ey

aray

-~

ED 076 539

_ AUTHCR

TITLE

PUB DATE
NOTE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

SP 006 449

Phillips, Mark; Sinclair, Robert

Conceptual Systems and Educational Environment:
Relationships Between Teacher C.nceptual Systems,
Student Conceptual Systems, and Classroom Environment
as Perceived by Fifth and Sixth Grade Students.

Feb 73

30p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association (New
Orleans, Louisiana, february 25-March 1, 1973)

MF-$0.65 HC-$3.29 )

Classroom Environment; *Concept Fo:ation;
Educational Environment; Grade 5; ¢ .de 6; *Models;
*Student Attitudes; *Student Teacher Relationship;
*Teacher Attitudes

A study was done to determine the significant

relationships among teacher conceptual systems, student conceptual
systems, and student perceptions of the classroom educational
environment in selected elementary schools. Tested was the general
hypothesis that students would be more involved with teachers they
perceived as being less authoritarian and rigid than they would be
with teachers who -xhibited the same characteristics to a greater
extent. Subjects consisted of 1,180 fifth and sixth grade students
and 52 teachers selected from 12 sample schools. Student perceptions
of classroom environment were measured by the Elementary School
Environment Survey. Teacher conceptual systems were measured by
student responses on the Student Self-Conception Test. Results
indicated that there is a significant relationship between
student/teacher conceptual system similarity and positive student
perceptions of the classroom environment. (JB)

e
Crey waod (7

o .%

"

werdy
v s 0N QaINIYd

v




-

FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

L2 Moo
3
Ql
FE M\ *
AN .
i~O
3’(\
7 QO
(o ]
)

CONCEPTUAIL SYSTEMS AND EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT:
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN TEACHER CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS,
STUDENT CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS, AND CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT
AS PERCEIVED BY FIFTH AND SIXTH GRADE STUDENTS

]

U S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT MaS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENT OF FICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATON POSITION OR POLICY

Mark Phillips
University of California, Santa Barbara

Robert Sinclair
University of Massachusetts, Amlerst

Paper presented at the annual meeting of
the American Educational Research Association,
New Orieans, Louisiana, February, 1973




-

One of the most important tasks facing educators is the creation of nur-
turing learning environrents for all children. In elementary school class-
rooms throughout the country children continue to experience underachievement
and failure, while educators coitinue to ignore variations in the edvcational
environrents that contribute to these condlitions. Similarly, although there
is considerable evidence (Bloom, 1968; Cronbach, 1967; Gagne, 1967) that no
single educational enviconrent provides sptimal learning or all students,
most ~lassroors vemain eavironmentally wonolithic. Firally, in spite of the
evidence (Mclachlan, 1965 Tordlinson, 1903; lunb, 1G7Y; rarvey, 1970) suggest-
ing thai educalors should sarerully matoen studenie, teecnes, and educational
enviromrente to foiter student intellactual grovth and achievoment, tnis
matching is deterwined largely by chance in most schocls.

Much o° the related research in the field ic cirilarly mindless. Despite
considerable evidence (Bloom, 196L) of the impact of arly environrent on the
development of human characteristics, J1ittle attention has been givan to the
1dentification of such controlling environmental variables in schools. Although
Murray (1938) has indicated the importance of ‘the individual's own interpre-
tation of environmental phenomene that he perceives (Beta press) in influencing
ones behavior, student parceptions are rarely utilized in measuring the environ-
ment. The most frequently used methods for measuring classroom environments,
those of Withall (1949), Flanders (1965), and Medley and Mitzel (1958), utilize
the perceptions of outside observers, thus providing a measure of Alpha press.
Additionally, major studies concerning the matching of students, teachers, and
environments continue to go virtually unnoticed. The most recent edition of

the authoritative Encyclopedia of Educational Research (Ebel, 1969) fajls to

include any reference to such studies and in a recent AERA overview of research H

on teacher education (Smith, 1971), Robert Peck wrote: "The only discoverable
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study ever ¢onducted which tackled the complex interactizn of different teacher
types with different pupil types was done by Heil and Weshburne (1962)," thus
ignoring the work of Harvey, and iunt, and their associates,

