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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCT ION: THE PROBLEM, REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND HYPOTHESIS
Statement of the Problem

This study explores the relationships among the variables of
satisfaction, performance and ieadership within the context of a
particular type of classroom setting—large sections of introductory
soclology classes. In particular the influence of different leadership
styles on member behavior is examined. The questions raised are: (l) Do
different types of classroom leadership Influence student's performance
and satisfaction? and, (2) To what extent is student performance and

satisfaction related under different types of classroom |eadership?
Conceptual Framework

Independent Variable

Descriptions and analyses of leadership have foliowed two approaches:
(1) that of assuming leadership to be a function of personal ity ftraits,
e.g., aggressiveness, high intelligence, decisiveness, etc; and (2) viewing
leadership as a situational phenomenon; that is, leaders arise to meet
the demands of particular situations. The first approach has not been shown
to be fruitful while The second appears To be a more useful way of approaching
leadership phenomena. Cilassroom leadership In this study was, by design,
situational in nature.

The variable satisfaction, performance and leadership appear fo

cluster In some common relationship. One of the objectives of this study



is to identify in what sorts of contexts the three variables are closely
associated and in which they tend to appear independent of each other in
the classroom. |

While research does not indicate a consistent or necessary
relationship between satisfaction and performance, the |iterature provides
ample support for the proposition that leadership affects satisfaction
and performance in the group context. For example, in their study of the
effect of differing leadership role types on.group behavior of children,
Lippitt and White identified three leadership role types which produced
significantly different behavior.! The three leadership role types were:
(1) Mauthoritarian," characterized by extreme directiveness and role
rigidity, as well as aloofness from group members; (2) 'democratic,"
described as being objective, helpful to group members and quick to praise
good work; (3) the "laissez-faire" role type, in which the |eader is passive,
not given to praise, criticize or provide helpful suggestions.

The results of The study indica?ed that leadership style produced
distinguishable patterns of group behavior; (1) Under "democratic"
leadership, the children qisplayed warm, friendly relations with each
other, were able to work in a cooperative atmosphere and progressed at a
steady rate toward the accomplishment of.group goals; (2) children under
"laissez-faire" leadership had more diffliculty In achieving group goals and
dispiayed a lack of group goal—ofienTaTion in thelr activities; (3) under
"authoritarian" leadership, two patterns emerged, aggressiveness and apathy.

The children were |eader orientated and quite dependent of the directions

lRonald Lippit+t and Ralph White, "An Experimental Study of
Leadership and Group Life," in Swanson, Newcomb and Hartley (eds.), Readings
in Soetial Psychology (New York: Henry Holt & Co., 1952), :



of the leader, although the aggressive reaction indicated a rebellion
against the leader, while the apathetic children seemed fo cognize their
submissiveness in forms of "felt frustration." Other research has further
pointed to the influence of |eadership style on satisfaction and performance.
In a study by Katz, Maccoby and Morse, high productivity was found
to be closely associated with quasi-democratic supervision.? Supervisors
of high producing work units apparently delegated authority and did not
closely supervise their subordinates. Supervisors of low producing units
frequently checked up on employees and were more rigid in gliving specific
work instructions. Also indicated in this study was the tendency for
high satisfaction to be related to a preference for "general supervision.'3
And the supervisors of high sections were more |ikely to rate high on the
"demécraTic characteristics" scale than were the supervisors of low
sections, while low supervisors were rated high on the "authoritarian
characteristics scale" and high supervisors ranked low.
Generally, then, both studies reported above suggesf-a "causal" chain
in which democratic leadership produces high saTisfacfion which in furn
results in high productivity or performance. Similar findings can be

reported in a variety of contexts.t

2Daniel Katz, Nathan Maccoby and Nancy Morse, Productivity,
Supervision and Morale in an Office Situation: Part I, Ann Arbor: Institute
of Social Research, University of Michigan, 1950,

31bid., pp. 32-33.

“See: D. Katz and R. Kahn, "Leadership Practices in Relation to
Productivity and Morale," in Cartwright and Zander (eds.) Group Dynamice
(New York: Harper & Row, 1960), pp. 554-570; F. J. Roethlisberger and
W. J. Dickson, Management and the Worker (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Univ.
Press), 1939; and, D. Katz, N. Maccoby, G. Gurin and G, Lucretia,
Productivity, Supervieion and Morale Among Railroad Workers (Ann Arbor:
Survey Research Center, Michigan Univ., 1951),



However, There are conditions undef which this relationship does
not hold. Indeed there are findings showing_a negative relationship
between satisfaction and productivity and leadership style. For example,
Berkowitz explored the relationships between satisfaction and performance
and the "sharing of leadership."3 Data indicated that group members were
somewhat dissatisfied with the leader's "permissiveness." The data also
indicated that the implementation of democratic, authority-sharing
leadership styles was detrimental to group cohesion, satisfaction, and
producfivify. Berkowitz proposed that preconceived notions of leadership—
as a value—functions much the same as a value in‘any normative systems;
individuals who violate the groups behavioral expectations and normative
prescriptions are rejected. |t is apparent that decision-making groups
demaﬁd strong, direct, aggressive leadership from the designated leader,
resulting from the collective sense of urgency in the making of decisions
or solving problems within the group context. Consequenfly, group members
rejected those members who displayed leadership but were not considered to
be "the designated leader,"®

Leadership style, then, has been shown to produce discerable patterns
of behavior, although the same type does not necessarily produce the same
behaviors in all contexts. The importance of leadership style, vis-a-vis

the classroom, lies in the differential attitudes and bahavior which may be

5| eonard Berkowitz, "Sharing Leadership in Small, Decision-Making
Groups," The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, Vol. 48:2, (April,
1953), pp. 231-238.

6Bass further suggests that satisfaction and performance may be
affected by interweaving variables, such as differential participation in
instrumental activities, supervision and differences in experience and
age among group member, B. Bass, Organiaational Psychology (Boston: Allyn &
Bacon, Inc., 1965), pp. 38-40.



a function of leadership. Although the leadership styles will be discussed
more explicitly in Chapter {1, it should be noted here that the writer
proposes that in the classroom, laissez-faire and democratic leadership
types may produce differing behavior and attitudes which are manifest in

expressed satisfaction and performance.

Dependent Variables
The variable satisfaction has been used in conjunction with and
often times synonymously with "morale." In elaborating on the dimensions
of worker morale, Miller and Form point out that, "The concepts of 'satisfaction,’'
'motivation,' and 'esprit de corps' float around within the scope of
~employee morale."? Miller and Form further provide three working definitions
of morale:
|. Morale is the sum of satisfactions which the individual (or group
members) experience because of his membership and involvement in
‘an organization.
2, Morale is the state of motivational drives through which the
individual (or group members) experience confidence in his ability

to achieve goals and Yo cope with future challenges.

3. Morale is the consensus of "esprit de corps" exhibited by a group
in the pursuit of group goals.8

Morale, then, is a group property expressed through the satisfaction
of individual members, and aggregate measures of satisfaction are used as
indicators of morale. In this study, expressed satisfaction is viewed as a
manifestation of morale. Thus, for example, dissatisfaction expressed by
class members is an indicator, a reflection of low morale, and high

satisfaction and indicator of high morale.

7Delbert C. Miller & William H. Form, Industrial Sociology: The
Sociology of Work Organiaatione (New York: Harper & Row, Inc., 1964), p. 706.

81bid.



A task of This study is to explore'The associatlion between
satisfaction and performance under different leadership styles. The
importance of satisfaction and performance for understanding the behavior
of men in organizational research., Several outstanding researches appear
in the Iiterature which treat satisfaction and performance as key variables.

Mayo, Roethlisberger and Dickson, in the now well known "Western
Electric" or "Hawthorne Plant" studies, were concerned with identifying
factors leading to increased worker productivity. In the various Hawthorne
experiments, the researchers concluded that worker morale is a function
of informal infteraction among workers. Consequential research at the
Hawthorne Plant revealed that worker morale and productivity were closely
associated; where morale was found to be low, productivity was low and
where‘morale was high productivity was high.?

However, the Hawthorne studies have drawn some criticism. Whyte,
for example, has suggested that because the workers, as research subjects,
were aware of the experiment they may have responded more to their "special

10 This bias in the research

treatment" than to changes in work situation.
process has become known as the "Hawthorne Effect." Carey maintains that

due to flaws in experimental design and the Hawthorne effect, the

9See: F. J. Roethlisberger & W. J. Dickson, Management and the
Worker (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1931); Roethlisberger and Dickson,
Counseling in an Organization (Boston: Harvard Grad. School of Bus. Admin.,
1966); Elton Mayo, The Soeial Problems of an Industrial Civilization (Boston:
Grad. School of Bus. Admin., Harvard Univ., 1945); Also see: Reinhard Bendix
and Lloyd Fisher, "The Perspectives of Elton Mayo," in Amatai Etizioni (ed.},
Complex Organizations: A Sociological Reader (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and
Winston, 1961), pp. 113-126; and Reinhard Bendix, "The Contributions of
Elton Mayo to Managerial l|deology," in Bendix, Work and Authority in Industry
(New York: Harper and Row, Inc., 1963), pp. 318-319.

10Wi||iam Foote Whyte, Organizational Behavior: Theory and Application
(Homewood, Il1l: Richard Irwin, Inc., and Dorsey Press, 1969}, pp. 32-33.



Roethl| isberger and Dickson data do not support the conclusion that friendly
supervision and a cooperative atmosphere leads to high worker morale and

1 The Mayo, Roethlisberger and Dickson studies

increased productivity.!
gave rise to a plethora of researches invéstigating the relationship between
satisfaction and performance.

Katz, Maccoby and Morse, through the Survey Center of the University
of Michigan, explored, "(I) employee attitudes related fto productivity,
(2) supervisory beliefs and practices related to productivity, (3) the
interrelationships of the various dimensions of morale and their
determinants."12 Workers from two departments of an insurance company,
whose work was paraliel in amount and type, constituted the sample. By
referring to the companies productivity fecords, the research team
discerned "high" and "low" productivity groups. Free answer interviews
were used for both supervisory and nonsupervisory employees. Items for the
supervisory infterview schedule included descriptions of supervisory
behavior in relation to subordinates and superiors, attitudes towards ones
own job, superiors, subordinates, the company, and company policies. For
non-supervisory employees‘iTems included measures of, "(l) own work group,
(2) own job, (3) company and company policies, (4) job status and salary
and (5) supervision."13

Signiflcant differences found between "high'" and "low" productivity

groups appeared to be a function of style of supervision. Morale was

11plex Carey, "The Hawthorne Studies: A Radical Criticism,”
American Soeiological Review, Vol. 32 (July, 1967), pp. 403-416.

12Katz, Maccoby, and Morse, op. ett., p. .

1371pid., p. 12.



conceptualized by the research team as (I) pride in work group, (2) intrinsic
Job satisfaction, (3) financial and status satisfaction and (4) satlisfaction
with the company. Only on the "pride in work group" dimension of morale
were significant differences observed, with the higher producing groups
displaying a greater degree of pride in the work group. Measures of the
other three dimensions of morale yielde& no differences between high
and low producing groups.!*
Moore and Burns compiled data for a morale index from 500,000

employees in industry.l® A survey checklist was utilized which consisted
of |4 categories relevant to morale. Workers were categorized as (1)
production workers, (2) first |ine supervisors and (3} office workers.
The producfion workers were lowest in morale; office workers were somewhat
indifferenT; and management personnel (first |ine supervisors) indicated
the highest morale. Among the production workers, lowest satisfaction or
morale scores were indicated on "Job Demands," "Friendliness, Cooperation
of Employees," and "Supervisory-Employee Relations" items,18 ‘!T appears
evident that satisfaction among production workers was influenced by
work load, relationships with fellow employees and relationships with
supervisory staff.

- Shiis and Janowitz investigated morale as influenced by primary and

secondary group ties in the German Army during World War 11.17 Units in the

147p1id., pp. 62-63; also refer to Chapter IV, pp. 48-61, for tabulations.

| 15pavid Moore and Robert Burns, "How Good is Good Morale?" Factory
Management and Maintenance, Vol 114 (January, 1956), pp. 130-136.

161bid., pp. 135-136.
17g, Shills and Morris Janowitz, "Cohesion and Disintegration in the

Wehrmacht in Worid War |1," Public Opinion Quarterly, (Summer, 1948), pp.
280-315.



Wehrmacht remained relatively cohesive and morale continued fo be high
during the last year of the war. American propaganda attempts to break
morale had limited success although Germany's defeat was imminent. Shils
and Janowitz pointed out that American propagandists oriented their
propaganda toward breaking down beliefs in Nazi political convictions and
ideologies. Careful analysis of German Army Information, documents
prisoners-of-war, etc., however, verified Shils and Janowitz's proposition
that the military effectiveness of the Wehrmacht was attributable to high
morale which was a funcfion.of.sfrong primary group ties within military
units rather than a pervasive acceptance of.Nazi ideology. Few German
prisoners expressed strong political convictions when interviewed. When
conditions al lowed military primary grouﬁs to form and become cohesive
uniTg, morale was enhanced and maintained and the group functioned as a
relatively effective military unit regardless of the political convictions
of the soldiers. However, military leadership at the squad ievel, composed
of those who tended to be the hard core Nazi idealogues, did provide
stability in the Wehrmacht unifts.

In a somewhat simi!ar study of the Eighth Air Force during World
War 11, Stouffer et al., found that morale strongly influenced the efficiency
of air combat.l8® The alr force enjoyed overall high morale, especially
among flying personnel. Chief data analyst for this part of the study,
drvin Janis, found that, "combat flying personnel consistently tended to

express relatively favorable attitudes as compared with men in other types

18samual Stouffer, trving L. Janis, et al., The American Soldier:
Combat and its Aftermath (Princeton, N.J: Princefton Univ. Press, 1949},
pp. 324-410,



" of combat units.ml®

Several factors appeared fto account for the high
morale. First, the air corps maintained a high standard in recruiting men,
Two=thirds, of the sémpie studied, had completed high school and a
significant number of those had aftended college. And, due to the skill
demanded by their job and danger involved, flying personnel were accorded
relatively high rank. Consegquently, flying personnel alsoc were accorded
comparatively high status. Second, data revealed corresponding increase
in stress with number of combat missions flown. As a result, flying
personnel, more than other types of combat units, were frequently given
leaves from duty and were returned to the States for "rest" énd "recuperation.”
That policy aided flying personnel in avoiding high degrees of stress and
anxiety which accrued to men who were subjected to heavy "work loads" or
combat duty, and thus enhanced individual and unit morale.. And third, it
was found that favorable attitudes (high satisfaction) toward job
assignment were closely associated with a positive evaluation of one's
type of aircraft. -

it should_be noted that the morale factor is both a group and an
individual property, the manifestation of which is the expression of
various "attitudes™ about job assignment, supervisors, other group members,
etc. Most measures of group morale are aggregate data based upon expression
of individual satisfaction. And as has been indicated in the research
discussed aone, morale, or the expression of satisfaction, has been

closely linked with two other variables, performance (or productivity) and

leadership (or supervisionl.

197bid., p. 328.



Any clear indication as to the association between satisfaction and
performance is lacking in the literature. Assumptions that productivity and
satisfaction are closely associated in the -instrumental, task-orienfted group
seem to be based on the data and conciusions of Mayo, Roethlisberger and
Dickson that morale and productivity are closely associated, with morale
belng a function of informal worker interaction.20 But it has since been

pointed out that ". . . this assumption only holds frue when the expected

rewards depend on the performance of the workers,"?1

Performance and satisfaction each may be influenced by inferviewing
variables which can enhance or inhibit relationships between the two:

First, productivity will depend upon many factors other than the
attitudes of the producers. Thus, when two British firms differing

in productivity were compared, the highly productive company maintained
its superior output because it employed younger workers, fewer
ex-miners (likely to be suspicious about management), better trained
employees, workers who |ived closer to their jobs and management which
made few mistakes,22

Second, a more productive worker may reveal more dissatisfaction with
certain conflicting aspects of his work as a consequence' of his interest
and involvement. For example, [n one of two large departments of office
workers, those most critical of placement and rating systems were the
highly productive employees. These, in fturn, were the most interested
and Informed members of the staff.2’

Third, productivity of a group of workers may be strongly influenced
by how the members, as a whole, feel about the group, whether or not

20gee discussion of page 6 of this chapter.

21Bernard M. Bass, Organizational Psychology (Boston: Allyn and
Bacon, Inc., 1965), p. 38.

221hid., Research referred to by Bass Is from: R. Marriott,
"Sociopsychological Factors in Productivity," Occupational Psychology, Vol. 25
(1959), pp. 15-24.

231pid., pp. 38 and 40. Research referred to by Bass from:
Daniel Katz, "Survey Research Center: An Overview of the Human Relations
Program," in Guetzkow (ed.}, Groups, Leadership and Men (Pittsburgh:
Carnegie Press, 1951).



there is absence of conflict, feelings of happiness, good personal
adjustment, ego Involvement in one's job, "we feeling," cohesiveness,
and personal acceptance of the goals of the work group.2%

It is one of the tasks of this study to explore the relationship
between satisfaction and berformance in the academic classroom. The
assumption is made that the student is aware of the rewards which accrue
to him as a result of his participation and performance., That is to say,
the student presumes the more he studies, aftends c¢lass, asks questions
in class, etc., the more |ikely he is to receive a higher than average
grade for the course. One might then propose that the student will indicate
a degree of satisfaction which is commensurate with his standard or quality
of performance., These factors suggest that a close association between
performance and satisfaction exists in the classroom.

However, if Bass is correct in his contentions that the
association between performance and satisfaction may be influenced by
intervening factors, then we might expect that the leadership style of
instructors, students' preconceived notions of the classroom, etec,, may
result, for example, in students expressing medium or low satisfaction
even though performing at an above average level In class, or vice versa.
The intervening variables discussed by Bass, then, suggest to the writer
that a significant associafion between satisfaction and performance does
not necessarily exist in the classroom.

