0.0805 0.0001
2 EMIE 2 0.0437 0.1242 0.0001

The multiple correlation coefficients were .0808 and -
,1599.when Mosier's double cross validation procedure was
applied. Both of these coefficients’have a p-value of less
than .0002. | |

Hypothesis 3

s

Ho: Knowledge of intrinsic expectancy motivation:
extrinsic expectancy motivatiénr attitude towards mastery
learning, and principal-teacher and teacher-teacher
relations does not account for a significant portion of the
variability in teacher-student relations..

Hi: Knowledge Qf iﬁtrinsic expectancy motivations
extrinsic expectancy motivation: attitude towards mastery
learning, and principal-teacher and teacher-teacher
felations does account for a significant portion of the
variability in teacher-student relations. |

The null hypothesis for'the'dependent variable of
teacher-student relations as measured by the Pupil Control

Index (PCI) was rejected at the alpha = .05 level as shown
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in Table 11. The amount of Variance that was accounted for
by knowledge of the 1ndependent varlables when applylng

,thls model was approxlmately 14 percent.

_ Table 11. Multiple Regression ANOVA with PCI as
the Dependent Variable

" sum of Mean

Source DF Squares Squares F value .
Model 11 -3955;44'-‘ 359.586 6.395;' - 0.,0001
Error 330 18555.71 . . 56.229 _ : ‘ 4

Total 341 225l1916
' R~square 00,1757 '~ Adj. R-square N 0.1482

Table 12 shows. that the subscales of thrust (THRUST)
;and hindrance (HINDRANCE) of the Organlzatlonal Climate
Descrlptlon Questlonnalrep attltude toward mastery learnlng.
(ATML) » and extr1n51c expectancy motlvatlon (EMIE)
contrlbuted 51gn1flcantly to the" variance of’ the PCI score

when the other variables were taken into account.

Table 12. Parameter Estimates.for Dependent Variable PCI

Paraneter_ - Standard

Variable DF - Estimate’ - Error P
INTERCEPT -1 48.884 . - 6,469 - 0.0001
HINDRANCE" 1 =2.130 0.814 0.0093
INTIMACY 1 0.223 - 0.984 0.8208
DISENGAGEMENT 1 -0.131 1.463 0.9094
ESPRIT 1 0.454 1.146 0.6920
PRODUCTION 1

-1.338° - .:1.068 - 0.2110
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Table 12-—continued.:

- Parameter Standard

Variable DF Estimate Error p
ALOOFNESS 1 -0.096 1.325 0.9423
CONSIDERATION 1 1.385 0.914 0.1305
THRUST 1 2.048 . 0.958 0.0333
ATML 1 0.171 0.040 0.0001
EMII 1 0.002 0.003 0.5590
EMIE 1 0.003

-0.007

0.0255

The stepw1se regre551on ana1y51s for the dependent

varlable of teacher-student relations, Table 13, y1e1ded a

model containing thrustr attltude towards mastery 1earn1ng,

hindrance, and extrinsic expectancy motivation as

statistically significant at the alpha =

Table 13. Summary of Stepwise Regress1on
for Dependent Variable PCI

.05 leve

1.

" Model

Variable Number Partial
Step Entered/Removed In . R-square R-square P
1 THRUST "1 0,0774 0.0774 0.0001
2 ATML 2 - 0,0473 0.1248 - 0.0001
3 HINDRANCE 3 0.0262 0.1510 0.0014
4 ' 4 0.0210

EMIE

0.0133

0.1643

Appllcatlon of Mosier's -double c¢ross va11dat10n

technlque y1e1ded multlple correlatlon coefflclents of

.1352 and .1349. Both of these coefficients had p~-values

of iess than‘.0001.
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Ho: Knowledge of etﬁitudeItOWards masteff learnings
principal-teacher and teacﬁer-teadher relatidnsg and
teacher-student relatione does not ‘account fer a
.significant portion_of the_Variability in intrinsic
expectancy motivation. | |

Hi: Knewledge of attiﬁude towarde mastery learning,
principal-teacher and teacﬁerfteacher relations, and.
teacher-student relations does account for a significant
portion of the vefiability in_intrinsiq expectancy
motivation. | “

