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CHAPTER ' I
INTRODUCTION
Preliminary Statement

When viewed as an "on-going social process'" the classrocom becomes
a viable and salient concern for sociological research. The classroom
as an interacting social environment has been experienced by virtually
every American, yet there are few, if any, that understand "just what
is going on in the classroom.'" The classroom is not a "Skinner Box" as
Biddle and Adams (1967) so clearly point out. The classroom is, among
other things, a social environment composed of persons engaging in the

social interaction process.

Problem

Among the plethora of studies (see literature review) on the
classroom, many have been conducted which reveal the‘importance of
understanding the factors operating in the classroom which serve to
facilitate the social processes of the classroom. In an attempt to
contribute to the existing literature this study investigated four
sociological factors in relation to varying methods of instruction and
varying classroom arrangements. Specifically, the factors under study
included student alienation to class benefit, class cohesiveness,
social distance to the instructor, and student perception of the power,

activity, and value of the instructor.



“Literature Review

-‘Within.the“reaim?of sociological and-social1psychological‘contri-
butlons to the study of classrooms as 1nteract1ng soc1al env1ronments
:'a few limited areas emerge. Sociometric studies’ (Dahlke and Monahan,
:'1949 Havighurst and Neugarten 1957) have demonstrated that classrooms
typically contain ﬂstars"'and ”isolates", and these studies have point-v
ed to factors that_affect students in their classrooms. Often instruo-
tors\lack'sensitivity to the way students Yeact to one another. |
»Consednently,'instructors frequently assert_their own biases toward .
'students, which serves to hinder a.correct assessment of the "socio-
metric facts.of life" (Gross, 1959). Havighurst and Neugarten‘(1967)
snggest thevuse of sociometry as an aidiin'understanding'the existing:n
.social network in-a classroom in order to work'effectively.with the
peer group. In addition,_Havighurst and Neugarten<(1967) point out.
ithat sOCiometric‘techniqnes-are nnable‘to give the underlying reasons
behind.the sociometric~strdcture. | |

‘SourCes of‘strain'andktension'are another area Where sociological
.binformation'iS'aVailabIe.- Gordon (1957) revealed the follow1ng tenden-
cies: (1) tension is often created by collision of school admlnlstra-
tors and instructors; and (2) tension often occurs when student-defined
and teacher—defined-roles,and'vaiues are‘incomoatible. A further basis
of conflictffor the teacher, according to Gordon (1955), arises in
relation to the basic'conflict in educational philosophy. That is,
one view is the competitine achievement and eValnation,of the student
according to his achievement'capacity, and the other ﬁiem'is the influ-
ence of educational theory‘in‘regardvto personality‘development (Gordon,l

-1955) .-



Sociological analysis has also revealed the importance of refer-
‘ence group (set) behavior in the classroom. The instructor's observa-
tion and analysis of reference groups (sets) in the classroom provides
him with a basis for evaluation and understanding of student behavior
and values., Gross (1959) relates that instructor observation of refer-
ence groups has important consequences for the teacher who is attempt~-
ing to locate the "anchoring points'" of student behavior, norms, and
values. Anderson (1959) points out that the understanding of reference
group behavior is important in relation to the forming of student atti-
tudes toward school work, aspirations,. and values.

Allport (1955, pp. 273-280) stated that:

Social relationships and values of reference groups are to be

included as determiners of purpose and attitude and,. through

these, perceptions. . . . The organism infers the nature of

the perceived by judging (unconsciously) what physical

object, or set of objection--dimensions or properties, would

need to be present in order to produce the present pattern of

stimulation upon the receptors.
-If this is true, then where the lecturer appears small because of
distance and his voice has lost its personal qualities, the students
may then attach more importance to other class members, with their own
values and allegiances being a greater force than the instructor or his
lecture. It is likely that students are not motivated by this situa-
tion to be receptive to the lecture. The students in a situation such
as this may be motivated to dominate the situation, including the
instructor, and to define the situation as boring, dull, presumptuous,
wasted time, and so on (Chapman-Albert, 1972).

The Schmucks (1971) in a . discussion of classroom life relate that

the classroom is not a depersonalized setting. It is filled with emo-

tion between instructor and students, and between a student and his



peer group. It is primarily the peer group that responds to a-stu-
dent's affective needs according to the Schmucks (1971). 1In order to
understand the social processes operating in the classroom it is neces-
sary to be aware of reference groups (sets) and their relationship to
the on-going interactional process . in the classroom. According to the
Schmucks (1971) the core of group processes in the classroom is com-
posed of the combination of the instructor's responses to a student's
personal needs and the peer group's interaction with the student,

Many social components are involved in the classroom. . The indi-
vidual student has his own special and unique characteristics, as does
the teacher. When the classroom is viewed as a group process, then the
class may be viewed as having its own special and unique characteris-
tics. Further observation reveals that among the student classroom
members the various peer groups and reference groups (sets) have their
own unique characteristics. External influences also have a bearing
upon classrooms, such as the total organization of the school, the
physical features of the school and classroom, and the various social
environments of social class, race and ethnic composition, the communi-
ty, and many other influences.  Consequently, an analysis of the class-
room as an interacting social environment requires an interpretive
understanding of social and physical characteristics of the classroom.

A social characteristic of the classroom which, according to Bany
and Johnson (1959), is poorly understood is that of cohesiveness among
classroom groups. Bany and Johnson (1959) relate that there is no
systematic knowledge available concerning cohesiveness in the classroom

group. Cohesiveness of classroom members refers to the total of



inclusion feelings held by all classroom members in relation to the
entire class (Schmuck, 1971).

Abel (1970) says that ''group cohesion refers to the directly
observable fact that certain persons form a unit of a sort that holds
them together" (p. 22). The elements involved in holding groups
together, . according to Durkheim (see Abel, 1970), are "the interchange
of ideas and feelings from all to each and each to all," in "the active
interchange of views and impressions," in the revealings of 'love for
the group,'" and in "participation in a common cause,'" in "the constant
surveillance of all over each." Thus group cohesion, according to
Durkheim (see Abel, 1970), "is manifest in group-oriented activities,
and it is measured in terms of them" (p. 23).

Cartwright and Zander (1968) relate that cohesiveness may be con-
sidered from several perspectives. ‘One perspective is to consider the
group in its entirety and observe the whole group rather than to con-
sider how well individuals liked members in the group. This perspec-
tive, if taken to the classroom, gives support to the contention that
students may like the classroom group and the classroom group may be
considered cchesive, yet the individual member's closest friends are
outside the class. -In the examination of five variables of group cohe-
siveness Eisman (1959) was unable to detect significant rank correla-
tions among them. Eisman (1959) also noted that the liking of members
as measured by a sociometric index was not significantly related to
mean group attractiveness. He suggested that friendship ties and
sharing the same values were not necessarily the most important factors

involved with cohesiveness of groups.



There are many factors that enter into group cohesiveness, some of
which include member-liking structure, a sense of belonging, group
attractiveness, acceptance of common values and goals, and success
within the group. Group cohesion within the classroom may take on
various forms, and the origin of the cohesiveness of the group comes
about for various reasons. There are also various reasons for main-
taining the class cohesion. Bany and Johnson (1959) relate that
instructors are often unable to proceed with intended materials because
student attention is directed toward group problems. Accordingly, if
group problems are not resolved, there is decreased individual produc-
tivity and the instructor diminishes as the focus of attention.

Perkins (1951) has also noted that stresses and strains created in the
classroom created by group behavior serve to restrict the learning
process. Cunningham (1951) has observed various reactions of classroom
groups to the instructor's attempts to maintain social control.
Cunningham (1951) noted that classes which are openly hostile toward
the instructor are also highly cohesive in most cases. In additionm,

he noted that groups which are highly dependent upon the instructor are
generally low in cohesiveness.

-In a laboratory experiment which investigated cohesiveness, Back
(1958) noted the following: (1) In highly cohesive groups the members
exert more effort to arrive at an agreement than the groups low in
cohesion. - (2) Behavior in highly cohesive groups was influenced more
byvthe situation than in groups with low cohesion. (3) In highly cohe-
sive groups discussion was more effective in producing consensus among

members than in less cohesive groups.



Pepitone and Reichling (1955) in a study of group cohesiveness and
hostility state that "the greater the cohesiveness of a group, the
greater its power and the less restrained its members will.be in
expressing hostility" (pp. 327-338). Lending support to this idea is
Coch and French (1958) in their study. involving resistance to change.
Coch and French (1958) point out that a group may increase its power by
developing -a more cohes{ve and well-disciplined group. Along the same
line of thought is the work of Hughes, Becker, and Geer (1958) who, in
an analysis of student culture and academic effort, reveal an analogy
of education to industry. That is, groups of skilled workmen set, by
informal understanding, the proper level of production. In like man-
ner, student groups, through informal tactics, also set the proper
level of work to be done in the classroom. Max Weber (see Bell and
Stub, 1968) related that:

Any group of working men who possess any solidarity whatso-

-ever, and with some common image of themselves and their

situation, will not easily yileld to any authority full

control over the amount of work they do or over the strenu-

ousness of the effort they put forth (p. 374).

-Hughes, Becker and.Geer (1958) suggest that:

Student culture affects the level and direction of efforts

students expend while 1in school, by giving them a rationale

restricting the theoretically infinite amount of time and

effort they might devote to their school work (p. 384).

Hughes and associates also contend that the student culture provides
students with sufficient collective support to allow them to direct
their efforts in quite different directions that those suggested by the
faculty. Coch and French-(1958) relate the importance of cohesive sub-

groups as they point out the strength of groups in their ability to

exert influence over individual members to conform to group standards.



Seashore (1954) in an analysis of the relationship of cohesiveness
and norms noted that the performance of highly cohesive industrial
groups was either very high or very. low. -Seashore observed that work
groups whose normative structure opposed high production performed
poorly, especially when the groups were highly cohesive. The processes
observed by'Seashore could be generalized to the classroom. -Cohesive
groups of students who share negative attitudes about the educational
process could direct the course of action within a classroom setting.
On the other hand, if the norms in the group are positive to the educa-
tional process, their actions may well be in the opposite direction.

Classroom groups can be described as being cohesive for various
reasons. - In the previously mentioned study conducted by Back (1958) he
investigated various '"pulls" that groups have for individuals. - Sub-
jects in Back's (1958) experiment worked in pairs cooperatively on a
task. The pairs were designed in such a way as to be cohesive or non-
cohesive,.and the cohesive pairs were arranged .in the following ways:
(1) attraction to the group because of liking for the other member;

- (2) attraction to the group because of high interest, mutually held,
in the task; and: (3) attraction to the group due to its prestige for
the members. Although the reasons for cohesion varied,. Back.(1958)
noted that the cohesive groups in .one way or another worked more
effectively than the noncohesive groups.

Cohesiveness in the‘classroom is contingent upon a number of
factors which include the common interest among the classroom members.
The implications of classroom cohesiveness can be both positive and
negative, as was previously pointed out. Coumunications and interac-

tion within a classroom bear a relationship to the level of cohesion



exhibited by class members. Lott and Lott (1961) give evidence to
support the contention that communication level varies positively with
the degree of group cohesiveness. That is, if the group is highly
cohesive, then there will be frequent communication among group mem-
bers. Johnson and Bany (1970) reveal that the amount of interaction
and the frequency of verbal communication have a direct relationship on
the degree to which a group is cohesive. Bany and Johnson (1964) re-
late that highly cohesive groups show fewer individual differences in
the amount of member participation than do groups low in cohesiveness.

Bovard (1956) compared two metheds of instruction in relation to
attractiveness of the group. One teaching method, termed 'group cen-
tered", fostered communication between group members. The other
teaching method, termed '"leader centered", limited student-to-student
conversation. Bovard found the "group centered" approach fostered a
.friendly and cohesive class; also in the "group centered' class, the
atmosphere was conducive to remove any. threat of isolation of student
members.

‘Kelley (1951) noted that group attraction or cohesiveness was
significantly affected by the kind of structure assigned or imposed
upon the group. According to Johnson .and Bany: (1970) if a group is
organized as a low-status structure, or if the instructor organizes the
class internally into two separate groups based on students' ability,
then the class members are likely to find the class group unattractive.

Stienzor (1950), in a .study of spatial factors in small discussion
groups, found that persons in groups were more likely to interact with
others if they could see them as well as hear them. ZLeavitt's (1951)

study of communication patterns and group performance noted that the
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pos1tions 1nd1v1dua1s occupied in a communication pattern affected
their behavior in those positions. Also affected were the individual' éh,“n
’chances;for,hecoming»a 1eader3,his-satisfaction with his oontribution_.
:torthe group,-and the:quantity'of his.activities.‘ The'most Central :.
vPOSlthn, or the pos1tion closest ‘to all other pos1tions, was noted ‘as’
the major‘factor.in'communication patternSD: Leavitt (1951) ‘says that
individuals_who oeCupied‘this central.poSition tended to be more satis-
fied, and jnst tha opposite was observed for persons in peripheral

: positions.  Leavitt noted the circle seating arrangement to,bebthe
‘most satiSfactory‘for smail classes. ;However,‘for large classes the
circle seating arrangement.tends to place restrictions. on the‘communi~
cation .process. ‘Leavitt reports.that when observing classes.where
students are'givenva free choice as to seating; the students move
toward the leader'of the group and form.a tight, compact group.

" The physical environment of the ciaserOm,dinnparticnlarnthe
spatial ,a_rfa_r"l_gement of .s’tudents.‘ : desks within'the'classroom, hasv ‘much
'significanceQ Blddle and Adams (1967) suggest’ that 2 student cannot'
,fully pay attention to the. 1nstructor when the prox1m1ty of other stu- .
dents is so;cloSe that it serves to.distract the student. On the
other hand,.Biddle and Adams say:that a student‘mho is.distracted.by
- others may. learn more from the students in,close proximity,through |
their reinterpretation‘of the instruCtor's'lecture°

Bany and Johnson (1964)'revea1 the need for research in the area
of classroom seating\arrangements. They point. out that various studies
have -shown that the-seating~arrangement within afciaSSroom definitely
~has a bearing,upon the behavior'of students within the elassrooma

‘Biddle and Adams'(1967) arebin accord with'Bany-and Johnson as they
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state,."In no studies reviewed by the authors have the physical and
social environments of the classroom been studied by themselves" (p.
113). They further point out they have not discovered studies con-
cerned with the effects of physical enviromment on instructor or stu-
dent behavior. In order to assess the physical and social environment
of the classroom a review of social psychological literature is
necessitated.

The proximity of students within a classroom may have significant
consequences upon student behavior and performance. A theory developed
by  Snygg and Combs (1949) contended that when a person feels anxious or
fearful in the presence of another, he has difficulty in accurately
perceiving the world. The greater the threat that a person feels from
another, the more pronounced is the restricting and distorting effects
on his thoughts and perceptions concerning his environment. -Combs and
Taylor (1952) performed an experiment which serves to illustrate the
theory of Snygg and Combs. In the experiment mild degrees of personal
threat were introduced to subjects who were performing intellectual
tasks. The control subjects were not exposed to personal threats, -The
time required to complete the task for the threatened experimental
group was greater than the time required for the nonthreatened control
group.

Studies by Allport (1924) and Dashiell (1935) have investigated
the effects of groups of people upon the individual by comparing the
achievement of individuals who pe?formed tasks alone with those indi-
viduals who performed tasks in the presence of others. Allport and
Dashiell were able to demonstrate, in most of their research cases,

that the presence of other persons has a detrimental effect on the
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intellectual functioning and a facilitating effect on simple motor
performances. Also noted in their research was the importance of the
complexity of the task. The presence of others in a situation has a
more negative effect upon the individual as the complexity of the task
increases. The significance of this social psychological research for
classrooms can be noted in the intellectual activity of students which
can be influenced negatively by the presence of others who are perform-
ing similar tasks.

When students are involved with intellectual tasks the need for
adequate -work space becomes evident as one examines the concept of
"personal space.'" Personal space is defined as "an area with invisible
boundaries surrounding a person'’s body into which intruders may not
come" (Sommer, 1964, p, 26). Personal space may be thought of as a
"bubble" surrounding an individual's body that is an extension of his
self. The most obvious such extension is a person's clothing or other
body decorations which are often considered by both self and others as
a facade or 'presentation' of the self (Goffman, 1959). However, it is
quite obvious that personal space extends considerably beyond one's
clothing, as evidenced by ﬁhe disorientations that occur -when people
of differing cultures, races, and backgroﬁnds come into contact with
one ‘another. -Felipe and Sommer (1966) have demonstrated that invasion
of one's personal space (distance) has a disruptive effect and can
produce reactions ranging . from flight at one extreme, to agonistic
display at the other.

Lyman and Scott.(1967) point out that personal space is a situa-
tional variable and -analogous to "territoriality." Sommer (1969) says

that "territoriality" refers to behavior toward an area that is
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_distinctively identified with an individual and may be defended by the
giindividual. ‘Privacy and personal space share much in common, especial-
ly in regard to the consequences of violating these areas (Newson,
1971). Schwartz (1968) relates that although there is some relation-
ship between privacy and personal space, privacy, unlike personal
space, is entirely situational and does not always travel with the
person's body, and the notion of boundaries.is even more ambiguous.
Little (1965) noted that social distance is highly correlated with
physical distance in '"live" situations. Gottheil, Corey, and Paredes
(1968) tested Little's proposition by investigating the degree of
psychological distance of subjects from interviewer, as measured by a
projective test, and physical distance from the interviewer, as main-
tained by the subjects, in actual interview. Gottheill, et al., (1968)
concluded that:
. . . the data lend support to Little's theoretical position,
in that, psychological distance as measured by a projective
‘technique was found to be related to overt behavior in a .real
.interaction. When a subject feels close to an interviewer
he maintains less physical distance from that interviewer
during the interview (pp. 8-9).
Hall (1966) indicates the effect of space upon human perception.
"At sixteen feet, the body begins to be imperceivable; only the white
of the eye is visible. -Head size is perceived as considerably under
‘life-size" (p. 177). He stated further that:
. . most actors know that at thirty or more feet the subtle
shades of meaning conveyed by the normal voice .are lost as
are the details of facial expression and movement. Not only
the voice but everything else must be exaggerated or ampli-
fied. Much of the nonverbal part of the communication shifts
to gestures and body stance. 1In addition, the tempo of the
voice drops, words are enunciated more clearly, and there are
stylistic changes as well. . . . The whole man may be seen as

quite small and he is perceived in a setting. Foveal vision
takes in more and more of the man until he is entirely within
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the small circle of sharpest vision. At which point~--when

people look like ants--contact with them as human beings

fades rapidly. (p. 120).

