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INTRODUCTION o , :
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Conceptual Systems Theory is a d volgneontsl thp ry stch as
are the theories of Su111van, Fr@ur. Lr1[:cn; and M :qﬁf, sut 4 fferg
from these theories in that it is rather more expiits. 1nout identifying
the characteristics of the stages and the eticlogy behind progression
to higher stages of development., This explicitness iy what provides
the utility of the theory for educaticnal research and application, With-
in the theoretical framework, the qoa% of education is to produce abstract
persons, i.e., those capable of providing their own “structure in a repidly
changing world. This is a,compﬁysheﬂ by the successive worrect matching
of teacher hehavior (the environment) to the stage of development of the
student 1n order to 1ndurp a chaw)_ to rne w*x 1‘omo¢f (an i.e., 2

TR

attained.

RELATED RESEARCH

Orviginaily, fuur stages of develovment were postulated by Harvey,
Hunt, and Schrodey in Conceptual Systems and Personality Organization.
This was later extended to five by Hunt in working with }uwer class child-
- ren. Research by France has indicated that the stages of development are
related to the academic capacities and behavicr of studﬂnts; Hunt has
noted the effects of classroom grouning by stage unon both students and
teachers, Hupt and Joycr have also found that the higher the stage of
development the teacher has attained, the more likeiy s that tsacher to
use reflective rather than dULhO”!iQFTdﬂ LP(hW1ﬂU\» in the class ocm.
Joyre has attempied to induce flexibility in the teacher trainee's ;1§
to radiate different env1r0nmpn‘5 by Lru;n1nq in behavioral di: rrﬁm watin
through the use of a coding manual dﬁveloped from the theowry, ;auroder
has investigated Peace Corps volunteers in situations similar *a
curriculum development with res pect to qenotypic (taken to refer te
cognitive structure) characteristics and their reia*wun5n3p to certain
nhﬁnotyw1c {content) characteristics such as anxiety upon information
processing skills. Few abstract teachers have been found in any of the
reported studies. '

RATIONALE
Since there are relatively few abstract teachers available, it

becomes important to determine a way of training prospestive teachers to
‘produce behaviors (environments) for which they are not naturally suited,
i.e., are not their initial teaching styles. This can be done since an
explicit statement of desirable behaviors on the part of teacher can be
wmade for each staqge of {the student's) development and since teachers do
differ in their abilities to produce these hehaviors. A teacher training
instiftution then should be able to recognize these differences as the
result of specific, theory related genotypic and phenotypic character-
istics of the teacher trainee, Once these differences are noted, it
should further be capable of utilizing these differences in the specifi-

dticﬂ of fPP t"a1n1nn nrogram which the teacher trainee experiences.



If the differences among trainees can be reduced to a few meaningful
types, the task of the training institution can be reduced considerably.
Thus the development of a typolegy using the variables of a unified
theoretical point of view would be advantageous .te the training insti-
tution.

PROBLEN

The preblem with which this study was concerned was improving
teacher training through the derivation of a typology of teacher train-
ees which could be used to specify the training programs of the train-
ing institution. There were two parts to the problem. The first con-
cerned the derivation of Weanzng,u? types from the Titerature and vesearch

Ue?:ﬂ“iﬁg with !Tﬂ(ﬂﬁ}lu‘:ﬂv.iy‘ﬂtnﬁ thegry.  The secend ;Eﬂ"t*VaSﬁL"‘L attnmnc
to empirically validate the typology derived in the firs* part.

FROCEDURE

Subjects Tor the study were sixty-eight education students taking
an educational psycholoqy course at the University of the Pacific. Al
subjects were given a battery of tests which had been either theoret-
ically or empirically related to the theory.  Genotypic measures includ-
ed a general measure of abstractness, an educational domain measure of
ab*%ruiiﬁ@as, measures of discrimination, differentiation, and integra-
tion for three arsas: behavior of students, students, and envivonments
radiated by a teacner. Phenotypic variables were creativity, anxiety,
flexibility, warmth, autonomy, and intrinsic acceptance.

Genotypic and phenotypic variables were ¥irst analyzed separately
through factor analytic techniques to identify stable constructs. In
addition o an analysis based on the total sample, the procedure was re-
peated for social class subsamples of the total sample in order to ob-
tain some indivation of the external validity of the results. The factor
scoves computed from the total sample solutions were then jointly fac-
tor analyzed to determine if hypothesized relationships among constructs
axisted. The results of this analysis were inputed to the OTYPE com-
ponent of the BC TRY system toc obtain the typology of teacher trainees.

The results of the attempts to define constructs were generally
-in-Vine with hypothesized results with small differences for the sub-
samplas and total sample from the expected. The relationship of the
constructs was not as clearly in iine with hypothesized factors as were
the analyses used to obtain constructs. This made it necessary to re-
interpret the definitions of the factors._ The OTYPE component yielded
five types of which three could be related to the theoretical types. No
differences were found between the types for selected descriptive vari-
ables such as social class, year in school, and sex.
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CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM, HYPOTHESES, AND DEFINITION OF TERMS
. INTRODUCTICN

Conceptual Systems theory is a developmental stage thaory such
p y ¢

as are the theories of Sullivan, Freud, tricksen, and Piaget, but
differs from these theories in that it is rather more explicit about
identifying the charactmr1sf1c¢ of the stages and the etiology behind
progression to higher stages of déveiopment,‘1 This explicitness is
what provides the potential utility of the theory for educational
researcn and application.

Educational training programs have long operated on atne et
ical greunds presenting a variety of psycholoegical positions to
teacher trainees and letting them'sort out what they find useful.?
The utilization of an explicit developmental stage fneory which postu-
lates desirable environments for teachers to radiate could allow for

specific intervention and training on the part of the training insti-

tution. A typology of triinees which pcinted out their strengths and

weaknesses in abi!ity to radiate or to potentially radiate the

To. J. Harvey, David E. Hunt, and Harold M. Schrader, Concep-
tual Systems and Personalitiy Grqan1zat1on {New York: Wiley, 39073

2p. Raymend Cellura, “The Application of Psychological Theory
in Educational Settings: An Overview," American Educational Research
Journal, 6:343-382, 1969.




desirable environments could-allow for d??fé?ént%a] training programs
tailored to the specific needs of the particular type of trsinee. Thus, E
for example, a trainee who was good at discriminating among students, ' 5
but boor &t discriminating among environments could be given a specific

training program aimed at acquainting him with the charscteristics of
g

the desired environments.

kKhile some work, to be cited later, has been done in an educa-
tional setting with teacher training and Conceptual Systems theory, no
attempt has been made to set up a training program making maximum use
of theory related constructs. In order to attempt such a p?ogrém, one
approach is to note domain {edwcationa?) specific characteristics of
teacher trainees and then Lo note the behevior manifested in relation-
ship to these characteristics. This study was concerned with noting
the domain specific charactérisﬁics and the patterns in which they

appaared.

Characteristics of the Conceptual Systems Theory Stages of Development

It is necessary tb review the basic characteristics of each of
the four stages of development which were originally stated hy Harvey,
Hunt, and Schroder.3 A fifth stage at the lower or concrete_end éf
- the devé!opmenta] continuum was found by Hunt in working with lower

‘class adolescents and was added to the theory.4

3Harvey, et al., ‘op. cit.

4payid E. Hunt and John Dopyera, "Personality Vériation in
Lower-Class Children," Journal of Psychology, 62:47-54, 1962.




Development is viewed as O”CU?F1H9 &sonq a concrete-ahstract i
continuum. Pherotypically, the Sub-T stage, the most concrete, i3 best SRR T A
characinrxzed 25 an unorgan179d state re the 1nd1v;cua1 ha$ Tittle i
awareness of anything other than h15‘0wn-feeiings.5 The Sub-I seeks f
immediate gratification for his needs and reacts negatively fo any o

imposition which is placed upon him.

Progression to Stage I involves the Tearning of cultural
standards with a view of the world in categorical chunks of good and
pad. Aduits-whose development has been arrested at this Tevel display
many of the charscteristics of the authoritarian personality described
oy Adorno, et n? The Stage 1 is very upset when guidelines for his
behavior are not available,

The focus of Stage 11 functioning is on the independent break-
away from the standards learned in Stage.I development and the devel-
opment of self-anchored or internalized standards. Cause~effe¢t'reu
Bationéhips are more readily seen, and more alternatives are available.

Stage T1I functioning is concerned with learning about others
through emmathic matching for which the internalized standards of
Stage 11 serve as a basis. This stage is characterized by a concern

for the feelings of others in making his decisions..

5”9r30n> operating at or proqress1ng through a g1ven stage will
be called by the stage designation; nence, Sub-I.

61. . Adorno, Else Frenkel-Brunswik, D. J. Levinson, and R. N.
Sanfgrd The Author1tar1an Personality, \New York: Harper and Row,
1950
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Stage IV functioning involves the piacing of self and others into
an integrated relationship with the consideration of many factors and

relationships and the-ability to suspend judaement for long periods of

time without increasing anxiety, i.e. ambiguity may be tolerated consider-

ably better than at more concrete stages. The Stage 1V should be

capable of developing his own structure where none is provided.

Genotypicaily, there is an expected increase in the number of
dimensions which a person can use to dfscriminate the stimuli entering
from his environment with each increase in stage of deveiopment attained.
More importantly, the inter-ré]ationships of these dimensions becomes
more complex with an increase inm abstractness. Figure 1 illustrates
this increase as well as summarizing the phenetypic characteristics of

]
1]

the stages. When deveiopment has becbme arrested at a given stage,
narticularly in adults, so that progression is not likely, the desigha~
tion given is "system" rather: than stage. Progreséion itself is
defined as a function of particular environmental cohditions interacting

with the developmental stage at which the person is functioning.

Charactericstics of the Environments

In additicn to postulating the stages .of development, Harvey,
Hunt, and Schroder postulate the environments which lead fto progression
from one stage to the next.7 Environments are said to vary along a

major continuum from unilateral to interdependent. Unilateral training,

-7Harvey, et al., op. cit., pp. 113-157



Stage Genotynic Phenotypic
401mens1on\ - ¥
Different combinations ‘slerance for amquu1ty, i
“of dim. scale values Many alternative views =
; Sees self in relation to o
14 (,> -~“Lompor1con rules others b
' X -
zf s——-Structure for cenerat- £
ing comnﬁpx “e]at10"sh1“< ; -
e - <Dimensions Less deterministic,
1,/”ffi ‘f;>“<:? Can weigh the effects of L
i1l < ) Z;J)¢—A]ternative combinations his own behavior from
"KQ\\\[ f(? (perspectives) saeveral oﬁher poiﬁts of view;
S Concernwith—feetings of
(;ﬁ 8_).4-mMore compiex rules for others:
' = complex relationships Use of internal processes
Movement away from absoiutism;
BN - -27"-6Dimensions Emergence of primitive internal
, \<\\ \K//‘ : causation; -
11 A Emergence  of alternate com~  Use of conditional rules;
:L /’\,L\ binations of dimensional Rigid after a decision is made
K§) ijémww—sca1e values Megativism against standards
Categorical, black-white think~
— - <—0imensions ing;
/ Minimization of conflict;
Anchoring of behavior in ex-
1 &———Relatively fixed or ternal conditions;:
hierarchial organization Compartmentalization of 1dens
Generalized negativism and A
e = - ¢Dimensions not clearly hostility;
\ ; anchored No social awareness;
Sub-1 \ / Cultural norms and values are
R ) not internalized
Q_,;¢~—*—~-Organization unciear

FIGURE 1

GENOTYPIC AND PHENOTYPIC

STAGE CHARACTERISITCS
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as specified, is characterized by the externaéiscurce, such as a parent i
or teacher, determining absolute criteria for behavior, directing re-
wardé and punishments towards these criteria, and bylev&3uating the i
child extrinsically, i.e. on the basis of now well the criteria are met. -
Interdependent training is characterized by relative determination of |

the criteria, dirvecting rewards fowards means and exploratory behavior,

and by what is called intrinsic evaluation or vé?uing the child because
he is & person rather thaﬁ against some externai critefia.

At the unilateral end of the continuum, an additional variable
of the degree of reliability or unreliability of the fmposition on the
child was considered in the original formuiation of the theory, while
at the intevdependent end a protective vs. informational dimension was
considered. Reliable imposition was said to maximize the potential for
developmental arrestation at Stage I while unreliable imposition was
said to cause arrestation at Stage II. Protective imposition led to
arrestation at Stage IIl and informational imposition maximized the
potential for progression to Stage 1IV. With the modification of the
theory by Hunt, the dimension df warmth-hostility, discussed briefly by
Harvey, et al., in relation to Schaefer's circumplex became more central

8 and 9 T

to the tcnditiohs leading to Stage I development. us, the

environment necessary fcr’deve]epment to the next highest stage must be

81bid., p. 154.

ganﬁ.S..SChaefer, "A Circumplex Model for Maternal Behavior,"
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psycholoqy, 59:226-236, 1959.




differentially specified, i.e. is not thz same for all stages. There-
fore, it 15 necessary to match ihe envircnment to the child in order to
obtain the desired deve?opmenta!,pvog#eﬁﬁian or behavior. Within the
confines of the family, it is not Tikely that major changes in environ-
ment radiated by parents takes place during the developmental span,

although there is some evidence that parents become more resirictive

with the ingreasing age of the children.10 waever, the educational
setting may offer more choice with respect to potential environment
than does the family. |

“Thus, if one accepts the basic value judgment of the theory, that
developmental proaression is a good thing, then the geal of educaifon is
the same as tha goal of parental training, the production of abstract
persons capable of adapting to an ever changing environment. On a priori
grounds educational environments shdu]d, due to the increased flexibility
fn matching teaching environment to student, be capable of inducing
development, |

Having specified the parental tfaining models which lead to

either arrestation or'deve1opmeht depending upon when they are utilized,
~and having assumed that the goal of education is basically the same as

-the goal of parental training with regard to the structural properties,

then the definition of educational environments which maximize the

10y, ¢, Becker, D. R. Peterson, L. A. Hellmer, D. J. Shoemaker,
and H. C. Quay, "Factors in Parental Behavior and Personality as
Related to Problem Behavior in Children,” Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 23:107-118, 1959. .




o

patential for developmental progression should be spetif%able in the
same terms as the pavental envivomments. Thus, progession to Stage I
should be dependent upon an environment charécterized by warmth and
reliable unilateral imposition. Frogreésfon to Stage 11 should be
contingent upon a slightly Tess veliable or unstructured environment,

with rewards directed towards means and explovatery behavior rather

than towards external criteria, i.e. more intrinsic acceptance, Stage
111 development would requive high intrinsic acceptance and a high de-
gree of interdependence or autonemy while Stage IV development would

be contingent upon an environment slightly more informational than the

Stage 111 environment.

Character{stics of Teachers

| Undér ideal circumstances, teachers as well as parents could
radiate all of the desirable environments. A1l current evidence with
both ﬁarents and teachers indicates that such is not the case, both
parents and teachers tend to favor radiating particular styles which
appear to be related to the stage of development at which they them-
selves have become arrested.]1
‘Research indicates a decrease in proportion of the population

at given, increasing stages of abstractness. Since this includes

sampies of teacher trainees, therefore it would appear that there

Mpavid E. Hunt and Bruce R. Joyce, "Teacher Trainee Personality
and Initial Teaching Style," American Educational Research Journal,
4:253-259, 1967, ‘




9
should be problems in attempting to match students in need of an inter-
d&pendenﬁ environment for progression on the basis of the small number
of abstract teachers available. In adults, however, there is some
reason to believe that abstractness is more domain specific or uneven
with regard to different ésgecﬁs of a person's Vife than it is in chil-

dren.  Thus, a person can be relatively abstract in one area, e.g. his

work, and yet be concrete within other parts of his 1ife such as intra-

family relations.1? Mhen the possibility of abstractness being at

least partially domain specific is considered and abstractness measured -

with stimu?i associated with'the educational domain, then somewhat of a
more suitable distribution is found.13 Even given this increase, there
is sti11 a decided lack of abstract teachers so that ways must be sought
to train less abstract teachers to radiate abstract envirvonments. -
Ideally, of course, the most desirable teacher would be one who
Cou1d radiate a wide variety of environments other than the particular
environment which seemed natural. Hunt has specified a model for train-
ing training agents in which a hierarchy of the ski11s'necessary for the

radiation of just such a variety of environments 1is postu1ated.14 Using

V2Haro1d M. Schrnder M1chael d. Driver, and Siegfried Streufert,
Human Information Processing, (New York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston,

19677, p. 9.

]3Stanley France, “Selection of Candidates: Urban Teacher Prep-
aration Program,” (Syracuse University: Urban Teacher Preparatwon
Program, 1965), (unpublished manuscript).-

14pavid E. Hunt,-"A Model for'Ana]yzing the Training of Training
Agents," Merri11—Pa1mer Quarterly, 12:135-155, 1966.
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the basic Lewinian formula "B = ?(? £} (behavior is a function of the.
“persen and the environment), Hunt notég th&t?tha training'agent,"in

ovder to radiate a variety of en“érnﬁm@ntér first must be able to dis-
ecriminate among behaviors, must be ab?e to ‘discriminate ammng €he ner-

sons to whom the environments are o be r adiated, and must be able o

discriminate among environments to be radiated. Once these discrimi-

nations are possible, the traihing agent must become proficient in
radiating specified envirvonments. Finalty, the training'agent,must be
able to shift from radiating one environment to radiating another or
other-environments, i.e. be capable of flexible modulation from one
environment to another. While the discrimination problems can be

viewad genotypically, the ability to radiate envirommant is likely to

oF
Y

be related to phenotypic variables. Therefore, it seems necessary

examine the stage related characteristics of adults and teachers.

- Genotynic characteristicsv '

The 5tructUra} contepts,imﬁoftant'to cenceptual systems theory-~
» discrim%naﬁ?on, differentiation, and integration~~haVe been illustrated
in Figure 1. Data on the relationship of general abstractness, damain
specific abstractness, and inferpersonai discrimination aqd differen-

tiation to teaching behavior has been collected by France, by Hurt and

1.15 and 16

Joyce, and by Schroder, et al. In general, these concepts

19 rance, op. cit.; Hunt and Joyce, op. cit.

Harotd M. Schroder, 0, J. Harvey, David E. Hunt, and B. D.
Koslin, “Component Assessment in Peace Corps Trainees," (Princeton
University: Peace Corps Assessment Program, 1965) (unpublished,
manuscriot). S '



1
were Tound to relate to the sens%tivitffbf the teachar to the student's | e
frame of réferencavand, as preyia&$1y’mentfohed, to the use of a reflec-
tive 5ty}e.v These results were in atﬁnrd with theoretical exnectations, '_ 5
thus lending support to further expfcration of a more refined nature as v
suggested by Hunt's model.

Therefore, in addition to skills of discrimination relating to

the domain of persons, & useful approach to teacher training might in- . -
clude a concern for the discrimination of begav10rs relevant to both
the curriculum and to the developmental progression of the students. -
{n order for this'infoémation to be utilized, indices of genotypic
characteristics with respect to the specific, desirable environments for
radiation should be of value in directing the training of future teach-
ers.  Since discrimination may be viewed within the theoretical frame-
work as taking place along Specifié dimensions derivable from the
original theoretical postulations and from more recent research, it was
possib]e for the authof to tentatively identify some of these dimensions
in each area.
Discrimination of students' behavior was considered as taking
nlace along dimensions such as hostility-friendliness, attentiveness-
inattentiveness, convergent-divergent, appropriate-inappropriate,
relevant-irrelevant, and concrete-abstract. These dimensions were by
no means all that might have been used, but were intended as key di-
mensicns which could be used with all age ranges and.curricular con-

texts.
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Discrimination of persons, in this case students, was considered

to be along‘diMensions which also fef?égied a theoretical concern about
both develiopment and curricutum. Hence, ihe following dimensions were
considered to be important: 1nterpersona]iy sensitéve«inferpersona??y
insensitive, independent-dependent, fiexible-rigid, curious-withdrawn,

memory oriented-concept oriented, and adjusted-maladjusted.

Discrimination of envirornments, like discrimination of behavior
and persons, was considered to be relevant to both curriculum and de-
velopment. Thus the following six dimensions were thought to be
relevant: distant-involved, accepting-critical, controlling-nondirec-
tive, unstructured-infermative, warm-hostile, and drill oriented-con-

cept orfented.

Phenotypic characteristics

The more affective variables relevant to the theory's use in
education andvteacher training should be those which reflect a pre-
disposition toward the radiation of sbecifﬁc environments and those
which would reflect upon the ability to radiate a variety of environ-
ménts. The dimensions mentioned above relevant to environmental
discrimination should a1so then be important when viewed as predis-
positions. According to more original specifications of the theory,

the unilat%ral—interdependent dimension and the warmth-hostility

dimension é@ou]d be of major importance.]7 France, drawing from the

' ]7Harvey} Hunt, and Schroder, op. cit., p. 113.
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research, has briefly specified additional characteristics of teachers
relevant to the environments to be radiated.lg The most important
additioral variables noted by France include tolerance or patience and
creativity for providing varied curricu?um gxperiencas,

More recent work by Schroder, Driver, and Streufert has sug-

gested that information processing of the type necessary for making

discriminations is affected by the noxiety of the situation.]9 This
suggested that teacher trainees who are basica]]y interpersonally
anxious should view an interpersonal classroom as noxious and thus
should discriminate‘more poorly than trainees who are less anxious.
High anxiety would be 1ikely to make training more difficult. This
anxiety would also be likely to influence the ability to radiate a
variety of environments since the person tends to become more stimu-
tus bound and might have difficulty radiating other than the initial
teaching style under conditions viewsed as noxious. While a predis-
~position toward radiating a variety of environments might be present
then, it would also be possible that despite competence in discrimi-
nation of situations where the trainee was not a participant, thé

situation might appear noxious enough to prevent functioning.

18Stan1ey France, "Conceptual Systems Theory and Academic
Capacities: Sume Support for Developmental Stage Theories as Foci
for Educational Unification,” (paper read at the California Educa-
tional Research Association meeting, Berkeley, California, March, 1968).

Vschroder, Driver, and Streufert, op. cit., p.*89.
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It appeared that a relatively few'phénoiyp?x variables, when
combined with the genotypic variables described could allow for the
derivation of expectations for a typology of trainces. Whiie some of
the research cited above was not carried but on teachers or teacher
trainees, so that}Sampling could be a factor, there appears to he

little evidence that such would be the case.

Perivation and Characteristics of Expected Types

The primary goal of the study was concernad with the validation
of a typology which is both theoreticaliy meaningful for matching
teachers with students and useful for the training of potential teach-
~ers.  Therefore, characteristics of the nopulation with regard to
impertant variables were used as a basis for deriving the types,

Since aeneral abstractness was known to be restricted, the majority of
the iypes were expected to be at the lower end of the continuum, i.e.
concrete.?0 The work cited by Schroder, et al., above indicated that
noxious situations have more effect upon concrete than upon abstract
persons. Therefore, and also in agreement with the original theoreti-
cal postulations, anxiety should also be more characteristic of con-
crete'trainees;21 This suggested that, conversely, abstract trainees
should be characterized by iow anxiety, high discrimination inter-

personally, predisposition toward interdependent environments, and

201bid., p. 195.

2lHarvey, Hunt, and Schroder, op. cit., p. 108.



shouid be predisposed toward fiexibility in radia%ing envirouments.
Since abstract trainees are likely tp be sensitive to others, they
should also be expected to be rather warm in their inf&rpersona? rela-
tions. Thus a type with all the desirable characteristics was antici-
pated. This type should requive minimal training and could be given

practice in learning the desired dimensions for discrimination and also

practice teaching aimed at developing skills in dealing with each of the
stages of development and varicus suitable curriculums.

In order to be theoretically ﬁé&ﬁ%ngf&1, the types derived at the
lower ehd of the general abstractnesécénntinuum should be identified to
reflect the envivonments which must be radiated for the three lowest
stages of ﬁeve}épment since these types are likely to be less fiexiblea.
Therefore, their training Qhouid be related to their initial teaching
style. The training programs should attempt to induce fléxibi]ity,
especially toward adjacent stagefs environments.,

In order to keep up with the students, the teacher working with
the Stage II probably needs te be rather abstract. Since the other
MGasureS'were<eXpected to correlate as stated with abstractness, these
shouid also be rather high. In addition, since the goal of the envi-
ronment for the Stage II is te induce sensitivity toward the viewpoint
of others, the teacher should be both sensitive towards her students and
warm so that thé negativeness of Stage Il development is not an issue.

The teacher for Stage I students can be correspondingly less

abstract. In keeping with the expectations, other variables should
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atso be correspondingly lower. Heﬁevar, the_tea@hé;'might be predis-
posed towards being less warm or at least Jess reliable since progres-
sion to Stage Il is dependent upon the stﬂdent having to~prpv1de some -
of his own structure and determine where he stands in relation to his
environment. .

The critical issue for the Sub-1 centers on the necessity for

a warm, unilateral environment. Teacher trainees suitable for radiating

.such an environment should be so predisposed, but need not be very

abstract. They should be rather more sensitive to behavior differences

than to person and environment differences since they will be faced with

reinforcing desirable behaviors for stimulus bound persons.

‘Four types seemed to meaningfully maximize the differences
between trainees and also to be theoretically meaningful. . Whether or
not validation of these types could be derived empiricailly was the
concern of the rest of this étudy. For the purpose of identification,
these hypothetical types were labeled in the order in which they were
presented. Type I was the most flexible of the theoretical types.
Type II was the type associated with Stage II students. Type III was
associated with the Stage I students. Type iV waé associatéd with the
Sub~1 students. It should be cbvious that the type designations are

distinct from the designation of stages as many more variables are in-

volved in deriving the types.
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1T, - THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

The problem of the study is the determinaticn of the feasibility
of using a typology to prescribe improvement of teacher training pro-

grams as to their direct relevance to the problems encountered in the

educational setfing. By defining types of trainees, it may be possibie

to more effectively use the time spent in the educational program by

-differentialiy specifying the training program according to the needs of

the type. If the argument presented is correct, the use of a theoreti-

cal framework which aids in the defining of the types and the specifi-

cation of the training program is of value to those attempting the

improvément of training programs.

Significance of the Probiem

Conceptual Systems theory is one of the few theories available P

which postulates the characteristics of stages and desirable environ-

ments for developmental progression. If teachers can be trained to

pfovide'these environments, -then developmental progression can be en-

hanced. This is particularly important in lower class areas which

typically contain a disproportionate number of students arrested at

‘the lowest deveiopmental 1eve1.2? Current training programs are not

specific-enaugh‘to-provide(the type of training needed so that more

22hunt and Dopyera, op. ¢it.
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task oriented programs need to he deve]aped.23

TII. PURPOSES OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study was to attempt to derive and validate
a typology of teacher trainees based on Concepival Systems thecry. In

order to empirically validate the theoretically derived typology, three

steps, each with a different purpose were needed. First. the constructs
were operationally @efined. Second, the interre]ationsvaf the con-
structs were established. Third, the types were determined as similar
to theovetical expectations as possibie. The first step was necessi-
~tated in more Cﬁmp?éx~f0rﬁ than is usually done because of certain
problems as:ociatéd with the statistical procedures used. The'reasons
for this step will be more fully developed in the following twe

 chapters.
IV, HYPOTHESES

The basic statistical procedures used in this study were factor
analytic. Since these procedures are multivariate, it was necessary to

specify the relationships of several variables at a time.24.