The null hypothesis for the dependent variable of
intrinsic expectancy motivation was rejected at the alpha =
.05 level as seen in Table 14. The adiusted R-square for
application of this model was .0298. Only 2.98 percent of
the variance in the dependent variable of intrineic
expectaney motivation could be accounted for by knowledge
of the independent variables of pfincipal-teacherlend
teacher-teacher relatlonSu teacher-student relatlonsp and

attitude towards mastery learnlng.
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Table 14. Multiple Regression ANOVA with EMiI as
the Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean
Source DF Squares Squares F value P
Model 3 377438 125812 4,493 0.0042
Error 338 9464040 28000
Total 341 9841478
R-square 0.0384 " Adj. R-square 0.0298

Table 15 shows that thg principal—teache; and
.teacher—teacher relations ‘as measured by the opennéss index
score (OPEN) oflthe Organizational Climate'Description |
Questionnaire (OCDQ), attitude toward mastery leafning
(ATML) » and teacher-sthdent:reiations as measured by the
pupil control orientation (PCIX.contributéd significantly
to the variance of the intrinsic expectancy motivation
(EMIi) score when the dther‘Variables were taken into

account.

Table 15. Parameter Estimates for Dependent Variable EMII

Parameter Standard
Variable DF Estimate Error , P
INTERCEPT 1 374.76 110.66 ' 0.0008
OPEN 1 13.26 7.00 0.0589
ATML 1l 2.69 .90 0.0029
PCI 1

-0.90 1.19 0.4523
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The model for the dependeot tariable of intrinsic
expectancy motivation that Qas deVeloped.through‘the use of
etepwise regression inciuded.only attitﬁde towards mastery
learning (ATML) as being statistically sionifioant aeﬁshOWn
in Table 16. - | | |

' Table 16. Summary of Stepwise Regression
for Dependent Variable EMII

Variable  Number - Partial  Model

Step Entered/Removed In - R=square R-square p
1 . ATML B 0.0279  0.0279 '0.0019

~ Application -of Moeier"s éouble cross Validation
technique ylelded multlple correlatlon coefflc1ents of
.0268 and .0295. Both of these coefficients had p—values
of less than .0325. -

',.Engthgeie;i'

Ho: Knowledge of attitude towards mastery learningr
principal-teacher and teacher-teacher relationsm ahd
teaoher-student relations aoes‘hot'account for a .
51gn1f1cant portion of the var1ab111ty 1n extr1ns1c :
'expectancy motlvatlon. | |

Hi: Knowledge of attltude towards mastery learnlngr
pr1nc1pal-teacher and teacher—teacher relatlonSr and

teacher-student relations does account for ‘a 51gn1flcant
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portion of the variability in extrinsic expeétancy
motivation. ' |

The null hypothesis for the dependent variable of
extrinsic expectancy.motivation was rejected at‘the alpha =
.05 level. The results of the analysis are displayed in
Table 17. The adjusted R-square for application of this
model was 0.0495. The amount of variance that can be
éccounted for in the dependent variablé of extrinsic
expectancy motivation by knowledge 6f the independent

variables was approximately 5 percent.

Table 17. Multiple Regression ANOVA with EMIE as
the Dependent Variable

- Sum of Mean
Source DF Squares Squares F yalué p
Model 3 639017 213006 6.921 0.0002

Error 338 10401868 30775
Total 341 11040885 '

R-square 0.0579 Adj. R-square _ 0.0495

Table 18 shows that the principal-teacher and
teacher-teacher relations as measured bf fhé'openness index
score (OPEN) of the Orgénizationéi'CIiﬁate Descfiption
Questionnaire (OCDQX{'Attitude_Towafds Mastery Learning
(ATML) » and teacher—étudent'relafidns as meésufedAby the

Pupil Control Index (PCI) cdn;ributed significantly to the
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variance of the intrinsic expectancy motivation (EMIE)

score when the other variables were taken into account.

‘Table'18. Pa;ameterAEstimates,fqr_Dependent Variable EMIE

Parameter - Standard |

Variable .  DF Estimate Error - P
'INTERCEPT 1 328.94  116.01 0.0049
OPEN 1 29.51 T 7.36 0.0001
ATML 1 1.78 .94 - 0.0598
PCI 1

-2.44 1.25 0.0526

The independenf variable of principal-téacher and
teacher—teacher relatlons as measured by the Organlzatlonal
_C11mate Descrlptlon Questlonnalre (OCDQ) openness score
(OPEN) was foqnd to be statistically significant at the
| alpha = .05 level ‘as shown in Tabie 19. .