Nevertheless, a nurber of contenporary educators are inquiring into
these problems and beginning to suggest possible solutions. Sinclair (1968,
1971), Sadker (1971), Bender (1971), and McKay (1971) have provided valuable
data concer:ing elerentary school educational envircnments as perceived by
students. Bloom (1967), oronbacn (1967), and Gagne (1967), have focused their
research and develcpment efforts upon educetional pregrams designed to meet
the different needs of individual children within the seme classroom. Hunt
and his associates (1971), feeusing on the relationship beteen teacher con-
ceptual systems, student conceptual sysiems, and classroom environments, have
worked to develop multiple environments for learning within the same school,
and in training teachers to develop the skills needed to radiate a wide variety
of* environments.

A comprehensive approach to the problem has been suggested by Joyce
(1972). The great challenge of the future, according to J;yce (p. 170) is
to "develop entirely new —wodes of education, designed to help people create

new solutions to problems, and to define problems that were not perceived

_ before at all."” To meet this challenge, he calls for (pp. 186-187) the crea-

tion of pluralistic schools and classrooms and for the creation of "an array
of environments, each serving students in a particular kind of way."

In summary, the task of measuring achievement and decreasing failure
among elementary school children is &an important one. The separate studies
of Sinclair, Bloom, Hunt, and their associastes represent significant efforts
to deal with this task. Finally, the approach to the problem suggested by

Joyce represents one viable alternative.
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The present study bégan with the assumption that in answering the ques-

tion "Education for.what?" we should give major attention to developing multi-Taceted

educational environments designed to meet the diverse needs of individual
learners. Further this study assumed that in order to develop these environ-
menps and to match students, teacuers, and environmenis, requires continued
inquiry into the nature of classroom educetional environments and into tne
relationship between teacher cnacacteristics, student cheracteristics, and
classroom educational environments. This study atterpted to contribute to
understanding the relationships amcng tnese imporiant dimensiocns of schooling
by providing some answers to the folloving guastlionc:

1. Vhat is the relationsiip vetween ileacher conceptual systems and
student perceptions of thne clascroon educational environment?

2. Whet is the relationship between teacner ronceptual systems and
teacher ebility to radiate a wide variety of edncational environ-
ments?

3. What is the relationship between teacher-student conceptual system
similarity or dissimilarity and student perceptions of the class-
roon educational environment?

The purpose of this study, conceived in response to these questions, was to
determine significant relationships between teacher conceptual systems, stu-

dent conceptual systems, and student perceptions of the classroom educational

environment in selected elementary schools.

Meaning of Major Variables:

The three major variables measured in the present study are classroom
educational environment, teacher conceptual systems, and student conceptual
systems. The definition of these major variables include a numoer of sub-
factors. The meanings of the variables are described below.

Classroom educational environment - Educational environment is defined

as "the conditions, forces, and external stimuli which exert en influence on

the individual. The environment is conceived to be a complex system of
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situational determinants fostering the development of individual characteris-
tics. The determinants may be factors of social, physical, and intellectual

significancze.” This conceptualization of environment, developed by Sinclair

(1971, p. 3), is based on an earlier assumption by Murray (1938) that behavior

is a function of a transaciionzl relationsnip between the individual and his
environment.

Building on this rationale, Sinclair (1938) defined and measured five
environmental variables that exist and differentiate znoung elementary schools:
practicality, community, awareness, propriety, and sciclarship, and developed
the Elementary Scrocl Environment Surve; (ECES) to measure the manifestations
of eacn variabtle in clementary schools. Cadker (1971) cocperating with Sinclair
in a study of educational environments, Curther refined Lhe meaning of educa-
tional environment, and replaced Sinclair's faciors with six new factors:
alienation, humanism, autonomy, morale, opportunism, and resources. The two
negatively described factors, alienation and opportunism, were changed to
involvement and equity in the present study in order to provide a positive
thrust for all factors. The environmental conditions and happenings included
in the definition are manifest in the following descriptions:

1. Involvement

Environments which score high on this factor reflect the presence
of a student body winich feels involved in classroom activities. A
sense of belonging is buttressed by a concern for students. Students
demonstrate their involvement by internalizing class objectives in
such areas as academic pursuits and obedience to classroom rules and
regulations. The atmosphere is congenial and there is a cohesiveness
and a sense of togetherness in this climate.