23evin A. Ryan, "A Plan for a New Type of Professional Training //
for a New Type of Teaching Staff,"” The Teacher and His Staff - Occasion
Papers, Mo. 12 (washington, D.C.: NCTEPS, tational Education Association,
Fébruary, 1968), p

24Fred N. er]1nger, Foundations of Bnhav1ora1 Research (New York:
Holt, Rinehardt, and Winston, 1964). '

Factor ana]vt1c techniques start out with a re1at1ve]y large
number of variables and selects those which are the most highly related
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Step One Hypotheses

2

Step one was concerned with the operational definition of con- é——\gg\
structs. It was hypothesized that a facior mairix would emerge in j -
which a1l variables considered on g_gijfi\grounds to be operational :

definitions of the same construct wouid load on the same factor and not

on other factors. This was expected to be true of both the analysis

defining genotypic constructs and the analysis def?ning»phsnctypic .

constructs.

l

Since an important consideration in the definition of constructs
and the ability to generalize from a given study is the population to
;wh1vn the resuits are generalizable, the tcstlﬂq of step one hyvotheses'
was made on upper, widdle, and }awer socioeconomic subgroups as well as
on the total samp?e. it was thus hypothasized that onerational defini-
tfdns of the same construct would load on the same factor and not on

other factors for each of the sample analyses.

to make a new variable which is a composite of the variables selected.
In most cases more than one new variable emerges from the analysis.

The composite variables are called factors and the relationships of the
old variables to the factors is expressed by what are called loadings
on the factor. These loadings can roughly be interpreted as correlations
of the variables with the factors. Loadings. are usually expressed in
terms of a factor matrix with the rows of the matrix being the old
variables, the columns being the factors and the elements of the matrix
being the loadings of the variables on the factors. The roots of the
matrix, called sigenvalues, indicate how much of the variance in the
original correlation matriz is accounted for by each of the factors.
Each factor has an eigenvalue. The proportion of variance aucounxed
for by each additional factow usually decreases w1th the number of
factors.
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Stép Two Hypotheses

Step two dealt with the interreiationships of the constructs
identified in step one. It was hypothesized that three factors would
emerge, One factor, hypothesized to be calied "abstractiness" would

have high lcadings from the constructs of: genergl abstraciﬁess, inte- e

gration of behavior, integration of perscns, déstriminaiiﬁn of environ-
ments, differentiation of environments, integration of'environments,
and autonomy. -

A second factor hypothesized, to be called "sensitivity,"
wou!d have high loadings from the constructs of educational domain
abstractness, discrimination of behavior, differentiation of behavior,
~discrimination of persons, differentiation of persons, warmih, and
intrinsic acceptance. | |

The third factor hypothesized, to be called "flexibility,” would
have high lcadings from three constructs. These constrﬁcts vere ex-

pected to be: flexibility, creativity, and interpersonal anxiety.

Step Three Hypotheses |

Step three 1ﬁvo]ved establishing the empirfca] validity of the
types rafher than of correlating variables. The profiles of the four
hypothesized types are shown in Figure 2. These profiles were estab-
lished by using one standard deviation of mean difference of a theoret-

ical construct's factor score as being a meaningful difference.
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V. ASSUMPTION AND LIMITATIONS

Assumptions

assumptions upon which this study s based follow:

The goals set by Conceptuai Systems theory are relevant o

The instruments constructsd or used in the s%udy were hdc»

quate definitions of the constructs within the theoretital
The typology which resulted from the theoretical derivations
will be useful for developing a teacher training program.
The procedures used in the analysis of data were adequate
Sampling bias associated with variables could be controlled
Exposure to training had m:nana]l; 1af}unwce§ the respeon

The constructs chosen were adequate and representatxve of

Conceptual Systems theory is an accurate description of the

The sample of subiects chosen was known not to he entirvely
representatwn of the national population of teacher trainees

. in that it had more lower class and more upper class repre-

Validation of the Classroom Rating Task, the Educational
Views Questionnaire and the Teacher Attitude Research
Inventory against classroom behavior had not been made at

B the goals of education.
2.
framework.
3.
4,
for the purpose for which they were chusen,
5‘ .
by the statistical procedures used fﬂr control.
6. ‘
given to test stimuli.
7.
the domains from which they were ta?en.
8.
development of children.
The limitations of the study follow:
1.
sentation than the national population.
2.
the time of the study.
3.

Many important variables in the learning situation such as
curriculum materials and mode of media presentation have not
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been considered because the relationship of these variables
to Conceptual System theory was not known. '

4. To the extent that response sets were not created as desired £
in the testing situation, limitations ovr errors may have
arisen. e

5. To. the extent that differences in the soci climate for

ial 5
testing the two groups in the sample was different, un- : ERT

dasirable variation may have been introauced.

VI. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

The following definitions of terms have been used in this study: -

1. Factor analysis: According to English and Engligh, the term
refers to "a statistical maethod for interoreting scores and
correlations of scores from a number of tests. It consists
of & search for the factors which, undar stated restrictions,
can be multiplied to give all the correlaticn coefficients
of each test with every other. The most usual restriction
is that the factors be as fgy as possible and still repro-
duce all the correlations."«? It is fTurther ncted that a
“factor when found represents the fact that for the persens
tested there is an area or region of behavier within which
individuals respond quantitatively in a cggsistent’manner
independently of the particular stimuli."®

2. Rotation: A procedure associated with the interpretation .
of factor analysis in which there is a movement of factors
about the orig;ga! axes when the factors are represented
geometrically.

3. Radiating environment: The term "radiating environment" is. =
‘used by Hunt "to describe the training agent's behavzgr as
it impinges upon the person with whom he interacts.”

_ 2horace B. English and Ava C. English, A Comprehensive Diction~
ary of Psychological and Psychoanalytical Terms {New York: David McKay
Company, Inc., 1958), p. 199.

261bid., p. 199. | 271bid., p. 469.

2Byunt, op. cit., p. 137.



an;vonmunt "The sum of the external cond’tionanand factors
. i I
potent1d1‘ capable of 1nflnenc7ng an arganism.’ uzd In this
study the term will be used %o refer to the behavior of the

teacher in the classroom.

Genotypic: In this utud3 ehoLyp:\ Tollows *hu usage of

Schroder, et al., by referring to "'structural vat.anles
which provide a metric for weasuring the way a person

ccmb1w95 [italics in original] information pbrae:ved from
The outside world, as well as, internally generated informa-
“tion, for adaptive purpsses, =Y

10.

...,_v.

vari able L whlcn "prov1de information abou ihp acqu1€1txan,

direction, and magnitude of responses, attitudes, norms,

needs, and so on." This i§ alsc in accord with Schroder,
et al., usage of the term.

Discrimination: According to Schroeder, et al., “the capacity

of the conceptual srruc%bre te distinoguish ameong xb1mu11 is

called dsac“4m1nat1on "

Il

Dimension: According fo Srhrodur, et al.
defined a@s a unique arrangement of ¢f1mu§1.“°3

Differentiation: Differentiation, according to Schroder,

et al., is "the number of dimensional units of information
generated _by a person when he ‘perceives' an array of

stimuli."

Integration: According to Schroder, et al., “Tntegrat:on
in behavior measures the extent to wh1ch “dimensional Units

cf information can be interrelated in different ways in
order to gpnerate new and discrepant perspectives about
stimyli,"3d

—t—

29english and Englisk, cp. cit., p. 182.

30schroder, Driver, and Streufert, op. cit., p. 4.

Npid. 321bid., p. 24. B1pid.

Ibid. 351bid., p. 25.

dimension is



11.

12.

13.

.L@nf“gte* According to Harvey, et al., "In more concrete

it . = A vt s main

functioning, ghp mediating Vink between input and output is
more fixed." Thus the organism is move stimulus bound
than an organism functioning at a more abstract stage.

Stage: Atcn"dmJ to Harvey, et al., the term sta ge is

used "to refeg o & plateau or nodhi point of foncentaai
deveiopment.

4.

whach the 1nd1v1dua1 ve}a+9» to +he enViﬂonmeﬂta? evente he
axperiences. 39 Informally, a system is viewed as somewhat
mere fixed than a stage and is usually used to refer to
adult development which is generally less open to progression
than the conceptual structure of children.

Amxiety: As used in conceptual systems theory by Harvey,
et al., "anxiety is generally definaed as a fear which is jli-

defined or not specific to a particular stimulus object, 139

-In this study, anxiety will generally refer to the likelihood

T less than optina] functioning in classroom situations.
Schroder, gg.al., iscuss tha relationship of what they refer
to as noxity 1n situations as it relates to abstract func-
tioning. 40 Tyhite noxiety is more situation determined,
anxiety is more likely to be dependent upon the individual.
Both tend to lead to impared functioning at high levels so
that the resulting performances under both conditions would

Tikely be similar.

Unilateral train%nq According to Harvey, et a]., "Uni-
Tateral training is characterized by the source’s judging
the subject's behavior in termns of how well responses match
some external criterion."#! Thus the source determines the
absolute criterion and rewards and punishes on the basis of
matching this criterion. '

36Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder, op. cit., p. 3.

371bid., p. 24. 381bid., p. 244. F1bid., p. 79.

405chrnder, Driver, and Streufert, op. cit., p. 69.

4]Har"uay, Hunt, and Schroder, op. cit., p. 121.



16. Extrinsic evaluation: This tewmn refers to judging on the
basis of performancp as 1% the case in unilateral %r 1n1nq 42 By

17. Intrinsic evaluation: In 4nt“iw ic evaluation, "the source Lo
places a valuc on the subject "n»r1ﬁs1«ai1y , as &-parson, .
somewhat apart from the 0va¥u1+zon of his achievement ;
measured aaainsb the source' Lrlteriﬁn."“° =

18. Infpvdep@ndﬁnt training: Internvnerdnnt L?axnwnq may be
defined according to its operations as "{1) reality or
relative detern*natﬁor of cxxtev1on, {2) rewards directed

primarily toward meaqz and exploratory acts; and—{3) in- —
trinsic evaluation

19. Warmth: Warmth is used in this study to correspond to
Schaefer's use of the term "Love" which is defined by
Schaefer 1Qrterms of affiliation, acceptance, and
nufurance.™

20. Bomain: A1l the data and/or concepts governed by, or in-
r?vk,ﬁ within, a given principle or law; all the situations
« ¢iroymstances within whvrn a given variable is to be

ffund.

21. Domain specific: Has two uses in this study. First, to
rater to an individual's particular way of .conceptualizing
one part of an environment or life as distinct from the
ways he conceptualizes other parts of his environment or
Tife. Second, to refer to the area within which the model
or theory is supposed to function.

VII. SUMMARY

The first chapter of this report has presented an introduction
to the study. At the'beginning, background information to acquaint the

reader with the theoretical orientation has been presented. The

421pid,  Bppid., p. 123 441pi4.
45schaefer, op. cit., p. 231.

46Engiish and English, op. cit., p. 161.
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problem has been stated, as has the purpose and significance of. the
study. Hypotheses, developed from research, have been proposed and
the associated assumptions and limitations of the research noted.

The important terms have been defined for clarification to the reader.
Four additional chapters complete this'répovt. They are as

follows: (%) Chapter 1I: Review of the Literature Related to the

FE PO R Rl i

ok

Study, (2) Chapter III: Method of the Study, (3) Chepter IV: Results
and Discussion of the Study, and (4) Chapter V: Summary, Conclusions

and Recommendations for Training Environments and Further Study.



CHAPTER 1]
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE RELATED TO THE STUDY | -
I.  INTRODUCTION §

In this chapter a review of the literature supporting the study

o ) ne_som e omone -~ .

s made. seven—sections,
sents background for the rationale of the study. Section two presents
research'on the student from the Conceptual Systems framework*T Section S
three dascribes theoreticai research on adults’ genotypic and phenciypic
characteristics. Sectfcn four describes the instruments used for wea-

suring the envirvonments provided by parents and teachers. Section five

presents research\mn‘the interaction of enviranﬁents with development

ard learning. Section six covers teacher training research and models.

Section seven discusses methodological issues concerning the study.
I1. BACKGROUND

The major pragmatic argument for utilizing models in which
individual differences are noted has been well stated by Cronbach. 2
In Cronbach's analysis, psychological theorizing is characterized as

varying from the experimentalist's position which seeks to eliminate

0. J. Harvey, David E. Hunt, and Harold M. Schroder, Gon-
ceptual Systems and Personality Organization (Mew York: Wiley, 1961).

2Lee J. Cronbach, "The Two Disciplines of Scientific Psychol-
ogy," American Psychologist, 12:671-684, 1957. :
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individual differences. to the correlationist's position which concen-. -
trates on studying individual variations as found in natural settings.

Cronhéch argues that the disciplines can make contributions to
one another. The development of construct va?fdatibn and its intro-
duction into test fheory suggests to Cronbach that both dependent and

independent wariahles can be viewed as being drawn from a multivariate

universe. Thus, individual variation on several constructs can be
examined in relationship to multiple environmental constructs. This
allows for the examination of treatment by subject interaction which,
when applied in educational situations, suggests fhat a useful model has
been identified only when regression lines for different treatments
cross. It is argued that if a mdajor portion of psychclogical theorizing
is to survive, that there must be just such resu]ts'in practical
situations.3

A united discipline would consider past situations to which the
organism has reacted, psychometric information about the organism at-
present; and the present situation. This would be used in order to
predict the organism's response to the present situation.?

An attempt to characterize the multivariate environmental
domain at a gross level is illustrated by'the work of Stern in developing

indices for examining the developmental and control "press" presented by

schools and Qrganizations.5 Stern's indices have been tested in

31bid. 4pid.

SGeorge G. Stern, People in Context, (New York: John Wiley &
Sons, 1969}, pp. 385-424.
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educational settingsre Differences}bathQn ejementary and secondary.
schooi persnane?}w&re found with weéa?d to intellectual climate,
achievement standards, practicalness, supportiveness, orderliness, and
impulse cont?01m7 Elementary schools vere found to be significantly
higher than junior high schools in supportiveness while senior high

schools were significantiy below junior high schools in practicaliness

and orderliness. E?ementary school teachers were more dependent and
conforming while secondary teachers were more independent and achicve-
ment-oriented. |

Multivariate characterization has been used in the field of
delinquency. #Warren has used a developmental theory for classifying
delinquents, and has attempted to match type of treatment to type of
detlinquent in a parole setting. 8 |ower "recidivism" rates have been
found for delinguents in the program as compared with matched control
subjects. Jesness, using a cluster analysis approach, found empirical
support for the typology used in Warren's study.9

Using Harren's theoretical structure, Jesness has attempted to

match type of delinquent with type of treatment in an institutional

SIbid., p. 386. T1pid.

8Rita Grant Warren, “Interpersonal Maturity Level Classification:
Juvenile Diagnosis and Treatment of Low, Middle and High Maturity
Delinguents,* (California Youth Authority, 1966).

- Scart F. Jesness, “The Fricot Ranch Study: Qutcomes with Small
Versus Large Living Groups in the Rehabilitation of Delinquents,”
(State of California, Department of the Youth Authorlty, 1965), (un-
pub11shed manuscript),
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setting.la Some attempt was made to obtain staff whose basic orienta-

tion was consistent with the desired treatment. While no parole suc-

cess was found for experimental as opposed to control subject, complex

change patterns were found ?pr treatment by type of delinquent.
Palmer, alsc using a Torm of cluster analysis, has derived hoth

a typology of delinquents and a typology of treatment agents which

closely parai]ejs the theory of warreh.71 Palmer wag able to specify
which types of treatment agents could be matched wiﬁﬁ*which types of

delinquents.
I1I.- RESEARCH ON THE STUDENT

In this section research dealing with the reiationship between

concepiual level of student and other characteristics will be examined.

This section is included to demonstrate the utitity of considering
individual differenceé-based‘on Conceptual Systems theory in dealing
with students. The first study, by Hunt, represents the pioneering
effort 1o identify characterfﬁtics of the stages in an educational

setting.‘z The second study, by France, presents a cross-sectional

~ 0carl F. Jesness, "The Preiton Typology Study," (Institute for
the Study of Crime and Delinguency, Sacramento, 1968).

ﬂTed Palmer, "Types of Probation Officers and Types of Youth
on Probation: Their Views and Interactions," (Youth Studies Center,
University of Southern California, 1963), (unpublished manuscript).

12pavid E. Hunt, "Final Report: Indicators of Developmental
Change in Lower Class Children," (Syracuse University: Cooperative
Research Project S - 166, 1965), (unpublished manuscript).
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view of stage related behaviors as perceived by{teachers.13 The third
study, by Wolfe, investigates the role of conceptual stages %n cognitive
fuhctioning‘at varying levels of age and inte?iigence.14

Thé study by Hunt formed the basis for the article by Hunt and
Dopyera cited earlier.15 Sihce Hunt's study ¢ontains more detail than

the published article, it was chosen as the basis for discussion.

Hunt studied the development of Tower class junior high studenis over

a three year period while attempting to determine measures of change in
stage. During the study, the opportunity arose to group siudents homoge-
necusly by stage. The general findings with regard to grouping will be
“discussed later. |

Overall, there was no change in stage over a one year period.

" This was in contrast to obtained increases in middle c?asé samplies over

a cdmparative period of time. While this was true for the same grade
level middle class students were a]so_signif?cantly‘more abstract than
lower class children. There was, however, more variation in the lower

class sample with more Sub-I students and only five per cent fewer

_ 13Stan1ey France, "Conceptual Systems Theory and Academic
Capacities: Some Support for Developmental Stage Theories as Foci for
Educational Unification," (paper read at the California Educational

Research Association meeting, Berkeley, California, March, 1968).

MRaymond Wolfe, "The Role of Conceptua1}Systems:in Cognitive
Functioning at Varying Levels of Age and Intelligence," Journal of
Personalijaﬁ,_31:108—]23, 1963.

¥Spayid E. Hunt and John Dopyera, "Personality Variation in
Lower-Class Children," Journal of Psychology, 62:47-54, 1962.




Stage 11 students in the lower class sample than in the middié class
sample. This higher variation was primarily atiributéd to manyfmore of

- the middle class sample scoring as pure Stace 1 on the sentence compietion
measure used as the basis for assessing concéptua1 level (stage) attained.
Some changes within the lower class qroup viere noted as one homogencous

group of Sub-I students had a mean increase of .85 in conceptual level

as determined by a sentence completion measure. However, the overall
test retest reliability was rather low despite high inter-rater reli-
_abi1%ty-sn that this increase could be attributable to regression effects.
In addition to developing the sentence completion test, four
other measures were given: The children's secial desirability scale as
develeped by Crendall, Crandall, and Katkovsky; a negati?e attitude
toward school scaje from Cattell and Gruen; and 2 situational picture
experiment which dealt with praise, criticism help, rejection, inde-
pendence, and potential information were giveh.]6 The Cattell Anxiety
. . 17 . . . . '
Scale was given. California Test of Mental lMaturity scores available
on most of the students were analyzed. The sentence completion measure,
in additioh to beingvsfored for concéptual level, was also scored for

negativism. The social desirability scale, negative attitude toward

16Virg§nia Crandall, V. J. Crandall, and W. Katkovsky, "A
Children's Social Desira b111ty of Response Nuestionnaire," Journal of
Consulting Psvcholeay, 27:27-36, 1965,

7Raymond B. Cattell and W. Gruen, "Primary Personality Factors
in the Questionnaire Medium for Children from Eleven to Fourteen Years
01d," Educational and Psycho]oq1ca1 Measurement, 14:50-89, 1954,
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school scale and the situational picture experiment were used to con-
struct four additional scales: a Sub-1I scaie; a Stageff scale, a Stage
1I scale, and an Open I scale. These scales were found to discriminate
among the stages. Anxiety and negativism were found to be characteris-
tic of the Sub-1 and Stage Il students but not the Stage I subjects.

Stage I subjects tended to give more socially desirable responses.

In the study by France, junicr high students, heterogeneous with
respect to race, were administered the sentence completion measure (as
part of a larger test battery) used in the study described above by
Hunt.TB' In addition, teachers who had the students for core subjects
were asked to rate these students on a 66 item school behavior checklist
- devised especially to measure theory related behavioréi expectations.
Included among the questions were 10 items designed to measure stage
'”_re1ated académic capacities. When the checklist was analyzed by the
principal components method of factor analysis and varimax rotated, a
separate factor composed of the academicvcapacity items emerged.

Three of the ten items loading above .50 on the factor discrim-
inated among Sub-I, Stage I, and'Stage IT students. These items were:
~“Can manipulate syﬁbo]s and think in abstract terms,” "Can see connections
and relationships between different academic subjects," and “"Has diffi-
culty memorizing material. (Beyond not liking to do it.)." The other
seven items discriminated between two of the stages. Since teachers who

made the ratings were not aware of the theory and obviously not aware of

V8 pance, op. cit.; Hunt, op. cit.



the stage designation of the students they were ratiﬁg,'indépenééhce of i
the measures was assured. Thus, the results could bhe interpreted as
providing support for the relevance of the theory fof eduéatinn.

France suggested that the results indicated that the Sub-I i
student is not only academically unable, but probably lacking in the

discrimination skills necessary to determine the important characteris-

| tics of his {educational) environment. Therefore, it was suggested that
fhe curriculum for the Sub-I should first center on learning to make
&iscriminations about what is importantlin a comuunicaticn before deal-
ing with subject matter of an academic nature.

- Wolfe attempted to compare Conceptual Systems theory with twb of
- Piaget's aspects of cognitive activity, decentering ability and the
“ability to utilize conceptual criteria in foerming impressicns of the
| environment.19 A situational interpretation experiment (task) was used
as a basis for determining_stage since at the timé of the study the
senténce:comp]etion measure had not been developed.

Age and intelligence were both found to relate to conceptual level
as they also do to Piaget's stagés. However, when age and intelligence
were partiailed out of the experiment, cchceptuai fevel wasAfound to
relate to role taking ability with a distinct and theoretically expected
advantage for System III subjects over System II subjects. Impression
formation ébi?ity was also related to conceptual level with more ébstract

subject being better able to resolve conflicting environmental inputs

Yyorte, op. cit.



and go beyond describing behavior, |  @1. .,i
This suggests that}mnre’abstr&ct.siudehts may be better able to i
discriminate the meaning of the teacher's communication than less ab-
stract students. When the problems that the Sub-1 student has aré con-
sidered to be interperscnéi'as well as curricu]ar, the relationship

hetween these two types of variables in the classroom setting becomes

more critical.
IV. RESEARCH ON ADULTS

There has been some variation in the instruments used on chil-
“edven to assess the stage of conceptual development attained. This has
“a1s0 been true for measures uséd to ascertain abstractness of adults.

- Schroder and Hunt have tended to develop measures which reflect the
complexity of the structure used by the person.zo_ Harvey has tended to
rely upon attitudinal correlates of system functioning as major refer-
ents.?! Further differences can be seen. Schroder and Hunt tend to
minimize the exclusive aspects of systems-(which are generally thought
to be more fixed than stages) noting the shadings and situational

determinants; Harvey regards development in adults as arrested at the

20Haro1d M. Schroder, Michael J. Driver, and Siegfried Streufert,
Human Information Processinag (Mew York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
19677, pp. 185-198; Hunt, op. cit.

21p, 9. Harvey (ed.), Experience Structure & Adaptability (New )
York: Springer Publishing Company, Inc., 1965), Chapter 4. , o
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nodal points with fewer situational determinants-of behavior. The val- R}
idation of stages and systems is, of course, a booisirap procedure with

“the ultimate criterion being the utility of the theory in application

to various situations. Since Harvey's measures seem to conflict, in g
part at least, with the original raticnale behind system identification, -

this writer tends to prefer the approach used by Schroder and Hunt. It

should therefore be noted that the research to ba reported in this
section has used different means of identifying the system within which
‘the adult is functioning. |
This section on the adult is further subdivided into studies
dealing mainly with genotypic variabies and studies which place more
emphasis on phenotvpic characteristics. Studies which indicate the Cod
relationship of these characteristics to teaching hehavior are in-
cluded. No feSearch has been reported in the literature concerning
teachers ability to disériminate students' behavior, students' dynam-
ics or environments in relation to conceptual level or the phenotypic

variables under consideration.

Genotypic Studies

Carr administered paragraph completion measure used by Schroder,
Driver, and Streufert to 63 undergraduate males along with a test de~

signed to measure interperscnal discrimination.?2 The interpersonal

: 2ZJohn E. Carr, "The Role of Conceptual Organization in Inter-
personal Discrimination,” Journal of Psychology, 59:159-176, 1965;

Schroder, Driver, and Streufert, op. cit.




~discrimination test asked subjects to compare themsé]ves aﬁﬁ~t§‘cmmpare
other persens having various relationships to them by first’thﬁnking up
an adjective which described each person and the opposite of that adjec-
tive. Subjects were then asked to go back and compare themselves and
the persons by pliacing the persons along a continuum formed by the ad-

jective and its opposite. If a difference between persons existed, a

]iné was to be drawn between the persons. Thus it was possible, with a
total of seven persons, to discriminate amorg seQen pr fewer, The
number of different distinctions minus one served as the index of dis-
crimination. The number of dimensiens which were not used identically
served as the dndex of differentiation,

Carr's findings indicated that there was no evidénce that ab-
stract subjects used more dimensions than concrete persons. However,
abstract subjects did make finer interpersonal discriminations than
concrete subjects with System III subjects being superior to System II
subjects. System Il subjects perceived themselves as more distinct
individuals than did System I subjects.

Schroder, et al., postulate a general "W curve hypothesis with
regard to the relationship of information processing to environmental
comp]exity523 That is, information processing is said to bz minimal
when the environment is not complex enough, increase'positively with

the complexity of the environment and then decrease as the environmental

23schroder, et al., op. cit.
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complexity goes beyond a certain ?eint. Further, concrete individuals
érevthought to peak earlier and have a smaller rénge of environmental
complexity over which they optimally function whereas abstract indivi-
dua?s_peak later and have a bread range of environmenta! complexity
over which they can function.

In order to test these hypotheses, a task was devised in which

groups or teams homogeneous with regard to conceptual level played a
game in which they had to determine characteristics of their opponents
gtrength in ovder to win. In actuality, the opponents were the experi-
menters who could vary the cbmplexity of their respeonses as desired,

The task was carried out over several time periods with the ccmplexity'
being varied randomly to avoid serial order effects. Several measures
of integration were made at each time. Ana]ysis of the data supported
the hypotheses with regard to the shape of the curve and the differences
between groups high and low in conceptua?vievel;

Faletti attempted experimental validation of measures of cognitive
coﬁp]exity'through a task in which subjects were trained to make judg-
ments at varying levels of cbmp]exity.24 Subjects varying in abstract-
ness, as measured by paragraph completion responses, were trained to
make ratings in a hypothetical business situation of applicants for a

job. 1In one treatment, subjects were asked to consider strategic

24Martin V. Faletti, "An Experimental Validation of Some Mea-
sure;’of Cognitive Complexity" (Princeton University, Senior Thesis,
1968). :
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thinking ability and social reciprocity in order fo 3vr1vevut a Judnment
of an applicant. In a second treatwment, subjects were‘given three di-
mensions: strategic thinking ability, social recip?oﬂity, and ordevli-
ness, and asked to arrive at a judgment of an zpplicant. In & third ' i
treatment subjects were giveh the same three dimeﬁéions and asked to

form two rules for judgirg applicants. They were then asked to form an

_ e ,
- graph compieﬁion-test.‘b The Bieri instrument and the Free Response

overall opinion of each applicant. Four different measures of differ-

entiation and integrative complexity were compared in the study. These

were Multi-dimensional scaling, Bieri's Interpersonal Discrimination
Test, numbey of categeries and breadih anu depth of category search for

Free Response Adjectives, and a domain specific version of the para-

adjectives retrieved the number of dimensions inputed wnile multi-di-

mensional scaling would not retrieve the mora complex structure. Sub-

jects who were trained in the third task, the most compliex, demonstrated

higher levels of integrative comp]exity on the sentence completion mea~

sure than did the subjects trained under less complex conditions. in-

tegrative complexity was more affected than differentiaiaon by the dis-

positional level of the subject as determined by the paragraph comple- N

tion measure. 25

253, B. Kruskal, “MDS by Optimizing Goodness of Fit to a Non-
Metric Hypothesis," Psychometrika, 29:1-27, 19645 J. Bieri, A. Atkins, .
S. Briar, R. L. Leaman, H. Miller, and T. Tripodi, C]inical and Social
Judgment (New York: John Wiley & Rons, inc., 1966)' W. Torbert, III,
TToward a Mew National Character: Discovering the Dlmenq1onu11ty of
International Perception" {Princeton Un1vers1ry, Senior Thesis, 1968);
Harold M. Schroder, et al., op. cit.