Table 19. Summary of Stepwise Regression
- for Dependent Variable EMIE

Variable Number Partial Model

Step Entered/Removed In R-square R-square P
1 COPEN - . 1 . -0.0412 = 0.0412  0.0002

Application of Mosier's doﬁble cross validation
technique yielded multiple correlation coefficients of
.0197 and .0791. These coefficiéhts hévé'p-valueé of .0672

and .0002, respectively.
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CHAPTER 5 -
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The problem of this study was to.investigate the
interrelationships among elementary teacheis' attitudes

‘toward mastery learnings climate, and expectancy

" motivation.

Climate was studied using principal-teacher and
teacher-teacher re;ations: and teacher-student relations.
Climate was measured in terms of principal-teacher and
teacher—-teacher relations by the use of the openness index
of the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire
(0CDQ) and its subscales. Climate was also measured in
terms of teacher-student relations by use of the Pupil
Control Index (PCI). Expectancy motivation as defined by
Vroom (1964) was further divided into intrinsic expectancy
motivation and extrinsic expectancy motivation for this
research. |

A booklet~contaiﬂing these instruments with
inseructions was given to elementary teachers in the
_following elementary schools in Montana in the fall of

1987: Absarokee: Colstripr Cut Bank:. Lockwoodr Missoular
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and Roundup. There were 342 usable data sets from the 27
elementary schools.. | | |

The design of the étudy was concerned with acdounting
for the variance in the giveﬁ dependent variable by
knowledge of the independent variables. .Five multiple
regression equations were generated to match the five
general questions in Chapter 1. These null hypotheses were

tested at the .05 level of significance.

1) Teachers who were positive in their attitude
towards mastery learnihé‘were more interested in meeting
individual student needs and giving more réspénéibilities
to students (humahisfic orientation) than teachers who wére
negative towards master& leérning. These teachers
displayedr by‘their reéponses, more concern with feeling
personally satisfied that they had done a good job teaching
rather then receiving recognition ffom the administration.
In regard to relations with the principal: teachers who
were positive in their aftitude towards mastery 1earning
accepted a principal who was highly directive énd utilized
close supervisory behavior. - Interrelationships among these
variables support Guskey's (1984) observations that the
role of a teacher was more of a fagilitator and less of a

judge when the teacher.utilized mastery learning
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techniques. A facilitator stresses individual student
needs'and responsibiities. Guskey concludednthat as
teachers experienced a'positive change in the learning
outcomes of their‘studentshwith masteryhlearning
techniques; they expressed:both an increase in their
pos1t1ve feellng toward teachlng and an- lncrease 1n
Lpersonal respons1b111ty for student outcomes. The
' magnitude. of the 1nterre1at10nsh1ps; whlch was |
statistically slgnlflcant, accounted for elght percent ofh
the variance 1n attitude toward mastery learnlng when
. adJusted for sample size (refer to Table 5). Although'the
‘practlcal 1mpllcatlons may be limited, ‘the results:are
juseful to administrators considering impiementing mastery
learning. An administrator who wants to implement'thé
mastery Iearning paradigm.in a building or'district should
consider whether the individuals on staff are mot1vated by
recognition from the adm1n1stratlon or from w1th1n
themselves; whether the staff are w1111ng to cons1der the
needs of individual students ‘and assign respons1b111t1es to .
students; and whether the teachers seek.and:takeudirection |
from the administration; :

2) Teachers who percelved that they worked in a .
professional and congen1a1 atmosphere (open cllmate)
acknowledged more interest in meetlng_the needs_of

individual students}'more:concern'with hoth personally
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. feeling good about their teaching'efforts and receiving
recognition, and were more positive in their attitude
towards mastery learning than teachers who did not; The
findings are supported by Mdslow“é (1970) Hieiarachy of
ﬁeedskTheory of Human Motivatioh; The lower level needs of
physiological, safety aﬁd security, and social needs are
being met in a poéitive climate. Teachers can then focus
on higher needs such as esteem and self-fulfillment. 'When
the social needs are beiné metr the teacher can focus on
recognition.and personal fulfillment concerns in regard to
teaching. Mulhern’s (1984) research of New Jersey high
schools found that schools Qith more positive atmospheres:
or open climates: appeared to have a higher expgctancy
motivation than closed schools (p < .006). This study
supports the work of Hoy and Appleberry (1970) who
concluded that humanism in the pupil control orientation of
a school, a focus-on student individuél needs and
responsibilities, and the openness of the organizational
climate'of the ‘school were strongly correlated (r = 0.61).
The interrelationship, in this study. accounﬁed for
approximately 12 percent of the varignce in the climate or
atmosphere score. The practical significance is useful to
school administrators. An administrator who wants to
' create a more positive or open climate should-provide

opportunities for recognition and appreciation of staff and
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initiate a democratic atmosphere focused on‘meeting'
individual student needs with open channels of two-way
communication between pupils and staff. Students would be
‘treated'as responsibie individuals. ‘Self—discipline would
be emphasized for the students rather than strict teacher
‘oontrol.: | | '. | |