-Schmuck (1971) relates the possible effect of having students
working in close proximity, especially when .a student is working in
near proximity to those with whom the student feels insecure. -Schmuck
-(1971) points out that the student's level of performance on complex
activities is reduced and the extent to which the student can function
in an intellectual manner is considerably reduced.

Adams and Biddle (1970) state that ''the world of the classroom. is
not a very big one;, but if our research is any indication some of it is
rather remote from the teacher" (p. 89). 1In addition it is.suggested
that distance determines what kind of interaction is possible. It was
inferred by Adams and Biddle (1970) that the felationships between the
instructor and the students who inhabit distant corners of the room are
likely to be the relationships that reflect social distance. On the
other hand, the students sitting closer to the instructor are likely to
be socially closer as well.

Further evidence of group pressures can be noted in Asch's (1952)
writing of his observations of the modification of individual's judg-
ment in experimental groups. Asch.(1952) observed that distortions
noted in action, judgment, and, to some extent, perception were a con-
sequence of pressures from the social sphere, not necessarily of the
internal tendencies whose source is found within the individual him-
self. He further noted that individuals who succumbed to the majority
would have acted in an entirely sensible way had they been spared the
warping influence of the group. Brown (1965) pointed out that there

appears to be an almost certain tendency for members of a group to move
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toward agreement. Agreement occurs when there is no instruction to
reach a consensus. It occurs when there is no opportunity. to argue.
.1t also occurs, incipiently, when the members do not know one another's
beliefs and opinions but can only estimate them.  Furthermore, it
occurs ‘when the positive relations among the members are very weak.
‘As a result of his experiments, Asch (1952) found that "to yield under
‘the given conditions is to subordinate one's authentic mental processes
to those of others" (p. 468). And where this occurs the ''shared action
that rests on the voluntary or involuntary suppression of individual
experience is a malignant scciological process," (pp. 495-496) because

there is an obvious personal difference between the reactions

of independence and yielding. To be independent is to assert

the authentic -value of one's own experience; to yield is to

deny the evidence that cannot be assimilated--to renounce a

condition upon which one's capacity. to function depends in

an-essential way (p. 497).

In a discussion of student types Crary (1969) examines what he
terms the alienated student. The alienated student, according to
.Crary, is one-who has been endowed with a negative view of life and
social relationship. Crary (1969) further points out that much.of the
alienation held by students 1is a result of the social institutlons, in
particular the educational institutions. Crary suggests that alienated
students are not few in number; therefore, it is necessary that an
examination of the educational influences upon alienation be undertaken.

The concept of alienation.is difficult to define. Becker (1967)
relates that the word has been used to cover almost anything..  Becker
“further points out that those who use the concept of alienation say

everyone is alienated in one way or another. Lewis Feuer (1963) traced

the concept of alienation from Calvin through Marx and the young
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Hegelians up through Erich Fromm of the present day. Feuer (1963) says
of alienation:

It lies in every direction of human experience where basic

emotional desire is frustrated, every direction in which the

person may be compelled by social situations to do violence

to his own nature. Alienation is used to convey the emotional

tone which accompanies any behavior in which the person is

compelled to act self-destructively; that is the most general
definition of alienation, and its dimensions will be as varied

as human desire and need (p. 43).

The value of the instructor is clearly pointed out by Havighurst
and Neugarten (1967). They relate that the climate and social environ-
ment of the classroom are in many ways directly influenced by the
teacher's own behavior. They further suggest the implications of
student and instructor dissociation., When the instructor is held in
high regard, he may serve to be influential in defining the classroom
situation. On the other hand, if the instructor is held in low esteem
by students, he loses much of his prerogative to contribute to the
definition of the situation.

Gordon (1955) relates that a significant amount of conflict may
result when there are two sets of requirements in the classroom. One
set is represented by the instructor, and the other set arises from the
informal student system. Another observation by Gordon is in instruc-
tor interaction with students as a possible source of conflict between
the authority of the instructor and the expectations of the informal
group. Consequently, Gordon suggests that conflict may be minimized as
a result of the way in which the instructer articulates the require-
ments of both formal and informal systems within the classroom.

In regard to the power in the classroom, David Johnson (1970)

suggests that the complementary roles of the students and teachers in



17

the classroom make them dependent upon one another. However, due to
the hierarchical structure of the classroom, the students are more
dependent upon the instructor than the instructor is upon .the students,
according to Johnson (1970). Johnson's review of theories relating to
power reveals that the power of a person is contingent upon the per-
son's ability to provide the satisfactions and rewards desired by
others from this person, Thus; the power of an instructor resides in
his ability to motivate students to the geals of the instructor.
-Johnson contends that if students do not value the goals of the in-
structor, or camnot recognize the instructor's goals, then the students
will become relatively independent of the instructor.

Flanders (1964) has noted that there are a number of different
factors which affect the pattern of influence used by the instructor.
Some of these factors include the subject matter being taught, the age
‘and maturity of the students, the instructor's teaching style, and the
nature of the class. ' The authority structure in the classrocm reveals
that the teacher's basis of power resides im his role as teacher. How-
ever, the authority of the teacher’s role is maintained only so long as

the students recognize -and support the instructer's authority.
- Summary

An overview of the literature reviewed in the preceding pages
reveals that sociological and social psychological contributions to. the
study of classrooms has primarily pointed cut the need to study the
classroom as a social envircmment. By focusing .on group processes
which serve to facilitate social interaction ameng students and teach-

ers a better understanding may be gained of the social environment of
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the classroom.

Thé reviewed areas of research revealed the need for additional
studies on classroom group processes. While the literature reviewed
gives evidence of the nature of the classroom; there are areas where a
haitus exists; such areas include student alienation to the class,
social and physical distance of students to instructor, effects of
classroom group cohesiveness, and student. perception of instructors in

regard to power, activity, and value.



CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL STATEMENT

Interrelationship of Existing Knowledge

and Present Study

The present study. is social psychological in nature and pertains
to the interactional schema of the instructor and students in. the
classroom social enviromment. The literature reviewed indicates some
contradictory findings. In particular, group cohesiveness research
tends to indicate both favorable and unfavorable conditions for the
educational process.  For the purposes of this study, group cohesive-
ness is used as an indicator of social control and focus of attention
in .the classroom as a group process. - Studies on spatial factors in the
classroom have mainly been concerned with seating arrangements, espe-
cially seating arrangements that enhance teacher-to-student and
student~to-student communication. Research has provided only limited
evidence as to the effects of physical distance between students in
relation to social control and focus of attention in the classrocm as
a group process.

In this study communication in the classroom is regarded as being
achieved when students have the opportunity to communicate with one
another as well as with the instructor and vice versa.  Since communi-

cation is dugl in nature, it is important that the instructor and the
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students 'be heard" and "hear." Therefore, this study has as one of
its objectives the investigation of a two-way communication system
.(microphones for all class members) and the effects of this system on
social control and focus of attention. Research in this area is some-
what limited, although the existing literature tends to reflect that
communication must be two-way for the educational process to be most
successful.

Student alienation within the classrcoom is a phenomencn that has
received, in the main, only a limited amount of attention. The exist-
ing literature on student alienation to the classroom is without
empirical research verification. 1In this research alienation of stu-
dents to the class is investigated, The evidepce provided by this
study on student alienation to -the classroom should serve to help fill
the haitus existing in the literature.

Instructor value, power, and activity, as perceived by students,
have important consequences for the classroom, as has been revealed in
the literature. The present study examines the views of students in
regard to their perceptions of the instructor's value, power, and
activity., By looking at students' views of instructors in varying
types of classroom arrangements and varying methods of instruction,
this research serves to facilitate a greater understanding of classroom
social and physical enviromments.

Social distance of students to the instructor is a factor that has
implications for the social enviromment of the classroom. As pointed
out in the literature review, social distance within the classroom is a
variable that aids in understanding. the extent to which interaction may

occur in the classroom. Presently under investigation, social distance
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is 'examined in relationship to varying types of classroom arrangements

and varying methods of instruction.

Exploratory Hypotheses

‘Major exploratory. hypotheses investigated are as follows;

1. There is no significant difference in class cohesiveness with

regard to varying methods of instruction and changed spatial relation-
ships of members of the class, (p=.05)

2. There is no significant difference in student alienation to

class benefit with regard to varying methods cof instruction and changed
spatial relationships of members of the class. (p=.05)

3. There is no significant difference in preferred social gig-
tance to the instructor with regard to varying methods of imstruction
and changed spatial relationships of members of the class,  (p=.05)

4. There is no significant difference in perceived yalue of the

instructor with regard to varying methods of instruction and changed
spatial relationships of members of the class. (p=.05)

5. There is no significant difference in perceived potency of the

instructor_with regard to varying methods of instruction .and changed
spatial relaticonships of members of the class. (p=.05)

6. There is no significant difference in perceived activity of

the instructor with regard to varying methods of instruction and
changed spatial relationships of members of the class. (p=.05)
7. There is no significant difference between males and females

in regard to-alienation to class benefit. (p=.05)

8. There is no significant difference between males and females

in regard to class cohesiveness, (p=.05)
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9., There is no significant difference between males and females

in regard to social distance to the inmstructor. (p=,05)

10. There is no significant difference between males and females

in regard to perceived power of the imstructor, (p=.05)

11. There is no .significant difference between males and females

in regard to perceived activity of the instructor. - (p=.05)

12. There is no significant.difference between males and females

in regard to the yalue of the imstructor., (p=.05)

The above exploratory hypotheses serve to facilitate other inves-
tigations which will be developed in the context of the gnalysis of
.data chapter. Once significant diffevences were found, the task then
became that of locating where the differences were. Consequently, the
above given hypotheses serve to generate additicnal investigations
which present a more accurate degcription of the social processes

operating within the classroom.
‘Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined in relatiom to their use in thig
study,

Alienation to Class Benefit.--A social-psychological condition of

persens which involves estrangement from the classroom. - In .this study
alienation to the class is viewed in degrees along a continuum repre-

senting the amount of influence students have and the benefit derived

from the class,

Class Cohesiveness.--Refers to the attraction of the group,

resistance to leaving it, motivation of group members to participate

in the group, and coordination of the efforts of members (Cartwright
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and Zander, 1960). 1In the present study, class cohesiveness is meas-
ured in degrees along a continuum by assessing student feelings with
regard to attraction to the class, willingness to defend the class, and
the cooperation within the class.

‘chial Distance.--Refers to a social area that exists between

individuals, as well as between groups, in regard to the social accept-
ance of groups and of individuals. By using.a continuum with degrees
of social distance, this study measures the social acceptance of stu-

dents to their instructor.

Perceived Power of the Instructor.--Refers to the students' feel-
ings about the instructor in regard to the instructor's ability. to
exert influence in maintaining and controlling the focus of attention

in the classroom.

Perceived Activity of the Imstructor.--Refers to the students'

perception of the activity level of the instructor, which includes
instructor's ability to interest, excite, and create activity among
students.

Perceived Value of the Instructor.--Refers to the students' per-

ception of the worth of the instructor, which includes perceived

instructor's attitudes toward the class.



CHAPTER III
METHODQLOGY AND DESIGN
Introduction

This chapter is composed of two parts: one concerns Phase I of
the study, and the other involves Phase II. Phase I was conducted in
an attempt to gain a better understanding of the research instruments
and research design. In Phage II efforts were made to incorporate-the
recommendations stemming from Phase I for improving the design and
instruments. It was felt Fhat Phase I was essential for a study such
as this since>e1ectronic equipment and various classroom arrangements
were ‘required and cooperation was needed from instructors, administra-

tors, and students.
-Phase I Methods and Design

‘In order fo obtain an evaluation of the instruments and research
design, Phase I was conducted in three Oklahoma State University class-
es of introductory sociology. Two of these classes were designated as
control classes, and the other class was used as an experimental class,
There were two instryctors teaching the classes; one instructor taught
a regular section of introductory sociology (N=49) which was one of the
control groups, The other instructor taught a control class (N=19) and

the experimental class (N=22). The two classes with the smallest N
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wefe honors introductory sections.

The experimental class involved various classroom arrangements and
various methods of instruction. In the experimental class for the
first four weeks the method of instruction and arrangement of the
classroom was lecture and traditional row and column seating arrange-
ment. -During the next four week period the experimental class was
arranged in such a manner that students were seated approximately four
feet apart from one anather in every direction; the method of imstruc-
tion for this period was lecture. ' The next four week period for the
experimental class involved retaining the distance of four feet apart
among students; however, the methéd of instruction was changed. The
method of instruction shifted from lecture to student panel presenta-
tions. This type of instruction required the students to particiﬁate
two at a time in front of the class with the instructor. A table was
present in the classroom, and the two students and the instructor then
became the primary means of instruction.

Complications arose during the last four wéek period and changes
‘were made ‘in the research design. -The last four week period was to
have involved a two-way communication system. -Due to technical prob-
lems, the communications system was dropped, and the experimental class
continued to operate in the same manner as the third four week period.

The method of instruction for the control classes was lecture, and
the classroom arrangement was traditional row and column seating. Con-
trol classes operated under this method for the entire semester.

At the end of each four week time period the experimental class
and the control classes were administered a series of questions., These

questions served to measure student alienation to class benefit, class
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cohesiveness, social distance to the instructor and perceived value,
activity, and power of the instructor, -Students in all three classes
received the same instruments,. and the instruments administered at
time -1 were essentially the same instruments administered at time ‘2
and time 3.

In Phase I class cohesiveness was measured by a modified version
.of Seashore's - (1954) Group Cohesiveness Index (see Appendix A). This
index was scored by placing the possible scores on a continuum with
values ranging from 1 to 5 for each item. A "1" value indicated high
cohesiveness and the "5" value indicated low cohesiveness., Student
alienation to class benefit was assessed by using Clark's (1959) meas-
ure of alienation modified (see Appendix A)., .Scoring of this instru-
ment was conducted by assigning the scores om a continuum ranging from
"Q", which indicated very little alienation, to "4", which indicated
high degree of alienation to class benefit.

-Social distance to the instructor was measured by asking the
students their preference as to where they desired to sit in the class=
room in reference to their instructor. Appendix A gives the instrument
which shows that students could make a selection of row preferences
ranging from row 1 through row 8. Scoring of the instrument involved
assigning row 'l as very little social distance, to row 8 which indi-
cated very much social distance.

The instrument'used to assess student perception of the instruc-
tor's value, activity, and power was the Osgood (1957) Semantic Differ-
ential (see Appendix A). The scale employs pairs of bi-polar adjec-
tives, which are assigned weights from "0" to "6", with "0" values

indicating much power, high value, and high activity.
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In addition  to the above instruments, students were also adminis-
tered questions in regard to their age, sex, major, hometown size, and
marital status. This descriptive information was obtained in order to
check the homogeneity of the samples.

Students in the experimental class were administered an open-ended
questionnaire at the end of the semester, This questionnaire was
designed in such a manner as to allow the students to express their
views on being spaced four feet apart, being rotated to the front of
the room for their presentation,-being required to shift methods of
instruction, and being required to complete the questionnaires every

four weeks,
Evaluation of Phase I Methodology

- It was learned from Phase I that the shifting of students in the
experimental class every four weeks tended to have a negative effect,
This observation was based on the instruétor's views, as well as the
openrended questionnaire that the students in the experimental ¢lass
responded to. Experimental class students were, in the main, negative
on all points about the experiment; however, the shifting from one
procedure to another appeared to receive the strongest criticism by
the students.

In addition to changing class methods and arrangements, evidence
-was provided from Phase I that the cohesiveness index was limited.
Since only one question was used to directly measure cohesiveness, it
was felt that this measure was probably a poor reflection of the under-

lying cohesiveness or uncchesiveness in the classroom.
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Another observation made in Phase I was the technical difficulty
.in implementing the two-way communications system. Attempts to install

the equipment were thwarted by personnel within the university system.
.. Phase II Methods~and-DPésigni

‘Data for Phase II were obtained from students enrolled in four
sociology classes at Southwestern State College, Weatherford, Oklahoma,
and the instructors of these classes. The classes used for this study
included two sections of introductory sociplogy and two sections of
social problems. One instfuctor taught the social problems classes,
and one instructor taught the introductory sociology classes. Table I
gives the descriptive characteristics of the sample by class and time
period,

In the design of this research, four college classrooms were used.
-Classroom I Phase II was a conventional classroom setting with students
seated in the traditional row and column arrangement. The method of
instruction for classroom I.P II was lecture. This classroom was
designated as control., Classroom II P II was arranged in such a manner
as to provide a distance of four feet between all students, The method
of instruction for classroom II P II was lecture. Classroom III P II
was arranged in .such-a manner that students were spaced four feet apart
from one another. The method of instruction for classroom III P II was
panel discussion type of class. -Students were required after the first
week of class to assist the instructor with the presentation of class
materials, The procedure involved one or two students per class meet-
ing being responsiblg for certain course material, such as textbook

chapters. .Classroom IV P II was arranged with four feet of distance



TABLE I

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF PHASE II SAMPLE

Classroom .1 Classroom II Classroom III Classroom IV
Control Space Space-Panel Space-Panel-2-way
- Gommunication

Number of .Time 1 34 28 27 18
Respondents Time 2 33 25 25 17
Time 3 34 15 27 19

Number of Time 1 17 15 20 11
Males Time 2 16 13 18 9
Time 3 17 7 20 11

Number of Time 1 17 13 7 7
Females Time 2 17 12 7 8
Time 3 17 8 7 8

*
Number of Freshmen in Classes 16 7 15 8
Number of Sophomores in Classes* 11 12 4 7
*
. Number of Juniors in Classes 7 9 6 3
.Number of Seniors in Classes* 2 1 4 2
Fk
“Mean ACT Score -19.57 19.77 19.52 20.44
*%k
Mean College GPA ‘3.01 2.87 2.67 2.92
¥k
Mean H. S. GPA 3.10 3.03 2.78 2.92

*
Maximum number of students in each class is used in this reporting, therefore, the total of the
classifications for each class will vary from total classroom N, since not all students were present
at each measurement period.

wk
‘Self-report mechanism used to obtain the data on High School GPA, College GPA, and ACT Score.