The only general conclusion to be drawn is that, "in the years since

the Hawthorne experiments, a long |ine of research has added to the evidence

241bid., p. 40. Research reference for this quote from Bass is:
R. M. Fuion, "industrial Morale: The Problem of Terminology," Personnel
Psyechology, Vol. Il (1958}, pp. 59-60.



13

that group solidarity and loyélfy is sometimes associated with productivity
and effectiveness."?> And the same holds frue for satisfaction or morale.
However, it must be noted that one can only state that sometimes are
satisfaction, productivity and leadership associated.

As shall be seen, the literature in classroom behavior and
s*rucfure is as inconclusive as is The.body of literature in industrial
and military studies. Leadership does, however, appear to be consistently
related To satisfaction and performance, and there is no substantial
evidance which leads the writer to believe otherwise, as far as the
academic classroom is concerned. The conceptual and empirical problem,
then, is clearly discerning what type of group the academic classroom is.
If it is held that the classroom group is a rational, instrumental
grodp, such as the groups in the Berkowitz study, one would then propose
that students would prefer strong, highly directive leadership from the
instructor, leadership which approaches the authorifarian type.

But the classroom group cannct be said to be fofally’simi!ar to
the work group. Students do not work so much toward the achievement of
a group goal as %hey do for individual goals. Pride in one's group and
"esprit de corps" may no+ be so readily applicable to or achieved in the
classroom group context. Conseguentiy, morale and satisfaction may be
more a function of individual "definitions of the situation,”" and not
significantly dependent upon group influence., |f that is the case, it
would be expected that students would indicate a preference for democratic
|leadership, leadership which allows some latitude for the student to pursue

the satisfaction of his indiViduaI, idiosyncratic "needs" and goals.

25Daniel| Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social Psychology of
Organizations {New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1966}, p. 325.
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This interpretation or conceptualization of the classroom appears
not to be inconsistent with numerous researches in the body of literature
of industrial studies, classroom behavior and group processes. Members
of the classroom group are, to some degreée, dependent upon formal
leadership, the instructor. Progression towards group goals and towards
individual member "goal locomotion"26 is to a large degreé a factor of
leadership style, as is indicated in the Lippitt and.WhiTe study. Although
it is a primary contention in this study that different styles of |eadership
result in differential degrees of student performance and satisfaction,
the writer does not ignore the possibilities of individual member
"biographies" being an influential force which may affect both variables.

The academic classroom is conceptualized in this study as a group
whosé members share not a common set of activities which result in a
group product, that is, the achievement of a group goal or .goals, but
group members who share similar individual goals and who carry on their
goal-oriented activities in the same context.2? However, this is not to
say that the ctagsroom members may not develop and share a normative and
role system and a set of common goals. Mills stresses understanding the
learning group in terms of a group life cycle model, in which a group

develops, achieves some degree of stability and progresses towards the

26A1 though it may be highly tenuous to refer to "group goals" in the
case of the academic classroom group, the writer maintains that a collectivity
of students, all members of the same class, sharing the individual goals of
increasing ones knowledge, exposure to '"new" ideas, and perhaps most
important, making a "good" grade, constifutes group goals.

27The term "context,™" as used here, refers to the specific structural
unit within which a particular type of interaction occurs. See: Barney
Glaser and Anselm Strauss, "Awareness Contexts and Social Interaction,”
American Sociological Review, Vol. 29 (October, [964), pp. 669-679.



achievement of goals, while passing through five phases or periods of group
life.28 |dentified in the mbdel as a basic problem in development of the
group is the negotiation of an acceptable normative system which will
enhance not only identification with the group qua group, but also group
cohesion and stability. This writer conceptualizes the salient role of
the leader in such a group to be two-fold: (1) primary negotiator of
the evolving normative system and (2) the actor who manipulates evolving
group patterns so as to integrate individual biographies (what Mills calls
"preconceived notions") of members into the context of the accepted
normative system, with the intention of moving individuals, in the group
context, ftowards goal achievement. The instructor's ability to successfully
play that role, whatever the leadership style, may, in part, have a salient
efféCT upon student satisfaction and performance in the classrocom.

in sum, literature bearing upon this study provides a mixed picture
as To the association between satisfaction and performance. It appears
that satisfaction and performance are associated most direcT]y when
intervening variables, such as leadership, enhance each. However, the
studies cited by-Bass, for example, indicate that intervening variables,
such as participation, Iéadership and differential knowledge of work
group relationships and company policies, inhibit any necessary association
between satisfaction and performance. While on the other hand, leadership

styles do tend to cluster, consistently, in close association with

28Theodore M. Mills, "Toward a Conception of the Life Cycle of
Groups,'" in Theodore Mills and Stan Rosenberg (eds.), Reading in the
Sociology of Small Groups (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1970), pp. 238-247; reprinted from, Theodore Mills, Group Transformation:
An Analysis of a Learning Group (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1964), pp. 65-80.



performance and satisfaction. The studies of classroom structure and
behavior fend to reflect this clustering pattern of leadership, satisfaction

and performance.
Review of Educational Literature

Work which bears more directly on the effects of differential
classroom structures was done by Wilbert J. McKeachie, et al., at the
University of Michigan.2? McKeachie and his associates had become
concerned about the dynamics of the introductory psychology course.

They rejected the earlier conclusions of Wolfle3? and Longstaff3l who
argued that
the experimental evidence submitted to the present time tends
. to support The general conclusion that there is |[ttle difference
in student achievement in large and small classes and, also,
that it makes little difference as to what method of presentation
of materials of the course is used.32

The study done by McKeachie, et al., involved the formulation of
three styles of teaching: () recitation, (2) discussion, and (3) group
tutorial. Those "styles" were to parallel (in terms of group processes
and leadership styles) authoritarian, democratic and laissez-faire group

ciimates, identified by Lippitt and White. McKeachie reported that the

"recitation-authortarian" method resuited in not only superior performance,

29Wilbert J. McKeachie, "Students, Groups, and Teaching Methods,"
American Psychologist, Vol. |3 (1958}, pp. 580~584.

30D. L. Wolfle, "The First Course in Psychology," Psychology
Bulletin, Yol. 39 (1942), pp. 685-712.

31H, P. Longstaff, "Analysis of Some Factors Conditioning Learning
in General Psychology. Part |," Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol 16-33
(1932), quoted in McKeachie, p. 580.

321pid., p. 580.



in relation to the other methods utilized in the study, but also
engendered a greater interest in psychology, in generai.33

In an earlier study, McKeachie et al., divided infroductory
psychology sections into two types: (1) the student- (or group-) centered
and (2) the instructor-centered.3“ A concerted effort was made by the
instructor in the group-centered sections to allow the students as much
participation in decision-making as possible. The students were
encouraged to initiate dialogue among themselves Instead of directing
commenfs‘and questions to the instructor. The instructor-centered
sections were designed as the obverse.

The results of the second experiment yielded no substantial
differences between the two types of classes, at least in terms of final
examination scores. Following a film about "rejection," the instructors
recorded discussion in the two ftypes of classes. The resuffs were

significant:

Both psychologists agreed that the group-centered class showed much
more insight into the dynamics of the case and was less frightened

and defensive than the instructor-centered class. The instructor-

centered class tended to label the behavior of the heroine without

apparent understanding of her difficulties.3?

33McKeachie, pp. 580-581.

3%Wilbert J. McKeachie, "Student-Centered Versus Instructor-
. Centered Instruction," Journal of Educational Psychology, VYol 45 (1954),
pp. 143-150.

35McKeachie, "Students, Groups and Teaching Methods,™ p. 581.



Further support of McKeachie's findings was found in similar experiments
by Gibb and Gibb,3® and by Joseph Patton.37

Charles Bane, utilizing a somewhat different research design,
found significant differences between the "lecture" and "c¢lass-discussion"
methods of teaching.32 The participants in the experiment were 510
Juniors and seniors at the State University of lowa. Through a series
of intelligence tests, Bane stratified each group so that no one group
would have a disproportionate representation of students with either
high or low "l.Q.s." He further controlled the experimental situation
by holding constant, in all classes, five other variables: (1) amount
of teaching time, (2) subject matter, (3) class assignments, (4) content
of exams and (5) style and attitude of the instructor.

The results of Bane's experiment were threefold: (() there was
no significant difference in "immediate recal " of materials between
students subjected to each of the fwo teaching methods; (2) the class-
discussion method was more effective in "delayed recall" of haferiats;
(3) "The lecture method is more suitable for the immediate recall of
subject matter Téan for its retention at a later period, while the

reverse is true of the class-discussion method."3? Thus, Bane concluded

36|, M. Gibb and J. R. Gibb, "The Effects of the Use of
'Participative Action' Groups in a Course in General Psychology,"
Ameriean Psychologist, Vol. 7 (1952), p. 247.

37), A. Patton, "A Study of the Effects of Student Acceptance
of Responsibility and Motivation on Course Behavior," (Unpublished
Doctoral Thesis, Univ, of Michligan, [955]}.

38Charles L. Bane, "The Lecture vs. the Class Discussion Methods
of College Teaching," School and Society (March 7, 1952), Vol. 21:300-302.

¥rpid., p. 302.



that the lecture method enhances rote memorization—ithat is, high
immediate recall and low retention—of subject material and content.
While on the other hand, the class discussion method increases the
probability that students will retain the subject matter to a greater
degree than will students in [ecture classroom situations.

A study similar in design to that of Bane's was conducted by
Schneidemann at the State University of lowa.*? Schneidemann identified
the two methods of teaching fo be utilized in her study as the "lecture-
conference" method and the "Individualized" method. During the
course of the semester, Schneidemann measured the performance (i.e., grades)
of students in both types of classes, computing both raw scores, or
grade points, and percentile ranking. Tﬁe "individualized" students
had élighf!y higher mean scores in grade points and percentile ranking.
However, when mean grade points and percentile ranking were combined for
students in each type of class, the difference in mean scores was but
I.73. Schneidemann concluded that the mean difference was hardly
significant and that both the class-conference method and the individualized
method of teaching are equally effective.t!

Wischmeier studied the effects of two leadership types or styles
upon (1) group member attitudes, (2) "feelings" and impressions of
group members and (3) behavior of group members subjected to each
leadership role type.*2 The role of the leader in the "group-centered"

situation was to "facilitate group development" and to elicit "the maximum

“ONorma V. Schneidemann, "A Comparison of Two Methods of College
Instruction," School and Society, Vol. 25 (June 4, 1927), pp. 672-674.

“11bid., p. 674.

*2Richard R. Wischmeler, "Group-Centered and Leader-Centered
Leadership: An Experimentai Study," Speech Monographs, Vol. 22 (1955}, pp. 43-48.
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resources of every group member." On the other hand, the role of the
leader in the "leader-centered" approach was that of explicit direction.
He was to be the dominating role figure.

Wischmeier utilized eight groups of from four to eight members
each. The groups met two sessions every four weeks. At these sessions,
the groups were introduced to a "human relations problem" which the
groups discussed under the direction of one of the two types of leaders
described above, Half, or four, of the groups were subjected to the
group-centered approach during the first session, while the other four
sections discussed the problem under the direction of the "leader-
centered" instructor. During the second session, these approaches were
reversed. At each of the sessions, four observers were in attendance.

Several types of measures were used by Wischmeier in the experimental
procedure: (1) three "equated forms" of an attitude scale"® designed to
tap group member attitudes toward discussion leadership; (2) to determine
the '"feelings" of group members about the leader, both as a ieader and
as a person, a sociometric ques?ionnaire_was used; The members were
asked after each session 1o rank all group members, including the leader,
as to the contributions eéch made to the discuséion, and to rank who
they would like to get to know better. The "feelings" were ranked on a
five point scale; (3) a "Comparative Evaluation Questionnaire" was
administered one week following the final session which asked members to
choose between the two types of discussion situations. The mémbers were
to choose based on evaluative criteria incorporated intfo the questionnaire
by Wischmeier; (4) the observers also recorded their evaluations on "The

Observer Scale" and a "Leadership Check List."

43The contents of the attitude scales were not described by Wischmeier.
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The results reported by Wischmeier clearly indicate a preference

for the group-centered approach. in the "Feelings Table," 67.5% of
the members felt that the group-centered approach was preferable, while
23.5% favored the leader-centered approach and 9.0% had no opinion or
saw no difference.** Response to item one in that same table indicated
that 57.0% perceived the group-centered approach as being friendlier and
warmer, while 23.5% chose the leader-centered approach. Although the
above figures seem fairly conclusive, paradoxically enough on the '"Felt
the Leader Did the Better Job" item, only 29.5% chose the group-centered
|eader, while 56% chose the |leader-centered leader.*> Wischmeier claims
that this inconsistency or apparent contradiction may be accounted for
in two ways:

(1} The leadership exerted by the group-centered |esader was more

subtie than that of the leader-centered leader. Thus, the subjects

may not have been able fo discern and evaluate the contributions

of the group-centered leader. (2) The structure of the leader-

centered role was more conducive to making content suggestions,

talking more frequently and providing more direction, The factors

are more in line with the usual naive expectations of what

constitutes valuable leader contributions.®

In conclusion, Wischmeier states that his study points to the

group-centered approach as enhancing friendliness of atmosphere,
cooperation, involvement and group member self-confidence. Further Wischmeier
concludes that if indeed those factors make for a "better" discussion group

situation, then discussion leader training should be oriented towards the

group-centered approach.

“Wischmeier, p. 47.
“S1bid.

"'sl'bid.’ ppb 47"‘48.
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If there is a conclusion to be reached from the classroom studies,
it is that a significant association between saTEsfacTion'and performance
does not consistently appear. Performance appeared, in the studies,
to be consistently related to leadership style and classroom context.

But, students in the Wischmeier study expressed a higher degree of satis-
faction with the "group-centered" leader. Thus, it may be that performance
is more easily measured in relation to leadership style, while satisfaction
is a multidimensional "attitude" which is more vuinerable to the influence
of various intervening factors. As a result, the clustering of |eadership,
performance and satisfaction, into significant relationships may be

hampered by the multidimensionality of satisfaction.
Hypotheses

Although the research design will be discussed more explicitly in
Chapter Il, some mention of the design must be made here. As was
mentioned earlier in this chapter, The questions to be dealt with in
this research involve instructor |eadership style and student satisfaction
and performance:‘ What type of classroom leadership is most conducive
to enhancing student 5a+iéfac+ion and performance; and, is there a
significant association between performance and satisfaction?

The students were separated info confol and democratic sections
which were differentiated primarily by the leadership role type of the
instructor: (1) the control sections were taught employing the "laissez-
faire-authoritarian" role type and (2) the democratic sections instructor
employed the "democratic" role type of leadership, as defined by Lippitt

and White. All students were exposed fo a common |ecture twice each week.
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Questionnaires which yielded two measures of satisfaction were given to
the students three times during the semester. Final grades, computed from
total scores of three examinations, and discussion section quizzes given to
students in democratic sections, consti{tuted the measure of performance.

The debendenf variables were: (1|) performance and (2) satisfaction.
And the independent variable was tThe leadership role type in each of the
types of section—''control|™ and "democratic."

Wischmeier's findings that there was a preference shown by students
for the group-centered approach (the democratic sections In this study
approximate Wischmeier's "group-centered" sections) suggest that:

l. Satisfaction will be greater in The democratic sections than
in the control sections.

But, if the factors in the Berkowitz study are salient forces in
the ciassroom it is proposed that:

la. Satisfaction will be greater in the control sections than in the
democratic sections.

McKeachie et al. found that differences in performancé between
student-centered and instructor-centered groups were negligible. And
Bane concluded Th;+ no difference was indicated in "immediate recal |"
between the lecture and cfass-discussion groups. |mmediate recall is
crucial in the taking of examinations; and In this study final grades,
based on examination scores, is the measure of performance. Thus it
is hypothesized that:

2, There will be no significant variation in performance between
the democratic and the control classes.

However, the findings of Katz, Maccoby and Morse suggest that:

2a., There will be significant differences in performance between
democratic and control sections. '
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If the conclusions of Mayo, Roethlisberger and Dickson and Stouffer
et al. are valid—that productivity and morale are closely related in task
oriented groups—then one might expect to find the same in the classroom
as in any task oriented group. |t would follow that:

3. There will be a significant association indicated between
performance and satisfaction.

Leadership styles, differential participation among group members,
etc., may act as intervening variables which affect any necessary
relationship between satisfaction and performance, as suggested by Bass.
It is then predicted that:

3a. There will be no significant association indicated between
performance and satisfaction.

A more detailed discussion of the research methodology and

procedures employed in the present sftudy is found in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER |1

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES
Introduction

The study was initiated during the Spring of 1970, as an
exploratory attempt at examining the effects of two different teaching
styles upon student performance and satisfaction. The subjects were |3
members of an Introductory Sociology class. The class utilized a
lecture-discussion format in which students were enrolled to attend two
lectures and one discussion section per Qeek for three hours of academic
credit. This format was presented in the line schedule used by the
students in their enrol Iment procedures. Thus, all members of the class
were aware of this format before enrolling. Computerized assignments fo
one of the ten discussion sections were made as a normal par% of
enraol Iment procedures,

The course emp!oyed a faculty member who was responsible for the
two weekly lectures and three graduate teaching assistants, in the
Department of Sociology, who were assigned to discussion sections.!

All ctass members, then, were exposed To common lectures, but to different

discussion section leaders and different styles of instructor behavior.

1Three graduate teaching assistants taught the small discussion
sections. However, due to lack of teaching experience and her late
arrival, one teaching assistant was not a participant in the experimental
procedure. Thus, the students in the two discussion sections taught by
that teaching assistant were not included as research subjects. The two
assistants who did participate in this study each ftaught four discussion
sections.