3) . Teachers who responded positively on neeting the
_needs of individual students (humanistic orientation) were
more personally motivated, more concerned uith appreciation"
and recognition, more positive in their attitude towards
mastery learning: and perceivedvthe atmosphere in the
‘:school as more positive than those teaohers"who did not
focus on meeting the needs of individual students |
(custodial orientation)° These teachers-aooepted‘principal
behavior in uhich an‘attempt‘"tO'mOVe the organization" was
evident and daid not percelve that they were being burdened
with unnecessary “busy work," Commlttee worky routlne
duties, and paperwork were percelved as necessary by
teachers who focused on the 1ndlv1dua1 needs of students.
When applying this model. the amount of the varlance that
could be accounted.for by knowledge of how staff'felt about
meeting the 1nd1v1dual needs of students was approx1mately
15 percent (refer to Table 11)° There is practlcal:
. significance for an admlnlstrator who would. like to foster -

a goal of meetlng the 1nd1V1dual needs of students. This -
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administrator should consider implementing mastery learning
coordinated w1th opportun1t1es for staff apprec1atlonr
“_recognltlon, or promotlon (extr1ns1c expectancy
motivation). Aan effort to "move the organization"” (thrust)
and increased duties for the staff (hindrance) are
activities which the admlnlstrator should pursue° The
1ncluslon of thrust supports the work of Hoy and Appleberry
-(1970) who concluded that there was a correlation (r =
0.61) between humanlsm in the pup11 control or1entatlon and
openness of organizational climate. Hlndrance, the |
perception that teachersﬂuere bothered‘with'unnecessary
"busy work," was low;.dteachers‘believed that the work
required of them was'essentiai for the‘students.and7or
instruction. The results support the research by Mulhern
(1984) who found that secondary teachers with a more
" humanistic pupil control 1deology had a hlgher expectancy
‘motivation (p < .0006). 4

4) . Teachers who felt personal'rewardslfrom teaching
(intrinsic expectancy motivation5 were more positive
towards mastery learningr perceiVed the atmosphere in the
school as more professional and congenial (open climate).
and focused more on meeting the individual needs of the
students than teachers uho did not. This finding supports
the conclusions of the meta-analysis of mastery learning

studies by Guskey and Gates (1986). They concluded that
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mastery learning teachers had an increase in their positive
feelings toward teaching. The interrelatibnship in this
study accounted for three percent of the variance in
feelings of personal rewards. from teaching (refer to Table
14 for the adjusted R-square). Practical implications are
limited, but an administratqr'should be aware that there is
a slight relationship betwéén attitude towards mastery.
learning and the intrinsic motivation of a teacher.

5) Teachers who were concerned with recognition and
appreciation (extrinsic expectancy motivétioh) were more
positive in théir aftitudé towards mastery learnihg,
perceived the climate or atmosphere as more positiver ané
focused more on the individual needs of the students than
teachers who were not as concerned with recognition and
appreciation. The ‘magnitude of the R-square accounts for
approximately five percent of the variancé if this model
was applied (as shown in Table 17). Howeverr because of.
inconsistencies in cross validation: the following
conclusion is made with caution. 1In an effort to increase
opportunities for recognition and appreciation for staff,
administrators shbuld promote the aspects of an open |
climate which include efforts td”"move the organization."
provide a sense of both task aCcomplishmént and social
needs satisfaction (esprit). and promdte commitment to the

present tasks.
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In summaryr there was an interrelationship among
selected elements of the effective school research and
mastery learning. Meeting thg_needs of indiVidual students
(humanistic orientation) was common to both mastery
learning and a positive atmosphere or climate (OPEN). A
positive attitude towardé mastery learning (ATML) was the
factor for éxplaining teachérs"personal satisfaction with
teaching (intrinsic expecfancy motivafion), Extrinsic
expectancy motivation; which is characterized by providing
opportunities for staff recognition; apéreéiation: and
promotion"was a factor for both a positive climate (OPEN)
and meeting the needs of individual students (huﬁanistic

orientation).
Recommendations

Administrators who wish. to implement elements of the
effective school research, specifically a positive climates
should have a goal of meeting the needs of individual
students. In order to achieve this goal, admihistrato;s
should initiate "efforts to move the organizafion"