26Fa1etti, gg} cit.
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The relationship between general abstractness as weil as educa-

tional domain abstractness to teaching behavior is susmarized by tunt, 27

Teaching behavior has been considered in terms of the teacher's ability

to adapt to a given situation or student's frame of reference.?8 Five
studies are considered, three invelving Peace Corps volunteers. A study

of National Teacher Corps trainees and a study of Urban Teacher trainees

were the other sources of data.zg

General abstractness was determined in all studies by the Para-

graph Completion Test described by Schéoder, Driver, and Streufert. 30

‘Educational domain abstractness was determined by an "Attitude to

Teaching" aeasure first used by Hunt, Joyce, and Weinstein,31 Oniy
the study involiviag National Teacher Corps trainees showed a significant

positive relationship of adaptability in a teaching setting to general

27pavid E. Hunt, “Adaptability in Interpersonal Communication
fmong Training Agents” (Ontario Institute for Studies in Education,

~University of Toronto, 1969).

28Hunt, loc. cit. Description of the measuring instruments is

considered in a later section.

“yunt, loc. cit.

30schroder, et al., op. cit., pp. 185-198.

3 pavid E. Hunt, Bruce R. Joyce, and Gerald Weinstein, "Appli-
cation of Communication Task in Assessment of Peace Corps Trainees,"”
Report submitted to Peace Corps, 1965.
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abstractness, the relationship in the other samples wers positive but

Yow.%2  Educational domain abstiractness showzd a significant positive

relationship to adaptability in.one cf the three Peace Corps studies and

in both of the other studies. The results were considersd as supporting

the necessity of considering the domain in which abstractness is to bz

considered and as indicating that one's attitude toward teaching affects

one's c¢lassroom behavior.

Phenotypic Studies

In a set of studies done under the direction of Harvey, measure-

ment of Conceptual Systems was done through response to the “This I

L

Believe” test.”?

In thiS'test, subiacts are asked to ?espénd to sen-
tence siems‘baginﬁing "This I believa about. . ." The blank is theh
filled Withvﬁwfdsslike "sin," "friendship," "the American way of iife,"
myself,” and “compromise."” CTassificaticn is determined by “absolutism
of his expressed beliefs, consideration of contingencies . . . dependency
on external authorities, especially God and/or religion . . ; degree of
ethnocentrism, acceptance of socially approved modes of behavior, concern

11

with interpersonal relationships . . . ." Responses are classified as
part of aﬁ overall rating.
Harvey summarizes the results of studies dealing with the rela-

tionship of the systems to intelligence, authoritarianism, dogmatism,

32Hunt, op. cit., p. a.

33Harvey (ed.), op. cit., Chapter 4.
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rigidity, Machiavellianism, and creativity among other variables of i

lesser importance to this study.3q Systems IT and IV scored higher on i

the WAIS Verbal Intelligence and Vocabulary scales than did the subjects g o
representing Systems I and ITI. In several studies, individuals repre-
senting System 1 scored highest nn the F-Scale foliowed by Systems III,

I1, and IV in that order. On the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, System I sub-

jects scored the highest followed by Systems II, IIl, and IV respective-
ly. On the Gough and Sanford Scale of Rigidity, the order was from
System 1 to System IV in sequence. System II subjects have been found
to be significantly higher in Machiaveliianism than subjects repre-
senting any of the other systems. Clear cut differences have been
found between System I and System IV subjects_with regard to creativity
with Syétem IV subjecis being more creative. However, the re]atieﬁships
of creativity to the other two Systems was not clear,

A study by Harvey, White, Prather, Alter, and Hoffmeister re-
lated clagsification on the "This I Believe" test to'ratings'of Pre-
"school Atmospheres of teachers in the areas of dictatorialness and task

. s
orientation.3®

System I teachers were more dictatorial than Systems III
and System IV teachers as well as less task oriented. No differences

wefe found between System III and System IV teachers. No System II

341bid.

350, . Harvey, B. Jack White, Misha S. Prather, Richard D.
Alter, and James K. Hoffmeister, "Teachers' Belief Systems and Pre-
school Atmospheres," Journal of Educational Psychology, 57:373-381,
1966. T




teachers were found in the study sample. E | P

A study by France, partly renorted by Hunt, with Urhan Teacher He

Preparation Program applicants as subjects, used correlational and i
factor analysis procedures to examine the relationship among creativity,
the Paraaraph Completion Test, the Attitude to Teaching measure, dogmetism,

machivellism, submission-ascendence, the Miller Analogies Test, and

ratings of sensitivity, feedback strength, and strategy from the Control
Task described by Hunt were included as was the Adaptability Index
from the Communication Task also described by Hunt.35  The Kelly Rep
test number of perceived similarities, a measure of interpersonal
differentiation, and a measure of internersonal discrimination were

eed 37 e L Cieh i 38
also used, Findings were not in agreement with those reperted by Harvey.

No significant relationship was found between scores on the Paragraph

Comp]etioanest and dogmatism or creativity. . The only significant

365taniey France, "Selection of Candidates: Urban Teacher Prep-

aration Proaram,” (Syracuse University: Urban Teacher Prenaration Program, 3
1965), (unpublished manuscript).

David E, Hunt, "Adaptability in Interpersonal Communicaticn
Rmong Training Agents” (Ontario Institute for Studies in Education,
University of Toronto, 1969).

Schroder, et. al., on. cit.

M. Rokeach, The Onen and Closed "ind, {Mew York: Basic Books,
Inc., 1960).

Harvey (ed.), op. cit.

W. S. Miller, Psychological Cornoration, Cited in Oscal Krisen
Buros (ed.), The Sixth Mental Measurement Yearbook (New Jersey: The
Gryphon Press, 1965), pp. 746-750

37Georgc A. Kelly, Psycholoay of Personal Constructs, Volume 1,
MNew York: Norton, 1955. :
John E. Carr, op. cit.

38, J. Harvey (ed.), op. cit., Chapter 4.
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correlation for the Paragraph Completion Test was with(fhe'measure of £
interpersonal differentiation., The Attitude to Téacﬁing meEasure was Fom
negatively correlated with strength from the Contrel Task and positively ' 5474477
correlated with the Adaptability Index. -

When factor analyzed by the principal components methods, the

varimax rotated, four basic fantors emerged. The behavioral task

ratings from the Control Task made up one factor with a low contribution
from the Adaptabi]ity Iﬁdex. The Paragraph Compietion Test, the Miller
Analogy Test, and the measureé of differentiation and discrimination
made up a factor reflecting general abstractness. The multiple choice
tests all loaded on a thir¢ factor. The creativity index and the Ké!1y
Rep test also loadad on the same factor. The fourth factor was com-
posed of the Attitude to Teaching measure and the Adaptability Index
from the Communication Task. A negative loading from the Strength rating

of the Control Task was also obtained.
V. ENVIRONMEMTAL MEASUREMENT

In line with Cronbach's summary of characterizing the environ-
ment in-a multivariate context, most studies derived from the Concep-
tual Systems framewofk have attemnted to measure more than one charac-
teristic of the environment. HMeasurement techniques have included
rating scales by trained observers, a checklist coded by cbservers, and
multiple choice instruments which allow either the subject or the parent

1o describe the environment. Variables measured have included warmth,
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autonomy, intrinsic accéptance; reliability, and the-prctecti?e~inf0rma-
tiona].dimensipn.

?he'importance of having én objective, theoreticaily derived I
technique for méasuring the hehévéér of a'teacher as distinct from the
genotypic and phenotynic characteristics seems crucial fo the replica-

tion of studies in education. Given such an instrument, the researcher

is much more apt to be abie to control for the effects associated with
individual teachers in his research design. Joyce has developed én
instrument which is a major steo in this direction.Bq

Jaycefs instrument is a checklist in which the teacher's communi-
~ecation with students 1s noted every 15 seconds by a trained ohserver,
Four arveas or categories are used. They are: the application of sanc-
tions, the devefopmeht of procedures, the handliing of information, and
actfvity initiation and maintenance. Fach of these categories is
further divided into subcategories. The subcategories are used to
generate ratiﬂqs.on the dimensions-of uni1aterq?ify, reliability, and
the protective-informational dimension. These are the major training
dimensions of Conceptual Systems theory. Inter-rater reliability has

been between .85 and ‘95‘40

O . : ) )

3“Bruce R. Joyce, "A Manual for Coding Teacher Communications
Relevant to Conceptual Systems Theory," (unbublished manuscript,
University of Chicago, Chicago, I1linois, 1964), :

40 . -
David E. Hunt and Bruce R. Joyce, "Teacher Trainee Person-

ality and Initial Teachino Style," American Fducational Research Journal,
4:253-259, 1967. '
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Osofsky, in exploring the behavior of parents-os-teachers in- 5

cluded rating scales by a trainer observer of the warmth of the parent SR
as the teacher and the degree of unilateral training imposed by the 5
parent,™! yarmth correlated highly negatively with unilateral training &

in this study. Inter-ratér reliahilities were above .25 for both scales.

Rating scales were also used extensively in a study by Harvey,

AR

White, Prather, Alter, and toffmeister. =

Dimensions inc]uded warmth,
flexibility in meeting needs, maintaining relaxed relationships, en-
lTistment of child participation, ehcouragement of individual responsi-
hility, consistency of rule enforcement, use of functional explanatien

of rules, use of gnexplained rules, rule orientation, determination of
classroom and plavoround procedure, and punitiveness. Other dimensicns
which reflected msf@ on the teachers fee'lings than con the environment
provided were inciuded to make a total of 26 rating scales. The scales,
when ciuster analyzed, yielded two major clusters characterized as
dictatorialness and task orientation. Dictatoria]nesé had high loadings
from need for structure, flexibility {(Negative), rule orientation, -
encouragement of free exnression of feelings (Negative), and other similar

scales. Task orientation had high loadings from five scales. These vere:

warmth, perceptiveness, task effectiveness, utilization of physical

_ 4.'Joy Donicer Osofsky, "Relation of Concentual level and Internal-
External Control to Measures of Parental Teaching Behavior' (unpublished
Master's thesis, Syracuse.University, Syracuse, New York, 1967).

42, J. Harvey, et. al., op. cit. pp 373-381.



resources, and ingenuity in improvising teaching and play materials. . i

Interjudge reliability for the study was approximately 70, = R

In the two studies described above, scales which attempt fo 0
characterize the reactions of the teacher and scales which described 5
the environment radiated by the teacher were combined in the same

analysis. While a aiven behavior can no doubt serve as & referent for

rating on several scales, the importance of maintaininﬁ'a distinction
betvieen teacher characteristic and educational environmen: would seem
worthwhile for the educational researcher interested in an experimental
design. |

A less independently arrived at method of characterizing the
&n#ironmﬁnt than used in the above study is fognd iﬁ a study by
Cross.*3 In Cross's study, no direct measure of the environment was
made. Parental training conditions reTating to autonomy, authoritar-
janism, warmth, and intrinsic acceptance were obtained through the use
of the Parental Atﬁitude Research Inventdry develoned by Schaefer and
Be11.44 A set of interview questions dealing with discinline, standérds ;
for behavior, differing opinions, criticish of parent by child, and

child's performance in relation to the parent's opinion of the child

3Herbert J. Cross, "The Relation of Parental Training Con-
ditions to Conceptual Level in Adolescent Boys" (unpublished Dector's
dissertation, Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York, 1965).

44Ear'l S. Schaefer and Richard 0. Bell, "Development of a
Parental Attitude Research Instrument, "Child Develooment, 21:339-361,
1958, v
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. cnd s 4 R . . . =
was developed and used.® & yrating manual provided by Cross gives the I

general rationale for scoring at each point on the scale and gives -

ilustrations as well.¥ nter-rater reliahility was .81 for autonomy S
and not given for intrinsic acceptance,
Hunt, Hardt, and Victor have used students perception of educa-

tional environment in a study of Upward Bound Project training insti-

‘tutions°47 Eight scales were derived from a 72 item'duestionnaire.
These scales wevre: group harmony, staff harmony, promotion of positive
self concept, warmth-acceptance, sensitivity to individuation, autonomy,
fiexibilfty, and evaluation. A factor ané]ysis of the scales yie]ded
wo factors identified as autonomy‘and warmth, Schrod r and Lee have
,.Qsed this instrument in a study of Outward Bound training.ag

A study by Fronce used delinquent's percevtion of parental
env*ronment to compare training conditions for deilnquents at different

o]
conceptual levels.4“ Items derived from the Parental Attitude Research

&
4"Cr‘oss, op. cit.

v 46Herbert J. Cross, "A Manual for Scoring Resnonses to Interview
On Child Rearing" (unpublished manuscript, University of Connecticut, 1964).

47Dav1‘d E. Hunt, Robert H. Hardt, and James B. Victor, “"Charac-
terization of Upward Sound, 1967-68" (Syracuse University: Youth
Development Center , 1968).

48"0utward Bound training aims to achieve an increase in motiva-
tion throuqh the development of se]f.” The proaram is aimed at dis-
advantaged inner-city youths. Harold M. Schroder and Robert E. Lee, .
';Effgcts of Outward Pound Training on Urban Youth“ (Princeton University, L
967 :

49Stanley Auqustus France, Jr., "“A Comparison of Inteqration

Level Theory and Conceptual Systems Theory Using a Delinquent Population"
’“(unp?b11§hed 'aster s thesis, Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York,
1968
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Inventovy served as a partial basis for defining Tectors measuring

‘warmth, autonomy, and intrinsic acceptance.

The similarities among various methods of measuring the environ-
ment radiated by a parent or teacher is an empirical question much in
need of exploration. The effects of age and the conceptual level need

to be examined. That studies using all the approaches given above have

suggested similar interactions to those postulated by Conceptual Systems
theory is a promising indication for such research. The use of a multi-

trait, multi-method approach would seem appropriate.50
VI. INTERACTION

Interaction effects of d1ffcrent environments h1th students and

children at different c conceptual levels is of central importance to the
—approach chosen for the research presented in this study. This position

-suggests the necessity for having different environments in order to

produce conceptual deve]opﬁent for different stages as arqued by

Cronbach. ! | | |
.CYQSS classified junior high schoo] boys with regard-to con-

ceptual Yevel and then assessed fhe autonomy, authdritarianism, warmth,

and intrinsic acceptance of their parents through an interview and

5990r&3d T. Campbex? and Donald W. Fiske, “Convergent and Dis-
criminant Validation by the Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix," Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 56:81-105, 1959,

S]Cronbach, op. cit.
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questionnaire techniques described earlier. The results, using E

groups fovmed cn the basis of conceptual Tevel, cugaested that parents ' B

of high conceptual level boys grant more autonomy than parents of Tow L

concentual level boys and are also less authoritarian. Fathers of high »
conceptual level boys were more likely to intrinsically accept their

sons than were fathers of Tow conceptual level boys.

A study by Hunt discussed earlier_noted change in conceptual
level for junicr high schod] students as a result of homogeneous group-
ing by $t63€'53' While results were not statistically tested, Sub-I
students so grouped did bétter ﬁh terms of conceontual growth and de-
creased negativism than did Sub-l students not so grouped. Judging
from the teachers’ comments, Hunt sucgested that the teachers also

found the groupings useful in terms of knowino what techniques would
"work" with each group after the teachers had been given some know-
ledge of the dynamics of the stage of the students they were teaching.
Teachers found that keeping Sub-1 students busy and doing a lot of
drill seemed to be effective and that debates proved useful for Stage
I studénts but were not effective with Stage Il students who wanted W

 their individual opinions heard.

52Herbert J. Cross, "The Relation of Parental Training Condi-
tions to Conceptual Level in Adolescent Boys," op. cit.

53Dav%d E. Hunt, "Final Renort: Indicators of Developmental
Change in Lower Class Children" op. cit.




’s.. v
g8

France compared the perceived parental environments of detin- 4

euents at varinus conceptual Tevels. Differances among Sub-I and - g

Stage I delinquents were found for intrinsic acceptance. No differences i
were found for warmth or autonomy. : i
Hunt, Hardt, and Victor, in examining the effects of Upward

Bound programs, found that the greatesi changes occurred when program

and student crientation were "matched" so that a structured approach
in programs had predominantly low conceptual level students while more
_ fiexible programs had high conceptual Teve1 students.55 More flexible
programs showed gqreater student gains in internal control which was
2lso considered theoretically consistent.

| A doctorizl dissertation by Heck, reported by Hunt, was concerned
with improving adantability ahong high and Tow conceptual level training

56 . - "
agents. Two forms of training were used, one highly structured and

c

J4Stan'i’ey Augustus France, Jr., "A Comparison of Intearation
Level Theory and Conceptual Systems Theory Usina a Delinauent Popu-
lation,"” opn. cit. '

55The purpose of Upward Bound is "to acenerate the skills and
motivation necessary for college success amona vouna peonle from low-
income backgrounds and inadecuate secondary school nrenaration. . . .
It acts to remedy poor academic preparation and personal motivation in
secondary school and thus to increase the youngster's promise for :
acceptance and success in a college environment." David E. Hunt, et.al.,
“Characterization of Upward Bound, 1967-1968," op. cit., p. 1 - 3

6p . 4. Heck, "A Study Concerning the Differential Effectiveness
of Two Anproaches to Human Relationshin Training in Facilitating Change
in Interpersenal Communication Skill and Style of Internersonal Per-
cention," (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Syracuse University, 1968);
David E. Hunt, “Adaptability in Interpersonal Communication Among Train-
ing Agents,” {Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, University of
Toronto, 1363}, ' :
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one less highly structured. High and Tow ﬁubvh ;% ¥ﬂ?P assiqgned random-
1y to both treatments so that four groups were formed, two matched and
two mismatched., Tt was found that subiects fraﬁned under matched con-
ditions performed significantly better than ﬁid:subjectsvtrained under
mismatched conditisnsLon a post behavioral task.

TomTinson and Hunt report a study in which eleventh grade stu-

dents were taught the concept of cognitive dissonance by three methods
differing in their degree of structure.57 Sex and intelligence were
ysed as control variables. In the highly structured treatment the
definition of the concent was preseﬁted'fo1lowed by material which il-

lustrated the concept. In the Tess $tructured treaiment the material

O

waégaresented first, and in the least structured treatment the definition
was not provided, subjects being told to 1ook for similarities among the
'_mater€a1. ‘Retentisn of theldefin1tion and the illustrations were the
independent variables at intervals of immediate, one day, and one week
time. Low conceptual level subjects were more affectedbﬁy the methed

cf presantation than were high concentual Jevel subiects, scoring
significantly higher under the more structured condition. Results were
the same over all retention periods. The results were interpreted as

supporting the differential treatwent model,

STpeter 0. Tomlinson and David E. Hunt, "The Differential
Effectiveness of Three Teaching Strategies for Students of High and
Low Conceptual Levels® (Ontario Institute for Studies in Fducation,
University of Toronto, paper read at 1970 AtPA meet1ﬁo Minneapolis,

{innesota.)



VII. TEACHER TRAINING | %

In this section, teacher training mndefs and research derived

from the Conceptual Systems framework will be considered. Hunt sug-
gests that considering the match between the method of training inter-

venticn and the type of trainee is as important for training teachers

as in matching teachers presented environment with students.”® While

Hunt has deveibped a complex model for examining the d%fferentia]-train~
ing of training agents, research testing this model is lacking at the
presént time,

In a preliminary version.df the model Hunt cohsiders Lewin's
cliassic formula “g=£(P,E)" (behavior is a function of thevperson and

oo oA ho : . ' \
the environment).”” This formula is used to specify a range of skills

necessary for radiating a variety of environhents. Thus the teacher
trainee must learn to discriminate among the behaviors of his students,
the interpersonal differences among his students, and among the environ-
ments which he can radiate towards those students. This is a first step

in the training process. Once these skills have been acquired, the

trainee should learn to radiate given enviromments., lastly, the trainee

58David E. Hunt, "“Differential Training in Teacher Education and

its Implications for Increasing Flexibility in Teaching," Prepared as a
chapter in Bruce R. Joyce, et. al., New Perspectives in Teacher Training.

59David E. Hunt, "A Model for Analyzing the Training of Training
Agents,” Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 12:135-155, 19665 Kurt Lewin, A
Dynamic Theory of Personality (MNew York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,
1935, T ’ -




“should iearn how and when to shift from radiating one envirohmént_to
radiating another,

It should be rnoted that white Hunt specifies the areas in which
discrimination training should take place, the dimensions along which
discriminations are to be made are not specified.  Joyce and Hodges,

‘however, have develoned what is calied "Instructional Flexibility

A0

Training” which makes use of Joyce's coding instrument. This in-

strument, described previously, serves as the basis for training in
P . . 61 ..
discriminating educational environments. In the training process

62 In the first phase, trainees learn to dis-

four phases are used.
criminate teaching behavior by coding their own and classmates tape
recorded jessons., A comparisen of the coding system in use and other
| codiﬂg‘systems is also made in this phase. In the second phase, the
instrument is used to learn discriminations in social climates, con-
tent, and teaching strategies provided by the trainee. The third
phase concentrates on the student learning to produce teaching bhe-
haviors which are not part of his usual style. Trainers analyze

lessons together. The fourth phase provides feedback from staff and

supervising teachers as to progress.

ﬁOBruce %K. Joyce and Richard E. Hodges, "Instructional Flexi-

bility Training," The Journal of Teacher qucation,-17:409-416, 1966,

]Bruce R. Joyce, "A Manual for Coding Teacher Communications
Relevant to Conceptual Systems Theory," on. cit.

62Bruce R. Joyce and Richard E. Hodges, op. cit.



The training techniques described by Joyce and Hodaes do not I

apnear to make any systematic use of initial diffarences in the skill e

levels of accessibility characteristics of trainess, Hunt, in.a more’ ﬁ

recent develemment of his moded, considers these as the basis for devel- b

-

. . 63 4 _
oping training orograms. When the training objective and the trainee

. s . . ' . . 64
cnharacteristics are known, the training intervention can be derived.

Hunt considers four areas of trainee characteristics and their
related intgrvention characteristics. The ski11v7eve1 Qf the trainee
is viewed as vrelated to the content of presentation.' Ability te dis-
criminate among behaviors, persons, and environments as specified in
the sbove preseatation of the model would be given primary consideration.
Once the trainee has the capacity th make these discriminations, or if
the trainee is capable of making these discriminations then the content
could ‘deal with'promoting'ski]1 in radiatingvenvironmenfs; Given this
ability, the content would then focus on flexible modulation from one
“environment to another under appropriate circumstances.

The cognitive orientation of the irainee determines the struc- : y
ture of presentation. Hunt suggests that the more conceptually com-
plex the trainee, the more complex can be the presentation, and the
more likely is the trainee to be accessible through a reflective inter-

dependent presentation.65

: GBDavid E. Hunt, "Differential Training in Teacher Education and
its Implications for Increasing Flexibility in Teaching," op. cit.

“1bia. ®S1bid..
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The value orientation. of the trainee is v&ewad éS determining 0
the vatue context of the training intervention.  Hunt cites a study by E I

Harvey and Rutherford which found that an absolute approach worked more
&6 &

effectively than did a gradual approach with authoritarian persmns.
The gradual approach was found to work better with non- authorwuar1an

persons. As Hunt notes, 1ittle research has been done in this area.

Motivational orientation of the trainee is seen as related to
 the form of feedback and reward used in the training programs. The i
“rewarding agent is important to COHS1dﬂP. Rarvey found that authori-
tarian persons were more accessible through authority based statements
while those more interpersonally sensitive were more accessible through
thair @aefs.67

In trainin@ programs, microe teaching ftasks, such as the Com-
munication Task and the Thoreau Tasks described by Hunt, may prove
useful for developing skill in radiating a qiven'environment.68 These
tasks have been used in determiﬁinq trainees ability to ”f}ex” in order
to commun1uate a complex idea to someone with a different frame of
reference., Varying degrees of stress are presented in the tasks. In

these tasks, trainees are given information about the behavior objective

ﬁsﬂ.AJ. Harvey and Jeanne Pu*herrord "Gradual and
Absolute Approaches to Attitude Change," Soc1omeggx_ 21:61- R8 1958,

570. J. Harvey, "Some Cognitive Determ1nants of Infiuencndb111ty,

Soc10ﬂetry, 27:208-221, 1964,
68, . ; - . . s
David E. Hunt, “Adaptability in Internersonal Communication
Among Training Agents," op. cit.
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they are to produce, usually the understanding on the part of the person

or persons role playing the students of a comp?ex idea. Trainees are B

also given information as to the person with whom they are to communicate 0
in order to plan the approach to be used., The trainee's knowledge about 5
the idea he is to communicate is generally partialled out of the situation

by allowing study time with materials covering the concept. Some sup-

port has been found for an adaptability index based on these tasks and

» . . Q) . N
- performances in field sett1ngs.6“ , ‘

VIIT. METHODOLOGICAL TSSUES

Methodological problems in this study focus around three issues,

the first of which is the establishment of constructs or construct vaii-

h

-dation. "~ The second issue concerns thé determination of the retationshin:
of the cbnstrﬁcts. A third related issue is concérned with the estab-
lishment 5f the relationship of individuals with respect to the con-
structs. The approach used in this study treats each of these prob]ems_
as a special case of construct va}idation and proposes to utf1izé the
same basic téchnique for each. -

Construct validation is typically viewed as the measurement of
the same trait by maximally different methods whereas reliability is
normalily viewed és the measurement of a trait by maximally similar

n : .
methods .’ According to the model proposed by Campbeil and Fiske, the

®91pid. | ’ - o -

N .
7'Dona1dvT. Campbell and Donald W. Fiske, op. cit.
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cerrelations between a trait measured by differentrmethodé should be
higher than the correlation of different traits measured by the same
method. This is knowm as discriminant‘vaiidation;

A more sophisticated way, at least on the surface, to treat this
problem is to factor analyze the multitrait-multimethod matrix. Al

variabhles thouaht on a pricri arounds to be operational definitions of

the same trait or construct should lead on the same factor. This, un-
fortunately, is not é!ways the case since a larce amouht of the vari-
ance associated with a test is likely to be method variance. When
some of'the correlations are not in desirable relation to each other,
i.e. the intercorrelations of soine of the traits within a method are
higher than the correlations bétween_methods, factors are likely to
reflect wethods as much or more than constructs. Thus Campbell and
0'Conrell propose that factor analysis may be an inappropriate techni-
que for construct validation.’!