6¢
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separating students' desks. The type of instruction for this classroom
was the same as classroom IIL P II, that of pane] discussion type.
Classroom IV P 'II also had a two-way communication system which con-
sisted of a microphone for all class members and the instructor.
-Students in classroom IV P II were instructed at the beginning of the
‘class to speak gver the microphone when talking in class. Acecording

to the instructor in classroom IV P II, the students quickly caught on
to the routine of speaking over the microphone.

The above described procedures were carried out in the four class-
rooms during the 1972 spring semester. - Since difficulties were encoun-
tered in-Phase I in shifting students from one method and classroom
arrangement to amother, it was decided that the classes should be
conducted all semester with the same procedure,

~Another change was made in Phase II that arose out of Phase I,
-This change involved administering the research instruments at five-
-week intervals, rather than the four-week intervals employed in Phase
I. It was felt that an adequate measure could be made every five
weeks, thereby creating less interruption in the classrpom. The in-
-struments used to assess the students' feelings on the areas under
study required approximately fifteen to twenty minutes to fill out.
Accordingly, any reduction in time required to measure was felt desir-

able by both researcher and participating instructors.
Instruments

Instruments employed to assess. student feelings on the various
areas in Phase II were essentially the same as the ones used in Phase

I. 'On social distance to the instructor, students were asked to select
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their row of seating preference in regard to the instructor (see
Appendix A). 1In regard to alienation to class benefit, Clark's (1939)
measure of alienation modified was employed (see Appendix A), Student
perception of the instructor's value, power, and activity was assessed
by the:0sgood.(1957) semantic differential scale, which employs bi-
polar adjective choices. Alienation to class benefit, social distance,
.and student perception of instructor power, activity, and value were
‘measured with the same. instruments employed in Phase I.

Cohesiveness of the class was evaluated by Seashore's (1954) group
cohesiveness index modified (see Appendix A). 1In addition to Sea-
shore's (1954) modified instrument, another measure of cohesiveness
‘was employed. 1In 'Phase I the cchesiveness measure was limited in that
only one item was used to evaluate how cohesive the classes were,
Therefore, an addition was made with a cohesiveness index that has
been suggested by Bany and Johnson (1964). The Bany and Johnson cohe-
siveness index serves to complement and build upon Seashore's instru-
‘ment, especially when employed in the classroom. Appendix B contains
the additional cohesiveness index, and it lends itself to scoring by
assigning weighted values of "1" to "5", with the value "1" being
highly cohesive, and the value "5" being less cohesive.

.Administration of the instruments was made to the students in all
classes during the fifth, tenth, and fifteenth week of classes, - The
same instrument was used at the various time periods; however, items
were rearranged in an attempt to correct for students who have a
tendency to respond in a set mamner. On the first day of classes
students also filled out a questionnaire designed to evaluate their

seating preferences to various instructors (see Appendix C). This
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instrument was administered in an attempt to establish the normative
pattern of seating preference to various types of instructors, stereo-
typed instructors, best instructors,.and worst instructors.

In addition to the preceding instruments, an interview was con-
ducted with the two instructors during the fifth, tenth, and fifteenth
week., A structured interview format (see Appendix D) was designed for
use with the instructors. During this interview an attempt was made to
find out how the instructors felt about student-to-student, student-to-
teacher, and teacher-to-student communication. Efforts were also made
to elicit responses from the instructors about>the over-all atmosphere
of the class--friendly, repressive, apprehensive, enthusiastic, hos-
tile, etc. 'Special emphasis was placed upon trying to obtain the
instructors' honest feelings about the various instructional methods
and classroom arrangements, in particular, such matters as comfort and
ease with the various classroom arrangements and methods of instruc-
tion. Additional areas of the instructor interview can be noted in

the interview schedule (see Appendix D).
Procedures

Cooperation was obtained from the instructors of the classes, the
administration of the college,. and the students of the classes before
the implementation of the electronic equipment and questionnaires. - In
addition to cooperation to conduct the study, the instructors were
asked their willingness to employ various methods of instruction. - On
instructor, A, was reluctant to use microphones in .the class, Instruc-
tor A was also -hesitant about using students in the presentation of

class materials. However, instructor A had no objections to spacing
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‘students four feet apart. Therefore, classrooms I P II and II P II
were assligned to instructor A. Instructor B was willing to use a two-
way communication system and use students in classroom panel discus-
sions.

-Prior to the beginning of classes the instructors were briefed to
pay particular attention to student reaction in regard to communica-
tion,. and the general atmosphere of the class. -On the first day of
classes the students were asked their willingness to cooperate in an
exploratory study which focused on the environment of the classroom.
Students' acceptance of the study was, in the main, positive; however,
those who were not in accord were allowed to change sections, Two
students . from classroom IV P II changed sections, and the reason given
was the requirement of classroom presentation, No other students
changed sections because of the study.

Instructors of the classes under study reported that students
were, in the main, content to participate in the study, Cooperation
obtained in Phase I was not as favorable as in Phase II, -From Phase I
it was learned that any time one invades the classroom for research
purposes, students like to have some idea of what is going on. There~
fore, in Phase II sincere efforts were made to inform the students of

the significance and importance of their cooperation.
- Statistical Tools

In the statistical analysis of the data two statistical tests were
employed. First, the analysis of variance was employed to test for
differences among the classroom groups and time periods. The analysis

of variance was also used to assess differences among males and
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.females, instructors, and classification of students. Assumptions
required in using the analysis of variance are normality of the distri-
bution, independent random samples, homogeneity of variances, and the
null hypothesis 1s that population means are equal (Blalock,.1972).

The analysis of variance procedure produces the F-ratio which .is
typically considered a method for determining the.significance of
observed differences among.the means of particular groups of scores
(Veldman, 1967). 1In the present study, sample sizes were unequal;
therefore, it was necessary to adjust the various cell N's,  The pro-
cedure used to compensate for unequal cell N's was the calculation of
harmonic mean values in the cells (Blalock, 1972, and Veldman;.1967).

-Although the analysis of variance is essentially involved with calcur
lating differences in mean size, it does not work directly with means;
rather it works with the variances of the sample,

With multiple comparisons of means, the analysis of variance is
"limited in that it does not provide information as to the specific mean
differences. -If the hypothesis of equal means . is rejected by use of
analysis of variance, this does not specify that every mean sample
differs significantly. from every other sample mean (Roscoe, 1969).
When the research design allows for unequal sample sizes, as does this
research, . the mean differences of samples becomes a function of sample
sizes.

The procedure selected for analysis of multiple comparison of
means- for this research is Tukey's (1949) procedure. The technique
designed by Tukey provides a way of testing each sample mean against
all other means. The procedure for comparing various sample means after

‘the analysis of variance has been calculated is pest=hec analysis,
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since it comes after the initial analysis. With the Tukey procedure,
one is required to make the homoscedasticity assumption. A check was
‘made in Phase I for homogeneity of variance. The evidence that homo-
-geneity of variance existed even in the most extreme samples was so
strong in Phase I that homoscedasticity was felt to exist in Phase:II.

-In the data -analysis, use of the analysis of variance has certain
limitations. - Since the classroom groups were repeatedly sampled over
time, there:is a question which emerges about the independence of
samples at the various time periods. The assumption made in this study
was that the time periods under observation were independent of one
another. It is possible that a carry-over effect did exist. from time 1
to time 2 to time 3, which may serve as a violation of the independence
‘assumption. However, in :light of statistical subjective decisions, . it
was decided in this study that an adequate sample size was present for
the classes under study, and that the violation of the independence
‘assumption would have minor effects on the whole study.

The computation of the analysis of variance was performed at the
‘Oklahoma State University Computer Center, - The program used for this
analysis is in Appendix F. Veldman (1967) is the author of this pro-
gram which allows one to have a douﬁie‘or triple classification in the
analysis of variance. A unique feature of this program .over other
analysis of variance programs is the program's capacity to handle
‘unequal cell N's. -Veldman's program uses the harmonic mean values for

the cell values upon which the analysis of variance is calculated.
-Evaluation of Phase II Methodoclogy

As ‘with much exploratory research and experimentation, one
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encounters. both anticipated and unanticipated difficulties. The
methodology employed in this study benefitted from the first phase of
the study; however, certain problems did arise, -One of the major prob-
lems encountered was the lack of information obtained from the instruc-
tors during the interviews. . Another difficulty which could not be
anticipated was mechanical failure with the two-way communication
system. The two-way communication system did not function properly. for
two class meetings. The effects of this failure present problems. in
trying to assess its significance.

In evaluating Phase II methodology, it is important to point out
that, in general, Phase I1I ran more smoothly than did Phase'1.. Stu-
dents in the classes under study served as willing respondents; how-
ever, .there is evidence which suggests they did not develop 'response
sets'" or give '"so-called" desirable responses. Additional comments on

the methodology of Phase II will be presented in Chapter V.



CHAPTER . IV

ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

Introduction

Remaining within .the theoretical orientation and methodological
design presented.in the preceding chapters, this research attempted to
explore the relationship of selected factors in the classroom. This
chapter reports the findings of Phase I, as well as the findings of
Phase II. 1In both phases of the study an effort was made to examine
the relationship of varying methods of instruction and various class-~
‘room arrangements to the following: (1) Student alienation to class
‘benefit,. (2) Social distance of students to instructor,. (3) Class cohe~
siveness, and (4) Student perception of the value,. activity,. and power

of the instructor.

Findings of Phase'l

The exploratory hypotheses presented in Chapter II served as the
basis for data.analysis in Phase I. These exploratory hypotheses
served to generate the testing of other possible relationships; there-
fore, the analysis involved testing each major hypothesis first, and,
if significance was found, then other relationships were tested.

The first hypothesis stated there is no significant difference in

class cohesiveness with regard to varying methods of instruction and

37
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changed spatial relationships of members of the class, (p=.05) 1In

order to test this hypothesis, the analysis of variance was computed.

‘No -significant differences were found at the .05 level, as can be noted

.in Table II.

TABLE II

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS . ON CLASS CORESIVENESS

Source of Mean Degrees of Probability
Variation ‘Square Freedom F-Ratio “Level
Between 2.02 8
Time .70 2 .37 .70
Group 4.76 2 2.53 .08
Time- X Group 1.32 4 .70 .60
‘Within 1.88 246
Total 1.89 254

Hypothesis two stated there is no-significant difference in stu-

dent alienation to. class benefit with regard to varying methods of

instruction and changed spatial relationships of members of the class.

-(p=.05) :In order to test this hypothesis the analysis of variance was

calculated.

A significant difference at the .03 level was found among

the three classroom groups as can be observed in Table III.
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TABLE III

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS ON STUDENT
- ALTENATION TO CLASS BENEFIT

Source of ‘Mean Degrees of Probability
-Variation Square Freedom F-Ratio Level
Between 9.10 8
Time 9:.16 2 1.20 .30
_Group 26.51 2 3.47 ,03
Time X Group 1.55 4 .20 .94
Within 7.64 246
Total 7.71 254

In order to locate where the major differences were among the
classes, the Tukey technique was employed. In the gomputation of the
Tukey technique the results reported in the analysis of variance table
were used.  Specifically, the mean square within and the group mean
square, as well as ‘the degrees of freedom associated with each, are
used in the computation. When the Tukey technique is employed in the
remainder of this chapter, the computation is based upon the amnalysis
of variance results reported in the table preceding théﬁﬂable;employing
the Tukey of means:iand -mean differences:

Table IV presents the class group means and mean differences. The
significant mean differences were found by computation of the Tukey

- technique. For the sake of clarity on Table IV and the forthecoming
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tables employing the Tukey technique computation, it shoaid be observed
that the analysis involved obtaining the mean square within and the
‘mean .square for groups and the degrees of freedom associated with each
from Table III. Although specific mention of the computational proce-
‘dure is not made with the rest of the tables reporting significant mean
differences, the reader is now prepared to check the findings reported
on mean differences. Another point. of clarification on the reporting
of the findings is the abbreviations of the classroom groups and

phases.. Classroom one Phase 1 is abbreviated as classroom.l P I,

TABLE IV

ALTENATION TO CLASS BENEFIT.MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES

Classroom- 111

Classroom Classroom I Classroom II P I Experi-
Groups 'PiI;Cogtrol P I.Control mental
Means (N) 2,75 1.54 2.28

Classroom I P I

Control 2.75 (52) 1.21% 0.47
Classroom IL

P I Control .1.54  (138) 0.74
.Classroom .III

P I Experi-

mental 2.28 (65)

Mean difference required for significance at .05 level 1.08

*Significant P < .05
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From Table IV it can be observed that control group two was sig=-
‘nificantly less alienated to class benefit than was control group one
(P < .05). As can be noted from the observation of the means group II
Phase I, which was the regular size introductory class, was the least
alienated to class benefit. Groups I P I and III P I were taught by
‘the same instructor; therefore, instructor influence and class size may
provide the explanation for this finding.

Further analysis on alienation to class benefit reveals that stu-
‘dents were somewhat less alienated to class benefit at time one than
they were at times two and three. Caution must be exercised since the
F-ratio on time was not significant at the .05 level; however, by
observation of the group and time means it appears that students were
less alienated to class benefit in the early part of the semester,

Table V contains the means for the groups at the various time periods.

TABLE 'V

ALIENATION TO CLASS BENEFIT GROUP BY TIME MEANS

Classroom I Classroom -I1 -Classroom IIT P I

P I Control (N) P I Control (N) "Experimental )]
Time 1 2.05 (19) 1.35 (49) 1.95 (22)
Time 2 3,13 (15) 1.85 (46) 2.43 (21)

Time 3 ~3.05 (18) 1.42 (43) 2,45 (22)
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-Observation of the means in Table V reveals that students were
generally less allenated in.the early part of the semester. The
author's interpretation of this table is that the honors students in
classrooms I P I.and III P I were expecting to obtain more benefit from
the class than they received. 1In order to be classified as an honors
student one must have a high test score from.the American College
Testing Program, a high intelligence quotient, and demonstrate the
desire and ability to do above average college work. Therefore, when
teaching an honors class,.as the author of this paper has done, the
teacher must be willing to challenge the students with interesting and
thought-stimulating ideas. Apparently the instructor under observation
was not providing the challenge the students in the honors classes
desired.

The third exploratory hypothesis stated there is no significant
difference in preferred social distance to the instructor with regard
to varying methods of instruction and changed spatial relationships of
members of the class. (p=.05) Analysis of variance was made in order
to test this hypothesis. As can be noted in Table VI below, the time
element was significant at the .02 level. The differences among the
groups did not reach . the .05 criterion; however, the .07 significance

level should be considered as approaching a significant difference.
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TABLE VI

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS ON PREFERRED
'SOCIAL DISTANCE TO:THE INSTRUCTOR

Source of Mean - Degrees of Probability
Variation Square Freedom .F-Ratio . Level
Between 5.99 8
Time 13.37 2 3.91 .02
Group 8.90 2 2,60 .07
Time X Group 0.84 4 +25 .91
Within 3.42 246
Total -3.50 254

Since the time element was significant beyond the .05 level, the
Tukey. technique was employed to ascertain what time periods were sig-
nificantly different. Table VII reveals that the greatest mean differ-
ence in time periods was between time period one and time period three.
Although there is no significant difference at the .05 level between
time one and time two, the trend is that of increasing social distance

to the instructqr over time.
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TABLE VII

- TIME MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ON PREFERRED
"SOCIAL DISTANCE TO THE INSTRUCTOR

Time
‘Periods Time I Time II Time III
Means ) 2.59 3.16 3.44
Time I 2.59 -(90) .57 .85%
Time II 3.16 (82) .28
Time III 3.44 (83)
Mean difference required for significance at .05 level = .67

*Significant P £ .05

From Table VII it can be noted fhat the greatest increase in
distance to the instructor occurred between.the first four week period
and the:last four -week period. Increasing social distance to the
instructor over time may be considered. in the same light as increasing
alienation to class benefit. While students are becoming more glienat-
ed, they are also developing feelings of obtaining greater social and
physical distance between themselves and the instructor.

Additional analysis in Phase I on preferred social distance to
the instructor involved looking at the group and time means. Table
"VIII gives the group and time means on social distance. - In all classes,
except classroom III P I, at time three the students indicated ip~

creased distance to the instructor.
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TABLE VIII

GROUP BY TIME MEANS ON PREFERRED SOCIAL
DISTANCE TO THE INSTRUCTOR

Classroom -1 .Classroom II Classroom III P I

P I Control (N) 'P:I:Control () "Experimental ()
Time 1 2.58 (19) 3.02 (49) 2.18 (22)
Time 2 . 2.86 (15) - 3.48 (46) 3.14 (21)
Time:3 3,33 (18) . 3.91 - (43) 3.09 - (22)

Table VIII revealed that the group and time means on social
distance to the instructor and differences between groups is slight,
However, it can be noted that the trend was for distance fo increase
over time, The author feels that students were moving away from their
respective teachers because students were not receiving the kind of
information from the instructor that they desired. Also students were
moving away because they were becoming alienated to class benefit.
While social distance includes actual physical distance, it also
includes feelings of social acceptance and tolerance. The instructors
under study apparently were more agcepted at the beginning of the
semester than they were at the end. Therefore,. the teaéhers apparent-
ly were not stimulating and interesting enough .for the students to
identify with. On the other hand, one may view this increasing dis-
tance over time as. giving. the instructors more authority and control

in the classroom. If this be the case, then some may feel our



46

classrooms should be structured in such a manner as to increase the
distance between students and instructor.

