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I. Introduction
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. ‘ AN s
A, Background: Classroom ‘Learning Environments

N

The condépt of classroom learning'enqironment,-though it has been embod-

L

ied in a number of research studies in the last decade, is quite amorphous.

+

While at least four general categories of meaning of the concept”appear in the

research studies (Cichon, 1975), their common foundation lies in the thecreti-

2 IS .
cal formulation that behavior is a function of the interaction betweerf person

and environment as most generally described by Lewin's "life 'space" (Randhawa
and Fu; 19735. For Lewin "life space' is a dynamic field in which two inter-

dependent vectors, person and environment, -interact to affect behavior .

.-

(Lewin, 1936). - o -

* .

Two'other‘theoreqical formulations have sought to further apply the dual

dimensionality to eduhational.settings; In one, the Getzels-Thelen "psychp-

social model" explicated the interrelationships of the nomothetic dimension

(institution, role, and expectation) and the ideographic dimension (individ-
ual, personality, and need-disposition) of activity in a social system (the.
school or classroom) (Gétzels and Thelen, 1960). In another the dual con-

cepts of personal needs and environmental press developed by Murray (1938) .

were implemented in institutional studies Ly Pace and Stern (1958) and

»

The recent studies of learning,environments.begiﬁ with the well-accepted,

2 ¢

. ) . . ‘ Cow
though not always understood, notion that teachers, and indeed most students,

A

recognize that each class ig different in terms of not only the students'’

abilities in regard to the subject, but also in terms of such things as per:

-

sonalities, behavior patterﬁs, and interests of the students. Each class

w

seems to have a distinctive "spirit" or "character" which affects how a

'

teacher deals with the class and how tﬁe studentg feel about the cléss,,what

i d
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ithey expect of it,;how well they perform in it. In a rough attempt then at
a‘definition, classroom learning environment has been,operationalized‘as:
the conglometate-of the,;tudentsi perceptions of '"the re1ationehip of the
students to the subject studied;‘to one another, ahd to the organizational

properties of the class" “(Randhawa and Fu, 1973, p.-316).

- o

Classtoomu}eafhiﬁg egviionments have significance for study;in at
least  two respects. First, an understanding of classroom learning is im-
possible without considération of this environment. Walberg (1970), after
- a review of the known determlnants of student scholastic performance, sur-
mesed that most of the variance in learnlng is accounted for by apt1tude -
> and "the env1ronment of 1earn1ng during instruction" (p. 186), 1In a serlee
of emp1r1ca1 studies, Anderson and Walberg found clear relationships between
Ga:number of classroom environment chafacteristics and student achievement on
both.the individual and class level (Walberg and Anderson; 1968; Anderson
and Walberg, 1968§}Anderson, 1970). Thus,lgiven that the‘environment is at
"least a Lmediator" ih the classroom learning process for students, then a
*  more tomplete undefstanding»of the.envtronmént‘is of value.
In a second respect, thevcharacteristics potentially identified in the
1earnihg environmeht are seen as learnings in themseives, especially so in

the last few years in the d1scu331ons of the "hidden," ”1atent " or ”secon-

dary curziculum, Thus the g;allty c€ ‘the students' experiences in the

-classroom is of direct'concern'for educators. This notion is not new. For
ﬁeweyv(L938)‘experiehce and education were inseparably connected as means
and ends, which enjoy inseparability in general. These notions are employed,
- at least imolicitly, by Joyce and Weil (1972) in their suggestion_that stu-
dents should be exposed to a variety of,learning environments, created by |

different teaching styles or "models, "

O
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This study intends to:add to the developing undﬂrstan&ing of;claséroom

- learning environments, using two methodological issues as dtarting points.

" . For the first, an empiricél analysis of the relétionships between different
classroom learning -envircnment assessment instruments was conducted. The

results indicaté the explication of the relative salience of clusters of °
n b a
student perceptiong of their environment, this in a broader way than is.

presently shown in the literature, for three theoretical constructs are

made use of herer In connection with the first issue, the relationships

e

- s . . : n ..
between discrete elements of each instrument .are examined to suggest spe-

. o . . oo ‘ L
cific perceptual patterns concerning classroom dynamics. For the second
issue, inEensive observations of one class are used to supplement its

ché?acterization by the learning environment instruments. The result of

-

this portion of the analysis serves to illustrate a valuable interfacing

of two different methods in understanding classroom learning environments.