2. Humanism

The items in‘this factor reflect a concern for the value of the
individual. It is a supportive climate and is marked by courtesy.
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In addition, this value placed on the individual is carried over
to his personal acts of expression, specifically aesthetic expression.
This climate demonstrates a concern for creativity, and it is suppor-
tive of poetry, music, painting, and theatre.

3. Autonomy

A high score on this factor suggests an environment which supports
and encourages student independence. This climate suggests student
initiative as well as autonomy. Emphasis on procedures and super-
vision are minimized. OCelf-dircction rather iLhan cbedience to rules
of protocol is important. 1Individuel dilferences, both in opinion
academic interests, are stressed. Ancther asdect of this environ-
ment is tuat the lines of comuunication Letwesn learners and teachers
are open and candid,

L., Morale
Tne statements in this facior relate Lo student attitudes towards
the clazsroom, A higa score ca vhis factor indicates a friendly
and cneerful classrocm environment. The environent may be described
ac a nappy onc in which learners and teachers have a warm relation-

ship.
5. _Equity

The items in this factor reflext the degree of equity versus oppor-
tunism in the environment. A high score on this factor suggests a
climate in which individuals are treated equally and do not gain
socially or academically through preferred treatment.

6. Resources

The items in this factor reflect the number of optional learning
opportunities available to and initiated for the students. The
emphasis here is on the availability of in-class as well as extra-
class resources. Included in this category are such resources as
written materials, field trips, television, exhibits and music.

The availability or friendliness of the teacher as a supporting
service for learning is also included in this dimension. Classrooms
which score high on this factor offer a wide variety of learning
opportunities to learners.

(sadker, 1971)

Conceptual Systems - Conceptual system is defined (Harvey, Hunt, and

Schroder, 1961, pp. 244-245) as a "schema that provides the basis by which

the individual relates to the environmental events he experiences."
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Amplifying this, Hunt (1971, p. 18) indicates that, "a system characterizes
the organizational structure through which & person processes information or
‘reads’' events, . . . Systems also have an important interpersonal component
in that they characterize the form of self-other relatedness or int;rpersonal
orientation: how the person conceptualizes himself, others, and the relation-
ship between himself and others.’

Tae work of O. J. Harvey, a primary referentv in tais study, is derived

from the initial work of Harvey, Hunt, and Scaroder (19G1), and has concen-

trated on four conceptual systems. Thesze systems, utiized in the present

study, are defined by Harvey (1971) as:

sttem I

This system, the most concrete mode of construing and responding
to the world, is manifest in such characteristics as: high absolutism
and closedness of thought and belief; high evaluativeness; high posi-
tive dependence on, or cathexis with representatives of institutional
authority; high_identlflcation with social roles and status positions;
high conventionality, and high ethnocentrism or strong beliefs in
American superiority. Except in response to guides from formal or
institutional authority, System I individuals appear to rely upon their
own internal standards to a greater extent than representatives of the
other systems. . . It is thought, however, that System I individuals,
more Lhan representatives of the other systems. . ., maintain their
measure of independence from non-authority cues through conceptual
closedness and contrast, which tend to prevent potentially conflicting
inputs from entering their conceptual or interpretative matrix.

System II

This system, immediately above System I in abstractness, is mani-
fest in individuals who are distrustful of authority cues but at the
same time are devoid of any other reliable and stable guidelines.

They, more than persons of any of the other systems, seem to be in &
psychological vacuum, guided more by distrust of and rebellion against
the perceived social pressures than by positive adherence to personally-
derived standards. Though representatives of this system tend to dis-
play negative valence toward the same referents that are of positive
relevance to System I individuals, it is important to note that both

use these same external sources as points of reference.

