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CHAPTER

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OP DATA

#*******#- * *.*

’A person is more likely to accept a new idea if he
has had a part in creating, developing and planning 
it; and if he is recognized hy others as one of the 
authors of the new idea.'

- Griffin Willis H. and Pareek Udai, 
•The Process of Planned Change in 
Education, Bombay, Somaiya Publica­
tions Pvt. Ltd., 197®, p.88.
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5.6 Categories of Teachers and their Innovative Proneness.
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Y

ANALYSIS AND THE INTERPRETATION 
OP THE DATA

5. 1 Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the analysis and 
interpretation of the data collected from 1000 Secondary 
and Higher Secondary School teachers with the help of 
innovative'. Proneness Scale devised and standardized by the 
investigator. 8he of the objectives of the study is to 
measure the Innovative Proneness of teachers according to 
their Age, Sex, Teaching Experience, Academic Qualifications, 
Professional Qualifications, Mobility, In-service Education, 
Professional Reading Habits and Professional Satisfaction. 
Moreover, the investigator has tried to analyse the Innovative 
Proneness of Teachers according to the Districts, Ageswi§ey Sex 
type of the school , Stream of the school, Category of the 
teachers according to high, medium and low Innovative 
Proneness?and also Inter-correlation Matrix of 21 components
of the tool and 9 variables of the teachers and 6 variables of 
schools is computed.

v
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5.2 Innovative Proneness in the Districts of Gujarat

Table : 5 * 11 District-wise Innovative Prone ness of 
Secondary and Higher Secondary School 
Teachers

No Name of the District lean SD t-value

1. Ahmedabad

2. Amreli

3. Banaskantha
4• Baroda
5. Bhavnagar
6. Broach
7. Dang
8. Gandhinagar
9. Jamnagar

10. Junagadh
11. Kaira

12. Kutch-Bhuj
13. lehsana
14. Panchmahal
15. Bajkot
16. Sabarkantha
17. Surendranagar

18. Surat

19. Valsad 

Ahmedabad -

547.51

547.15

583.70
567.63 
514.85 
618.03
474.70 
524.18
532.63 
514.85 
558.91

532.70 
531.44 
543-62 
519.20
540.63 
561.30 

547.75 

545.83 

547.51

87.89

54.13

56.30
81.62

80.84
75.87
59.57
86.16
63.42
80.84
92.01

61.35
75.37

105.88

69.38 
62.59 
60.09 
65.06 

75.86 

87.89

0.02 NS 

2.09 * 
2.41 *
1.50 NS 
1.17 NS
1.64 NS 
1.73 NS 
0.47 NS 
1.00 NS
2.65 ** 
1.22 NS

0.07 NS 
0.85 NS
1.51 NS 
1.78 NS 
1.49 NS 
0.96 NS 

0.15 NS 

0.13 NS

Highest Mean 583.70 • '* Significant at .05 level
General Mean 537.21 ** Significant at .01 level
lowest Mean 474.70 NS Not Significant
Maximum Possible Score 474.70
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The Table 5.1 shows the districtwi.se means, standard 

deviations and t-valn.es of Innovative Proneness. It could he 
inferred from this table that there is a significant difference 
of means between Amreli and Banaskantha district at ,05 level. 
Innovative Proneness is found to be higher in Banaskantha
district as compared to Amreli district. Again, Banaskantha 
district has been compared with Baroda district and there is a 
significant difference of means between Banaskantha district 
and Baroda district at .05 level. Innovative Proneness is found 
to be higher in Banaskantha district as compared to Baroda 
district. Prom the same table, again it could be inferred that 
there is a significant difference of means between Junagadh 
district and Kaira district at .01 level. Innovative Proneness 
is found to be higher in Kaira district as compared to Junagadh 
district. Rest of the t-values in this table are insignificant.
Prom this table it could be further observed that, as 
compared to other districts, Banaskantha district possesses 
the highest mean and Dang district possesses the lowest mean 
on Innovative Proneness as a whole

5.2.1 Attitudes to Innovation, Situational and Innovation
Characteristics, and Change Related Values in Various 
Districts of Gujarat

Table 5.2 shows that the sectionwise means, SDs and t and some
values in various districts of Gujarat. Some values are significant
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values are insignificant.

So far as the Attitude to Innovations is concerned, there 

is highly significant mean difference between Banaskantha 

district and Baroda district, Mehsana district and Panehmahal 

district, Panehmahal district and Bajkot district at 0.01 

level. The highly significant mean difference is in favour of 

Banaskantha district, Panehmahal district, and again 

Panehmahal district respectively. Here in this chapter ’In 

Favour of gives the idea of greater mean.

There is significant mean difference between Junagadh
' \

district and faira district, Rajkot district and Sabarkantha 

district at 0.05 level. The significant mean difference is in 

favour of Kaira district, and Sabarkantha district respectively. 

The rest of the values are insignificant.

In all the nineteen districts of Gujarat State, Amreli 

district gives the highest mean in the case of inventory of 

Attitudes to Innovations and Banaskantha touches the same.

Dang district possesses the lowest mean in tjbe case of 

Inventory of Attitudes to Innovations, in all the districts 

of Gujarat State.

from this table, it also appears that no value is highly 

significant, two values are significant and many values are 

insignificant in the case of ’Situational and Innovation 

Characteristics.’
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So far as the situation and innovation characteristics
<

are concerned there is a significant mean difference between 
Amreli district and Banaskantha district, Junagadh district 
and Kaira district at 0.05 level, the mean difference is 
in favour of Banaskantha district, and Kaira district 
respectively.

The rest of the values are insignificant. However, in 
all the nineteen districts of Gujarat State, Banaskantha 
district gives highest mean in the case of the situation and 
innovation characteristics.

Dang district possess the lowest mean in the case of 
the situation and innovative characteristics in all the 
district of Gujarat State.

Again from this table, it appears that one value is

significant, and many values are insignificant. far as
/

the change related values are concerned.There is a signifi­
cant mean difference between Baroda district and Bhavnagar 
district at 0.05 level. The mean difference is in favour of 
Baroda district, in the case of Change Related Values.

The rest of the values are insignificant. However in all
the nineteen district Banaskantha district possesses highest
mean in the case of the change related values. Dang district 
possesses the lowest mean in the case of the change related 
values.
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5.2.2 Components of 'Attitudes Tewa-rd-s- Innovation' 
in Various Districts of Gujarat

Individualisation :

\ TABES 533 •* * *

Individualization:
. from Table 3> it appears that two values are highly 

significant, ^ome values are significant and some values

are insignificant.

So far as individualisation is concerned there is 
highly significant mean difference between Ahmedabad 
district and Amreli district at 0.01 level and highly 
significant mean difference is in favour of Amreli 
district. Similarly it is highly significant between 
Panchmahal district and fiajkot district at 0.01 level 
and Mean difference is in favour of Panchmahal district.

There is a significant mean difference between 
Amreli district and Banaskantha district, Banaskantha 
district and Baroda district, Junagadh districy and Kaira 
district, Kaira district and Kutch-Bhuj district, Kutch- 
Bhuj district and Mehasana district, Mehsana district 
and Panchmahal-district, Bajkot district and Sabarkantha 

district at 0.05 level;i and significant mean difference
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is in favour of Amreli district, Banaskantha district,
Kaira district, Kutch-Bhuj district, again Kutch-Bhuj 
district, Panohmahal district, Sabarkantha distriot 
respectively.

The rest of the values are not significant. Amreli 
district gives the highest mean and Bang gives the lowest 
mean in the case of Individualization.

Curriculum Organisation !

Prom the same Table, it appears that in the case of 
Curriculum Organisation some of the values are highly 
significant, one value is significant, and many values are 
not significant.

So far as Curriculum Organisation is concerned there 
is highly significant mean difference between Banaskantha 
district and Baroda district, Kaira district and Kutch- 
Bhuj district, Kutch-Bhuj district and Mehsana district at 
0.01 level and the highly significant mean difference is 
in favour of Banaskantha district, Kutch-Bhuj district and 
again Kutch-Bhuj district respectively.

There is a significant mean difference between Junagadh 
district and Kaira district at 0.05 level and significant 
mean difference is in favour of Kaira district.
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The rest of the -values are insignificant. Kutch-Bhuj 

gives the highest mean and Dang the lowest in the case of 
Curriculum Organization along with Bhavnagar and Junagadh 
districts.

Teaching-Learning Process s

Prom this Table, we can see that all values are
insignificant in this component.

\

However, in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat, 
Surendranagar district gives the highest mean in the 
case of Teaching-Learning Process. Dang district gives the 
smallest mean in the case of Teaching-Learning Process.

Teaching Sources :

Prom this Table, we see that there is no highly 
significant value and some values are significant and many 
values are insignificant in the case of Teaching Resources.

So far as Teaching Resources are concerned, there is a 
significant mean difference between Gandhinagar district 
and Jamnagar district, Mehsana district and Panehmahal 
district, Rajkot and Sabarkantha district at 0.05 level 
and significant mean difference is in favour of Gandhinagar 
district ; Panehmahal district, and Sabarkantha district 
respectively.
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The rest of the values are insignificant.
Amreli gives the highest mean and Jamnagar and lowest 

mean in the case of Teaching Resources.
Internal School Organisation :

From this Table, it appears that in the case of this 
component, some values are highly significant, one value is 
significant and many values are insignificant.

So far as the Internal School Organization is concerned 
there is highly significant mean difference between Mehsana 
district and Panchmahal district. Panchmahal district and 
Rajkot district, Surat district and Valsad district at 
0.01 level and the highly significant mean difference is 
in favour of Panchmahal district, again Panchmahal district 
and Surat district respectively.

There is a significant mean difference between Dang 

district and Gandhinagar district at 0.05 level and the 
mean difference is in favour of Gandhinagar district.

The rest of the values are insignificant.
Surendranagar gives the highest and Dang gives the 

lowest mean on Internal School Organization,
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t

-),\a
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From this Table, it appears that some of the values

are highly significant, some of the values are significant 
and some of the values are insignificant.

So far as Staff Development is concerned there is 
highly significant mean difference between Banaskantha 
district and Baroda district, Junagadh district and Kaira 
district, Mehsana district and Panchmahal district, 
Panchmahal district and Rajkot district at 0.01 level, 
and the highly significant mean difference is in favour 
of Banaskantha district, Kaira district, Panchmahal 
district, and again Panchmahal district respectively.

There is a significant mean .difference between Dang 
district and Gandhinagar district, Kutch-Bhuj district and 
Mehsana district, Rajkot district and Sabarkantha district, 
at 0.05 level and the significant mean difference is in 
favour of Gandhinagar district, Kutch-Bhuj district, and 
Sabarkantha district respectively.

The rest of the values are insignificant.
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Banaskantha possesses the highest while Dang the 
lowest mean on Staff Development.

School Community Relationship :

From this Table, it can he seen that no value is 
highly significant and two values are significant and 
many values are insignificant in the case of School 
Community Relationship.

So far as School Community Relationship is concerned 
there is a significant mean difference between Banaskantha 
district and Baroda district, Bhavnagar district and 
Broach district at.0.05 level and significant mean difference 
is in favour of Banaskantha district, and Bhavnagar district 
respectively. The rest of the values are insignificant.

In all the nineteen districts of Gujarat State, Amreli 
district gives the highest mean and Broach district possesses 
the lowest mean in the ease of School Community Relationship. 
However, Banaskantha district touches Amreli district and 
Dang touches the Broach district.
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5.2*3 Components of Situational and Innovation Characteris­
tics in the Various Districts of Gujarat

TABLE 5.4 *
• •* .................

1. Administrative Support :

Prom this Table 5.4, it appears that some of the

values are highly significant and some of them are
significant and many values are insignificant .in the case of 
Administrative Support.

So far as the Administrative Support is concerned 
there is highly significant mean difference between 
Junagadh and Kaira districts at 0.01 level and the 
significant mean difference is in favour of Kaira district. 
To interpret it further it can be said that Kaira 
district gives more Administrative Support to teachers 
than Junagadh district for them to become more prone to 
innovations.

■kgain between Kaira district and Kuteh^Bhuj district 

is concerned in the case of Administrative Support, the 
mean difference is significant at 0.05 level, and in favour 
of Kaira district. Further between Surendranagar and 
Surat districts the significant mean difference at 0.5



CO
toCM

**
 H

ig
hl

y si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 at

 .01
 lev

el
 

* S
ig

ni
fic

an
t a

t .0
5 le

ve
l 

N
SH

ot
 sig

ni
fic

an
t

7.
60

2.
74

**
6.

07
2.

35
*

7.
07

0.
86

N
S

6.
89

1.
54

N
S

6.
79

0.
62

N
S

7.
10

0.
20

N
S

2.
91

G
.Ô
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level is in favour of Surendranagar district. However, 
in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat, Surendranagar 
district gives the highest mean in the case of 
Administrative Support. Rest of the mean differences in 
the case of Administrative Support are insignificant. ;

Dang and Kutch-Bhuj districts possess the lowest mean 
on Administrative Support.

2. Staff Homs :

This Sable shows that two values are significant, and 
rest of the values are insignificant.in the case of 'Staff Norms

So far as the'Staff Norms' is concerned there is 

a significant mean difference between Kaira and Kutch-Bhuj 
at 0.05 level and significant mean difference is in favour 
of Kaira district. Further we see that there is a 
significant mean difference between Kutch-Bhuj district 
and Mehsana district at 0.05 level and significant mean 
difference is in favour of Mehsana district.

To interpret it further it can be said that Kaira 
district gives higher Staff Norms than what Kutch-Bhuj 
district does. Similarly Mehsana district supports more 
Staff Norms than Kutch-Bhuj district.

Rest of the mean differences in the case of Staff Norms
are insignificant.



However, in all the nineteen district of Gujarat 
State, Broach district gives the highest mean in the case 
of Staff Norms. Kutch-Bhuj district possesses the lowest 
mean on Staff Norms.

3. System Norms :
From this Table, it appears that all values are 

insignificant in the case of System Norms.

However, in all nineteen districts of Gujarat State,
Broach district gives the highest mean and Amreli district 
possesses the lowest mean on System Norms.

4. Complexity :

In this case from the Table, it appears that one of the 
values is significant. The rest of the values are insignificant.

So far as the 'Complexity' is concerned there is a 
significant mean difference between Junagadh district and 
Kaira district at 0.05 level, and the mean difference is 
in favour of Kaira district.

The rest of the values are insignificant. However, 
in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat Surendranagar 
district gives the highest mean in the case of Complexity



4 263

and Dang district possesses t|je lowest mean on Complexity.

5. Compatibility :

In this case from the same Table, it can he seen that 

one value is highly significant and two values are significant. 

The rest of the values are insignificant.

So far as the Compatibility is concerned there is 

highly significant mean difference between Junagadh district 

and Kaira district at 0.01 level and highly significant 

mean difference is in favour of Kaira district. Further 

we see that there is significant mean difference between 

Baroda district and Bhavnagar district at 0.05 level and 

mean difference is in favour of Baroda district. Similarly 

there-is significant mean difference between Surat 

district and ?alsad district at 0.05 level and mean difference 

is in favour of Surat district. To interpret it further, 

it can be said that Kaira district teachers have more 

Compatibility than Junagadh district teachers. Similarly 

Baroda district teachers give more Compatibility than what 

Bhavnagar district teachers do and Surat district teachers 

give more Compatibility than what Valsad district teachers 

do. The rest of the values are insignificant.
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However, in all districts of Gujarat State Surendranagar 

district gives the highest mean in the case of Co'mpatability. 

Dang district possesses the lowest mean.

6. Eiskness :

From the Table, it appears that some of the values

are highly significant, some of the values are significant

and the rest of the values are insignificant.in the case of 
'Riskness'.

So far as the Eiskness is concerned there is highly 

significant mean difference between Banaskantha district 

and Baroda district at 0.01 level and the highly significant 

mean difference is in favour of Banaskantha district. 

Similarly there is highly significant mean difference between 

Broach district and Dang district at 0.01 level and highly 

significant mean difference is in favour of Broach district.

There is a significant mean difference between Ahmedabad 

district and Amreli district at 0.05 level and the 

significant mean difference is In favour of Amreli district. 

There is a significant mean difference between Dang 

district and Gandhinagar district at 0.05 level and mean 

difference is in favour of Gandhinagar district. There is 
a significant mean difference between Junagadh district 

and Kaira district at 0.05 level and mean difference is in 

favour of Kaira district. There is a significant mean



difference between Rajkot district and Sabarkantha 
district at 0.05 level and mean difference is in favour of 
Sabarkantha district.

The rest of the values are insignificant. However,
in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat State Banaskantha 

has
district^given the highest mean in the case of Riskness, 
and Dang district possesses the lowest mean on Riskness.

7. localiteness :

Prom the same Table, it appears that some values are 
highly significant and some values are significant and 
some values are insignificant in the case of localiteness.

So far as localiteness is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Banaskantha district 
and Baroda district at 0.01 level and the highly 
significant mean difference is in favour of Banaskantha 
district. There is highly significant mean difference 
between Dang district and Gandhinagar district at 0.01 
level and the highly significant mean difference is in 
favour of Gandhinagar district.

There is a significant mean difference between
Broach district and Dang district at 0.05 level and 
significant mean difference is in favour of Broach district
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There is a significant mean difference between Jamnagar 
district and Junagadh district at 0.05 level and 
significant mean difference is in favour of Jamnagar 
district. There is a significant mean difference between 
Junagadh district and Kaira district at 0.05 level and 
significant mean difference is in favour of Kaira district. 
There is a significant mean difference between Rajkot 
district and Sabarkantha district at 0.05 level and 
significant mean difference is in favour of Sabarkantha 
district.

The rest of the values are insignificant.

However, in all nineteen districts of Gujarat State 
Surendranagar district gives the highest mean in the case 
of Localiteness, and Dang district possesses the lowest 

mean.

8. Cosmopoliteness :

From the same Table, it appears that one value is highly 
significant and the rest of the values are insignificant in 
the case of 'Cosmopoliteness'.

So far as Cosmopoliteness is concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between Abmedabad 
district and Amreli district at 0.01 level and the highly
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significant mean difference is in favour of Ahmedabad 
district.

There is significant mean difference between 
Amreli district and Banaskantha district at 0.05 level 
and the significant mean difference is in favour of 
Banaskantha district.

The rest of the values are insignificant in the 
case of Cosmopoliteness.

However, in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat 
State,Baroda district gives the highest mean in the 
case of Cosmopoliteness, and Amreli district possesses 
the loxrest mean.

5.2.4 Components of Change Belated Values in Gujarat 
State

• TABLE 5.5 :
t *

1. Traditionalism :
In this case,from the Table Ho. 5.5> it appears that some values 

are highly significant, and many values are insignificant.
So far as the Traditionalism is concerned there is 

highly significant mean difference between Banaskantha
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district and Baroda district, Gandhinagar district and 
Jamnagar district, Jamnagar district and Junagadh 
district, Rajkot district and Sabarkantha district at 
0.01 level and the highly significant mean difference 
is in favour of Banaskantha district, Jamnagar district, 
again Jamnagar district and Sabarkantha district, 
respectively.

the rest of the values are insignificant.

However, in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat 
State, Banaskantha district gives the highest mean in 
case of traditionalism. Baroda district possesses the 
lowest mean on traditionalism.

2. P r ogre s s i yi snv :

Prom the same fable, it appears that some values are 
highly significant, some values are significant, many 
values are insignificant in ProgressiviSTn;

So far as Progressivisms is concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between Baroda 
district and Bhavnagar district, Junagadh district and 
Kaira district, at 0.01 level, the highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of Baroda district and Kaira

/
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district respectively. There is significant mean difference 
between Gandhinagar district and Jamnagar district, Jamnagar 
district and Junagadh district at 0.05 level. The significant 
mean difference is in favour of Jamnagar district in both 

cases.