(thrust), implement the mastery leérning paradigm (ATML);
assign teachers duties that are not perceivéd as a burden
(hindrance) » and provide staff opportﬁnities for o
appreciation or'recognition (extrinsic expectancy-

motivation).
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Principals who wish to implement the effective schooi
research should consider initiating the mastery learning
paradigm in their schools. Additional teaching strategies
such as Teacher Expectations Student Achievement (TESA) »
~Models of Teachincy,Instructional Strategies into Practice
(ITIP) » and wait time should be'included in a lcng term
study to determine the interrelationships amcng.these
strategies and elements.of the'effective school research,
such as climate and eXpectancy motivaticn. More research
in this area would give admlnlstrators pract1ca1 tools for.
implementating the effectlve_school research.

Teacher preparation programs should consider the
_1nterre1at10nsh1p between the mastery learnlng paradlgm and
the effective school research and evaluate what empha51s
programs place on the elements of mastery learning. The
teacher preparation programs should promote an '
understanding of practices that‘correlate with the
effective school research and effective instruction.

This study of mastery 1earn1ng and selected elements
of the effective school research should be replicated in
other states and in urban settlngs,- The schools in this
study were all 1ocated'in-Montana,and wculd be:consiaered'
:rural. ~- _ “ B A'U .
Scholars in the f1e1d of educatlonal research should

consider additional research on the personal response of
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teachers to change. 1If an administrator initiates the
mastery learning paradigm in,a school; some teachers will
resist the implementation. Administrators need information
and training on how to help indiyidual teachers adopt new
teaching strategies. This is esbecially true in the second
and third year of 1mp1ementatlon when the enthusiasm may
'begln to wane.

Another area for further study is in the group
dynamics of adoptlng effectlve instruction technlques
‘through school or d1str1ct staff development opportunltles.
Is there a cr1t1cal mass of adoption of the techniques that
is necessary before the cllmate becomes more favorable and
reinforces the initial adoptlon° Joyce and Showers (1988)
wrote of the need for certain staff to "learn to'learn“
'_before they are ready to be introduced to instructional
techniques that will increaSe.student achievement. How can
a district develop an opt1mal climate for 1ntroduc1ng
effective instructional strategies? Developlng an optimal
climate for introducing instructional strategies would help
administrators implement the effective school research in

an efficient manner.
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. .Attitude Toward‘Mas;ery Learning Quesfiohhaire'(ATML)

The purpose of this instrument is to get your reaction.
to statements about testing and grading. - Please answer
each item by circling the answer which best indicates how
you feel about each statement. There are no right or wrong

answers. )

SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree
U = Undecided
D = Disagree
SD = Strongly Disagree. -
l.  Tests aid students ih learning. SA A U D SD

2. Students should be told what they
will be tested on before they take:
the test. _ SA A U D 'SD

3. Any teacher could find diagnostic’
testing helpful. _ SA A U D 8D

4. I use tests to find out which
students are failing which tasks and
then I try to do something about it. SA A U D 8D

5. If students perform poorly on testss
then they have not learned o
the material. - SA A U D 8D

6. Students could administer and score
their own tests. : SA AU D 8D

7. Low test scores may indicate that the
teacher failed to teach what was .
necessary. - - ' . SA A U D 8D

8. Tests given every three to four weeks
are enough to tell how a student is .
doing. , 'SA A U D SD

. 9. All students could eventually do

equally well if given enough

time to learn. SA A U D SD




10.

11.
'125

13.

14.

15.

16,
17.

18,
19.
20.

21.

22,

23.
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I would prefer to spend less time
making out and grading tests. and
more time teachlng. ,

My tests show what a student knows
about what I taught.

By using test scores; I can find out
which teaching materials and
procedures are doing a good job°

Tests should only be graded by the
teacher.

The primary purpose of tests is to
compare students and glve grades.

Tests written to dlagnose individual
learning problems are impractical.

Generally, it is the fault of
students if they make low scores
on a test.

Short tests given frequently are
valuable since they give a good idea
of how my students are progressing.

Discussing the subject with students

~can be a good form of testing.

Student results on diagnosfic,
tests often alter my subsegquent
instruction,

Testing takes more t1me than it's
worth.