C1iff, however, has proposed what may be a solution to the prob-
}em.72 If factor matrices can be rotated to correspond o the experi-
menter's expectations, which in this case would represent trait factors,

then the effects of method differences might be minimized. Cl1iff

7]Dona1d T. Campbell and Edward J. G'Connell, "Methods Factors
in Multitrait-Multimethod Matrices: Multiplicative rather than
Additive?" Multivariate Behavioral Research, 2:409-436, 1967,

72Norman Cliff, "Analytic Rotation to a Functional Relationship,”
Psychometrika, 27:283-295, 1962,
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supplies a solution which maximizes the possihiﬁiﬁy'af ahtaining such a
solution under the restriction of orthogonality.?3

The problem of the number of variables to include in a factor
analysis in order to arrive at a factor representing a construct may be

. i
H

seen te be a special case of the above problem. Hntil Cl1iff's procedure

was developed, the researcher had to either make his variables very

similar or have a large number of variables with similar characteristics

for each factor desired. Since rotational procedures used criteria

associated with.making variabies load on sinale factors or else criteria

minimizing a majority of loadings on a factor, a few variables were sure
. to be lost as factors uﬁon rotation if they didn't intercorrelate highly
to begin within the analysis. If one methodeas fnvoived, a large gen-
eral factor associated with method or response set was often an unwanted
‘result., Given CHiff's procedure, it seems feasible to examine the ex-
pected relationships among a set of constructs by factor ana]yzing the
constructs and determining if a desired, preselected deagree of match
between the rotated factors and the hypothesized factors exists. Cliff
suggests a correlation of .75 is needed for correspondence.74

If a procedure of factor analysis such as that described by

Joreskoq is used, then a test for the number of factors can be made to

i

- 73Norman Cliff, "Orthogonal Rotation to Congruence,” Psycho-
metrika, 31:33-42, 1966,

8 :
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determine i the predicted number of factors is adequate to describe the i
75 '

relationships among the constructs. The combination of Joreskog's

technique and C1iff's rotation should prove effective o the researcher T

interested in theory construction. The use of the procedure is, of r
course, subject to the restriction that the postulated relationship

among constructs is linear and that the distribution is multivariate

normaliy distributed.
| _As Kaiser and Caffrey note, the distinction between statistical
inferencevand<psychometric inference takes on addad significance with
decreases in sample sizes.’” Thus if only a relatively small sample is
available for analysis, the canonical factor analysis test of signifi-
cance may - -he inappropriate,

The problem of determinina fypes is similar to the problem of
determining factors. In determining factors. variabies or construéts
are correlated while in déterminihg types, persons' profiles on vari-

ab]és, are corre]ated.77

If the research desired independent types,
the procedure described above could he used. In correlational pro- g

cedures, the assumption of independence of scurce of variations is

'5K. G. Joreskoa, "Testing a Simple Structure Hypothesis in
Facor Analysis," Psychometrika, 31:165-178, 1966

: 76Henry F. Kaiser and John Caffrey, "A1nha Factor Analysis,"
Psychometrika, 31:1-14, 1965.

77Rohert €. Tryon and Daniel E. Bailey, "The BC TRY Computer
System of Cluster and Factor Analysis," Multivariate Behavioral . o
Research, 1:95-111, 1966.
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generally made, i.e. no individual will be inc?ydéﬂjfﬁﬁcevin the saine
analysis. To meet this assumption when indiviﬁﬂaig‘ érofiies are to be 5
correlated, the variables used shouid Le independent, This is the case » f—
if the variables which make up the nrofiles ére the results of a factor ' E
analysis such as described above.

In this study, however, the types are rot postulated as indepen-

dent of one another so that a solution wirich is representative of the
desired profiles—is more imnortant than one yielding independent types.-
There are two possible ways to handle the problem. First, a standard
factor analysis could be run and then the results subjected to an
ablique rotational procedure.  Current obliaque solutions do not allow
for attempting to match an hypothesized structure, however, The second
solution is to use the EUCO compohenf of BC TRY system of cluster anal-
yzis which allows for an oblique solution and the introduction of marker
individuals which serve as a hasis for matchina similar profiles from
the remaining profiles. 7% This yields a solution in which the indi-
viduals with similar profiles form a cluster or group separate from the
other individuals. The procedure allows for setting the expected
rnumber 6f c!ustersvaé well and also determining the degree of fit of

the solution to the desired solution,




IX. SUMMARY

In Chapter 1I, a review of the Conceptual Systems and method~
ological Titerature has been presented. Seven-areas were covered. _ L
These were: the rationale for the approach, research concerning the

student from the Conceptual Systems viewpoint. research concerning

adults' genotypicand phenotypic characteristics,
- measuring the en?ironment provided by parents and teachers, research 5
on the interaction of environments with development, teacher training
research and models, and methodological issues.
The research appears to support the relationship between
Conceptual Systems theory and development. Characteristics of adults
wera2 used to form a basis for developing teacher training programs in
the Titerature, but Tittle research was reported ﬁhich effectively
tested the differential treatment’médel‘ Methbdo]ogica] issues were
specified in terms of construct validation. Alternative statistical

solutions, dependent upon characteristics of the sample were proposed.



CHAPTER II1 : I

METHOD OF THE STUDY

Chapter 111 presents the method and operational definitions
used to define constructs, examine the relationship among constructs

and develcop the empivical wvalidation of the typology. Descriptions of

the instruments and administration procedures are also discussed.
1. SOURCE OF DATA

The sample consisted of sixty-eight junior and senior ejwuab10n
majors taking the course lLearning and the learner during the Spring
1968 semoster at the University of the Pacific. Due to the request for
voluntears for partsq:nat1on from the two classes onro?iea in the
course, it was not possible to obta1n ‘data on all members of the class.
'Eighty-of the students in the classes did volunteer, but‘conflicts with
other activities prevented twelve from compieting the test hattery in
additional sessions. Subjects with incomplete test batteries were
eliminated. Thus the sample uzed in this study could not be said tc be ‘

- random,

11. THE INSTRUMENTS

Guilford Uses for Things

The Guilford Uses for Things is a measure of creativity used in



65

! Several objects such as a paper ¢lip and

a study described by France.
a brick are presented and the subject is ¢iven fifteen minutes to think

up as many uses as he can for the Objecﬁs,z

Paragraph Comeletion

The paragraph completion measura s a projective test in which

the subject 15 asked to compiete a sentence and write a shovi paragraph

ahout the topic.3 One hundred seconds are allowed for the completion of

each one. The beginnings or stems are: "Rules...,

it

ed...," "When I am in doubt...," "The best way to learn is...," “When

n 1]

someone gives me instructions...,"” "Confusion...," "When others criti-

cize me it usually means...," and "The most important thing in teaching

3 .

is...”" The fourth and the last stem ave scored s a measure of domain
specific abstractness while the others are used as measures of general

- abstractness.,

Classroom Ratina Task

The Classroom Rating Task served as the basis for the measure-

]Stan1ey France, "Selection of Candidatas: Urban Teacher Prep-
aration Program," )Syracuse University, Urban Teacher Preparation
Program, 1965), (unpublished manuscript).

2The entire set of instruments is included as Apvendix A,

3Harold M. Schroder, Michael J. Driver, and Siegried Streufert,
Hum;? Information Processina (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
19677). ' '

"When T am criticiz-



ment qf discrimination, differentiation, and integraiionQé‘ in this

task, subjects were shown a video tape approximately £iftoen minutes in
length. This tape shows a teacher interacting with eigﬁt first gra£é<
~students.  Subjects were té]d in advance that they would be asked to |
compare the behavior of the studeﬁts, the students themselves, and the

behavior of the teacher towards each student, After the tape had been

shownﬁ subjects were asked to rate the students' behaviar on the dimen-
sions of: hostility-friendliness, attentiveness-inattentiveness,
convergent responses-divergent responses, appropriate-inappropriate
responses, and simple-complex responses;

The same procedure was followed to compare the students. In this
~case the dimensions were: interpersonal sensitivity-interpersonal
Cimsensitivity, independent-dependent, flexible-rigid, curious-withdrawn,
membry oriented-concept oriented, and adjusted-maiadjusted.

e rating of the behavior of the teaéher toward each student
was hand?gd the same way as for student's behavior and student compari-
.snn*. This time the dimensions were: distant-invelved, accepting-
eritical, controlling-nondirective, unstructured»informative, warm-
hostile, and drill oriented-concept oriented..

7 After the subject had finished the above part of the task, he
was asked to rate how he would_beha?e toward each of the students..
The same dimensions were used as in rating the behavior of the teacher

tovards the students.

4see Appendix A for a copy of the instrument.
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Fducational Views Questionnaire ' - C i

This instrument waé a paragraph completion measurd in.which sub- o T
Jjects were asked to state their views about discipline, revising stan- | 'gg,ggg,
dards, differing opinions of students with the teacher, criticism of ;
the teacher by the student, criteria for defermining if one was a good

teacher, the important things for a child to learn while growing up, and

the studeat who is not performing as well as he could in school. This
instrument was a modified version of the questionnaire used by Cross to
assess autonomy and intrinsic acceptance and was scered according to the

manual Cross developed.5

Teacher Attitude .Research Inventory _ R j

This inventory is a modification of the version of the Parental f
Attitude ReSearch Inventory used in the Cross study described above.®
| It consisted of forty-five items with which the subject is. asked to
agree or disagfee on a four point scale. Nine a priori scales are
obtained and were combined to give indices of autonomy, warmth, and

equalitarianism.

Personal Reaction Survey

The Personal Reaction Survey was designed by the writer to

SHerbert J. Cross, “A Manual for Scoring Resnonses to Inter-
view on Child Rearing," (University of Connecticut, 1964), (unpublish- .
" ed manuscript), - ;

bHerbert J. Cross, "The Relation of Parental Training Conditions
to Conceptual Level in Adolescent Boys," (Syracuse University, Syracuse,
New York, 1965), (unpublished Doctoral dissertation).
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measure flexibility of teachers within the Conceptual Systems frame-
work.? Items were also included which were expe&ted:to measure,anxieiy
as viewed from the theoretical network. Preliminary work correlating
factors with ratings of potential flexibility in radiatfng a variety of
educational environments had yielded significant correlations for two

different groups.

I11. - ADMINISTRATION OF THE INSTRUMENTS

The insiruments were given in the order in which they were dis-
cussed akove during regular class time over a consecutive three day
period. On the first day, the Guilford Uses for Things and the Sentence
Compietion measure were given. The second day was devoted to the Class~
room Rating Task. On the third day, the Educational Views Question-
'naires The Teacher Attitude Research Inventory, and the Personal Re-
aclion Survey were gﬁven;

In order to guarantee anonymity of response and still return the
test hooklets after the first day of testing only a number was used to
identify each subject. This number was one which was regularly used by
the class professor to return papers and was, therefore, not known by
the writer,

Subjects were assured that their instructbr’wou1d not see any of

their responses nor would the results influence their grades in the

?Staniey France, "Preliminary Analysis and Validation of the
Personal Reaction Survey," (Stockton Unified School District, Stockton,
California; 1970), (unpublished manuscript).



68
course. Considerable time was e¢pent by the éwurﬁe instructor and by
the writer in explaining the purpose and importance of the study as well
as providing a qeneral orientation to what the tést battery was like.

Subjects were-told that the general aim of the study was to find
differences and similarities among potential teachers which could aid in

developing new training programs more in Vine with the needs of new

teachers, They were assured that none of the information would be shown

to any person working with them or who might work with them in the future.
IV. OPERATIONAL DEFINITIOMS

Descrintive Variables

In addition to the more theoretical variab]es used in the study,
certain descriptive variables were collected to provide some indication
of the population to which the results of this study might be generalized
and to provide an indication of any bisses associated with a particular
type. To this end, daté vere collected relevant to: the year in school
df’the subject, teaching orientation, Sex, intention to teach, whether
or not they were in the Teacher Cofps nregram and socio-economic class.8

More explicit procedures for obtaining the operational definitions des-.

cribed in this chapter may be found in Appendix B.

8Th,e Teacher Corps program in which some of the subjects were
participating is a teacher training program for minority and econom-
ically denrived undergraduates which leads to a B.A. in Education.
While taking course work, participants also teach part of the day.
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Genotypic Constructs

General abstractness. General abstractness was oparationally F K

defined by scoring the Sentence Completion measure according to the
et e _ . . S .0 :
manual described in Schroder, Driver, and Streufeyrt.” 5

Educational domain abstractness. FEducational domain abstract-

ness was operationally defined by scoring of the Sentence Completion

s . . 10
measure teaching sentences according tc & manual developed by Hunt.

Behavioral discrimination. Behavioral discrimination was de-

Tined as the number of points used to rate the students on the dimen-
sions pertaining to behavior from the Classroom Rating Task. Since
‘there were five dimensions, there were five operational definitions.

Person discrimination. Person discrimination, in this case

‘referring to the students in the Classroom Rating Task, was computed
~in the same way as behavioral discrimination except that the dimen—
sions pertaining to comparing students from the task were used. Since
there were six dimensions, there were six operational definitions.

Environmental discrimination. Environmental discrimination was

also measured from the Classroom Rating Task. Scoring was the same as
the other two measures of discrimination except that the ratings of the

teacher on the six dimensions pertaining to the environment were used.

9Schroder, et-al, op. cit.

"~ 10payid E. Hunt, "Draft of Scoring Manual - Teaching Sentences,"
(Syracuse University, Department of Psychology, undated), (unpublished ' e
manuscript). : : '
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Behavioral differentiation. Behavior differentiation was
operationally defined in two ways. The number é% rating orders which
were different on the dimensions used to rate students' behavior in the
Classroom Raﬁing Task were used. Second, the correlation matrices ob-
tained by corralating thé dimensions over stimulus objects for each

subject were analyzed by principal components factor analysis and the

resulting number of factors having eigeavalues greater than 1.0 served
as an index of differentiation.

Person differentiation. Person differentiation nad two opera-

tional definitions as did behavioral differentiation except that the
dimensions pertaining to the comparison of students from the Classvoom
Rating Task wers wsed.

Environmental differentiation. Environmental differentiation

was computed as were the other operational definitions of differentia-
tion except that the dimensions pertaining to comparing teacher be-
havior were used.

‘Behavioral integration. An 6perationa1 definition of behavior

integration was computed by using the relative proportion of the
variance accounted for by the factors emerging from the second be-
havoral differentiation operational definition anaiysis. "~ If the pro-
portions were about equal, then the subject's structure was taken to be
more highly integrated with regard to behaviorvthan if there were large
differenceé in the relative proportions of the variance accounted for.

Person integration. Person integration was computed in the same

way as behavioral integration except that the resu]ts of the analysis
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done to obtain the second operational definiticw of person differentia-
tion were used.

Environmental inteqration. Envirommental integration was com-

puted in the same way as behavioral and person integration except that
the analysis used for the second operational definition of environmental

differentiation was the basis for the computations.

In order to obtain one score to represent each of the constructs,
those constructs having more than one operational definition were factor
analyzed according to the_principa1 components method as deScribed by
Cooley and Lohnes then rotated by Cliff's technique to determine if the
independent constructs existed‘]] This was the test of the step one
hypothesis that all operational definitions of a construct should load -
on the same factor. The criterion chosen for determining if an adequate
match was obtained was a Pearson product moment correlation of .75 or
greatér. Thiszas the level suggested by Cliff.]z Factor scores were

computed by a formula (2) discussed by Horn.]s

These factor scores then
“served as the single operational definitions of the constructs with
which they matched in the step fwo'analysis of the relationship of vari-

bles.

11y, W. Cooley and Paul R. Lohnes, Multivariate Procedures for
the Behavioral Sciences (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1962), p. 1763
Norman CIiff, "Orthogonal Rotation to Congruence," Psychometrika,
31:33-42, 1966.

1250rman Cliff, "Orthogonal Rotation to Congruence," Psychometrika,
31:33-42, 1966. ' :

1330hn L. Horn, "An Empirical Comparison of Methods for Estimating
Factor Scores,” Educational and Psychological lleasurement, 25:313-322,
1965. '
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Phenotypic Constructs

Creativity., The Guilford Uses for Things served as a basis for

operationally defining creativity.]? p creativity index which consisted
of the total number of responses plus an additichal point for each
answer not among the five most common rasponses given by the sample was

computed.

Interpersonal anxiety. The operational definition of anxiety

was taken from the scale by the same name frem the Personal Reaction

Survey. It shéu]d be noted that this score is reversed so that a low

score on the construct indicates more interpersonal anxiety.
vfﬁﬁﬁi?iliﬁX: Flexibility was taken from the scale by the seme

naire from the Personal Reaction Survey.

Interdependent nredisposition. Interdependent predisposition

had five operational definitions. They wére the autonomy scale from

the Teacher Attitude Research Inventory, the rating of autonomy from
~ the Educational Views Questionnaire, the mean self rating on the con-
trolling-nondirective dimension of the Classroom Rating Task, the hean | SN
self rating on the unstructured-informative dimension and the mean self
rating on the drill-concept dimension. .

Warmth. Warmth had three operational definitions. These were:

the warmth scale from the Teacher Attitude Response Inventery, the mean
self rating on the involved-distant dimension, and the mean self rating

on the hostility-warmth dimension from the Classroom Rating Task.

4France, op. cit.
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Intrinsic acceptance. Intrinsic acceptance had three operation-

al definitions. These were the equalitarian score from the Teacher
Attitude Research Inventory, the mean self rating on the accepting—
critical dimension, and the intrinsic acceptance rating from the Educa-
tional Views Questionnaire.

A single operational definition for the phenotypic constructs

7777 -

having more than one operaticnal definition, interdependent predispo-
sition, warmth, and intrinsic»acceptance was obtained. These were
obtained in the same manner as was a single measure for the genotypic
-constructs having more than one operational definition. The same
criterion for an adequate match was also used. Factor scores were com-
puted to serve as a basis for the step two analysis to determine the

relationship among constructs.
Y. METHOD OF ANALYSIS

Relationshiov of Constructs

The second step dealt with determining if the hypothesized rela-
tionships among the genotypic and phenotypic constructs could be demon-
stfated. There were three factors hypothesized to emerge. These were
"abstractness,” "sensitivity," and "flexibility." The oberationa]
definitions of: gencral abstractness,‘integration of behavior, inte-
gration of persons, discrimination of environments, differentiation of
environmehts, integration of environments, and interperSona] predispo-
sition were hypothesized to load on abstractness. The operational

definitions of: educational domain abstractness, discrimination of
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behavior, differentiation of behavior, discrimination of persons,. dif-

ferentiation of persons, warmth, and intrinsic acceptance were hypothe- T

sized to load on sensitivity. The operaiional definitions of: flexi- : §
bility, creativity, and interpersonal anxiety were expected to load on g
flexibility.

The procedure used was the same used to arrive at the operational

definitions of the constructs. The .75 correlation was again used to
determine an adequate match. If the resulis of this analysis did not
conform to theoretical expectations as described in the hypotheses, the
resulting factors were to be reinterpreted. Factor scores were com-
puted. a5 previousiy described. These factor scores were standardized

into T score form and used as input to the BC TRY system.

Identification of Types

The validation of the types was step three of the analysis.
This validation was to be done using the individua]s selected as rep-
resenting the ideal type definers in an "0" analysis on the BC TRY

15 If the results

system at the University of California at Berkeley.
of step two were not in accord with theoretical expectations, the OTYPE
component of the BC TRY system was to be substituted for the planned
procedure, Under the possibility of having to use the OTYPE component,
the deg?ee of match between the theoretical types and the empirical types

rests largely on interpretation of the findings. General guidelines used

1SRobert C. Tryon and Daniel E. Bailey, "The BC TRY Computer
System of Cluster and Factor Analysis," Multivariate Behavioral Research
1:95-111, 1966.
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suggested that the empirical profiles generally apﬁéér about the same as
thebthEQTQtical nrofiies, but that the actual T score means for a given
type he given considerable latitude of up to one sfandard deviation.

It should be noted that these are the writer's guidelines since none

were found in the Titerature.

VI. SUMMARY

Chapter III of the report has described the method of the
study. Subjects for the study were students eﬁro]]ed in an ed-
ucational psychology course at the University of the Pacific.

This group had to be considered nonrandom since members of the
_c1&$s varticipated on a voluntary basis.

A varietv of instruments were used inciuding: paragraph /
completion measurés, rating scales, and multiple phoicé question-
naires. This variety was used to allow for multimethod definition
of variab?égjbased on operational definitions of genotypic and
phehotypic‘tbnstructs selected as relevant to Conceptual Systems
theory and teacher training programs.

| Factor analytic techniques used in the method of analysis
to obtain stable definitions of constructs were describéd as was the
statistical nrocedure for arriving ét an empirical tynclogy of

teacher trainees. This was a form of cluster analysis.




CHAPTER Ty

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF THE STUDY | B

Chapter IV presents the results of the study. Four sections i
are empioyed. The first sectinn deals with the results of procedurses

used to obiain cperational definitions for phenotypic and genotypic

constiructs. The second section deais with the results of procedures
used to relate the genotypic and phenotypic constructs. The third
section presents the results of the attempt to find the expected

typology. The fourth presents static characteristics of the types.
I. STEP ONE RESULTS AND DISCUSSICN

| This section presents the results of the attempt té obtain the
hypbthesized nhenotypic and genotypic constructs. The empirical solu-
tions are considered in terms of the similarity to the expected
solutions.
In atiempiing to utilize the canonical factor aﬁa]ysis program
of Joreskog, difficulties arose in that, apparentiy due to an error in

the program, & compleie solution could not be obtained.l An exception

1

was the total phenotypic group. Therefore, and in light of the effects

<

of small sample sizes on significance tests as were used in Joreskog's

program, principal components factor analysis was substituted. The

¥, 6. Joreskoq, "Testing a Simp]é Structure Hypothesis in Factor e
Analysis,” Psychometrika, 31:165-178, 1966.
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program described in Coolay and Lchnes”whfch had been thoroughily debuged :
on cther data sets was used}z_ In order to obtain some indication of the oo
number of factors which wereu1ikely to be meaningful with this method of
analysis, Kaiser's criterion of the “1-k*r of eigenvalues greater than -
one was chosen.s Al fac{ors having eigenvaiues greater than one were

retained for input to CYiff's rotational program to be matched with the

theoretically expected solution.d Where fewer than the expected number
¢f factors met the criterion, additional factors were retained to equal

the number expected.

Phenotypic Solutions

There were a total of five separate factor analyses run on the
operational definitions exoecved to define the phenotypic constructs.

These were: the canonical solution on the total samplie, the principal
components solution on the tota]'samp1e; the principal components solu-
tion on the Tower class subsample, the principal components solution on
the middle class subsample, and the principal components solution on
the upper class subsample.

Results. In order to obtain the canonical solution, the range

in the number of factors desired had to be limited to the expected number

24, M. Cooley and Paul R. Lohnes, Multivariate Procedures for the
Behavioral Sciences (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1962), pp. 1/76-178.

31bid., p. 160.

4Norman Cliff, “Orthogona] Rotation to Congruence," Psychometrika,
31:33-42, 1966,
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of facters. The results indicated that the Vikelihood that three fac-
tors weve descriptive of the correlation métfix was only 22/100, far
shovt of the 85/100 arbitrarily chasen aS de%ining a satisfactory fit
to the data. |

The total sample p%incipa? components analysis and the lower

ciass and upper class subsample sotutions all had four eigenvalues

greater than one. The middlie class subsample principal components
solution had ihree eigenvalues greater- than one.

The four factor solutions accounfed for: 65 per cent of the
trace of the total sample matrix, 74 per cent of the trace of the lower
‘class subsampie correlation matrix, and 76 per cent of the‘trace of the
“upper class subsample correlation matrix. The three factors of the
“middle class solutjon accounted for 68 pér cent of the trace of the
matrix.

In Table I the intercorrelations of the solutions aftér rotation
to match the ideal solutions are presented. HNone of the matches inter-
correlated to the criterion level of .75 which would indicate an aécept~
able match. In Table II the principal cbmponents total sample solution
after rotation to ideal loadings is presénted.

'Qjégg§§igg, The number of factors determined appeared to be
relatively consistent considering the small size of the sample as all
solutions accounted for large proportions of the trace of the matrix.
There waé, however, much less consistency in the solutions when rotated

by Cliff's procedure to match the theoretically expected solution.®

SIbid.



TABLE I

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ROTATED EACTOR SOLUTIONS
WITH IDEAL SOLUTION - PHENOTYPIC FACTORS
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Factor Canonical  Prin. Comp. Prin. Comp. Prin. Comp.

Prin. Comp.

Total Group Tot. Group Lower Class Mid. Class

Upper Class

Interdepend- . .
ent Pre- . 6128 691 4833 234
disposition

Warmth 520 551 624 487
Intrinsic o
Acceptance 345 514 277 356

495

721

@ Leading zeros and decimal points have heen omitted.



TABLE 11

FACTOR LOADINGS OF PHENOTYPIC OFERATIOHﬁL DEFINITIONS

, -AFTER ROTATIOGN TO IDEAL LCADINGS
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS SOLUTION - TOTAL GROUP

7 s

81

8l eading zeros and decimal

points have been omitted,

Source - Operational Definition Interdependent Warmth Inteinsic he
Predisposition Acceptance N
TART — Autonomy 4668 =222 615 645 —
£YQ Autonomy 476 071 581 569 - i
CRT  Cont-Nondirective 792 187 260 730
CRT  Inform-Unstructured 167 -454  -446 623
CRT Driil Concent 120 777 -162 644
TERI  Warmth 173 258 -149 17
CRT Distant-Involved -005 734 136 557}
e Hostility-Harmth -183 702 374 666
TARI Equalitarianism 452 -2411 525 538
CRT Critical-Accepting =165 512 475 515
EVQ Intrinsic Acceptance 039 090 554 316
Proportion of Variance 159 ' 238 - 205 602



The total group solution by the princip§1-cc$p0nents method
apneared to give the best overall fit with the threa theo?eﬁicaI factors.
From the standpoint of reliability due to éamp?e size, this solution was
also the best choice for use in Step Two of the study. |

The results shown in Table II indicate that not a&ll problems of

method variance were eliminated by the procedure., Part of this problem

may be a function of the effects of the'ideaf solution upon the trans-
formation in as-much as the jdeal solution was not composed of orthogo-
nal factors. Use .of communalities as ideal Toadings instead éf~unity
might have alleviated the problem somewhat and improved the intercorre-
lations to the point where they might have reached the criterion of
75,

| The Teachsr Attituds Research Inventory (TARI) variables for
autonomy and equa1itarianism tended to ioad on the same factor. There
wés some tendency for the Educational Viéws Questionnaire (EVQ) variables
to alsc load on the same factor. The Classroom Rating Task (CRT) mea-
sures showed less indication of being subject to method variance than
the TARI measures.

One reason also for the low intercorrelations between theoretical

-and empiriéa] solutions for interdependent predfsposifion and for warmth
éppeared to}be the consistent loading of CRT drill-concept on warmth
‘ raﬁher than on the expected factor, 1nterde§endent predisposition. This
would suggest that teaching by drill was perceived as being associated

with being hostile to students.
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The reader wishing to gereralize from the findings relating to
the phenotypic constructs is cautioned that the external validity of
the results is Timited due to the small sample sizes.effect on reliabil-
ity. This is_especiai?y true with regard to the analyses performed on
social class subsamples.

In examining the results of the principal components solution for

the total group, it would apbear that, although the desired level of
significance was not achieved, the cbtained solution is highly inter-
pretabie in terms of theoreti¢a1 expectations. Host variables, with the
exception of CRT dri]l-concebt did have high loadings on the axpected
factors. Therefere, the factors were not renamed for the purpose of the
remainder of the analysis, and factof scofes for all subjects were com-
puted using the loadings of the principal components solution for the

total group.

Genotypic Solutions

There was a total of four separate factor analyses run on the
genotypic operational definitions. A1l of these were principal compo-
nents solutions. In addition tb the total sample analysis, the lower,
middle, and wvpper class subsamples were dna1yzed. |

‘Results. The total sample had fdur factors wfth eigenvalues
§reater than one. These four eigenvalues accounted for 63 per'cent of
the trace of the correlation matrix. An additional 11 per cent of the
trace was accounted for by the next two efgenva]ues. -The Tower class

solution had six eigenvalues meeting the criterion. These accounted for
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77 per cent of the trace of the corvelation matrix., The middle class
solution had five eigenvalues meeting the criterion. These accounted
for 79 per cent of the trace of the correlation matrix. An additional
eigenvalue added 3 per cent to that total. The upper class solution had
seven eigenvalues greater'thah one. These accounted for 87 per cent of

the trace of the correlation matrix. The first six accounted for 82 per

cent of the trace of the correlation hatrix.