Design and Procedure

Subjects

The subjects in this study were students in one class of
Introductory Sociology at Kansas State University, during the Spring
semester of 1970. Class enrol iment numbered 177 sfuden+s; however, the
actual number of subjects was 131.2

Eight of the ten discussion sections were exposed to the
experimental treatment. Four sections were designated as "treatment "
sections and four as "treatment 2" sections. Discussion sections were
randomly assigned to one of the two ftreatments. Students were assigned
by computer to discussion sections which did not conflict with their
schedules. This meant that the discussion sections varied somewhat in
size. |

The total number of "treatment |" students was 69, while 63
students were enrolled in the "treatment 2" sections. Also, "there was a
differential number of students enrolled in the discussion sections
taught by each teaching assistant. T.A.; had 62 students in all four
classes, with 30 "treatment I" students and 32 "treatment 2" students.
In the four sections taught by T.A.2, 69 students were enrolled, with 39

"treatment " students and 30 "treatment 2" students.

At the first lecture meeting in the semester, students were asked

to fill out a student information questionnalre. That questionnaire

was used to acquire a class profile based on demographic and academic

21bid.

26
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background information.3 Not only does such an instrument provide
lecturers with general data as to the sorts of backgrounds his students

have, but it also affords a description of the research subjects as a

group.
Treatments

The two treatments were differentiated by the type of leadership
role played by the instructor. The "freatment |" sections were taught by

graduate teaching assistants employing a synthesis of the laissez-faire and
authoritarian role types; the instructors in the "treatment 2" sections
played the democratic, as described by Lippitt and White.* What follows is
a description of those two role types or styles.

The laissez-faire-authoritarian treatment appears to represent the
"typical" classroom situation and was thus designated as "control." It is
characterized by: (1)} a formal seating arrangement; (2) a normative system
for classroom behavior—what is permissable and what is not—-determined and
enforced by the instructor; (3) physical distance maintained by the
instructor placing himself behind the desk or podium, and social distance
maintained by students addressing the instructor as "Mr."; social distance
was further enhanced by the aloof attitude of the Instructor. The

instructor would provide help to the students only when approached; he did

3Unfortunately, the questionnaires were distributed on the first
day of class, while some students were still resolving registration
difficulties and were absent on that day. Consequently, six of the [3|
- subjects did not fill out the questionnaire; thus, only |25 appear in the
profile at the end of this chapter.

“Ronald Lippitt and Ralph White, "An Experimental Study of
Leadership and Group Life," in Swanson, G., Newcomb, T.H., and Hartley,
E. L. (eds), Readings in Social Psychology {(New York: Holt & Co., 1952).
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not initiate such behavior. Students were not totally excluded from the
decision-making process; they could ask questions and propose suggestions
for class procedure. However, final decisions were clearly the prerogative
of the instructor. Class discussion was held to information relevant to
lectures and text material.

Such leader behavior, at first glance, may appear to be a closer
approximation of the authoritarian type. However, the writer maintains
that a common characteristic of many college instructors is that of
autocratic decision-making in the classroom. The insfrucfo} sets down the
"ground rules" for the class and then proceeds in a laissez-faire manner
until such time That rules are broken or class norms violated. Responses
to such infractions tend to be authoritarian in nature. Leadership
behavior displayed in "freatment I" sections, then, was not inconsistent
with the Lippitt and White descriptions of the laissez-faire and
authoritarian role types.

"Treatment 2," or democratic, sections were taught bé the graduate
teaching assistant playing the democratic leadership role type. The
democratic classéoom was characterized by: (1) informal seating arrangement,
(2} a normative system whfch was informally negotiated by both students and
instructor, (3) lack of physical distance; the instructor often sat with or
among the students, and (4) a breakdown of social distance, facilitated by
the instructor encouraging (but not demanding) students to address him by
his first name, and by the instructor displaying an active interest in the
progress of the group, as well as the individual progress of students. The
democratic sections were designed so as to allow students to participate in
decision-making thus avoiding autocratic supervision. For exampie, students

were given a voice in what would be discussed, where the ciass would meet,
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and whether it would meet at the regularly scheduled time. Decisions were

reached by consehsus.

The Instrument

To measure student satisfaction, an attitude survey questionnaire
was utilized. The questionnaire was administered to students dﬁring the
lecture class three Times during the semester, prior to each of the three
examinations given in the course.

The questionnaire consisted of six parts: (1) a battery of 12
evaluation items, in which students were to evaluate the discussion section
instructor and lecturer on a five point, fixed;al+erna?ive scale; (2) a
direct satisfaction item in which the students circled the category (five
point, fixed-alternative scale) which best represented their degree of
satisfaction; (3) open-ended questions which asked students fo give
criticisms, compliments, etc., of the discussion section and lecture class;
{4) an item requiring students to state on a five point scalé how interesting
the introductory sociology class had been, to that point, as compared with
other inTroduc+oﬁy classes the student had taken; (5) an item asking students
to indicate on a five point scale how informative the introductory sociology
ciass had been as compared to other introductory courses the student had
taken; (6) students were asked fto indicate what grade they expected to
receive for the course. The third evaluation included all items on the
first two, but in addition included ifems measuring changes of attitudes

over the semester.>

5See Appendix A for a description of the questionnaires.
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The questionnaire yielded two measures of satisfaction: +the
satisfaction item and the 12 evaluation items. The former is referred to
as satisfaction |, and the [atter as satisfaction 2. Satisfaction 2 was
assumed to be a more specific measure of satisfaction. Simple product
moment correlations were computed between satisfaction | and satisfaction 2
scores for both discussion sections and lecture. The two measures were
consistently and strongly correlated: (I} R= .783 (P = .99), for
discussion section satisfaction scores; (2) R = .763 (P = ,99), for lecture
satisfaction. As shall be discussed later, the measure of performance was

derived from students'! final grades.

Research Coordination

The nature of the research design called for each teaching assistant
to "play" two different l|eadership role types, the laissez-faire-authoritar-
ian and democratic types. Prior to the beginning of the semester, both
teaching assistants participating in this study met numerous times with the
intention of reaching mutual understandings as to what each of the |eader-
ship role types fmplied, in terms of leadership behavior. The G.T.A.s were
directty involved in designing the study. The teaching assistants were
expected to systematically exchange "hotes" and to keep each other informed
as to what each was doing in the discussion sections.

Further attempts fto coordinate the experimental procedure occurred
through regular weekly meetings with the lecturer. At these meetings, each
teaching assistant presented a written elass report which reviewed and
summarized material covered, contingencies which arose, etc., in discussion

sections the previous week. The intent of these meetings was to enhance
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the standardization of classroom procedure for each of the two types of
discussion sections.

The writer recognizes that a possible sturce of variance was the
T.A.s themselves. The design did not permit the type of control of these
variables that would have been desired. Basic¢c class procedures for the
control sections could be predetermined, with little variation between
+ea¢hing assistants; decision-making in the control sections was clearly
the prerogative of the instructor. These could easily be agreed upon by
the instructors, then limiting the possibility of extreme variations.
However, the decision-making process in experimental sections was quasi=-
democratic, not autocratic. The salient Implication for democratic group
processes for this study was that specific class procedures could not be
standardized—students were allowed to decide what was to be discussed in
class, where the meeting place was to be, and if class Trips or projects
as extra-class activities would occur. Both teaching assistants found it
necessary, then, to consistently communicate to each other "QhaT was
happening" in thelr respective sections, particularly in the democratic
sections.

The graduate Teacﬁing assistants were utllized in ways other than
teaching the discussion sections. Each teaching assistant submiftted up to
25 guestions to be considered for use on the large lecture examinations.
Those questions were composed from |ectures and reading material. All
questions constructed for possibie use on The exahinaTions were reviewed by
the professor and teaching assistants at the regular Monday meetings to
sort out the "good" and "bad" questions.  This appears to be an important

factor To mention, in that students in control sections were allowed to
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talk about only material which directly related to the course, and heard
lectures from the discussion section instructor which were supplementary to
lectures and textbook materials. |t was recognized that this factor may
have been a source of variance, given the fact that examination questions

were faken from lectures and textbook reading material.
Measures of Satisfaction and Performance

In order to test hypotheses | and la, satisfaction | was
trichotomized as follows: +tThe highly and somewhat satsified responses were
considered "High" satisfaction, the "undecided" response was treated as a
separate category, and somewhat and highly dissatisfied responses were
categorized as '"Low" satisfaction. Chi—équare was used as a test for
significance of differences between control and democratic sections. The
chi-square procedure was also used to test the significance of difference
between like types of sections, but taught by different teaching assistants,
for both lecture and discussion section satisfaction. ’

The use of chi-square could be questioned due to small cell
frequencies which appear in some of the tables. However, the writer did
not collapse categories bécause doing so was logically and theoretically

invalid,®

6"Corrections for continuity cannot easily be made in the case of
the general contingency table. |f the number of cells is relatively large
and if only one or two cells have expected frequencies of 5 or |ess, then
it is generally advisablie to go ahead with chi-square fests without
worrying about such corrections. |If there are a large number of small
cells, however, the only practical alternative may be to combine categories
in such a manner as to eliminate these cells. Of course, categories can
only be combined if it makes sense to do so theoretically." Hubert M.
Blalock, Soetal Statistics (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,
1960), p. 221.
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In festing hypotheses | and la for satisfaction 2, the evaluation
item responses were totaled on each questionnaire, producing a range of
;cores'of 12-60. T statistics were then computed to test the significance
of the difference between the two groups (control and democratic) based on
pooled and separate variance estimates.

On each of the evaluation-questionnaires, satisfaction 2
(evaluation items) was tested for consistency using the point biserial
correlation coefficient. Mean scores were obtained on each questionnaire,
for both lecture and discussion section instructor satisfaction; with high
satisfaction being any scores less than the mean and low satisfaction
including all scores equal to or greater than the mean. This procedure «
enabled the writer to ascertain not only the overall consistency of the
set of items, but also patterns of "weak" questions appearing in the three
sets of questionnaire data.

In testing hypotheses Z and 2a, performance was TrichoTomized as
"Above Average," which included all A and B final grades, "Average," the
C final grade, and "Below Average," including the D and F final grades.
Chi-square was used as the statistical ftest of significance,

Performance was tested for association with both satisfaction | and
satisfaction 2, in accordance with hypotheses 3 and 3a. Satisfaction |,
then, was categorized as: (1) "High," the highly satisfied response,

(2) "Medium," the somewhat satisfled response, (3) "Undecided," the
undecided response, and (4) "Low," the somewhat and highly dissatisfied
response. The additional category was added so as to derive more
discriminating data. The overall mean scores for satisfaction 2 was

obtalned and from that score cutting points were set for "high satisfaction"
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—one standard deviation below X—and "low satisfaction"~—one standard
deviation above X.7 Chi-square was then employed to test the significance
of differences between performance and satisfaction.

H+ hasrbeen stated that the satisfaction item, satisfaction |, and
the evaluation items, satisfaction 2, were assumed to be fairly comprehen-
sive measures of the various dimensions of satisfaction, with satisfaction
perhaps being the more subtle and discriminating measure. |f that is
accurate, It would be expected that the scores on one measure be reflected
in the scores on the other measure. As stated earlier, the simple product

moment "r's" and probabilities supported that assumption.®

X = 28.5512, where | S.D. below = 20.39, and | S.D. above = 36.,70.
High satisfaction included scores 12-20.39; medium, scores of 20.40-36.70;
and low satisfaction included scores of 36.71-60.00

7 perfect |linear correlation would be obtained, then, from a set
of satisfaction scores of:

Satisfaction | ; Satisfaction 2

12
24
36
48
60

U N —



GENERAL INFORMATION PROFILE OF SUBJECTS

(N

College

Arts and Sciences = 59 (47.2%)

Architecture - 6 ( 4.8%)
Commerce ~ 32 (25.6%)
Agriculture - 8 ( 6.4%)
Home Economics - 14 (11.2%)
Engineering - 0 (0.08)
Education - 5 ( 4.09)
Veterinary Medicine - 0 ( 0.0%)
Not Determined - | (0.8%)

Major or intended Major

= 125)

49 Majors represented in the sample

Most common majors:

a. Business Administration

b. Elementary Education

¢c. Psychology

d. General Business

e. All Social Science Majors

Year in School
Freshman - 82 (65.6%)
Sophomore - 28 (22.4%)

Junior - 11  8.8%)

21 (16.8%)
12 ( 9.6%)
7 ( 5.6%)
7 ( 5.6%)

16 (12.8%)
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3. Year in School—Continued
Senior - 3 (2.4%)

Special Student - 1 ( 0.8%)

4, Cumulative Grade Point Average (4.0 Scale)

Range = 1.0 - 3.8

Mean = 2.156

Median = 2.4

Mode = 2.4 (appears 16 times - 12,8%)

5. Reason for Enrolling in the Course

a, "It is required."” - 18 (14.4%)
b. "It is one of a required group." - 27 (2].6%)
c. ™It is required but | would have taken it anyway." - 45 (36.0%)

d. "It ts an elective." 32 (25.6%)

)

e. Not determined 3 ( 2.4%)

6. Ofher Social Science Courses Taken

63 (50.4%)

H

a. One Social Science Course

b. Two Social Science Courses I5 (12,0%)

c. Three Social Science Courses = 2 ( |.6%)

<. Four Social Science Courses = 3 { 2.4%)
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6. Other Social Science Courses Taken—Continued

American History to 877 - 9 ( 7.2%)
American History since 1877 - 6 ( 4,8%)
American Government - 7 ( 5.6%)

7. Hometown

Manhattan - B ( 6.4%)
Kansas, not Manhattan - 95 (76.0%)
Not Kansas - 20 (16.0%)
Not determined - 2(1.6%)
8. Size of Hometown
999 or less = 19 (15.2%)
1,000 - 2,499 = 9 ( 7.2%)
2,500 - 9,999 - 29 (23.2%)
10,000 - 24,999 - 17 (13.6%)
50,000 - 99,999 - |2 ( 9.6%)
100,000 - 249,999 - 8 ( 6.4%)
250,000 - 499,999 ~ 5 ( 4.0%)
500,000 - 999,999 - 4 ( 3.2%)
1,000,000 or more - | ( 0.8%)
9, Size of High School
299 or less - 36 (28.8%)
300 - 699 - 27 (21.6%)
S 700 - 1,099 - 1) ( B.8%)
1,100 = 1,499 - 17 (13.6%)
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Size of High School—Continued

1,500 - 1,899 - 2 ( |.6%)

1,900 - 2,299 - 18 (14.4%)
2,300 - 2,699 - 4 ( 3.2%)
2,700 - 3,099 - 6 ( 4.8%)
3,100 or more - 3 ( 2.4%)
Not determined - | ( 0.8%)

Size of Graduating High School Class

49 or less - 26 (20,8%)

50 - 99 - 20 (16,0%)
100 - 149~ 14 (12.8%)
150 - 199 - 3 ( 2.4%)
200 - 249 -~ 7 ( 5.6%)
250 - 299 - 7 ( 5.6%)
300 - 399 - 10 ( 8.0%)
400 - 499 - 3 ( 2.4%)
500 or more - 33 (26.4%)

Grade Expected

A - 26 (20.8%)
B - 90 (72.0%)
C- 9¢(7.29)
D- 0 0.0%)
F- 0(0.0%)
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CHAPTER | 11

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction

This study explores the association between satisfaction and
performance under two different l|eadership role types in the classroom,
and the influence of instructor leadership role type (style) upon satis-
faction and performance. In this section the data pertaining to each of the
hypotheses will be presented and discussed.

It should be noted that the quesTfonnaire was administered three
Time; during the semester. Consequently, results are reported on all three
questionnaires for both measures of satisfaction. Computations of the
measures of satisfaction related to performancé are taken from the third
evaluation questionnaire only. Students were asked fo sign their name
only to the third evaluation so that the student's final grade could be
coded on the quesTionnaire. To avoid unduly biasing responses, students
were not asked to sign their names to the first two evaluations.!

Findings are presented in the form of summary ftables. Data tables

are found in Appendix B.

1Due to the nature of some of the items on the questionnaire,
particularly the satisfaction 2 items, it was felt that requiring students
to sign their names might bias responses. By the end of the semester
the researchers believed that students trusted that responses on the
gquestionnaires would in no way affect their final grade. This procedure,
however, made it more difficuit to obtain satisfaction scores for
individual students from the first two guestionnaires.
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Results

Hypotheges 1 and 14

Hypothesis | predicted that satisfaction would be higher in
"democratic" sécTions than in "control" sections. Hypothesis la predicted
the obverse. Satisfaction | and satisfaction 2 scores were used in
testing these hypotheses.

The satisfaction | item asked, "On the whole, how satisfied are
you with respect to the manner in which +helcla55 has been conducted?"
Students respended on a five point scale for lecture and discussion sections,
respectively. Points on the scale included highly and somewhat satisfied
(responses | and 2), undecided (response 3), and somewhat and highly dissat=-
isfied (responses 4 and 5). The "undecided" category was interpreted as one
which reflects student ambiguity regarding the instructors, course ma+erial,
etc. By that token, it cannot be included with highly and‘somewhaf safisfied
as an indication of "high satisfaction." Nor is "undecided"'a clear reflec-
tion of dissatisfaction. As a result "satisfaction I" was trichotomized,
with the "undecided" response being a separate, middle category.

Table | summarizes observed differences between control and
democratic sections for both satisfaction | and satisfaction 2 measures.
No significant differences were found for satisfaction |, in either
discussion section or lecture satisfaction. Hypothesis | suggested that
percentages (of scores) for democratic students would decrease moving from
"high" to "low" satisfaction, with the ;bverse being the case for control
students. |f hypothesis la were borne out, percentages would have decreased
from "high" to "low" satisfaction for students in the control sections,

and the obverse for the students exposed to the democratic treatment.
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Although differences were not s[gnfficanf,'s+udenfs In democratic sections
tended to express higher satisfaction with lecture than students in control
sections.?