The rest of the values are insignificant.

However, in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat 
State Amreli district possesses the highest mean in the 
case of Progressivism. Dang district possesses the lowest 
mean in all the districis of Gujarat State in the case of 
Pro gre s sivism.

5. Dogmatism :

Prom the Table, it appears that no value is highly 

significant, two values are significant and many values are 
insignificant. i*1 the case of Dogmatism.

So far as the Dogmatism is concerned there is a 
significant mean difference' between Amreli district and 
Banaskantha district, Banaskantha district and Baroda 
district at 0.05 level, the mean difference is in favour 
of Banaskantha district in both the cases.

The rest of the values are insignificant.
However, in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat 

State, Banaskantha district possesses highest mean in the
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case of Dogmatism. Dang district possesses the lowest 
mean in all the ninetereaa districts of Gujarat State in the 
case of Dogmatism.

4. Venturesomeness :

from the Table, it can he seen that one value is highly 
significant, one is significant and many values are 
insignificant in the case of Venturesomeness.

So far as Venturesomeness is concerned there is 
highly significant mean difference between Junagadh district 
and Kaira district at 0.01 level, the highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of Kaira district.

There is a significant mean difference between Baroda 
district and Bhavnagar district at 0.05 level, the 
significant mean difference is in favour of Baroda district.
The rest of the values are insignificant.

However, in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat 
State, Banaskantha district possesses the highest mean 
in the case of Venturesomeness. Dang district possesses the 
lowest mean in the case of Venturesomeness in all the districts

of Gujarat State.
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5. Conservatism :

From the Table, it appears that some values are 
highly significant. Some values are significant and many 
values are insignificant in the case of Conservatism.

So far as the Conservatism is concerned, the highly 
significant mean difference is between Ahmedabad district 
and Amreli district, Kaira district and Kutch-Bhuj 
district, Kutch-Bhuj district and Mehsana district at 
G.01 level. The highly significant mean difference is 
in favour of Ahmedabad district, Eaira district, and 
Mehsana district respectively.

There is a significant mean difference between Amreli 
district and Banaskantha district, Rajkot district and 
Sabarkantha district at 0.05 level and the significant 
mean difference is in favour of Banaskantha district, and 
Rajkot district respectively. ,

The rest of the values are insignificant.
However, in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat 

State, Junagadh district and Bhavnagar district possess 
the highest mean in the case of Conservatism. Amreli

.district possesses the lowest mean in all the districts 
of Gujarat State in the case of Conservatism.
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6. Change Proneness :

This Table also shows that some values are highly 

insignificant, some values are significant and many 
values are insignificant', in the case of Change Proneness.

So far as the Change Proneness is concerned there 
is highly significant mean difference between Ahmedabad 
district and Amreli district, Banaskantha district and 
Baroda district, Baroda district and Bhavnagar district 
and Bhavnagar and Broach district, Broach district and 
Dang district, Junagadh district and Kaira district, at 
0.01 level, the highly significant mean difference is 
in favour of Amreli district, Banaskantha district,
Baroda district, Broach district, again Broach and 
Kaira district respectively.

There is significant mean difference between Dang 
district and Gandhinagar district, Jamnagar district and 
Junagadh district, Rajkot district and Sabarkantha 
district at 0.05 level-TThe significant mean difference is 
in favour of Gandhinagar district, Jamnagar district ;
and Sabarkantha district respectively.

The rest of the values are insignificant.
However, in all the nineteen districts, Amreli district 

possesses highest mean in the case of Change Proneness.
Dang district possesses the lowest mean in the case of 
Change Proneness in all the nineteen districts of Gujarat 
State.
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5.3.1 Sex Types of Schools and Innovative Proneness of 

Teachers

The Table 5*6 below shows the number and percentage 

of sampled teachers according to the sex types of schools. 

This table shows that there are one thousand teachers, out 

of them one hundred teachers are from Boys schools, two 

hundred and twenty teachers from girls schools and six 

hundred and eighty teachers from mixed schools. There are 

10 22 fo and 68 fo teachers from Boys, Girls and Mixed

schools respectively.

Table :5.6: lumber and Percentage of Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
according to Types of Schools

Sex Type of 
Schools

lumber of 
Teachers

Percentage of 
Teachers

Boys' 100 10.0

Girls1 220 22.0

Mixed 680 68.0

Total 1000 100.0

Mean difference is computed according to the three 

sections of the Innovative Proneness Scale and also 

according to its twenty one components.
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5.3*2 Attitudes to Innovation, Situation and Innovation
Characteristics, Change Related Values, and Innovative 
Proneness as a Whole in Various Sex-Type Schools

* Table 5-7 .*
• •

1. Attitudes to Innovation :

The Table 5.7 shows that all values are highly 
significant in the case of Attitudes to Innovation.

So far as Attitude to Innovation is concerned there 
is highly significant mean difference between Boys' 
schools and Girls* schools, Boys' schools and Mixed 
schools, Girls' schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level, and 
the highly significant mean difference is in favour of 
Girls' schools, Mixed schools and Girls' schools respectively 
from pairs comparison point of view.

In all the three types of schools, Girls* schools 
give the highest mean and Boys' schools possess the lowest 
mean in the case of Attitudes to Innovation.

2. The Situational and Innovation Characteristics s

Prom the Table, it appears that no value is highly

significant, one value is significant and two values are not 
significant in the case of Situational and Innovation 
Characteristics. ■ « '
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So far as the Situational and Innovation Characteristics 
are concerned there is a significant mean difference between 
Boys' schools and Mixed schools at 0,05 level, the 
significant mean difference is in favour of Mixed schools.

The rest of the two values are not significant.

In all three types of schools, Mixed schools give the 
highest mean and Boys' schools give lowest mean in the case 
of the Situational and Innovation Characteristics.

3. The Change Related Values :

From the fable, it appears that all values are highly 
significant and one value is significant in the case of 
change Related Values.

So far as the Change Related values are concerned, 
there is highly significant mean difference between Boys' 
schools and Girls' schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools, 
Girls* schools and Mixed schools at 0®01 level. The mean 
difference is in favour of Girls' schools, and Mixed 
schools and Girls* schools respectively.

However, in all the three types of schools, Girls'
Schools possess the highest mean and Boys* schools possess 
the lowest mean in the case of the Change Related Values.
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as a Whole

Innovative Proneness .'^Different Sex Types of Schools

So far as the general mean of the Innovative, Proneness 
score is concerned, the mean difference between Boys' schools 
and Girls' schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools is 
significant at 0.01 level. The highly significant mean 
difference is in favour of Girls* * schools, and Mixed schools 
respectively.

There is significant mean difference between Girls' 
schools and Mixed schools at 0.05 level. The mean difference 
is in favour of Girls* schools.

However, in all the three types of schools, Girls' 
schools possess the highest mean (553*57) and Boys schools 
possess the lowest mean (485.70). The overall mean is 528.99*

5.3*3 Components of Attitudes to Innovation and Sex Types of
the Sghools

* TABLE 5.8 l
• •

1. Individualization t

Prom Table Ho. 5*8, it appears that all the values are 

highly significant.
So far as Individualization is concerned there is a 

highly significant mean difference at 0.01 level between Boys'
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schools and Girls' schools; Boys' schools and Mixed schools, 
Mixed schools and Girls' schools. The highly significant mean 
difference is in favour of Girls* schools, Mixed schools, and 
Girls' schools, respectively.

However, in all the three types of schools, Girls' 
schools possess the highest mean and Boys' schools possess 
the smallest mean in the case of Individualisation.

2. Curriculum Organisation :

The Table 5-8 shows that all values are highly 
significant, in the case of 'Curriculum Organisation'.

So far as Curriculum Organization is concerned there 
is highly significant mean difference between Boys' schools 
and Girls* schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools, Girls' 
schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level, the highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of Girls' schools, Mixed schools 
and Girls' schools respectively.

However, in all the three types of schools of Gujarat 
State, Girls' schools give the highest mean and Boys' schools 
give the lowest mean in the case of Curriculum Organization.
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, 3. Teaching-learning Process :

Prom the Table, it appears that all values are highly 
significant in Teaching-Learning Process.

So far as Teaching-Learning Process is concerned, 
there -is highly significant mean difference between Boys’ 
and Girls' schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools, Girls' 
schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level, the highly 
significant mean difference is in favour of Girls' schools, 
Mixed schools and Girls' schools respectively.

However, in all the three types of schools of Gujarat 
State, Girls' schools possess the highest mean and Boys' 
schools possess the lowest mean in the case of Teaching- 
Learning Process.

4. Teaching Resources s

Prom the Table, it appears that all the values are 
highly significant in the case of Teaching Resources.

So far as Teaching Resources are concerned, the highly 
significant mean difference between Boys' schools and Girls' 
schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools, Girls' schools and 
mixed schools at 0.01 level, the highly significant mean 
difference is in favour of Girls’ schools, Mixed schools, and 
Girls' Schools respectively.
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However, in all the types of schools of Gujarat State, 
Girls' schools, possess the highest mean and Boys' schools 
possess the lowest mean in the case of leaching Resources.

5. Internal School Organization :
r-

From the Table, it appears that all the values are 
highly significant in this component.

So far as the Internal School Organisation is concerned 
there is a highly significant mean difference between Boys' 
schools and Girls' schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools, 
Girls' schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level, the mean 
difference is in favour of Girls' schools, Mixed schools, and 
Girls' schools respectively.

However, in all the three types of schools of Gujarat 
State, Girls* schools give the highest mean and Boys' schools 
give the lowest mean in the case of Internal School 
Organization.

6. Staff Development :

This Table shows that two values are highly significant
and one value is significant in the case of Staff Development. 

So far as Staff Development is concerned there is
highly significant mean difference between Boys' schools and 
Girls' schools, Boys’ schools and Mixed schools, at 0.01
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level, the highest mean difference is in favour of Girls' 
schools, and Misted schools respectively. There is significant 
mean difference between girls' schools and Mixed schools 
at 0.05 level. The significant lean difference is in favour 
of Girls' schools.

However, in all the three types of schools of Gujarat 
State, Girls' schools possess the highest mean and Boys 
schools possess the lowest mean in the case of Staff Development.

7. School Community Relationship :

This Table shows that all values are highly significant. 

s’<§> far as School Community Relationship is co nee me d. There is 
highly significant mean difference between Boys' schools and 
Girls' schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools, Girls' schools 
and Mixed schools, at 0.01 level, the highest mean difference 
is in favour of Girls' schools, Mixed schools, and Girls' 
schools respectively.

However, in all the three types of schools of Gujarat 
State, Girls' schools give the highest mean and Boys' schools 
the lowest in the case of School Community Relationship.



5-3.4 Components of Situational and Innovation Characteristics 
in Various Sex Types of Schools

TABLE 5.9

1. Administrative Support :

From the Table 5-9, it appears that one value is 
highly significant, one value is significant and one value 
is not significant in this component.

So far as the Administrative Support is concerned 
there is highly significant mean difference between Boys' 
and Girls' schools, at 0.01 level, the highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of Girls' schools. There is 
significant mean difference between Boys' schools and Mixed 
schools at 0.05 level. The significant mean difference is 
in favour of Mixed schools.

One value is not significant.
However, in all the types of schools in Gujarat State, 

Girls' schools possess the highest mean and Boys' schools 
possess the lowest mean in the case of Administrative 
Support.
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2. Staff Norms :

This fable shows that two values are highly significant 
and one value is not significant in the case of Staff Norms.

So far as the Staff Norms are concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Boys' schools and Girls' 
schools, Girls' schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level. The 
highly significant mean difference is in favour of Boys* 
schools and Mixed schools respectively.

One value is not significant.

However, in all the three types of schools, Boys' 
schools possess the highest mean and Girls’ schools possess 
the lowest mean in the case of Staff Norms.

3. System Norms i

from the fable, it appears that the two values are highly 
significant one value is not significant in the case of 
System Norms.

So far as System Norms are concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Boys' schools and Girls* 
schools, Girls' schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level and 
mean difference is in favour of Boys' schools and Mixed schools 
respectively.

One value is not significant.



q o

However, in all the three types of schools, Boys’ 
schools possess the highest mean and Girls' schools possess 
the lowest mean in the case of System lorms.

4. Complexity s

From the Table, it appears that in this case two values 
are highly significant and one value is not significant.

So far as Complexity is concerned•the highly significant 
mean difference is between Boys schools and Girls schools, 
Boys' schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level. The mean 
difference is in favour of Girls* schools and Mixed schools 
respectively.

One value is not significant.

However, in all the three types of schools, Girls' 
schools possess the highest mean difference and Boys' 
schools possess the lowest mean difference in the case of 
Complexity.

5. Compatibility :

There is highly significant mean difference between 
Boys’ schools and Girls' schools at 0.01 level and significant 
mean difference between Boys schools and Mixed schools at 0.05 
level. The significant mean difference is in favour of Girls' 
schools and Mixed schools respectively.
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6. Riskness :

From the same Table, it can he seen that all the values are 
highly significant in Riskness.

So far as Riskness is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Boys’ schools and 
Girls' schools. Boys’ schools and Mixed schools, Girls' 
schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level. The highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of Girls’ schools, Mixed schools 
and Girls' schools respectively.

In all the three types of schools, Girls' schools possess 
the highest mean and Boys’ schools possess the lowest mean 
in the case of Riskness.

7. Bocaliteness :

From the Table, it can be found that all the values are 
highly significant in the case of Bocaliteness.

As far as Bocaliteness is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Boys' schools and Girls' 
schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools, Girls' schools 
and Mixed schools at 0.01 level, the highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of girls schools,
Mixed schools, and Girls' schools respectively.
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However, in all the three types of schools, Girls' 
schools possess the highest mean and Boys' schools 
possess'the lowest mean in the case of localitness.

8. Cosmopoliteness i

^rom Table, it appears that one value is highly

significant .and two values are not significant, in this 
component.

So far as Cosmopoliteness is concerned the highly 
significant mean difference between Girls' schools and 
Mixed schools is at 0.01 level, the highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of Mixed schools.

The rest of the two values are not significant.

In all the three types of schools, Mixed schools 
possess the highest mean and Girls' schools possess the 
lowest mean in the case of Cosmopoliteness.

5.3* *5 Components of Changed Related Values in Various
Sex Types of Schools

• TABLE 5.10 !
ft

1. Traditionalism :

From the Table 5»10, it appears that two values are
highly significant and one value is insignificant. in the 
case of Traditionalism.
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So far as Traditionalism is concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between Boys' schools 
and Girls' schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools at 
0.01 level, and highly significant mean difference is 
in favour of Girls schools and Mixed schools respectively.

One value is not significant. Mean difference is 
in favour of Mixed schools.

Mixed schools possess the highest mean in all the 
three types in the case of Traditionalism. Boys' schools 
possess the lowest mean in all the three types of schools 
in the case of Traditionalism.

2. Progressivism ;

Prom the Table, it appears that all values are 

highly significant, in the case of Progressivism.

Bo far as Progressivism is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Boys' schools and 
Girls' schools. Boys' schools and Mixed schools, Girls' 
schools and Mixed schools, at 0.01 level. The mean difference 
is in favour of Girls' schools, Mixed schools and Girls* 
schools respectively.

/
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However, in all the three types .of - schools of Gujarat 
State, Girls' schools possess the highest mean and Boys' 
schools possess the lowest mean in the case of Progressivism.

3. Dogmatism :

Prom the Table, it i-*appears that there are two values 
highly significant, one value insignificant in Dogmatism.

So far as Dogmatism is concerned the highly significant 
mean difference between Boys' schools and Girls* schools and 
Boys' schools and Mixed schools is at 0.01 level, the mean 
difference is in favour of- Girls* schools and Mixed schools 
respectively.

Mean difference between Girls’ schools and Mixed schools 
is not significant.

In all the three types of schools of Gujarat State, 
Girls' schools possess the highest mean and Boys' schools 
possess lowest mean in the case of Dogmatism.

4. Venturesomeness :
Prom the Table, it appears that two values are highly 

significant and one value is not significant in the case of 
venturesomeness.

So far as Venturesomeness is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Boys* schools and
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Girls' schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level, 
the highly significant mean difference is in favour of Girls 
schools and Mixed schools respectively.

One value is not significant.

However, in all the three types of schools, Mixed 
schools possess the highest mean difference and Boys* schools 
possess the lowest mean in the case of Venturesomeness.

5. Conservatism s

In this case from the fable, it is found that one value 
is highly significant, one value is significant and one value 
is not significant.

So far as Conservatism is concerned, there is highly 
significant mean difference between Boys' schools and Mixed 
schools at 0.01 level, the mean difference is in favour of 
mixed schools.

There is significant mean difference between Boys' 
schools and Girls' schools at 0.05 level, the mean difference 
is in favour of Girls' schools.

However, Mixed schools possess the highest mean and 
Boys’ schools possess the lowest mean in all the three types 
of schools in case of Conservatism.



297

6. Change Eroneness :

This Table shows that all value's are highly significant .in 
the case of Change Proneness.

So far as Change Eroneness is concerned, there is
highly significant mean difference between Boys* schools
and Girls' schools, Boys' schools and Mixed schools, Girls'
schools and Mixed schools at 0.01 level, the highly
significant mean difference is in favour of Girls' schools,
Mixed schools, and Girls’ schools respectively.

However, in all the three types of schools of Gujarat
State, Girls' schools give the highest mean and Boys' schools
give lowest mean in the case of Change Eroneness.
5.4 Stream Types of the Schools and Innovative Eroneness 

of Teachers
Table 15.11• Streamwise Distribution of Sampled Teachers

Stream Ho. of 
Teachers

Percentage of 
Teachers

^■rts 0 0
Science 0 0
Commerce 90 90.0
■^r t s-S cie nc e - C omme r c e 380 38.0
Arts-Science 10 1.0
Arts-Oommerce 330 33.0
Commerce-Science 190 19.0

Total 1000 100.0

Table 5.11 shows the number and percentage of teachers
according to the streams of schools.
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There is no school having only Arts or only Science 

stream. In this sample, there are 90 teachers in Commerce 
Stream, 380 teachers in Arts-Scienee-Commeree stream; 10 
teachers in Arts-Science stream, 330 teachers in Arts-Commerce 
stream ; 190, teachers in Commerce-Science stream and their 
percentages are 0 ; 0 ; 90 ; 38* *0 ; 1.0 ; 33«0 ; 19-0 j 
respectively.

5.4.1 Stream-Type of Schools and Attitude to Innovations,
Situational and Innovation Characteristics and Change 

' Related Values, Innovative Proneness as a Whole

: TABLE 5.12 :
• ••••••••••••••••••••a

1. Attitude to Innovations :

.Table 5.12 shows that all values are not significant. 
Ho school is there having only Arts stream or- only Science 

stream.

So far as Attitudes to Innovation is concerned no 
value is significant.

However, in all the streams, Arts-Science possesses 
highest mean and Arts-Science-Commerce possess lowest mean 
in the case of Attitude to Innovations.
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2. Situational and Innovation Characteristics :
This Table shows that'one value is highly significant,

t

one value is significant and three values are not significant 
in this case.

There is no school having only Arts stream or only 
Science stream.

So far as Situational and Innovation Characteristics are 

concerned, there is a highly significant mean difference 
between Commerce and Arts-Science-Commerce at 0.01 level, the 
highly significant mean difference is in favour of Commerce.

There is significant mean difference between Commerce- 
Science and Commerce at 0.05 level, the significant mean 
difference is in favour of Commerce in the case of Situational 
and Innovation Characteristics.

3. Change Related Value :

This Table shows that there is one highly significant 
value and others are not significant in the case of Change 
Related Values.