The intercorrelations of the empirical and theoretical solutions
are shown in. Table III. The criterion ‘intercorrelation of .75 was not
reached for any of the matches. Table IV presents the total sampie
solution after rotation to the ideal loadings. .

Discussion. The variations in the number of eigenvalues greater
than one reflected upon the lack of stability with small samples. That
six factors for any solution accounted for similar amounts‘qf trace
suggests that for practical purposes of further>ana1ysis, the use of six
factoré from the total solution was not totally improper.

Variatiens in the intercorrelations for empirical and theoretical
solutions were not as large as were variations for the phenotypic solu-
tions. Deviations appeared to be due to the tendency for the three
differentiation measures obtained by counting the number of different
dimensions used to be more highly related to the measures of discrimi-
nation for the respective source. For example Behavioral Scales Number
of Dimensions {B/Scales) loading on the behavioral discrimination factor
was .708 while its 1oading on the behavioral differentiation fa;tor was

only .304, 1In retrospect, this relationship was not totally unanticipated,



TABLE ITI

THTERCORRELATIONS OF ROTATED FACTOR SOLUTIONS .

WITH IDEAL SOLUTION - GENOTYPIC FACTORS
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Factor Prin, Comp. Prin. Comp. Prin. Comp. Prin. Comp.

Total Group Lower Class  Middie Class — Upper Class
Behavioral ' :
Discrimination 6078 613 507 648
Person v
Discrimination. 393 - 460 613 617

-~ Environmental A
Discrimination 542 695 453 409
Behavioral _
Differentiation 635 450 597 543
Person .
Differentiation 708 ‘ 582 451 620
Environmental
556

Differentiation 722 473 473

3 Leading zeros and decimal points have been omitted.



TABLE I¥

FACTOR LOADINGS OF GENQTYPIC GPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS AFTER ROTATION
TO IDEAL LOADINSS PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS SOLUTION - TOTAL SAMPLE

- Source Operational B Disc. P Disc. E Disc. B Diff. P Diff. E Diff.
' Definition L '

B/Students  Hostile-Friend 4358 492 139 379 -N33 039
B/Students  Attent-Inattent 532 538  -0&] 167 037 -044
B/Students  Convergent-Diver. 420 386 447 . 126 235 012
B/Students  Approp-Indpprop 667 205 488 067 -D02 071
B/Students .Simpie-Compiex 7%  -050 319 092 202 . 13e
Students Intep Sensitivity 083 503 385 141 038 a67
Students .  Indep-Dependent 100 523 309 172 z221 G637
Students  Flexible-Rigid _ 389 497 389 072 t%g 217
Students Curious-Withdrawn 183 750 229 -0i0 213 127
Students Memory-Concept 273 325 527 239 397 ~200
Students Maladjusted-Adiu 560 3561 450 033 -15& 079
Teacher Distant-Involved 425 . &2 302 - <205 i53 170
Teacher Critical-Aecepting 329 a4z 581 032 -100 28

Teacher Control-Nondirect - 252 - 434 369 -39 i27 237
Teacher Inform-Unstruct 185 431 657 -104 132 -018
Teacher Hostile-Warm 119 231 783 143 -108 158
Teacher Drill-Concept - 092 118 754 401 256 -105
B/Scaies No. diff. dim. 708 276 280 304 252 297
B/Scaies No. Eigen. gt. 1 136 06 =041 766 ~DE5 He
P/Scaies No. diff. dim. 347 515 350 114 468 266
P/Scales No. Eigen. gt. ) 100 337 085 055 799 128
E/Scaies . No. diff. dim. 258 378 - 651 162 287 366
E/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 -043 -053 0g8 18% FSS- 91
Proportion of Variance 158 194 198 060 %?O 069

98

d eading zeros and decimal points have been owitted.
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but the degree was considerably higher than might be expected.  All the
measures of differentiation involving the use of the number of eigen-
values greater. than one were highly definitive of the differentiation
factors. These measures also tended to be wore highly independent of
each other than were the operational definitions of differentiation

derived by counting the number of different dimensions used.

The lack of independence among the discrimination measures for
different sources was also in evidence, aTthough no consistent pattern
was evident for the analyses done by social class subsamples. The
tendency for most variables to load on the theoretically expected fac-
tor ed to the decision to’cauiiousiy apnly the same names to %he fac-
tors and proéeed with step two of the procedures. The results of the
tbta1 gfoup»so?ution were used in the computation of factor scores by
Horn's method one, since this group had the largest sample size and the
overall relationship between empirical and theoreticail loadings was the

highest.b

I11. STEP TWO RESULTS AND'DISCUSSION

This section preSents the result of the attempt to determine the

interrelationships of the genotypic and phenotypic cbnstructsg Factor
scores resuiting from step one of the analysis and for those constructs
having only one operational definition were analyzed by the principal
“components method of factor analysis. Only‘the total sample was so

analyzed,

5Horn, op. g_i_jc_.’
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values accournted for 70 per cent of the irace of the correlation matrix.
The first three eigenvalues accounted for 39 per cent of the trace.

The seven empirical factors were matchaed by Cl1iff's rotational
. . _
procedure to the theoretically erpected factors.’ Intercorrelations of

the theoretical and resulting empirical facter ioadings are shown in

Table V. None of the three matches reached the criterion intercorre-
lation of .75. Table VI presents the total sample solution after rota-
tion to ideal loadings. |

Discussion. Constructs proved to be far more independent than
was enticipated. This was the result of using techniques to arrive
at independent operational definitions of constructs which were to be
correlated in Stap Two. |

There appeared to be a definite divergence of the second factor
from the theoretica1]y éxpeéted. As shown in Table VI, this appeared
to be due to the partial shift of a major deffning construct, infggra~
tion of persons, from abstractness to sensitivity, and thke loading of
both discrimination and differentiation of behavior hore heavily on
abstractness than en sensitivity. Both educational domain abstract-
ness and warmth locaded more heavily on the flexibility factor than on
sensitivity.

The flexibility factor received high loadings from all three

‘crife, op. cit.
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INTERCORRELATIONS OF
) Ti\)

OAUNCTRLINAYTC ) hé al |
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CONSTRUCTS WITH T

Construct Correlation
Abstractness 7168
Sensitivity" 290
Flexibility 611

2 {eading zeros and decimal points

have been omitted.



TABLE VI 90

FACTOR LOADINGS OF STEP IT CONSTRUCTS AFTER -
ROTATION TO IDEAL LOADINGS - TOVAL SAMPLE

Construct  Loading

Abstractness Sensitivity Flexibility h2

General Abstractness 2238 243 35 232
Integration of Behavior 424 ' 238 | -018 237
Integration of Persons 473 664 -275 740
Discrimination of Environ 327 -363 - ~192 276
Differentiation of Environ 698 -276 -045 565
Integ?ati@n of Envivonments a5 -381 -120 629
Interdepeﬂdaﬁt Predisposit - 331 B - 245 596 525
- Educational Dowain Abstract -~ -144 025 - 351 144
D?sérimiﬂatiaﬁ of Behavior 169 | 046 - 0C0 - 031
Differentiation of Behavior =~ 252 . 068 -026 069
Biscri@inatEOﬁ of Persons 330 359 196 276
Differentiation of Persons 187 651 -512 721
Warmth -358 281 378 350
Intrinsic Acceptance -064 250 : -075 072
Flexibility 030 -098 573 33¢
Creativity 159 280 435 293
Interpersonal Anxiety 108 Rk 735 569
Proportion of Variance 131 114 143 388

3 eading zeros and decimal points have been omitted.
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of the anticipated constructs, flexibility, creativity, and interperson-

al anxiety. In addition, both measures of abstractness had identical

loadings on the factor. Interdependent predisposition and warmth also
p - predisp

contributed to the definition of the factor. : -

In view of the relative changes in loadings betwezn the theoreti- -

cal and empirical solutions, and the disconfirmation of the Step Two

hypotheses, a reinterpretation of the findings was made. The first
factor, abstractness, was primarily defined by constructs related to the
ability to conceptualize the behavior of students and the behavior of a
- teacher toward students. Thus a persen obtaining-a high factor score on
this factor should be able to describe and examine the workings of the
classroom. Somewhat secondarily, he should be able to conceptualize
the student in order to arrive at hypotheses as to the causes of the
student's behavior. There appeared to be some tendency to prefer an
interdependent environment without warmth.

The second factor, sensitivity, reflected almost totally a coﬁ~
cern with the student. The person obtaining a high factor score‘on
this factor has many ways of viewing students and a Qel1 organizéd frame-
work organizing these viewpoints. He would be likely to be accepting of
students for what they were, and to have few ski]?s for examining
teacher behavior.

Factor three, flexibility, reflected most clearly the attitudinal
predispositions as opposed to the skills involved in teaching. A person
obtaining a high factor score on this_factor, could be described as

Tikely to be calm, flexible, creative, predisposed to use interdependent
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environments, rather warm, and somewhat abstract;
Factor scdres were computed for all.threé factors and used in
the development of the typology in Step Three of the analysis. These
factor scores had zero intercorrelations as required for input tc Step

Three,

This section presents the results of the attempt to determine the
types of teacher trainees present in the sampie as described by the fac-
tor scores obtained from Step'Two of this analysis. Since the results
of Step Two were not totally in line with theoretical expectations, it
was not pessible to attempt the placing of marker individuals in the
ana?ys?s. Instead, the data were run through a combonent of the BC TRY
system known as OTYPE;8 OTYPE arrives at essentialTy the same sc]utibn
as thevprocedure as "0" analysis does without marker individuals.

Basically, OTYPE divides the score matrix into partitions based
on the standard deviation as the unit of partition. Any empty partitions
are eliminated and a clustering of the remaining partitions is begun on
the basis of the similarities of their mean score nprofiles. Condensation
proceeds hierarchially; that is, partitions are collapsed until only the
total group is represented. The researcher is left to determine at what

point the solution is most meaningful.

8Robert C. Tryon and Daniel E. Bailey, Cluster Analysis
(Boulder: Tryon-Bailey Associates, Inc., undated), Chapter 8.
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Four criteria were used for arrfving §t the resulting types.
First, all subjects had to belong to one éffthé chosen types. Second,
the types should be as egual as possibfe in the numbér of members, o
Third, there should be about the same ﬁamber of types as originally
hypothesized. Fourth, there should be as much similarity as possible'

to the hypothesized fypes.

Ten clusters were identified by the procedure before condensation
was bequn. Of these ten, two seemed>sufficient2y independent of the
remaining clusters and meaningful in terms of the comparison of.mean
profiles with the expected types to warrent identificaticn as types.
“Two second order clusters and one third wrde% c1uste% alsc appeared to
be meaningful and were retained as types making a total of five iden-
tified types which included ail of the subjects. A description of
these types and a comparison with the theoretical types follows.,

Figure 3 presents the profiles of types which were similar to those
hypothesized.‘ fhe mean scoras on defining factors for the remaining

types may be found in Appendix F.

Empirical Type 1-11

Otype ten was the last of the ten clusters to be condensed

- despite the féct'that it was comprised of only three subjects. It
abpeared to beAthe nearest cluster to approach the theoretical types
I and II, and was thus named Type I-1I. The fact that this empi?ica]
type was composed of so few subjects and yet was so distinct from the

remaining types wés suggestive of findings by Hunt and Joyce that few
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‘shown in Figure 3, suggests that while this type was scarce it would be
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ebstract teacher trainees are to be found in the general population.

|
1
|

Description. An examination of the mean profile for Type I-II,

o B .

N

il

desirable to Tocate persons of this type to take into teacher training
programs because of their potential trainability in radiating inter-

dependent environments for abstract students. The extremely high score

on flexibility suggested that they would be capable of radiating a
variety of environments, but would tend to be prédisposed toward an
interdependent style. A person of this type would likely be interper-
sonally oriented and have good skills in this area as judged from the
mean -score on.sensitivity.‘ The relatively low score on abstractness
would suggest that a trainihg program for this type would concentrate
on exposure to different types of students and different teacher be-
haviors in order to increase discrimination in these areas. Some time

would probably have to be spent to convince trainees of this type that

an interdependent environment was not the appropriate teaching milieu

for concrete students.

Comparison with Theoretical Types. With the exception of the

lower than expected score associated with conceptualization of be-
havior and classroom environments, the match with theoretical types'I
and II is probably close enough to make little difference in training.g
The profile suggested that this type was more 1nterpersona]1y‘oriented
than educationally oriented which, considering the orientation of the

theory itseTf, is probably the desired perspective.

9David E. Hunt and Bruce R. Joyce, “"Teacher Trainee Personality
and Initial Teaching Style," American Educational Research Journal,

4:253-259, 1967,



Empirical Type IIT . _ , ?

The mean profile of Otype thirteen called empivical Type ITI, a ST
second order cluster, is shbwh in Figurév3. Ten subjects were included
in this cluster which most ¢closely represented the theoretical Type III
and was thus named accordingly..

Description. Attitudinally, the teacher trainee of Type IIT is

probably prepared for radiating a somewhat interdependent environment, R
but the skills for creating such an environment appear to be missing.
Therefore, a tra?ning program for the Type III trainee should concen-
trate critically on helbing a_trginee develop perspectives for under-
standing students. The fairly high score oh‘flexibi1ity_$uggested that
it should bevpogsible to view the trainee as trainable.

Comparison with Theoreticel Type. The major difference between

the empivrical Type ITI and the theoretical Type IIT was in the lower
score on sensitivity and the higher score on f]exibiTity for the
empirical type. Since the composition of the factors was somewhat
different from what was anticipated, the shift could in fact reflect

a change which might have been anticipated. This would be true if the
difference in the profiles was due to the warmth and educational domain
abstractness variables. The low score on sensitivity is stiill of con-
cern, however, since the Type 111 teacher would be expected to be pro-
viding an environmént which would allow for progression from Stage I to
Stage II. Sensitivity to individual differences in causes for behaviof

are of major concern for inducing developmental progression.



Empirical Type IV : i

Otype nine, empirical Type IV, which like Otype ten, was an . 5~~;;;:
original cluster not merged into the hieraréhial clustering until near
thé end of the condensation. This Otype appeared to parallel the theo-
retical Type IV and was named accordinely. The mean profile for empiri-

- cal Type IV is shown in Figure 3. Twelve subjects were members of this

cluster. |

Description. Empirical Type IV was denoted especially by its
high score on the factor sensitivity. This score was almost identical
to the mean score for the empirical Type I-1I which suggested that the.
empirical Type IV was able to conceptualize the differences among child-
ren., The only differencé between the empirical Type I and the empirical
- Type 1V was in the flexibility factor score. This clearly suggested that
~ training the empirical Type IV trainee is likely to be more difficult and
will probably have to be restricted in terms of both the range of students
to be worked with and the environments t6 attemnt to radiate.

Comparison with Theoretical Type. The theoretical Type IV was

intended to be trained to wdrk with Sub-I students to bring about pro-
gression to Stage I and was anticipated to be warm and sensitive to
behavioral differences more than person and environmental differences.
The empirical Type IV appeared to be more capable of dealing with person
‘differences than behavioral differences,ta1though may be more capable
than the theoretical Type IV in that regard. In terms of possible train-
ing environments, it might be necessary to get the trainee to concentrate

more heavily on the behavior of the student than on his motivations. It
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might also prove true that the empirical Type IV trainee could more i

easily be trained to work with Stage I students in order to induce B

prograssion to Stage II since the skill component of sensﬁtivity ap-
peared to be present here whereas it needed to be developed for the

empirical Type III.

The two remaining empirical types did not fit the pattern of
theoretical typas anticipated. Since these types are purely empirical,
the statistical Tabel rather than a theoreticai type aesignation was
used. The profiles of these two types are shown}in Figure 4, Otype
séﬁteen contains rine subjects while Otype seventeen contains thirty-
four subjects, exactly half the sample. 'As can be seen in Figure 4,
the difference between the tvio typés appeared to be almost entirely in
their ability to conceptualize the classroom with regard to teacher and
student behavior. The differences among the three empirical types
similar to the theoretical types were due to differences on the factors
of sensitivity-and flexibility rather than abstractness. The score on
flexibility for both residual types is similar to the score for empirical
Type IV. This suggested that neither residual type would be easily
trained. Otype seventeen with a fairly high score on abstréctness ap-
peared to be the best choice, while it might be necessary to discourage
trainee§ of Otype sixteen from contihuing in education. This remains an

empirical question.

Residual Enmmivical Types ) e
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IV. STATIC CHARACTERISTICS OF ENPIRICAL TYPES

At the time the data were collected, information pertaining to

N s | )
[
|

[NEWI

the socio-economic class, the year in school, sex, intentions towards

teaching, teaching orientation, and Teacher Corps membership was also
requested of the sub1ects.10 This secticn presents the cross tabulation S

of the empirical types with that data. Chi square analysis was per-

formed on all cross tabulations. No significant differences were found.
- Since there were no significant differences, no definitive statements
could be made about the data. The Appendix G contains the cross

tabulation tables,

Ot}nyd W. Warner,“Social Class in America," (Chicago: Science
Rescarch Associates, Inc. 1949), p, 140
J. Hensen, "The Creative Thinking Abilities of E]emevtary
Students in Public and Parochial Schools,” {unpublished doctorial
dissertation, Indiana Univérsity, Bloomington, 1967,

Socio-economic class was obtained by ciassifying father's
occupation according to the scheme developed by Warner, since support
for using only father's occupation was presented by Hensen. In order
to reduce the Varner scale to three classes, membership in the highest
category was defined as upper class, membership in the next three
categories defined as middle class, and membership in the three lowest
categories defined as lower class.



V. SUMMARY

Chapter IV has presented the results of the study. Discus-
sion at each step of these results was included in order to estab-
1ish the rationale for analysis of future'steps.

Operational definitions of constructs were established in

10

evi

Step . #i

g not meeting the predetermined criterion foi—a match-

ing of theoretical and empirical solutions, the results were interp-

reted as consistent enough with expectations to continue the analys

Subsample analyses by socio-economic class were in agreement with

the total sampie solutions.

is,

In Step II, the constructs proved te be more independent than

was anticipated. A reinterpretation of the factor solution as dif-

ferent from the theoretically expected was made. The same names for

the first three factors were retained. The remaining factors were

dropped.

Factor scores obtained from Step II were used in an analysis

by the OTYPE component of the BC TRY system to obtain the empirical

typology. A1l subjects could be included in one of five different

types. Three of these types matched theoretical expectatiens while

the other_twd'types could not be matched. There were no differences

among types on a variety of static characteristics.



CHAPTER V ,

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECGMMENDATIONS . L

I. SUMMARY

[%2}
(%>

It was the purpose of thi tudy "to attempt to derive and

theory.“] Derivation of the typology was attempted by analysis of

the research and literature concerning the theory while validation
was attempted empirically.

Hypotheses were formulated in three steps. In Step 1, hypoth-
eses were tested relative to the existence of genotypic and phenotypic
constructs with regard to the total'sampTe and social class subsamples.
Step II hypotheses were formulated relative tc the relationship of
genotypic and phenotypic conétrucfs. Step III hypotﬂeﬁes were formu-
lated regarding the profiles of expected types on the hypothesized
factors of Step II.

Assumptions of the study were based on the utility of the model
in an educational setting, and the adequacy of the data analysis pro-
cedures. Assumptions were also made corcerning the relationship of the
instruments to the constructs of which they were to be operational

definitions.

1
See Chapter I, p. 17.
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Limitations of the study were hased on the size and representa- "

tiveness of the sample, the validation of certain instruments, and - =

Y ) . . , : R
mmportant variahles which may not have been considered. no
Terms pertinent to the study were defined.
The literature was reviewed in seven areas. These were: (1)

background information for the rationale of the study, {2) research

on the student, (3) research on adults' genotypic and phenctypic char-
écteriStics, (4) research on measuring the envikonment provided by
parent$ and- teachers, (5) the interaction of environments with develop-
ment, {6) teacher traininé research and models, and (7) methodological
issues concerning the study.

The subjects for the study were sixty-eight education Jiudhnts
taking an educatinna] psychology course at the University of the
Pacific. There weére about equal numbers of Tower (40%) and middle (38%)
class subjects, with a smaller number {22%) of upper class students.
Subjects voluntarily parti@ipated in the study so that the sample could
not be said to be random. The subjects were given a test battery which
took three of their class periods to administer.

In order to test hypotheses relevant to Step I and Step II,
factor analysis was used with the resulting factor matrix being rotated
‘to match the hypothesized loadings for the factors. The derivation of
empirical types was accomplished through the OTYPE component of the BC
TRY system.2 Analysis and interpretation of the results were renorted l

for each step.

, 2Robert C. Tryon and Dan1e] E. Bailey, Cluster Analysis
_ (Bou]der Tryvon-Bailey Associated, Inc., undated) Chapter 8,
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11, CONCLUSIONS
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|

Conclusions relative o the study at each step were drawn. The Lo
limitations of the study partially vestrici the degree of confidence » i

which could be placed in the conclusions.

step I Conclusions

The conclusions at this step relative to the hypotheses formu-

lated are given with regard to genotypic and phenotypic constructs

separately. Conclusions with regard to the similarities of the sub-

sample analyses by soc¢ial class are included.

Genotypic Conclusions. Six factors were hypothesized. It was

- concluded that results of the study did not fully support the hypotheses
“ that: {1) a factor defined by five measures of behavioral discrimination

-~ would emerge, (2) a factor defined by six measures of person discrimina-

tion would emerge, (3) a factor defined by six measures of environmental
discrimination would emerge, {4) a factor defined by two measures of
behavioral differentiation would emerge, (5) a factor defined by two
measures of person differentiation would emerge, and (6) a factor de-
fined by two measures of environmental differentiation would emerge.
However, the results for'the total sample were close enough to the

hypothesized results so that, with caution, they were used in Step II

of the analysis. It was concluded that instrument refiriement and the

use of communalities in obtaining the hypothesized lcadings might have
resulted in obtaining the desired results. Variations for the social

class subsamples from the theoretical solution were not very different
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U

from that of the total sample from the theoretical loadings.

AN [l

Phenotypic Conclusions. As was the case for genotypic variables,

i

it was concluded that the results of thé étudy did not fully support the

e

hypotheses. However, resulis were more consistent, and somewhat closer
to the expected or hypothesized results than for the gerotypic analysis.

The hypotheses were that: (1) a factor defined by five measures of inter-

dependent predisposition wouid‘emerge, (2) a factor defined by three
measures of warmth would emerge, and (3).a factor defined by three
measures of intrinsic acceptance would emerge. Considerable variation
was noted for the social class subsamples from the theoretical solution
as compared to the total sample. While the total sample solution did
not meet the expected degree of relationship, it was concluded that the
solution was close enough to allow for the'use of the findings in the
second step of the analysis. vThe analyses generally suggested that the
hypothesized number of factors, three, described the content of the

measures adequately.

Step I1 Contlusions

The conc]uéions at this step relative to the hypotheses formu-
lated with regard to the relationship of genotypic and phenotypic con-
structs is presented. It was hypothesized that three factors would
emerge. One factor was to be called "Abstractneés,“ and was to have
high loadings from the constructs of: (1) general abstractness, (2)
integration of behavior, (3) integratioh of persons, (4) discrimination

of environments, (5) differentiation of environments, (6) integration




of environments, and {7) éutonony; A second factor was to be called
“Sensitivity,” and was {o ha?e high ?uéd%hgs from the constructs of:
(1) educational domain abstractnéssﬁ (Z)Vdiscrimination of habavior,
(3) differentiation of behavior, (1) discrimination of persens, (5)

differentiation of nersons, (6) warmth, and (7) intrinsic acceptance.

A third factor was to be labeled “Fiexibility,” and was to have high

loadings from the constructs of: (1) flexibility, (2) creativity, and
(3) interpersonal anxiety. |

The vresults indicated that seven factors were necessary to
-adequately describe the common characteristics of the constructs, four
more than had been anticipated. Thus, the hypotheses were not supported.
When rotated to meet hypothesized loadings, it was concluded that support
was not found at the criterion level for the existence of the three
hypothesized factors. Therefore, it was necessary to reinterpret these
factors before derivation of the empirical types. The three factors
retained after rotation were interpreted as reflecting: skill in con-
ceptualizing teacher behavior and student behavior, skill in conceptu-
alizing the dynamics of students, and an attitudinal set reflecting a
calm, creative, abstract orientation. It was concluded that, while the
factor structure was not as hypothesized, that a theoretical interpre-
tation was possibie and that the factors that resu]ted were meaningful
for use in ccnstru;ting'a typology of teacher trainees which could be

used in developing a training program.
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Step III Conclusions

AN Mo

The conclusions formed at this siep were concerned with the
theoretical relevance and the potential for specifying differentiéé
training programs for the resuTtant types. Five types emerged from the
| OTYPE analysis. Of these, three types could be rejated to the theoreti-

cally derived types while two were labeled as residual.

Hypothesized types T and II were anticipated to be high on all
factors hypothesized for Step II. An empirical type wasvfound which,
when the differences between the hypothesized and. empirical factors from
Step IT were considered, was similar to the hypothesized types. The
conclusion was drawn that the empirical type would be trainable to work
with abstract students and could probably be trained relatively easily
to work with more concrete students. Ohly three of the sixty-eight
subjects were of this type.

Hypothesized Type III was anticipated to have scores on the
hypothesized factoré of abstractness and flexibility close to the mean
of the total sample, and a somewhat lower score on the hypothesized
factor of sensitivity. This type was anticipated to be trainable for
inducing progression fiom Stage‘l to Stage II in students. An empirical
type emerged which paralleled the hypothesized Type III except that the
score on the empirical factor sensitivity was quite a bit lower while
the flexibility score was somewhat higher. -Since the theoretical and
empirical factors were different, it was concluded that if the_dfffer-
ence was due to the contribution of the constructs of warmth and educa-

tional domain abstractness, then the empirical type would be a good
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match. Tt was also concluded that the empirical type could probably be .

trained to  induce developmental progﬁﬁssion from Stage 1 to Stage 1I,
but that much work would have fo be dgne to. develop cbnceptua] skills
for understanding students. Ten subjects were representative of this
type. ‘ |

A theoretically hypothesized type, Type IV, was intended to be

trainable to induce developmental progression from the Sub-I stage to
Stage 1. On the theoretically derived factors, this type was to be one
~and one-half standard deviations below the sampie mean on abstractness,
one-half standard deviation above the sample mean on sensitivity, and
ohe standard deviation below the sample mean on flexibility. An em-
pirical type w#s found (empirical Type IV) which was parallel to the
hypdthesized type, but approximately one standsvd deviation higher on
all three factovs. Thds, the empirical type was concluded to be some-
what,moré likely to be trainable than the hypothesized type. Twelve
subjects were members of this type.

While the three empirical types resembling the theoretical types
differed on the factors of sensitivity and fiexibility, the two residual
types differed on the factor of abstractness. The mean scores for both
types on sensitivity'and flexibility were within one-half of a standard
deviation below the mean of the sample. Otype 17 contained thirty-four
members, or exactly half the sample. This Otype had a mean score of
abstractness about one-half standard deviation above the mean. Otype
186 contéined nine members and had a mean score on abstractness almost

two standard deviations beTow the mean.” If this difference between the
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two residual types was not a functioh'ﬁfatﬁé interaction of unmeasured
characteristics of the subjects wiﬁh-either testing or current environ-
mental characteristics, the trainéb%?ity of trainees falling in Otype
16 might yield such results that diséouragement from the teaching pro-
fession might be necessary.’ HOwé?é%, it was conc}uded’thatvsubjects

in Otype 16 might be trainabte to induce progressicn from Sub-1 to

Stage I while trainees falling in Otype 17 might be capable of inducing
progression from Sub-I to Stage I or from Stage I to Stage II.