Students in control discussion sections appeared to be as satisfied
under laissez-faire~authoritarian instructor leadership as were students
under democratic instructor leadership. The fact that regardless of the
type of discussion section context, all students were expected to attend
lectures and take examinations may have been a factor which overshadowed
what students experienced once a week in the discussion sections., That is
to say, the "democratic" atmosphere may not have been perceived by students
as being extraordinary, in that the basic course demands of class attendance,
reading material assigned, and the taking of examinations were still
required of them. The data for satisfaction i supporf neither hypothesis |
nor hypothesis la.

No significant differences between discussion sections were cbserved
for satisfaction measure | or 2. However, for lecture satisfaction, a
significant difference did appear for satisfaction 2. bemocra?ic students
were significantly more satisfied with the lecture section than were control
students. This finding lends some support to hypothesis |, however, only
with regard to lecture satisfaction. As.suggeSTed in hypotheses | and la,
the writer expected significant differences between the two group types to
occur both Tn lecture and discussion section satisfaction. However, it
appears that, overall, neither hypothesis received consistent support.

Two sources of varfance not accounted for by the comparisons

reported here are the personal teaching styles of the T.A.s and the extent

2500 Appendix B for differential percentage distributions.
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to which they assumed similar behavior appropriate for the leadership
styles examined In this study. Tahle 2 summarizes a series of comparisons
which were made in an attempt to determine the influence of these variables,

An effective test of hypotheses [ and la required that the effects
of personal teaching style be minimized in order to test the influence of
leadership style, and that no differences in either personal teaching style
or leadership style be observed between T.A.s. As Table 2 shows we were
not able to accomplish these ends.

If students were responding to teaching style and not the personal
characteristics of T.A.s, then no significant differences should have been
observed between student safisfaction with T.A.; and T.A.,. Satisfaction
with the discussion sections instructors, irrespective of section type,

did not significantly differ in the satisfaction | data. Data from satis-
faction Z indicates, however, that students under T.A.; were significantly
more satisfied than were the students of T.A.,. The satisfaction 2 items
appeared to have Tapped degrees of satisfaction which were a-funcfion of
teaching assistant and not leadership style displayed. |t should be noted
also that mean sééres for lecture satisfaction (for T.A.; and T.A.,) are
tower, 1.e., higher saTisfacTion, than mean scores for discussion instructor
satisfaction. This may simply point out that students may have assumed

the lecturer, as a Ph.D., to be more competent and better equipped to teach,
thus resulting in sTudenfs' higher evaluation (or satisfaction) of him,

Moreover, it was expected ThaT satisfaction scores would not vary
between T.A.s when controlling for leadership style. This was not the case,
as indicated in rows 3 and 4 of Table 2. Significant differences were

observed between T.A.; and T.A.; in six of the eight comparisons made.
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Students reported significantly higher satisfaction with T.A.; in all cases
but satisfaction | lecture scores. These findings suggest that the T.A.s
differed significantly in playing the two leadership roles. |

Finally, hypotheses | and la wererrefes+ed, holding the effect of
T.A.s constant. Results reported in row 2 of Table 2, provide strong
support for hypothesis 1. Students exposed to the democratic treatment
under T.A.; were more highly satisfied with both lecture and discussion than
were students exposed fto the control treatment under the same T.A. Although
by satisfaction 2 the difference between democratic control treatments in
discussion sectlions wés not s*afisficé!ly significanf it was in The expected
direction as indicated by mean scores. 5Such differences were not found in
data from T.A.»'s sections, Only satisfaction | for discussion (T.A.3}
approximated statistical significance: The distribution of respective cell
percentages decrease for control students in relation to democratic students,
in a linear fashion which supports hypothesis la.3 T values were negative
for satisfaction 2 (T.A.») indicating a sl%ghf tendency for control students
to be more highly- satisfied. These data provide support for hypothesis 2
in sections taught by T.A.; and yield |ittle support for either hypotheses
in sections taught by T.A.;.

These findings raise serious design questions with regard to the
present study. That variations in satisfaction were accounted for by
differences between T.A.s personal teaching styles and édequacy of playing
assigned |eadership style roles suggest that we were unable fo manipulate
our Independent variable as desired. Conclusions reached about the

hypotheses, thus, must be tentative. However, the findings also have a very

3See Appendix B for differential percentage distributions.
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practical implication as well. That is, the selection, training, and use
of teaching assisfanfs is an important consideration too easily passed over
lightly given the press of large numbers of students and multiple course
offerings. The selection of graduate students as teaching assistants
without due consideration of the students academic record and previous
experience is thus tenuous and unadvisable. As will be diséussed in
Chapter IV, fhere is some evidence which suggests that not only is the
student's satisfaction and performance gré@fly Influenced by graduate
teaching assistants, but that T.A.s exert a salient influence on the
student's perception of the professor and the discipline. For these
practical reasons alone,'The selection, training, and use of T.A.s ought

to be carefully considered by the teaching faculty of a department.

Hypotheses 2 and 2a
It was proposed in hypothesis 2 that there would be no significant
differences in performance between the two types of discussion sectlons.
Bane's study suggested that performance, based on the exam scores, is a
function of immeéia?e recall of specific materials, from the reading
assignments and lecture, which does not vary in different classroom contexts.
Hypothesis 2a was derived from the Katz, Maccoby, and Morse study
in which satisfaction, or morale, and productivity were found to be related
closely to supervisory leadership styles. Where democratic, indirect:
supervision appeared productivity was high; and close, dir%c? supervision
resulted in low productivity. Those findings led the writer to propose that
discernible differences in performance would be the result of differing

classroom contexts and instructor leadership styles,
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As shown in Tabfe 3, no discernible differences in performance
between the two groups were observed. The data indicate that the fendency
for democratic students to exceed control students in performance is slight
and not statistically significant. |t would apbear that the measure used
for performance—i.e., final grades—may not have tapped the various
dimensions of student performance.' For example, no measures of class
participation, such as attendance and discussion in class, were employed in
this study. Bane found that while "immediate recall" did not vary between
the "lecture"” and "class-discussion" types of classes, the class-discussion
method displayed more effective "delayed recall" of materials.* Democratic
students, in this study, took essay quizzes, but control students did not.
The instructors observed that overall, democratic students displayed in their
essays a basic understanding of concepts and behavioral processes. Bane's
findings suggest to the writer that a comparison of essay scores—had
control students taken essay quizzes—may have indicated a greater ability
of the democratic students to understand abstract materials and to write
about them in essay form. The data, then, lend support for hypothesis 2,
but not for hypothesis Za.

The influence of the personal teaching style upon performance was
also examined. Table 4 summarizes findings on differences in performance
by type of discussion section and feaching assistant. A significant
difference in performance was observed between all students of T.A.; aﬁd all
students of T.A.,, irrespective of discussion section type. Students under

T.A., performed substantially higher than did students of T.A.;.3 These data

“See a discussion of Bane's study, Chapter |, pages and

5See this table in Appendix B.



TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES |N PERFORMANCE
BETWEEN DISCUSSION SECTION TYPES
(HYPOTHESES 2 AND 2a)
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Type of Above Below
Section Average Average Average Total
Control 26 31 I - 68
(38.2) (45.6) (16.2) (100%)
Democratic 28 24 ' 9 61
(45.9) £39.3) (14.8) (100%)
Total 54 g5 20 129%
df = 2
x2 = .787

S.

p < .750 > ,500 (N.S.)

o
I
hS ]
=
L¥ll

{control)
2.47 (democratic)

o]
M
i,

W

. (control)
0.99 (democratic)

| .14 (control)
0.99 (democratic)

D.

*N does not

equal 131 in that two students received "incomplete" grades.



TABLE 4: SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES IN PERFORMANCE BETWEEN DISCUSSION
SECTION TYPES, BY TEACHING ASS{STANT
(HYPOTHESES 2 AND 2A)

Type of

Section ' Degrees of '

and T.A. Freedom x2 Value P N
T.A.; and 2 13.982 < ,005 |29
T.A.p

(A1l Students)

ToAuy 2 ).916 < .500 > .250 (N.S.) 61
Control X = 2.23 (con.)
and ' 2.25 (demo.)
Democratic a2 = 1.0l (con.)
0.90 (demo.)
S.D. = 1.01 {con.)
0.95 (demo.)

T.A.g ‘ 2 | ..389 _ .500 (N.S5.) 68
Control x = 2,59 (con.)
and 2.93 (demo.)
Democratic g2 = |.53 (con.)
0.88 (demo.)
5.D. = 1.24 {con,)

0.94 {(demo.)

Control - 2 4.239 < ,250 > .100 (N.S.) 65
T.A.3 X = 2.23 (T.A.1)
and : 2,59 (T.A.3)
T.A.2 oZ = 1.0l (T.A.7)
[.53 (T.A.2)
S.D. = 1.0l (T.A.p)
|.24 (T.A.2)

Democratic 2 11.143 < .005 - 64
T.A0 x2 = 2.25 (T.A.)
and _ 2.93 (T.A.5)
T.A.p g2 = 0.90 (T.A.p)
0.88 (T.A.p)
S.D. = 0.95 (T.A.;)

0.94 (T.A.,)




52

appear consistent with those of satisfaction 2 (Table 2) and provide some
evidence for the suggestion that, like satisfaction, performance may be more
influenced by the instructor than by specific characteristics displayed in
playing out a particular leadership role type. Further, evidence of the
influence of instructor upon performance is suggested by the finding that
democratic students under T.A.; performed significantly "better'" than
T.A.2's democratic students. No significant differences between control
sections of T.A.; and T.A.; were found, although T.A.1's students tended

to perform "better" and T.A.p's students.® As with satisfaction, differences
" were not expected. No significant differences in performance between control
and democratic treatments for either T.A.; or T.A., appeared in the data.
The data tend to support hypothesis 2 but as with satisfaction the effects

of "T.A." must be taken into account.

Hypotheses 3 and 3a

Hypothesis 3 predicted that a significant association between
performance and satisfaction would be found. This proposition is consistent
with findings reﬁorTed by numerous Investigators in a variety of contexts.
However, the relationship between safisfécTion and performance have been
shown to be fenuous'and not always consistent within the [iterature.
Several researchers were cited in Chapter { in which the conclusions were
that satisfaction and performance were closely associated. Other research
discussed in Chapter | did not support that conclusion. Bass, for example,
pointed out that such Intervening variables as leadership styles and
differential parTicipaTién among group members often inhibit any close

retationship between satisfaction and performance. The writer reasoned,

65ee Appendix B for percentage distributions.
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from Bass, that neither fype of leadership style could command equal
participation of group members and, as hypotheses 3a, that no significant
association between satisfaction and performance would be indicated.

Table 5 presents a summary of the findings which bear on the
association between performance and satisfaction | and 2, for both
discussion sections and lecture. None of the values observed in Table 5
indicate a high probability of association between performance and satis-~
faction. A slight tendency for probabilities of association to be higher
in the satisfaction 2 data, particularly for discussion instructor satis-
faction, was-observed,7 Hypothesis 3a received subs%an?ial support from
these data while hypothesis 3 did not.

I+ appeared that overall, performance and the various measures of
satisfaction were only randomly associated. Neifher.measure of satisfaction
proved to be an adequate indicator of performance, although satisfaction 2
was slightly the more accurate of the two. This would seem to support
contentions that other variables may inhibit any close association between
performance and satisfaction as suggested by Bass.® The design of the
present study permitted an examination of the relationship between perform-
ance and satisfaction as influenced by [eadership style and personal
teaching style of T.A.s.

Table 6 presenfé a summary of probabilities of association for
performance and satisfaction | and 2, by discussion section type. This

+able shows that the assocliation between performance and satisfaction in

’Refer to Appendix B for cell percentage distributions.

8Refer to a discussion of Bass, Chapter |, pages || and 12.



TABLE 5: SUMMARY OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN
PERFORMANCE AND SATISFACTION
(HYPOTHESES 3 AND 3a)

Measures

and Discussion
Variables Section Lecture
All Students, df =86 df = 6
Performance x%2 = 5.118 x% = 7.292
and p = .529 (N.S.) p = .295 (N.S.)
Satisfaction | N =120 N-= 120
“All Students, df = 4 df =4
Performance X2 =.6.396 x% = 5,483
and o p = 171 (N.S.) p = .241 (N.S.)
Satisfaction 2 N = 120 = |20




TABLE 6: SUMMARY OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN
PERFORMANCE AND SATISFACTION
(BY DISCUSSION TYPE)

Type of Section

Discussion

and Measure Section Lecture
Control df = 6 df = 6
Performance x2 = 5.812 x2 = 10.509
and p = .445 (N.S.) p = .105 (N.S.)
Satisfaction | N = 60 N =60
Control df = 4 df = 4
Performance x2 = 3.463 x% = 1.329
and - p = .149 (N.S.) p = .856 (N.S.)
Satisfaction 2 N = 60 N = 60
Democratic df = 6 df = b
Performance 2 = 9.47| x% = 7.752
and p = .149 (N.S.) p = .257 (N.S.)
Satisfaction | N = 60 N = 60
Democratic df = 4 df = 4
Performance. x2 = 9,52] 2 = 14,023
and p = .049 p = =07
Satisfaction 2 N = 60 N = 60
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control sections was not significant. The same holds true for democratic
sections by the satisfaction | measure. However, by the satisfaction 2
measure, the probabilities of close association were statistically
significant: no significant associations occurred in the control data;
the democratic data indicated associations which were significant or
approximated statistical significance., Some evidence is provided then

for the suggestion that the "laissez-faire-authoritarian" leadership

type inhibited a significant relationship between performance and
satisfaction, while the democratic leadership role fype tends to enhance a
close association between those two variables.

Table 7 presents a summary of probabilities of association between
performance and satisfaction holding the influence of T.A. and leadership
~style constant. |In only one of the 24 comparisons made was a significant
association observed. Performance and satisfaction 2 were closely
associated only for lecture satisfaction in T.A.;s democratic secfiong.

As with satisfaction, the design of this study did not permi} adequate
control of the T.A. variation in like discussion section types. The
teaching assisfaé? has been shown to be an influential force in regard to
student satisfaction and‘performance. I+ may not be unexpected then to
find that the T.A. is equally infiluential with regard to the association
between satisfaction and performance. |f high satisfaction and performance
are found to occur in the sections taught by one T.A. and not the other,
are those variables closely associated jn tThe sections taught by one of the
T.A.s and not the other? And under which leadership types do close

associations occur?



TABLE 7: SUMMARY OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND SATISFACTION
BY DISCUSSION SECTION TYPE AND BY TEACHING ASSISTANT
(HYPOTHESES 3 and 3a)

Type of Section

and T.A. Discussion ' Lecture
T.A.—All Students df = b df = 6
Performance x2 = 10.707 %% = 4,757
and p = .098 (N.S.) p = .575 (N,S.)
Satisfaction | N = 59 N = 59
T.A.o—All Students df =6 df = 6
Performance X% = .44 X* = 6.864
and p = .998 p = .334 (N.S.)
Satisfaction | N = 6l N = 6}
T.A.;—AIll Students df = 4 df = 4
Performance x2 = 5,877 x% = 5.379
and p = .208 (N.S.) p = .25 (N.S.)
Satisfaction 2 N = 59 N = 59
T.A.,—Al|l Students df = 4 df =.4
Performance x2 = 2.450 x% = 7,393
and p = .654 (N.S.) .p = 417 (N.S,)
Satisfaction 2 N =6l N = 6l
T.A.y—Control df = 6 df = 6
Performance x2 = 7.045 x% = 7.635
and p = .317 (N.S.) p = .266 (N.S.)
Satisfaction | N = 27 N = 27
T.A.,—Control df = 6 df = 6
Performance x% = 5.504 x2 = 11.052
and p = .481 (N.S.) p = .087 (N.S.)
Satisfaction | N = 33 N = 33



TABLE 7T—Continued

Type of Section
and T.A. Discussion Lecture
T.A.;—Control df = 4 df = 4
Performance x% = 2.733 x? = 5.331
and p = .603 (N.S.) p = .255 (N.S.)
Satisfaction 2 N = 27 N =27
T.A.o—Control df = 4 df = 4
Performance x2 = 3.301 x2 = 4,794
and p = .509 (N.S.} p = .309 (N.S.)
Satisfaction 2 N = 33 N = 33
T.A.y—Democratic df = 4 df = 4
Performance x2 = 3.582 x% = 2.019
and p = .466 (N.S.) p = .732 (N.S.)
Satisfaction | N = 32 N = 32 ;
T.A.o—Democratic df =6 df =.6
Performance x2 = 4.279 xZ = 5.149
and p = .639 (N.S.) p = .525 (N.S.)
Satisfaction | N = 28 N = 28
T.A.1;—Democratic df = 2 df = 4
Performance x2 = 4.771 x2 = 15.543
and p = .092 (N.S.) p = .004
Satisfaction 2 N = 32 N = 32
T.A.o—Democratic daf = 4 df = 4
Performance x% = 6.211 x2 = 6.299
and p = .84 (N,S.) p = .178 (N.S.)
Satisfaction 2 N = 28 N = 28
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The data do not indicate that a close association is more |ikely
to be found in the sections of one T.A. and not the other: of the 24
comparisons made only one was significant at the .05 level, while seven
approximated statistical significance, Of these eight computations, four
occurred in data for each T.A. A discernible pattern can be obser?ed
controlling for leadership type or discussion conTexf: four calculations
which approximated statistical significance occurred in the "democratic"
data, while only one was observed in "contfrol" data and the other three
were obsefved in data from all students. Some evidence has been presented
which suggests that the "laissez-faire-authoritarian” leadership type may
have inhibited close association between satisfaction and performance,
while the democratic leadership type seems to have enhanced a close
asséciafion between those two variables. |t appears, then, that the
association between satisfaction and performance was "context specific."

Other patterns were observed consistently in the data. Satisfaction
2—the evaluation items—appeared to yield more significant aifferences
in sa+isfac+ion,‘and was more closely associated with performance than was
safiéfacfion i, and in the l[ast data discussed lecture satisfaction was
more closely associated with performance than was discussion instructor
satisfaction. There may be several possible factors which, in part, account
for these patterns.