So far as Change Related Values are concerned, there is
highly significant mean difference between Commerce and
Arts-Science-Commerce at 0.01 level, the highly significant
mean difference is in favour of Commerce. The rest of the 
values are not significant.
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However, in all the streams Commerce stream possesses 
the highest mean dif and Arts-Science possesses the lowest 
mean in the case of Change Related Values.

4. Innovative Proneness as a Whole :

This fable shows that one value is highly significant,
one value is significant and three values are not significant.

orNo schools have only Arts/only Science streams.

So far as Innovative Proneness as a whole is concerned 
there is highly significant mean difference between Commerce 
and Arts-Seience-Commerce at 0.01 level, the highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of Commerce.

There is significant mean difference between Commerce- 
Science and Commerce at 0*05 level, the significant mean 
difference is in favour of Commerce. The rest of the valr.es 
are not significant.

However, so far as Innovative Proneness as a Whole is 
concerned, in all the streams Commerce stream gives the 
highest mean and Arts-Science stream possesses the lowest

mean.
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5.4.2 Stream-Type of the Schools and Components of 
Attitude to Innovations

• TABLE 5.13 *
• •

1. Individualisation :

Table-Ho. 5.13 shows that all values are not 
significant. There is not a single school having only Arts 
stream or only Science stream.in the case of Individualisation.

However, in all the streams of schools, Arts Science 
possesses the highest mean and Arts-Science Commerce 
possess the lowest mean in the case of Individualisation.

2. Curriculum Organization ;

This Table shows that two values are significant
and two values are not significant. Ho schools have only
Arts stream or only Science stream, in the case of Curriculum 
Organisation.

So far as Curriculum Organization is concerned there 
is a significant mean difference between Arts Science 
Commerce and Arts Science ; Arts-Science and Arts-Commerce 
at 0.05 level, the significant mean difference is in favour 
of Arts-Science in both the cases. The rest of the t-values 
are not significant.
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However, in all the streams of schools; Arts-Science 
possess the highest mean and Commerce-Science possess the 
lowest mean in the case of Curriculum Organisation.

3. Teaching-learning Process :

This Table shows that in this case all the values are 
not significant. There is no school having only Arts, or 
only Science stream.

However, in all the streams of schools, Arts-Science 
stream possesses the highest mean and Commerce stream 
possesses the lowest mean in the case of Teaching-Learning 
Process.

4. Teaching Resources :

This Table shows that in this case all values are not 
significant. There is no school having only Arts or only 
Science stream.

However, in all the streams of schools, Arts-Science 

possesses the highest mean and Commerce-Science possesses 
the lowest mean in the case of Teaching Resources.

5. Internal School. Organization :
This Table shows that all values are not significant in 

this case. There is no school having only Arts stream, or 
only Science stream.



However, in all the streams of schools, Commerce stream 

possesses the highest mean and Arts-Science stream possesses 

the lowest mean in the case of School Organisation.

6. Staff Development s

Shis Cable shows that in this case, one value is highly 

significant. All other values are not significant. No school
I

is there having only Apts stream or only Science stream.

So far as 'Staff Development' is concerned there is 

highly significant mean difference between Commerce stream 

and Arts-Science-Commerce stream at 0.01 level. Che highly 

significant mean difference is in favour of Commerce stream.

Che rest of the values are not significant.

However, in all the streams Arts-Science possesses
/

the highest mean and Arts-Scienee-Commerce possesses the 

lowest mean in the case of 'Staff. Development'.

7. School Community Relationship :

Chis Cable shows that all values are not significant in 

this case. Chere is no school having only Arts stream or only 

Science stream.
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However, in all the streams, Commerce stream 
possesses the highest mean and Arts-Scienee stream 
possesses the lowest mean in the case of School Community 
Relationship.

5.4.3 Stream-Type of the Schools and the Components 
of Situational and Innovation Characteristics

* TABLE 5-14 I
• •

1. Administrative Support :

The Table Ho. 5.14- shows that one value is significant
in this case

and other values are not significant|. Ho schools have only 
Arts or Science stream,

i

So far as Administrative Support is concerned, there 
is significant mean difference between Commerce stream 
and Arts-Science-Commerce stream at 0.05 level. The 
significant mean difference is in favour of Commerce 
stream. The rest of the values are not significant.

However, in all the types of stream Commerce stream 
possesses the highest mean and Arts-Scienee .stream 
possesses the lowest mean in the fase of Administrative 
Support.
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2. Staff Nonas :

This Table shows that three values are highly 
significant and one value is significant in this case.

So far as 'Staff Nonas' is concerned, there is highly 

significant mean difference between Commerce’ and Arts 
Science-Commerce, Arts-Scienee-Commerce and Arts-Science, 
Arts-Scienee and Arts Commerce at 0.01 level, the highly 
significant mean difference is in favour of Commerce, Arts 
Science - Commerce, and Arts-Commeree respectively.

There is a significant mean difference between Arts- 
Commerce and Commerce-Science at 0»05 level. The significant 
mean difference is in favour of Commerce-Science stream.

However, in all the streams Commerce stream possesses 
the highest mean and Arts-Science possesses the lowest mean 
in the case of Staff Norms.

3. System Norms :

This Table shows that one value is highly significant 
and rest of the values are not significant in this case of 
System Norms.

As far as ’System Naims''is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Commerce and Arts-Science- 
Commerce at 0.01 level, the highly significant mean difference

I



is in favour of Commerce. The rest of the values are not
significant.

However, in all streams Commerce stream possesses the 
highest mean and Arts-Science possesses the lowest mean is 
in the case of System Horms.

4. Complexity :

This Table shows that one value is significant and three 
values are not significant in the case of Complexity.

So far as Complexity is concerned there is significant 
mean difference between Arts-Science-Gommerce and Arts-Science 
at 0*05 level, the significant mean difference is in favour 
of Arts-Science stream, the rest of the values are not 
significant.

However, in all the streams, Arts-Science possesses 
the highest mean and Arts-Science-Commerce possesses the 
lowest mean in the case of Complexity.

5. Compatibility ;

This Table shows that one value is highly significant, 
and three values are not significant in the case of compatibility.

So far as Compatibility is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Commerce and Arts-Science-



Commerce at 0„01 level, the highly significant mean difference 
is in favour of Commerce, the rest of the values are not 
significant.

However, in all the streams, Commerce possesses the 
highest mean and Arts-Science-Commeree possesses the lowest mean 
in the case of Compatibility.

6. Riskness ;

This Table shows that one value is significant and three 
values are not significant in the case of Riskness.

So far as Riskness is concerned, there is significant mean 
difference between Commerce and Arts-Sciehce-Commerce at 0*05 
level. The significant mean difference is in favour of Commerce, 
the rest of the values are not significant.

However, in all the streams, Arts-Science possesses the 
highest mean. Arts-Seience-Commerce possesses the lowest mean 
in the case of Riskness alongwith Commerce and Science.

7. localiteness :

This Table shows that one value is significant and three 
values are not significant in the case of localiteness.

As far as localiteness is concerned, there is a 
significant mean difference between Commerce and Arts-Science-
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Commerce at 0.05 level. The significant mean difference is in 
favour of Commerce, the rest of the values are not significant.

However, in all the streams, Arts-Science possesses the 
highest mean and Arts-Science-Commeree possesses the lowest 
mean in the case of Hocaliteness. •

8. Gosmopoliteness :

This Table shows that two values are highly significant 
and two values are not significant«in the case of Cosmopoliteness.

So far as Cosmopoliteness is concerned, there is a 
highly significant mean difference between Arts-Science- 
Commerce and ^rts-Science, Arts-Science and Arts-Commeree at 

0.01 level, the highest significant mean difference is in 
favour of Arts-Science-Commerce and Arts-Commeree respectively.
The rest of the values are not significant.

However, in all streams, Commerce possesses the highest 
mean and ^-rts-Science possesses the lowest mean in the case 

of Cosmopoliteness.
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5.4.4 Stream-Types of the Schools and the Components of 
Change-Related Values

: TABLE 5.15 :
• •

1. Traditionalism :

The Table Ho. 5*15 shows that one value is highly 
significant and three values are not significant in this case.

So far as Traditionalism is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between Commerce and Arts-Science- 
Commerce at 0.01 level, the highly significant mean difference 
is in favour of Commerce. The rest of the values are not 
significant.

However, in all the streams, Commerce possesses the 
highest mean and Arts-Science-Commerce possesses the lowest 

mean in the case of Traditionalism.

2. Progressivism :

This Table shows that two values are significant and two 
values are not significant in the case of Progressivism.

So far as Progressivism is concerned, there is a
significant mean difference between Commerce and Arts-Science- 
Commerce; Arts-Science and Arts-Commerce at 0.05 level. The
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significant mean difference is in favour of Commerce and 
Arts-Commerce respectively. The rest of the values are not 
significant.

However, in all the streams, Commerce possesses the 
highest mean and Arts-Science possesses the lowest mean in 
the case of Progressivism.

5.Dogmatism :

This Table shows that two values are highly significant,
in this caseone - value is significant and one value is not significant 

Ho schools have only Arts or only Science stream,*;.

So far as ’Dogmatism’ is concerned, there is highly 
significant mean difference between Commerce and Arts-Science- 
Commerce; Arts-Science and Arts-Commerce at 0.01 level, the 

highly significant mean difference is in favour of Commerce 
and Arts-Commerce respectively. There is significant mean 
difference between Arts-Science-Commerce and Arts-Science at 
0.05 level, the significant mean difference is in favour of 
Arts-Science-Commerce. One value is not significant.

However, in all the streams Commerce possesses the 

highest mean and Arts-Science possesses the lowest mean in 
the case of Dogmatism.
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4. Venture someness :

This Table shows that one value is significant and 
three values are not significant.in the case of Venturesomeness.

So far as Venturesomeness is concerned there is a 
significant mean difference between Commerce and Arts-Science- 
Commerce at 0.01 level, the highly significant mean difference 
is in favour of Commerce.The rest of the values are not 
significant.

However, in all streams, Commerce possesses the 
highest mean and Arts-Science possesses the lowest mean 
in the case of Venturesomeness.

5. Conservatism :

This Table shows that two values are highly significant
and one value is significant and one value is not sigtificant. in 
the case of Conservatism.

So far as 'Conservatism' is concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between Arts-Science- 
Commeree and Arts-Science; Arts-Commerce and Commerce-Science 
at 0.01 lgvel, the highly significant mean difference is in 
favour of Arts-Science-Commerce and Commerce-Science
respectively.
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» J,In all the streams, Commerce-Science stream possesses 
the highest mean and Arts-Science possesses the lowest mean 
in the case of Conservatism.

6. Change Proneness :
One value is highly significant, one value is significant 

so far as Change Proneness is concerned.
She highly significant mean difference which is significant 

at .01 level is in favour of Commerce stream schools as compared 
to the schools having Arts, Science and Commerce streams. There 
is significant mean difference between Arts-Science and Commerce 
and Arts-Science at 0.05 level, the significant mean difference
is in favour of Arts-Science. Two values are not significant.
So far as the Change Proneness is concerned, Arts-Science stream 
school possess the highest mean and Arts-Soience-Commerce 
possess the lowest mean.

5.5 Areas of the Schools and Innovative Proneness of Teachers

Table s 5 * 16: Areawise Distribution of Sampled Schools 
and Teachers

Area Number of Percentage
Teachers of Teachers

Rural 
Urban

Total 1000 100.0

460 46.0
540 54.0

Prom the above Table 5.16 out of 1000 teachers we see that 
460 teachers belong to rural areas and 540 teachers belong to 
urban area, their percentages are 46.0 and 54.0 respectively.
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liable s 5»1T s Area of Schools and Attitudes to 
Innovation

Area Mean S3) t value

Rural

Urban

115.60 21.74

118.96 20.46
2.51*

* Significant at 0.05 level

The above fable 5*17 shows that there is a significant 

mean difference between Rural area and Urban area at 0.05 

level, the mean difference is in favour of Urban area in 

the case of 'Attitudesto Innovations’.

fable :5 * 18 s Area of the Schools and Situational 
and Innovation Characteristics

Area Mean SD t value

Rural

Urban

202.49 42.48

206.42 39.29
1.53 US

US = Hot significant

Rrom the above fable 5.18 we find that there is not a 
significant mean difference between Rural area and Urban area 

in the case of 'fhe Situational and Innovation Characteristics'
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Table :5.19s Area of the Schools and Change 
Related Values

Area lean SD $ value

E-ural

Urban

215.93 36.49

219.16 37.46 2.22*

*- Significant at 0.05 level

From the above Table 5.19, it appears that there is a 

significant mean difference between Rural and Urban area 

at 0.05 level and mean difference is in favour of Urban 
area in the case of 'Change Related Values'.

Table :5-20: Area of the Schools and Innovative
Proneness as a Whole

Area Mean SD t value

Rural 531-75 82.22
2.53 *

Urban -544.57 77-59

* Significant at 0.05 level

Prom the above Table 5.20,' it appears that there is 

significant mean difference between Rural area and Urban 
area at 0.05 level.The mean difference is in favour of Urban
area.
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Table :5 - 21: Area of the Schools and Compontnets of
Attitude to Innovation

Components Rural Urban t-
Mean si Mean SB value

1. Individualization 20.29 4.15 20.89 3.84 2.40 *

2. Curriculum Organiza­tion 11.96 3.27 12.17 2.95 1.08 NS
3. Teaching-Learning 

Process 19.85 4.30 20.43 4.04 2.19 *
4. Leaching Resources 15.00 3.80 15.29 5.24 0.96 NS
5. Internal School 

Organization 18.37 4.46 19.15 4.21 2.84
6. Staff Development 18.64 4.41 19.30 4.38 2.37 *
7. School-Community 

Relationship 11.42 3.18 11.91 2.98 2.52 *

** Highly significant at .01 level 
* Significant at .05 level

NS Not significant

Prom the above Table, we see that there is a significant 
mean difference between Rural and Urban area at 0.05 level 
and significant mean difference is in favour of urban and 
in the case of Individualization.

There is no significant mean difference between Rural 

and Urban area, but mean difference is in favour of Urban 
area in the case of 'Curriculum Organisation*. There is a
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significant mean difference between Rural area and Urban area 
at 0.05 level, and mean difference is in favour of Urban area 
in the case of 'Teaching-Learning Process'. There is no 
significant mean difference between Rural area and Urban area 
but mean difference is in favour of Urban area in the case of 
'Teaching Resources'. There is a highly significant mean 
difference between Rural area and Urban area at .01 level. The 

mean difference is in favour of Urban area in the 
case of 'Internal School Organization'.

There is a significant mean difference between Rural 
area and Urban area at 0.05 level. The significant mean 
difference is in favour of Urban area in the case of 'Staff 
Development'. There is a significant mean difference between 
Rural area and Urban area at 0.05 level. The mean difference 
is in favour of Urban area in the case of 'School Community 
Relationship'.

Prom the Table Uo. 5.22 on the next page, it appears that 
there is no significant mean difference between Rural area 
and Urban area in the case of 'Administrative Support'.

There is no significant mean difference between Rural area 
and Urban area in the case of 'Staff Forms'. There is no 
significant mean difference between Rural area and Urban area
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Table :5»22: Area of the Schools and Components of
Situational and Innovation Characteristics

Components Rural
Mean SD

Urban
Mean SD

t-Value

1. Administrative Support 26.77 7.32 27.20 7.34 0.92 NS
2. Staff Norms 34.26 14.65 33.29 14.38 1.05 NS
3. System Norms 16.65 7.25 17-05 7.34 0.87 NS
4. Complexity 21.62 5.74 22.40 5.36 2.21 * *
5. Compatability 22.02 5.57 22.88 5.43 2.48 *
6. Riskness 31.43 7.04 32.79 6.77 3.10 **
7. Localiteness 31.09 6.96 33.20 6.64 3.03 **
8. Cosmopoliteness 17.68 6.60 17-52 7.53 0.34 NS

** Highly significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level 

NS Not significant

in the case of 'System Norms'. There is a significant mean 
difference between Rural area and Urban area at 0.05 level and 
the mean difference is in favour of Urban area in the case of 
'Complexity'. There is a significant mean difference between 
Rural and Urban area at 0.05 level and mean difference is in' 
favour of Urban area in the case of 'Compatability'.

There is a highly significant mean difference between 
Rural and Urban area at 0.01 level. The mean difference is in
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favour of Urban area in the case of ’Riskness’.
There is highly significant mean difference between/.' 

Rural area and Urban area at 0.01 level, the mean difference 
is in favour of Urban area in the case of ’Docaliteness’. 
There is no significant mean difference between Rural area 
and Urban area in the case of Cosmopoliteness.

Table S5.23J Area of the Schools and Components of 
Change Related Values

URural Urban t -Components Mean SD Mean SD Values

1. Traditionalism 38.15 7.23 39.46 6.86 2.95**
2. Progressivism 38.15 7.22 39.84 7.19 2.95**
3. Dogmatism 32.62 8.44 32.38 9.51 0.42 NS
4. Venturesomeness 33.17 7.69 33.22 7.80 0.10 NS
5. Conservatism 30.92 8.25 30.92 9.66 0.05 NS
6. Change Proneness 40.40 8.41 42.25 7.46 3.68 **

** Highly significant at .01 level 
* Significant at .05 level 

US Not significant

from the above Table, it appears that there is a highly 

significant mean difference between Rural area and Urban 
area at 0.01 level, the mean difference is in favour of Urban 
area in the case of ’Traditionalism’.
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There is highly significant mean difference 
between Rural and Urban area at 0.01 level. She mean 
difference is in favour of Urban anea in the case of 
'Progressivism'.

There is no'; a significant mean difference between 
Rural area and Urban area in the case of 'Dogmatism*.

There is no significant mean difference between 
Rural and Urban area in the case of 'Venturesomeness'.

There is no significant mean difference between 
Rural area and Urban area in the case of 'Conservatism'.

There is highly significant mean difference 
between Rural area and Urban area in the case of 
'Change Proneness'. The mean difference is in favour 
of Urban area.
5.6 Categories of Teachers and Their Innovative 

Proneness

Table :5.24s Distribution of Teachers according to 
High, Moderate and Dow Innovative 
Proneness

Category Humber Percentage of Category
High Innovative 369 36.9
Mode rath v'c Innovat ive> 620 62.0
Low Innovative

Total 11
1000

1.1
100.0

Prom the above table, it appe ars that among the
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the 1000 sampled teachers 369 (36.9$) teachers yr have 
high Innovative Proneness and 620 (62.0$) teachers have 
moderate Innovative Proneness and 11 (1.I$‘) teachers have 

low Innovative Proneness. It is also noteworthy, that in the 
low category the number of teachers is very meagre.While, 
most of the teachers possess average innovative Proneness 
and teachers with high Innovative Proneness are fairly good 
in number.
5.6.1 Categories of Teachers and Attitude to Innovations,

Situational and Innovative Characteristics and Change- 
Related .Values

: Table 5.25 :

f. Attitudes to Innovation :

Prom the Table 5;25» it can be seen that all values 
are highly significant.

So far as Attitudes to Innovations is concerned, the 
mean differences between High Innovative and Moderate 
Innovative, Moderate Innovative and low Innovative teachers 
are significant at 0.01 level. The mean difference is in

i

favour of High Innovative and Moderate Innovative teachers 
respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative teachers possess 
highest mean in the case of 'Attitude to Innovation'. .
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2. Situational and Innovation Characteristics s

From the Table, it appears that all values are 
highly significant.

So far as 'Situational and Innovation Characteristics' 
is concerned, there is highly significant mean difference 
between High Innovative and Moderate Innovative, Moderate 
Innovative and low Innovative at 0.01 level. The mean 
difference is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate 
Innovative respectively.

In all categories High Innovative teachers possess 
highest mean difference and low Innovative teachers possess 
lowest mean in the case of 'Situational and Innovation 
Characteristics'.

3. The Change Related Values s

From Table, it appears that all values, are highly 
significant.