Since no differences were found for the empirical types with
regard to: socio-econemic class, year in school, sex, intentions
towards teaching, teaching orientation, and Teacher. Corps membership,
it was concluded that despite the small sample, the results should have
some dzgree of similarity to replications in other settings. However,
both socio-economic class and year in school of the subject approached
significance, so that differences associated with these variables should

be watched closely in future studies.
III. RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations are made with regard to two areas: providing

training environments for the empirical types, and recomwendations con-

cerning future researéh; The research design for determining the effects

of the training environments on the various types will be briefly devel-
oped. - Recommendations with regard to methodology and other studies will

be discussed.



BecommendationS'for Training Environments

Hunt, in discussing the use of the c{ﬁ““"”;'i
training environments, notes the r1gwd1f/ of the "lock step" approach. 3
Tha degree of training and the corresponding amount of time necessary
for trainees to achieve criterion performance on potentially different

goals is inherent in the differential approach.”

approach for:

Hunt 1ists interven-

tion characteristics in four areas:
structure of presentation, (3) value context of presentation, and (4)
the form of feedback and reward.
ized information relevant to the first three and could hypothesize as
to the four?h

The pacing of presentation as suqaested eaz]xer
another crucial factor.
and Streufert with respect to the reiationship betwean abstractness and
environmental complexity could be considered in relation to the flexi-
bility score.

Before consfdering the types, the components of the proposed
program are described. '

anticipated hierarchy of skills necessary for the teacher, and since

3David E. Hunt,
its Imp11cat1ons for Increasnng Flexibility in Teach1nq,
a chap*er in Bruce R. Joyce, et al., New Perspectives in Teacher

Tra1 ning

44arold M.

The

Since Hunt's earlier work had specified an

"Differential Training in Teacher Education and
prepared as

: Schroder, Michael J. Driver, and Siegfried Streufert,
Human Information Processing (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,

{1) content of presentation, (2)

This study has cellected and summar-

"U" curve hypetheses of Schroder, Driver,

1967), p. 29.
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this study was explicitly constructed to include measures of those

skills, the majority of the training programs discussed will focus on

il a3t 5 R Vel s B . . 7
skill training.” Skills were divided into three areas: (1) skill in E
discrimination of students behavior, study dynamics, and teaching
enpvironments, (2) skill in radiating environments, and (3) skill in

flexible modulation from cne environmment to another.

In order to train skills in discrimination, short films or video
tapes could be developed which present students or student behavfcr as
stimulus object comnarisen. This could also be done tO'prévide com--
parisons of teaching behavior. These films or tapes should be oraganized
so-as to allow for sorting into those which could he used for training _ E,_
1oﬁ a single dimension, or on several dimensions, and should be graded as
to the diff?tu?ty oy distinctiveness of the stimulus objeéts contrasts.
Ratings by trained experts should be available for each tape on all
relevant dimensions. There should be enough tapes or films available
to allow for considerable practice. Curriculum data banks could be
developed to provide training in preparing materials for students at
different stages of development.

In order to train skill in radiating environments or a given
environment, a series of ro1e playina scripts could be developed for
each of desired environments which vary in terms of the dearee of
stfucture they onrovide the trainee. Provision should be made for re-

cording the role playing session. Actual teaching situations should

g o
“David E. Hunt, "A Model for Analyzing the Training of Training
Agents," Merrill-Palmer ONuarterly, 12:135-155, 1966.
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be available for trainees who ‘have SUCCQSSfuiiy completed work on the
scfiptsg Staff or students could be trained to fill the roles of the
students in the scripts.

Trairning in the skill of flexible modulation from one environ-
ment to another is thecretically contingent upoh mastering skills in

discrimination and skills in radiating environments. Role playing situ-

ations should be available in which flexible modulation must be made.

These situations should be graded in terms of the comp]exity‘of analysis

‘necessary to perform the proper modulation, and in the area or areas

(i.e. behavior, student dyhamics) which serve as the basis for modula-
tion.

Materials should also be developed to be used either as lessen
plans for the staff or as literature for the frainees cencerning the
thebretica! framework of the training and the implications of the
environments the trainees are being trained to radiate. These materials
should be graded as to complexity.

Sincé the goal of training within the theoretical framework is
to bring about certain skilis in trainees, overall criterion ﬁerformance
could be set in terms of a post test on the empirical factors of abstract-
ness and sensitivity. These faétors relate to the content of the train-
ingifactor. |

Flexibility shouid be difectly related to the structure and va]ue
context of ‘the presentation of the training envifonment.' If the assump-

tions of the study are correct, high scoring trainees on the flexibility

factor should be more abstract and more predisposed towards interdependent
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environments than trainees with lower scores on this fector. Thus, the

score on this factor largely should determine the way the program's use

of the components will be carried out. Types with high scores on this
factow theoretically need to be given a less structured training environ-
ment than types with lower scores. Thus, choices of starting points B

could be made by trainees and flexibility left in the sequence of pre-

Sy

1

sentation for more flexible trainees.

Recommendations for Training Empi}ical Type I-11. This type,

similar to theoretical types I and II, was by far the most flexible of

- the empirical types with a mean score over two standard deviations above

the mean. This type would 1ikely be capable of making its own selec- .

tions with regard to materials about Conceptual Systems theory, and
would probably start working on the skill of discrimination among stu-
dents first since‘thg,type appears to be the most competent in this
area. However, the training agents should not allow for skill develop-

ment in this area alone. Training in behavioral discrimination, par-

“ticularly with fegard to those dimensions which aid in determining the

student's frame of referénce should be started soon after skill train-
ing in discrimination among students is begun~sinée these skills would
appear to complimant each other. Learning to discriminate environments
should foliow criterion learning in behavioral and dynamic skills with
particular emphasis on interdependeht environments for abstract students.

t is likely that this type cof learning should be acéomp1ished in a rela-

tive1y short period of time. o - o L

Learning to radiate an interdependent environment should be an
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easy task for subjects of this typs. Once trainees are satisfied that

they can accomplish this, they could be presented with situations in

vhich an interdependent environment yields negative feedback about the
technique in order to force them to atiempt flexible modulation. Once
the value of different environments is perceived, the flexible modula-

tion tasks should be utilized by the training agent.

Recommendations for Training Empirical Type II1I. If the con-
clusions of the study are correct, the mﬁjor prob1ém>in training empiri-
cal Type I1I, which was similar to theoretical Type-III, is in raising
the score on the factor of sensitévity. The descrepancy between this
score and the mean factor score on fiexibility is large enough to suggest f
that while empirical Type III trainees ﬁerceive an interdependent en-
vironment as necessary, they do.not have the skill to effectively utilize
such an environment.

It is recommended that the training program could effectively make
“use of the films or video tapes which deal with skii} in'discviminating
- among students. The reasonably high score on flexibility suggests that
a discussion presentation of the theory might be useful as a preliminary
to actual training since the theory points out the different causes for
similar behavior associated with the stages of develepment. In the use
of the films, particular emphasis should be given to those dimensions
which indicate developmental progressién from Stage I to Stage II.
Concurrent with this trainfng, skill in making behavioral discrimina-
tions should be begun. Only when criterion performance in thesé two I
skills has been achieved should training in environmental discrimination

be started.
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After training in this skill haslgéan achieved, training in
radiating an enviromment which will induce the desired developmertal
prqgression from Stage 1T to Stage II should be siarted. Relatively
cimpie scripts will probably be necessary at the beginning. Whether
or not flexible modulation can be achieved with empirical Type ITI

trainees is a questionable matter which will require more research. If

an attempt is made to train trainees to work with other stages, the Sub-
I stage environment would probably be the easiest environment for: this
type to learn.

- Racommendations for Training Empiricél Type IV. This type, which

parallels thenretﬁcal Type IV, represents an interesting probiem for
the training institution. The lower than average écore on flexibility
suggests that a rather structured and authoritarianly presented environ-
ment could be used. The high score on sensitivity suggests an inte-
grated structure for understanding students. Since this type was
anticipated to be trained to work with Sub-I students to induce pro-
gression to Stage I, the high ability to discriminate among‘étudents is
‘not really needed, although not detrimental in training. Whether this
teaching assigniment would be the best place for this type of trainee is
an empirical question. |

A straight forward program emphasizing training in discriminative
skills with particular emphasis on behavior and teaching environments
and little émphasis on theory should be appropriate. Training to
radiate a given environment may have to proceed slowly with emphasis on

 the more concrete, behavior oriented approaches. Learning to induce
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progression from Stage 1 to Stage 11 might be a goal for flexible

modulation.

Recommendations for Training Empirical Otype 16. The optimal

training environment for trainihg Otype 16 subjects should be expected
to be similar to that for empirical Type IV except that a great deai of =

slow, dimension by dimensicn, iraining in behavioral discrimination,

followed by the same appreach for student dynamic discrimination, follow-
ed by envircnmental discrimination would be necessary. Almost no-em--
phasis should be given to learning the theory behind the discriminations
until the end eof the training pericd. Skills should be learned beyond
‘criterion to insure their inclusion in the trainee's frame of reference
before an attempt is made to train in environmental radiation. Differ-
ences among students at the concrete end of the developmentai continuum
should he emphasized.

Recommendations for Training Empiricai Otype 17. The similarity

between Otype 17 and Otype 16 with regard to the mean scores on the
factor of sensitivity suggests that about equivalent amounts of train-
ing in this area are needed for trainees of both types. The higher
score on abstractness suggests that less intensive training is needed
with regard to behavior and environmental discrimination. Thus, the
training programs_for the types would be quite similar except for the
amount of time to be spent on skill training in these two areas. Again,

flexible modulation should deal with the concrete environments.
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Recommendations for Future Research

~

T6 the writer's know1edge, this is the first attempt to system-
katically develop and empirically validate a typology of teacher
trainees. Questions divide into two areas: the validity of the
typology and the utility of the typolegy. IF the developed typology is

to be useful for teacher training institutions, the validity of con-

structing différent training programs for each type should be tested
empirically. Mismatched as well as matched treatments could be tested
by randomly assigning -trainees of each type to each training program
developed. A matched treatment with type should show significant gains
as compaved with the same type given unmatched treatments.

Another arza for investigation is the order of presentation of
materials. Once matched versus unmatched effects have beeﬁ compaied
to determine if interaction does exist, training vrograms components
can be presented in different orders. Guttman séa]ing procedures could
be used to determine the necessity_cf presenting components in a given
sequence.

Issues surrounding the appropriate method of feedback for each
type should be examined. Praise versus criticism, the use of.video
tape, group discussion versus individual conferences should be'con-

sidered.

Methodological Considerations. In the light of the evidence
found with regard to this study and problems arising therein, several
recommendations are made.

First, sample size should be considerably larger than it was in
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this study. This allows for subsamplejanalyses to test for similar-
saiutions and allows for better yeneralization.

Second, with regardktc the administration of instruments, those
in which & video tape or film is to be used should be presented in
small groups to e1im%nété‘distractions and audio and video difficulties

on the part of the subjects.

Third, where rating scales are to be used, subjects should be

given some training information on the meaning of the anchoring points -

- before being asked to rate stimulus objects.

Fourth, in attempting replication where some information as to
the resulting types is known, multidimensional scaling procedures which
allow for the establishment of simi]érity of perspective for subjects
should be used. The procedure described by Tucker and Meséick is

recommended.6 This allows for better indications of the subject's frame

of reference with regard to the area under investigation, and should give

a better indication of differentiation and integration. It provides
results which can be cdwrelated with the scale ratings and other con-
structs. This data would be collected prior to the presentation of
ratihg scales to avoid learning effects from the testing.

Fifth, differentiation measures for rating scales could be taken
in terms of the number of eigenvalues greater than one for each area

since this appeared to be the more realistic of the two measures.

6 edyard R. Tucker and Samue] Messick, "An Individual Differences

Model for Multidimensional Scaling," Psychometrika, 28:333-367, 1963,
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Sixth, the Teacher Attitude Rescarch Inventory needs to be

factor analyzed to establish the indepandence of the constructs it is

measuring.

Seventh, more stable indicators of intrinsic acceptance need to &

be developed.

Eighth, the Perscnal Reaction Survey needs construct vaiidation

in a classroom behavior context.v The Teacher Attitude Research Inventory
could also profit from this type of validation to a lesser extent. ST

Ninth, the introduction of measures of teaching behavior could be
used fo supplement the test battery and add construct validation in the
derivation of future typolegies.

| Tenth, future typclogies should also be hased on measures bf re-
sponse to varioué forms of feedback, and on ability to develop curricuium
materials given the characteristics of different students.

Eleventh, special care should be taken in establishing the iden-
tification of constructs through factor analysis of multi-trait, multi-
method matrices. Difficulties arise if solutions are used which yield
'indepeﬁdent solutions and uncor#e]ated factor scorés when in a later step
relationships among the identified constructs are postulated. r e

Twelve, strong support wdu1d be provided for a typology which was
arrived at from several different techniques. The method of factor
(or cluster) anaiysis, the method of arriving at communality estimatés,
the method of computing factor scores, the method of determing the
number of factors, the method of rotation, and the procedure for finding

the typology could be varied.
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TEACHER TRAINEE STUDY

NAME _

(Last)

(First)
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IDENTIFICATION ;
AGE:
SEX: Male_;__~ Femalen_____
CLASS: Junior______Senior Grad N S
TEACHER CORPS: Ves No
FUTURE TEACHER: Yes No

(IF YES): Elementary Secondary_
MAJOR:
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USES FOR THINGS

There are five objects listed on this and the following page. Your task is to
write down as many different uses as you can for each object. Several examples
~are given in each case. Be sure to write down some uses for each object. Write =

down anything that comes to mind, no matt:r how strange it may be., You will have -
15 minutes for this task. Try to distribute your time equally among the five items.

1. BRICKS: Build houses, doorstep -

2. PENGCILS: Write, bookmark

You may also work ahead on the follewing page.



'3, PAPER CL1PS: Clip paper together, make a necklace

L, 4, TOOTHPICKS: Clean teeth, test cake

5. SHEET OF PAPER: Write on, make an airpliane

Yoi may also go back and work on the previous page.



SENTENCE COMPLETION
On the following pages you will be asked to complete certain sentences
and write a short paragraph.

On each page you will find the beginning of a sentence. Your task is to
complete it. For example: '

I like..,.

131

[}
; |
! i
i !

When you are given the signal, turn to Page 4. Complete the sentence
given and write at least two additional sentences. You will be given
100 seconds. After 80 seconds, we will say: '"Finish your sentence,'
and at 100 seconds we will ask you to turn to Page 5. Make sure you
. complete your last sentence. There are eight pages in all.

Write your sentences as quickly but as clearly as possible.

Do not turn this page or the other pages until you are given the signal!




Rules.....
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When | am criticized,eos,

133

Fea

=

i
_—
=




When | am in doubt.....
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The best way to learn is.....




When someone gives me instructionS.....
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Confusion.....
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When others criticize me it usually means,....
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The most important thing in teaching is.....
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. CLASSROOM RATING TASK

In this part of the study you will first be shown a vidio tape of a teacher
interacting with eight students, After you have seen the tape, you will be
asked to: (1) compare the behavior of the students; (2) compare the students

and (3) compare the behavior of the teacher towards each student. These com-

pa$is@nsfaﬂ44_be_madefby_;ating_on“sgaigswwhigh*willwbe_pxoyidad_afjgrﬁygu have

seen the tape. In addition, you will be asked to rate how you would act towards

each student were you to have each student in your own class,

In order to aid you in remembaring the students and what you consider to be
important, the next page contains a diagram of the seating arrangement of the
students and space for you to write down any notes you may wish to make. OSince
~this tape represents an actual situation and was not especially prepared for
the purpose of this study, the conditions closely represent the situation,

you as a teacher, will face in the classroom.

The tape runs about 12 minutes. Please turn ta the next page and familiarize
yourself with the names of the students, When the tape begins, Ray, the

student closest to the teacher's right will not be in view.



TEACHER

NOTES:

RAY

-13-

BILLIE CORRENTHIA CLAR[SSA

RAY CLAUDEL JESSIE LARRY

HUBERT

141

CLAUDEL

JESSIE

LARRY

HUBERT

CLARISSA

CORRENTHEA

BILLIE

DO NGT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL TOLD TO DO SO,



For the following five dimensions, you are to compare the BEHAVIOR of the

o ] lj

STUDENTS by placing an 'X'' in the space on the scale which best describes

the BEHAVIOR of the STUDENT you are rating,
sure your marks are not between spaces,

Please work carefully. Make

LA L

[
i

- RAY o
HOSTILE FRIENDLY
CLAUDEL o
HOSTTLE FRTIENDLY —
JESS IE
HOSTILE | FRIENDLY
LARRY
HOSTILE FRIENDLY
HUBERT
HOSTILE FRIENDLY
CLAR|SSA
HOSTILE FRIENDLY
CORRENTHIA |
HOSTILE FRIEHDLY
BILLIE
HOSTILE FRIENDLY

GO ON T THE NEXT PAGE.
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GO ON TQ MNEXT PAGE,

-15~
RAY :
ATTENTIVE INATTENT IVE :
CLAUDEL
ATTENTIVE INATTENTIVE i
JESSIE _
ATTENTIVE INATTENTIVE
LARRY
ATTENTIVE INATTENTEVE
HUBERT
ATTENTIVE INATTENT LVE
CLARJSSA
ATTENT [VE INATTENT IVE
CORRENTHIA
ATTENTIVE INATTENT {VE
BILLIE
ATTENTIVE INATTENTIVE
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"iﬁf
RAY
CONVERGENT D IVERGENT
RESPONSES RESPGNSES
CLAUDEL :
 CONVERGENT . D IVERGENT '
RESPONSES ~ RESPONSES
JESS JE
CONVERGENT DIVERGENT e
RES PONSES RESPONSES
LARRY :
CONVERGENT D IVERGENT
RESPONSES RES PONSES
HUBERT
CONYERGENT D IVERGENT
RESPONSES RESPONSES
CLARISSA
CONVERGENT D {VERGENT
RESPONSES RESPONSES
CORRENTHIA ,
CONVERGENT DIVERGENT
RESPONSES RESPONSES
BILLIE .
CONVERGENT __ DIVERGENT
RESPONSES RESFONSES

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE,
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GO ON TD NEXT PAGE,

RAY
-APPROPRIATE INAPPROPRIATE
RESPONSES RESPONSES
APPROPRIATE INAPPROPRIATE
- RESPONSES RESPONSES -
CLAUDEL
APPROPRIATE INAPPROPRIATE
—RESPONSES RESPONSES
JESSIE
APPROPRIATE INAPPROPRIATE
RES PONSES ' RESPONSES
LARRY '
APPROPRIATE INAPPROPRIATE
RESPONSES RESPONSES
HUBERT
APPROPRIATE INAPPROPRIATE
ZSFONSES RESPONSES
CLARISSA '
APPROPRIATE INAPPROPRIATE
RESPONSES RESPONSES
o CORRENTHIA
APPROPRIATE INAPPROPRIATE
RESPONSES RESPONSES
BILLIE
APPROFRIATE - INAPPROPRIATE
IZ5PONSES RESPONSES

Y,
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RES PONSES

RAY R
IMPLE RESPONSES COMPLEX RESPONSES L
CLAUDEL :
IMPLE RESPONSES . COMPLEX RESPONSES
JESSIE
IMPLE RESPONSES COMPLEX RESPONSES y
LARRY
IMPLE RESPONSES COMPLEX RESPONSES
HUBERT
IMPLE RESPOMSES COMPLEX RESPONSES
CLARISSA
IMPLE RESPONSES COMPLEX RESPONSES
| * CORRENTHIA
IMPLE RESPONSES _ COMPLEX RESPONSES
BILLIE
IMPLE COMPLEX RESPOMSES



~19-

For the following six dimensions you are to compare the STUDENTS by placing
an X" in the space on the scale which best describes the STUDENT you are
Make sure your marks are not between spaces,

rating. Please work carefully.

[y A ¥ o ans PRSI SORRE

INTERPERSONAL
SENSITIVITY

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE,

INTERPERSONAL
INSENSITIVITY

RAY 5
INTERPERS ONAL INTERPERSONAL
SENSITIVITY INSENS ITIVITY
CLAUDEL
INTERPERS ONAL INTERPERSONAL
SENSITIVITY INSENSITIVITY. 8
- JESSIE
INTERPERSONAL INTERPERSONAL
SENSITIVITY INSENS I TIVITY
LARRY
INTERPERSOMAL [NTERPERSONAL
SENSITIVITY INSENS ITIVITY
: ‘ HUBERT
~ INTERPERSONAL INTERPERSONAL
SENSITIVITY INSENS ITIVITY
CIARISSA
INTERPERSONAL INTERPERS ONAL
SENSITIVITY INSENSITIVITY
CORRENTHIA
INTERPERSONAL I RTERPERS ONAL
SENSITIYITY : INSERS [TIVITY
BILLIE :
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~20=
RAY -
"INDEPENDENT _ S DEPENDENT .
CLAUDEL i
INDEPENDENT ____ » | DEPENDENT
JESS IE -
TNDEPENDENT | | DEPENDENT -
LARRY
INDEPENDENT ___ _— . DEPENDENT
HUBERT
INDEPENDENT ___ | DE PENDENT
CLARISSA
INDEPENDENT | | ___ DEPENDENT
CORRENTH!A
[ NDEPENDENT DE PENDENT
BILLIE
INDEPENDENT __ | - DEPENDENT

GO ON TQ NEXT PAGE,



FLEX IBLE

FLEXIBLE

FLEXIBLE

FLEXIBLE

FLEX 1BLE

FLEX IBLE

“21=

RAY

FLEX | BLE

CLAUDEL

JESS JE

LARRY

HUBERT

CLARISSA

CORRENTHIA

BILLIE

GG ON TO NEXT PAGE.,

RIGID

RIGID

RIGED

RIGID

RIGID

149

5

FLEXIBLE |
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GO CN TC MEXT PAGE,

RAY :
CUR10US _ W/ I THDRAWN e
| CLAUDEL :
CURIOUS W [ THDRAWN
JESSIE
CURIOUS W I THDRAWN
LARRY
CURIOUS W I THDRAWN
HUBERT
LURIOUS W I THDRAVIN
CLARISSA
CURIOUS _ W | THDRAWN
CORRENTHIA
CURI0US W I THDRAYN
BILLIE
CURIOUS W THDRAWN
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«23=
RAY
MEMORY ORJENTED CONCEPT ORIENTED
CLAUDEL
MEMORY ORIENTED CONCEPT ORIENTED
JESSIE
MEMORY ORIENTED CONCEPT ORIENTET
' ARRY |
MEMORY OR1ENTED CONCEPT ORIENTED
HUBERT
MEMORY OR 1E NTED CONCEPT ORIENTED
CLARISSA
MEMORY ORIENTED CONCEPT ORIENTED
CORRENTHIA
MEMORY *OR {ENTED CONCEPT ORIENTED
BILLIE
OR TENTED CONCEPT ORIENTED

MEMORY

GO ON TO KEXT PAGE,
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GO ON TO NEXT PAGE,

-2l
RAY I
MALADJUSTED ADJUSTED :
CLAUDEL
.~ MALADJUSTED ADJUSTED
JESS IE ¥
MALADJUSTED ADJUSTED
LARRY
MALADJUSTED ADJUSTED
HUBERT
MALAD JUS TED ADJUSTED
CLARISSA
MALADJUSTED ADJUSTED
CORRENTHIA
MALADJUS TED ADJUSTED
BILLIE
MALADJUSTED _ ADJUSTED



For the following six dimensions, you are to rate the BEHAVIOR of the TEACHER
towards each of the students by placing an ' in the space on the scale which
best describes the way the teacher behaved towards the student.
Make sure your marks are not between spaces.

carefully,

Please work

B

N I SR Y

,M_. {
|

FILITINNT

RAY
DISTANT __ INVOLVED
CLAUDEL
- DISTANT INVOLYED -
JESS IE
DISTANT INVOLVED
LARRY
DISTANT [MVOLVED
! HUBERT
D ISTANT {NVOLVED
CLARISSA
D ISTANT NVOLVED
CORREHTHIA
DISTANT {HVOLVED
BILLIE
DISTANT INVOLVED

GO OK TO NEXT PAGE,
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~26-
RAY ;
ACCEPTING CRITICAL R
CLAUDEL E o
ACCEPTING CRITICAL |
JESSIE -
ACCEPTING CRITICAL f
LARRY
ACCEPTING CRITICAL
'HUBERT
ACCEPTING CRITICAL
CLARISSA
ACCEPTING CRITICAL
CORRENTHIA
ACCEPTING CRITICAL
BILLIE
ACCEPTING CRITICAL

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE,



CONTROLLING

CONTROLLING

CONTROLLING

CORRENTHIA

BILLIE

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE,

NON=DIRECTIVE

_ NON~D IRECTIVE

NON=DiRECTIVE

27~
RAY :
CONTROLLING NON-D IRECT IVE IR—
CLAUDEL 8 7
CONTROLLING NON-D IRECTIVE
JESSIE
CONTROLL I NG NON-D IRECT IVE -
LARRY
CONTROLL I HG NON~D IRECT IVE
HUBERT
CONTROLL I NG NON-D i RECT IVE
CLARISSA
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GO ON TO NEXRT PAGE,

28
RAY
UNSTRUC TURED INFORMAT JVE
CLAUDEL
UNSTRUCTURED INFORMAT [VE
JESS IE —
UNSTRUCTURED INFORMAT IVE
LARRY
UNSTRUCTURED INFORMAT IVE
HUBERT
UNSTRUCTIRED I NFORMAT IVE
CLARISSA
UNSTRUGTURED INFORMAT IVE
CORRENTHIA
UNSTRUCTURED INFORMAT IVE
BILLIE
UNSTRUCTURED [NFORMAT IVE



“2G-
way
\ - R
WARM HOSTILE Lo
CLAUDEL -
WARM HOSTILE
JESSIE
WARM HOSTILE -
LARRY
WARM HOSTILE
HUBERT
WARM HOSTILE
CLARISSA
WARM HOSTILE
CORRENTHIA
WARM HOSTILE
BILLIE
WARM HOSTILE

GO ON TO NEXY PAGE,



"DRILL ORIENTED

| DRILL ORIENTED

RAY

CLAUDEL

JESS IE

158

CONCEPT OREIENTED

CONCEPT ORIENTED

DRILL ORIENTED

DRILL ORIENTED

- DRILL ORIENTED

DRILL ORIENTED

DRILL ORIENTED

DRILL ORIENTED

LARRY

HUBERT

CLARISSA

CORRENTH IA

BILLIE

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE,

CONCEPT ORIENTED

CONCEPT ORJENTED

CONCEPT ORIENTED - -

CONCEPT ORIENTED

CONCEPT ORIENTED

CONCEPT C IENTED
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For the final part of the task, you are to rate how YOU would act towards each of

the students, were YQU go be thetr teacher for the remainder of the school year,
Place an 'm".n the sp: space on the gcale which best describes how YOU would act towards
the student you are rating. Make sure your marks are not between s| spaces.

l

RAY
~ DISTANT _ . INVOLVED
CLAUDEL
DISTANT I NVOLVED E
JESSIE
D ISTANT , i INVOLVED
LARRY
DISTANT ' INVOLVED
HUBERT |
DiSTANT o ‘ | INVOLVED
CLARISSA
D ISTANT _ I NVOLVED
CORRENTHIA
DiSTANT : ' ' INVOLVED
BILLIE
DISTANT . |NVOLYED ;

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE,
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GO ON TO NEXT PAGE,

~32-
RAY :
ACCEPTING CRITICAL L
CLAUDEL ;
ACCEPTING CRITICAL
JESSIE .
“ACCEPTING CRITICAL :
LARRY
ACCEPTING CRITICAL
| HUBERT
~ ACCEPTING CRITICAL
CLARISSA
ACCEPTING CRITICAL
CORRENTHIA
ACCEPTING CRITICAL
BILLIE
ACCEPTING CRIT AL
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CONTROLLING _

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE.