There-is no prescribed physical distance for students and instruc-
“tor in the classroom, and the author feels that whatever is comfortable
for individual classes and instructors should be sought and implemented.
The question of how much social distance between students and instruc-
tor there should be cannot be answered by one researcher for all of the
many classes that exist in a college or university.

The fourth exploratory hypothesis considered stated that there is
no significant difference in perceived value of the instructor with
regard to varying methods of instruction and changed spatial relation-
ships of members of the class. - (p=:05) The test of this hypothesis
was made by an analysis of variance. The time perieds were signifi-
cantly different at the .0002. level. Groups were also significantly
different at the .0002 level. Table IX reveals the analysis of vari-
ance results of perceived value of the instructor.

Both time and group are significantly different at .0002 level;
therefore, further amalysis was made on the two factors separately.
First, on .the time element, it was found that time one differed signif-
icantly (P =< .05) from time two and time three. -Table X contains the
time period means and mean differences.

-In reviewing Table X it becomes fairly obvious that student per-
ception of teacher value decreased over time in all of the classes.

- Students progressively perceived the instructors as losing value during
the semester. It appears that students are not only becoming alienated
to the class over time and increasing social distance to the instructor,

but are also viewing the teacher as being of less value over time.
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TABLE IX

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS ON PERCEIVED
VALUE OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Source of Mean Degrees of Probability
Variation .8quare Freedom . F=-Ratio ' Level
Between 9.85 .8
Time 16.78 2 9.78 , 0002
Group 16.91 2 9.86 .0002
Time X Group 2.84 4 1.66 .1593
Within 1.72 246
Total 1.97 254
TABLE X

TIME MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ON.PERCEIVED
VALUE OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Time
Periods Time 1 Time 1T Time III
Means N 2,17 2.70 3.14
Time I 2.17 (90) .53*% .97%
Time II _ 2.70 (82) 44
Time IIIL 3.14 (83)

Mean difference required for significance at .05 level .47

‘*Significant P < .05
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The author interprets this finding as being a consequence .of students
and instructors having differing definitions of the classroom situa-
tion.

Secondly, on the group means and mean differences it was found
that group one differed significantly from groups two and three. Table

"XI presents the means and mean differences for groups.

TABLE XI

GROUP MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ON PERCEIVED
VALUE OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Classroom III

Classroom ~Classroom I Classroom II P 1 Experi-
Groups P I Control P I Control mental
Means (N) 3.23 2.44 2.34

Classroom.I P. I

Contrel -3.23 (52) .79% :89%
Classroom II

P I Control 2.44  (138) .10
Classroom IIIL

P I Experi-

mental 2.34 (65)

Mean difference required for significance at .05 level = .51

*Significant P < .05
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An interpretation of Table XI by the author is that group I P I,
which was taught by the same instructor as the experimental group, was
a class that expected much more out of the instructor than the instruc-
tor provided. Group III P I was the experimental class taught by the
same instructor as’group I P I, and it appears that the experimental
conditions of spacing and class presentations were heneficial in the
sense that the instructor was perceived as having more value in this
particular class. Therefore, it may be concluded that students see the
instructor as having more value when they (the students) have more
active part in the class.

Further analysis on perceived value of the instructor reveals, in
the main, that students perceived the instructor as having less value
as the semester pragressed. Classroom group II P I is an exception to
this, as can be observed in Table:XII below. It is interesting that
when the experimental class began, they perceived the instructor as
having a considerable amount of value, and then consistently, over
time, viewed him as having less power.

Table XII gives an over-all view of the class and time means on
perceived value of the instructor. -Although value of the teacher
tended to decrease over time in all classes, it should be noted that
at no time period did group I P I perceive the instructor to be of as
much value as did group III,P I, and both classes were taught by the
same instructor. However, group I P I was not subject to the experi-

mental conditions.
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TABLE XII

GROUP BY TIME MEANS ON PERCEIVED
VALUE OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Classroom .1 .Classroom II Classroom .III P 1

P I Control - (N) P I Control 1)) Experimental N
Time -1 -2.53 -(19) 2.31 - (49) 1.68 -(22)
Time 2 - 3.27 (15) .2.52 (46) 2.29 (21)
Time 3 :3.89 (18) 2.49 (43) 3.05 (22)

Exploratory hypothesis number five stated there is no significant
difference in perceived power of the instructor with regard to varying
methods of instruction and changed spatial relationships of members of
the class. -(p=.05) .The hypothesis was tested by analysis of variance,
and a significant difference beyond the .0l level was found among the
groups and time periods. - Table XTII gives the results of the analysis
of variance.

As was found with perceived value of the instructor,.the perceived
power of the instructor was likewise significant for both time periods
and groups. Consequently, the Tukey technique was applied to these two
elements. - On the time periods the mean differences for group one were
significantly different from groups two and three. ' Table XIV presents
the means and mean differences on perceived power of the instructor.

The time means on perceived power of the instructor in Table XIV

reveal that students progressively viewed their instructors as having
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TABLE XIII

ANALYSIS 'OF VARIANCE RESULTS ON.PERCEIVED
"POWER OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Source of ‘Mean Degrees -of "Probability
-Variation Square . Freedom F-Ratio ~Level
Between 6.69 8
Time 9.92 2 4.97 .008
Group 14.93 2 7.49 . 001
Time X Group .95 4 .48 .756
Within 1.99 246
Total 2.14 254

TABLE XIV

TIME MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ON PERCEIVED
POWER ' OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Time
Periods Time T Time II Time III
Means ¢)) 2,81 3.38 3.52
Time I 2.81 -(90) S57% 0.71%
Time II 3.38 (82) 0.14
Time III 3.52 (83)
Mean difference required for significance at .05 level = .51

*#Significant P £ .05
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less power over time., With increasing alienation, increasing social
distance, less perceived value, and now less power, it becomes fairly
.clear that students involved with Phase I were more satisfied with the
class and the instructor in the early part of the semester. This evi-
dence ‘suggests a lack of ability to form a social environment in the
classroom, .an environment that allows all involved the prerogative of
entering .into meaningful social and educational relatioﬁships.

Comparing Table X on the value of the instructor with Table XIV on
potency of the instructor reveals that the instructor was perceived as
‘having more value and power at time one than he was at times two or
three. - Turning to the group differences on perceived value of the
instructor, it was found that group one differed significantly (P <.05)
from groups two and three. Evidence for this is presented in Table XV.

An explanation for the evidence presented in Table XV might be
that the experimental conditions in group III P I, and the different
instructor in group II P I, served to increase the students' perception
of the teacher power in these classes. While group I P I was taught by
the same instructor as group III P I, a.difference does exist between
the two classes' perceived power of the teacher; thus, it is reasomable
to assume that the experimental conditions did serve to give the
instructor more power.

When reviewing perceived value of instructor in comparison to per-
ceived power of instructor by groups, it is possible to note that the
instructor was perceived by group one as having less value and power
than he was by groups two and. three., Tables:XV and XI serve as the

basis for this comparison.



53

TABLE XV

GROUP MEANS. AND. MEAN DIFFERENCES ON PERCEIVED
"POGTENCY OF THE INSTRUCTOR

. Classroom III

Classroom Classroom I Classroom II P I Experi-
Groups P I Control P I Control mental
Means (N) 23,74 2.85 3.12

Classroom T P I

Control 3.74  (52) .89% .62%
Classroom II »

P I Control 2.85 (138) 0.27
Classrpom IIT

P I Experi-

mental 3:12  (65)
Mean difference required for significance at .05 level:-= .55

*Significant P <.05

In an attempt to gain more information about the perceiwved potency
of the instructor,. the group by time means was calculated, -Presented
in Table XVI is the group by time means on perceived potency. of the
instructor, As can be noted.in Table 'XVI, the trend was for the in-
structor to decrease in power over time. Only one exception can be
‘noted, that of control group P I at time three,. and this exception is
minor when . looking at all groups at the three time periods. Again a
consistent finding is noted when comparing the  perceived value of the
instructor with .the perceived potency. That is, both power and value

of the instructor tended to decrease in all classes over time.
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- TABLE XVI

GROUP BY TIME MEANS ON PERCEIVED
POTENCY OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Classroom I Classroom II Classroom IIT P I

P'I Control (N) P I Control m Experimental @)
Time 1 3.11 (19) 2.61 (49) 2.72 (22)
Time 2 4.07 (15) 2.93 (46) 3.14 (21)
Time 3 4.06 (18) 3.00 (43) 3.50 -(22)

The sixth hypothesis considered stated there is no significant
difference in perceived activity of the instructor with regard to vary-
ing methods of instruction and changed spatial relationships of members
of the class. (p=.05) As with the preceding hypothesis, this hypoth-
‘esis was tested by means of analysis of variance. The results of the
analysis of variance show that there existed a significant difference
at the .000l level among groups. The time element did npt reach the
.05 criterion; however, it was significant at the .Q67 level.. Table
XVII gives the findings of‘the»analysis of variance on perceived
activity of the instructor.

-In assessing the differences among the three classroom groups, the
Tukey technique was applied. Table XVIII presents. the means and mean
differences on perceived activity of the instructor.

From Table XVIII one can observe that group I P I mean was signif-

icantly different (P < .05) frem the means of groups two and three.



TABLE XVII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS ON PERCEIVED
ACTIVITY OF THE. INSTRUCTOR
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Source of Mean Degrees of ‘Probability
Variation -Square Freedom F-Ratio Level
Between 6.61 8
Time 5.02 2 2.70 .0675
]
Group 20.72 2 11.13 .0001
Time by Group 2 34 4 .18 L9447
Within 1.86 246
Total 2.01 254
TABLE XVIII
GROUP MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ON PERCEIVED
ACTIVITY OF THE INSTRUCTOR
Classroom III
Classroom Classroom I Classroom IIT P I Experi-
Groups P I Control P I Control mental
Means (N) 3.74 2.70 2.96
Classroom I P T
Control 3.74 (52) 1.04 .78%
Classroom II
P I Control 2.70 (138) .26
Classroom IILI P T
Expefimiental =~  2.96 (65)
Mean difference required for significance at .05 level = .53

*Significant P < .05
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When comparing the groups on perceived activity, power, and value of

the instructor, it becomes apparent that classroom group I P I per-

ceived the instructor as having significantly less value,. power, and

activity than did classroom groups two and three.

Although time was not a significant factor at the .05 level on

activity, it was decided to look at the mean differences of the time

‘periods. This decision was reached since the probability. level for

time was .067 in the analysis of variance. 1In Table XIX the time means

and mean differences are given for perceived activity of the instructor.

_TABLE XIX

TIME MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ON. PERCEIVED
ACTIVITY OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Time

‘Periods Time I Time I1 Time IIIL

Means (N 2.83 3.26 3.31
Time I ~2.83 “(90) 43 .48
Time II - 3.26 (82) ,05
Time IIIX +3.31 - (83)

Mean differences required for significance at .05 level =
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Although significant mean differences were not found. in Table XIX,
.the trend was for activity of the instructor to decrease over time;
therefore, it may be conclude& that activity of the instructor was
decreasing over time in the same manner as was the power and value of
the instructor. This finding provides: further evidence which suggests
‘students in-Phase I part of the study were not satisfied with the class
or the instructor.

-Additional analysis on the activity of the instructor was made by
. looking at the group by. time means. -Table XX presents the group by
. time means on the perceived activity. level of the instructor. In the
'main, as can be observed from the table below, the trend was for the
instructor to be perceived as being less active over time, The one
exception to this is classroom III P. I at time three,. in which the

perceived activity level of the instructor increased somewhat over

“time two.
TABLE XX
GROUP BY TIME MEANS ON .PERCEIVED ACTIVITY
LEVEL. OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Classroom I .Classroom II . Classroom IIT P I

P I.Control (N) P I Control  (N) Experimental (M)
Time ‘1 3.47 (19) 2.47 - (49) 2,55 -(22)
Time 2 . 3.80 -(15) 2.74 (46) 3.24 (21)

Time 3 13,94 (18) 2.91 (43) 3.09 (22)

Y
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From Table XX it can be observed that group II P I, the control
class, perceived the activity of the instructor to be greater at all
time periods than group I P I. Therefore, it may be concluded that
students see the instructor as being more active in a class where they

- (the students) are actually more involved themselves. It should be
remembered that group I P I and group III P I were taught by the same
person.

The seventh exploratory hypothesis stated there.is no significant
difference between males and females in regard to-alienation to class
benefit. (p=.05) The test of this hypothesis was made by analysis of
variance, and no significant differences were found at the .05 level.
The probability level at which sex was a significant factor was .l0.
The over-all female mean on alienation to class benefit was 2,45; for
"the males the mean was 1.82. Therefore, when considering all groups at
every, time period, the females were slightly more alienated to class
benefit than were the males. Given below in Tables XXI and XXII are
the means for males and females by group and time on aliemnation.to
class benefit.

Inasmuch as significant differences at the .05 level were not
established caution must be exercised when evaluating Tables XXI and
XXII. 1In general, the following observations may be made: (1) Both
males and females were least alienated to class benefit at time one,
(2) Females were the most alienated to class benefit at time two.

(3) Males in classrcoms I and II P I became progressively more alienat-

ed to class benefit over time.
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TABLE XX1

-MEANS FOR'MALES ON ALIENATION TO CLASS BENEFIT
-BY GROUP AND TIME

Classroom I Classroom II Classroom III P I
P I Control (N) P I Control (N) Experimental (N)
Time ‘1 .1.62 (8) 1.32 (25) 1.00 (8)
Time 2 .2.60 (5) 1.45 (22) 1.33 (9)
Time 3 -3.25 (8) 1.00 (21) 2,78 -(9)
TABLE XXIT

MEANS FOR FEMALES ON ALIENATION TO CLASS BENEFIT
BY GROUP AND. TIME

Classroom I Classroom IT Classroom III P I

P I Control (m) P I Control )] "Experimental (M)
Time 1 2,36 (11) 1.37 (24) 2,50 - (14)
Time 2 3.40 (10) 2,21 (24) 3.25 (12)
Time 3 2,90 (10) 1.82 (22) 2,23 -(13)

Hypothesis eight related there is no significant difference
between males and females in regard to class cohesiveness. (p=.05)
The mean for females on cohesiveness was 2.44, and for males the mean

was 2.38. -In the analysis of variance results the sex variable was not
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significant at the .05 level. The level at which sex became signifi~-
cant was .76; therefore, the gbove hypothesis is strongly supported.
The ninth hypothesis to be considered stated there is no signifi-
cant difference between males and females in regard to social distance
to the instructor. The analysis of variance results showed that sex
was significant at the .008 level. The mean for males on social dis-
tance to the instructor was 3.44, whereas the mean for females was
2.76. Males revealed a greater social distance to the instructor than
did the females. When examining the males and females more closely, it
was observed that both sexes were increasing their social distance to

the instructor over time as is demonstrated in Table XXIII,

TABLE XXIII

MEANS ON SOCIAL DISTANCE TO.THE INSTRUCTOR
"BY SEX AND TIME FOR ALL GROUPS

Males (M) Females (N)
Time 1 2,72 4L 2.46 (49)
Time 2 3.62 (36) 2.80 (46)
Time 3 3.99 (38) 3.01 - (45)

Further analysis on males and females in regard to social distance

to the instructor revealed that in all three classes the males
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maintained a greater social distance than did the females. Evidence of

this is presentedhin'Table XXIV.

TABLE XXIV

MEANS 'ON SQCIAL DISTANCE TO THE INSTRUCTOR
BY SEX AND GROUP AT ALL TIME PERIODS

Males (N) Females (N)
Classroom I P I
Control ’ 3.12 (21) 2.78 (31)
Classroom II P I _
Control 3.90 (68) 3.05 (70)
Classroom III P 1 .
- Experimental 3.30 - (26) 2.44 (39)

The exploratory hypotheses on perceived power, value, and activity
of the instructor by sex weré not tested in Phase I., Since the hypoth-
eses on these variables were all significant with both sexes combined,
it was felt that isolation of sex as a variable would not contribute
substantially to an understanding of perceived value, activity, and
powér of the instructor. Hypotheses four, five, and six were signifi-
cant on either group or time and in the cases of value and power, both
time and group were significant.

During Phase I an attempt was made through an open-ended question-

niire to ascertain students' feelings about the varying methods of
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instruction and changed spatial arrangements. The open-ended. instru-
‘ment (see Appendix E) was administered only to classroom III. This
questionnaire was completed by the students during the last week of
classes.

The analysis of student responses to the questions was made by two
judges who assigned values of "1" to "3" for the negative responses and
values of ""1" to "3" for the positive responses. -A."1" value coded in
red ink noted strong negative response, and a "3" value coded in red
.ink noted -a weak negative response, A ."1" value coded in black ink was
considered a strong positive statement,.and a "3" value coded in black
ink was a weak value,

The 'results are given below to the five questions. -Question one
stated: ."List briefly any positive or negative feelings you experi-
-enced in.this class as a result of being spaced four feet apart." On
this question 25 negative responses were obtained, with a mean of 2.52.
-On -question one, 19 positive statements were made, with a mean of 2.00.
Although there were more negative responses than positive ones, . the
strength of the negative responses was ceonsidered weak,

duestion two asked,.''List briefly any positive or negative feel-
ings :you experienced in this class as a result of being rotated to the
discussion table." To this question 10 negative responses were made,
with -a mean.of 2.00, and 13 positive responses were made, with a mean
of 2.00. - It is necessary to exercise caution when trying to interpret
the results on question two. Since the means are equal, and the number
of statements are fairly close; it is difficult to make an interpreta-

tion on this question.
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Question three stated, "List briefly any positive or negative
feelings you experienced. in this class as a result of the question-
'naires you responded.to." A difference did emerge on this question;
there were 19 negative responses with a mean of 1.95, and only 4 posi-
tive responses with a mean.of 1.50. It was fairly obvious that the
students had strong negative feelings toward the questiomnaires.