So far as 'The Change Related Values' are concerned 
there is a highly significant mean difference between High 
Innovative and Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and 
low Innovative at 0.01 level. The mean difference is in favour 
of High Innovative and Moderate Innovative respectively.
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In all the categories High Innovative teachers possess 

highest mean and low Innovative teachers possess lowest mean in 
the case of 'The Change Related Values'.

4. Innovative Proneness as a Whole :

So far as 'Innovative Proneness as a Whole' is concerned, 
highly significant mean differences are in favour of 'High 
Innovative' teachers between 'High Innovative and Moderate 
Innovative' teachers; and in favour of 'Moderate Innovative' 
teachers between 'Moderate Innovative* * and 'Low Innovative' 
teachers.

5.6.2 Categories of Teachers and the Components of Attitude to
Innovations :

: TABLE 5.26 :
• *

1. Individualisation :
From the Table 5.26, we see that there is highly significant 

mean difference in all cases.
So far as Individualisation is concerned there is highly 

significant mean difference between High Innovative and Moderate 
Innovative ; Moderate Innovative and Low Innovative teachers, at 
0,01 level and highly significant mean difference is in favour of 
'High Innovative' and 'Moderate Innovative' teachers respectively.

However, in all categories "High Innovative' teachers 
give highest mean and 'Low Innovative' teachers give lowest 
mean in the case of Individualisation.
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2. Curriculum Organization :

This Table shows that in this case all -values are highly 
significant.

So far as Curriculum Organisation is concerned there is 
highly significant mean difference between High Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative teachers. Moderate Innovative and low Innovative 
teachers at 0.01 level. The highest mean difference is in favour 
of ’High Innovative' and 'Moderate Innovative' teachers respectively

In all categories High Innovative gives highest mean and 
low Innovative gives the lowest mean in the case of Curriculum 
Organisation.

3. Teaching-learning Process :

This Table shows that all the values are highly significant 
in the case of Teaching-learning Process.

So far as Teaching-learning Process is concerned there is 
highly significant mean difference between high Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and low Innovative 
teachers at 0.01 level. The mean difference is in favour of 
High Innovative and Moderate Innovative teachers respectively.
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In all the categories High Innovative possesses the 

highest mean and low Innovative teachers possesses the lowest 
mean in the case of Teaching-learning Process.

4. Teaching Resources :

Prom the same Table, it appears that all values are 
highly significant in this case.

So far as 'Teaching Resources' are concerned there is 
highly significant mean difference between High Innovative 
and Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and low 
Innovative teachers at 0.01 level. The highest mean difference 
is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate Innovative 
teachers respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative teachers give the 
highest mean and low Innovative teachers give lowest mean 
in the case of Teaching Resources.

5. Internal School Organisation :
Prom the Table, it appears that all the values are 

highly significant in this case.
So far as Internal School Organisation is concerned 

there is highly significant mean difference between High 
Innovative and Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative
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and low Innovative teachers at 0.01 level. The highest 

mean difference is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate 

Innovative teachers respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative give highest 

mean 44 and the low Innovative teachers give the lowest 

mean in the case of Internal School Organisation.

6. Staff Development :

i'rom the Table, it appears that all the values are 

highly significant.in this case.

So far as Staff Development is concerned there is 

highly significant mean difference between High Innovative 

and Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and low 

Innovative teachers at 0.01 level. The mean difference is in 

favour of High Innovative and Moderate Innovative teachers 

respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative possesses the 

highest mean and low Innovative teachers possess the lowest 

mean in the case of Staff Development.

7. School Community Relationship :

Hrom the Table, it appears that all the values are 

highly significant.in this case.
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So far as School Community Relationship is concerned 

there is a highly significant mean difference between 
High Innovative teachers of Cujarat State and Moderate 
Innovative teachers of Gujarat State, Moderate Innovative 
and low Innovative teachers at 0.01 level. Ihe highest 
mean difference is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate 
Innovative teachers respectively.

However, in all categories High Innovative teachers give 
highest mean and low Innovative teachers give lowest mean 
in the case of School Community Relationship.

5.6.3 Categories of feachers and the Components of 
Situational and Innovation Characteristics

IAB1E 5.27

1 y Administrative Support 1

From the rIable Ho. 5*27, we find that all the values 
are highly significant’, in the case of Administrative Support.

So far as Administrative Support is concerned there 
is highly significant mean difference between High 
Innovative and Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and
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Low Innovative teacher at 0.01 level. The highest mean 
difference is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate 
Innovative teachers respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative teachers 
possess highest mean difference and Low Innovative 
teachers possess lowest mean in the case of Administrative 
Support.

2. Staff Norms i

from the Tqble, it appears that one value is highly 
significant and one value is not significant.!11 this case.

So far as 'Staff Norms' concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and 

Moderate Innovative teachers at 0.01 level. The highest 
mean difference is in favour of High Innovative teachers.

There is no significant mean difference between 
Moderate Innovative and Low Innovative teachers.

In all the categories High Innovative possess highest 
mean and low Innovative teachers possess the lowest mean.
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3. System Norms s

from the same Sable, it appears that in thiscase 
one value is highly significant and one value is significant.

So far as 'System Nonas' is concerned, there is a 
highly significant mean difference between High Innovative 
and Moderate Innovative teachers at 0.01 level. She mean 
difference is in favour of High Innovative teachers.

Shere is significant mean difference between Moderate 
Innovative and Low Innovative teachers at 0.05 level. She 
significant mean difference is in favour of Moderate 
Innovative teachers.

In all the categories High Innovative teachers possess 
the highest mean and Low Innovative teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the case of System Noims.

4* Complexity :

From the Sable, it appears that all the values are 
highly significant in this case.

So far as Complexity is concerned, there is highly . 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and Low Innovative



»* 336

teachers at 0.01 level. The mean difference is in favour 
of High Innovative and Moderate Innovative teachers 
respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative teachers possess 
the highest mean and low Innovative teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the cases of Complexity.

5. Compatibility s
This Table shows that all values are highly significant 

so far as Compatibility is concerned. There is highly 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and low Innovative 
teachers at 0*01 level. The highly significant mean . 
difference is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate 
Innovative teachers respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative teachers possess 
highest mean and low Innovative teachers possess the lowest 
mean in the case of Compatibility.

6. Riskness :

This Table shows that all values are highly significant 
so far as Riskness is concerned. There is a highly 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and low Innovative
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teachers at 0.01 level. The mean difference is in favour of 
High Innovative and Moderate Innovative teachers respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative teachers give 
highest mean and Low Innovative- teachers give lowest mean 
difference in the case of Riskness.

7. Localiteness :

This Table shows that all values are highly significant 
in the case of localiteness.

So far as Localiteness is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and Low Innovative 
teachers at 0.01 level. The highest significant mean difference 
is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate Innovative teachers 
respectively.

In all categories High Innovative possess highest mean 
and Low Innovative possess lowest mean in the case of 
Localiteness.

8. Oosmopoliteness :

This Table shows that all values are highly significant in 
this case. So far as Oosmopoliteness is concerned there is a highl 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and Moderate
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Innovative, Moderate Innovative and Low Innovative teachers 
at 0.01 level. The highest mean difference is in favour of 
High Innovative and Moderate Innovative teachers respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative possess highest 
mean and Low Innovative teachers possess the lowest mean 
in the case of Cosmopoliteness.

5.6.4 Categories of Teachers and the Components of Change 
Related Values

«•••••••••••••••«: TABLE 5.28 :
• •

1. Traditionalism :
Prom the Table 28, it can he seen that all values are 

highly significant in this case.
So far as Traditionalism is concerned there is highly 

significant mean difference between High Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and Low Innovative 
teachers at 0®01 level. The highest mean difference is in 
favour of High Innovative and Moderate Innovative teachers 
respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative give the highest

mean and Low Innovative teachers give the lowest mean in the 
case of Traditionalism.



33
9

N
ot

e:
 

**
 

H
ig

hl
y s

ig
ni

fic
an

t 
at

 .01
 

le
ve

l
* 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 at 

.0
5 

le
ve

l
N

S 
N

ot
 sig

ni
fic

an
t

©
l

o.

o
10
§

XJ
o

a

g

>

cr
a
G

1

iH ©

•
0
ra

03
to

■

to
to
•

to
H to

CO
•

o-

OO
to
to

to
0
H
H

s
0}

X

©
,3

P ©
>

03
9

*
*
8

9

OD
CO
CO *

*
03
CO
CO

O
O
•

CO
03

•
ta

s
©

as

0>
<31
01

to
CO

•to
CO

*
*
8

3

H
O
•o-

9

♦
eo
CO

8

0-

to

O
03

mCO
0)
§
a
o
so
9

©
a

i «-j
•p «$

»>

*
*
(M
a>
4

a

to

8

CO

9
•to

CO
05

t>

p
8

a
to
•H
*§

a
o
a

9
©

©
sf .

« H
P ©

>

05
to
8

*
*
O
CO
9

to
03
8

co
S5
|

H

to
to

•
0
ca

1

P
«

CO

H
0)
•<0

(0
01

•o-

<0
0
9

9
© 8

**to
to
i

01
00
8

vO
CO
to
03

1
to 

* t 
p •H

V»l
Q>
cub
8

o«

©
sf

4 «>

*
*
to
(35

•

n*
CO

s
©

0-
H

#10

to
to

9

00
•

to

03
CO

•
to
CO

03

£31

9

to
03

a
CO

*ri

fl
U

J3
1

©
cJ

I H
P>- U

' f»

*
*
r
t

t
r

*
5>

to
•

to

P

CO
8
«5

ri
CO
•

to

03
CO
•

CO
iH

§
©
X

CO
CO

•
CO
TjC

03

to
o

to

to
03

-

a
X3 >
M5 0

M

H[

©

P

©
© a 
1X4 t> 
© O 
'o £ 
O C 

XW

03

©
>

*H
P

c
>

nshIH

CO

©
>
P
PTA

B
LE

 j 5
.2

$ s Categ
or

ie
s o

f T
ea

ch
er

s an
d C

om
po

ne
nt

s o
f C

ha
ng

e R
el

at
ed

 Va
lu

es



340
2. Progressivism :

In this case from the fable, it can be seen that all the 
values are highly significant.

So far as Progressivism is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and low Innovative 
teachers at 0.01 level. Ihe highest mean difference is in 
favour of High innovative and Moderate Innovative teachers 
respectively.

In all categories High Innovative teachers possess highest 
mean and low Innovative teachers possess lowest mean in the case 
of Progressivism.

3. Dogmatism :

Prom the Table, it can be seen that one value is highly 

significant and one value is not significant in this case.

So far as Dogmatism is concerned there is a highly 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative teachers at 0.01 level. The high, 
significant mean difference is in favour of High Innovative 
teachers.

The rest of the values are not significant
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In all the categories High Innovative possess the 
highest mean and Low Innovative teachers possess the lowest 
mean in the case of Dogmatism.

4. Venturesomeness :

from the Table, it can he seen that all values are highly 
significant in the case of Venturesomeness.

So far as Venturesomeness is concerned there is highly 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and 
Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and Low Innovative 
teachers at 0.01 level. The highly significant mean difference 
is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate Innovative 
teachers respectively.

In all the categories High Innovative teachers possess 
highest mean and Low Innovative teachers possess the lowest 
mean in the case, of Venture some ness.

5. Conservatism s

from the Table it can be seen that all values are highly 
significant in the ease of Conservatism.

So far as Conservatism is concerned, there is highly 
significant mean difference between High Innovative and
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Low Innovative teachers at 0.01 level. The mean 
difference is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate

&Innovative teachers respectively.

In all categories High Innovative teachers possess the 
highest mean difference and Low Innovative teachers possess 
the lowest mean in the case of Conservatism.

6. Change Proneness :

Prom the same Table, it can be seen that all values 
are highly significant in the case of Change Proneness.

So far as Change Proneness is concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between High Innovative 
and Moderate Innovative, Moderate Innovative and Low 
Innovative teachers at 0*01 level. The highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of High Innovative and Moderate 
Innovative teachers respectively.

In all the categories, High Innovative teachers 
possess the highest mean and Low Innovative teachers 
possess the lowest mean in the case of Change Proneness.
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5.7 Age of the Teachers and Their Innovative Proneness

Table :5.29s Agewise Distribution of Sampled 
Teachers

Age of the 
Teachers

Ho. of 
Teachers Percentage

Below 35 Tears 493 49*3
35 Tears and Above 507 50.7

Total 1000 100.0

The above Table 5.29 shows the number and 
percentage of teachers in the case of Innovative Proneness 
of teachers according to the age of teachers.

A-„

Out of one thousand teachers, four hundred and ninety- 
three teachers are below 35 years of age and five hundred 
and seven teachers are 35 years of age and above thirty 
five years of age and their percentages are 49*3 and 
§0.7 respectively.

Their mean differences are computed according to the 
three sections of the ’Innovative Proneness Scale* and 
also according to its twenty one components.
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Table :5.30: Age of Secondary and Higher Secondary 
School Teachers and Innovative 
Proneness as a Whole

Age lean SD t Value

Below 35 Years 533-67 81.77
1.95 *

35 Years and Above 543.54 77.94

* Significant at 0.05 level
The above Table 5-30 shows that there is a significant 

mean difference between two categories of teachers at 
0.05 level. The mean difference is in favour of teachers 
having 35 years and above 35 years of age. Teachers having 
35 years of age and more than 35 years of age are little bit 
more Change Prone than those who are below 35 years of age.

Table- ;5.31s Age of Teachers of Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Schools and Attitudes to 
Innovation

Age of Teachers Mean SD t vaiue

Below 35 Years
35 Years and Above

116.60
118.20

21.39
20.82

1.19 IS

HS Hot Significant
The above Table 5.31 shows that the mean difference

is not significant, therefore, the obvious conclusion is
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that Attitude to Innovation is rindifferarit to the age of 
the teachers. The findings of Agraval (1974) and B.R. Panohal 
(1977) are also in consonance with the findings of the 

investigator.

i'ahle :5.32; Age of Teachers of Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Schools and Components of 
Attitudes to Innovations'

Components Below 35 Years 35 Years and Above t value
Mean SD Mean SD

1. Individualization 20.48 4.38 20.75 3*57 1.05,NS
2. Curriculum Organisa­

tion 12.01 2.87 12.13 3.32 0.63 NS
3. Te aching-Ie arning 

Process 19.73 4.31 20.59 3.98 3.26 **
4. Teaching Resources 15.19 5.42 15.22 3.72 0.41 NS
5. Internal Organiza­

tion 18.60 4.28 18.99 4.39 1.44 NS
6. Staff Development 18.93 4.35 19.07 4.45 0.50 NS
7. School Community 

Relationship 11.56 3.04 11.81 3.12 1.27 NS

** Highly Significant at 0.01 level 
NS Not Significant
Ihe above fable 5i32 shows the mean scores of teachers

below 35 years and above 35 years of age on various 
components of 'She Inventory of Attitudes to Innovation'.

It shows that the mean difference of less than 35 
years of age @<§=-tee«?eta©aaa* and above 35 years of age of teachers
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on 'leaching Learning Process' is in favour of more
than 35 years of age teachers and it can he further
noted that the mean difference is highly significant.
This means that the teachers having more than 35 years
of age perceive the importance and manifest preferably 

attitude
more favourable to 'leaching Learning Process'.

On the rest of the components the teachers having 
35 or more years of age get higher mean score but it 
should not be missed that all these mean differences are 
insignificant.

fable :5.33* Age of feachers of Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Schools and Situational and Innovation Characteristics

Age of feachers Mean SD . t value
Below 35 years
35 Years and Above

205.90
203.36

39.80
41.78

0.98 NS

NS Not Significant

Prom the above fable 5.33> it is very clear that
the age of the teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary
schools does not play any significant role that is age 
has nothing to do either with Situational Characteristics or 
with the characteristics of the Innovation.
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Table ;5-34s Age of Teachers and Secondary and HigherSecondary School and Components of Situational andl 
Innovation Characteristics

Components Below 35 Years 35 Years and Above t Yaiue
Mean SD Mean SD

1. Administrative Support27.21 7.23 26.81 7.43 0.85 NS
2. Staff Norms 34*78 14.08 32.72 14.86 2.24 *
3. System Norms 17-34 6.98 16.41 7.57 2.02 *
4. Complexity 21.71 5.91 22.36 5.15 1.85 NS
5. Compatability 22.84 5.24 22.14 5.74 2.03 *
6. Riskness 31.77 6.81 32.55 7.01 1.78 NS
7. localiteness 32.02 6.65 33.16 6.94 2.65 **
8. Cosmopoliteness 18.09 6.70 17.11 7.46 2.17 *

** Significant at 0.01 level 
* Significant at 0.05 level 

NS Not Significant
Prom the above Table 5.34» it appears that there is 

highly significant mean difference between the teachers of 
below 35 years of age and, 35 years and above 35 years of 
age in case of localiteness at 0.01 level. The highly 
significant mean difference is in favour of 35 years of age
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and above 35 years of age teachers.

There is a significant mean difference between the 

teachers of Below 35 years of age and 35 years and above 35 

years of age in the case of 'Staff Norms', 'System Norms', 

'Compatibility', and 'Cosmopoliteness' at 0.05 level. The 

significant mean difference is in favour of the teachers of 

below 35 years of age except in the case of *Localiteness* 

where the mean difference is in favour of teachers having 35 

or more years of age.
i

On the rest of the components age gives no significant 

mean difference.

Table :5.352 Age of the Teachers and Change Related 
Values

Age of the Teachers Mean SB t value

Below 35 years

35 Years and Above

21-1.43

2*1.93

36.93

36.53
4.52 **

** Highly Significant at 0.01 level

This Table 5*35 shows that teachers of Secondary and 

Higher Secondary Sehools of 35 years of age and afeove 35 

years of age give higher mean score on Change Related Values 

than their counterparts below 35 years, of age. Mean



difference is highly significant at 0.01 level, and it is 

in favour of teachers who are 35 or above 35 years of age.

Hence the obvious conclusion is that age of the teachers has 

very significant role to play with the Change-Related Values.

Table s5.36; Age of Teachers and Components of Change 
Related Values

349

Components Below 35 
years

35 Years 
and Above t value

Mean SD Mean SD

1. Traditionalisation 58.53 6.69 39.17 7.39 1.43 NS

2. Progressivism 38.17 7.26 40.25 7.07 4.60 **

3. Dogmatism 31.37 9.21 33.60 8.71 3.92 **

4* Venturesomeness 32.65 8.20 33.72 7.24 2.19 *

5. Conservatism 30.54 9.07 31.29, 8.99 1.32 NS

6. Change Proneness 40.33 8.10 42.44 7.70 4.23 **

* Significant at 0.05 level NS Not significant
** Significant at 0.01 level

From the Table 5*56, it appears that Progressivism,

Dogmatism, Change Proneness yield highly significant and favourable 

mean difference from the teachers of 35 years of age and above 

35 years of age.



Here it is worth noting that the mean difference of 

the scores on Venturesomeness is in favour of the teachers

of 35 years and above 35 years of age. The mean difference 

is significant at 0.05 level.

In the case of rest of the components of 'Change 

Related Values', the mean differences are not significant.

5.8 Sex of Teachers and Their Innovative Proneness

Table :5.37s Distribution 
to their Sex

S'^-rot’Le^L
of^Teachers according

Sex of Teachers Humber Percentage

Male 797 79.7

Pemale 203 20.3

The above Table 5.37 shows the numbers and 

percentage of teachers according to the sex of teachers.

Prom the above Table, we see that out of one thousand 

teachers seven hundred and ninety seven teachers 

are male teachers and two hundred and three teachers are

female teachers
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Mean difference is computed according to three 

sections of the 'Innovative Proneness Scale* and also 

according to its twenty one components.

fable :5.3S: Sex of Secondary and Higher Secondary 
School Teachers and Innovative 
Proneness as a Whole

Sex Mean SD t value

Male 532.91 80.11

Female 561.31 75.41
4.56 **

** Significant at 0»01 level

This Table 5*38 shows the mean difference of sex of 

teachers and Innovative Proneness as a whole.