T seems reasonable fto propose that students may have indicated a
degree of satisfaction which was somewhat commensurate to their performance
in leeture. This may be the case in that students took examinations in the
lecture and more questions on the examinations were taken from lectures

than from discussion-lecture in the discussion sections. By that token,
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the student may have perceived his performance to be closely linked with
the lecture session, more specifically, how the lecturer prepared him for
examinations. However, that proposition should h;ve held for both types of
discussion sections, but it did not. Fo1toﬁlng Bass, one could further
propose that student satisfaction is dependent upon expected rewards and
that students are most assured of expected rewards equalling their
performance in a "democratic" atmosphere. The writer would hold that to be
tenable if it held true across all democratic sections, which It did in
this study.

There is further evidence that supports the proposition that
students perceive that expected rewards will equal their performance.
Students in democratic secTions-were given essay quizzes during the semester
in which they were given the opportunity to "write out" their ideas and
interpretations of sociological concepts and notions. Students, by-and-
large, Indicated to the teaching assistants that the writing out of their
ideas not only enhanced a better understanding of the materials, but also
aided the students in preparing for the large lecture examination. This
may have contributed to the democratic student's perception that effort
expended in preparing for quizzes and lecture examinations would yield a
higher probability for a better than average grade.

On the other hand, students in control sections were not given
essay quizzes and thus may not have viewed the discussion section instructor
as being any different, in orientation or style, than the lecturer.

Much of the data and interpretations presented in this chapter
may indeed be ambiguous and do not fully explore alternative explanations

for certain patterns identified in the data. In Chapter 1V, the writer



will place interpretations of the data into the context of a discussion
of their implications for classroom behavior, research methodology, and

further research in this field.
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CHAPTER 1V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUS IONS

This study explored the relationships among satisfaction, performance
and leadership type within the context of Tﬁe academic classroom——moré
specifically, within the introductory soclology class. The essential
questions were: (1) Do different types of classroom leadership Influence
student's performance and satisfaction; and (2} To what extent is student
performance and satisfaction related under different types of ciassroom |
leadership? Identified as the key variables, then, were satisfaction and
perfOrmance as the dependent variables and leadership role type as the

independent variable.
Review of Findings and Reexamination of Hypotheses

|. Hypothesis | was developed to test the question of differenTiéi
satisfaction in the two types of discussion sections:

Satisfaction will be greater in the democratic sections than in
the control sections.

Alternatively, hypothesis la suggested that:

Satisfaction will be greater in the control sections than in
the democratic sections.

- No significant differences appeared between democratic and control
sections using satisfaction |. However; significant differences were
observed between the two sections when teaching assistants were included
as variables. |1 was found that democratic students under T.A.; reported

greater satisfaction with both the discussion section and lecture than did
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students In control sections. Conversely, for T.A.,, confrol students

were somewhat more satisfied with the discussion section than were his
democratic students; and there was no significant difference in lecturs
satisfaction. A tendency was observed, however, for all democratic students
to express a higher degree of satisfaction with lecture.

Even stronger differences between teaching assistants were obtained
from the satisfaction 2 measure. All students of T.A.;, irrespective of
type of discussion section, expressed higher satisfaction with both the
discussion section instructor and lecture, than did all the students of
T.A.». Also the democratic students of T,A.; expressed higher satisfaction
with discussion section and lecture than did the democratic students of
T.A.p. The evidence mounted in this study supports neither hypotheses |
nor ia.

IT appears that satisfaction was a function more of teaching
assistant than of leadership role type employed by the teaching assistant.
However, hypothesis | was supported only by the data reporTed‘for T.Acqe

2. Two alternative hypo+ﬁeses were formulated to fest the
influence of leadership style upon performance:

2, There will be no significant variation in performance between
the democratic and confrol classes.

2a. There will be significant differences in performance in
democratic and control type sections.

The measure of performance was the student's final grade based on fotal
points derived from the three lecture examinations, plus essay quizzes
given to democratic students.

The daTa‘indicaTGd no significant differences in performance

between all democratic and all control sections. Hypothesis 2a was not
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supported by the data. Before accepting hypothesis 2, however, the influence
of T.A. personal style upon performance was examined.

When the performance of all students of each teaching assistant,
irrespective of discussion section Type, was examined, the resulting data
indicated unexpected differences: Students under T.A.; performed at a
much higher |evel than students under T.A.,. Such was the case, also, in
the comparisons of T.A.;s and T.A.ps con#rof sections, and T.A.;s and T.A.,s
democratic sections. Although the difference was not statistically
significant, celi percenfége distributions indicate that students in
T.A.;s sections performed "better" than students of T.A.,.1 Democratic
students of T.A.; performed "befter" than democratic students of T.A.p;
that difference was significant below the .005 |evel. Theoretically, one
woul& expect all frequencies between teaching assistants to be approxihafe{y
the same. Hypotheses were derived around the notion that data, vis-d-vis
satisfaction, performance, and the association between the two, would or
would not be the same depending on the type of discussion section, not
the teaching assistant.

Thus, for instance, if It were proposed that performance would
be higher in democratic sections than in control sections, the author
would expect that to hold true in all democratic sections and for both
teaching assistants. Accordingly, if data iﬁ Table 4 (Chapter |I1), for -
example, were logically consistant with the writer's theoretical

expectations they would be:

1See Appendix B for cell percentages.
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Above Be low
Average Average Average Total
T.Ay 20 0 2 32
Democratic (65.5%) (31.3%) (6.2%) (100%)
T.A. 20 10 2 32
Democratic (65.5%) (31.3%) (6.2%) (100%)
Total 40 20 4 64
df = 2
x2 = 0.000
p = 0.000

And logically, the same should hold true for respective cells In the control
students performance data.

Differences in degrees of expressed satisfaction and performance,
then, appeared in the data in an unexpected and unpredicted fashion, The
patterns of performance and satisfaction idenTified in the Hafaldo not
allow clear acceptance or rejection of the satisfaction and performance
hypotheses.

3. Two alternative hypotheses were developed to test the significance

of association between performance and satisfaction.

3. There will be a significant association indicated between
performance and satisfaction.

3a. There will be no significant association indicated between
performance and satisfaction.

|+ was not specified in which type of discussion section a close association

between satisfaction and performance was'expecfed. In The initial
formulation of hypotheses, no salient clues were Identified which indicated
their close association in one type of discussion section and not the

o+her; Performance was tested for association with both satisfaction |

and satisfaction 2.
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Data in Table 5, Chapter 111, indicate that for all students
satisfaction | and performance were not closely associated. By the
satisfaction 2 measure, no significant association was found for either
discussion section or lecture. These data do not lend support to hypothesis
B,

in Table 6 no significant associations In control section data
were observed-—a pattern of random association occurred. However, in
democratic data performance and satisfaction | approximated close
association, and by the satisfaction 2 measure the variables were
significantly associated.

However, probabilities for significant associations did appear
when the teaching assistant as an intervening variable, was introduced
inTolThe calculations. And here the patterns are much more complex and
difficult to identify.

No significant association between satisfaction and performance
was found in specific sections of T.A.2. However, it appearéd that
satisfaction | aqd performance occurred independent of each other for
all sections of T.A., discussion. The tendency toward significant
association was more Iikeiy to be found in dembcfafic sections than in
control sections. This was especially true in democratic sections taught
by T.A.;. Paradoxically enough, however, performance and satisfaction 2
of students in all democratic sections (forboth |ecture and discussion
section) tended to be closely associated, but such a significant relationship
was not indicated in the data obtained from the democratic classes of T.A.;
alone. It appears-evidenf, then, that the tendency for satisfaction and

performance to cluster in significant associations, is as much a function
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of teaching assistant as it is leadership fype and classroom context. It
must further be noted that the close association befween satisfaction
and performance only occurred using the satisfaction 2 measure.

To review this study and reach even tentative conclusions, it
becomes necessary to closely examine and critique both the theoretical

assumptions and research design.
Theoretical Framework and Assumptions

In Chapter | the writer identified the key variables with which
this study deals. The initial problem, then, was clearly stating the
dimensions of these variables, vis-a-vis the classroom. Literature in the
area of "classroom studies" or educatlonal research, however, is not so
rich-in theoretical discussions of these key variables. On the other
hand, organizational research provides a plethora of literature which bears
directly on the study at hand. |

To provide a clarification of concepts and empirical precedents
the writer has maQe extensive use of the work group in the organizational
|iterature. The assumption was made that the work group in organizations
is at least analogous to the“classroom group as an instrumental, task-
oriented group. The validity or soundness of that assumption should be
closely examined here.

‘The writer proposed in Chapter | that we cannot view the work
group as being identical, in type or group processes, to the classroom
group.? First, as it was pointed out, group cohesion is a salient factor

in the work group in so far as it affects the attainment of group goals.

2See Chapter |, pages i4-15.
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To state that students work towards group goals, such as a high ciass
grade average, seems to be a tenuous and unfounded proposition. Workers,
who as a group, achieve and maintain a high rate of productivity may
receive both material (e.g., increased wages by piece-rate) or nonmaterial
(e.g., high status) rewards as a result of thelr performance. Rewards
most typically accrue to the student based upon his individual performance.

Second, there appears to be some question as to the student's
ability to readily learn the material and techniques which enable him to
achieve goals. The learning process for the worker may be accurately
viewed as one in which he enters into an initial phase of his job requiring
him to quickly learn how to produce the item or services as the organization
defines them. From That point, performance, particularly for production
workérs, seems to be a repetitious application of techniques learned
during the initial phase of job activity. The student, although aware
of certain techniques used in preparing for examinations, taking class
notes, etc., is continually confronted with new material. No% ohly is
the student in inTroducTory sociology for instance, subjécTed to unknown
materials or subject matter, but also to other courses taught by different
instructors whose course EequiremenTs call upon the students To seek
direction from him. One indication of differential course demands and
learning techniques necessary is the statement frequently heard by
instructors, "I can understand mathematics and do well on examinations,
but in sociology (for example) there aren't any right and wrong answers;
it is all mixed up and | can't make sense out of it."

Those factors may have more salient implications for the
satisfaction variable than for the other two variables. The author

suggested in Chapter | that satisfaction is a multi-dimensional attitude
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which may be influenced to a greater degree by infervening factors than
performance.3 |f satisfaction is directly related fo performance it would
be reasonable to propose that students will only express high satisfaction
I they are doing well gradewise, et vice versa., However, if one
seriously considers the resuits of this study one would tentatively reject
that proposition. Students did not consistently express a degree of
satisfaction which paralleled their performance.

If satisfaction is not a function of performance, then can it be
said, with some foundation, that satisfaction is a function of l|eadership
style? The writer would answer no, based on the evidence presented in
Chapter |Il. But that answer must be a qualified "no" in that leadership
must now be redefined; for the problem which arises in conceptualizing
and aefining "social role" also appears in considering the dimensions of
leadership. On the one hand, leadership role type may imply a set of
expectations as to how a designated |eader will behave. We expect an
authoritarian type leader to be aggressive, rigid in perform{ng his
"duties," aloof from other group members, etc. Yet It might also imply
the actual behaviors which the (eader displays. Thus, satisfaction may
have been a function of the students' perception of the instructor's
utility to him. This Is to say, the student may express a degree of
satisfaction which is based upon the instructor's ability o aid the
student in progressing towards his goal(s)—instrumental satisfaction—
and/or the instructor's abllity to meet .the socio-emotional needs of the

student.

3See Chapter |, page 22.
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From arguments above it would not be logically consistent to argue
that satisfaction is based solely on the instructor's ability to meet
instrumental neéds; as has been shown in this study, satisfaction and
performance were not consistently related. However, there is evidence
which may support the proposition that the meeting of socio-emotional
needs {s at leasT as crucial as the meeting of instrumental needs in
determining Vs.a't‘isfac‘i'ion.L+

A strong tendency appeared in the data for students under T.A.,
to express a higher degree of satisfactlion and perform better than the
students of T.A.,. Leadership style employed seemed to not influence
either performance or satisfaction significantly. Further evidence is
provided by the fact that satisfaction and performance were closely
.assoéiafed most frequently in sections taught by T.A.;. Thus, students
may express degrees of satisfaction based upon their perception of whether
or not the instructor is meeting their instrumental and/or socio-emotional
demands. .

Performance also appeared not to be a function of leadership style.
|+ was noted in Chapter |li and earliier in this chapter that no
substantial differences iﬁ performance occurred between democratic and control
type sections. OGross differences did appear in data obtained from test
association between teaching assistants—all students of T.A.;, as a group,
performed at a higher level, tThan did T.A.,s students. Performance, then,
seemed 1o be affected more by the instructor's style than by the leadership

role type employed by the instructor.

"By "determining" the writer means to imply that the meeting of
socio-emotional needs may be as strong a causal factor of high satisfaction,
as is the meeting of instrumental needs.
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One can infer that there are, or may be, differences between the
types of behaviors intended or expected and the actual behaviors displayed,
vis-a-vis particular leadership role types, as mentioned earlier. Those
differences may have been magnified by the fact that the same role types
were played by two teaching assistants—each teaching assistant played
the democratic role type and each played the "laissez-faire-authoritarian"
role type. Such a situation implied a third dimension of leadership
behavior, the subjective inferpretation of role expectations.

Although the research design and hypotheses formulated for this
study did not allow the testing of these factors, it should be noted that
the leader, or instructor, also has both instrumental and socic-emotional
needs which seek to be met through participation in the ciassroom group.

Several factors may influence the style of leadership adopted by an

individual in a group. His own personality and needs, as well as the

particular circumstances in which he must operate, may predispose

him toward +he adoption of a particular style of leadership. .
The instructors who participated in this study may have been predisposed
to particular styles of leadership which were more pervasive than the
prescribed leadership role types which they were to play. The data
suggests, for instance, that T.A.1 may have been so predisposed that the
democratic role type was more congruent with his own "style" than was the
|aissez-falre-authoritarian role type; the data suggests the obverse for
T.A.2.

The various factors mentioned and discussed above will be evaluated

in The following section with regard to fhair implication for the research

design.

SJohn W. McDavid and Herbert Harari, Soeioal Psychology: Individuals,
Groups, Societies, (New York: Harper and Row, 1968), p. 354.
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A Reexamination of the Research Design and Procedures

This study should be viewed as exploratory in nature, in which
clustering patterns of satisfaction, performance and leadership type have
been Tdentified. Unexpected patterns were found to occur which should
lead to a reformulation of the research design and procedures.

The basic design, as employed in this study, appears to be sound.
For this study, the discussion sections of a large Introductory Sociology
class were discerned as two types based upon the leadership role type employed
by the instructor: four were democratic and four contrel. All students
attended the large lecture twice weekly. The writer sees no reason why
that basic format or design should be changed at this point. |t has been
shown to be useful in terms of effecting sound research procedures.

Herver, the procedures developed and carried out within the
design do need to be reexamined. Identified in Chap?er 11 and in
the first part of this chapter, were variables which appeared to be
intervening factors, not controllied for by the design employed. The
most sallent intervening variable was the teaching assistant: The
significant differences, vis-a-vis the dependent variables, occurred not
between unlike types of discussion sections, but between (unlike) teaching
assistants. One can then view, for instance, the last row in Tables 2 and
4 in two different ways: (1) the variables tested (democratic-democratic
types) for significant difference are like types, in respect to the leadership
role type characterizing each; (2) by viéwing those variables, or discussion
sections, as unlike types in that different teaching assistants taught

those sections.
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Several suggestions may be made at this point. It may be more
fruitful in.furfher research to assign teaching assistants to only one
type of discussion section, instead of his being required to play twoe
different leadership role +ybes. This, it seems, would be the logical
procedure to now employ in attempting to further explore the variation in
performance and satisfaction under different leadership styles and teaching
assistants. Procedures could then be utilized to measure the variation
of the variables between like Types of sections to ascertain the variability
of influence of the teaching assistant himself.

Again, however, it is evident that a source of variation may be in
the teaching assistants. Procedures measuring differences in performance
and satisfaction between the two types of sections may not account for
the feaching assistant as an inTervening variable. Certainly empirical
purity could be enhanced by a more stringent control of that infervening
variable: Only one teaching assistant would be assigned to employ the two
leadership role types. Even ufiliiing that procedure would éall for the
selection of a teaching assistant who was not predisposed to either of
the two role types, and that in itself would require a good deal of
coordination among researéhers. Consequently, wé should not expect
leadership role types to be played in pure form, particularly within a
research context that, by necessity, employs more than one instructor.

Another procedure warrants reevaluation., Requiring democratic
students to take essay quizzes does not appear consistent with the
characteristics of a democratic classroom context. |In fact, that procedure
s more in keeping with the control type confext. Democratic students

could be given the choice as to whether or not essay quizzes would be given
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and quizzes could be required of confrol students. However, it might be
useful in measuring differential performance, to require essay quizzes

in both tTypes of discussion sections.
The Instrument

The evaluation-questionnaire was utilized for acquiring satisfaction
data. As was shown In Chapter || the satisfaction 2 measure appeared to
tap more significant differences than the satisfaction | measure, This
is consistent with the finding that the teaching assistant seemed to
influence satisfaction and performance fo a greater extent than [eadership
role type. |f follows that more extensive use should be made of The
satisfaction 2 type items. Those iftems should be tested for consistency
and reliability, and additional items could be added.
Numerous items on the questionnaire were not treated in this
study. A logical case could be made for the proposition that the student's
perception of how interesting and iﬁformafive a course is, bears directly
on the degree of satisfaction with course he expresses. Thus, the "how
interesting" and "how informative" items in the questionnaire could be
tested for association with Sa*isfachon; the same could be said of those
variables associated with performance.6
On the questionnaire students were asked to circle the grade they
expected to receive. |t could be useful fo explore the possibilities
of the "self-fulfilling prophecy" process occurring in regard to the

performance of students.? 1f strong and consistent relationships were

65ee Appendix A for a copy of The questionnaire.