The fourth question asked the.students, "List briefly any positive
or negative feelings you experienced. in this class as a result of the
entire class proceedings. from the beginning to the end." Negative
responses numbered 29, with a mean of 1.76; and the positive responses
numbered 20, with a mean .of 1.30. It is difficult to interpret the
results to this question since the negative responses outnumbered the
positive responses, yet the positive responses were stronger than were
the negative responses.

Question five stated, "If you had to express yourself with regard
to this class in one statement, what would you say?" Students gave 18
negative responses, with a mean .of 2.11, and 10 positive responses,
with a mean of 1.50. Again the negative responses were greater in
number than the positive responses, but the positive responses were
slightly. stronger than the negative responses.

When looking at all five questions combined, 91 negative responses
were made ‘and 66 positive responses. Judgeé were hesitant about inter-
‘preting the instrument as a whole; however, it was £finally concluded
that the students were, in the main, slightly more negative than posi-
tive to the class. In particular, studenté were negative to the ques-
tionnaires. In regard to being responsible for presentation of class

materials, the judges felt the students expressed more positive
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feelings.
Findings of Phase II

Remaining within the framework used to report the findings of
Phase I, the findings of Phase II are given in . re¢lation to the explora-
tory hypotheses presented in Chapter II. The exploratory, hypotheses
‘serve to facilitate additional analysis,. as was demonstrated.in the
reporting of the findings of Phase 1. Likewise, in the analysis of
Phase I1 data. the exploratory hypotheses generated further anaglysis.
All twelve exploratory hypotheses were tested in Phase II. 1In %ddition
to -these hypotheses, student classification was also explored in the
second phase of the: study.

The first hypothesis stated there is no significant difference in
class cohesiveness with regard to varying methods of instruction and
;hanged,spatial.relationships of members of the class. (p=.05) The
test of this hypothesis was made by analysis of variance, and a signif-
-icant difference was found among the:four groups at the .01 level
Table XXV delineates the analysis of variance results on class cohe-

siveness.
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TABLE XXV

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS
ON CLASS GOHESIVENESS

Source of Mean Degrees of Probability

-Variation - Square Freedom F-Ratio ‘Level
Between 3.89 11

Time .37 ' 2 .16 .85

Group 8.55 3 3.74 .01

Time X Group 2.74 6 1.20 .30

Within 2.28 290

Total 2.34 301

Significant differences were found at the .0l level of groups;
therefore, Tukey's technique was used to assess the significant mean
differences among the groups. - As can be noted in Table XXVI, the mean
for classroom group II P II was significantly different (P < .05) from
the mean of classroom group IV P IIL. Classroom II P II maintained less
cohesiveness than did group:IV-P II. -Group II P II was taught by a
female instructor, and group IV P II was taught by a male instructor.
The differences between the cohesiveness of these two classes may be
explained by the differences in instructors and experimental condi-
‘tions. - The experimental conditions and small number of students (N=14)

in group IV P. II may have produced more feelings of class cohesiveness.



TABLE XXVI

GROUP MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ON CLASS COHESIVENESS

Classroom III.

~Classroom IV

Classroom Classroom 1 Classroom I1 P II Space-, P II: Space-
Groups P 11 Control P 1II Space Panel Panel 2-way
‘Means (M) 3.13 3.20 2.99 2.43
Classroom 1.P 1L
Control 3.13 (101) .07 .14 .70
Classroom I1 P II
- Space 3.20 (68) .21 97
- Classroom III P II
Space~Panel 2.99 (79) .56

Classroom IV P II1
"Space-Panel-2-way 2.43 -(54)

Mean difference required for significance at .05 level .75

%Significant P < .05

99
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The second exploratory hypothesis stated there is mno significant
difference in student alienation to class benefit with regard to vary-
ing methods of instruction and changed spatial relationships oflmembers
of the class. -In order to test this hypothesis the analysis of vari-
ance was conducted, and a significant difference was found on the time
periods at the .008 level. Table XXVII presents the results of the

analysis of variance on student glienation to class benefit.

TABLE XXVII

RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON STUDENT
ALTENATION TO CLASS BENEFIT

Source of Mean Degrees of Probability
Variation Square _-Freedom F-Ratio ‘Level
Between 4.57 1]

- Time -13.00 2 4.91 .008
Group 2.15 3 .81 .509
Time X Group 2.97 6 1.11 .350
Within 2.65 290
Total 2.72 301

Having located a significant difference at the .008 level on time
periods, the next step was to locate significant mean differences on

the time periods. Tukey's techmique was employed, and significant mean
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differences (p=.05) were found between time period one and periods two

and three. Table XXVIII contains the results.

TABLE XXVIII

TIME MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES OF STUDENT
ALTENATION TO.CLASS BENEFIT

Time
"Periods Time 1 Time II Time III
Means 6] :52 1.05 1,23
Time I .52 (107) : .53% L72%
Time II 1.05 ~(100) .18
Time III 1.23 (95)
Mean difference required for significance at .05 level.= .53

#Significant P.< .05

Further analysis on student alienation to class benefit by group
and time reveals that students in all classes were increasing in alien-
ation to class benefit as the semester progressed. There was one
exception to this in classroom group II P II at time three, as a slight
decrease in alienation to class benefit was observed at time two. The

class means at the time periods are given in Tgblew XXIX. == ™



TABLE XXIX

GROUP BY TIME MEANS ON STUDENT ALIENATION
TO CLASS BENEFIT

Classroom III Classroom IV
Classroom I Classroom 1I P IT Space- P II Space-
P II Control (M) P II Space (N) Panel (N) Panel-2-way ¢.))
Time I 47 (34) .93 (28) 44 (27) .22 (18)
Time II .79 (33) 1.04 . (25) 1.20 (25) 1.18 (17)
Time III .88 -(34) .80 (15) 1.78 (27) 1.47 (19)

69
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As noted in Table XXVIII and Table XXIX alijienation to class bene-
fit increased over time in all classes. This finding was also present
in Phase I; therefore, it may be concluded that the instructors in both
phases were not providing the students with what they expected. The
obvious finding in both phases of increasing alienafion pover "time sug-
gests that alienation may be an ever present condition of the class~
room. When various arrangements and various instructional methods are
employed, the alienation over time is still present. The author is
unable to provide suggestions as to how to reduce this alienation. The
author can only give tentative reasons as to why the alienation exists.
These tentative reasons include; (1) Students expect too much from
their classes and instructors.  (2) Instructors do not provide the
students with‘thoughtwstimulating.ideas. (3) Our Whole'education;l
classroom structure is designed in such a manner as to create aliena-
tion among students.

The third exploratory hypothesis stated. there is no significant
difference in preferred social distance to the instructor with regard
to varying methods of instruction and changed spatial relationships of
members of the class. (p=.05) Analysis of variance was used to test
this hypothesis. No significant differences were found on the groups
or times at the .05 level. In the main, students maintained approxi-
mately the same mean values qver time on social distance to the instruce
“tor. Among the groups the differences in mean values on social dis-

-tance to the instructor were minimal. Evidence showing group and. time
means nensignificant on social distance to the instructor is presented

in Table XXX.



TABLE XXX

GROUP BY TIME MEANS ON SOCIAL DISTANCE
TO THE INSTRUCTOR

Classroom III Classroom IV

Classroom I Classroom IT P II Space- P. II Space-
P II Control &) P II Space (M) Panel () Panel-2-way )
Time 1 3.21 (34) 3.43 (28) 2.85 (27) 3.39 (18)
Time II 3.67 -(33) 3.52 (25) 2.92 -(25) 3.35 (17)
Time III 3.59 (34) 3.33 (15) 3.26 (27) 3.26 (19)

1L
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Table XXX gives evidenge which is not in accord with the findings
of Phase I. ‘Phase I students tended to increase gocial distance over
time to their instructors. Phase II social . distance remained about the
same throughout the semester. A common .finding of both phases on
social distance was that the mean social distance preferred by state
university students is very close to the mean social distance preferred
by state college students.

The fourth.exploratory hypothesis stated there is no significant
difference in perceived value of the instructor with regard to varying
methods of instruction and changed spatial relationships of members of
the class. b(p=.05) Analysis of variance results on this hypothesis
revealed that significant differences did exist among the groups at the
.004 level. Table XXXI presents the analysis of variance results on

this hypothesis.

TABLE XXXI

PERCEIVED VALUE OF THE INSTRUCTOR ANALYSIS
OF VARIANCE RESULTS

Source of Mean "Degrees of Probability

Variation Square - Freedom F-=Ratio ‘Level
Between 5.19 11

Time 3.79 2 1.90 .1500
Group 13.44 3 6.72 .0004
Time X Group 1.53 6 .77 .5987
Within 2.00 290

Total 2.12 301
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Tukey's technique was employed to test for mean difference among
the four classroom groups, Table XXXII reveals that group I P II mean
was significantly different from group III P II mean at the .05 level.
Also group II P II mean was significantly different from group III P II
mean -at the .05 level.

As can be observed in Table XXXII, the classrooms instructed by a
female (I P II and II P II) contained students who perceived their
instructor to be of less value than classroom III P II, which had a
male instructor. Classrcoms I P II and IL P II were structured in such
a manner as to -allow less student participation than was allowed in
classrooms III P IT and IV P II. A similar finding was noted in Phase
I. That is, when the students have a more active part in the class-
‘room, they tend to perceive the instructor as having more value.

Although the time element was not significant at the .05 level,
some insight is gained when observing the time by group means on per~
ceived vaiue of the instructor. Table XXXIII gives the means by group
and time periods, and in all cases, except classroom group II P II at
time three, the trend was for the instructor to be perceived by the
students as decreasing in value over time.

The trend of instructor value decreasing over time is a finding
that is in accord with Phase I. A reasonable explanation for classroom
ITI P II at time‘3-perceivingvfﬁe instructor as having more value is
that the number of students who attended class on the day the question-
‘naire was administered was less than at previous test periods. There-
-fore, it seems to the author that students who did come to class would
be more interested in the class, and consequently, would perceive their

instructor as having more value.



TABLE XXXIT

PERCEIVED VALUE OF THE INSTRUCTOR GROUP
MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCE

Classroom III

Classroom IV

Classroom Classroom 1 Classroom II P II Space- P II Space-
Groups P II Control P II Space Panel Panel 2-way
Means () 2.98 3.16 2.16 2.63
Classroom I P II
Control 2.98 (101) .18 .82% .35
Classroom I1 P II
. Space 3.16 (68) 1.00% .53
Classroom III P II
Space-Panel 2.16 (79) 47
Classroom IV P IT
Space=Panel-2-way 2.63 (54)
Mean differences required for significance at .05 level.= .70

*Significant P-< .05

Y7L



TABLE XXXIII

GROUP BY TIME MEANS ON PERCEIVED VALUE
OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Classroom III

Classroom IV

Classroom I Classroom II P II Space- P I1 Space-

Pill Control ) P II Space ) ?anel ¢} Panel-2-way (X)
Time_I 2.79 (34) 3.21 (28) 1.74 (27) 2.28 (18)
Time II 2.94 (33) 3.32 (25) 2.16 (25) 2.76 (17)
Time III 3.21 (34) 2.93 (15) 2.59 (27 2.84 (19)

174
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The fifth exploratory. hypothesis stated. there is no.significant

difference in perceived potency of the instructor with regard to vary-

-ing methods of. instruction and changed spatial relationships of members

of the class. - (p=.05) .This hypothesis was tested by. the analysis of

variance procedure, . and a.significant difference was obtained on the

groups -at the .0005 level.

.variance results for this hypothesis.

TABLE XXXIV

PERCEIVED POTENCY OF THE INSTRUCTOR ANALYSIS
'OF 'VARIANCE RESULTS

Table XXXIV contains the analysis of

Source of Mean ‘Degrees of "Probability
Variation Square Freedom F~Ratio ‘Level
.Between 4.57 11
Time 1.51 2 .83 .5581
Gr oup 11.85 3 6.49 .0005
Time X Group 1.95 6 1.07 . 3807
Within 1.82: 290
Total 1.92: 301

Mean differences among the classroom groups was examined by

- Tukey's technique, and it was found at the .05 level of significance

that group I P II mean differed from group-III P II mean, and group II
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P II mean differed from group III P II mean, and group III P II mean
differed from group IV P II mean. Table XXXV contains information in
support of these differences.

The ‘author's interpretation of Table XXXV is that classrooms I
P II and II'P 1II, which were taught by a female instructor, were the
classes which perceived the instructor as being less powerful than
classroom III P II which was instructed by a male instructor, Not only
is the power of the female instructor perceived as being less, but also
the value is perceived as being less than that of the male instructor,
A consistent finding is observed with Phase I and Phase II in that the
value and power of the instructor increases when students are more
involved in the class The finding on perceiving less power in regard
to a female instructor is of little value since only one of the in-
structors participating in . this research was a female.

The sixth exploratory hypothesis stated there is no significant
difference in perceived activity of the instructor with regard to vary-
ing methods of instruction and changed spatial relationships of members
of the class. (p=.05) No significant differences were found on class-
room groups or time periods at the .05 level. However, groups were
significant at the .055 level; therefore, Tukey's technique was em-
ployed to see if there were significant mean differences among the
groups. -No significant mean differences were obtained at the .05
“level.

Exploratory. hypothesis number seven stated there is no significant
difference between males and females in.regard to student alienation to
class benefit. (p=.05) Results obtained from the analysis of varilance

revealed that sex was significant at the .00l level. The over-all male



TABLE XXXV

-PERCEIVED POTENCY OF THE INSTRUCTOR GROUP
MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES

Classroom III

- Classroom IV

Classroom Classroom I Classroom II P II Space- P II Space-~
Groups P II Control P II Space Panel Panel 2-way
Means (W) 3.21 3.11 2.30 .2.98
Classroom I P II
Control 3.21 (101) .10 91% .23
Classroom II P II
Space 3.11 (68) .81% ;13
Classroom III P II
Space-Panel 2.30 79) .68%
Classroom IV P II1
Space-Panel-2-way 2.98 - (54
Mean difference required at .05 level.= .67

-%Significant P < .05

8L
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mean on alienation to class benefit was 1,17, and the female over-all
mean was .51. Males were, therefore, more alienated to c¢lass benefit
than were the females. Further analysis on sex by time periods reveals
that males were more alienated to class benefit at all time periods

than were the females. Males and femgles both became increasingly

alienated to class benefit over time as is demonstrated in Table XXXVI.

TABLE XXXVI

TIME BY SEX MEANS ON STUDENT ALIENATION TO CLASS BENEFIT

Males ¢)) Females )]
Time I .85 (63) .08 44)
Time II 1.29 (56) .60 (44)
Time IIL 1.38 (55) .84 (40)

The findings in:Phase II that males were more alienated to class
benefit than were females is not in accord with the findings from
Phase I. A possible explanation for the differences between the two
phases might be in the differences in numbers of males and females in
Phase I and II. In Phase II there were more males in the sample, and
in Phase I there were more females in the sample.

The eighth hypothesis stated there is no .significant difference

between males and females . in regard to class cohesiveness. (p=.05)
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No significant differences were found at the .05 level on classroom
groups or time periods.

The ninth hypothesis stated there is no significant difference
between males and females in regard to social distance to the instruc-
tor. (p=.05) -Sex-was significant at the .02 level as revealed in the
analysis of variance results. The male over-all mean on social dis-
tance was 3.57, and the female mean was 3.02.. This indicated that
‘males preferred a greater social distance to-the instructors than did
females.

The tenth hypothesis stated there is no significant difference
between males and females in regard to perceived power of the instruc-
‘tor. - (p=.05) . Sex was found to be significant at the .00l level as
revealed in the analysis of variance results The over-all mean for
males on perceived power of the. instructor was 3.15, and the over-all
%emale mean was 2.59. Further analysis revealed that males at all time
periods perceived the instructor to have less power than did the
females. Table XXXVII serves to illustrate the differences between
males and females at the various time periods.

The eleventh hypothegis stated there is no significant difference
between males and females in .regard to perceived activity of the
instructor. (p=.05) From the analysis of variance test sex was found
not to be significant at the .05 level. Sex obtained significance at
the .16 level. The over-all mean for males was 3:21, and for females
the over-all mean was 2.97. Observation of the means suggests that
males perceived the instructor as being slightly less active than did

the females.
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TABLE XXXVII

TIME BY SEX MEANS ON PERCEIVED POWER
"OF THE - INSTRUCTOR

‘Males N . Females €]
Time I .3.08 (63) 2.35 (44)
Time II 3.31 - (56) 2.66 (44)
Time III 3.06 (55) 2,75 (40)

The twelfth hypothesis stated there is no significant difference
between males and. females in regard to perceived value of the instruc-
tor. (p=.05) From the analysis of variance results sex was signifi-
cant at the .004 level. The male over-all mean value on perceived
value of the instructor was 2.95, and the female over-all mean was

"2.46, Further analysis reveals that both males and females perceived
the instructor as decreasing in value over time as is indicated in
Table XXXVIII. Also observed in the table is that females perceived
the instructor to have more value at all time periods than did the
males,

In addition to testing the exploratory hypotheses, it was decided
to explore the relationship of student classification to alienation.to
class benefit, social distance to the instructor, value, power,. and
activity of the instructor. Analysis of vgriance was used to assess

the significance of classification to the factors under study. Tukey's
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technique was also employed to examine mean differences among the

freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior students.

TABLE XXXVIII

TIME BY SEX MEANS ON PERCEIVED VALUE
OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Males (M) Females (6))
Time T 2.74 (63) 2,21 44)
Time IT 2.95 (56) 2.58 - (44)
-Time III 3.14 (55) 2.60 40)

On student alienation to class benefit classification was found to
be a.significant variable at the .006 level from the analysis of vari-
ance test. Tukey's technique revealed a significant (P-< .05) mean
difference between freshmen and juniors, with:the juniors being more
alienated to class benefit than the freshmen. Another significant
(P < .05) mean difference was found between juniors and seniors, with
the juniors being more alienated than the seniors. Table XXXIX con-
tains the means and mean differences of the various classifications on
class benefit.