Mean difference is in favour of female teachers which 

is highly significant at 0.01 level. This shows that in 

the case of 'Change Related Values' the sex of a teacher 

plays a significant role.
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Table :5.39» Sex of Secondary and Higher Secondary
School Teachers and Attitudes to Innovation

Sex Mean SB t value
Male
Female

115.67 -
124.25

21.14
19.62

5.24**

** Highly significant at 0.01 level 
Table No.39 shows that mean score of Attitude to Innovation 

given by Female teachers is higher than that of Male teachers.
It is further noted that mean difference between Male and Female 
teachers on 'Attitude to Innovation* is highly significant at 
0.01 level

Table :5-40: Sex of Teachers of Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Schools and the Components of 
Attitudes to Innovation

Components Mai©.
Mean SB

Female
Mean SB t value

1. Individualisation 20.45 4.09 21.26 3.54 2.59**
2. Curriculum Organisa­

tion 11.96 3.30 12.53 2.13 2.37*
3. Teaching-learning 

Process 19.77 4.11 21.73 4.04 6.11**
4. Teaching Resources 15.03 4.81 15.65 3.84 1.70 NS
5. Internal School 

Organisation 18.39 4.31 20.39 4.08 5.98**
6. Staff Bevelopment 18.91 4.46 19.36 4.16 1.29 NS
7. School Community 

Relationship 11.45 3.11 12.60 2.8 4.79**

* Significant at 0.05 
** Significant at 0.01

level
level NS Not Significant

, The above Table 5.40 shows that mean scores of male 
and female teachers of various componants of 'The Inventory 
of Attitudes to Innovation'.
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Out of these components, the mean difference between 
male and female teachers on 'Individualisation', Teaching- 
learning Process, Internal School Organisation, School 
Community Relationship is in favour of Female teachers 
and it is highly significant at 0.01 level. Further on 
'Curriculum Organisation' the mean difference is in favour 
of female teachers and it is significant at 0.05 level.

The rest of the values are insignificant.
This shows that female teachers are significantly 

higher on 'Individualisation, Curriculum Organisation, Teaching­
learning Process, Internal School Organisation, and School 
Community Relationship than the male teachers.

Table s 5•41s $ex of Secondary and Higher Secondary 
School Teachers and Situational and - 
Innovation Characteristics

Sex lean SD t value
Male 204.10 40.85

0.78 HS
Female 206.62 40.70

HS Hot Significant
This Table 5.41 shows the mean scores of male and 

female teachers on 'Situational Characteristics and 
Innovation Characteristics'.
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The mean difference is in favouf of female teachers 
hut it is not significant.

The sex of teachers have nothing to do with 
•Situational Characteristics' and with 'The Characteristics 
of the Innovation' itself.

Table ;5.42: Sex. of Teachers af Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Schools and Components of 
Situational and Innovation Characteristics

Components Male female
t valueMean SD Mean SD

1. Administrative 
Support 26.69 7.5 28.26 6.34 2.73 **

2. Staff Norms 33.92 14.60 33.01 14.19 0.80 NS
5. System Norms 17.08 7.24 16.01 7.44 1.88 NS
4. Complexity 21.89 5.64 22.63 5.14 1.69 NS
5. Compatability 22.48 5.46 22.49 5.71 0.03 NS
6. Riskness 32.00 7.07 33.80 6.30 1.48 NS
7. bocaliteness 32.27 6.97 33.92 6.02 3.10 **
8. Cosmopoliteness 17.62 7.02 17.49 7.49 0.23 NS

** Significant at 0.01 level NS Not Significant 

Here in Table No. 5.42, it is worth noting that the
difference of the mean scores on 'Administrative Support,
and localiteness' are in favour of female teachers, and the
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mean difference is highly significant at 0,01 level, in 
the case of the rest of the components the differences are 
not significant.

fable :5*43 5 Sex of the Teachers of Secondary and 
Higher Secondary Schools and Change 
Related Values

Sex Mean SD t value

Male 213.14 36.36
6.22 **

Female 230.93 36.55

** Highly significant at 0,01 level

From the above Table 5.43, it appears that the mean 
scores of male and female teachers on 'Change Related 
Values', the difference is in favour of female teachers. 
It is highly significant.

The ®able No. 5.44 on the next page shows the

mean scores of male and female teachers on various 
components of ’Change Related Values.



356

®able :5»44J Sex of Teachers of Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Schools and Oomponants of 
Change Related Values

Oomponants
Male Female t valueMean SD Mean SD

1. Traditionalism 38.58 7.24 39.96 6.21 2.50
2. Progressivism 38.50 7.26 42.07 6.40 6.39
3. Dogmatism 31.92 9.25 34.75 7.69 4.03 **
4. Venturesomeness 32.90 7.75 34.39 7.62 2.48 *
5. Conservatism 30.51 8.92 32.55 9.31 2.88 **
6. Change Proneness 40.91 8.01 43-32 7.48 3.88 **

* Significant at 0.05 level 
** Significant at 0.01 level

Out of these components the mean differences between 
male and female teachers on 'Progressivism, Dogmatism, 
Conservatism and Change Proneness' are in favour of female 
teachers and they are highly significant at 0.01 level.

Further it also shows that the mean differences on 
'Traditionalism and Venturesomeness' are in favour of 

female teachers significant at 0.05 level.
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5.8 Experience of Teachers and Their Innovative Proneness

Table :5.45: Distribution of Teachers of Secondary 
and Higher Secondary Schools according 
to their Experience

Experience of 
Teachers in Yrs. Humber Percentage

less than Five Years 243 24.3
More than Five Years 757 75.7

Total 1000 100.0

This Table 5.45 shows the numbers and percentage of 
teachers according to teaching experience of teachers.

Out of one thousand teachers two hundred and forty 
three teachers are having teaching experience of less than 
five years and seven hundred and fifty seven teachers are 
having teaching experience of more than five years.

Mean differences are computed according to the three 
sections of the 'Innovative Proneness Scale' and also 
according to twenty one components

Table :5.46: Teaching Experience of Teachers of Secondary 
and Higher Secondary Schools and Innovative 
Proneness as a Whole

Experience in Years Mean SD t value
less than Five Years
More than Five years .

521.61
544.1

81.63
78.73 3.84**

** Significant at 0.01 level
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Table 5.46 shows the mean scores of teachers experiencewise, 
The mean difference between the teachers having more than 

five years of teaching experience and the teachers having less 
than five years of experience which is highly significant at 
0.01 level is in favour of teachers having more than five years 
of teaching experience. The experienced teachers play a 
significant rble in Innovative Proneness taken as a whole.

Table :5.47: Teaching Experience of ■{. Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
and Attitude!to Innovation

Experience in Years Mean SD t Value

Less than Five Years
More than Five Years

114.07
118.50

19.87
21.41

2.86**

** Highly Significant
The above Table 5/47 shows that the mean score of teachers 

experiencewise. All the teachers are divided into two parts : 
(i) Teachers having less than five years1 experience and 
(ii7 Teachers having more than Five years' experience. The mean 
difference on 'Attitudes to Innovation' is in favour of more 
experienced teachers. It is highly significant at 0*01 level. 
The experienced teachers play a significant role in the case of 
’Attitudes to Innovation'.
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Table :5«48: Teaching Experience of Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
and Components of Attitude to 
Innovation

Teaching Experience
Components lean than More than

5 Years 5 Years
Mean SD Mean SD

1. Individualisation 20.05 4.37 80.0 3.9 2.55*
2. Curriculum Organisation 11.63 2.96 12.22 3.14 2.59**
3. Teaching-learning 

Process 18.93 4.3 20.57 4.05 5.41**

4* Teaching Resources 14.95 6.57 15.23 3.81 0.82 NS
5. Internal School Orga­

nisation
6. Staff Development

18.49
19.12

3.82
3.77

18.89
18.99

4.49
4.59

1.24 NS
0.47 NS

7. School Community 
Relationship 11.4 2.9 11.78 3.13 1.69 NS

This Table 5*48 shows the mean scores, SD and t values 
of more experienced and less experienced teachers on various 
componnents of ’Attitude to Innovation'.

This Table shows that mean differences of more experienced 
and less experienced teachers on ’Individualisation, Curriculum 
Organisation, Teaching learning Process', which are in favour
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of more experienced teachers, and it is significant in the 
case of Individualisation and highly significant in the case 
of (1) Curriculum Organisation and (2) Teaching learning 
process. Rest of the values are not significant.

Table :5»49: Teaching Experience of j. Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
and Situational and the Innovation
Characteristics

Experience in Years Mean SD t Value

Less than Hive Years 204.4 39.11

More than Five Years 204.62 41.36
0.07 NS

NS Not Significant

This Table 5.49 shows the mean, SD and t value of more 
experienced and less experienced teachers on 'Situational and 
the Innovation Characteristics' taken together.

The mean difference is in favour of more experienced 
teachers but it is not significant.

The Table 5.50 on the next page shows the componentwise mea? 
scores, SDs and t values of less experienced and more experienced 
teachers on the components of 'Situational Characteristics and 
Characteristics of Innovation'. This Table shows that the
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Table :5.50: Teaching Experience and Components of
Situational and Innovation Characteristics

Teaching1 Experience
Components less

years
Mean

than 5
SD

More
years

Mean
than 5

SD
t value

1. Administrative 
Support 27.21 7.14 26.94 7.4 0.51 NS

2. Staff Norms 35.47 13.96 33.15 14.64 2.17 *
3. System Norms 16.35 6.92 17.02 7.4 1.24 NS
4. Complexity 21.96 5.8 '22.07 5.47 0.26 NS
5. Compatibility 22.4 4.89 22.51 5.7 0.28 NS
6. Riskness 31.87 6.63 32.24 7.01 0.72 NS
7. localiteness 31.11 7.01 33.08 6.69 3.95 **
8. Cosmopoliteness 17.86 6.67 17.5 7.25 0.68 NS
__________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - — — — — _ _ _ _

** Significant at 0*01 level IS lot Significant 
* Significant at 0.05 level

mean difference on 'Staff Norms' is in favour of less

experienced teachers and it is significant at 0*05 level.

Further this Table shows that the mean difference on 

'Localiteness' is in favour of more experienced teacher. It is 
highly significant at 0.01 level. It shows that experience 

plays significant role in 'localiteness'. Most of the values 
are not significant.
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Table :5.51s Experience of Teachers of Secondary and
Higher Secondary Schools and Change Related 
Values

Experience in Tears Mean SD t value
Less than 5 years 203.06 36.93

More than 5 years 221.14 36.09
6.76 **

** Highly significant
This 'Table 5.51 gives the mean scores of less experienced

and more experienced teachers on ’Change Related Values1..
Mean difference is in favour of more experienced teacher.

It is highly significant at 0*01 level. It shows that the Changed 
Related'Values yield highly significant mean difference from the 
experienced teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary schools.

Table :5 - 52: Experience of Teachers of Secondary and 
Higher Secondary Schools and Components 
of Changed Related Values

Teaching Experience
components Less

Years
than 5 MoreYearsthan 5

t values

Mean SD Mean SD

1. Traditionalism 37.1 6.99 39.42 7.00 4.5**
2. Progressivism 37.17 7.26 39.88 7.11 5.14**
3. Dogmatism 29.45 8.99 33.48 8.83 6.15**
4. Venturesomeness 31.20 8.53 33.84 7.37 4.66**
5. Conservatism 28.34 8.68 31.75 9.00 5.18**
6. Change Proneness 39.64 8.78 41.96 7.61 3.49**

** Highly significant at 0.01 level
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In Table 5-52 all the mean differences on the various 

components of 'Change Related Values' are significantly in 

favour of more experienced teachers. They are highly 

significant at .01 level. It shows that the components of 

Change Related Values are significantly in favour of the 

experienced teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary 

schools.

5.10 Academic Qualifications of Teachers and Their 

Innovative Proneness

Table :5.53* Academic Qualificationswise Distribution 
of Sampled Teachers

Qualifications Number Percentage

s.s.c. 19 - 1.9
B.A. 301 30.1
B.Com. 43 4.3
B.Sc. 189 18.9

M.A. 278 27.8
M. Com. 91 9.1
M.Sc. 79 7..9

Total 1000 100.0

The above Table 5*53 shows that the number of teachers 

having B.A. degree is the highest.
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Table :5.54* Academic Qualifications of Secondary andHigher Secondary School Teachers and their 
Innovative Proneness as a Whole

The inventory of Qualifications Mean SD t Value
Attitude to 
Innovations S.S.C. 494.11 100.91

2.47*
B.A. 542.94 •82.29

2.28*
>

B.Com. 512.70 73.76
1.79 NS

B.Sc. 532.49 67.76 o,?y-NsM.A. •538.59 76.76
2.23*

M.Com. 561.07 101.50
1.97*

•
M.Sc.. 534.15 71.58

2.01*
. S.S.C. 494.11 100.91

* Significant at 0.05 level 
US Hot Significant
Table 5*54 above shows mean scores and 't' values of

teachers according to their qualifications that is. S.S.C.
B.A., B.Gom., B.Sc., M.A,, M.Com., M.Sc. These mean scores
are on 'Innovative Proneness*. Teachers possessing M.Com 

thedegree give/highest mean score and teachers possessing S.S.C. 
thegive/lowest mean score. The mean difference, between S.S.C, 

and B.A. degree teachers is significantly(0.05) in favour 

of teachers with B.A. degree. Between the teachers having 
B.A. degree and the teachers having B.Com degree the mean 
difference is significantly in favour of the teachers possessing
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B.A. degree. Between the teachers having M.A. degree and the 

teachers having M.Com. degree the mean difference is 

significantly in favour of the teachers possessing 1.Oom. 

degree. Between teachers having M.Gom. degree and M.Sc. degree 

the mean difference is significantly in favour of teachers 

having M.Gom. degree. Between teachers having M.Sc. degree 

and teachers with S.S.C. is significantly in favour of the 

teachers having M.Sc. degree.

^able :5.55: Academic Qualifications of Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools and 
their Attitude to Innovation

■Academic Qualifications Mean SB t value

5.5. G. 
B.A.

B. Com.

B.Sc.

M.A.

M.Gom.

M.Sc.

5.5. C.

109.21 50.78,
1.84 NS

118.96 21.81
3.0 **

108.42 19.34
2.09 #

116.16 22.49
0.26 NS

116.69 20.30
0.80 NS

118.64 20.29
1.44 NS

122.56 14.04
2.84 **

109.21 30.78

** Highly significant at 0.01 level IS Hot significant 
* Significant at 0.05 level

Table 5.55 shows mean, SD and t values of S.S.G., B.A., 

B.Com., ’B.Sc., M.A., M.Gom., M.Sc. on their Attitudes to 
Innovation. Between B.Com. and B.A. teachers si the mean difference 
is highly significant in favour of B.A. teachers, between B.Sc.
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and B.Com. degree teachers the mean difference is 
significantly in favour of B.Sc. degree teachers ; between 
M.Sc. and S.S.G. teachers the mean difference is highly 
significantly in favour of M.Sc. degree teachers.

: TABLE 5.56 .'
• •*••**«•••*•*

The Table 5*56 shows mean, SD and t value of teachers 
having various academic qualifications in the context of the 
components of ’Attitude to Innovation’. So far as 
Individualisation is concerned, the mean difference is highly 
and significantly in favour of B.A. teachers as compared to 
teachers with S.S.G., between B.Oom. and B.Sc., the mean 
difference is in favour of teachers having B.Sc. degree, and 
between M.Sc. and S.S.G. teachers, the mean difference is in 
favour of the teachers having M.Sc. degree. Similarly the mean 
difference is significantly in favour of B.A. degree teachers 
as compared to the B.Oom. degree teachers, and the mean 
difference is in favour of M.Sc. degree teachers as compared to 
M.Com. degree teachers.

So far Curriculum Organisation is concerned, between 
S.S.C. and B.A. teachers, between B.A. and B.Com. teachers, 
between M.Com. and M.Sc. teachers and between M.Sc. and S.S.G.
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teachers the mean differences are in favour of B.A. 
teachers, in first both the cases and in favour of M.Sc. 
teachers in last two cases.

So far as Teaching learning Process is concerned, 
between S.S.O. and B.A. teachers, B.A. and B.Com., 
teachers, M.Sc. and S.S.O. teachers, the mean differences 
are in favour of B.A. teachers, in both the first two 
cases and in favour of MeSc. teachers respectively.

So far as ‘Teaching Resources* is concerned, the mean 

difference is in favour of M.Sc. degree teachers as compared 
to M.Com. degree teachers.

So far as 'Internal School Organisation* is concerned, 
the mean difference is in favour of B.A. degree teachers 
as compared to B.Com. degree teachers and in favour of 
B.Sc. degree teachers as compared to B.Gom. degree teachers.

So far as ‘Staff Development* is concerned, there is 
no significant mean difference. So far as 'School
Community Relation' is concerned, between M.A. degree
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and M.Com. degree teachers# the mean difference is in 
favour of M.Com. degree teachers. Similarly between 
S.S.O. teachers and B.A. teachers; M.Jb. teachers and S.S.C. 
teachers, the significant mean differences,are in favour of 
B.A. teachers, and M.Sc.- teachers respectively.

Table :5.57s Academic Qualifications of Teachers 
and The Situational and Innovation 
Characteristics

Academic Qualifications Mean SB t value

S.S.C. 197.47 37.S8
B.A.
B.Com.
B.Sc.
M.A.
M.Com.

200.31 42.41 
199.63 - 41.70 
206.75 35.28 
205.34 40.76
218.31 42.66

0.29 NS 
0.10 IS 
1.15 NS 
0.39 NS 
2.65 ** 
2.49 * *

M.Sc. 202.01 42.58
** Highly Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level 

NS Not Significant
The above Table 5.57 shows Mean, SD and. 't' values 

of S.S.C., B.A., B.Com., B.Sc., M.A., M^Com., M.Sq, teachers

on their 'Situational and Innovation Characteristics'. 
Between M.A. and M.Com. ,teachers the mean difference is



highly significant in favour of M.Oom. teachers, and 
between M.Oom. and M.Sc. teachers the mean difference is 
significantly in favour of M.Oom. teachers.

: SABLE 5.58 :
• •
«•••••••••••••••••«

She Sable No. 5.58 shows Mean, SD and 't' values of 
teachers having various academic qualifications in the 
context of the components of Situational and Innovation 
Characteristics. So far as ‘Administrative Support’ is 
concerned, there is no significant value.

So far as 'Staff Norms' are concerned, there is highly 
significant mean difference between M.A. degree teachers and 
M.Oom. degree teachers, M.Oom. degree teachers and M.Sc. degree 
teachers and mean difference is in favour of M.Oom. degree 
teachers in both the cases. So far as 'System Norms' are 
concerned, there is significant mean difference between M.Oom. 
degree teachers and M.Sc. degree teachers and mean difference is 
in favour of M.Oom. degree teachers.

So far as •Complexity' is concerned, there is highly
isignificant mean difference between B.So.degree teachers and M.A

degree teachers and mean difference is in favour of B.Se. 
degree teachers.
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So far as 'Compatibility' is concerned, there is highly 
significant mean difference between M.Com. degree teachers and 
M.Se. degree teachers and significant difference between 
M.Com. degree teachers and M.A. degree teachers, and mean 
difference is in favour of M.Com. degree teachers in both 
the cases.

So far as 'Riskness' is concerned, there is highly 
significant mean difference between M.Se* degree teachers and 
S.S.C. teachers. Mean difference is in favour of M.Se. degree 

teachers.