7For a detalled explication see: Robert K. Merton, Social Theory
and Social Structure (New York: The Free Press, 1968), pp. 475-490.
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found between responses on this questionnaire item and students' final
grade, then the case for the self-fulfilling prophecy could be further
developed.

Items concerning changes in attitudes which are assumed to be
satisfaction in type—were not treated in this study. Various statistical
techniques could be employed in testing the association of these items
with both measures of satisfaction, performance and l|leadership style
and between those items and teaching assistant.

And finally, the writer would suggest that further research seek
to explore the influence teaching assistants exert upon students' perception
and evaluation of the lecturer. Although such influence is nﬁT clearly
idenfifled and defined in this study, the data did suggest that teaching
assistants influenced students' satisfaction and performance in differing
ways. Other research points to the teaching assistant as being a moderator
or "middie-man" through whom the students develop their attitudes about
the lecturer and the subject matter or discipline.® The success or failure
of a professor's attempts at exposing students to new concepts and ideas.
may depend to a great extend upon the performance of his teaching
assistants in the discussion section context.

Although researchers have gone to great lengths to ascertaln
differential degrees of student satisfaction and performance, littie
"aTTenTion_has been given to the preferences of Ens%rucfors re teaching
style, classroom context, etc. |t has been suggested that the student

is more likely to be highly satisfied if what actually occurs in the

8Jennie Farley, "First-Year Students Size Up Sociology," The
American Sociologist, Vol. 5 (November, 1970}, pp. 363-364.
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classroom is congruent with his preconceived notions of what classroom Is
or should be. Instructors, like students, embrace preconceived notions and
preferences as fo the classroom. Perhaps a fruitful approach to the
assignment of instructors to classes and graduate students to teaching
duties would entall ascertaining those preferences and preconceived notions
of students and instructors, matching them so that, for example, students
preferring the highly directive, autocratic instructor would be taught by
an instructor of |ike preferences. Given the pervasive influence of the
teaching assistant, graduate students assigned to teaching assistant
positions would be included in this procedure if it were employed.

For very practical reasons, then, the assignment of graduate students
as teaching assistants, their training and how they are utilized in the
claséroom cannot be taken lightly. Nor can one ignore the penalties which
may accrue to students taught by a graduate assistant who does not wish
to teach and receives little, if any, direction from the professor under
whom he works. Such considerations are at least consistent with the

humanistic rhetoric of the academic community.
Coneluding Comments

With all his knowledge of soclial organization, group formation and
processes, etc., the sociologist may be vieﬁed by the student as the
potential (at least) teacher par excellence. However, are sociologists
able to aﬁpiy academic sociological expertise to the classroom? And do
sociologists realize that only a small percentage of any introductory

sociology class will eventually major in sociology? In reference to this
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last question Arthur Katona has pointed to perhaps a most cruclal issue
before the sociologis?-educ_a‘i'or.9 Katona maintains that through the
rigors of doing professional sociology the sociologist is himself unaware
that his "educational efforts suffer from a costly culture lag."!? 4s
Katona explains, sociclogists, very painstakingly, are trained in the
techniques of research. While on the other hand, unlike even the teacher
at the public school l|evel, sociclogists ignore for fhe most part the
fundamental techniques of feaching. And Katona has pointed out there is an
unanswered question in academic sociclogy:

Are we training soclology majors or education students? For, too

often, courses and curriculums are laid out, consciously and

unconsciously, with a view foward fraining specialists in sociology,

and research specialists at that. Inadvertently we put a sociologist's

monopoly on our knowledge. We must get away from this traditional

practice 1f we would fulfill our responsibilities as educators. . . A1

Thé high value assigned to mass education has resulted in signifi-

cantly large increases in college enrollment and thus increases in class
size. |In addition, we now have before us a iarge number of students who are
demanding (although not in these terms) that the "cui bono"!2 question be
answered: Who 1S the prime beneficiary of higher education? The university
serves many publics and carries on numerous functions, only one of which is
teaching. However, to the student who spends much of his time in the class-

room, as well as to the instructor the "cul bono" question is increasingly of

utmost concern.

9Arthur Katona, "The Teaching of Sociology in a Democracy," American
Sociological Review, Vol. (1943) pp. 8:439-444,

lal'bid.-: P 439,
Yigpid., p. 440.

1256¢: Peter Blau and W. R. Scott, Fommal Organizations (San
Francisco: Chandler Pub., 1962), pp. 42-45.



Hopefully, then, this study is "relevant" not only to a particular

university community, but to the university community at large.
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KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY

Department of Socioclogy

Survey of Student Opinion of Teaching

DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME

Discussion Leader's Name
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Time and Day Discussion Section Meets

Course and Number Cum Grade Polnt
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Listed below are several qualities which describe aspects of instructor
behavior. Rate both the lecturer and your discussion leader on each of
these items by drawing a circle around the number that best indicates

his position in comparison with other teachers you have had. Rate each
item as thoughtfully and carefully as possible. Do NOT omit items. Of

course, [t will be the very unusual case when the number you circle is
the same for all items.
L))
3
G‘) ——
o [1+]
. = L >
h=] [ fan P
g Q 4] m n
S S ]
= L. Q QQ
(0] Q [a -2 .|
+ a £ =
= = 8 c Y
S o S O

|. Interprets abstract ideas
and theories clearly.
Lecture . . . . P s P T
Discussion secTron A .

N
Wi AN
NN
W w

2. Gets me interested in his
subjects.
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Has helped broaden my
interests.
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Discussion section .

Stresses important material.
Lecture . . . . & . w w
Discussion secTnon

Makes good use of examples
and Tllustrations.
becture . + « v & o & &
Discussion section . . . .

Has motivated me to do

‘my best work.

Lecture « « « v ¢« « « « & &
Discussion section . . . .

Inspires class confidence in

his knowledge of subject.
Lecture . . . . i % % R
Discussicon section . . . ,

Has given me new viewpaints
or appreciation.
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Discussion section . . . .

Is clear and understandable
in his explanations.
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Discussion secTion .

is sensitive to the needs

and wishes of his students.
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Discussion secflon .

Permits students to express
their points of view.
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13, On the whole, how satisffed are you with respect to the manner in
which the class has been conducted,

Lecture Discussion Section
l. Highly satisfied _ I. Highly satisfied
2. Somewhat satisfied 2. Somewhat satisfied
3. Undecided 3. Undecided
4. Somewhat dissatisfied 4., Somewhat dissatisfied
5. Highly dissatisfied 5. Highly dissatisfied

Your instructor would like To know if there is something you believe he
has done especially well in his teaching of this course.

Your instructor would also Iike to know what specific things you believe
might be done fo improve his teaching of this course.

Compared to other introductory courses how [nteresting has Introductory
Sociology been?

Much Somewhat About the Somewhat Much
More More Same _ Less Less
i 2 ' 3 4 5

Comparative to other introductory courses how informative has Introductory
Sociology been? '

Much Somewhat About the Somewhat Much
More More Same Less_ less
| 2 3 . 4 5

Circle the final grade you expect to receive in this course.

A B C D F
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KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY

Department of Sociology

Survey of Student Opinion of Teaching

DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME

Discussion Leader's Name

Time and Day Discussion Section Meets

Course and Number Cum Grade Point

Listed below are several qualities which describe aspects of instructor
behavior. Rate both Professor and your discussion |eader on each
of these items by drawing a circle around the number that best indicates
his position in comparison with other teachers you have had. Rate each
item as thoughtfully and carefully as possible. Do NOT omit items. Of

course, it will be the very unusual case when the number you circle is
the same for all items.
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i. Interprets abstract ideas
and theories clearly.
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2. Gets me interested in his
sub jects. _
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3. Has increased my skills in
thinking. _
Lecture « « o s s o o o o« « &+ 5 4 o o 0 oo o s | 2 3 4 5

Discussion section . v v v & « o « o o « o o« » | 2 3 4 5



Has helped broaden my interests.

Lecture . . . . & % W
Discussion secflon

Stresses important material.
lecture . + . « « « « + W
Discussion section . . .

Makes good use of examples
and iliustrations.
lecture . « « « + « + o &
Discussion section . . .

Has motivated me to do

- my best work.

Lecture . . . . ik oW
Discussion secflon . s

inspires class confidence in

his knowledge of subject.
Lecture . . . .
Discussion SGCTIOH

Has given me new viewpoints
or appreciation.

Lecture . « « + « + + + .
- Discussion section . . .

Is clear and understandable

in his explanations.
Lecture « & « s & o & o
Discussion section . . .

|ls sensitive to the needs
and wishes of his students.

Lecture . . . & @ oW

Discussion secTion

Permits students to express

their points of view.
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Discussion sec+|on S
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13. On the whole, how satisfied are you with respect to the manner in
which the class has been conducted.

Lecture Discussion Section
I. Highly satisfied : I+ Highly satisfied
2. Somewhat satisfied 2. Somewhat satisfied
3. Undecided 3. Undecided
4. Somewhat dissatisfied 4. Somewhat dissatisfled
5. Highly dissatisfied 5. Highly dissatisfied

Your instructor would like fo know if there is something you believe he
has done especially well in his fteaching of this course.
a. Lecture

b, Discussion

Your instructor would also |ike to know what specific things you believe
might be done to improve his tfeaching in this course.
a. Llecture

b. Discussion

Compared to other introductory courses how inferesting has Introductory
Sociology been? .

Much Somewhat About the Somewhat Much
More More Same Less Less
| 2 3 4 5

Compared to other inTrodUcTory courses how informative has Introductory
Sociology been?

Much Somewhat - About the Somewhat Much
More More Same Less Less
| 2 : 3 : 4 5

Circle the final grade you expect fo receive in this course.

A B C D F



Has your opinion about this Introductory Sociology course changed over

the semester?

a. lLecture

I. Yes, it has changed greatly.
2. Yes, it has changed somewhat.

3, No, it

b. Discussion

has remained the same.

I. Yes, it has changed greatly.
2. Yes, it has changed somewhat.

3, No, it

If your opinion

a. Lecture
|. It has
2. |t has

b. Discussion
. I+ has
2. IT has

Comments:

has remained the same.

has changed, how has it changed?

become more positive.
become more negative.

become more positive.
become more negative.

86

If your opinion has not changed how would you describe your opinion?

a. Lecture

|. I+ is generally positive.
2. It is generally negative.

b. Discussion

|, It is generally positive
2. It is generally negative.

Comments:
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TABLE A-1: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTROL AND DEMOCRATIC
SATISFACTION SCORES, USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE
(DISCUSSION SECTION)

Section

Types High Und.* Low Total

Control 124 I3 23 160
(77.5) (8.1) (14.4) (100%)

Democratic 122 17 20 |59
(76.5) (10.7) (12.6) ¢ 100%)

Total 246 30 43 319

df = 2

x2 = .756

p < .70 > .50

Und. on all tables is used as "undecided" throughout.

TABLE A-2: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTROL AND DEMOCRATIC
SATISFACTION SCORES, USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

(LECTURE)
SecTion
Types High Und. Low Total
Control ’ 118 17 26 |61
(73.2) (10.5) (16.1) (99.8%)*
Democratic 214 12 |16 |52
{(81.6) (7.9) (10.5) (100%)
Total 2472 ‘ 29 42 313
df = 2
x% = 3.135
p<.l0>.05

¥N does not equal 100% due to rounding of cell percentages.



TABLE A=3: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION SCORES
ALL STUDENTS OF T.A.; AND T.A.,, USING
THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE
(DISCUSSION SECTION)

89

OF

Instructor High Und. - Low Total

T.A. 119 14 19 152
(78.3) (9.2) (i2.5) (100%)

T.A.g 125 15 17 157
(79.6) (9.6) (10.8) (100%)

Total 244 29 36 309

df = 2

x% = 0.212

< .900 > ,750

TABLE A-4: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION SCORES OF

ALL STUDENTS OF T.A.; AND T.A.5, USING
THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

250

(LECTURE)
Instructor High Und. Low Total
T.A.3 121 12 7 150
(80.7) (8.0) (11.3) (100%)
T.A.2 7 17 23 |57
(74.5) (10.8) (14.7) (100%)
Total 238 29 40 307
df = 2
x = 1.671
p < .500 >
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TABLE A-5: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTROL AND DEMOCRATIC
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.;),
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

Section Types High Und. Low Total

Control 51 8 16 75
(68.0) (10.7) (21.3) (100%)

Democratic 68 6 ' 3 77
(88.3) (7.8) (3.9 (100%)

Total 119 4 ' i9 52

df = 2

xZ = 11,584

< ,005

TABLE A-6: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTROL AND DEMOCRATIC
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.1), USING
THE SATISFACTION 1 MEASURE

Section Types High Und, Low Total

Control 57 7 1] 75
(76.0) C8 T (14.7) (100%)

Democratic. 67 8 2 77
(87.07 (10.4) (2.6) (100%)

Total 124 15 I3 152

df = 2

x2 = 7.079

p < .05> .025
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TABLE A-7: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTROL AND DEMOCRATIC
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.,},
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

Section. Types High Und. Low | Total

Control 72 6 5 83
(86.7) {(7.2) 6.1) (100%)

Democratic 53 | @ 73
(72.6) (1513 (12.3) (100%)

Total 125 17 14 56

df = 2

x2 = 4,880

p<.l0>.05

_TABLE A-8: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTROL AND DEMOCRATIC
LECTURE SATJSFACTION SCORES (T.A.z), USING
THE SATISFACTION 1 MEASURE

Section Types High Und. Low  Total
Control 6l 10 I3 ' 84

' (72.6) o e (15.5) (100%)
Democratic - 56 7 10 73

(76.7) (9.6) (13.7) (100%)

Total 17 17 23 {57
df = 2
x% = .365
p < .900 > ,750




TABLE A-9: RELATIONSH|P BETWEEN CONTROL D|SCUSSION SECTION
- SATISFACTION SCORES OF T.A.; AND T.A.»'S SECTIONS,
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

Instructor High Und. Low Total
T4y 51 8 6 75
Control (dis) (68.0) (10.7) (21.3) (IOO%)
T.A.p T 4 6 82
Control (dis) (87.8) (4.9) 7.3 (100%)
Total 123 12 22 157
df = 2
X2 = 9,170

p < .025 > ,010

TABLE A-10: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTROL LECTURE SATISFACTI{ON
SCORES OF T.A.; AND T.A.»'S SECTIONS, USING
THE SATISFACTION 1 MEASURE

Instructor High Und. Low Total
T.A0 57 7 i 75
Control (lect) (76.0) (9.3) (14.7) (100%)
T.A.p 61 10 I3 84
Control (lect) {72.6) (1.9 {15.5) (100%)
Total 118 17 24 159
df = 2
x~ = 0.323

< ,900 > ,750
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TABLE A-il: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEMOCRATIC DISCUSSION
SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES OF T.A.; AND T.A.»'S
SECTIONS, USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

Instructor High Und, Low Total
TiAaq 68 6 3 77
Democratic (88.3) (7.8) (3.9} (100%)
(disc)
T.A.p 53 I 9 73
Democratic (72.6) (15.1) (12.3) {100%)
{(disc)
Total 121 17 12 150
df = 2
X2 = 6.228

B & 030 ¥ 025

 TABLE A-12: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEMOCRATIC LECTURE
SATISFACTION SCORES OF T.A.; AND T.A.,'S SECTIONS,
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE '

Instructor High Und. Low Total

T.Aq . 64 - 7 4 75
Democratic (85.3) (9.3) {5.3) (99.9%)*
{(tect) , :
T.A.p 56 7 8 71
Democratic (78.9) (9.9) (11.2) (100%)
(lect)
Total 120 14 12 146
df = 2
x2 = 1.758

p < .500 > 250

N does not equal 100% due to rounding of cell percentages.
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TABLE A-25:

RELAT IONSHIP BETWEEN PERFORMANCE IN

CONTROL AND DEMOCRATIC SECTIONS

Section
Type ALA. AV, B.A, Total
Control 26 310 11 68
(38.2) (45.6) (16.2) (IOQ%)
Democratic 28 24 9 6|
(45.9) (39.3) {(14.8) (100%)
Total 54 55 20 29
df = 2
x2 = .787
p < .750 > 500
TABLE A-26: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERFORMANCE OF ALL
STUDENTS OF T.A.; AND T.A.o
Instructor A.A. AV. B.A. Total
T.A.g - 34 24 3 6|
Control (55.7) (39.2) (4.9) (99.9%)
T.A.2 20 3l 17 68
Control (29.4) (45.9) (25,1 (100%)
Total 54 55 20 129
df = 2
x2 = 13,982
< 500

*Does not equal 100% due to rounding of

cell percentages

100



TABLE A-27:. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERFORMANCE [N CONTROL
AND DEMOCRATIC SECTIONS (T.A.;)
Section
Type A nA. AV. BIAI TO"'a I
Control |4 14 | 29
(48.3) {48.3) {(3.4) (100%)
Democratic 20 [0 2 32
(62,5) (31.3) (6,2) {100%)
Total 34 24 3 61
df = 2
x% = 1.916
p < .500 > ,250
TABLE A-28: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERFORMANCE IN CONTROL
AND DEMOCRATIC SECTION (T.A.5)
Section
Type A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Control 12 7 7 36
(33.3) (47.2) (19.5) (100%)
Democratic 8 14 10 32
(25.0) (43.7) (31.3) (100%)
Total 20 3] 17 68
df = 2
x% = 1.389
< ,500 > .250

P

101



TABLE A-29: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERFORMANCE IN CONTROL
SECTIONS OF T.A.1 AND T.A.2
Instructor ALA. AV. B.A. Total
TR 14 |4 | 29
Control (48.3) (48.3) (3.4) (100%)
T.A.2 |12 17 7 36
Control (33.3) (47.2) (19.5) (100%)
Total 26 31 8 65
df = 2
x2 = 4.239
p < .250 > .100
TABLE A-30: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERFORMANCE IN DEMOCRATIC
SECTIONS OF T.A.; AND T.A.,
Instructor A.A. AV. B.A. Total
T.A. 20 |0 2 32
Democratic (62.5) {31.3) (6,2) (100%)
T.A. 8 14 10 32
Democratic (25.0) (43.7) (31.3) (100%)
Total 28 24 |2 64
df = 2
x2 = 11.43
p < .005