- w




System III

This system, the next to highest in level of abstractness, is mani-
fest in individuals with generally inflated notions of themselves as
casual agents in effecting desired outcomes in their worlds. While
attributing greater causality Lo themselves than do individuals from
Systems I and II, the representatives of System III. . .develop at
the same time a more generalized dependency upon others than do per-
sons from any of the other systems. Wilh the exception of the confor-
mity of System I individuals to authority-related cues, System III
representatives are thought to be the most acaquiescent to conflicting
opinions from the generalized “sther.” They appear tc need constant
rcedback Crom significaat pesple in their envirooment in order to
cegulate their pehavior and atfain ine acceptance and mutual dependency
Lhey aced.

sttem Y

This system, the more avstract cnd of the condinuar, is manifest
in individuals who have highly differentiaied eund integrated conceptual
systems and, conseguently, are rore information and task oriented,
more rclative in tnought and action, more open and sensitive to mini-
mal cues in the environrent, but ai the same tire wore reliant upon
their own opinions and perceptions as valid criteria for decision and
action than are persons of the other systems. Faced with new or deviant
input, System IV individuals appear more capable of admitting the
impingements into their cognitive matrix, of examining and entertaining
them, and of accepting or rejecting them in terms of consonance with
their own standards than versons from other systems. Such individuals,
therefore, are neither indiscriminate yielders to, nor invariant rebels
against the prescriptions and suggestions preceived as coming from
authority. They display a low need for structure, relatively high
tolerance for ambiguity, an ability to differentiate between means and
ends, an ability to articulate several ways of attaining the same goal,
a capacity to "act as of,” a high ability to change set and a tendency
to avoid stereotype in solving problems.

Hypotheses:
Available literature concerning the major variables was examined
as a means of delineating those relationships for which a theoretical

base existed and/or which were most consistent with available empirical

findings. The following hypotheses were formulated through a search

of the 1iterature and a process of logical deduction.

2 by
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le There will be significantly higher scores for Involvement
in the classroom educational environment of System III
and System IV teachers than in the classroom educational
environment of System I teachers.

H2: There will be significantly higher scores for Autonomy
in the classroom educational enviromment of System III

and System IV teachers than in the classroom educational
environment of System I teachers.

: There will be a significantly higher number of total

positive responses across environmental variables in

the classrooms of System IV teachers than in the class-

rooms of System I, System II, and System III teachers.

Hh’ There will be a signirficantly higher number of total

positive responses across environmental variables by
those students whose conceptual systems are similar to
their teacher's than by those students whose conceptual
systems are dissimilar to their teacher’s.

Method:

The intention of the investigator was to select classrooms representing
diverse population clusters, settings, and demographic conditions so that

a characterization could be made of the larger elementary school population.

A total of 1,180 fifth and sixth grade students and 52 teachers in twelve

different selected schools comprised the samplg. The diverse characteristics

included a range of per-pupil annual school expenditure from $572 to $937,

a school enrollment range of 116 to 624, variation in classroom sizes from

6 to 31 students, and classrooms from city, suburban, and urban communities.

The students and teachers had been together for eight months.

Instrumentation: Student perceptions of the classroom educational
environment were measured by the Elementary School Environment Survey
(ESES) (Sinclair, 1968; Sadker, 1971), a forty-two item survey of conditions,
behaviors, or feelings about the educational environment. As noted earlier,
student responses are separated along six factors: Involvement, Humanism,

Morale, Autonomy, Equity and Resources. Teacher conceptual systems were




reasurcd by student responses-on the Student Self'-Conception Test, an
eighteen item self-report inventory (ilarvey, 1970b), with most students
classified into one of four categcries. These categories, which are
velieved t» be the behaviorel correlates of the four conceptual systems,
are: Need for Structare (System 1), Hostility (System II), Sociability

(System III} and Independence (System IV).

Results:

Tne [iret Lhree hypoiheses re tegted vy Jiret dividing the students
into four ~roups nLased on their f-acher's concentuel systems. Thus, if a
teacler was desioned as Syster. I, all students in the corresponding class
vere piaced in tne System T grouo. Gludent responce:z on the ¥'SES were then
uced to obtain mean scores and gtundard devictions for cech of tne six
environmenial variables and {or the iLotal gositive cr “correct” responses
within each of the four groups. #n F-test was perforred cn each of the
environmental variables and on the total positive responses on the ESES
to determine whether significant differences existed between the four groups.
These rcsults are reported in Table 1, Where the F ratios were significant,
the Neuman-¥euls nrocedure was used to compare pairs cf groups in order to
determine the specific significant differences.