-Classification was not a significant factor at the .05 level in

regard to social distance to the instructor. The classification means
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revealed the: freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors were homogene-
ous in regard to the preferred social distance to the instructors. -On
perceived value of the instructor, classification proved to be a non-

significant factor using the .05 criterion level.

TABLE, XXXIX

CLASSIFICATION MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ‘ON
-STUDENT ALIENATION TO CLASS BENEFIT

éiﬁgﬁification  Freshmen : Sophomores:iJuniors~ Seniors

Means ¢)) .73 1.02 1.56 .25
Freshmen .73 (128) .29 .83% .48
- Sophomores 1.02 (89) .54 .77
Juniors 1.56 (62) 1.31%
‘Seniors .25 (23)

Mean difference required for significance at .05 level. = .83

*Significant P-< .05

Classification was a significant. factor on the perceived power of
the instructor. - From the analysis of variance results classification
was significant at the .02 level. Further analysis using Tukey's tech-
nique ‘revealed the senior group perceived the instruector as having more

power than did the freshmen, sophomores, and juniors, Table XL
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contains the classification means and mean differences on perceived

power of the instructor.

TABLE XL

CILASSIFICATION MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ON
THE PERCEIVED POWER OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Classification Freshmen Sophomores Juniors -Seniors
Means ¢)) 2.90 2.96 2.95 2.14

Freshmen 2.90 (128) .06 .05 . 76%

Sophomores 2.96 (89) .01 .82%

Juniors 2.95 (62) .81%

Seniors 2,14 (23)

Mean difference required feor significance at .05 level.= .70

*Significant P £ .05

On perceived activity of the instructor classification was also
found to be a sjgnificant factor at the .03 level. Having found sig-
nificance from the analysis of variance,. the means and mean differ-
ences were then viewed and tested by. Tukey's technique to ascertain the
significant mean differences. As can be noted in Table XLI; the only
significant difference at the .05 level was between sophomores and sen-

iors, with the seniors perceiving the instructor as being more active.
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TABLE XLI

CLASSIFICATION MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES ON
THE .PERCEIVED ACTIVITY OF THE INSTRUCTOR

Classification Freshmen Sophomores Juniors - Seniors

Means (M) 3,13 3.41 23,17 2.46
Freshmen :3.13 (128) .28 .04 .67
Sophomores :3.41 (89) 24 ,95%
‘Juniors 3.17 (62) .71
-Seniors 2.46 “(23)

Mean difference required for significance at .05 level = .74

*Significant P < ,05

In regard to perceived value of the instructor, classification was
not a significant factor. .Freshmen, sophomores, juniors,.and seniors
all perceived the value of the instructor in a homogeneous ‘manner,

-In keeping with the exploratory nature of this study, it was
decided. to examine the relationship of the two instructors and their
classes independent of one another. By combining.the classes of
Instructor A .(female) into one group and combining the classes of
Instructor B (male) into another group, it was then thought that the
instructor influence could be investigated. Using the analysis of
variance as the testing procedure, the instructors and their classes

were then compared. When comparing the two groups, it was observed
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that Instructor-B, who taught classrooms III P II and IV P II, was

perceived to have more value than»instructor'A. Group differences on
perceived value -of the instructor were significant at the .001 level.
Further considerations on instructors revealed no significant differ-

-ences at the .05 significance level.

Findings of the Interview

A brief summary of each interview is presented without any
attempts at quantifying the information. .First, with:'Instructor A
(female) on classroom I P II the interview information is summarized
as follows. Instructer A felt classroom I P II, during the first five
weeks, allowed for a broad and fairly inclusive communication network.
According to Instructor A, students were seated too close together in
classroom I P IIL. Students in classroom I P II participated in dis-
cuséions willingly; however, the last fifteen minutes of the class
seemed to go downhill as far as discussion was concerned. No .differen-
tial in access to classroom information was noted by the instructor,
and no subgroups were apparent to the instructor.

During the second five week period Instructor A of classroom I
P-II reported that communication was still open; however, students
seated in the front of the room apparently had greater access to the
information than did students seated in the back .of the room. The
general toné of classroom I P II was frigndly; however, Instructor A
was somewhat discouraged by the inability of students to summarize
their thoughts on problems and issues discussed in.the class., During
the second five week period a subgroup did emerge, and this group

developed alliances on certain issues. Instructor A felt this alliance
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of supportive group effort was not in the best interest of the whole
class,

During . .the final five week period  Instructor A said the communica-
tion network-was still open; however, fewer students wgre‘participating
-in. the:discussions. -Tone of the class.remaiﬁed friendly, but partici-
pation in class discussions had dwindled over the preceding periods.
.Instructor A felt classroom I P II was more cohesive than non-cohesive
over all time periods. In general Instructor‘A was satisfied with the
control class.

The next interview summary is concerned with Instructor ‘A on
classroom II P II at the various time:periods. Instructor A pointed
out that discussion and participation were limited during the first
five week period in classroom II P 'II.. Students entered into discus-
sions cautiously and much of the time the students were unwilling to
contribute to 'discussion. Instructor A stated, "Best way to describe
this class is a bunch of sponges. They just wait for me to put out
information. .They never get into it or offer any information; in fact,
it's just like me talking to that bookcase over there." When asked if
they would respond in any way, Instructor A replied, "Not unless I just
pull information out of them.'" The manner used by Instructor A to
"pull" information out of students was to ask:specific questions to
individual students.

-During the second five week period,. Instructor A was still having
problems getting the students to participate. Instructor A felt stu-
dents were indifferent to the class.  Furthermore, the class was diffi-
cult to teach, according to Instructor A. Students in classroom II

P II were not willing to recognize problem areas or discuss. them.
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Instructor A was of the belief that classroom IL P II was just one of
those unusual classes in which little could be done to obtain students'
interest.

The final five week period evaluation by Instructor A was still on
the negative side; however, the discussion and participation had in-
creased some., Increase in discussion was primarily associated with
students seated in the front of the room. Throughout the semester
"Instructor A was negative about classroom IIL P II. Instructor A did
not feel that spacing the students was the problem; however, she did
feel that it had some kind of effect. - Instructor A was of the opinion
that students disliked the seating arrangement. The access of informa-
tion to students in classroom II P 'II was felt by the instructor to be
somewhat inadequate, in that students in the back of the room appeared
to be receiving less information. In regard to Instructor A and her
negative evaluation of classroom II P II;, she did say that she had had
other classes like  this, and for her there was little, if anything,
that could be done to stimulate students,

The next interview summarized concerns: Instructor B (male),
classroom IIL P II, at time:one.  Instructor-B felt the communication
network was fairly inclusive, but not all students were involved in the
communication process. - In classroom IIL P II all students had equal
access to informatiom. During the first five weeks, approximately one-
third of the students were participating openly in class discussions.
The other students partiéipatea cautiously. Instructor B was on the
positive side in his evaluation of classroom IIL P II. The major
problems outlined by Instructor. B concerned poor student presentations,

which served to create disinterest among.the class. When presentations
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were poor, it was Instructor B who had to get the class interested.
.Instructor B felt challenged by the panel type of instruction, but did
say 1t was rather difficult to stimulate and motivate students to.
participate and give good presentations.

‘During the second five week period, the:instructor reported that
it was becoming easier to stimulate class discussion and presentations
‘were improving. The general tone of the class remained friendly; how-
ever, it was pointed out by Instructor-B that it was necessary for
students to accemmodate oné student. Apparently, one of the students
had so-called '"red neck" views which were not in accord with other
students' views.

During the final five week period,. the discussion and presenta-=
tions were becoming increésingly weak, and Instructor B reported it was
necessary for him to stimulate students. - Instructor B related his
efforts at motivating students were, in the main, unsuccessful.  In-
structor B in his over-all view of classroom III P II related that
students passively accepted the seating arrangement and were reluctant
at first to class presentations. Reluctance to presentations was
slowly overcome as the semester progressed.  General feeling of Instruc-
"tor B on presentations was that some students were excited about pre-
-senting, and others were hesitant and reluctant.

The next interview summarization involves classroom IV P Il at
time one, with‘Instructqr B. - Imstructor B was, in the main; satisfied
with classroom»IV P II. He reported students were active and partici-
pated willingly in class discussions. Also, he noted little reluctance
to class presentations. - Communication was described as good and inclu-

‘sive. The use of microphones was felt by the instructor to have
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numerous effects.  He reported students accepted and caught on to using
micfophones within tyo or three class meetings. - Instructor B observed
that microphone usage served to decrease sly remarks and mumbling when
speaking in class. -Also noted was that microphone usage served to
facilitate students collecting their thoughts in a more adequate manner
before speaking to the class.

‘During the second five week period,.Instructor .B reported communi-
cation to be good and presentations to be getting a:.little-better.
-Also pointed out by Instructor B was that student use of microphones
‘was beneficial in the sense that students on the front rows, when talk-
ing with the panel, could be heard by everyone in .the class. .Students
in classroom IV P II were able to bring up issues and discuss them
adequately, according to Instructor B.b

-During the last five week périod9 instructor ‘B felt the class was
weaker on presentations than in preceding weeks. Also communication
was less open with fewer numbers of students actively engaging in.dis-
cussions. According to Instructor B, students in classroom IV P II
were more ‘anxious about the semester ending than they were about course
materials. Instructor B contended that, over-all, the semester with
classroom .IV P II had been quite an experience. -He felt the general
tone of the class had been good. -Students were friendly and willing
to discuss and participate., Instructor B was delighted to .have such a
small class and felt he had gained some information about how to stimu-
-late and motivate students. His evaluation of the method of instruc-
tion was neither negative nor positive. He felt panel-type classes
required more preparation on his part than straight lecture. - Instruc-

tor B comments on the two-way communication system were, in the main,
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positive, especially in light of his observation of students' recep-
tiveness to microphones, Instructor B felt it was more difficult for
him to-adjust to microphone usage than it was for the studepts.
According to Instructor B, classroom IV P II was the best.class he

had that semester. - However, when asked if he would consider conducfing
another class in the same manner, his reluctance was quite noticeable.
Instructor B responded to running another class in the same manner. by
saing, "It's too much work, although scme of what we did in this class

is worthy of a little extra effort on the students' and my part."



CHAPTER V
. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction

This chapter.presents the interpretation and integration of the
findings in:relation to the exploratory nature of the problem.  The
problem under study. involves the examining of various classrobm ar-
rangements ‘and methods of instruction in relation to student alienation
+to class benefit, social distance to the instructor, class cohesive~
ness, and perceived value, power, and activity. of the instructor.

The present chapter is composed of six parts. Part one concerns
the interpretation of the findings obtained from Phase 1.  Part two
focuses on the interpretation of the findings from Phase II. Part
three provides an integration of both phases and major findings. Part
four contains a summary of the interviews. Part five discusses the
‘limitations of the study, and the final part of this chapter is the

conclusion to the study.
-Phase I:Summary

~In order to-assess the general findings of Phase I, the three
classroom groups will be looked at separately, and then-all groups will
be viewed in comparison to one another. -Classrooms I'P'I and III P I

are compared since these classrooms had the same instructor. The
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various time periods are also discussed in relation to the over-all
problem.

First, the general findings are given of each classroom group.
Classroom group I P I was a control group and an honors introductory
section with a small number (N=19) of students enrolled. . Traditional
seating arrangements and lecture were employed in this class. - This
group revealed the greatest alienation to class benefit of all groups.
In addition, it was observed that cohesiveness of this group was great-
‘er than the cohesiveness exhibited in the other groups. .Classroom
group I P'I perceived the instructor to have less value, power, and
activity than did the other classroom groups.

-Classroom group IT P I was a control group and an introductory
class with an average size enrollment (N=49) for classes of this kind.
Traditional seating arrangements and lecture as the method of instruc-~
tion were employed in this class. .0f all groups, this group appeared
to be the least alienated to class benefit, significantly less alienat-
ed than classroom I P 'I. .Classroom group II P I provided evidence
which suggested they preferred greater social distance to the instruc=
tor than did the other two groups. -Social distance to the instructor,
being greater in group II P I, might be explained.by the size of the
class, -No evidence is available to verify this point. Group II P I
means on all other factors under study fell in the middle, between
group I P'I and group III P I.

The experimental classroom group III P I was an honors introduc-
tory section with a small number (N=22) of students enrolled. The
‘experimental conditions were seating students four feet apart and panel

type of instruction. .As mnoted in Chapter III the arrangement of the



94

classroom and method of instruction changed at four week intervals.
.Students in this class were somewhat less cohesive than in . the other
two groups, Perceived power of the instructor was greater in classroom
IIT P I than in classroom I P'I. In addition, it was observed that
classroom group 'III.P I perceived the instructor to be of more value
and be more active than did group I P I. The instructor for classroom
.III P I was the same instructor that taught classroom I P I.

The comparison of all groups reveals that differences did exist
on alienation to class benefit and on the perceived value, activity,
and power of the instructor. In the aforementioned discussion of each
group, the specific differences were noted. It was of particular
interest to compare group. I P I to .group III P I since the same instruc~
‘tor taught both groups, and both groups were honors students. On
alienation .to class benefit, group I P I was somewhat more alienated
than group III P I, and this was consistent at all time periods. No
real differences existed between group I P I and III P. I on preferred
social distance to the instructor. .As previously mentioned, group I
P I was somewhat more cohesive than group III P I. .Alsce, . as has al-
ready been noted, group I P I perceived the instructor to have less
value, power, and activity than did group III P I.

These findings reveal that after controling factors of instructor
and type of students (honors), the varying methods of instruction .and
changed spatial relationships of members of the class did have some
effects, . Further interpretation of the findings considers the time
element and its effects upon the factors under study.

The importance of the time factor becomes obvious when reviewing

the findings of Phase'I. Time was found to be a significant factor in
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assessing students' preferred social distance to the instructors. The
general trend was for all classes to increase social distance to the
instructor. Classroom III P I at time three was an exception to this,
On perceived power and value of the instructor,. time was noted to.be a
significant factor. Perceived power of the instructor decreased over
time in all three classes, -The value of the instructor may be viewed
as following the same trend as social distance and power; however,
classroom II P I, at time three, did attribute to the imstructor

slightly more value than at time two.
Phase I1. Summary

"Remaining within the same framework used in reporting the findings
of Phase I, this part summarizes the general findings of Phase II.
First, the four classroom groups are discussed separately, then compar-
isons are made. Secondly, the time factor and its significance are
related to the various areas under study. '

Classroom I P II was the control section composed of social prob-
‘lems students. Traditional seating arrangements and lecture were
employed in this class. This class had the lowest over=-all mean.to
alienation to class benefit of all classes; however,.it was not signif-
icantly. lower at the .05 level. - Students in classroom I P II perceived
the instructor to have less power than did the other groups, signifi-
cantly (P < .05) less power than classroom group III P II. The inL
structor for classrooem I P II was a female and she was also the
instructor for classroom II P II.

Classroom II P II was a social problems section with normal spac-

ing .among students. . Group II P 1] appeared to be the least cohesive
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class of all groups, significantly (P € .05) less cohesive than group
-IV P 'II. Students in group II'P II perceived the instructor to have
significantly less value than did group III P II, and, in general,
group IIL P I1 perceived the instructor to have less value than the
other groups. Perceived power of the instructor was seen by students
in group IT P II to be significantly (P £ .05) less than was perceived
by students in group IIT P II. Although significance was not estab-
lished .at the .05 level, the data suggest group II P II perceived the
instructor to be less active than the other gfoups.

Classroom group IIL P II was composed of introductory. sociology
students who were seated four feet apart. -The instructor for group III
P II was a male and he also taught group IV P II. Also in group III
P II students participated in presenting the class materials., The data
‘reveal the mean value on student alienation to class benefit to be
larger than any other group. However, the mean value is not signifi-
cantly (P < .05) larger than the other groups. The mean on social
distance :to the instructor was less for group III P II than any other
group; however, it was not significantly (P = .05) less. -Since the
mean values were not significantly different on alienation and socia%
distance, no generalizatiens are merited. ' The evidence .that éroup IiI
P II was more alienated and preferred greater social distance to thet
instructor is not warranted by the mean values. Students in group III
P II perceived the value of the instructor to be significantly greater
(.05) than did groups I P II and II P II. Perceived power of the
instructor was greatest in group.III P II. Students in group III‘P II
perceived instructor power significantly (.05) greater than did stu-

dents in all other groups.



97

Classroom group IV P II was composed of introductory sociology
students. -Spacing of four feet, panel-type classes, and two-way commu-~
nication were the experimental conditions for this class. Classroom
group IV P II had the smallest number of students enrelled of all
classes in Phase II. Classroom. IV P II appeared to be the most cohe-
sive class, significantly (.05) more cohesive than group II. Group. IV,
.as well as group. III, appeared to perceive. the instructor as being
somewhat more powerful and active than did groups I'P II and II P II.
On the perceived value of the instructor, the data suggest that group
IV P II along with group III P II assigned more value to the instructor
than did groups I P II and II P II.

.Group I P II and II P II were taught by the same instructor and
both were social problems sections. Groups III P II and IV P II were
taught: by the same instructor and both were introductory sections.
Summarizing the findings of the two instructors' classes by combining
their classes into Instructor A classes groups I P II and IT P II and
Instructor B classes groups IIL.P'II and IV P II, it was noted that
students in Instructor B's classes perceived the value, activity, and
power of the instructor to be significantly (P'S .0l) greater than stu-
dents in groups L P II and II P II. No other significanf‘differences
at the .05 level were found.

- Sex was isolated,.and it was found that females in all classes
‘were significantly (P = .00l) less alienated than the males. Sex was
also noted to be a.significant factor on preferred social distance to
the instructor. Females preferred less social distance to the instruc-
‘tor than did males, significant at .02 level. .On perceived value of

the instructor,, it was the females who valued the instructor the most
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in all cases. Males perceived the instructor to have significantly
. less (P = .001) power than did the females.