There will always be As Br Cs D
and F students in every course
and subject. .

'Teachers should teach spec1f1ca11y

to prepare students for tests.

The most important‘job of a teacher
is to see that all students master
the objectives of the course.

SA

SA

SA
SA -
SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

_SA

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD.

SD

'+ 8D

)" SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

. 8D
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25,

26.

27,

28.

29.
30.

31,

32.

33.
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No matter what the teacher does,
some students will always do much
better on tests than others.

A student who does poorly on a test
should restudy and be tested again.

It is possible in ordinary classrooms
to diagnose students' individual
learning problems and

to correct them.

Some students may work faster than
others. and cover more materials:, but
nearly all students can reach a hlgh_
level of achievement.

If most students in a class receive

‘A's, the teacher is too lax.

Most classes are so large that it is
impractical to give individual
assignments.

If a teacher gives slow students the
time they need to master a topice
bright students will become bored.

Tests do not really show how much a
student has learned.

The important things- students learn
in class often are not part of the
planned lesson. - .

It is important to measure student
achievement with a summative exam.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

' SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD’

SD
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' Organlzatlonal Climate Descrlptlon Questlonnalre (OCDQ)

Please answer the follow1ng questions about your

.'school. Please answer them by marking one
11nes provided for each answer.:

any one item, but answer it as you think the situation

RO

SO
00
VFO

1.

"2

10,

11.

-exists in your school.
section.-
this instrument.

Rarely occurs
Sometimes occurs

Often occurs

Very frequently occurs

Teachers' closest friends are other
faculty members at this school.

The mannerisms of teachers at thls
school are annoylng._'

Teachers spend time after school
with students who have individual
problems. . :

Instruction for the operation of
teaching aids is available.

Teachers invite other faculty members
to visit them at home.

There is a minority group of teachers
who always oppose the majority.

Extra books . are avallable for
classroom use.

Sufficient time is given to prepare

admlnlstratlve reportsr

Teachers know family background of
other faculty members° ' :

Teachers exert group pressure on
nonconforming faculty members.

In faculty meetings, there is the
feeling .of "let's get things done.”
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RO
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There are 64 questions in this
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108.

Administrative paper work is
burdensome at this school.

Teachers talk about their personal
life to other faculty members.

Teachers seek special -favors from
the pr1n01pa1..f

School supplies are readily available
for use in classwork.

Student progress reports requ1re too
much work. .

Teachers have fun soc1a1121ng together
during school time.

Teachers interrupt other faculty
members who are talking
in staff meetings.

Most .0f the teachers here accept the
faults of their colleagques.

Teachers have too many committee
requirements-

There is considerable laughter when
teachers gather informally.

Teachers ask nonsensical questions
in faculty meetings.:

Custodial service is available when
needed.

Routine dutles 1nterfere with the
job of teachlng.

Teachers prepare admlnlstratlve
reports by themselves.

Teachers ramble when they talk in.
faculty meetings.-

Teachers at. this school show much
school spirit.
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The principal goes out of his or her
way to help teachers.

The pr1nc1pa1 helps teachers solve
personal problems.

Teachers at this school stay by
themselves. .

The teachers accomplish their work
with great vims vigor, and pleasure.

The principal sets an example by
working hard. . C

1
The principal does personal favors
for teachers. -

Teachers eat lunch by themselves in
their own classrooms. :

The morale of the teachers is high.

The principal uses constructive
criticism.

. The principal stays after school to

help teachers finish their work.

Teachers socialize‘together in small
select groups.

The principal makes all class-
scheduling decisions.

Teachers are contacted by the
pr1nc1pal each day.

The principal is well prepared when
she or he speaks at school functions.

The principal helps staff members
settle minor differences.

The principal schedules the work
for the teachers.

Teachers leave the grounds durlng
the school day.
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Teachers help .select whlch courses
will be taught. - :

The principal corrects teachers”

mistakes.

The principal talks a great deal.

' The principal explains his or her
. reasons for criticism to teachers.

The principal tries to get better
salaries for teachers.

- Extra duty for teachers is posted

consplcuouslye‘

- The rules set by the pr1n01pa1 are

never questioned.

The principal looks out for the
personal welfare of teachers.

School secretarial service is
available for teachers" use.

The principal runs the faculty

. meeting 11ke a buslness conference.

The pr1nc1pa1 is in the buildlng

‘ before teachers arrive,

Teachers work together preparlng
administrative reportse.