The results of the analysis of variance did not support the first
aypothesis. These results showed no significant differences for Involvement
in the classroom educational environment between teachers with cznceptual
systems I, II, III, or IV.

The second hypothesis was supported; The F test results showed a

significant difference (p < .001) for Autonomy in the classroom environments

of teachers with varied conceptual systems. Post hoc contrasts were then

KON LT
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performed on all pairs of mean for the variable of Autonomy using the
| Neuman-Keuls procedure. As indicated by Hays (1963, p. 483) this type of
[ post hoc comparison "is applicable only to the situation where a preliminéry
| analysis of variance and F test has shcwn over-all significance.” An
} implicit assumption in the Neuman-Keuls procedure is equal sample sizes.
Because the treated groups (Systems .s .1, and IV) in the present
study were urequal in size it was ivelt that an acceptable approach was to
. use the mean for the total sample, 295 (Winer, 1962). The basic results
for this prccedure as applied to the variable of Autonomy are summarized
; in Tavle 2.

The results of this analysis show that the classrooms of System III
teachers {p <.01) and System IV teachers (p < .05) scored significantly
higher in Autonomy than the classrooms o7 System I teachers. Thus, the
second hypothesis was supported. Additionally, significant differences were
found between the classrooms of System III and System II teachers (p <.01)
and between System III and System IV teachers (p <:.05), with System III
teachers scoring significantly higher in Autonomy in both cases.

An additional test was employed to provide an estimate of thr. strength
of the relationship between System I teachers and Autonomy in the classroom
educational environment and between System III teachers and Autonomy in the
classroom educational environment. As Hays (1963, p. 322) indicates, "a
significant result leads to the inference that some association exists, but
in no sense does this mean that an important degree of association necessarily 3
exists.," To arrive at a more accurate measure of the relationship between
the variables, Hays (p. 325) suggests that the researcher determine the pro-

portion of the variance in one accounted for by the other or the omega value

JIORT T O PR

squared (w?2). As Hays states (p. 328), it seems far more reasonable to
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Table 2 X
Neuman-Keuls Test of Differences in Classroom Autonomy
] for Teachers with Each of the Four Conceptual Systems
Systems Means Differences Belween Means i
5
System I 3.0504 f
System II 3.2278 1374 I
System I 3,050k ’ ?
System III 3.5906 +5005%% .
System I 3.0904 A i
System TV 3.3626 L2722% '
”
| System II 3,2273
Srstem ITI 3.5909 .3631%* i
System II 3.2278
System IV 3.3626 .1348 ’
System III 3.5909
System IV 3.3626 .2583#
E
*p < .05 ]
¥Hp < ,01 !

= — = e — ——— = — =
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follow up a finding that is both significant and indicates a strong degree
of association than to tie this course of action to significance level
alone."

Thus, to obtain an estirate of the degree of association between System
I teachers and Autonomy, and between System III teachers and Autonomy, the
value of w2 was calculeted for those pairs of groups where significant dif-
ferences existed. The results indicate tihat teacher conceptual systems I
and TII each accounted for less than 2 per cent o the varience in Autonomy
in ihe classroom educational environment.

™he third hypothesis was not supported. The wean number of total posi-
tive responses in the clessrooms of System IV teachers vas higher than the
mean Jor classroons of each of the other groups of teachers, suggesting a
trend consistent with the hypothesis. However, the magnitude of the differ-
ences was not significant.

Although no hypothesis was advanced regarding the varieble of Morale,
the finding of significant differences for this variable suggested the
value of further investigation of the relationship between teacher concep-
tual systems and Morale in the classroom educational environment. To this
end, post hoc comparisons were performed on all peirs of means using the
Neuman-Keuls test. The results of this analysis are provided in Teble 3.
Additionally, to determine the degree of association between variables, the
value of w® was calculated for those pairs of groups where significant dif-
ferences had bteen discovered.