So far as 'localiteness* is concerned, there is highly 
significant mean different between M.Se. degree teachers 
and S.S.C. teachers, the mean difference is in favour of 

M.Se. degree teachers. Similarly there is a significant 
mean difference between S.S.C. teachers and B.A. degree 
teachers; B.Sc. degree teachers and M.A. degree teachers 
and mean difference is in favour of B.A. degree teachers and 
M.A. degree teachers respectively.

So far as 'Oosmopoliteness' is concerned, there is a 
highly significant mean difference between M.A, degree 
teachers and M.Com. degree teachers and mean difference is 
in favour of M.Com. degree teachers. Similarly there is
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significant mean difference between S.S.C. teachers and 
B.A. degree teachers ; M.Com. degree and M.Sc. degree ' 
teachers; degree and S.S.C. teachers and mean
difference is in favour of S.S.C. teachers, M.Com degree 
teachers and S.S.C, teachers respectively.

Table s5*59 * Academic Qualifications of Teachers 
and Change Related "Values

Academic Qualifications Mean SD t value
S.S.C. 187.42 49.09

3 .79 **
B.A. 524.12 38.21

3 .15 **
B.Com. 204.67 34.91

1 .13 IS
B.Sc. 210,54 29.81

1 .95 IS
M.A. 216.54 34.20

1 .67 IS
M.Com. 224.12 46.91

2 .26 *
M.Sc. 209.58 35.20

2 .27 *
S.S.C. 187.4 '49.00

** Highly Significant at . 01 level \i
* Significant at . 05 level

IS lot Significant
The above Table 5. 59 shows mean difference 9 SD and

’t’ values of S.S.C., Bi a , j B • Com., B. Sc., M.A. . •M. Com.,
M.Sc. teachers on ’Change Related Values’. Between S.S.C. 
teachers and B.A. degree teachers, B.A. degree teachers and
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B.Com. degree teachers highly significant mean difference 
is in favour of B.A. degree teachers in Both the cases.

differenceThere is a significant Between M.Com. degree
teachers and M.Sc. degree teachers; M.Sc. degree teachers and 
S.S.C. passed teachers and mean difference is in favour of 
M.Com. degree teachers and M.Sc. degree teachers respectively.

;’*table*5166”:
The TaBle Ho. 5.60 shows mean, SD and *t* values of 

teachers having various academic qualifications in the 
context of the components of ’Change Related Values'. So far 
as 'Traditionalism is concerned, Between the teachers having 
S.S.C. and the teachers having B.A. degree, the teachers
having B.A. degree and B.Com. degree; teachers having B.Sc.

1

degree and M.A. degree; Teachers having M.Sc. degree and 
M.Com. degree, the mean difference is highly and significantly 
in favour of teachers having B.A. degree in first two cases, 
and the teachers having M.A. degree and teachers having M.Com. 
degree respectively. So far as 'Progressivism' is concerned, 
Between the teachers having B.A. degree and B.Com. degree; 
B.Com. degree and B.Sc. degree, the mean difference is highly 
significantly in favour of B.A. degree teachers and 
significantly in favour of B.Sc. degree teachers.
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So far as 'Dogmatism1 is concerned, between S.S.C. 
teachers and B.A. degree teachers ; B.A. degree teachers
and B.Com. degree teachers; M.A. degree teachers and M.Com. 
degree teachers ; M.Com. degree teachers and M.Sq. degree 
teachers, the mean difference is significantly in favour of 
teachers having B.A. degree in the first two cases, and 
M.Com. degree teachers in the last two cases.

So far as ’Venturesomeness' is concerned, between the 
teachers having S.S.C. and B.A. degree; B.A. degree and 
B.Com. degree; M.A. degree and M.Com. degree; M.Com. degree 
and M.Sc. degree, M.So. ee and S.S.&. the mean difference is 
highly significant and in favour of B*A. degree and significant!] 
in favour of B.A. degree, and M.Com. degree in the next two 
cases and M.Sc. degree in the last case.

So far as 'Conservatism' is concerned, between the 
teachers having B.A. degree and B.Com. degree, M.A. degree 
and M.Com. degree; M.Com. degree and M.Sc. degree, the mean 
difference is highly significant and in favour of B.A. degree, 
and M.Com. degree teachers in the last two cases.

So far as 'Change Proneness’ is concerned, between the 
teachers having S.S.C. an(j B.A, degree, M.Sc. degree and
S.S.C.^ the mean difference is highly significant in favour 
of teachers having B.-&. degree, and M.Sc. degree teachers 
respectively.



5. Professional Qualifications of Teachers and "sr .............................. . ... . .....-...................................... ..... .......

Their Innovative Proneness

Table :61s Professional Qualificationwise Distribution 
of Sampled Teachers

Professional-
Qualifications Number Percentage

Untrained 144 14.4

T.D. 90 9.0
D.P.Ed. 14 1.4
B.T. -.5' 0.5
-B.Ed. 680 68.0
M.Ed. 67 6.7

Total 1000 100.0

Prom the above Table 5•61, it appears that the number
$

of the sampled teachers having IB.Id’.'degree is the highest
<aS;-v, _

and number of teachers havingdegree is the lowest.

In the Table No. 5.62 on the next page, the *t* values 

are not significant, however, the teachers having T.D. 

qualifications give the highest mean score on Innovative
Proneness as a whole. But this mean difference is not 
statistically significant.



t VP.

Table 55.62: Professional Qualifications of 
Teachers and Their Innovative 
Proneness

ProfessionalQualifications Mean SD t value

Untrained 542.10 100.86
0.94 NS

T.D. 553.57 71.58
0.33 NS

D.P.Ed. 546.93 66.71
1.93 NS

B.T. 478.60 71.75
1.69 NS

B.Ed. 537.09 77.33
0.71 NS

M.Ed. 530.15 66.49
0.88 NS

Untrained 542.10 100.10

■ NS Not Significant

Table :5.63s Professional Qualifications of Teachers
and their Attitude to Innovations

Professional Mean ' SD t valueQualifications
Untrained 118.35 20.39

0.55 NS
T.D. 119.87 20.64

0.66 NS
D.P.Ed. 123-79 19.77

1.80 NS
B.T. 105.80 11.03

1.19 NS
B.Ed. 118.00 20.99

4.58 **M.Ed. 105.64 21.98
4.11 **

Untrained
.... v#”_•.

118.35 20.39
WO ■KT-.X CHighly significant at .01 level NS lot Significant



Prom the Table No. 5.63, it appears that stwo, values 

are highly significant and. rjfo.urvalues are not significant.

So far as 'Attitudes to Innovations' is concerned, there

are highly significant mean differences between B.Ed. and
M.Ed., and M.Ed. and Untrained at 0.01 level, the mean

teachers
differences are in favour of B.Ed. and Untrained/respectively. 

The rest of the values are not significant.

However, In all the 'Professional Qualifications the 
D.P.Ed. possesses highest mean difference and M.Ed. possesses 
the lowest mean difference in the case of 'Attitudes to 
Innovation'.

: TABLE 5.64 :

from the Table No. 5.64 it appears that some values 

are highly significant and some values are not significant.

So far as 'Individualisation' is concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between B.Ed. teachers 
and M.Ed. teachers; M.Ed.' teachers and untrained teachers 
at 0.01 level ; the highly significant mean difference is 

in favour of B.Ed. teachers ,and Untrained teachers 
respectively. The rest of the values are not significant.
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However, in all the trained teachers, B.Ed. 

teachers possess the highest mean and M.Ed. teachers possess 

the lowest mean in the case of ‘Individualisation*.

So far as ‘Curriculum Organisation* is concerned, 

there is highly significant mean difference between B.Ed. 

teachers and M.Ed. teachers, M.Ed. teachers and Untrained 

teachers at 0*01 level, the highly significant mean 

difference is in favour of B.Ed. teachers, and Untrained 

teachers respectively, the rest of the values are not 

significant.

However, in all the trained teachers, D.P.ld. teachers 

possess the highest mean and M«Ed. teachers possess the 

lowest mean in the case of 'Curriculum Organisation*.

So far as 'Teaching-learning Process' is concerned, 

there is highly significant mean difference between B.Ed. 

teachers and M.Ed. teachers, M.Ed. teachers and Untrained 

teachers at 0.01 level. She highly significant mean 

difference is in favour of B.Ed. teachers, and Untrained 

teachers respectively. The rest of the values are not 

significant.
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However, in all the trained teachers, T.B. teachers 

possess the highest mean and M.Ed. teachers possess the 

lowest mean in the ease of 'Teaching Learning Process'.

So far as 'Teaching Resources’ are concerned, there 
is highly significant mean difference between D.P.ld. 
teachers and B.T. teachers at 0.01 level. The highly 
significant mean difference is in favour of D.P.ld. teachers. 
The rest of the values are not significant.

However, in the trained teachers, D.P.Ed. teachers 
possess the highest mean and B.T, teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the case of 'Teaching Resources'.

So far as 'Internal School Organisation' is concerned, 
there is highly significant mean difference between M.Ed. 
teachers and Untrained teachers at 0«01 level. The highly 
significant mean difference is in favour of Untrained 
teachers. The rest of the values are not significant.

However, in all the trained teachers, D.P.Ed. teachers 
possess the highest mean and M.Ed. teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the case of 'Internal School Organisation'.
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So far as 'Staff Development’ is concerned, there 
is highly significant mean difference between B.Ed. teachers 
and M.Ed. teachers M.Ed. teachers and Untrained teachers, 
at 0.01 level. She highest mean difference is in favour 
of B.Ed. teachers and Untrained teachers, respectively.

There is a significant mean difference between D.P.Ed. 
teachers and B.T. teachers at 0.05 level. The significant 
mean difference is in favour of D.P.Ed. teachers. The rest 
of the values are not significant.

However, in all the trained teachers, D.P.Ed. teachers 
possess the highest mean and B.T. teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the case of 'Staff Development'.

So far as 'School Community Relationship' is concerned, 

there is highly significant mean difference between B.Ed. 
teachers and M.Ed. teachers, M.Ed. teachers and Untrained 
teachers at 0.01 level. The highly significant mean 
difference is in favour of B.Ed. teachers, and Untrained 
teachers respectively.

In the case of School Community Relationships, the

* significant mean difference is, significant at .05 level, is
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in favour of teachers having T.D. qualification as compared 

to Untrained teachers.

However, in all kinds of trained teachers, T.D. 

teachers possess highest mean and M.Ed. teachers possess 

lowest mean in the case of ’School Community Relationship'.

Table i5*65s Professional Qualifications of Teachers 
and Situational and Innovation
Characteristics

Professional
Qualifications Mean SD t value

Untrained 209.01 47-90

T.D. 195.77 35.68
2.26 *

D.P.Ed. 200.14 44.33
0.41 NS

B.T. 160.8 39.82
1.74 NS

B.Ed. 204.87 40.29
2.44 *

M.Ed. 208.72 32.08
0.76 NS

Untrained 209.1 47.90
0.05 NS

* Significant at .05 level
MS Not Significant

Prom the Table Mo. 5-65, it appears that two values are 

significant and other values are not significant.
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So far as ’Situational and Innovation Characteristics’ 
is concerned, there is a significant mean difference between 
B.T. teachers and B.Ed. teachers, Untrained teachers and T.D. 
teachers at 0.05 level. The mean difference is in favour of 
B.Ed. teachers and Untrained teachers respectively. The rest 
of the values are not significant.

However, in all kinds of teachers, Untrained teachers 
possess the highest mean and B.T. teachers possess the lowest 
mean in the case of 'Situational and Innovation Characteristics'.

I TABLE 5.66 ;
• •

From the Table Ho. 5.66, it appears that all the values 
are not significant.

However, in all trained teachers, B.^d. teachers possess 

the highest mean and D.P.Ed. teachers possess the lowest 
mean in the case of 'Administrative Support'.

So far as 'Staff lorms’ is concerned, there is highly 
significant mean difference between Untrained teachers and 
T.D, teachers; and B.Ed. teachers and M.-^d. teachers at 0.01

level. The mean differences are in favour of Untrained
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teachers and M.E&, teachers respectively. The rest of the 
values are not significant.

However, in all the trained teachers, M.ld. teachers 
possess the highest mean and T.D. teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the case of 'Staff Norms'.

So far as 'System Norms' i-s-e concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between Untrained teachers 
and T.D. teachers, at 0.01 level. The highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of Untrained teachers. There is 
a significant mean difference between-B.Ed. teachers and M.Ed. 
teachers at 0.05 level. The significant mean difference is 
in favour of M.Ed. teachers. The rest of the values are not 
significant.

However, in all the trained teachers, M.Ed. teachers 
possess the highest mean and T.D. teachers possess the lowest 
mean in the case of 'System Norms'.

So far as 'Complexity' is concerned, there is a 
significant mean difference between Di.P.Ed. teachers and B.T. 
teachers, B.T. teachers and B.Ed. teachers, at 0.05 level.
The significant mean difference is in favour of ^.P.®d. 
teachers and B.Ed. teachers respectively. The rest of the 
values are not significant.
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However, in all the trained teachers, D.P.Ed. teachers, 
possess the highest mean and B.T. teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the case of 'Complexity*.

So far as * Compatibility1 is concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between D.P.Ed. teachers 
and B.T. teachers, B.T. teachers and B.Ed. teachers at 
0.01 level. The mean difference is in favour of D.P.Ed. 
teachers, and B.Ed. teachers respectively. The rest of the 
values are not significant. T.D. teachers and D.P.Ed. teachers 
possess significant mean difference in favour of D.P.Ed. teachers.

However, in all the trained teachers, D.P.Ed. teachers 
possess the highest mean and B.T. teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the case of 'Compatibility'.

So far as 'Riskness* is concerned, there is highly 
significant mean difference between D.P.Ed. teachers and 
B.T. teachers, B.T. teachers and B.E&. teachers at 0.01 level.
The highly significant mean difference is in favour of 
D.P.Ed. teachers and B.Ed. teachers respectively.

There is a significant mean difference between 
Untrained teachers and T.D. teachers, M.Ed. teachers and 
Untrained teachers at 0,05 level. The significant mean 
differences are in favour of T.D. teachers, and Untrained
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respectively.The rest of values are not significant.
However, in all the types of trained teachers, T.D. 

teachers possess the highest mean and B.T. teachers possess 

the lowest mean in the case of 'Riskness'.

So far as Loealiteness is concerned, there is a highly 
significant mean difference between D.P.Ed. teachers and 
B.T. teachers ; and B.T. teachers and B.Ed. teachers at 0.01 
level. The highly significant mean difference is in favour of 
D.P.Ed. teachers and B.Ed. teachers respectively.

There is a significant mean difference between Untrained 
teachers and T.D. teachers, B.Ed. teachers and M.Ed. teachers, 
M.Ed. teachers and Untrained teachers at 0®05 level. The 
significant mean difference is in favour of T.D. teachers, M.Ed. 
teachers, and again M.Ed. teachers respectively. The rest of 
the values are not significant.

‘However, in all the types of trained teachers, M.Ed. 
teachers possess the highest mean and B.T. teachers possess 
the lowest mean in the case of 'Loealiteness' along with 
teachers with T.D. qualifications.

So far as 'Cosmopoliteness' is concerned, there is a 
significant mean difference between Untrained teachers and



T.D. teachers at 0.05 level. The significant mean difference 
is in favour of Untrained teachers. The rest of the values 
are not significant.

However, in all types of trained teachers, Untrained 
teachers possess the highest mean and D.P.Ed. teachers 
possess the lowest mean in the case of ’Cosmopoliteness'.

Table :5.67j Professional Qualifications of Teachers 
and Change Related Values

Professional Mean j
Qualifications SD t value
Untrained 214.61 42.42

4.02 **
T.D. 237.93 44.45

1.23 NS
D.P.Ed. 223-00 19.75

1.01 NS
B.T. 211.00 30.59

0.22 NS
B.Ed. 214.41 35.01

0.31 NS
M.ld. 215-79 28.53

0.21 NS
Untrained 214.61 42.42

** Highly Significant at 0.01 level
NS Not Significant

Change Related Values as a Whole ••

The above Table 5*67 shows that one value is highly
significant and all other values are not significant
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So far as 'Change Related Values' as a whole is 
concerned, there is highly significant mean difference 
between Untrained teachers and T.D. teachers at 0.01 level. 
The highly significant mean is in favour of T.D. teachers.
The rest of the values are not significant.

However, in all types of trained teachers, T.D. teachers 

possess the highest mean and B.T. teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the case of 'Change Related Values' as a 
whole.

i* TABLE 5.68 !

The Table Ho. 5.68- shows that all values are not 
significant.

However, in all types of trained teachers, T.D,' teachers 
possess the highest mean and D.P.Ed. teachers possess the 
lowest mean in the case of 'Traditionalism*.

So far as 'Progressivism' is concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between Untrained teachers 
and T.D. teachers at 0.01 level. The highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of T.D. teachers.

There is a significant mean difference between B.Ed. 
teachers and M.Ed. teachers at 0.05 level. The significant
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mean difference is in favour of B.Ed. teachers. The rest 
of the values are not significant.

However, in all types of trained teachers, T.D. 
teachers possess the highest mean and M.ld. teachers 
possess the lowest mean in the case of 'Progressivism'.

So far as ‘Dogmatism’ is concerned, there is highly 
significant mean difference between Untrained teachers 
and T.D. teachers at 0.01 level. The highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of T.D. teachers.

The rest of the values are not significant.
However, in all types of-trained teachers, T.D. 

teachers possess the highest mean and Untrained teachers 
possess the lowest mean in the case of 'Dogmatism'.

So far as 'Venturesomeness' is concerned, there is 
a significant mean difference between T.D. teachers and 
D.P.Ed. teachers; B.Ed. teachers and M.ld. teachers at 
0.05 level. The significant mean difference is in favour 
of D.P.Ed. teachers and M.ld. teachers respectively. The 
rest of the values are not significant.

However, in all types of trained teachers, D.P.Ed. 
teachers possess the highest mean and T.D. teachers possess
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the lowest mean in the case of 'Venturesomeness'.

So far as 'Conservatism' is concerned, there is 
highly significant mean difference between B.Ed. teachers 
and M.Ed. teachers at 0*01 level. The highly significant 
mean difference is in favour of M.Ed. teachers.

There is a significant mean difference between Untrained 
teachers and T.D. teachers, T.D. teachers and D.P.Ed. 

teachers at 0.05 level. The significant mean difference is 
in favour of T.D. teachers in both the cases.

The rest of the values are not significant.

However, in all types of trained teachers, T.D. 
teachers possess the highest mean and B.Ed. teachers possess 
the lowest mean in the case of 'Venturesomeness'.

So far as 'Change Proneness’ is concerned, the 
significant mean difference between D.P.Ed. teachers and 
B.T. teachers at 0.05 level. The significant mean 
difference is in favour of D.P.Ed. teachers. The rest of 
the values are not significant.

However, in all types of trained teachers, D.P.Ed. 
teachers possess the highest mean and B.T. teachers possess 
the lowest mean in the case of 'Change Proneness'.
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5.12 Mobility of Teachers and Innovative Proneness

Table :5.69s Mobilitywise Distribution of 
Sampled teachers

Mobility Number Percentage

With Mobility 665 66.5
Without Mobility 335 33.5

This Table No. 5.69 shows numbers and percentage of 
teachers according to the Mobility of teachers.1

Out of 1000 teachers, six hundred and sixtyfive 
teachers are 'With Mobility* and three hundred and thirtyfive 
'Without Mobility' and their percentages are 66.5$ and 
33.5$ respectively.

Mean differences are computed according to three 
sections of 'The Innovative Proneness Scale' and also 
according to its twentyone components.

Table :5.70: Mobility of Teachers of Secondary and" 
Higher Secondary Schools and Innovative
Proneness as a Whole

Mobility Mean SD t value
With Mobility
Without Mobility

535.32
545.34

78.78
81.98

1.87 NS
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This Table 5*70 shows mean score and ' t' value

between Mobile and Immobile teachers of Secondary and

Higher Secondary Schools as a whole. The mean difference is
it

in favour of teachers ■ 'Without Motility' hutzis not 

significant.