Faculty meetings are organized
according to a tlght agenda°

Faculty meetings are malnly
principal-report. meetings.

The prlnc1pa1 tells teachers of new
ldeas that ‘she or he has run across.

Teachers talk about 1eav1ng the

.school” system.

The principal checks the subject-

‘matter ability of teachers.
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The principal is easy to understand. RO SO 00 VEO

Teachers are informed of the. results

- 'of the supervisor's visit. '~ RO SO 00 VFO

.The principal insures that teachers
-work to their full capacity. o RO SO 00 VFO
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Subscales
uli.' Characteristics of the Group

...’ Disengagement
(10 items). .

Hindrance
(6 itgms)

Espnit'
(10 items)

Intimacy
(7 items)

I1. Behavior of the Leader

.- 'Aloofness’
(9 items)

| Production Emphasis
(7 items) -
‘Thrust
(9 items)

Consideration

(6 items) ;
Response
Rarely Occurs (RO)
Sometimes Occurs (SO)

- Often Occurs (00) .
Very Frequently Occurs (VFO)

*:Scdred Negatively B

'Scoring for the

oCpe-1V
Items

2, 6+ 10, 14, 18, 22, 26,

30, 38, 60
4%, 8%, 12, 16, 20, 24

3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 21, 23,
27, 31, 35

"1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 25%, 56

34, 40, 44, 51, 53%, 54,
57+ 58’ 63* ) '

39, 43, 46, 47, 50, 61,
64 '

28, 32, 36, 41, 48, 52,
55, 59, 62

29, 33, 37, 42, 45, 49

Score

= D
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for an Individua

1. Add the response scores for items responded to within a
subscale. Then divide this sum by the number of items
responded to within the subscale.

2. Do for. all eight subscales.

Note: Carry division to two decimal points. If more
" than twenty percent of the items in a subscale
are not answered, the subscale is to be
- discharged.

1. Compute individual subscale scores as above.

‘2. - Add sﬁbscale scores within a subscale across
individuals. Then divide this sum by the number of
individual subscale responses.

.3, Do for all eight subscales.

1219§tigg\gnd Analysis _ ¢

Plot or conduct analysis of subscales.
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APPENDIX C

'PCi Questionnaire
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Pupil Control Index. (PCI)

On the following pages a number of statements about
teaching are presented. Our purpose is to gather
_1nformat10n regarding the actual attitudes of educators
. concerning these statements. _

You will recognize that the statements are of such a
nature that there are no correct or incorrect answers. We
are interested only in your frank opinion of them.

Your responses will remain confidential:r and no
individual will be named in the report of this study. Your
cooperation will be greatly appreciated.

o Instructions: Following are 20 statements about

- schools:, teachers: and pupils. Please indicate your
personal opinion about each statement by circling the

appropriate response at the right of the statement.

SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree
U = Undecided
. D = Disagree
SD =.Strongly Dlsagree

1. It is desirable to require pupils to
: sit in assigned seats during _
assemblies. : - SA A U D SD

2. Pupils are usually not capable of
solving their problems through
logical reasoning. . SA A U D 8D

3. Directing sarcastic remarks toward
a defiant pupil is a good _
disciplinary technidue. SA A U D 8D

4, Beginning teachers are not likely to
maintain strict enough control over
their pupils. . SA A U D SD

5. Teachers should consider revision of
their teaching methods if these are
- criticized by their pupils. SA A U D SD-

6. The best principals glve unquestioning
support to teachers 1n dlSClpllnlng
pupils. : , . SA A U D 8D

7. Pupils should not be permitted to
' contradict the statements of a
teacher in class. . SA A U D 8D




10.

11.

12.

13.

14. .

15.

. 16.

17,
18.
19.

20.

116

It is justifiable to have pupils learn

many facts about a.subject even if
they have no immediate application.

Too much pupil time is spent on
guidance and activities and too
little on academic preparation.

Being friendly with pupils often

- leads them to become too familiar.

It is more important for pupils to
learn to obey rules than that they
make thelr own decisions.

Student governments are a good "safety

valve" but. should not have much
influence on school policy.

Pupils can be trusted to work
together without supervision.

If a pupil uses obscene or. profane
language in school, it must be
considered a moral offense.

If pupils are allowed to use the
lavatory without getting permission:
this privilege will be abused.

A few pupils are just young hoodlums
and should be treated accordingly.

It is often necessary to remind
pupils that their status in school
differs from that of teachers.

A pupil who destroys school
material or property should be
severely punished.