Summarizing the effects of student classification reveals that
freshmen and seniors were the least alienated to class:benefit, with
the seniors being somewhat less alienated to class benefit than the
freshmen. Although not significant at the .05 level, it appears that
seniors preferred less social distance than did. the freshmen, sopho-
-mores, and juniors. The data suggest that seniors perceived the value
of the instructor to be greater than the: other classes; however, sig-
nificance was not obtained on this at the .05 level. Significance was
found at the .05 level on seniors who perceived the power of the in-
structor to be greater than the freshmen, sophomores; and juniors.
Seniors perceived the activity of the instructor to be greater than
the other classifications, significantly (.05) greater than the sopho-
mores.

The over-time effects in Phase II of this study revealed that
student alienation to class benefit tended to increase over time in
all classes with the exception of group II P II at time three. A
possible explanation for group II1 P 'II at time three being less alien-
‘ated to class benefit might be the small number of students who respond-
ed at time three. Only fifteen out of twenty-eight students responded
at time three in classroom II P II. Preferred social distance to the
instructor over time did not change substantially. Class cohesiveness
‘over time did not fluctuate significantly. -In all classes the general
trend was for the perceived value of the instructor to decrease over
time. Classroom group II P II at time three was an exception.to this;

however, as previously mentioned, only fifteen of twenty-eight students
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responded at time three. On perceived power of the instructor; time
was not found to be a significant (p = .05) factor. The perceived
activity of the instructor over time was insignificant (.05) as re-
vealed in the analysis of variance :results, . However, when combining
the instructor's classes, it was observed that Instructor B apparently
-was perceived as losing activity over time, whereas Instructor A was
perceived as slightly gaining in-activity.

Additional over-time findings with instructors combined revealed
that Instructor A (female) apparently was perceived as losing more
power than Instructor B (male); however, significance was not estab-
lishe&'at the .05 level to substantiate this conclusion.

Both males and feﬁales increased over time on student alienation
to class benefit. -Perceived value of the instructor By males and
females tended to decrease over time in all classes., Males ;nd females
tended to view the activity level of the instructor as decreasing over
time in all classes. On time by classification, it was noted that
freshmen and sophomores tended to -become increasingly alienated over
time, whereas no clear trend emerged on the juniors and seniors.
Freshmen and sophomores tended to perceive the instructor as having
less value over time. No such trend emerged with juniors and seniors

on value of the instructor.
Common -Findings of Phase I and Phase II

A comparison of Phase I findings with Phase II findings should be
.considered in light of the different research designs that were imple-
‘mented. - Some common grounds do emerge when viewing both phases. Both

phases focused on the same factors, student alienation to class
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benefit, class cohesiveness, preferred social distance to the instruc-
tor, and perceived value, activity, and power of the imstructor. Both
phases involved lower division sociology classes made up of primarily
freshmen and.sophomoreg. Differences in the two phases included the
measurement time intervals, one Phase I measured at four weeks, the
other Phase II measured at five weeks. Differences existed in the size
of schools where the samples were obtained. -One school was a state
university with approximately 18,000 students enrolled; the other was

a state college with approximately 5,000 students enrclled. Methods of
instruction and classrcom arrangements were also different in the two
phases.

Within the realm of these methodological differences it was ob-
served that in both phases students tended to become somewhat more
alienated to class benefit over time, regardless of the experimental
.conditions. In Phase I preferred social distance tec the instructor
‘tended to increase over time, but in Phase II this trend was not
found. Cohesiveness over time was not significant in either study.

In Phase II only the classes of Instructor B (male) tended to view the
instructeor as being less active cover time. The general finding of both
studies revealed that, in the main,  the perceived value of the instruc-
tor decreased over time. In Phase I the perceived power of the in-
structor tended to decrease over time, whereas in Phase II this trend
was not so clear.

Comparison of Phase I and II reveals that students at the state
university cbtained higher mean values on alienation to class benefit
than did students at the state college, thus suggesting that university

»
students may be more alienated to class benefit than state college
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students. The same instrument was used in measuring alienation to
class benefit in both phases. 1In both phases on preferred . social dis-
tance to the instructor, using the same instruments, the mean values
tended to be fairly homogeneous. Comparison of class cohesiveness by
the two phases 1s difficult since the Phase II instrument differed from
the one used in Phase I. .On perceived power, value, and activity of
the instructor, the mean values obtained in both phases appear to be

fairly homogeneous,

Summary of the Interviews

In Phase II an attempt was made to compare students' responses to
their respective instructor's views. Instructor A omn classroom I P II
was, in the main, pleased with the class. However, Instructor A on
classroom II P II was somewhat negative about the class. In reviewing
the students’ responses no apparent differences existed between class-
room I P II and II P II on alienation to class benefit, social distance
to the instructor, class cohesiveness, and perceived value of the
instructor. - Slight differences did exist between classroom I P II and
IL.P II on power of the instructor. (Classroom II P II was the only
class in the entire study where power of the instructor tended to in-
crease over time. Students in classroom II P II also tended to view
the activity level of the instructor as increasing over time. In
regard to Instructor A and her evaluation of the classes, it appears
that the class that perceived her as having the most power and greatest
activity level was the class she was most dissatisfied with.

The interview with Instructor B revealed he was, in the main,

positive toward both classroom III P II and IV P II; however, he tended
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to be somewhat more positive toward classroom IV P II. Student aliena-
tion to class benefit appeared to be about the same in both classes.
Social distance to the instructor was only slightly greater in group IV
P II than in group III P II. Classroom IV.P 'II was somewhat less cohe-
sive than group III P II. Neither social distance nor cohesiveness was
"significantly different. On perceived value and activity of the in-
structor it appears that group III P II and IV P II were homogeneous.,
A difference did exist between classroom‘III P II and IV P II on per-
ceived power of the imnstructor, as classroom III P II perceived In-~
structor B to have more power than classroom IV P II. Therefore, the
class that Instructor B seemed to be somewhat more positive on per-
ceived his power to be less than classroom III P II.

‘A subjective interpretation of the interviews when compared with
the more objective responses of the students revealed that the instruc-
tors were not completely in accord with their respective classes.
However, certain limitations do exist when trying to compare the stu-
dents' responses to just one instructor, Quantification of instructors'
viewpoints was not made, yet students' views are all reported in the
form of quantified . data. The interview with the instructors was limit-
ed due to time and lack of specific questions which corresponded to the

student questionnaire.
Limitations of Study

The present study includes some weaknesses that should be recog-
nized, especially in light of the general findings. First, this study
was limited to the classes in which the research was conducted, Any

generalizations beyond these classes are to be made with caution.
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- 8even classes, four instructors, and 197 students were involved.in both
phases., The sample of 197 students was repeatedly sampled over time,
thereby providing strength to the results reported in this study, Due
to the varying classroom arrangements and methods of instruction, the
sample became somewhat smaller for each of the classrooms studied,
Therefore, the specific samples for each of the classrooms is limited
in size,

Phase I was limited in that the two-way communication system was
not used. The iIinterviews with the instructors in Phase II produced
less information than was originally desired. -Measurement intervals in
‘Phase II fluctuated as much as two days, which may have served to limit
the study. 1In classroom IV P II the two-way communication system did
not work for two class meetings. The sample size in classroom II P IIL
at. time three in the final study dropped substantially over time one
and time two measurement periods. Further limitations include diffi-
culties . in comparing state university students to state college stu-
dents on the factors under study, since differing measurement intervals
‘were used and the research:design was different,

In the analysis of the data the lack of a satisfactory procedure
to handle the independence of samples when repeated measures are taken
may serve to limit the study. Although this limitation may exist, the
general trend of the findings is not totally dependent upon the analy-

sis of variance results.
Conclusion

This exploratory study has investigated a number of factors oper-

ating within the classroom social environment. The findings of this
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study are to be recognized in relationship to the limitations of the
study. Evidence provided in this study suggests that sex, classifica-
tion, time, size of school, methods of instruction, physical arrange-
ment of the classroom, and instructor have various effects upon the
social interaction process operating in the class. The time element
appeared to be one . of the most significant factors in this study. That
is, it was observed in many of the classes under study, regardless of
instructional procedures and classroom arrangements, that students
became more alienated to class benefit over time,. and students tended
to perceive the instructer as having less value, power, and activity
over time.

-In light of the findings on increasing alienation to class benefit
and decreasing instructor value,.B power, and activity over time, the
author feels the evidence noted in this study is suggestive of an
inability by the students and instructors to define the classroom situ-
ation in a satisfactory way. - From the interview with the teachers the
author got the impression that the teachers were more satisfied with
their classes than were the students. - When teacher-defined situations
are different from student-defined situations, then some form of ten-
sion and strain is likely to develop. The results obtained .in this
study suggest that when students have a more active part in defining
the classroom situation, then they perceive the instructor as having
more ‘'value and power.

A social environment is one that allows all persons in that envir-
onment to have some say about the processes operating within the en-
vironment. Therefore, when the instructor becomes the only person

defining the situation in the classroom, the students are:likely to
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become alienated to it and perceive their instructor as having little
value and power. Students' perspective on instructor power may be seen
in terms of the instructor's social power. Accordingly, when the in-
structor becomes overly dominant, the students may. see the instructor
as having little power to direct the social enviromment. In other
words, the overly dominant instructor who places restraints upon dis-
cussion and communication within the classroom is most likely to be
perceived by students as a teacher without power to control the social
environment of the classroom. When communication in the classroom
becomes a one-way process from teacher to students with no channels
for student communication back to the instructor, the social environ-
of the classroom is severely damaged. The traditional college class-
room has been primarily a:lecture situation, and there is relatively
little evidence ‘available as to what students' feelings are about this
type of situation., Evidence obtained in this study suggests that
students are not satisfied with traditional teaching methods. Also
noted in this study is evidence which suggests that when students are
more involved in class presentations and discussion, students are more
tolerant of the teacher and the classroom environment.

The alienation to class benefit noted in this research should be
considered in-a significant finding. The implications of student
alienation to class benefit are far-reaching. Apparently there are
many instructors who are unable cor unwilling to try to understand the
importance of social interaction in the classroom. Therefore, a likely
result when interaction is absent in the classroom is student aliena-
tion to class benefit. This alienation to class benefit is not totally

the instructor's problem, . for there are other sources that should be
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considered. Possible sources contributing to the student alienation to
class benefit noted in this study include: : (1) The ideology that young
people should obtain a college education in order that they may obtain
success. (2) The very structure of many college classrooms does not
encourage interaction-.and communication among students and teachers.
(3) The difficulty that many students may experience in trying to-find
meaning and purpose in a.classroom lecture situation where the instruc-
tor provides a.very limited perspective to understanding of life as a
process. - (4) The impersonal nature of a rigidly structured classroom
composed of persens behaving in a. prescribed manner carrying out their
specific roles and functions may serve to facilitate the increasing
alienation to-class benefit.

"Alienation ‘as revealed in this study. is present in.the classroom,

~and its presence may. be a reflection on the whole educational process.
The school and the classroom are part of the socializing process and
when a situation arises where students are becoming increasingly
alienated to a part of the socializing process,. the school is not
‘meeting its social function. Socialization.is a continual on-going
process which instills into persons the importance of social interac-
tion. When the school and the classroom are not contributing to the
socialization process, a situation arises that may create persons who
are unable to relate to one another in a meaningful way.

The possible -sources of alienation to class benefit cannot be
fully examined due to the numerous sources centributing to-it. How-
ever, it should be fairly obvious that if efforts are nct made to curb
-the increasing alienation among students, our college classrooms are

subject to being continually viewed as decreasing in value. While the
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author is unable to predict exactly what will happen if alienation
among students is not harnessed, it does appear that some type of
change will occur. Increasing alienation among students may result

in a total destruction of the social interaction process in the college
classroom. -The ideology of increasing the structure and prescribing
what 1s to transpire in the classroom is certainly not the answer to
curbing alienation. Increasing the :structure and form with no concern
for the content creates a situation which serves to hinder the full
social development of persons who can interact with others.

The decreasing value, power, and activity of the instructor noted
in this research serve to reinforce the findings on alienation to class
benefit. As alienation to class benefit increases, the power, value,
and activity of the instructor decrease. Therefore, this may be viewed
as a situation in which the instructor's and students' definition of
the situation is not in agreement. The classroom when viewed as a
social enviromment requires that the instructor and the students be
constrained by one another. Therefore, when either the students or the
instructor totally constrain the other, a . situation develops which may
create alienation to the situation. Apparently, in the classes sampled
in this study, the constraint factor in social interaction was not
conducive to open communication and interaction. wﬁile constraint is
necessary for social interaction, it cannot be a one-way type of
constraint. When two-way constraint is absent in an enviromment such
as the classroom, then the situation is likely to be defined as dull,
boring, and void of meaning for those involved.

In concluding this paper it is necessary to mention that this

‘study. was approached with a sincere interest in trying to find out
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-"just what is going on in the classroom.'" Recommendations stemming
from this research:center on the idea that efforts should be made by
individuai teachers and their students to share in defining their own
classrooms. The most sophisticated research or researcher cannot pro-
vide the individual instructor with information as to how to conduct
his own classes, -Some of the findings in this research might be con-
sidered as 'discouraging; however, the knowledge gained in this research
should serve to alert cthers to the importance of studying the social

factors in the classroom.
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DO NOT SIGN. YOUR. NAME TO: THIS FORM

The purpose of this survey is to gain a better understanding of
the social environment. ' There are no right or wrong responses. Please
respond according to the way YOU feel. . Your responses are important
in gaining a .better understanding of the social environment.

Part'I
- INSTRUCTIONS

Please provide the following information:

Age __Sex Major (current or planned)

Classification. (Freshman, etc.) Marital status

Home State Approximate size of hometown

Part II
INSTRUCTIONS

Check your first feeling reactions to your present instructor by
placing an X after the row of seating you would prefer at this time.

Present
Instructor

"Front '1

2

Back 8
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-Part III
INSTRUCTIONS

Place an X in the appropriate blank. in each case.
Who actually benefits from this class?
.Class members

The instructor and others

How much influence do you feel you have in the class?

Very much
Quite a bit
Some

Very little
None at all

How much "say" do you feel members should have about how the class
is run?

Less say

About the same

More say

To what extent do you feel that you benefit from the class?

Very much
Quite a bit
Some

Not very much
None at all

Part IV
INSTRUCTIONS

Here is how you are to use these scales:

.If you feel that your concept of the person at the top of the scale,
your instructor, is very closely related to one end of the scale,
you should place your check-mark as follows:

Fair X : : H : : unfair

or

"Fair : : s H : ¢ X unfair

If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or the
other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should place your
check-mark as follows:

Fair s X o : S : : unfair

or

Fair : : : s X @ unfair
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If the concept seems only slightly related to one side as opposed to
the other side (but is not really neutral), then you should check as
follows:

.Fair : X unfair

or

Fair :

. X S unfair

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon which of
the two ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the thing you're
judging.

-If you consider the concept to be a'newtral on the scale, both sides of
the scale equally associated with. the ¢oncept, or if the scale is
completely. irrelevant, unrelated to the concept, then you should place
your check=-mark in the middle space:

-Fair : H : H : s unfair

Important: (1) Place your check-marks in the middle of the spaces,

not on the boundaries:
T%SS Not this

o -

(2) Be sure you check every scale for every concept--do not

omit any.

(3) Never put more than .one.check-mark on a single scale.

-In the test make each .item a separate and independent judgement.  Work
at fairly high speed through this test. It is your first impressions,
the immediate "feelings" about the item, that we want. On the other

"hand, please do not be careless,, because we want your true impressions.

Your Instructor

good : : : : : s bad
pessimistic : : : : : : optimistic
positive : : : : H : negative
weak : H H H S : strong
severe s : : : : H lenient
humorous H H : : : : serious
active : : H : : : passive
boring : : : : : : interesting

exciting. .3 : s s H calm
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Part V
"Do you feel that you are really a part of this class as a group
process? . ( Check only one )

Really a part

Included in most ways

Included in some ways but not others

Don't feel I really belong

Don't think of this class as a group process

Not ascertained
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1. Does 'your class enjoy working together?

ALWAYS "USUALLY -SOMETIMES © . SELDM NEVER

2, -When students from other classes criticize your class, do you
defend your class?

ALWAYS ~ USUALLY '~ . wSOMETIMES 'SELDOM ~ NEVER

3. Do you feel that class members think . that everyone should go along
with what the class decides:

"ALWAYS USUALLY "SOME TTMES SELDOM NEVER

4. Do you . feel class members can express their ideas freely in class-
room discussions?

ALWAYS - USUALLY SOMETIMES SELDOM . NEVER

5. ' 1If class members seem to be having difficulty in this class (for
example ‘unable to verbally express themselves or have difficulty with
class work) do you feel that the class as a group will help them?

ALWAYS USUALLY ' SOMETIMES 'SELDOM NEVER

6. If threatened, do you feel that class members would join together
and handle the situation?

ALWAYS 'USUALLY SOMETIMES SELDOM NEVER

7. Do you feel that this class as a group is seeking the same things?

ALWAYS -USUALLY 'SGMETIMES SELDOM ' NEVER
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DO NOT. SIGN YOUR NAME TO THIS FORM

The purpose of this survey is to gain a better understanding of
the classroom environment. There are no right or wrong responses.
Please respond according .to the way YOU feel. Your responses are
important in gaining a-better understanding of the classroom.environ-
ment.

Part I
INSTRUCTIONS

Please provide the following information:

Age Sex Major (current or planned)
Classification (Freshman, etc.) ‘Marital status
Home State Approximate size of hometown
Part II

INSTRUCTIONS

Check your first feeling reacticns to instructors as a group, not the
best or the worst you have known, but think of the stereotype that you
have of all instructors.

First put an X after the row of seating you would prefer if listening
to the lectures of the stereotyped instructor, then in like manner
put an X in the row of seating you would prefer if listening to the
lectures of the best imstructor you know, and continue by putting an
‘X in the row for the worst instructor you know, and finally put an X
in the row of seating you would prefer for the present instructor.