Table :5.71J Mobility of Teachers of Secondary and 
Higher Secondary Schools and Attitudes 
to Innovation

Mobility Mean SD t value

With Mobility

Without Mobility

116.53

119.16
20.82
21.61

1.86 IS

The above Table 5.71 shows the 't' value between Mobile 

and Immobile teachers in context of ‘Attitudes to 

Innovation*. Mobility has nothing to do with attitude of 

teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary schools towards 

Innovations as 't‘ value is not significant.

The Table Ho. 5.72 given on the next page gives 
componentwise 't* values of ‘Mobile and Immjbile’ teachers 

on 'Attitudes to Innovation'.



397
Table :5-72: Mobility of Teachers of Secondary andHigher Secondary Schools and Components 

of Attitude to Innovation

Components
With
Mobility

Without
Mobility t value

Mean SD Mean SD
1. Individualisation 20.64 3.84 20.58 4.29 0.22 NS
2. Curriculum Organi­

zation 11.91 3.21 12.39 2.87 2.33 -X-

3. Teaching Learning 
Process 19.92 4.18 20.65 4.10 2.60 *«

4. Teaching Resources 15.05 3.72 15.36 6.05 1.00 NS
5. Internal School Organisation 18.60 4.33 19.18 4.34 2.04 #
6. staff Development 18.89 4.39 19* 22 4.43 1.11 NS
7. School Community 

Relationship 11.47 3.02 12.12 3.16 3.17 **

** Significant at 0.01 level 
* Significant at 6.05 level NS Not Significant

In the case'of 'School Community'-Relationship' and'Teaching
Learning Process', 't* values are highly significant at 0.01
level.The mean difference is in favour of the teachers without
mobility in both the components.

In the case of 'Curriculum Organisation' and 'Internal 
School Organisation', 't' values are significant at 0.05 level. 
The mean differences are in favour of teachers without mobility.

The rest of the 't' values are not significant.



'•Cable :5-73* Mobility of Teachers of Secondary and
Higher Secondary Schools and Situational 
and Innovation Characteristics

Mobility Mean SD t Value

With Mobility 204.92 40.73
0.33 WS

Without Mobility 204.02 41.03

The above Table 5*73 shows insignificant '’t* value 
between 'Mobile and Immobile' teachers of Secondary and 
Higher Secondary Schools in the context of 'Situational 
and Innovation Characteristics' taken together.

Table Ho. 5.74 reproduced on the next page gives , 
componentwise, 't' values of 'Mobile? and 'Ijflinobile' 
teachers. All the values are insignificant.

This means that 'Mobility of teachers' doesn not have 
significant difference on any of the components of eight 
'Situational Characteristics or Innovation Characteristics'.
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Table :5.74s Mobility of Teachers of Secondary and
Higher Secondary Schools and Components 
of Situational and Innovation Characteristics

Components .With Mobility 
Mean SD

Without Mobility
lean 53T"

t value

1. Administrative
Support 26.88 7-76 27-30 6.4 0.90 NS

2. Staff Norms 33-43 14-45 34.33 14.62 0.92 NS
3. System Norms 16.71 7-15 17.17 7.58 0.95 NS
4. Complexity 22.19 5-70 21.75 5.22 1.18 NS
5- Compatibility 22.64 5.58 22.18 5-35 1.23 WS
6. Riskness 32.40 7-05 31.69 6.64 1.53 NS
7- Localiteness 32.91' 6.76 31.99 6.91 2.03 NS
8. Cosmopoliteness 17.49 7.04 17.79 7.26 0.63 NS

NS Not Significant

Table :5•T5s Mobility of Teachers of Secondary and 
Higher Secondary Schools and Change 
Related Values

Mobility Mean SD t value
With Mobility '213-89 36.16

3-46 **
Without Mobility 222.43 38.27

** Highly Significant at 0.01 level
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Table No. 5.75 shows that the 't' value on 'Change 

Related Values' is highly significant at 0.01 level. The 

mean difference is in favour of 'Without Mobility* types 

of teachers.

fable J5.76: Mobility of Teachers of Secondary and
Higher Secondary Schools and 
Components of Change Related Values

Components With Mobility Without Mobility t
ValueMean SD 'Mean SD

1. Individualisation 38.87 7.30 38.83 6.55 0.10 NS

2. Progressivism 38.91 7.20 39.85 7.27 1.95 NS

5. Dogmatism 31.83 9.36 33.81 8.18 3.28 **

4. Venturesomeness 32.91 7.65
i

33-76 7.90 1.63 NS

5. Conservatism 29.99 9.21 32.76 8.40 4.62 **

6. Change Proneness 41.42 8.16 41.36 7.57 0.12 NS

NS Not Significant ** Significant at 0.01 level

The above Table 5-76 gives significant t values, 

significant at 0.01 level in the case of two components 

'Dogmatism' and 'Conservatism'. Mean difference is in favour 

of 'Without Mobility' type of teachers.

The rest of the t values are not significant.

i
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5.13 In-service Education of Teachers and Their 
Innovative Proneness

Table :5*T7! In-service Educationwise Distribution 
ofi Sampled Teachers

In-service Education Number Percentage

Some In-service Education §'§§ ' 66.8

None In-service Education 332 , 33.2

Total 1000 100.0

The above Table 5-77 shows the numbers and percentage 
of the teachers having some In-service Education and 
None In-service Education.

Out of 1000 teachers, 668 teachers are having some 
In-service Education and 332 teachers are having 'None 
In-service Education*.

Table :5«78: In-service Education and Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
and Innovative Proneness as a Whole

In-service Education Mean SD t Value
Some In-service Education 544.70 81.43

3.40 **
None In-service Education 526.55 75.62

** Highly Significant at 0.01 level



The Table 5.78 shows the mean difference of teachers
having some In-service Education and Bone In-service 
Education as a whole.

Mean difference is in favour of 'Some In-service 
Education' and it is highly significant at 0.01 level.

It shows that teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary 
Schools some with In-service Education play highly significant 
role in Innovative Proneness as a whole.

Table :5 - T9 s In-service Education of Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
and Attitude to Innovation

In-service Education Mean SD t Value

Some In-service Education

Hone -In-service Education

118.49

115.25

20.88

21.43
2.29 *

* Significant at 0.5 level
The above Table 5.79 gives the *t' values of teachers 

of Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools with 'Some In-service 
Education' and 'Hone In-service Education' in terms of

f

'Attitude to Innovation'.
This Table shows that the 't * value is significant at 

0.05 level. It means the difference between In-service 
Education and 'Attitude to Innovation' is significant



and the mean difference is in favour of the teachers having 
'Some In-service Education* ** in the case of 'Attitudes to 
Innovation' as a whole.

fable :5.80: In-service Education of Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
and Components of Attitude to Innovation

Components
Some In-service 
Education
Mean SD

None Inservice 
Education
Mean SD

t value

1. Individualisation 20.67 3.86 20.51 4.25 0.61 NS
2. Curriculum Organisa­

tion 12.46 2.65 11.30 3-74 5.65 **
3. feaching-learning 

Process 20.19 4.08 20.11 4.35 0.28 NS

4. Teaching Resources 15.19 3.77 15.01 6.02 0.29 NS
5. Internal School Organi­

sation 19.01 4.46 18.37 4.06 2.19 *
6. Staff Development 19.20 4-26 18.60 4.66 2.03 *
7. School Community 

Relationship 11.77 3.07 11.51 3.10 1.27 NS

* Significant at 0.05 level NS Not Significant
** Significant at 0.01 level

The above fable 5.80 shows the mean differences are in 
favour of the teachers having some In-service Education, compared 
to those having None In-service Education. In the case of 
'Internal School Organisation, Staff Development and Curriculum 
Organisation', which is significant at 0»05 level for the first 
two components and at 0.01 level for the third component



respectively mentioned in this paragraph.

It means In-service Education have significant mean
difference on 'Internal School Organisation', 'Staff Develop­
ment' and 'Curriculum Organisation'. In the case of other 
components mean differences are in favour of 'Some In-service 
Education' of teachers hut they are insignificant. So general 
conclusion is 'In-service Education' of teachers does play 
a significant role in 'Attitude to Innovation'.

Table :5*81: In-service Education of Teachers of Secondary 
and Higher Secondary Schools and Situational 
and Innovation Characteristics

Category of Teachers Mean SD t Value

Some In-service
None In-service

Education
Education

207.79
198.24

40.19
-41.37

3.51 **

** Highly Significant at 0.01 level

In the aboveTable 5.81, the mean difference is in 
favour of the teachers having some In-service Education on 
'Situational and Innovation Characteristics', and it is 

highly significant at 0.01 level. It can be inferred that 
In-service Education has highly favourable mean on 'Situational

and Innovation Characteristics'.



Table :5-82: In-service Education of Teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools and Components of 
Situational and Innovation Characteristics

Components
Some In-service 
Education None In-service 

Education t Value
Mean SD Mean SD

1. Administrative
Support 27*37 7.05 26.28 7.82 2.22 *

2. Staff Norms 34.70 14.49 31.78 14.37 3.01 **
3. System Norms 17.20 7.12 16.21 7.59 2.02 *
4. Complexity 22.41 5.30 21.30 5.95 2.97 **
5. Compatibility 23.23 4.99 20.98 6.15 6.22 •**
6. Riskness 32.03 6.62 52.43 7.49 0.86 NS
7. lo calitene ss 32.38 6.85 33.05 6.74 1.47 NS
8. Cosmopoliteness 18.27 6.87 16.23 7.40 4.31 **

* Significant at 0.05 level NS Not Significant
** Significant at 0*01 level

The above Table 5*82 shows that the mean difference is 
significant at 0.01 level in the case of ‘Staff Norms, 
Complexity, Compatibility, and Cosmopoliteness', which is in 
favour of ‘Some In-service Education* of teachers. This shows 
that these components are highly significant and in favour of 
In-service Education of teachers.

There isre significant 't* values at 0.05 level in the
case of ‘Administrative Support* and ‘System Norms'. The



significant mean differences are in favour of the teachers 
with 'Some In-service Education*, This means that Inservice
Education of teachers play a significant rule in these 
components.

In the case of 'Riskness' and *Iiocaliteness' t values 
are not significant.

Table :5.83J Inservice Education of Teachers of Secondary 
and Higher Secondary Schools and Change 
Related Values

Category of Teachers Mean S3), t Values
Some In-service Education 218.64 37.87

None In-service Education 212.96 35.19
2.29 *

* Significant at 0.05 level

In the Table 5.83 above, the mean difference is 
significantat 0.05 level.

The significant mean difference on 'Change Related 
Values' is in favour of the teachers with 'Some In-service' 
Education*. It means that In-service Education of Teachers has 
significant bearing on Change Related Values.
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^able :5.84i In-service Education of Teachers of Secondary 
and Higher Secondary Schools and Components 
of Change Related Values

Some In-service Hone in-Service t
Components Education Education Values

Mean SD Mean SD
1. Traditionalism 39.05 7.17 38.46 6.83 1.24 NS
2. Progressivism 39.20 7.38 39.27 6.94 0.13 NS
3. Dogmatism 33.03 8.99 31 -41 9.02 2.68
4. Venture somene s s 33.60 7.93 32.38 7.30 2.37 *
5. Conservatism 31.37 9.10 30.01 8.84 2.25 *
6. Change Proneness 41.36 7.84 41.47 8.21 0.21 NS

* Significant at 
** Significant at

0.05 level 
0.01 level IS Not Significant

This Table 5.84 gives the 't' values of teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools according to the 
components of 'Change Related Values'.

In the,c case of 'Dogmatism', there is highly significant 
mean difference at 0.01 level, which is in favour of teachers 
having 'Some In-service Education'.

Eurther this Table shows that there area significant 
't' values in the case of 'Venturesomeness' and
'Conservatism' at 0.05 level. Mean difference is in favour



of teachers having some Inservice- Education.

The rest of the ' tf values of other components are 

not significant.

5»r4 Professional Reading Habits of Teachers and 
Their Innovative Proneness

fable :5.85: Professional Reading Habit-wise in 
General Distribution of Sampled 
Teachers

Reading Habits Number Percentage

Some Reading Habits 765 76.5
None Reading Habits 235 23-5

Total 1000 100.00

The above Table 5.85 shows the numbers of teachers 
having some reading habits and none reading habits.

Out of 1000 teachers, 765 teachers have Some Reading- 
Habits and 235 are having Hone Reading Habits and their 
percentages are 76.5 and 23.5 respectively.
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Table ; 5 • 86: Professional'Reading Habits of Teachers of 

Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools and 
Innovative Proneness as a Whole

Reading Habits Mean SD t Values
Some Reading Habits 543-34 81.20

Hone Reading Habits 523.49
3.35 **

73-95
** Highly Significant at 0®01 level

This Table 5«86 shows mean difference of the teachers 
of Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools with Professional 

Reading Habits on Innovative Proneness as a Whole. ,

Mean difference is in favour of the teachers having 

some reading habits. It is highly significant at 0.01 level.

It shows that the teachers of Secondary and Higher 

Secondary Schools having a habit of reading professional 
literature show the level of significance on 'Innovative Proneness 
as a whole.
Table :5.87: Professional Reading Habits of Teachers of Secondary 

and Higher Secondary Schools and 'Attitude to 
Innovation'.

Reading Habits Mean SD t Value
Some Reading Habits

None Reading Habits

118.60

113.55

20.42

22.84
3.23 **

** Highly Significant at 0.01 level
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Table No. 5.87 shows highly significant mean difference 

on 'Attitude to Innovation' in favour of the teachers who 
are in touch with recent trends in the field of education 
through the reading of professional literature, * **t* value is 
highly significant.

Attitude to Innovation yields highly favourable and significan' 

mean difference on the teachers having some reading habit.

Table :5*88: Professional Reading Habits of Teachers of 
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools and 
Components of Attitude to Innovation

Components Some Reading 
Habits

None Reading 
Habits t Values

Mean SD Mean SD
1. Individualisation 20.79 3.91 20.06 4.20 2.46 *
2. Curriculum Organi­

zation 12.26 2.98 11.46 3.42 3.48 **
3. Teaching-learning 

Process 20.24 4.12 19-93 4.31 4.00 NS
4. Teaching Resources 15.28 4.83 14.77 3.89 1.48 NS
5. Internal School 

Organisation 18.91 4.27 18.43 4.55 1.48 NS
6. Staff Development 19.30 4.25 18.04 4.76 3.86 *-*

7. School Community 
Relationship 11.79 2.87 11.35 3.66 1.95 NS

* Significant at 0*05 level** Significant at 0.01 level NS Not Significant
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from Table 5*88 it appears that the teachers with a 

habit of reading professional literature are significantly
high on 'Curriculum Organisation' and ’Staff Development' at 
0.01 level and they are significantly high at 0.05 level on 
'Individualisation'. This means a habit of reading professional 
literature does make a significant difference on 'Attitude 
to Innovation'.

Table :5*89i Professional Reading Habits of Secondary 
and Higher Secondary School Teachers and 
Situational and Innovation Characteristics

Reading Habits Mean SD t Values
i

Some Reading Habits 207.46 41.48
4.00 **

None Reading Habits 195*36 37.16

** Significant at 0.01 level

Prom this Table 5.89 it appears that mean difference is 
in favour of the teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary 
Schools having some Reading Habits.

Its 't' value is highly significant. It means 'Situational 
and Innovation Characteristics’ received highly significant and 
favourable mean/difference from the teachers having Some 
Reading Habits.
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Sable J5.90: Professional Reading Habits of Teachers of 
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools and 
Components of Situational and Innovation 
Characteristics

Components Some Reading 
Habits

None Reading 
Habits t Value

- Mean SD Mean SD
Administrative
Support 26.97 7.6 27.12 6.41 0.27 NS
Staff Norms 34.53 14.47 31.15 14.37 3-14 **
System Norms 17.39 7.24 15.16 7.24 4.14 **
Complexity 22.26 5.72 21.32 4.89 2.27 *
Compatibility 23.03 5.43 20.72 5.39 5.72 **
Riskness 32.41 6.94 31.35 6.82 2.05 *
looaliteness 31.92 6.84 31.59 6.65 2.61 **
Cosmopoliteness 17.81 7.12 16.89 7.05 1.74 NS

« liSSSSS S i£S BS **
Prom the above Table 5.90, it appears that the mean 

differences of 'Staff Norms, System Norms, Compatibility, 
Looaliteness' are in favour of the teachers with Some Reading 
Habits and t-values are highly significant at 0.01 level. Means 
these components receive highly significant and favourable mean 
difference from the teaehers having Reading Habits. Further it 
appears that the mean difference of 'Complexity and Riskness*
have significant mean difference in favour of the teachers with
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Some Reading Habits. Its t-values are significant.

Purther we can see that the rest of the Tallies are 
not significant.

^able : 5 • 91 '• Professional Reading Habits of Secondary 
and Higher Secondary School Teachers and 
Change Related Values

Reading Habits Mean SD t Values

Some Reading Habits 217.43 36.23
1.04 NS

None Reading Habits 214.55 39.71

NS Not Significant

The above Table 5•91 shows insignificant t values on 
’Change Related Values.’ This means 'Professional Reading 
Habit' does not make significant difference with 'Change 
Related Values'.



Table :5.92: Professional Reading Habits of Secondary and 
Higher Secondary Teachers and Components of 
Change Related Values

Components
aome Reading 
Habits
lean SF“

None Reading 
Habits
Hein “W

t Values

1. Traditionalism 39.43 6.99 37.00 6.98 4.66 **

2. Progressivism 39.32 7.01 58.92 7.92 0.74 NS

3. Dogmatism 32.57 9-35 32.35 7.92 0.47 NS

4. Venturesomeness 33.59 7.76 31.92 7.56 2.90 **

5. Conservatism 30.95 9-40 30.82 7.77 0.20 NS
6. Change Proneness 41.70 7.62 40.42 8.93 2.15 *

* Significant at 0.05 level ** Significant at 0.01 level Significant

The Table 5.92 gives significant, highly significant 

and not significant t-values of components of Change Related 

Value s.

This Table shows highly significant 1t1 values in the 

case of ’Traditionalism, Venturesomeriess, and significant 

t values in the case of Change Proneness.

Mean differences are in favour of teachers having Some 
Reading Habits in cases of all components of Change Related 

Values. However, significant values are with Change Proneness 

and highly significant values are with ’Traditionalism’ and

'Venturesomeness'.
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She rest of the values are insignificant.

5.15 Professional Satisfaction of Teachers and Their 
Innovative Proneness

/Table :5.93s Professional Satisfactionwise 
of Sampled Teachers

Distribution

Professional Satisfaction lumber:- Percentage
Highly Satisfied 811 81.1
Highly Unsatisfied 189 18.9

Total 1000 100.0

Table Wo. 5*93 above shows the number and percentage of 
teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools and 
Professional Satisfaction.

This Table shows that out of 1000 teachers, 811 teachers 

are highly satisfied and 189 teachers are highly unsatisfied 
and their percentage are 81.1$ and 18.9$ respectively.

Mean differences are computed according to the three 
sections of the ’Innovative Proneness Scale' and also according
to its twentyone components.