The results of the Neuman-Keuls test indicate that the classrooms of
System II teachers scored significantly lower in Morale (p < .01) than the
classrooms of System I and System IV teachers. System II teachers also
scored lower than System III teachers, although the magnitude of the dif-

ference was not significent. However, the estimated o® values indicate




Table 3

Neuman-Keuls Test of Differences in Classroom Morale for
Teachers with Zzch of the Four Conceptual Systems

— ——
Systems feans Differences Between Means
System I 3.3143

System II 2.9367 3781%%

System I 3.3148

System III 3.1364 1784

System I 2.3143

System IV 3.3520 OL78

System II 2.9367

System 1II 3.1364 .1997

System II 2.9367

System IV 3.3626 L259%%

System III 3.1364

System IV 3.3626 .2362

**‘p<.01
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that only a small degree of azsociation, 1 to 2 per cent, exists between .
gystem II teachers and Morsle.

The fourth hypothesis was tested by first examining the scores for
each student on the Student Self=Conception Test and determining whether
that student wae similer or dissimilar to the teacher in conceptual sys-
tem. The behavioral correlates of conceptual systems obtained fron the
SSCT were compared witn the results for the Leacher on the TIB to make
that determination, Thus, for exemple, il the teacher in the class vas
classified as System I, a student scoring hignest in Need for Structure
(System I) was considered siniler and a student scoring highest in Inde-
pendence (System IV) was considered dissimilar. Only thoce who were clearly
similar or dissimilar to the teacher were jncluded in the testing of the
hypothesis. Individual students who scored high on two disparate categor-
tes such as Need for Structure (System 1) and Independence (System w)
were not included, nor were students who scored below the cut-off points
in sll categories. Using this system, two relatively extreme groups of
200 end 178 students ware created and were used to test the hypothesis.

The responses on the Elementary School Environment Survey for each
of these two groups were then anslysed. Means and standard deviation for
each varisble and for totsl positive responses were calculated, An F
test was then used to determine if the responses of the two groups vere
significently different. Pinally, where significant differences existed,
the velus of w2 was calculated to provide an estimate of the degree of asg0-
ciation between teacher and student conceptual system match or missatch

and student perceptions of the classroom environment. The resulis of these

procedures ere presented in Teble 4.




Table k4

F Ratios and‘)2 Values for Environment Variables in the
Groups of Students Similar and Dissimilar to the Teacher
in Conceptual System

-16-

Environment Similar Dissimilar F Ratios 602 Values
Variables (n=200) (n=178)
Mean SD Mean SD

Involverent 4.5650 1.2125  3.5730 1.4373  53.0097%x# 116
Humanism 3.5650 1.2822 2.7816 1.275&  39.02L0%** .092
Autonomy 3.3450 1.355L 3.1517 1.3632 1.9011
Morale 3.6800 1.2985  2.9883 1.4575 - 23.780L*x* .06k
Equity 2.6750  .9655 3,2809 1.0360  1h,63L2%we .034
Resources 2,6250 1.2048  2.2135 1.2071  10.9C79*%* ..021
Total Positive o1 L750 3.371%  17.040k 4.0159  86.0273wes

Responses

*% p < ,001
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The results of the analysis of variance provided sufficient evidence
to accept the fourth hypothesis. These results showed that those students
whose conceptual systems were similar to the teacher's recorded a signifi-
cantly greater number of total positive responses across environment variables
(p <.001) than those students wnose conceptual systems were dissimilar to
the teacher's. Additionally, the results of the w2 procedure indicated that
the match or mismeich beiween student and teacher conceptual systems accounts
for approximately 19 per cent of the variance in stud+<nt perceptions of the
classroon. educational environment.

An examination of the results of the analysis of variance also revealed
significant differences at the .00l level between the similar and dissimilar
groups for the variables of Involvement, Humanism, Morale, and Equity, and
significant differences at the .0l level for the variable of Resources.

There were no significant differences between the two groups for Autonomy.
The results of the w2 procedure indicate that the match or mismatch between
student and teacher conceptual systems accounts for approximately 12 per
cent of the variance in student perceptions of Involvement in the classroom
educational environment, approximately 9 per cent of the variance in per-
ceptions of Morale, and less than & per cent of the variance in perceptions

of both Equity and Resources.

Discussion

The inquiry into the relationship between teacher conceptu;i systems
and classroom educational environment provided evidence of a significant
positive relationship between System III teachers and students'
reporting Autonomy in the classroom educational environment and a signifi-

cant negative relavionship between System I teachers and Autonomy.