NON=D § RECT IVE

—33-
RAY r
CONTROLLING _ NON-D IRECT I VE b
CLAUDEL i
CONTROLLING NON=D | RECT IVE _
JESSIE
CONTROLL ING NON=D IRECT IVE !
LARRY
CONTROLLING MON=D IRECT IVE
HUBERT
CONTROLL NG NON-D FRECTIVE
CLARISSA
CONTROLL I NG MON=D IRECT IVE
CORRENTHIA
CONTROLLING | NON-D IRECT IVE
BILLIE
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GO ON TO NEXT PAGE,

...3 Lne
RAY H
UNSTRUCTURED INFORMAT IVE L
CLAUDEL :
UNSTRUCTURED INFORMAT IVE
JESS IE
UNS TRUCTURED INFORMAT IVE :
LARRY
UNSTRUCTURED INFORMAT I VE
HUBERT
UNSTRUC TURED INFORMAT IVE
CLARSSA
. \ - )
UNSTRUCTURED INFORMAT | VE
CORRENTH IA
UNSTRUCTURED - INFORMAT IVE
BILLIE
UNS TRUC TURED' INFORMAT IVE



GO ON TO WEXT PAGE.

Ay
VARM HOSTILE b
CLAUDEL §
WARM HOSTILE
JESSIE
WARH HOSTILE
LARRY
WARHM HOSTILE
HUBERT
WARM HOSTILE
CLARISSA
VARM, HOSTILE
CORRENTHIA
WARM HOSTILE
BILLIE
WARM HOSTILE



RAY
DRILL ORIENTED
CLAUDEL
DRILL ORIENTED
JESSIE
DRILL ORIENTED
LARRY
DRILL ORIENTED
HUBERT
DRILL ORIENTED
CLARISSA
DRILL ORIENTED __
CORRENTHIA
DRILL ORFENTED
BILLIE

DRILL

ORTENTED
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CONCEPT ORIENTED

CONCEPT ORIENTED

CONCEPT ORIENTED

CONCEPT ORIENTED

CONCEPT ORIENTED

CONCEPT ORIENTED

CONCEPT ORIENTED

_ CONCEPT ORIENTED



EDUCATIONAL VIEYWS QUESTIONNAIRE
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On the following pages are some questions designed to allow you to express
your views on impdrtant educational issues. Three minutes will be allowed

for each page. At the end of the three minutes, the-peréon giving you the
test will tell you to go on to the next question. |f you should happen to
finish a question earlier than the alloted time, you may begin working on

the next question. Please try to make each response that you cive as qomplete
and accurate @ statement of your views as possible. There are seven pages

inall,



]l

What are your general ideas about disciplining students?

any general guidelines or underlying philosophy?

Do you have




2. How would you go about deciding when it is time to revise your

expectations and change your standards for students you were teaching?

167




3.

~l:.0u-

What might you say when a student states an opinion, say on politics or
world affairs, or about the subject you were teaching, that was the

opposite of your own?

168
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while

L, How would you feel and what might you do when a student criticizes you grs;ﬁjf

or something you have done?
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«ltD

5. How could you tell when you were doing:a good job of being a teacher? Lfffiﬁ
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e

6. What do you think are the most important things for a child to learn while

growing up? How would you go about helping your students to learn these

things?




7. What would you think about a child who is‘perforMing well below the

level he is capable of in some important subject?
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TEACHER -ATTITUDE RESEARCH INVENTORY
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PERSONAL REACTION SURVEY
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TEACHER ATTITUDE RESEARCH INVENTORY

On the following three pages are L5 stateinents about your attlitudes as a

teacher, which can be rated as follows:

A a d

. D
() ) ¢

) ()

Indicate your opinion by placing an '"X" in the parentheses under the 'A" if

you strongly agree. In the parenthesis under "a" {f vou mildly aaree In

the parenthesis under '"d" if you mildly disagree, and in the parenthesis

under '"D'" if you strongly disagree,

Be frank and give your own personal views., There are no right or wrong

-answers. Even child guidence experts tend to disagree about many of these.

It is important for you to work alone and not to discuss your reactions
with anyene, It is best to work rapidly. Try to give your first reaction
to the statemsnt, Going back over the fiems sometimes tends to be con-

fus?ng end to take too much time. _Please answer all the items,
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Children should be allowed to dzsagree with their teacher If they feel their
own ldeas are better,

When a teacher asks a child to do something, the child should always be told why. 2,

A child should be taught that there are many other people he will. love and 0

_respect as much or more than his teacher. e

Children should never learn things ou“side the school which make them doubt
their teacher!s ideas,

Teachers very often feel that they can't stand their class a moment longer,

~ Therefs no excuse wasting a lot of time explaining when you can get kids doing

10,
}i.
1z,
13.

ih,

15.

16,
17,
18.
19,
20,

what you want by being a little clever. . . —
Children have every right to question their teacher's views.

A child should grow up ronvunced his teachers always know what is the right
thing to do. -

Most teachers can spend all day with the children and remain calm and even-
tempered,

Children should be encouraged to tel} teachers about it whenaver they feel
schoa! ruies are unreasonsble,

Teachers should adjust to the children some rather than always expecting the
cha}dren to adjuzt to the parents.“”“;i(_éféifTQ

Most children soon learn that their teachers were mistaken in many of their ideas.

There is no excus sing someone who upsets the confndence a child has in his
teacher's ways of doiny things,

The things children.ask of a teacher at the end of a hard day are enough to
make anyone fose iris temper at times.

Often you have to fool children to get them tovdo what they should without a
big fuss,

If a teacher is wrong he should admit it to the students,
A child s00n iearns that there |s no greater wisdom than that of his teachers, . i
A teacherrshOu?dvkﬁep control- of his temper even when children are demanding. .

A child!s jdeas should be seriousily considered in msking school declisions. - !

In a well run class, children shcu}d have things theiv own way as often as
the teacher does,
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21, Loyalty on the part of children to their teacher is something that the - .
teacher should earn. B

22, A teacher should never be made to look wrong in a chi!d's,eyes. : I

23, 1t's natural for a teacher to ”blow his top" when children are selfish and  Em—
deandung. . » : :  —

2L, 1t's best to trick a child into doins somethfng he doesn't want to do instead
of having to argue with him,

25. A good teacher can tolerate criticism of himself even when the children are
around,

EUYBIIYVU.‘) teacihers Come
27. Teaching children is an easy job.

28. When a child is in trouole he cught to know he won t be puna%hed for talklng
about it with his teachers.

29. As much as is reasonable, a teacher should try to treat a child as an equai,

30. A teacher should not zxpect to be more highly esteemed than other worthy
adults in their children's eyes.

31. “itis best for thes child if he never gets staried wondering whether his
teacher's views are right.

32. It's a rare teacher who can be even~tempered with children all day,

33. You have to fool children into doing many things because they wouldn®t
understand any way.

3%, When & child thinks his teacher is wrong he should say so,

35. More teachers should teach their children to have unquestioning loyaity
to them,

36. Most teachers never get to the point where they can't stand their class,

.37. A child has a right to his own point of view and cught to be allowed to
express it. ' '

38. Childrcn are too often asked toc do all the compromising and adjusting and
that is not falr, :

Loyalty to teachers is an over-emphasized virtue,

s
N
o

L0, The child should not question the thinking of his. teachers. .
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41. Teaching children 15 a nerve-wracking job.,

L2, When a child is doing something he shouldn't, one of the best ways of
handling it is to just get him interested in something else,

L3, A child should be encouraged to look for answers to his questions from other
people even if the answers contradict his teachers.

14, A child should always love his teachers,

45. There is no reason why a day at school with the children should be upsetting.,




180

PERSONAL REACTION SURVEY



181

PERSONAL REACTION SURVEY

DIRECTIONS: On the next two pages are questions designed to altow you . to

indicate how you usually react to and feel 2bout some situations encountered [

in everyday life. The best answer to each statement is your usual reaction

to the situation. It is best not to spend too much time on each question, - :
The ANSWER SHEET is set up in the following manner

VF SF ST VT
6 )

S

If the statement is Very False about yeu or you disagree strongly mark VF,
if the statement is Scmewhat False about you or you disagree somewhat mark SF.
If the statement is Somewhat True about you or your agree somewhat mark ST.
If the statement {s Very T-ue about yeu or vou asgree stronaly mark YT,

in ordar to prevent mismatching the numeral of the statement with
the numeral on the answer sheet, the answer sheet is designed so that if
it is placed behind the question booklet with the first column of answers
visib?e, the choice of answers is directly to the left of the corresponding
question, |

If you héve'any comments you would like to make about particular questions
or-about the test in general, pleasé feel free to write them on the answer

sheot,
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1. Compared with most people, | catch on to new ideas in a hurry.
2. Making new friends is difficult for ne.

3, I1f 1 don't understand something, it bothers me to have to ask quest?ons. ' Z

=

| am bothered very little by mistakes | have made. : .
. | enjoy thinking up new ways to do things.

5
6. Once | have made up my mind, | hardly ever change it.

is right even if they don't act that way.

8. Even if nobody agrees with me, | qually do things the way | want to do them. -
9. 1t upsets me when penple act differently from day to day.

10.  When | discuss something, | spend more time thinking about what 1 am going
to say than what the other person is talking about.

11. 1 don't find it nerve~wracking to try doing several things at once.

12. Regardless of what they do, people, as human beings, should be given
equal respect. '

13. My feelings don't get hurt easily.
4. | een't stand to see kids de sloppy work.

15. if someone doesn't understand my explanation, | usually repeat verbatim
what | have said.

16. ! spend my free time in much the same way as | aiways have in the paét.

17. Arguments Qith someone about my beliefs upset me not at all.

18, You can teill whethér a person is good or bad by the kinds of mistakes he makes.
19.- 1 like to have a place for everything and keep it thare,

20, HMost people can be handled in much the same way.

QUER




21. Even if | don't let it show, I;usﬁally get mad if someone won't let me
do things my own way.

22. There are two ways to teach, the right way and the wrong way.
23, | blush a lot.
24, i have almost nothing in common with the kids in school.

25. In a new group, | make absoluteiy sure of who is important before
I voice an opinion.

183

27. 1 often like to try something naw.
20. When | am playing a gome, | usually stick to onc system of playing.

29. Children shouldn't be ailowed to argue with teachers because they might
make the teacher look bad.

30. Very few things make me nervous.

31, Whenever ! gat-enxicus, | usually do something to take my mind off the
prebiem rather than trying to resolve it. '

32. Vhen | make 2-mistake, ! usually dontt tell anyone about it.

33. !t bothers me when people express ideas very different from my own.

35. ilhen someone criticizes me, 1 get angry,
6.. Thare should be vefy few exceptions altlowed to rules.

37. 1 don't understand how somz people believe what they do.

33, 1 don't like pecple who try to got me to change my wey of doing things.
39. All kids should be handled in ihe samne way.,

STOP

34, 1t doesn't bother me if | don't have any particular schedule to follow.

LG, There are few similarities of impcriance among various peoples of the world.



APPENDIX B
" SCORING OF INSTRUMENTS



O wWwnN —~

185

SCORING OF TEACHER ATTITUDE RESEARCH INVENTORY
DIMENSION ISCALE(15), X(45)

DATA DECK/2H13/

INTEGER X

FORMAT(A2,2X,4511)

FORMAT(2A2,5X,1514)

FORMAT (TH ,2A2,5X,1514)

READ(1,1)D,X

IRRITABILITY

CISCALE(1)=21-(X(5)+X(14)+X(23)+X(32)+X(41))

REVERSE IRRITABILITY

ISCALE(2)= X(9 )+X(18)*X(27)+X(36)+X(45)
REVERSE DEIFICATION

ISCALE(3)= X(3)+X(12)+X(21)+X(30)+X(39)
DETFICATION

ISCALE(4)= 21 ~(X(8)+X{17):+X{26)+X(35):+) 44)

S

[on IR o BRI ¢ |

(]

o O

s s e e

OO OO OO

'EXCLUDI\G OUTSIDE INFLUENCES

[SATTEY =y LT AT A N W B ey A VAR AN WAt B

/

ISCALE(5)= 21 - (X(4)+X(13)+X(22)+X(31)+X(40))
REVERSE EXCLUDING OUTSIDE INFLUENCES
ISCALE(6)+ X(7)+X(16)+X(25)+X(34)+X(43)
DECEPTION

ISCALE(7)= 21 - (X(8)+X(15)+X(24)+X(33)+x(42))
EQUALTITARIANISM

ISCALE(8)= 21 - (X(2 )+X(]1)+X(20)+X(29)+X(38))
ENCOURAGING VERBALISM

ISCALE(9)= 21 - (X(1)+X(10)+X(19)+X(28)+X{37))
COMBINE REVERSED SCALES

IRRTTABILITY

ISCALE{10)=ISCALE()+ISCALE(2)

DEIFICATION

- TSCALE(171)=YSCALE(3)+ISCALE(4)

EXCLUDING OUTSIDE INFLUENCES
ISCALE(12)=ISCALE(5)+ISCALE(6)

CONTROL ~ AUTONOMY FROM DEIFICATION AND EXCLUDING OUTSIDE
INFLUENCES i
ISCALE(13)= 43 - (ISCALE(11)+ISCALE(12))
WARMTH 1S REVERSE OF IRRITABILITY
ISCALE(14)= 22 - ISCALE(10)
EQUALTTARINAISM n
1SCALE(15)=T1SCALE(8)+ISCALE(9)

!PITE(? 2)0, DECK,ISCALE

NRITE(3_3)D_ DECK, ISCALE

G0 T0 100

STOP

END
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TABLE VII

INTERCORRELATIONS OF SCORES ON THE
GUILFORD USES FOR THINGS '

187

Score Bricks  Pencils Paper Clins Toothpicks  Paper Total
Bricks 1.000 543 443 466 345 RLY
Pencils 543 1.000 481 306 521 760
Paper Clips 443 a1 1.000 375 497 756
Toothpicks 466 306 - 35 1.000 a02 654
Paper - 345 521 497 402 1.000 777
Total 747 760 756 654 777

1,000
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TABLE vIII

INTERCORRELATIONS OF PARAGRAPH COMPLETION:
STEMS CONTRIBUTING TO GENERAL ARSTRACTNESS

Stem Rules Criticize Doubt Tells  Confusion  HMeans X top 2
Rules 1.000 190 021 429 173 227 540
Critize 190 1.000 120 -020 420 160 526
Doubt 021 120 1.000  -118 252 021 M5
Tells 429 ~020 -118 - 1.009 219 317 450
: Confusion 173 420 252 219 1.000 -038 562
Heans 227 160 021 217 -038 1.000 506

X top 2 - 540 526 445 450 562 506 1.000
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TABLE IX

INTERCORRELATIONS OF PARAGRAPH COMPLETION STEMS
CONTRIBUTING TO EDUCATIONAL DOMALN ABSTRACTNESS

Stem Learn | Teach X
Learn 1.000 188 755
Teach 188 1.000 ' 786 -
b4 755 786 ‘ 1.000




TABLE X

INTERCORRELATIONS OF SCORES FROM EDUCATIONAL VIEWS QUESTITONNAIRE
AUTONGIY
- | —INTRINSIC
Topic Discipiine Standards Opinions Criticism Criteria Important X ACCEPTARCE
Performance
Discipline 1.000 027 153 287 119 317 564 207
Standards 627 1.000 186 -045 173 063 389 155
Cpinions 153 186 1.000 064 182 203 596 404
Criticism 287 -045 054 1.000 253 007 481 -068
Criteria 119 173 182 253 000 075 602 034
Important 311 083 203 007 075 .000 529 152
X 564 399 596 481 602 529 1.000 283
Performance 207 155 404 ~068 034 152 288 1.000

o6t
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C O TABLE X1

INTERCORRELATIONS OF PHENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFINITIGNS - TOTAL SAMPLE

055

‘ariasl Source 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 10 1
i TARI Autcnomy 1.0060 405 i37  -087. -059  -1%6 003 066 592 104 126
2 tVQ Autonomy 405 1.000 207 - 0678 013 -Di4 043 102 276 164 296
3 CRT Cont-Nend ?37 207 .OQO 542 -142 209  -334, -36° 094 | -396 096
4 CRT Inf-Unst -087 =078 542 1.000 -368 ngg  -337) -555 036 -406 -052
5 CRT Drili-Con -052  -013 -142 -36%9 1.000 -013 433 427 =135 272  -112
& TAR] Warmtﬁ -1%6  -014 209 088 -013 1.000 -102 -161 -102 -171 245
7 CRT Dist~-Invol 603 043 -334 -337 483 -102 1.000 662 071 563 -089
g CRT Host~warm. 086 102 -36%  -555 427  -161 662 1.000 014 627 v 072
g TARI Egqual 592 276 094 036 -135 -162 071 014 1.000 178 055

10 CRT Crit-Acc 104 164  -396  -408 272 -171 5€3 €27 178 1.000 055
Tj EVQ Intr Acc 126 296 0%e  -052 -112 245  -089 072 055 1.0CC

eol



TABLE XII

INTERCORRELATIONS OF PHENOTYPIC OPERATICNAL DEFINITIONS - LOWER QLASS SUBSAMPLE

Source 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 10 11
TARI Autonomy  1.000 364 297 077 -122  -i83 -154| -118 645 -126 093
2 EVQ Autonomy 364 1.000 344 137 136  -003 -035| -156 047  -037 331

CRT Cont-Nend 297 344 1.000 89  -163 360 -375 - =371 382 -398 126
CRT Inf-Unst 077 137 689 1.000 -349 322 -369| -624 3N | ~403 082

CRT Drili-Con -122 126 . -163 -349 1.000 -210 450 430 -180° 466 -180
TERI Warmth ~ -183  -063 360 322 -210 1.000 -026| -233 -128 -196 096
CRT Dist-Invel -164 -035 -375 -369 450 -026 1.000 663 032 856 -126
CRT Host-Warm ~118 -159 -371 -624 430 -233 663 1.000 -046 674 002

[o4]
B
o
o3
B
~I
(O8]
[0e]
n
'R
—
ol
'
4-—‘
@
o
1
.
N
o0
(o]
(48
ro
1
[
B
o
oned
.
(e ]
(e
[ R

TARD Equal » -046 110
CRY Crit-Ace -126 -037 -398 -403 466 -196 856 674 046 1.000 -029
EVQ Intr Acc 093 331 126 82 -180 096 -126 co2 110 -028 1.000

£61



TABLE X111 |
INTERCORRELATIONS OF PHENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS - MIDDLE CLASS SUBSAMPLE

5 6 7 8 9 16 N

[R§)
A

Yariablie - Saurca T 3

1 TARI Autonomy  1.000 510, -078 -159  -134 -306 083 342 667 373 221

~N

EVQ Autonomy - 510 1.80C¢ 01t -09% 366 -116 -024 230 418 210 331
3 CRT Cont-Nond -078  -011 1.C0C £21 . -223 148 -436| -435 -102 -361 124~

& CRT Inf-Unst -15%¢  -09 521 1.000 -487 -077 -317 -667 -013 -668 -140
5 CRY Dri!!~C§n -i34 -386 -233 -487 1.000 145 328 327  -371 367 -094

S‘ TARL Warmth -306 -116 148 =077 145 1.000 -145| -106 -270 -221 275

7 CRT Dist-Invoi 088 -024 -436 -317' 328 -145 1.000 619 056 521 -031

8 CRT Host-Warm 342 230 -439 -667 327 -106 619 1.000 104 862 567'
S TARI Equal 667 418 102 013 -3711 -270 056 104 1.000 262 021
10 CRT Crit-Acc 373 | 210 -361 -668 367 -221 | 521 862 262 1.000 060

1 EVQ Intr Aéc 221 331 124 -140 -094 275 -031 667 021 060 1.000

t61



TABLE X1V :
“INTERCORRELATICONS OF PHENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS - UFFER CLASS SUBSAMPLE

Variable Sourge 1 2 3 4 5 6 778 9 10 M
1 TARI Autonomy 1.000 274 235 -342° 203 007 245 -056 395 096 -116
2 EVQ Autonomy . 274 1.000 256 476 326 065 435 436 536 517 158
3 CRT Cont-Nond 235 254 1.000 -195 514 270 295 027 248 -282 126
4 CRT Inf-Unst  -362 -476 -195 1.000 -320 031 -319 -113 -356 . -012 -129
5 CRT Drill-Con 203 326 516 -320 1.000. 017 801 614 001 -242 -053
6 TARI Warmth 007 063 276 031 017 1.000 -189| -198 269 -153 437
7 CRT pist-Iavol 246 435 206 313 801 -189 1.000 804 053 013 -188
8  CRT Host-Warm <056 436 027 -113 614 -198 804 1.000 -143 144  -093
9 TARI Equal 395 536 248 -356 001 249 053 -143 1.000 274 058

16 CRY Crit-Ace 096 517 -282. -012 -242 -153 013 148 274 1.000 182
1 '

EﬁQ Intr Acc -116 158 26 -129  -053 437 -i188| -093 054 182 1.000

S61



INTERCORRELATIONS OF GENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS -

TABLE X¥

TOTAL SAMPLE

Variabie Seurce Z 3 4 5 7 8 9 i0 11 12
1 8/Students Hestile-Friend 1.000 495 538 474 384 489 382 449 417 375 489 433
Z 8/Students Attent-Inattent 436 1.000% 432 448 324 279 310 468 445 345 374 444
3 8/Students Convergent-Diverg 538 412 1.000 630 420 394 473 574 484 579 419 610
4 B/Students Apsrop-Inapprop 474 448 510 1.000 586 507 330 468 408 481 621 571
5 8/Students Simpie-Complex - 384 324 420 586 1.000 270 292 516 313 456 557 394
& Students Intep Sensitivity 489 279 394 507 270 1.000 4€5 400 540 455 445 433
7 Students Indep-Dependent 382 310 473 330 292 465 1.000 467 465 514 398 370
38 Students Flexible~Rigid 449 468 574 488 516 400 467 1.000 589 529 528 599
) Students Curicus-¥ithdrawn 417 445 484 408 313 540 465 585 1.00C 495 486 591

1¢ Students Memory-Concept 375 345 579 481 456 455 5y4 529 495 1.000 496 - 466
13 Students Maladjusted-Adju 489 374 418 621 567 445 398 528 486 496 1.000 553
12 Teacher Distant-Involved 413 444 610 571 -394 433 370 590 591 466 553 1.000
i3 Teacher Critical-Accepting 491 362 538 6510 461 451 483 500 543 401 576 555
i4 Teacher Control-Nondirect 387 2v¥7 421 425 390 394 331 500 440 420 440 542
15 Teacher Inform-Unstruct 418 295 589 490 294 496 - 389 541 473 526 529 620
1é Teacher Hostile-Warm 395 283 478 446 371 347 408 547 398 432 469 413
17 Teacher Drill-Concept 378 25 467 513 344 426 332 436 370 592 399 307
18 B/Scales No. diff. dim. 509 B33 835 695 719 408 426 644 471 480 566 569
15 8/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 388 305 270 196 163 266 23C 318 296 311 270 242
20 B/Scales No. diff. dim, 463 482 512 537 504 564 B5E5 590 667 626 561 588
21 B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 311 263 377 191 254 273 308 352 437 360 117 410
22 B/Scales No, diff. dim. 539 33¢ 619 592 484 558 467 576 560 602 561 619
23 67z 021 1217 128 125 114 106 218 099 015 082

B/Scales Ne. Eigen., gt. 1

104

961




TABLE %V (centinqed)

Source 1201 1 % 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

Varisble &
i B/Students Hostile-Friend - 491 Yy 48 396 378 609 388 463 311 539 072
2 B/Students Attent-Inattent 362 277 399 283 256 533 305 482 263 330 021
3 B/Students Convergent-Diverg ~ 538 421 589 478 467 635 - 230 512 377 619 12}
4 B/Students- Approp-Inapprop 61 425 A9% 446 513 695 196 537 191 592 128
£ B/Students Simple-Complex - 461 36C 284 - 371 344 719 153 504 254 484 125
) Students Intep Sensitivity 437 304 495 347 426 408 266 584 273 558 114
7 Students Indep-Dependent 453 331 359 408 332 426 230 585 308 467 106
8  Students Flexible-Rigid 500 500 541 547 436 544 338 590 352 576 218
S Students Curious-Withdrawn 543 440 473 398 370 471 296 657 437 560 Q9%
i0 - Students Memory-Concept . 401 420 526 432 592 480 311 626 360 602 015
i1 Students Maladjusted-Adju 576 440 528 459 399 566 270 561 117 561 082
V2 Teacher Distant-Involved 5566 562 620 413 301 569 242 588 410 619 104
13 Teacher Criticai-Accepting 1.000 498 583 703 446 603 287 562 293 686 186
14 Taacher Control-Nondirect 438 1.000 494 378 363 468 267 516 319 618 162
15 Teacher Inform-Unstruct 583 494 1,006 573 558 471 152 586 324 7G1 040
15 Teacher Hostile-Warm 703 378 573 1.n00 614 430 15 407 188 647 191
17 Teacher Drill-Concept 445 363 558 614 1.000 43¢ 3?4 496 352 656 096
18 B/Scaies No. diff. dim. 503 468 471 430 4356 1.000 438 726 440 TN 285
19 “Gfscales No. Eigan. gt. 1 267 267 152 196 314 438 T.OUO 29% 196 314 438
20 B/Scales No., diff. dim. 562 5ié6 a86 407 496 726 241 1.000 576 798 278
21 B/Scales ﬁc Eigen. gt. 1 293 319 324 188 352 - 440 lqs 570 1.00C 471 325
22 B/Scales No. diFf. dim, 636 618 7@? 647 656 71} 3]4 768 471 1.000 385
23 B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 186 162 040 191 036 285 438 - 278 125 385 1.000
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TABLE YVI
INTERCORREL ATIONS OF GENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS - LOWER GLASS SUBSAMPLE

Yarjable Seurce : 1 Z 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 B/Students Hostile-Friend . 1.000 648 567 . 5%4 . 411 4317 5y5 492 366 442 563 355
2 B/Students Attent-Inattent 648 1.0c0 553 576 359 191 223 624 379 294 406 431
3 B/Students Convergent-Diverg 567 = 553 1.0006 514 291 359 387 653 399 598 308 580
4 8/Students Apprapmlnapprop 594 576 534 1.000 375 496 286 345 223 417 602 464
Y .BfStﬁdents imple-Compliex 411 359 281 375 1.000 124 337 437 083 382 618 158
5 Students Intep Sensitivity 431 191 389 496 124 1.000 5f7 225 426 386 400 265
7 tudents I"d p-Dependent - 575 223 387 286 337 537 1.000 402 419 274 320 420
8 ‘Students F%exﬁate Rigid 492 624 €53 345 437 225 402 1.0000 58 406 311 562
9 Students Curious-Withdrawn 366 379 399 223 083 426 499 586 1.000 369 145 423