Pupils cannot percelve the difference

between democracy and anarchy in the
classroom.

Pupils often misbehave in order to‘
make the teacher look bad. -

' sA

SA

SA

SA

Sa

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

Sa

.SD

SD

SD

SD

Sb

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
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Informatioh Sheet

2., Maritial status

(
(

3. Age

(
(

4. Years of experience

) Single -.( ) Married (
) Separated or Divorced

) 20-29 vears ( ) 30-39
) 50-59 ~( ) -60-69

5. Amount of education

(.

6. Unde
(
(

v‘vvvvv

(
(
( .
(
(

Less than Bachelor's degree
Bachelor's degree

Master's degree

Doctor's degree

rgraduate preparatlon

Please complete this form by checking the
appropriate boxes and filling in blanks.

Instructions:
| ‘where indicated. This will be kept-
| confidential. B
1. Sex . . ‘
‘ () Male  ( ) Female

) Widow(er)

(. ) 40-49

Bachelor's degree plus addltlonal credlts

Master's degree plus addltlonal credlts

) Major within the field of education
) Major in area outside the field of education

7. Graduate preparation
) Major within the f1e1d of education
) Major in area outside the field of education

(
(
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APPENDIX D

Expectancy Motivation Questionnaire
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Expectancy Motivation Instrument

- Instrumentality items (I)
[Response categories:
EL Extremely llkely

QL = Quite likely

FF = Fifty-fifty chance
SU = Somewhat unlikely
NL = Not at all likely

If you perform your job especially well, how 11ke1y is it

" that each of these. things will happen?

1.. You will feel better about
' yourself as an educator. EL

‘2. You will be given a chance to
learn new things. ' EL

3. You will get a feellng that
. you have accompllshed something

worthwhile. EL

. 4. Your coworkers w111 be frlendly
' ‘with you. - EL
5. Your supervisor will praise you. EL

6.  You will be ‘asked for advice
‘ by students., ' , . EL

Valence items (V)
.Response categories:

EI = Extremely important
QI = Quite important -

- I = Important
MI = Moderately 1mportant
LI = Less important-.

How important is . S

7} . Feeling good about yourself as
an educator.' ‘ o EI

- 8. The chances you have to learn
. new thlngs. T . EI

9. " The chances you have to accomplish
something worthwhile.. e ‘ EI

QL

QL

QL

QL
QL

QL

QI
QI

QI

FF-

FF

FF

FF

FF

FF

I

I

I

SU

SuU

SU

SuU
SU

SU

MI

MI

MI

NL
NL
NL

NL
NL

NL

LI
LI

LI
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10. The friendliness of your coworkers. EI QI I MI LI

11. The pralse you receive from your . .
" supervisor. _ EI QI I MI LI

- 12. Being asked for advice by students. EI QI I MI LI

:Expectancy items (E)

This section is designed to gather information about
how educators feel about their jobs. Please circle the
letter(s) that best describes your feelings.

Response categories:

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

N = Neutral

D = Disagree

SDh = Strongly Dlsagree

13, Energetlc educators are not . .
particularly successful teachers. SA A N. D 8D

14. Putting forth a high degree of
effort leads to a high level
of performance. SA A N D SD

| 15." Intensive efforts by educators
lead to high student achievement.’ SA A N D SD
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APPENDIX E

Directions to Staff




L I S

122

Directions to Staff
The assistant in chargé of administering the

- instrumént will give the following instructions to the

 faculty members:

All of you are fam111ar with "personality" tests,
and how a profile can be constructed to describe an
individual's personality. ' In a similar fashion we are

, attempting to measure the "personality" of this school
with the OCDQ@ and the PCI climate instruménts before
you. The two additional instruments in.the booklet

. address grading and motivation and are included in the
booklet for research at Montana State University. It
is important that your answers be "independent"; so
please do not discuss your answers with the other
teachers until all the instruments have been
collected.

Let me emphasize that this is a school proflle,
individual responses will be confidential.

The following statements have no correct ot ‘
incorrect answers. Please answer each item by marking
one of the answers for each statement. Do not dwell
too long on any.one item. We are interested in your
frank perceptions regardlng these statements. Note
that there are 12 pages in the instrument. Please
complete all of the items. It should take about 35
minutes. Your responses will remain anonymous and no
individual will be named in the report of this
research. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

The results of this research will be available to
the participants in the study by contacting the
researcher. The address for the researcher is on the
back of your instrument. Thank you..
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