102



TABLE A-31: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL
STUBENTS, USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. Ay, B.A. Total
Hi 28 22 7 57
(49.1) (38.6) (12.3) (100%)
Med 13 23 7 43
(30.2) (53.5) (16.3) (100%)
Und 4 5 | 10
(40.0) (50.0) (10.0) (100%)
Low 6 3 | 10
(60.0) (30.0) (10.0) (100%)
Total 51 53 |6 |20
df = 6
¥2 = 5.11790
P =0.52878
TABLE A-32: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL
STUDENTS, USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
AA. AV, B.A. Total
Hi 16 ) 2 28
(57.1) (35.7) (7.1) (100%)
Med 32 40 |1 83
(38.6) (48.2) (13.3) (100%)
Low 3 3 3 9
(33.3) (33.3) (33.3) (100%)
Total 51 53 16 |20
df = 4
X% = 6.39645
P=0.17144
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TABLE A-33:

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND

LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL STUDENTS,
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi i4 15 4 33
(42.4) (45.5) (12.1) (100%)
Med 28 3 g 68
(41.2) (45.6) (13.2) (100%)
Und 4 | 3 8
(50.0) (i12.5) (37.5) (100%)
Low 5 6 0 |1
(45.5) (54.5) (0.0) (100%)
Total 51 53 16 120
df = 6
% = 7.29237
" P = 0.29466
TABLE A-34: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL STUDENTS,
USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
A.A. AV, B.A. Total
Hi 5 10 : 2 17
(29.4) (58.8) (11.8) (100%)
Med 42 36 10 88
(47.7) (40.9) (11.4) (100%)
Low 4 7 4 5
(26.7) (46.7) (26.7) (100%)
Total 5] 53 16 120
df = 4
x2 = 5.48275
P = 0.24125
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TABLE A-35:

ASSOC|ATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES, USING
THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

AA. AV, B.A. Total
Hi 20 9 B 32
(62.5) (28.1) (9.4) (100%)
Med 5 9 5 19
(26.3) (47.4) (26.3) (100%)
Und 3 3 0 6
(50.,0) (50.0) (0.0) (100%)
lLow | Z 0 3
(33.3) (66.7) (0.0) (100%)
Total 29 23 8 60
df = 6
x2 = 9,47113
' = 0.14877
TABLE A~36: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES, USING
THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
R AY. B.A. Total
Hi 1] 6 0 17
(64.7) {35.3) (0.0) (100%)
Med 18 |5 6 39
(46,2) (38.5) (15.4) (100%)
Low 0 2 2 4
(0.0) (50.0) (50.0) (100%)
Total 29 23 8 60
df = 4
x2 = 9.52072
P = 0,04932
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TABLE A-37: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES, USING THE
SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 9 6 0 15
{60.0) (40,0) (0.0) (100%)
Med : |8 13 : 7 38
(47.4) (34.2) (18.4) (100%)
Und 2 3 0 5
(40.0) (60.0) (0.0) (100%)
Low 0 | ‘ | 2
(0.0) (59.0) (50.0) (100%)
Total 29 23 8 60
df = 6
x2 = 7.75199
P = 0.25684

TABLE A-38: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES, USING THE
SATISFACTION Z MEASURE

A.A. AV. B.A. Total

Hi 3 5 . 0 8
(37.5) (62.5) (0.0) (100%)

Med 26 16 5 47
(55,3) (34.0) (10.6) (100%)

Low 0 2 3 5
(0.0) (40.0) (60.0) (100%)

Total 29 23 8 60

df = 4

x2 = 14.02302

P = 0.00723
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TABLE A-39: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES, USING THE
SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AV. " B.A. Total
Hi | 8 13 4 25
(32.0) (52.0) {16.0) (100%)
Med 8 14 2 24
' (33.3) (58.3) (8.3) ~ (100%)
Und I 2 l 4
(25.0) (50.0) (25.0) (100%)
Low 5 | | 7
(71.4) (14.3) (14.3) (100%)
Total 22 30 | 8 60
df = 6
2 = 5,8]210
P = 0.44457
TABLE A-40: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES, USING THE
SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 5 4 2 |
(45.5) (36.4) (18.2) (100%)
‘Med 14 25 5 44
(31.8) (56.8) (11.4) (100%)
Low 3 ] 5 5
' (60.0) (20.0) (20.0) (100%)
Total 29 30 8 60
df = 4
x2 = 3.4630|
P = 0.48353
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TABLE A-41: ASSQCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES, USING THE
SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi | 5 9 4 18
(27.8) (50.0) (22.2) (100%)
Med 10 18 2 30
(33.3) (60.0) (6,7) (100%)
Und 4 0 2 6
(66.7) (0.0) (33.3) (100%)
Low 3 3 0 6
(50.0) (50.0) (0.0) (100%)
Total , ) 30 8 60
df = 6
2 = 10.50909
P = 0.10479

TABLE A-42: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES, USING THE
SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE

A.A. AV. B.A.. Total

Hi . 5 . 2 9
(22.2) (55.6) (22.2) - (100%)

Med 16 20 5 4
(39.0) (48.8) (12.2) (100%)

Low 4 5 ] |10
(40.0) (50.0) - {10.0) (100%)

Total ks 30 8 60

df = 4

x2 = 1.32883

P = 0,85647
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TABLE A-43: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL
-STUDENTS OF T.A.j, USING THE SATISFACTION

109

> o

| MEASURE
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 20 8 I 29
(69.0) (27.6) (3.4) (100%)
Med 7 |2 2 21
(33.3) (57.1) (9.5) (100%)
Und 2 3 0 5
(40.0) (60.0) (0.0) (100%)
Low 4 0 0 4
(100.0) (0.0) (0,0) (100%)
Total 33 235 3 59
f=6
2 = 10.70675
P = 0.09788
TABLE A-44: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL
STUDENTS OF T.A.1, USING THE SATISFACTION
2 MEASURE
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 12 4 0 16
(75.0) (25.0) (0.0) (100%)
Med 19 19 3 41
(46.3) (46.3) (7.9 (100%)
Low 2 0 0 2
(100.0) (0.0 (0,0) (100%)
Total 33 23 3 59
df = 4
X2 = 5.87743
P = 0,20849




TABLE A-45:

SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL STUDENTS OF T.A.i,

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND LECTURE

USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AV, B.A. Total
Hi 9 7 0 16
(56.3) (43.8) (0.0) (100%)
Med I8 |5 33 36
(50.0) (41.7) (8.3) (100%)
Und 2 0 0 2
(100.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100%)
Low 4 | 0 5
(80.0) (20.0) (0.0) (100%)
Total 33 23 3 59
df = 6
x% = 4.7573|
© P = 0,57530
TABLE A-46: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND LECTURE
SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL STUDENTS OF T.A.j,
USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 3 3 , 0 6
(50.0) (50.0) (0.0) (100%)
Med 26 20 2 48
(54.2) (41.7) (4.2) (100%)
Low 4 0 | 5
(80.0) (0.0) (20.0) (100%)
Total 33 23 3 59
df = 4
x2 = 5.37918
P = 0,25056
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TABLE A-47: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL
STUDENTS OF T.A.o, USING THE SATISFACTION

" | MEASURE
A.A. AV, B.A. Total
Hi 8 14 6 28
(28.6) (50.0) (21.4) (100%)
Med 6 I 5 22
(27.3) (50.0) (22.7) (100%)
Und 2 2 l 5
(40.0) (40.0) (20.0) (100%)
Low A 3 | 6
(33.3) (50.,0) (16.7) (100%)
Total I8 30 13 6i
df = 6
2 = 0,44084
P = 0.99849
TABLE A-48: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL.
STUDENTS OF T.A.», USING THE SATISFACTION
2 MEASURE
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 4 6 2 12
(33.3) (50.0) (16.7) (100%)
Med |3 2| 8 42
(31.00 (50.0) (19,0} (100%)
Low | 3 3 7
(14.3) (42.9) (42.9) (100%)
Total 18 30 13 6l
df = 4
x2 = 2,45043
P = 0.65354
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TABLE A-49: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND LECTURE
SATISFACTION SCORES OF ALL STUDENTS OF T.A.2, USING
THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AV, B.A. Total
Hi 5 8 4 i7
(29.4) (47.1) (23.5) (100%)
Med 10 16 6 32
(31.3) (50.0) (18.8) (100%)
Und 2 i 3 6
(33.3) (16.7) (50.0) (100%)
Low | 5 0 6
(16.7) (83.3) (0.0) (100%)
Total 18 30 I3 61
df = 6
x? = 6.86429
P = 0.33358
TABLE A-50: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND LECTURE
SATISFACTION SCORES QF ALL STUDENTS OF T.A.p, USING
THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
A.A. AV, B.A. Total
Hi o 7 | 2 ¥
(18.2) (63.6) (18.2) (100%)
Med 16 16 8 40
(40.0) (40.0) (20.0) (100%)
Low 0 7 , & 3 19
(0.0) (70.0) (30.0) (100%)
Total I8 30 13 6l
df = 4
x2 = 7.3925|
P =0.11655
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TABLE A-51:

USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.1),

0.46555

A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 16 5 | 22
(72.7) (22.7) (4.5) (100%)
Med 3 4 { 8
(37.5) (50,0) (12.5) (100%)
‘Und | i 0 2
(50.0) (50.0) (0.0) (100%)
Low 0 0 0 0
(0.0) (0.0} (0.0) (0.0)
Total 20 12 2 32
df = 4
x2 = 3,58182
COP =

TABLE A-52: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC

D1SCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.;),

USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE

© ALA. AV, B.A. Total
Hi 9 | 0 0
(90.0) (10.0) (0.0) { 100%)
Med Il 9 2 g2
(50.0) (40.9) (9.1) (100%)
Low 0 0 0 0
(0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
' Total 20 0. 2 32
df = 2
x2 = 4.7709}
P = 0.09205
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TABLE A-53:

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.1),
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

X

A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 7 2 0 9
(77.8) (22.2) (0.0) (100%)
Med 12 7 2 21
(57.1) (33,3) (9.5) (100%)
Und 0 0 0 0
(0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
Low | | 0 2
(50.0) (50.0) (0.0) (100%)
Total 20 10 2 32
df = 4
2 = 2,01904
= 0.73226
TABLE A-54: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.1),
USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi %) | 0 3
(66.7) (33.3) (0.0) (100%)
Med 18 9 i 28
(64.3) (32.1) (3.6) (100%)
Low 0 0 | [
(0.0) (0.0) (100.0) (100%)
Total 20 0 2 32
df = 4
x% = 15.54286
P = 0.00370
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TABLE A-55: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC

DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.2),
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AY. B.A. Total
Hi 4 4 2 10
(40.0) (40.0) (20.0) (100%)
Med 2 5 4 I
(18.2) (45.5) (36.4) (100%)
Und 2 2 0 4
(50.0) (50.0) (0,0) (100%)
Low | 2 0 3
(33.3) (66.7) (0.0) (100%)
Total 9 13 26 38
df = 6
x% = 4.27868
" P = 0.63902
TABLE A-56: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.p),
USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE ’
Ak AV. B.A. Total
Hi L) 5 0 7
(28.6) (71.4) (0.0) (100%)
Med 7 6 4 17
(41.2) (35.3) (23.5) (100%)
Low 8] 2 2 4
(0.0) (50.0) (50.0) (100%)
Total 9 13 26 28
df = 4
x2 = 6.21116
P = 0.18393




TABLE A-57: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.5),
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 2 4 0 6
(33.3) (66.7) (0.0) (100%)
Med 6 6 5 |7
(35.3) (35,3) (29.4) (100%)
Und 0 | | 2
(0.0) (50.0) (50.0) (100%)
Low | 2 0 3
(33.3) (66,7) (0,0} (100%)
Total 9 13 6 28
df = 6
2 = 5,1488i
P = 0.52487
TABLE A-58: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND DEMOCRATIC
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.s),
USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi | 4 0 5
(20.0) (80.0} (0.0) (100%)
Med 8 7 4 19
42.1) (36.8) (21.1) (100%)
Low 0 2 2 4
(0.0) (50.0) (50,0) (100%)
Total g | 3. 6 28
df = 4
x2 = 6.29905
P = 0.]17790
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TABLE A-59:

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.y),
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 4 3 0 7
{57.1) (42.9) (0.0 (100%)
Med 4 8 I 13
(30.8) (61.5) (7.7) (100%)
Und I 2 0 3
(33.3) (66,7) (0.0) (100%)
Low 4 0 0 4
(100.0) (0.0) 0.0) (100%)
Total I3 i3 } 27
df = 6
x% = 7.04480
P = 0.31673
TABLE A-60: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.y),
USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE :
A.A. AY. B.A. Total
Hi .3 3 0 6
(50.0) (50.0) (6.0) (100%)
Med 8 t0 i 19
(42.1) (52.6) (5.3) (100%)
Low 2 0 0 2
(100.0) (0,0) (0.0} (100%)
Total I3 I3, | 27
df = 4
X% = 2.73279
P = 0.60349

17



TABLE A-61: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.;),
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AY. B.A. Total
Hi 2 5 0 7
(28.6) (71.5) (0.0) (100%)
Med 6 8 o ]
(40.0) (53.3) (6.7} (100%)
Und 2 0 0 2
(100.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100%)
Low 3 0 0 3
(100.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100%)
Total 13 |3 | 27
df = 6
2 = 7,63516
P = 0.26607
TABLE A-62: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.3),
USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi - 2 0 3
(33.3) (66.7) (0.0) (100%)
Med 8 [ | 20
(40.0) {55.0) (5.0) (100%)
Low 4 0 0 4
(100.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100%)
Total I3 13. | 27
df = 4
x2 = 5.33077
P = 0,25501
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TABLE A-63: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.2),
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

A.A. AV, B.A. Total
Hi 4 10 4 |8
(22.2} (55.6) (22.2) (100%)
Med 4 6 I [
(36.4) (54,5) (9.1) (100%)
Und 0 0] | |
(0.0) (0.0) (100.0) (100%)
Low | | ] 3
(33.3) (33.3) (33.3) (100%)
Total 9 17 7 33
df = 6
2 = 5,50389
P = 0.48099
TABLE A-64: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
DISCUSSION SECTION SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.p),
USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE ‘
A.A. AV. B.A. Total
Hi .2 | 2 5
(40.,0) (20.0) (40.0) (100%)
Med 6 |5 4 25
(24.0) (60,0) (16.0) (100%)
Low I | I 3
(33.3) (33.3) (33.3) (100%)
Total ] |7 7 33
df = 4
x2 = 3.30143
P = 0.5087I




TABLE A-65: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.»),
USING THE SATISFACTION | MEASURE

>

0.30915

A.Al Avl B.Al To-f.a[
Hi | 3 4 4 [
(27.3) (36.4) (36.4) (100%)
Med 4 10 | 15
(26.7) (66.7) (6.7) (100%)
" Und 2 0 -, 4
(50.0) (0,0) (50.0) (100%) -
Low 0 3 0 3
(0.0) (100.0) (0.0) (100%)
Total 9 17 7 33
f =6
2 = 11,05172
P = 0.08680
TABLE A-66: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND CONTROL
LECTURE SATISFACTION SCORES (T.A.,),
USING THE SATISFACTION 2 MEASURE
ALA. AV. B.A. Total
Hi 1 3 2 6
(16.7) (50.0) (33.3) (100%)
Med 8 9 4 21
(38.1) (42.9) (19.0) (100%)
Low 0 5] i 6
(0.0) (83.3) (16.7) (100%)
Total 9 I? 7 33
df = 4
X% = 4,7935|.

120



BIBLIOGRAPHY



122

Al lport, Floyd, "The Influence of the Group Upon Association and Thought,"
in Small Groups: Studies in Soetial Interaction, Hare, Borgatta and
Bales (eds.), New York: Alfred A, Knopf, 1968,

‘Apple, D., "Learning Theory and Socialization," American Sociological Review,
16:23=27 (1951).

Bacarly, H. C., "Problems of the Small Department," American Sociological
Review, 16:78-80 (1951},

Bales, Robert F., Strodtbeck, Fred, Mills, Theodore M. and Roseborough, Mary,
"Channels of Communication in Small Groups," American Sociological
Review, [6:46]1-468 (195]).

Bane, Charles L., "The Lecture vs. the Class-Discussion Method of College
Teaching," School and Society, 21:300-302 (March 7, 1925).

Bass, Bernard and Norton, Fay-Tyler, "Group Size and Leaderless Discussion,"
Journal of Applied Psychology, 35:397-400 (1951).

Bass; Bernard M., Organizational Psychology, Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc.,
1965.

Bell, Robert and Stub, Holger, The Sociology of Education, Hometown: Dorsey
Press, 1968.

Bendig, A. W., "A Factor Analysis of Student Ratings of Psychology Instructors
on the Purdue Scale," The Journal of Educational Psychology, 45:385-393,

Bendix, Reinhard and Fisher, Lloyd, "The Perspectives of Elton Mayo," in
Amatai Etzioni (ed.), Complex Organizations: A Sociological Reader,
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961.

Bendix, Reinhard, Work and Authority in Industry, New York: Harper and Row
Publishing Inc., 1963,

, "The Contributions of Elton Mayo to Managerial ldeology," in
Bendix, Work and Authority in Industry, New York: Harper and Row,
Inc., 1963,

Berkowitz, Leonard, "Group Standards, Cohesiveness and Productivity," Human
Relations, 7:509-519 ([954a).

, "Sharing Leadership in Small, Decision-Making Groups," The Journal
of Abnormal and Soetial Psychology, 48(2):231-238 (April, 1953),

Blalock, Hubert M., Social Statistics, New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc.,
1960.