Table :5*94s Professional Satisfaction of Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools and 
Innovative Proneness as a Whole

Professional
Satisfaction

Highly Satisfied 
Highly Unsatisfied

Mean SD t Value
543.29 79-55
518.88 78.95

3.80 **

** Highly Significant at 0.01 level
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This Table 5.94 shows the mean difference in favour
of Highly Satisfied teachers on ’Innovative Proneness'
as a whole. It is highly significant.
fable s5-95s Professional Satisfaction of Teachers of 

Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
and Attitudes to Innovation

Professional
Satisfaction Mean SD t value
Highly Satisfied
Highly Unsatisfied

118.03
114.76

20.86
22.01

1.92 NS

NS Not Significant
The above fable 5-95 gives *t * values of Highly

Satisfied and Highly Unsatisfied teachers of Secondary and 
Higher Secondary Schools in terms of ’Attitude to Innovation'

Insignificant mean difference is in favour of highly 
satisfied teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary School 
teachers.
fable :5*96J Professional Satisfaction of Teachers of

Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools and 
the Components of Attitudes to Innovation

Highly Highly Un- t ValueComponents Satisfied Satisfied
Mean —sir Mean SD

1. Individualisation
2. Curr*iculum Orga-

20.67
12.06

3.96 20.39 4.14 0.88 NS
0.34 NSnisation 3.05 12.14 3.32

3. Teaching-learning 
Process 20.26 4.15 19.75 4.24 1.54 NS

4. Teaching Resources 15.23 4.71 14.86 4.26 0.99 NS
5. Internal School 18.91 4.26 18.31 4.64 1.72 NSOrganisation
6. Staff Development 19.15 4.37 18.37 4.50 2.19 *
7. School Community 

Relationship 5 11.83 ' 3.12
iwr—

11.07 '2.81 3.08 **

** Significant at 0.01 level
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Prom the Table No. 5-96, it appears that 'Attitudes 
to Innovation' of teachers of Secondary and Higher 
Secondary schools componentwise, the mean difference on 
'Staff Development', is significant at 0,05 level and mean 
difference on 'School Community Relationship' is highly 
significant at 0.01 level. The mean differences are in favour 
of satisfied teachers.

further mean difference is in favour of highly 
satisfied teachers in the case of 'Individualisation, Teaching 
learning Process, Teaching Resources and Internal School 
Organisation and highly unsatisfied teachers in the case of 
'Curriculum Organisation', but the 't' values are insignificant

Table s5-97s Professional Satisfaction of Teachers of
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools and 
Situational and Innovation Characteristics

Professional
Satisfaction Mean SD t Value

Highly Satisfied
Highly Unsatisfied

207.36
192.85

40.38
40.69

4.44 **

** Highly significant at 0.01 level
Table No. 5*97 indicates that the mean difference is 

in favour of highly satisfied teachers of Secondary and 
Higher Secondary Schools on 'Situational Characteristics 
and Innovation Characteristics'. It is highly significant.
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Table :5.98: Professional Satisfaction of Teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
and Components of Situational and 
Innovation Characteristics

Components Highly
Satisfied

Highly Un­
satisfied t Value

Mean SD Mean SD
1.Administrative 
Support 27.44 7.33 25.14 7.07 3.91

2.Staff Norms 34.34 14.46 31.15 14.48 2.73 **
3.System Norms 17.1 7.39 15.86 6.80 2.10 *
4.Complexity 22.22 5.49 21.26 5.74 2.15 •X*

5.Compatibility 22.68 5.50 21.64 5.46 2.33 *
6.Riskness 32.53 6.65 30.59 7.82 3.48
7.localiteness 32.98 6.55 30.96 7.68 3.69 **
8.Cosmopoliteness 17.84 7.22 16.55 6.56 2.24 *

* Significant at’0.05 level 
** Significant at 0.01 level

Prom the Table 5.98, it appears that significant 

mean difference is in favour of highly satisfied teachers. 

Mean difference is highly significant at 0.01 level
in case of 'Administrative Support, Staff Norms, Riskness 
and localiteness'.
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Rurther in the ease of ’System Norms', Complexity, 
Compatibility and Cosmopoliteness', the mean differences 
are significant at 0.05 level.

fable :5 - 99s Professional Satisfaction of Teachers of 
Secondary and Higher Secondary Schools 
and Change Related Values

Professional
Satisfaction Mean SD t Value

Highly Satisfied 218.05 37.11

s

Highly Unsatisfied 211.18 36.54
2.30 *

* Significant at 0.05 level

According to the Table 5.99 above on 'Change Related 
Values', the significant mean difference is in favour of 
highly satisfied teachers of Secondary and Higher Secondary 
Schools. It is significant at 0.05 level.

It can be said that the Change Related Values receive 
significant and favourable means from the satisfied 
teachers.
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Table :5.100: Professional Satisfaction of Teachers ofSecondary and Higher Secondary Schools and 
Components of Change Related Values

Components
Highly
Satisfied Highly Un­

satisfied t Value
Mean SD ‘Mean SD

1. Traditionalism 38.88 7.00 38.78 7.33 0.18 NS
2. Progressivism 39.60 7.22 37.59 7.09 3.46 **
3. Dogmatism 32.55 9.11 32.26 8.7 0.40 NS
4. Venturesomeness 33.38 7.83 32.42 7.32 1.53 NS
5. Conservatism 30.75 9.15 30.68 8.50 1.28 NS
6. Change Proneness 41.94 7.7 39.09 8.66 4.48 **

** Highly significant at 0.01 level NS lot Significant

This Table-5.100 shows that on 'Progressivism* and 
highly’Change Proneness', t/o significant mean differences are

also -in favour of satisfied teachers. In other ,oases,/the mean 
differences are in favour of satisfied teachers, but they 
are not significant.
5.15 Correlation Matrix of the Components of Innovative 

Proneness and the Personal Variables of Teachers

Prom the correlation matrix ( Table 101 ), it appears 
that 'age' of the teachers is highly and significantly 
correlated with ladavidual!nation, Curriculum Organisation,
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Teaching-learning Process, Teaching Resources, Internal 

School Organisation, Staff Development, Attitudes of teachers 

towards Innovation taken as a whole, Administrative Support,

Staff Norms, System Norms, Complexity, Compatibility, Riskness, 

Traditionalism, and also Innovative Proneness as a whole.

The age of teachers is correlated*significantly with 

Individualisation, Situational and Innovation Characteristics as 

a whole, Progressivism, and Change Related Values as a whole.

There is an insignificant negative correlation between 

’age* of the teachers, Dogmatism, Venturesomeness.

'Sex' of the teacher is highly**and significantly correlated

with Individualisation, Curriculum Organisation, Teaching-learning

Process, Teaching Resources, Internal School Organisation, Staff 
to innovation

Development, Attitudes^of teachers taken as a whole,' Administrative

Support, Staff Norms, System Norms, Complexity, Compatibility,

Riskness, Localiteness, Cosmopooliteness, the Situational and

Innovation Characteristics as a whole, Traditionalism, Conservatism,

Change Proneness, The Change Related Values as a Whole, and

Innovative Proneness as a whole. Again Sex is significantly

correlated with Progressivism at .05 level.

'Experience1 of a teacher is highly and significantly

correlated with Individualisation, Curriculum Organisation,
* * Here highly correlated means correlated at 0.01 level

* Here correlated means correlated at 0-05 level..
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Teaching-Learning Process, Teaching Resources, Internal School 
Organisation, Staff Development, Attitudes of Teachers towards 
Innovation as a whole, Administrative Support, Staff Norms, 
System Norms, Traditionalism, Progressivism, Venturesomeness.

There is a significant correlation between the 'Experience' 
'and of the teachers and Complexity, Compatibility, Riskness, 
Localiteness, Cosmopoliteness, Conservatism, Change Proneness 
and Change Related values as a whole.

'Academic qualifications’ of the teachers are highly and

significantly correlated with Individualisation, Curriculum
Organisation, Teaching-Learning- Process, Internal School
Organisation, Staff Development, School Community Relationship,
Administrative Support, Staff Norms, and Venturesomeness and
highly and significantly negatively correlated with & 'System
Norms'. , , "negatively

Ihere is a^signifioant correlation between Academic 
qualifications of the teachers and Innovative Proneness as a 
whole.

'Professional qualifications' of teachers are highly 
and significantly correlated with Individualisation, 
Curriculum Organisation, Teaching-Learning Process, Internal
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School Organisation, Staff Development, School Community 
Relationship, Administrative Support, Staff Norms, System 
Forms, Progressivism, Venturesomeness, and Conservatism 

and highly significantly negative correlationship with 
'System Forms'.

'Mobility' of teachers is highly and significantly 
correlated with Individualism, Curriculum Organisation, ’Teaching- 
learning Process, leaching Resources, Internal School Organisa­
tion, Staff Development, Attitudes of teachers towards 
Innovation as a whole,• Administrative Support, Staff Forms, 
Complexity, localiteness, Traditionalism, Progressivism, 
Conservatism and Change Proneness.

There is a significant correlation between 'Mobility* of 
the teachers, and Compatibility and Cosmopoliteness.

'In-service Education' of a teacher is highly and 
significantly correlated with Individualisation, Curriculum 
Organisation, Teaching-learning Process, Teaching Resources,
Staff Development, Attitudes of teachers towards Innovation 
as a whole, Administrative Support, Staff Forms.

'Professional Reading Habit' of a teacher is highly and

significantly correlated with Curriculum Organisation, Teaching 
learning Process, Teaching Resources, Staff Development,
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Attitudes to Innovation as a whole, Administrative Support,
Staff Norms, System Norms, Complexity, traditionalism, Change 
Related Values as a whole and negatively highly significantly 
correlated with School Community Relationship and Dogmatism.
Again it is significantly correlated with Internal School 
Organisation, Riskness, Cosmopoliteness, Progressivism, and 
Innovative Proneness as a whole and there is a negatively 
correlation with Venturesomeness at .05 level of significance.

'Professional Satisfaction' of the teachers is highly 
significantly correlated with 'Curriculum Organisation, Teaching- 
Learning Process, leaching Resources, Internal School Organisation, 
Staff Development, Attitudes of Teachers towards Innovation as 
a whole, Administrative Support, Staff Norms, Complexity, 
Compatibility, Cosmopoliteness, the Situational and Innovation 
Characteristics as a whole, Traditionalism, Conservatism, Change 
Proneness, Change related values as a whole, and Innovative 
Proneness as a whole. Again, Professional Satisfaction is 
significantly correlated with System Norms, Localiteness and 
negatively and significantly correlated with Venturesomeness 
at .05 level of significance.

Individualisation is highly and significantly correlated 
with Curriculum Organisation, Teaching Resources, Internal 
School Organisation, Staff Development, School Community
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Relationship, Administrative Support, Staff Norms,
Progressivdsm, Venturesomeness, and negatively highly and 
significantly correlated with Change Proneness. Again 
Individualisation has a significant correlation with 
Teaching-learning Process, Attitudes to Innovation as a 
Whole, Dogmatism and significantly negatively correlation 
with 'Cosmopoliteness'.

‘Curriculum Organisation’ of the teachers is highly 

significantly correlated with 'Teaching-Learning Process,
Teaching Resources, Internal School Organisation, Staff 
Development, School Community Relationship, Attitudes of 

teachers towards Innovation as a Whole, Administrative Support, 
Staff Worms, Progressivism, Venturesomeness. There is a 
significant correlation with Conservatism, and Complexity.

‘Teaching-Learning Process’ is highly and significantly 
correlated with Teaching Resources, Internal Sohool Organisa­
tion, Staff Development, School Community Relationship,
Attitudes of teachers towards innovation as a Whole, Administrative 

Support, Staff Worms, Conservatism, Change Proneness, Change 
Related Values as a Whole, and Innovative Proneness as a 
Whole.
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There is a significant correlation with System Norms, 
Complexity, Compatibility, Situational and Innovation

Characteristics as a whole, traditionalism and Progressivism.

'teaching Resources' is highly and significantly 
correlated with Internal School Organisation, Staff 
Development, School Community Relationship, Attitudes of 
teacher towards Innovation as a whole, Administrative Support, 
Staff Norms, System Norms, Complexity, Compatibility, Riskness, 
Localiteness, Cosmopoliteness, the Situational and Innovation 
Characteristics as a whole, traditionalism, Progressivism, 
Conservatism, Change Proneness, the Change related values as 
,a whole, and Innovative Proneness as a whole.

' teaching Resources ' is not significant correlated 
with rest of the variables.

'Internal School Organisation' is highly and significantly 
correlated with Staff Development, School Community Relation­
ship, Attitudes of teachers towards Innovation as a whole, 

Administrative Support, Staff Norms, System Norms, Compatibility, 
Cosmopoliteness, Traditionalism, Progressivism, Conservatism, 
and Change related values as a whole. There is a significant 
correlation with Complexity, Situational and Innovation 
Characteristics as a whole and Innovative Proneness as a
whole.
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'Staff Development' is highly and significantly correlated 

with School Community Relationship, Attitudes of teachers 
towards Individualisation as a whole, Administrative Support, 
Staff Norms, Change related values as a whole, and Innovative 
Proneness as a whole.

There is a significant correlation with 'Compatibility'.
'School Community Relationship* is highly and significantly 

correlated with Administrative Support, Staff Norms- and 
Dogmatism.

There is a significant correlation with Conservatism and 
negative significant correlation with System Norms.

'Attitudes of teachers towards Innovation' as a whole 
is highly and significantly correlated with Administrative 
Support, Staff Norms, System Norms, Complexity, Compatibility, 
Riskness, Docaliteness, Cosmopoliteness, The Situational and 
Innovative Characteristics as a whole, Traditionalism, 
Conservatism, Change Proneness, The Change related values as a 
whole and Innovative Proneness as a whole. Again it is signifi­
cantly correlated with Progressivism.

There is a negative significant correlation with Dogmatism.

'Administrative Support' is highly and significantly 
correlated with Staff Norms, System Norms, Complexity, 
Compatibility, Docaliteness, Cosmopoliteness, The Situational
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and Innovation Characteristics as a Whole, Traditionalism,

Progressivism, Conservatism, The Change Belated Values as a 

Whole, and Innovative Proneness as a Whole and significant 

correlation with Change Proneness.

'Staff Worms' of the teachers is highly and significantly 

correlated with 'System Worms, Complexity, Compatibility, 

Localiteness, Cosmopoliteness, Traditionalism, Progressivism, 

Conservatism, Change Proneness, The Change Related Values as 

a Whole, and Innovative Proneness as a Whole.

There is a significant correlation with riskness,

Situational and Innovation Characteristics as a Whole and 

Venturesomeness.

'System Norms' is highly and significantly correlated 

with Complexity, Compatibility, Riskness, localiteness, 

Cosmopoliteness, the Situational and Innovative Characteristics 

as a Whole, Traditionalism, Progressivism, Venturesomeness, 

Conservatism, Change Proneness, The Change Related Values as a 

Whole and Innovative Proneness as a Whole.

'Complexity' is highly and significantly correlated with

'Compatibility, Riskness, localiteness, Cosmopoliteness, The

Situational and Innovative Characteristics as a Whole,

Traditionalism, Progressivism, Conservatism, Change Proneness,
The Change Related Values as a Whole and Innovative Proneness
as a Whole. There is a significant correlation with Venturesomeness
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'Compatibility' is highly and significantly correlated 
with 'Riskness, Localiteness, Gosmopoliteness, The 

Situational and Innovation Characteristics as a Whole, 

Traditionalism, Progressivism, Venturesomeness, Conservatism, 

Change Proneness, The Change Related Values as a Whole, and 

Innovative Proneness as a Whole and significant correlation 

with Dogmatism.

'Riskness' is highly and significantly correlated with

localiteness, Cosmopoliteness, The Situational and Innovation

Characteristics as a whole, Traditionalism, Progressivism,
C cmsei* vatism

Dogmatism, Venturesomeness,j_Change Proneness, The Change 
Related Values as a Whole, and Innovative Proneness as a Whole.

'Localiteness' is highly and significantly correlated 

with Cosmopoliteness, The Situational and Innovation 

Characteristics as a Whole, Traditionalism, Progressivism, 

Dogmatism, Venturesomeness, Conservatism, Change Proneness,

The Change Related Values as a Whole and Innovative Proneness 

as a Whole.

'Cosmopoliteness' is highly and significantly correlated 

with The Situational and Innovation Characteristics as a 

Whole, Traditionalism, Progressivism, Dogmatism, Venturesomeness, 

Conservatism, and Change Proneness, The Change Related Values 

as a Whole, and Innovative Proneness as a Whole.



’The Situational and Innovation Characteristics’ as a 
Whole is highly and significantly correlated with Traditionalism,
Progressivism, Conservatism, Change Proneness, The Change 
Related Values as a Whole, and the Innovative Proneness as 
a ^hole. Again it is significantly correlated with 
Venture somene ss.

'Traditionalism' is highly and significantly correlated 
with Progressivism, Dogmatism, Venturesomeness, Conservatism, 
Change Proneness, The Change related Values as a Whole and 
The Innovative Proneness as a whole.

’Progressivism' is highly and significantly correlated 
with Dogmatism, Venturesomeness, Conservatism, Change 
Proneness, The Change related values as a whole, and The 
Innovative Proneness as a Whole.

Dogmatism is highly and significantly correlated with 
Venturesomeness, Conservatism, Change Proneness.

'Venturesomeness' of a teacher is highly and significantly 
correlated with Conservatism, and Change Proneness and 
significantly correlated with Change Related values as a whole.

'Conservatism' of a teacher is highly and significantly 
correlated with Change Proneness, The change related values
as a whole, and The Innovative Proneness as a whole.

'The Change Proneness1 is highly and significantly 
correlated with The Change related values as a whole and the 
Innovative Proneness as a whole.



'The Change Related Values' as a whole is highly and 

significantly correlated with the Innovative Proneness as a
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whole.

5.17 Conclusion

In main, this chapter gives the findings of the present 

investigation as a result of the analysis and interpretation 

of the data. The main purpose of the present investigation 

"being the construction and standardization and the application 

of the instrument to the Secondary and Higher Secondary schools 

teachers of the various districts of Gujarat with a view to 

finding out the Innovativeness as a whole and its various 

components in the context of their age, sex, experience, 

academic qualifications, professional qualifications, mobility, 

in-service education, professional reading habits, professional 

satisfaction, the whole chapter is designed accordingly.

So far as the various districts of Gujarat are concerned, 

the mean of the Innovative Proneness as a whole is the highest 

in 'Banaskantha' district and the lowest in 'Dang' district.

So far as the sex type of schools are concerned, the 

teachers working in the Girls' Schools give the highest mean 

score, Teachers working in the Boys' schools give the lowest



mean score and the teachers working in the mixed schools 

give the mean score on Innovative Proneness as a whole in 

between the means scores of the Girls' Schools and Boys' 

schools.

The teachers of the schools having Commerce stream 

give the highest mean score.

The teachers working in the Urban schools give the 

higher Die an score than that of given by the teachers working 

in the schools of Rhral areas.

The majority of teachers fall into 'Moderate categories 

of Teachers'. ,

Teachers above 35 years of age give higher mean score 

than those of the teachers tinder 35 years of age.

Female teachers give the higher mean score than male 

teachers.

Teachers having more than five years of, teaching 

experience manifest higher mean score than the teachers 

having less than ..five years of teaching experience.

Teachers possessing the M.Com. degree give the highest

mean score on Innovative Proneness, while teachers having 

B.SC. degree give the lowest mean score.
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It is strange to find that teachers having T.D. 
qualifications give the highest mean score and the teachers 
having B.T. qualifications give the lowest mean score on 
Innovative Proneness.

The teachers who have not changed the schools give
i

higher mean score on Innovative Proneness than the teachers 
who have changed the schools.

Teachers who have attended some In-service Education 
programme give higher mean score as compared to the teachers 
who had not attended any In-service Education programme.

Teachers having Professional Reading Habits, and the 
teachers having Professional Satisfaction give higher mean 
scores than the teachers who are not in a habit of r Reading 
Professional Literature and the teachers t having no 
Professional Satisfaction respectively.

Among the various components of the Innovative Proneness 
scale the Inter Correlations are significant and the personal 
variables of the teachers are related significantly with most 
of the components of the Innovative Proneness scale devised 
and standardized by the investigator.
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