“Stereotyped Best - Worst . Present
Instructor Instructor Instructor Instructor

Front 1 _ 1 1 1

2 | 2 2 2

3 3 » 3 3

4 4 4 4

o) 5 7 5 )

6 6 6 6

7 7 7 7
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A structured interview took place with the instructors as to the
communication and interactional patterns in the classroom, During the
interview the following questions were asked.

I. Is the communication network a broad and inclusive one, in
which everyone in the group can and does communicate with everyone
else? ’

Does the communication network show differential completeness of
information--that is, is all information passed on to some members or
some part of the part, while others receive, in decreasing amounts,
incomplete, partial, or little information?

"Does the communication network show differential accessibility of
information~-that is, do some have full accessibility to group informa-
tion while others, in decreasing amounts, have incomplete, partial, or
little accessibility to group information?

II. How much does the class participate in discussion? (much,
some, none, etc.)

How does the class participate?. (cautiously, willingly, etc.)

Are there noticeable subgroup or clique alignments in discussion?

'Which subgroup, if any, monopolizes or is dominant?

What is the behavior of others?

'III. Does task behavior occupy most of the time and attention of
the class?

.Does non-task or sccial-emotional behavior occupy most of the time

and attention of the class?

What is the preportion of each on specific occasions?
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IV. What kinds of contribution does the class make in a general
discussion period? Recognize problems or issues? Initiate sugges-
‘tions? Add facts or information? Foresee consequences? Clarify
decisions? Identify weaknesses or omissions? 'Does the class summarize
discussion?  etc.

What kinds of contribution are typical of certain subgroups, if
any?

V. What is the feeling or tone in the class during discussions
and other interaction? (friendly give-and-take, constructive, criti-
cal, etc.)

Does the tone usually change during the period, or does it remain
approximately the same?

If it changes, is there a typical sequence that occurs?

Do supportive alliances of mutual choices, subgroups, or cliques
appear in discussions?

‘Do competitive alliances show up?

The above questions appear in Bany and Johmson (1964, pp. 382-383).

Instructors were asked to fill out the following rating scale on
group cohesiveness. This scale is located in Bany and Johnson (1964).

INSTRUCTORS RATING SCALE: - GROUP COHESIVENESS

1. Does the class appear to like working together?

ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES SELDOM NEVER

2. Do the students work well in a group?

ALWAYS ‘USUALLY "SOMETIMES SELD(M - NEVER

3. Do they show pride in class work, activities, and achievements?

ALWAYS USUALLY SCMETIMES SELDOM NEVER
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4. ‘Do they stick up for the group?

ALWAYS “USUALLY ~ SOMETIMES SELDOM T NEVER

5. ‘Are they ready to defend actions of the class?

ALWAYS "USUALLY SOMETIMES SELDOM NEVER

6. ‘Do they stick together against outside. influences and opinions?

ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES SELDOM NEVER

7. Do they consider the group's goals important?

ALWAYS ' USUALLY . SEGMETIMES SELDOM NEVER

8. -Does the group take responsibility for seeing that class routines
and other organizational matters are accomplished:

- ALWAYS USUALLY » SOMETIMES SELDOM NEVER
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List briefly any positive and - or
enced in this class as a result of

List briefly any positive and - or
enced .in this class as a result of
discussion,

List briefly any positive and - -or
enced in this class as a result of
to.

List briefly any positive and - or
enced in this class as a result of
from the beginning to the end.

statement what would you say?

-127

negative feelings you experi-
being spaced one seat apart,

negative feelings you experi-
being rotated to the table

4

negative feelings you experi-
the questionnaires you responded

negative feelings you experi-
the entire class proceedings

-If you had to express yourself with regard to this class in one
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FORTRAN IV G LEVEL 19 MAIN

0001

0002
0003
0004

0005
0006
0007
0008
0009
0010
0011
0012
0013
0014

0015
0016
0017
00ls
0019
0020
0021
0022
0023
0024
0025
0026
0027
0028
0029
0030
0031
0032

[sEsiaNelaNsls e s NalaNalsNalaNalsNeNaNeNal

DATE = 72193 15/33/49 PAGE

PROGRAM AVAR23
ODUBLE OR TRIPLE-CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS DF VARIANCE.

PARAMETER CONTROL-CARD FIELDS.
€OL 1-5 = NUYMBER OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES TD BE ANALYZED (MAX = 70).
COL 6-10 = NUMBER OF LEVELS FOR THE A FACTOR (MAX = 10),
COL 11-15 = NUMBER OF LEVELS FOR THE B FACTOR (MAX = 10).
COL 16-20 = NYMBER OF LEVELS FOR THE C FACTOR (MAX = 10),
SET = 1 FOR DOUBLE-CLASSIFICATION DESIGN.
£OL 21-25 = NUMBER OF SyBJECTS PER ABC CELL, IF CELL N ARE ALL EQUAL,
FOR UNEQUAL CELL N SET = 9999 AND ADD A_GROUP-CONTROL ] )
CARD IN FRONT OF EACH CELL-SET OF DATA CARDS (COL 1-5 = CELL N).
IF ZERO SCORES ARE TO BE TREATED AS MISSING DATA FOR ANY VARIABLF,
ADD MINUS SIGN TO THIS FIELD AND ADD OPTION-SIGNAL CARD AFTER
FORMAT CONTROL CARD (1 = ZERQO MEANS MISSING, O = ZERO VALID.
. COL 1 = VARIABLE 1, ETCI).
FORMAT MUST SPECIFY NV SCORE FIELDS (FOR ONE SUBJECT).
ORDIER OF CELLS IN DATA DECK = AlBlCls A1BIC2, AlB2Cl, ETC.
TAPE UNIT 2 IS USED FOR TEMPORARY STORAGE (SCRATCH).
SUBPROGRAMS REQUIRED ARE PRBF, CCDS, PRTS,

ODIMENSION KF{20), KH120), Z4(70}, S(10), D(10), F(10), P(1O},

1 AC10), B(10), C(10), AB(10,10)s AC(104101, BC(10,10),

2 ABC(10,10,10), W(70), R(T70), T(70), X{70), SX(70}, SQ(74}, G(701},
3 GN(10,10,101)

ND = 10
5 CALL CCDS (KF, NV, NA, NB, NC, NS)

NT = NA % NB * NC

ZERD ACCUMULATORS AND READ MISSING-DATA OPTIONS,
DO 10 I = 1,NV

IN(I) = 0.0
T(I) = 0.0
R(I) = 0.0

10 W{I} = 0.0
IF (NS .GT. 0O) GD TD 20
NS = TABS{NS])
READ 15, (ZM{I}l, 1 = 1,NV)
15 FORMAT {80F1.0)
20 REWIND 2 '
INPUT DATA, CHECK, ACCUMULATE SUMS.
DO 50 M = 1,NT
N = NS
1F (N JEQ. 9999) READ 25, N
25 FORMAT (1S5}
D0 30 1 = lsNV

SXtI) = 0.0
SQ(I) = 0.0
30 G{I} = N

PO 35 [ = 1N
READ KFy (X{J)y J = 1,NV)
00 35 J = 1.NV
IF (ZM(J) LEQ., 1.0 .AND. XI{J} +EQ. 0.0} G(J) = G(J) - 1.0
SX(J} = SX{J) + X{J)
25 SQUJ) = SO(J) + X(J)*%2
DO 45 [ = 14NV
IF (G(1}) «GT. 0.0) GO TO 40
IM(I) = 2.0
G0 TO 45

000:

621



FORTRAN TV G LEVEL 19 MAIN DATE = 72193 ‘15733749

0033
0034

0035
0036 -

0037

0038

0039
0040
0041
0042
0043
0044
0045
0046
0047
0048

0049 _

0050
0051
0052
0053
0054
0055
0056
9057
0058
0059
0060
0061
0062
0063
0064
0065
0066

0067
0068
0069
0070
0071
0072
0073
0074
0075
0076
0077
0078
0079
0080
0081
0082
0083
0084
0085

€

ACCUMULATE (1/CELL N) AND CELL VARJANCE.

40 W(I} = wil} + (SQ(I) - SX{(l)**2 / G(I})
R(I} = R(I} + 1.0 /7 G(1}

COMPUTE AND TAPE CELL MEAN AND N FOR ALL VARIABLES.
SX(1} = SX(I) / GUI}_

45 TOI) = T(I) + G{I)

50 WRITE {2} SX,4 G

SET PARAMETERS AND DEGREES OF FREEDOM.
TN = NT
AN = NA
BN = NB_
CN = NC

D(9) = D(3) * D(BY o
BEGIN ANALYSES OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES.
DO 170 N = 1,NV
IF (ZMIN) .LT; 2.0} GO 70 60
PRINT 55, N
55 FORMAT ( 31HLINSUFFICIENT DATA FOR VARIABLE, I3)
GO TO 170
60 REWIND 2
PO 65 1=
Sty =
A1) =
8(1) =
CL1) = .
D0 65 J = 1,10
AB(I,J) = 0.0
ACII,J} = 0.0
65 BC{I,J) = 0.0
DI1) = T(N) - 1.0
0(10) = T{N) - TN
COMPUTE 1-SCORE-PER-CELL ANALYSIS AND CELL MEANS.
DO 70 I = 1,NA
DO 70 J = 1,N8
DO 70 K = 1,NC
READ (2) $X, G
GN(I,J, K} = GEN)
8§02} = §(2) + SXIN)*%2
ACIY = ALI) & SX(N)
B8lJ) = B(J) + S5X(N)
CAK) = CLK) + SX(N)
AB{I,J} = AB(I,J) + SX(N)
AC{I.K) = AC(I,K) + SX{N)
BCUIyK) = ACLJ,K) + SX{N}
70 ABCUI,J,K} = SX{N}
DO 80 I = 1,NA
S(3) = S{3) + A(I)%%2 / (BN * CN)
A(D) = ACI) /7 (8N * CN)
DO 75 4 = 1,N8
S(6) = S(6) + ABLI,J)**2 / CN
75 AB(I,J) = AB{I,J) / CN

10

OOOO

1.
). 0
-0
-0
.0
=

PAGE 0002

0€1
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0086
0087
0088
0089
0090
0091
0092
0093
0094
0095
Q096
0097
0098
0099
0100

_0101

0102
0103
0104
0105
0106
.90107
olo8

0109
oL10
o111

o112
0113
0114

0115

0l15

o117
o118
o119
0120
o121
0122

0l23
0124
0125
0126
0127
0128
0129
0130
0131
oL32
0133
0134

DO 80 K = 1,NC
S(7) = S{T) + AC({I,.K}**2 / BN
80 AC{I+K) = AC(1,K) /7 BN
DO 85 J = 1,NB
SU4) = S{4) + BLJ)**2 7 (AN * CN)
B(J) = BLJ) /7 (AN * CN)} '
DO 85 K = 1,NC
S(8) = $18) ¢ BCIJ,KI*®2 7 AN
85 BC(JyK} = BCUJI,X) / AN
CF = 0,0
DO 90 K = 1,NC
CF = CF &+ C{K}
S{5) = S15) + CUK)I*%2 / (AN * BN}
90 C{K} = C(K} / {AN *= BN)
CF = CF &« CF / TN
C ADJUST SUMS OF SQUARES AND COMPLETE COMPUTATION.
D0 95 1 = 2,9

95 SCI} = (S(I) - CF) * TN / R(N}
S(6) = S(6) - S5(3) - Sl4)
S{T3 = S(7) - S(3) - S(5)
S(8) = S(8) - S(4) - S5}
S{9) = S(2) - -5(3) ~ S{&) - S(5) - S{6) - .S{(7) - s(8}

S(10) = M{N)
St1) = S(2) + S(1LO) :
C CONVERT SUMS OF SQUARES TO MEAN SQUARES.
D0 100 [ = 1,10
IF (01} .GT, 0,0} S(I} = S{I) /7 DIy
100 CONTINUE
C COMPYTE F-RATIOS AND PROBABILITIES.
DO 105 I = 3.9
FOIY = S(I) / S(10}
105 P(]} = PRBFLD(I), DI10), FL1))
C PRINT SOURCE TABLE AND RELEVANT CELL MEANS.
PRINT 110, Ny (S(1), DUI}y 1 = 1,3}, F(3), P{3}, S(s), D14}, F(&),
1 pis) o . _
L100FORMAT (///21H ANALYSIS OF VARIABLE, 13 // 7H SOURCEs 16X, 4HM.S.,
1 7Xs 4HD,F.y 4Xy THF-RATIO, 8X, 1HP // &H TOTAL, F21.3, F10.0 7/
2 8H BETWEEN, F19.3, F10.0 7/ 3X, 1HA, F23.3, F10,0, 2F12.4 /
3 3Xe 1HB, F23.3, F10,0y 2F12.41
IF (NC .6T. 1) PRINT 115, S{5)y D{5}y F(5)y P{5)
115 FORMAT (3X, 1HCe F23.3, F10.0y 2F12.4)
PRINT 120, S{6), D{6)}, Fi6), P(6)
120 FORMAT (3X, 2HABy F22.3, F10,0, 2F12.4)
IF (NC .GT. 1) PRINT 125, {S{I)y DUI), FUI}y PLI)y I = 7,9)
1250FCRMAT (3Xy 2HAC, F22.3, F10.0y 2F12.4 / 3Xe 2HBC, F22.3,
1 F10.0s 2F12.4 / 3X, 3HABC, F21.3, F10.0, 2F12.4)
PRINT 130, S{10), D(10}
130 FORMAT (/ TH WITHINs F20.3, F10.0 /// 23H MEANS FOR ALL EFFECTS.)
CALL PRTS (A, NA, ls 4HA MN, ND)
CALL PRTS (B, NB, 1, 4HB MN, ND)
IF INC .GT. 1) CALL PRTS {Cs NC, 1, &HC MN, NO)
CALL PRTS (AB, NA, NBy, 4HA®B. , NO}
IF {NC .EQ. 1} 6O TO 150
CALL PRTS (AC, NAs NC, 4HA®C , NDI}
CALL PRTS {BC, N8, NC, 4HB*C , ND)
PPINT 135
135 FORMAT -(// 31H CELL MEANS. BLOCKS = C LEVELS.)
DO 145 K = 1,NC

PAG=. 0002
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0135 DO 140 I = 1,NA

0136 DO _140 4 = L,NB

0137 140 AB(143) = ABC{I;J.K)

0138 145 CALL PRTS {AB, NA, NB, 4HAB , ND}

0139 ) 150 JIF ATM(I}_JEQ. 0.0) GO TO 152 e e

€  PRINT CELL :N MATRIX.

0140 152 -PRINT 155

0141 155 FORMAT (// 38H SUBJECTS PER .CELL. BLOCKS =.C LEVELS.) o
0142 DO 165 K = 1 ,NC

0143 PO 160 1 = "1 4NA

0l4s .. Do 160 .J .= 1,NB e =

0145 160 ABII4J) = GNIT,JeK)

0146 265 -CALL PRTS (AB, NA, NB, 4HAS , ND)

0147 170 .CONTINUE e o B

0148 GO0 TQ S5
. 0149 END

et
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0001

0002
0003
0004
0005
0006
6007
0008
0009

0010
0011

[aNeNglsNeNalNal

SUBROUTINE CCDS (KFy KI, KJs KKy KLy KM)

READS AND PRINTS TITLE, PARAMETER, AND FORMAT CONTROL CARDS.
KF = VECTOR HOLDING VARIABLE FORMAT ON RETURN,

KIy Kdy KKy KLy KK = PARAMETER VALUES. .

KH = TEMPORARY STORAGE WITHIN THIS ROUTINE.

BLANK TITLE CARD YIELDS STOP,

OIMENSTON KF {20}, KH(20)
READ 5, KM
5 FORMAT {20A%4)
IF (KH{1) .EQ. KH(2)) STOP
READ 10, KIs KJs KKy KL, KMy, KF
10 FORMAT (5E5 / 20A4)
PRINT 15, KH, KI, Kds KKy KL, KM, KF
L50FORMAT (1Hl., 20A4 // 11H PARAMETERS / 13H COL 1= 5 = , 15 /
1 13H COL  6-10 = , 15 / 13H COp L1-15 = , 15 / 13H COL 16-20 = ,
2 15 / 134 COL 21-25 = 4 15 // 15H DATA FORMAT = , 20A4)
RETURN
END
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FORTRAN TV

0001

0002
0003
0004
0005
0006
Q007
6008
00609
Q010
0011
0012
0013
0014

0015
0016

0017

0418
0019

G LEVEL 19 PRBF DATE = 72192 14722710

FUNCTION PRBF (DA, DB, FR)
c _
C COMPUTES EXACT PROBABILITY OF RANDOM QCCURRENCE OF AN F-RATIO.
C DA = MUMERATOR DEGREES OF FRFEDOM.
€ DB = DENOMINATOR DEGREES OF FREEDOM.
C FR = F-RATIO TD BE EVALUATED.
C PRAF IS RETURNED AS A DECIMAL-FRACTINN PRORABILITY,
C
PRBF = 1.0
IF (DA % DB * FR .EQ. 0.0) RETURN
IF. (FR 41T+ 1.0} GO TO 5
A = DA ,
B = DB
F = FP
GO TN 10
5 A = DB
- B o= DA
F = 1,0 / FR
10 AA = 2.0 / (9.0 * A)
BB = 2.0 / (9.0 % B} .
7 = ABS(({1.0 - BB) * F##0.333333 - 1,0 + AA) / SQRT(BB * F
1 *%0.666667 + AAYY)
IF (B LT, 440). 2 =7 * (1.0 + 0,08 * I%%4 / B¥%3)
PRBF = 0.5 / (1.0 + 7 % (0.196854 + 7 * (0,115194 + 7 *
1 (0,000344 + 7 * 0,019527))) ) %%4
IF (FR ,LT. 1.0) PPBF = 1.0 = PRBF
RETURN
END
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