W0 Students Memory-Con icept 442 294 598 417 382 386 274 4056 369 1.000 413 378
12 Students Maladjusted-Adju 63 406 308 602 618 400 320 311 145 413 1.000 316
12 Teacher Distant-Involved 355 431 580 464 158 265 420 562 423 378 316 1.000
i3 Teacher (riticai-Accepting 478 305 472 547 293 382 482 511 380 217 435 350
i4 Teacher Control-Nondirect 277 }4ﬂ 440 179 081 251 217 552 227 311 129 475
15 Teacher Inform-Unstruct 557 42z 732 464 230 558 515 674 440 583 416 600
1€ Teacher Hostile-Warm - 516 273 BG7 467 213 299 435 556 267 460 551 436
17 Teacher Drill-Concept 580 . 467 76 514 129 464 300 459 396 627 468 362
i3 . R/Scales No. diff. dim. . 652 698 656 671 679 331 536 630 360 504 553 4990
19 8/5cales No. Eigen. gt. } 455 45 458 417 087 - 306 362 388 422 409 362 475
20 B/Scales No. diff. dim. 468 453 542 321 471 422 555 592 568 648 362 480
el B/Scales No., Eigen. gt. 1 280 462 547 1237 432 251 404 680 484 413 014 542
2 B/Scales No. diff. dim. 637 38 721 520 191 472 514 592 468 656 553 547

3 B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 672 218 253 094 359 -077 189 200 156 125 092 202

8ol



| ?ABLE},M( rtinusd)

‘ariabie Source " 13 14 1% 15 17 18 14 20 21 22 23
1 8/Students Hostile-Friend 478 277 557 B16 580 652 455 468 289 837 672
Z B/Students Attent-Inattent 306 148 42z g73 467 698 459 453 462 389 - 218
3 B8/Students Convergent-Diverg 473 44D 732 597 676 656 498 542 547  72% 253
4 B/Students Approp-znapprca 547 119 484 467 514 671 417 321 127 520, 0%4
5 B/Students Simple- Ccra?ex 293 08 23 213 122 679 Q&7 471 432 191 359
6 Students Intep Sensitivity 352 251 BR8 299 464 331 306 422 251 472 -077
7 ’Students_Indep-Dependent 482 217 518 436 300 536 362 555 404 514 189
g Students Flexible-Rigid 511 552 574 556 459 630 3%8 592 680 592 200
3 Students Curiocus-Withdrawn 380 227 440 267 396 360 442 569 494 468 156
0 Students Memory-Concept 217 3i1 583 460 62 504 409 648 413 656 125

Students Maladiusted-Adju 435 129 416 551 468 5853 26z 362 014 553 092
Teacher Distant-Involved 350 475 60D

436 362 490 4?5 480 542 541 202
Teacher Critical-Accepting =~ 1.000 174 833 .685 472 555 397 387 342 608 258

Teacher Control-Nondirect 174 1.000 509 336 209 204 000 283 342 462 022
Teacher Inform-Unstruct B33 . 509 1.G00 768 790 481 380 535 512 753 011
seac”br Hostile-Warm 685 339 768 1.000 725 375 319 254 1894 639 045

Teacher Drili-Concept 472 209 750 725 1.000 364 4”0 380 310 844 -007
vB/Sca?es No. dif¥f. dim. . 585 204 481 375 364 1.000 5@3 737 573 658 375
B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 367 000 360 345 450 563 1.020 548 388 534 009
B/Scales No. diff. dim, 387 243 B35 254 330 737 548 1.000 780 708 336
B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 342 342 512 194 310 573 388 780 1.600 450 280
B/Scales No. diff. dim. 608 452 753 635 644 658 :4 708 4850 1.000 352

B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 258 022 01Y 045 -007 375 0C9 336 280 352 1.000

Sl et e e s R e R ions RPN b PR P 0 0 o T 10 0 O DO

661



7 TABLE XVII
INTERCORRELATIONS OF GENOTYPIC OPERATIOMAL DEFINITIONS - MIDDLE [CLASS SUBSAMPLE
Variable Source 1 2 2 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 11 i2
1 B/Students Hostile-Friend 1.000 395 459 435 391 704 271 450 655 335 480 480
2 B/Students Attent-Inattent 396 1.000 272 231 315 371 233 344 390 355 236 304
3 B/Students Convergeni-Diverg 459 272 1.000 755 643 570 578 629 708 727 542 645
g B/Students Approp-Inapprop 435 231 755 1.000 737 602 347 603 542 609 629 634
5 B/Students Simple-Complex 391 315 633 737 1.000 424 314 652 532 608 534 551
5 Students Intep Sensitivity 704 371 570 60 424 1.000 351 566 765 500 499 613
7 Students Inder-Dependent 271 233 57 347 214 351 1.060 589 442 573 382 296
8 Students Flexible-Rigid 450 344 62% 603 652 566 589 1.000 643 718 721 623
9 | Students Curious-Withdrawn €55 390 708 542 532 765 442 643 1.000 509 776 756
10 Students Memery-Concept 335 355 727 609 608 500 573 718 509 1.000 418 502
11 Students Maladjusted-Adju 480 236 542 629 534 499 362 721 776 418 1.000 739
iz Teacher Distant-Involved 480 304 645 63 651 613 296 623 756 502 739 1.000
13 Teacher Critical-Accepting 606 394 683 624 603 637 442 662 761 504 747 823
14 Teacher Control-Nondirect 526 268 584 607 705 B81 392 706 680 572 717 722
15 Teacher Inform-Unstruct 414 375 B8 805 492 504 208 476 549 398 530 . 673
16 Teacher Hostile-Warm 452 299 444 387 500 456 4619 520 524 475 428 379
17 Teacher Drili-Concept 244 027 348 542 444 423 328 427 288 405 284 180
i8 B/Scales No. diff. dim. - 627 428 702 697 706 687 436 580 674 522 553 690
ig 8/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 256 102 206 067 245 343 190 25 326 194 106 -G10
20 B/Scales No. diff. dim. 599 511 631 705 519 768 574 629 705 597 638 690
21 8/Scales No. Eigen, gt. | 564 180 554 497 372 701 593 487 580 676 378 549
22 B/Scaies No. diff. dim. 5849 266 6564 635 585 698 4#4 577 635 568 529 680
23 B/3cales No. Eigen. gt. 1 256 -024 300 383 245 411 297 254 270 313 202- 093

002



TABLE Vil {continued)

Variable - Source : 13 4. 15 H 17 18 18 20 2y 22 23
i BfStudents Hostile-Friend 606 526 414 452 244 621 256 599 564 549 256
2 B/Students Attent-Inattent 3%4 268 375 289 (27 428 1@2 511 180 266 -024
3 B/Students Cenvergenit-Diverg 683 584 EBG 444 348 702 206 631 554 654 300
4  B/Students Approp-Inapprop 624 607 G605 34 542 697 067 706 497 685 383
5 B/Students Simple-Complex S 603 705 482 B0 444 706 - 245 519 372 . 585 244
& tudents Intep Sensitivity - €637 581 5G4 45 423 687 343 768 701 698 411
H Students Indep-Dependent 442 392 208 469 328 446 190 574 583 474 297
8 © Students Fiexible-Rigid - 662 706 476 520 427 580 254 629 487 577 254
3 tudents Curiocus-4ithdrawn 761 868G 549 524 288 674 324 705 580 635 270

10 Students Memory-Concept 504 572 398 475 408 522 194 597 676 568 313
il Students Maladjusted-Adju 747  7i7 530 428 284 554 106 638 378 529 202
12 ‘Teacher Distant-Involved 823 722 673 379 i80 690 -010 690 549 680 093
13 Teacher Criticai-Accepting 1.000 764 785 €88 310 725 071 763 634 805 336
14 Teacher Control-Nondirect 764 1.080 264 812 453 732 42 683 512 756 441
i5 - Teacher Inform-Unstruct 765 584 1,000 553 384 559 -221 652 494 731 129
16 Teacher Hostile-Warm 688 512 553 1,000 607 565 I%O 578 592 743 577
i7 Teacher Drili-Concept 310 453 384 607 1.000 478 181 532 470 676 626
i8 B/Scaies No. diff. dim. 725 732 558 B65 478 1.000. 3%3 803 546 801 447
19 B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 071 242 -22% 140 187 383 1.000 123 041 084 370
20 3/Scales No. diff. dim. 763 689 652 578 532 803 123 1.00C 706 850 410
23 B/Scaies No. Eigen., gt. 1 634 512 494 592 470 546 041 706 1.000 717 349
22 B/Scales No. diff. dim. 805 756 73 743 676 801 084 850 717 1.000 586

0 410 349 586 1.000

23 B/Scales Ne. Eigen. gf. 1 336 441 128 377 626 447 37

.

102



TABLE

XVITT

INTERCORRELATIONS OF GENOTYPIC GPERATIOAL DEFINITIONS ~ UPPER

CLASS SUBSAMPLE

Variable Source 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 L P 4
- a B/Students Hostile-Friend 1.000 382 684 184 134 140 283 452 Q00 186 173 205
2 B/Students Atient-Inatient 382 1.000 2%& 483 272 378 557 471 635 372 544 664
3 B/Students Convergent-Diverg 654 284 1,000 481 303 245 414 483 186 351 373 534
~4 B/Students Approp-Inapprop 184 483 451 1.000 838 417 341 562 520 366 614 663
5 B/Students Simpie-Complex 134 272 303 .838 1.000 237 143 455 452 308 420 450
B Students Intep Sensitivity 140 378 245 417 237 1.000 662 504 528 472 398 547
7 Students Indep-Dependent 289  B57 434 341 143 662 1.000 . 378 599 737 - 620 . 446G
g Students Flexible-Rigid 452 477 483 562 455 504 378 1.000 555 486 634 717

3 Students Curipus-iithdrawn 000 635 18 520 452 528 589 555 1.000 650 647 739
15 Students Memory-Concept 196 372 35% 356 308 472 737 4% 690 1.000 741 513
I Students Maladjusted-Adju 173 544 373 614 420 398 620 634 647 741 1.000 733
s Teacher Distant-Invelved 203 664 534 563 450 547 440 717 739 513 733 1.000
1z Teacher Critical-Accepting 150 384 334 5890 649 559 445 636 534 563 562 583
14 Teacher Control-Nondirect 081 415 -3%6 - 394 352 384 316 178 358 273 344 230
i5 Teacher Inform-Unstruct 010 390 167 274 010 308 415 431 386 626 802 547
16 Teacher Hostile-Warm 617 364 280 579 614 329 302 512 513 368 357 433
17 Teacher Driil-Concept 204 208 248 428 584 340 361 431 454 780 458 325
i8 B/Scales No. diff. dim. 266 344 335 734 851 -068 i35 397 320 276 517 358
15 B/Scales No Eigen. gt. 1 468 351 016 030 039 -039 121 258 078 251 335 108
20 B/Scales No. diff. dim. -015 555 172 562 537 521 652 538 818 630 746 640
21 B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 -021 110 -174 -i79 137 -058 -1%4 -060 207 028 -158 091
22 B/Scaies No. diff. dim. 028 361 215 516 577 440 347 641 674 566 578 628
23 B/Scaltes No. Eigen. gt. 1 -290 -218 -422 -132 -227 050 -318 120 -235 527 -201 -13¢
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TABLE XVIIXcontinued)

Variabie Source ‘ 13 14 5 16 17 18 9 20 21 22 23
1 B/Students Hostile-Friend 190 081 010 017 204 256 458 -015 -021 028 -29C
2 B/Students Attent-Inattent 284 415 380 304 208 344 3BT 555 110 361 -218
3. B/Students Convergent-Diverg 334 -116 167 240 248 335 QW6 172 -174 215 -422
& B/Students Approp-Inapprop 690 394 Zij4 579 428 734 030 562 -179 516 -132
5 B/Students Simpie-Complex 649 352 . {10 614 B84 851 039 537 137 577 -227
5 Students Intep Sensitivily 559 384 308 32¢ 340 -068 -039 521 -058 440 050
7 Students Indep-Dependent 445 316 415 3062 361 135 121 652 -194 347 -319
8 Students Flexible-Rigid 636 178 431 612 - 431 397 258 538 -060 641 120
9 Students Curious-Withdrawn 534 358 386 513 454 320 018 818 207 674 -235

Students Memory-Concept 563 273 626 388 780 276 Zjl 690 028 566 -527
Students Maladjusted-Adju 562 344 802 357 458 B17 335 746 -158 578 201
Teacher Distant-Involved 583 23¢ 547 433 325 338 ?d8 640 091 628 -139
Teacher Criticai-Accenting 1.006 613 325 824 615 406 328 544 -224 680 -142
Teacher Ceatrol-Nondirect 613 1.006 300 284 382 306 655 526 017 526 043
Teacher Inform-Unstruct 325 306 1.0606 076 406 140 381 544 -145 494 -062
Teacher Hostile-Warm 824 284 076 1.000 424 365 -005 438 -282 599 -005
Teacher Drili-Concept 615 382 405 424 1.000 477 28 577 266 659 -493
BfScales Ho. diff. dim. 406 306 140 365 477 1.000 286 537 165 464 -234
B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 328 655 351 -005 289 266 1.000 200 122 231 -103
B/Scales MNo. diff. dim. 544 526 544 438 577 537 260 1.000 222 838 -074
B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 -224 017 -145 -282 266 165 1%2 222 1.000 194 -2G3
B/Scales No. diff. dim. €80 526 494 599 659 464 231 838 194 1.000 055
B/Scales Mo. Eigen. gt. 1 -142 (043 -062 -005 -493 -234° -103 -074 -203 G55 1.000

£0¢
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TABLE XIX

FACTOR LOADINGS OF PHENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFIMITIONS
AFTER ROTATION TO IDEAL LOADINGS CANONICAL SOLUTION - TOTAL GROUP

205

& {eading zeros and decimal points have been omitted.

C Based oun these three factors only.

Source Operational Definition Interdependent Warmth Intrinsic h2 :
: Predisposition - Acceptance
TARI Autonomy 4318 -203 717 M
EVQ Autonomy 384 035 347 269
CRT ~ Cont-Nondirective 909 137 -394 .000 -
CRT Inform-Unstructured 359 -405 ~-406 458
CRT Drill-Concept -050 550 054 308
. TARI Harmth _ 100 -016 -295 097 ST
- CRT Distant-Involved -138 683 292 571
©CRT Hostility-Warmth 121 788 383 782
TARI  Equalitarianism 324 179 570 462
CRT  Critical-Accepting . .158 547 449 611
EVQ Intrinsic Acceptance 153 011 105 034 -
Proportion of Varianceb 283 N 346
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TABLE XX

FACTOR LOADINGS OF PHENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS
AFTER ROTATION TO IDEAL LOADINGS
- PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS SOLUTION - LOWER CLASS GROUP

Source Opefational Deffnition Interdependent Warmth Intrinsic .. h2
' Predisposition Acceptance

TART  Autonomy . 4498 =447 588 747
EVQ  Autonomy | 617 - -073 297 474
CRT  Cont-Nondirective | 835 043 -188 734
CRT Inform-Unstructured 685 -080 -426 657
CRT  Drill-Concept 2180 468 382 397
TART  Warath o 422 426 -603 721
CRT  Distant-Involved < <207 791 465 885
CRT  Hostility-Warmth = 2390 513 547 714
TART  Egualitarianism v 478 -185 487 500
CRT  Critical-Accepting 257 692 537 833
EVQ  Intrinsic Acceptance 433 - =098 122 212

Proportion of Variance - 243 187 205 635

eleading zeros and decimal points have been omitted.
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TABLE'xxx

~ FACTOR LOADINGS OF PHENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS
: AFTER ROTATION TO IDEAL LOADINGS
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS SOLUTION - MIDDLE CLASS GROUP

207

HY S

T

Source Operational Definition Interdependent Warmth Intrinsic: he
' Predisposition Acceptance ;
TART—Autonomy 2562 172 795 716
EVQ  Autonomy 526 004 631 675 :
CRT Cont-Nondirective 534 -224 -374 475
CRT Inform-Unstructured 208 -688 -399 721
CRT  Drili-Concept -53 593 -133 657
TART  Warmth ’ 370 552 -466 659 -
CRT Distant-Involved ~-529 318 392 535
CRT Hostility-Warmth ‘ ~2€8 - 594 659 859
TARI ~ Equalitarianism - 202 -378 717 698
CRT  Critical-Accepting -351 453 692 807 —
EVQ Intrinsic Acceptance 671 51 156 736
‘Proportion of Variance 191 205 289 685

8sading zeros and decimal points have been omitted,



TABLE XXII

| FACTOR LOADINGS- OF PHENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

' AFTER ROTATION TO IDEAL LOADINGS
* PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS SO'UTION - UPPER CLASS GROUP

Source 'Operafiona] Definition Interdependent Warmth Intrinsic .hz
' Predisposition ‘Acceptance-
TARL Autonomy 6828 -323 130 586
EVQ Autonomy 445 375 650 761 !
CRT  Cont-Nondirective 695 163 -062 513 |
CRT  Inform-Unstructured 604 052 270 440
CRT Drill-Concept. 629 650 -270 891
TARL -~ MWavmth 159 029 33 136 -
CRT Distant-Involved 525 683 -171 in
CRT Hostility-Harmth 127 855 ~081 754
TART Equalitarianism 540 -282 596 726
CRT  Critical-Accepting -236 097 738 610
EVQ - Intrinsic Acceptance -126 265 581 424
Proportion of Variance 253 201 193 616

A gading zeros and decimal

points have been omitted.



TABLE wyy11

FACTOR LOADINGS OF SENOTYPIC OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS AFTER ROTATION TO
IDEAL LOADINES PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS SOLUTION - LOWER CLASS SUBSAMPLE
Source Operational B Disc. P Bisc. E Disc. B Diff. P Diff. E Diff. h2
Definition » :

8/Students  Hostile-Friend 5348 450 - 327 240 +041 053 666
B/Students. Attent-Inattent 679 006 233 467 265 039 805
B/Students  Convergent-Diver 420 230 634 199 302 060 766
&/Students  Approp-Inapprop 625 309 3 287 +227 034 718
8/Students <7NP%9 Complex 738 . 377 -i88 -254 2 275 877

tudents Intep Sensitivity -014 e02 238 131 +(68 -128 738
Students Indep~0ependent 009 725 197 127 {80 391 740
Students Fiexibie-Rigid 37¢ 128 569 (88 463 271 794
Students Curious-Withdrawn -078 435 308 417 403 083 633
Students Memorv-Concent 817 506 308 -026 1313 -236 679
Students Matadjusted-Adju 669 469 151 -019 - 310 0694 795
Teacher Distant-Involved 233 177 542 190 367 138 569
Teacher Critical-Accepting 189 357 500 279 -204 530 814
Teacher Controi-Nondirect 088 129 623 -453 369 019 754
Teacher Inform-Unstruct 221 487 772 026 149 -034 887
Teacher Hostile-Warm 272 292 781 024 .255 151 858
Teacher Drill-Concept 37 355 663 265 =073 =232 795
B/Scales Ne. diff. dim. 688 403 121 278 275 347 924
B/Scales. No. Eigen. gt. 1 255 328 213 639 151 -093 738
P/Scales No. diff. dim. 298 614 098 224 587 188 906
P/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 128 273 261 203 769 204 833
E/Scales No. diff. dim. 332 828 554 124 158 217 783
E/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 125 ~058 011 127 230 742 639
Proportion of Variance 162 173 189 076 101 069 770

2 eading zeros and decimal points have been omi tted.
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TABLE

X1V

FACTOR LOADIN S 'OF GENOTYPIC CPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS AFTER RQOTATION TO

IDEAL LOADINGS PRINCIP%L COMPONENTS SOLUTION - MIDDLE CLASS SUBSAMPLE

Operational B bisc. P Disc. E Disc, B8 Diff. P Diff. E Diff, h2
fefinition

B/Students Most] e—? jend 2282 294 398 459 468 -104 740
B/Students - Attent-Inattent 853 -018 -016 112 408 -175 838

B/Students  Convergeni-Diverg 1399 865 364 =011 033 120 750
B/Students  Approp-Inapprep 406 428 524 -006 4136 213 763
B/Students  Simple-Complex 609 385 444 036 <295 i82 846
Students Intep Sensitivity 217 436 452 412 428 063 798
Students Indep-Dependent 165 737 -069 -143 333 313 - 815
Students Flexible-Rigid 426 895 300 053 =022 110 - 770
Students - Curious-®Withdrawn 256 604 480 349 242 -147 863
Students Memory-Concept 474 681 116 -142 100 299 - 821
Students Maledjusted-Adiu 192 562 602 150 -078 -182 - 777
Teacher Bistant-Invoived 303 502 683 025 041 -269 885
Teacher Critical-Accepting 331 453 €96 082 260 -045 865
Teacher Control-Nondirect 317 480 510 237 =047 125 777
Teacher Inferm-Unstruct 401 118 761 -213 231 -034 854
Teacher Hostile-Warm 284 210 456 062 377 481 710
Teacher Driii-Concept 151 126 433 052 052 763 815
B/Scales No. diff. dim. 500 371 508 353 137 194 827
B/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 154 308 -256 805 114 244 903
P/Scales No. diff. dim. 419 426 534 102 411 164 824
P/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 056 569 377 -076 568 247 858
E/Scales No. diff. dim. 275 328 714 064 305 382 936
E/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 =039 133 309 370 108 745 818
Proportion of Variance 138 210 235 on 076 095 825

8L eading zeros and decimal points have been omitted.
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TABLE Xxv

FACTOR LOADINGS OF GENOTYPIC OPERATICNAL DEFINITIONS AFTER ROTATION TO
IDEAL LOADINGS PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS SOLUTION - UPPER CLASS SUBSAMPLE

Source Cperational . B Disc. P Disc. E Disc. B Diff. P |Diff. E Diff.  h®
Refinition : . '
B/Students  Hostiie-Friend 6298 387 -121 500 4285 -264 - 846
B/Students  Attent-Inattent 384 BRI 671 335 - |175 212 674
8/Students  Convergent-Diver 771 365 -0126 -038 -204 -293 857
8/Students  Approp-Inapprop 656 204 545 -087 083 209 827
B/Students  Simpis-Complex 626 . -104 £58 -076 342 055 954
Students Intep Sensitivity 055 848 327 -169 -0e8 191 603
Students Indep-Depandent 100 801 273 -015 -098 -185 770
Students Flexible-Rigid 545 487 322 080 -044 322 751
Students Curious-Withdrawn 188 647 383 -096 43¢ 154 826°
Students Memory-Concept 066 717 495 041 175 -385 944
Students Maladjusted-Adjus 281 698 388 167 104 093 764
Teacher Distant-Invoived 506 6632 185 -023 231 293 870
Teacher Critical-Accepting 316 296 831 048 -152 105 914
Teacher Contrel-Nordirect -120 143 652 553 018 249 828
Teacher Inform-Unstruct -10% 709 225 261 037 099 643
Teacher Hostile-Warm 360 122 721 -272 =119 202 793
~ Teacher Drill-Concept 155 257 693 138 325 -397 853
B/Scales No. diff. dim, 650 -102 444 230 378 015 826
B/Scales No. Eigen. at. 1 -001 108 252 934 -G75 -005 953
P/Scales No. diff. dim. 130 - 586 522 073 468 214 © 903
P/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1} -022 -N88 -173 234 855 -081 830
£/Scales No. diff. dim. 176 377 642 076 353 288 799
E/Scales No. Eigen. gt. 1 -247 -188 -100 -055 -227 851 885
“Proportion of Veriance 150 215 207 083 087 079 822

4 eading zeros and decimal points have been omiited.
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APPENDIX F
MEANS OF OTYPES



MEANS OF OTYPES ON STEP II FACTORS

TABLE XXVI

Otype - Types Merged N Abstractness Sensitivity Flexibility

1 5 29.000 38.800 49,800

2 4 35.750 51.500 - 47.250

4 7 47.571 37.143 55.571

5 -3 50.333 33,333 64.667

6 5 45,800 50.600 33.400

7 10 53.100 48.100 49,200

9 12 45,083 63.250 48.250

(Empirical Type IV)

10 i3 47.000 62.667 72.667
(Empirical Type I-11)

11 7 57.571 43.857 35.714

12 12 62.333 51.500 53.000

13 A%S 16 48,400 36.000 58.300

{Empivical Type II1) : ,

14 781¢ 22 58.136 49,954 51.273

- 15 6611 12 52.657 46.667 34.750

16 142 9 32.0060 44.444 48,667

17 14&15 34 56.2006 48.79%4 45,441

18 9817 46 53.304 52.567 46,174

19 13816 19 40.632 40.000 53.737

20 18819 - 65 49,600 43.892 48,385

21 10&20 68 49.485 49.500 49.456
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APPENDIX G
STATIC CHARACTERISTICS




TABLE XXVII
CROSS TABULATION OF EMPIRICAL TYPES WITH SOCIO-ECONOMIC CLASS

EMPIRICAL TYPE

Class™ - Type I-IT  Type III1  Type IV Otybe 16  Otype 17 Total

Lower 3 4 3 3 14 27
Middle 0 1 6 6 13 26
Upper 0 5 3 0 7 15
Total 3 i0 12 9 34 68

Chi Square = 15.347
Degrees of Freedom = 8

p>.10 ns

*Lloyd W, Warner, Social Class in America, (Chicago: Science
Research Associates, Inc, T949Y, n. 140
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TABLE XXVIII

CROSS TABULATION OF EMPIRICAL TYPES
WITH YEAR IN SCHOOL OF SUBJECT

EMPIRICAL TYPE

Class Type I-II  Type III  Type IV Otype 16 Otype 17 Total

Junior 2 . 4 8 5 ' 24 43
Senior H 5 3 ] 7 17
Graduate 0 1 1 3. 3_ - 8
Total 3 0 12 9 34 68

Chi Square = 9,107
Degrees of Freedom = 8

p> .10 ns



 TABLE XXIX
CROSS TABULATION OF EMPIRICAL TYPES WITH TEACHER CORPS MEMBERSHIP

EMPIRICAL TYPE

217

CneTr—Covp —
Member Type I-1I  Type III  Type IV Otype 16 Otype 17 -Total i
Yes 1 3 2 3 9 18
No ‘ 2 7 10 6 - 25 50
Total 3 10 12 9 34 68

Chi Square = .947
Degrees of Freedom = 4

pe.10 ns



CROSS TABULATION OF EMPIRICAL TYPES WITH TEACHING ORIENTATION

TABLE XXX

EMPIRICAL TYPES

N
ok
20

Teaching

Orientation Type I-I1  Type III  Type 1V Otype 16 Otype 17 Total

46

Elementary 2 8 9 5 22
‘Secondary 1 1 2 2 8 14
Total 3 9 1 7 30 60

Chi Sguare = 5,423
Degreas of Freedom = 4

p>.10 ns



TABLE XXX1

CROSS TABULATION OF EMPIRICAL TYPES WITH SEX OF SUBJECTS

EMPIRICAL TYPE

2]9..

Type I-I1  Type III  Type IV Otype 16 Otype 17  Total

Totai

‘ Sex
Male 0 1 1 4 ' 6 _ 12
Female - 3 9 1 5 28 56
3 10 12 _ 9 34 68

Chi Sguare = 6,209

p>.10 ns

" Degrees of Freedom = 4



TABLE XXXII

CROSS TABULATION OF EMPIRICAL TYPES WITH INTENTION TO TEACH

"EMPIRICAL TYPE

220

- Chi Souare = 3.223

Degrees of Freedom = 4

p».10 ns

Intention |
to Type I-11  Type IIl  Type IV ~ Otype 16 Otype 17 Total s
Teach : ' .
Yes 3 i0 10 7 31 - 6l
No 0 0 1 2 3 6
Tots! 3 10 9 67
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