RYPAR P
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These findings are similar to those obtained by Harvey and his asso-
ciates (1966, 1968) using outside observers to measure the bebavior of
teachers and students, and by Harvey end Prather (Harvey, 1970) using stu-
dent ratings of teachers. The finding that the classrooms of System III
teachers had significantly greater Autonomy than the classrooms of System
IV teachers suprorted a theoretical description of System III and System
IV teachers by Murphy and Browm (1970). It differed, however, from the
early Harvey study (1966) in which outside observers did not find signi-
ficant differences between System ITI and System IV teachers for the dimen-
sions: enlistment of student participation, encourage individual responsi-
bility, and need for structure. One possible conclusion is that while children
in the classrooms of System III teachers do perceive greater Autonomy, out-
side observers do not.

More important, perhaps, these findings suggest that teachers whose
conceptual systems are characterized by relative closedness, concreteness,
and simplicity of thought are more likely to contribute to the structuring
of relatively teacher-centered and non-autonomous classroom environments.
Similarly, the findings suggest that teachers whose conceptual systems are
characterized by both relative openness and abstractness of thought and an
emphasis on mutual dependency with others are more likely to foster class-
room environments which encoursge student independence and initiative, have
more open communication, and place less emphasis on supervision and obedience
10 rules of protocol. Although further experimental research is needed to
ascertain a definite cause and effect relationship, the present study does
provide further evidence that such a relationship might exist.

| A significant difference was also discovered between the scores for

Morale across the classrooms of System II teachers and both System I and
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System IV teachers, with System II teachers scoring significantly lower.
Although this finding is delimited by the small number of students (n=79)
in the classes of System II teachers, it suggests that teachers whose con-
ceptual systems are characterized by a high degree of distrust of and r2-
bellion against societal norms may radiate classroom behavior which fosters
an environment characterized by & negative student attitude towards the
class, poor relations between lesrners and teachers, and disruptive stu-
dent vbehavior., If, as theorized by Murphy and Brown, System II teachers
do display greater rebelliousness in the classroom, the present findings
may indicate that such a behavior on the part of the teacher encourages
similar behavior among the studernts.

The failure to find any sigrificant differences for Invclvement across
the classrooms of tne four different groups of teachers was contrary to one
of the major hypotheses. One possible explanation lies in the formulétion
of the hypothesis. This formulation was based; in part, on the earlier
Harvey studies which showed the classes of System I teachere as scoring
lower in student cooperativeness, involvement, and helpfulness. The ESES,
on the other hand, measures student perceptions and there may well be a
difference between Involvement as measured by Alpha press and by Beta
press. The ESES variable of Involvement may measure the student's feeling
of involvement and belonging in the classroom, rather than physical involve-
ment, the apparent focus in the Harvey study. Thus, one possible conclusion
is that students' feelings of Involvement and belongingness in the classroom
are not related to the teacher's conceptual system,

The findings regérding teacher conceptual systems and total positive
responses by students on the ESES failed to show significant differences

but did suggest a trend. The hypothesis that System IV teachers would have
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more positive responses by students on the ESES than teachers with other
systems was based on both the empirical findings of Harvey and his associates
(Harvey, 1966, 1968) showing System IV teachers scoring higher in a large
number of categories, and the hypothesis of Joyce and Hunt (1967) that these
teachers are more likely to be able to select from a wide repertoire of be-
haviors those which are most appropriate for the student in a particular
situation. The absence of sipnificant differences in the present study
dictates ageinst any conclusion in support of the Joyce and Hunt hypothesis,
but the trend ref'leccted in the higher mean score for Cystem IV teachers sug-
gests that System IV teachers may be meeting thne needs cf more students and
that further inguiry is warranted.

The {inding of significant differences between the perceptions of the
classroom educational environment cf students who were similar to their
teacher in conceptual system and those who were dissimilar for five of the
six environmental variables and for total positive responses leads to the
conclusion that there is a significant positive relationship between student-
teacher conceptual system similarity and positive student perceptions of
the classroom environment. The results of the m2 test suggest a particularly
strong relationship between the total positive responses on the ESES and the
match or mismatch of students and teacher.