Blau, Peter M. and Scott, W. Richard, Formal Organizations: A Comparative
Approach, San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Co., 1962.



LEADERSHIP,. SATISFACT ION AND PERFORMANCE
IN THE ACADEMIC CLASSROOM: - An Exploratery Study

by

JOHN DAN SMELTZER

B.A., Oklahoma State University, 1968

A MASTER'SlTHESIS
submitted in partial fulfillﬁenf of the
requirements for the degree
MASfER OF ARTS
Department of Socioclogy

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY
Manhattan, Kansas

1971

Approved by:

CXrne R P

Major Professor




 ILLEGIBLE
DOCUMENT(S)

THE FOLLOWING
DOCUMENT(S)
ARE OF POOR

LEGIBILITY DUE

TO CUTS, TEARS

AND/OR MISSING

PIECES



Block, Jack and Block, Jeanne, "An Interpersonal Experiment on Reactio
Authority," Human Relations, 5:91-98 (1952).

Bradford, L. P. and Lippitt, Ronald, "The Dynamics of the Discussion Group,
Journal of Social Issues, IV, 1948:2-73 (Spring).

Brookover, Wilbur B., "Sociclogy of Education: A Definition," American
Sociological Review, 14:407-415 (1949).

, "The Social Role of Teachers and Student Achievement," American
Soctological Review, 8:389-393 (1943),

Brown, Roger, Social Psychology, New York: The Free Press, [965.

Campbell, D. T. and Mehra, K., "Individual Differences in Evaluations of
Group Discussions as a Projective Measure of Attitudes Toward
Leadership," Journal of Soeial Psychology, 47:101-106 (1958).

Carey, Alex, "The Hawthorne Studies: A Radical Criticism," Admerican
Sociological Review, 32:403-416 (July, 1967).

Cartwright, Dorwin and Zander, Alvin (eds.), Group Dynamics: Research and
Theory, New York: Harper and Row, 1960,

Cloyd, J. S., "Small Groups as Social Institution," American Sociological
Review, 30:394-402 (1965).

Coffman, William E., "Determining Students' Concepts of Effective Teaching
from Their Rating of Instructors,” The Journal of Educational
Psychology, 45:277-286,

Conrad, Richard, "A Systematic Analysis of Current Researches in the
Sociology of Education," Admerican Soctological Review, |7:350-355
(1952}).

Cottrell, Leonard S., "The Analysis of Situational Fields in Social
Psychology," American Sociological Review, 7:370-382 (1942).

Cummings, L. L. and Scott, W. E., Readings in Organizational Behavior and
Human Pervformance, Hometown, Ilf.: Richard D. Irwin, Inc. and
The Dorsey Press, [969.

Davis, James, Spaeth, Joel and Huson, Carolyn, "A Technique for Analyzing
the Effects of Group Composition," American Sociological Review,
26:215-225 (1961).

Davis, Vernon, "On the Number of Wrong Way Buses," Admerican Sociological
Review, 26:278 (1961).

Deutsch, Morton, "A Theory of Cooperation and Competition," Human Relations,
2:129-152 (1949a).



124

, "An Experimental Study of the Effects of Cooperation and Competition
Upon Group Process,'" Human Relations, 2:199-195 (1949b).

, ""Some Factors Affecting Membership Motivation and Achievement
Motivation in a Group," Human Relations, 12:81-95 (1959).

DeVinney, Leland C. and Johnson, Earl S., "General Introductory Courses in
the Social Sciences," American Sociological Review, 7:676-680 (1942).

Dexter, Lewis A., "Teaching Social Science as a Set of Skills," American:
Soctological Review, |1:146-150 (1946).

Eaton, Joseph W., "Social Processes of Professional Teamwork," American.
Soctological Review, 16:707-713 (i951).

Eglash, Albert, "A Group Discussion Method of Teaching Psychology," The
Journal of Educational Psychology, 45:257-267.

Etzioni, Amatai, A Comparative Analysis of Complex Organizations, New York:
Free Press of Glencoe, Inc., 1961. '

(ed.), Complem Organizations: A Sociological Reader, New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961,

Fariey, Jennie, "First Year Students Size Up Sociology," The American
Soeiologist, 5:363-364 (November, [970).

Gibb, L. M. and Gibb, J. R., "The Effects of the Use of 'Participative
Action' Groups in a Course in General Psychology," American
Psychologist, 7:247 (1952).

Glanzen, Murray and Glaser, Robert, "Techniques for the Study of Group
Structure and Bahavior: Empirical Studies of the Effects of
Structure in Small Groups," in Small Groups, Hare, Borgatta and
Bales (eds.), New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1968.

Glaser, Barney G. and Strauss, Anselm, "Awareness Contexts and Social
Iinteraction," American Sociological Review, 29:669-679 (1964).

Gordon, R. L., "Interaction Between Attitude and Definition of the
Situation in the Expression of Opinion," American Sociological
Review, |7:50-58 (1952).
‘ .

Gordon, Thomas, Group Centered Leadership: A Way of Releasing the Creative
Power of Groups, Boston: Houghton=Mifflin, 1955,

Gottheil, E., "Changes in Social Perceptions Contingent Upon Competing or
Cooperation," Sociometry, 18:132-137 (1955).

Gross, E., "Symbiosis and Consensus as Infegrative Factors in Small Groups,"
American Sociological Review, 21:174-179 (1956).



125

Guetzkow, H., Kelly, H. N. and McKeachie, W, J. "An Experimental
Comparison of Recitation, Discussion, and Tutorlal Methods in
College Teaching,'" The Jowrnal of Educational Psychology,
45:193-207.

Hare, A. Paul (ed.,) "Productivity: Individual versus Group," Handbook
of Small Group Research, New York: The Free Press, |968.

, "Small Group Discussions with Participatory and Supervisory
Leadership," in Small Groups, Borgatta and Bales (ed.) New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1968.

, "Situational Differences in Leadership Behavior," Journal of
Abnormal Soetal Psychology, 55:132-135 (1957},

, "A Study of Interaction and Consensus in Different Sized
Groups," American Sociological Review, 17:261-267 (1952),

Hartshorne, Edward Y., "Undergraduate Society and the Col lege Culfure,"'
American Sociological Review, 12:113-116 (1947).

Hili, Reuben R., "An Experimental Study of Social Adjustment," Ameriecan
Soatological Review, 9:481-494 (1944),

HoroWiTz, M. W., Lyons, J. and Perimutter, H. V., "Induction of Forces
in Discussion Groups," Hunan Relations, 4:57-76 (1951).

Icheiser, Gustav, "Structure and Dynamics of Interpersonal Relations,"
dmerican Sociological Review, 8:302-305 (1943),

James, John, "A Preliminary Study of the Size Determinant in-SmaII Group
Interaction," American Sociological Review, 16:474-477 (1951).

, "The Distribution of Free-forming Small Group Size," American
Soctological Review, |8:569-570 (]953).

Katona, Arthur, "The Teaching of Sociology in a Democracy," American
Soctological Review, 8:439-449 (1943).

Katz, Daniel and Kahn, Robert, The Social Psychology of Organizations,
New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., [966,

Katz, Daniel, Maccoby, Nathan and Morse, Nancy, Productivity, Supervision,
and Morale in an Office Situation: Part I, Ann Arbor, Mich.: A
Publication of the Surbey Research Center, Institute for Social
Research, University of Michigan, 1930.

Katz, D., Maccoby, N., Gurin, G. and Lucretia, G., Productivity,
Supervision and Morale Among Railroad Workers, Ann Arbor: Survey
Research Center, Michigan University, 1951,



126

Kennedy, Raymond, "Sociology in American Colleges," Ameriecan Soeciological
Review, 7:661-675 (1942).

Landis, Judson T., "The Sociology Curriculum and Teacher Training,"
American Sociclogical Review, 12:113-116 (1947},

Lippitt, Ronald, "An Experimental Study of the Effect of Democratic and
Authoritarian Group Atmospheres," University of Iowa Studies in
Child Welfare, 16:143-145 (1940),

, "Field Theory and Experiment in Social Psychology: Autocratic
and Democratic Group Atmospheres," American Journal of Sociology,
45:26~49 (1939),

Lippitt, Ronald and White, Ralph, "An Experimental Study of Leadership
and Group Life," in Swanson, G., Newcomb, T. and Hartley, E. L.
(ed.), Readings in Social Psychology, New York: Henry Holt and
Co., 1952.

Maier, N. R, and Solem, A. R., "The Contributions of a Discussion Leader
to the Quality of Group Thinking: The Effective Use of Minority
Opinions," Human Relations, 5:277-288 (1952).

Maier, N. R., "The Quality of Group Discussions as Influenced By the
Discussion Leader," Human Relations, 3:155-174 (1950).

Maloney, R. A., "Group Learning Through Group Discussions: A Group _
Discussion Implementation Analysis," Journal of Soeial Psychology,
43:3-9 (1956).

Mayo, Elton, The Human Problems of an Industrial Civilizatioﬁ, New York:
Macmil lan, 1933.

, The Social Problems of an Industrial Civilization, Boston:
Harvard Graduate Schocl of Business Administration, 1945,

McDavid, John W. and Harafi, Herbert, Soeial Psychology: Individuals,
Groups, Societies, New York: Harper and Row, 1968.

McKeachie, Wilbert J., "Student Centered versus Instructor Centered
Instructor,”" Journal of Educational Psychology, 45:143-150 (1954b).

, "Students, Groups and Teaching Methods," American Psychologist,
13:580-584 (1959).

Mead, George, George Herbert Mead on Social Psychology, Anselm Strauss
(ed.), Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1964,

, Mind, Self, and Society, Charles W. Morris (ed.), Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1962.



127

Morfton, Robert, Soetal Theory and Soetial Structure, New York: The Free
Press, 1968.

Miller, L. Keith and Hamblin, Robert L., "independence, Differentiai
Rewarding and Productivity," Ameriecan Sociological Review,
28:768-778 (1967).

Miiter, D. C.,, "An Experiment in the Measurement of Social Interaction
in Group Discussion," American Sociological Review, 4:341-351 (1939).

, Handbook of Research Design and Measurement, New York: David
McKay Co. Inc., 1970,

Miller, Delbert C. and Form, William H., Industrial Sociology: The
Sociology of Work Organizations, New York: Harper and Row, Inc.,
| 964,

Mills, C. Wright, "Situated Actions and Vocabularies of Motive," American
Soetological Review, 5:904-913 (1940).

Mills, Theodore, Group Transformation: An Analysis of a Learning Group,
Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964,

Mills, Theodore and Rosenberg, Stan (eds.), Readings on the Sociology of
Small Groups, Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970,

Moore, David and Burns, Robert, "How Good is Good Morale?" Factory
Management and Maintenance, 114:130-136 (January, 1956)}.

Muelier, John, Schuess, Karl and Costner, Herbert, Statistical Reasoning
in Soeiology, New York: Houghton-Mifflin Co., 1970.

Mul ligan, Raymond A., "Social Characteristics of College Students,"
American Sociological Review, 18:305-310 (1953).

Newcomb, Theodore, Turner, Ralph and Converse, Phillip, Soeial Psychology,
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., [965,

Page, Charles (ed.), Sociology and Contemporary Education, New York: Random
House, 1967.

Patton, J. A., "A Study of the Effects of Student Acceptance of Responsi-
bility and Motivation on Course Behavior." Unpublished Ph.D thesis,
University of Michigan, 1955.

Pode) |, Lawrence, Vogelfanger, Martin and Rogers, Roberta, "Sociology in
American Colleges: Fifteen Years Later," American Sociological
Review, 24:87-95 (1959).

Reynolds, larry and Reynolds, Janice, The Sociology of Sociology, New York:
David McKay Co., 1970.



128

Riley, Matilda White, Soeiological Research_I: A Case Approach, New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., |963.

Roethlisberger, Fritz J. and Dickson, William J., Management and the
Worker, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, |939,

Roethl isberger, Fritz J. and Dickson, William J., Counseling in an
Organization, Boston: Harvard Graduate School of Business Adminis-
tration, 1966,

Schneidermann, Norma V., "A Comparison of Two Methods of College
Instruction, " School and Soctety, 25:672-674 (June 4, 1927).

Selltiz, Claire et al., Regsearch Methods in Soctial Relations, New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1959,

Selvin, Hanan, "The Empirical Classification of Formal Groups," American
Sociological Review, 28:399-411 (1963),

Shils, Edward and Janowitz, Morris, "Cohesion and Disintegration in the
Wehrmacht in World War |1," Publie Opinion Quarterly, 12:280-315
(Summer, 1948},

Shostak, Arthur, Sociology and Student Life, New York: David McKay, 197]

Smeltzer, C. H., "lmproving and Evaluation the Efficiency of College
Instruction," Journal of Educational Psychology, 24:238-302
(April, 1933).

Stouffer, Samuel, Janis, Irving L. et al., The American Soldier: Combat
and Its Aftermath, Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University Press,
1949.

Swanson, Guy, Newcomb, Theodore, Hartley, E. L. et al., Readings in Social
Psychology, New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1952,

Thelen, H. A., "Educat jonal Dynamics: Theory and Research," Journal of
Social Issues, 6:2 (1952).

, "Group Dynamics in Instruction: Principal of Least Group Size,"
School Review, 57:139-148 (1949).

Thomas, Edwin and Fink, Clinton, "Effects of Group Size," in Small Groups,
Hare, Borgatta and Bales (eds.), New York: Alfred A, Knopf, 1968.

Tussman, Joseph, Experiment at Berkeley, London: Oxford University
Press, 1969.

Whittemore, lrving, "The Influence of Competition on Performance,“ Journal
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 19:236~253 (October and December,
1924).



129

Whyte, William, Organizational Behavior: Theory and Application, Homewood,
Il't.: Richard D. Irwin and the Dorsey Press, |969.

Wolfle, D. L., "The First Course in Psychology," Psychological Bulletin,
29:685-712 (1942),

Wischmeier, Richard R., "Group-Centered and Leader-Centered Leaderships:
An Experimental Study," Speech Monograph, 22:43-48 ([1955).

Wispe, L. G., "Teaching Methods Research," American Psychologist, 8:147-149
(1953},

Woodward, Julian, "The Survey Course in Social Science: An Appraisal,"
American Sociological Review, 7:681-693 (1942).

Zeleny, Leslie, "New Directions in Educational Sociology and the Teaching
of Sociology," American Scciological Review, 13:336-34| (1948).



LEADERSHIP, SAT|SFACTION AND PERFORMANCE
IN THE ACADEMIC CLASSROOM: An Exploratory Study

by

JOHN DAN SMELTZER

B.A., Oklahoma State University, 1968

AN ABSTRACT OF A MASTER'S THESIS
submitted in partial fulfillment of the |
requirements for the degree
MASTER OF ARTS
Department of Sociology

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY
Manhattan, - Kansas

1971



This thesis explores the relationships among the variables of
satisfaction, performance and instructor leadership role type within the
context of a particular type of classroom setting—the large sections of
Introductory Sociclogy classes. In parchular, the influence of different
leadership styles on classroom member behavior is examined. The questions
raised are: (1) Do different types of classroom leadership influence
students' performance and satisfaction; and (2) To what extent is student
performance and satisfaction related under different types of classroom
leadership? |dentified as the key variables, then, were satisfaction and
performance as the dependent variables and leadership role type as the
independent variable.

Eight discussion sections of one Introductory Sociology section at
Kansas State University were discerned by the type of leadership role
employed by the graduate teaching assistants: four sections were désigna?ed
as "laissez-faire" and four as "democratic," as described by Lewin, Lippitt
and White. Discussion sections were randomly assigned to one of the two
Types.

To measure student satisfaction, an attitude survey questionnaire
was utilized. The questionnaire was administered to students during the
lecture class, and at Three periods during the semester, prior to each of
the three examinations given in the course. The measure of performance was
derived from students final grades.

The subjects in this study were students in one class of Introductory
Sociology at Kansas State University, during the Spring semester of 1970.
Class enrollment numbered 177 students; however, the actual number of subjects

was |3,



The data indicate that satisfaction did not significantly vary
between the two types of discussion section. However, data controlling for
teaching assistant suggest That the primary source of variance in satis-
faction were the teaching assistants and not leadership role type. Overall,
hypothesis | which suggests that satisfaction will be higher in democratic
sections and la the obverse are not supported by the data. However,
hypothesis | does hold for sections taught by only one of the T.A.s.

Two alternative hypotheses were formulated to test the influence of
leadership role type upon performance: hypothesis 2 which predicts that no
significant variance beftween the two sections types would occur and 2a which
suggests that such differences would be found. The data provides little
support for hypothesis Z2a. OThér data iﬁdica*e that significant differences
occufred only in sections taught by one T.A. As with satisfaction,
performance was more influenced by the T.A. than by leadership role type
emp loyed.

Hypothesis 3 and 3a tests the association between sa%isfacfion and
performance; Performance is founﬁ not fo be closely associated with general
satisfaction—the satisfaction | measure. By this measure hypothesis 3a
is supported and 3 is nof; However, data from s+uden+s exposed to The
democratic context do suggest a close association., Closer associations are
found in data from the democratic students of one T.A., using the satis-
faction 2 measure—instructor evaluation items.

The data consistently suggest that a sallent source of variation In
performance and satisfaction is the teaching assistants. Leadership role
type effects only a marginal influence on those two variables. Such
variation was not controlled for by the design in a fashion which would

have been desired.



There is some evidence suggesting that instructors, as leaders, are
predisposed to certain styles of leadership. |t is proposed in this study
one teaching assistant may have been predisposed fo the democratic style,
while the other to the laissez-faire style. This study, then, shows the
influence of teaching assistants on students' performance and satisfaction.
Other evidence suggests that students' opinions of the lecturer and the
discipline are highly Influenced by the T.A. These factors suggest practical

implications for the selection, ftraining and use of teaching assistants,