Finally, an overview of the findings for the present investigation sug-
gests one additional conclusion. Only two of the environmental variables
showed significant differences between teachers with the varied conceptual
systems, while there were significant differences between the matched and
mismatched groups of students for all but one of the variables., Additionally,
the results of the w2 procedure indicated larger degrees of association be-~
tween student perceptions of the classroom environment and student ~teacher

match or mismatch than between student perceptions of the classroom environment
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and teacher conceptuéi system. This leads to the tentative conclusion that
the match or mismatch of student and teacher is more significant in deter-
mining student perceptions cf the environment than is the teacher conceptual
system per se. Again, however, further experimental research will be needed
to determine whether such a cause and effect relationship definitely exists.

Given these.conclusions, there are numerous possibilities for further
research related to the findings of this study. The study proviies addi-
tional evidence of the value of using studeni perceplions of the educational
environmeni and also cormplements the earlier work by Hunl, Joyce, and Harvey
which erployed perceptions of the environment b outside observers in study-
ing the relationship of classroom environment to conceptual systems. There
is a need, however, to bring both Alphe and Beta press perceptions together
in the same study 1o determine whether outside obsersers and students per-
ceive classroom environment variables such as Involvement and Autonomy in
similar fashions. This would provide valuable data concerning similarities
and differences which would be helpful in later studies utlizing Alpha press
and/or Beta press feedback.

Continued research into the relationship of student-teacher conceptual
system matching to other variables is needed. The present study showed the

value of examining the relationship of student perceptions of the classroom

environment and studies by McIachlan (1969) and Tomlinson (1969) have explored

the relationship to studeant achievement. Nore studies are needed, however,
concerning the relationship of student-teacher conceptual system matching to
various aspects of student affective and cognitive growth. In particular,
longitudinal studies are needed to provide data on the long range effects of

such matching.
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The present study has additional implications for the design of experi-
mental studies inquiring into relationships between teacher personality char-
acteristics, such as conceptual systers, and the classroom environment. In
their research Hunt and Joyce equate cnvironment with instructional form. it
should not be surprising that they discovered relationships between teacher
conceptual systems and "environment™, since we can generally expect one's
personality to influence one's behavicr., The present study used a broader
definition of enviromment and placed increased emphasis on student behavior
within the classroom. The findings of relationships between teacher concep-
tual syctems and the classroom environment trus tale or. increased power.
Therefore, it is recomrended ihat the experimental studies utilize a defini-
yian of classroom environment similar to the one uscd in tais study and in-
strumentation which measures environment accordingly. Additionally, it is
recommended that both Alpha press and Beta press assessment be used to pro-
vide as broad a perspective as possible in measuring the environment.

There was not attempt in the present study to inquire into the relation-
ship between student conceptual systems and the classroom educational environ-
ment. One teacher, interviewed after completing the TIB test, indiceted that
his class had been together as a group for four years and had "brought their
environment with them.” Whether true or not, his comments serve as a re-
minder that students may play & major role in shaping the classroom environ-
ment and may influence teacher behevior. Too often the assumption is made
that the teacher is the one who determines the classroom environment; the
role of the student is neglected. Inquiry into the relationship between stu-
dent characteristics, such as conceptual systems, and the classroom environ-

ment is needed.
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Finally, the finding that students whos~ conceptual systems are similar
to their teacher's perceived the classroom environment far more positively
than students who were dissimilar suggests that greater attention should be
given to the careful matching of students and teachers by public schools.
The assignment of students and teachers to classes rarely includes an examin-
ation of teacher and student characteristics and needs. It should. Student
perceptions of the environment are likely to determine their attitudes and
behavior. This in turn will influence their achievement. Thus, the concep-
tual system match or mismatch, which is signif'icantly related to these per-
ceptions, must be given careful cocnsideration. This does not necessarily
mean that System I students should &lways be matched with System I teachers.
Although that might be advisable where the most positive student perceptions
of the environment appear likely to promote achievement, it would be inad-
visable where dissonance between student and teacher systems would most
1ikely promote achievement (see Hunt, 1970). In either case, however, the
conceptual systems of students and teachers would be considered in making

the decision.
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