H

"B. Problem: The Relationships_Bétweeﬁ Assessment Procedures

‘Studies of the classroom leghning environment are derived from dif-
ferené conceptual constructs and fbllow different research purposes. And
. since pencil-paper instruments are generally used as the means of assess-
ment, these inatrumehts differ. Yet the studies have‘cémmon elements in
. | that they ouften investigate such influeﬁces as subject-matter, sex of the
teacher,'grade.level, t%gcher pefsonality and type of curriculum on the
learning environment, Furthermore, the’guiding conceptual constrﬁcts and
_dimensions of environmeﬁt measured .appear to overlap to some extent across
studies. These studies‘can and should be compared and'synthesized where-

- .possiblé. Such an attempt has been made with some of the current studies

dealing with the subject-matter variable. The comparison indicated that

O
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findings from different *studies within a subject area appear to contradict
Lo . * “r .

each othér on some elements, appear to reinforce one anothér on others’, and -

appear to show unrelated findings on still others”(Gichon{%1975). .

This result is hardly surprising, yet it does indicate a potehtially sur-

*

w

mountable obstacle tofthe poblihg of some relatively disérete bits of know- : -

. i N .
ledge into a broader base fot theory development and hypothesis testing. In .

.

»

pursult of the goal of surmountlng this "obstacle” the questlon is ralsed :

. To what extent are the various 1earn1ng environment ingtruments- emp1r1ca11y
related7 The establlshment of such relationships, where they" do ex1st can
serve éo: 1) present a baseline set of empirical evidence to cast light on

speculative comparisons made across studies as those referred to above;
2) suggest areas of theoretical commonality and diﬁérgence for the conceptual

»

schemes underlying each of the instruments studied; these areas .of commonali-
L]

ty may be considered the stable or core parameters of existing conceptions
. of cldssroom learning environments. : ' ®

A second question posed for this study is: To what extent does inten-

“ :

sive observation of classrooms aid in the interpretation of instruments' ’

characterizations.of‘them? ‘'This was a sub-question of the study. Its pur-

pose 11es malnly in casting light on the validity of the d1agn031s, ‘evalua- :

Ld o 0
tion, or characterl?atlon of classroom learnlng environments using penc11—

o

paper 1nstruments, wh1ch is not an uncommon activity, :
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II. DMethods

A. Instruments ‘ e
Three instruments which fit the operational definition of classroom.
learning environments as described above were administered to the same group

[

of subjects in eleven high school classes. The instruments were: the -
Learning Environment (LEIL), the Class Activities Questionnaifé (CAQ), and

the ALP (acronym for-Authenticity, Legitimacy and Productivity). (See

-

- 3

Kpﬁendix A for a copy of éach instrument.) o -

The "LEI was developed in conjunction with evaluation studies of Harvard

.

Project Physics, and derives from 'group dimensions" identified by Hemphill .
and Westié (1950). ’(Anderson, 1973){, Tﬁe-inventory consists of 105 state-
o . ¢ .

ments of ﬁossible,characterizationsoof specific elements of the classroom

‘-
. .

to ﬁhigﬁ the students respond’ on a.'"strongly agree" to "strongly disagree"
N s }‘ v 'l - : ) » ° . .
scale of four pointg.  'Fhe.scering and interpfetation procedure consists

L ] ' q’ £ R

' . ) i ) . . ) . .
of 15 scales, or group dimensions, each comprising seven items from the in-
[ E) % . . :

ventory. Each student's ratings for each item in a,scale are simply added
together *to obtain his score on that scale. Thus the range of possible

scoréds for each scalé is 7-28, 7 representing strong disagreément that each
. ) v , Ry
item in the scale is characteristic of the class, 28 representing strong

)

.o : ' e
agreerment of same, - For class scores, the scale scores for each individual

n

are averaged across the entire class to obtain the class average onﬂeach{

group dimension. The group dimensions measured are: Cohesiveness, Diversity,

Formality,‘Speed, Environment, Cliqueness, Satisfaction, Disorganization,.
Difficdlty, Apathy, Democratic, and Competitiveness. (Cbncise definitions
of each dimension are included in Appendix A.)

" The CAQ was developed in chjudétion with the Illinois Gifted Program

Evaluation Project. Its stated purpose is "to obtain information concerning

2]
v - N
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cognitive, behavioral, and affective activities ... §tudentS'perceived ac-

‘tually occurring in.the classrbomﬁ.(Steele, 1969, p. 1). The questionnaire

- 1s composed of 27 statements describing possible_activitiesﬁor student roles

in the-classroom, 'to which the students respond on a four point "strongly

agree".-'"strongly disagree" scale. The scoring and intefpretation results

s .

in 18 ”factoxs" (some'beﬂng composed of. two items): Memory, Translatlon,

1nterpretat10n, Appllcation, Ana1y31s, Synthe31s, Evaluation (those seven

"

from thepBloom Taxonomy), Discussion @ppqrtuni;y, Test/Grade Stress, Leéc-

ture, Enthu31asm, Independence” D1vergence, Humor, Ideas Valued, Ideas

‘Enjoyed, Teacher Talk, and Student Preparation Tlme . (See Appendix A for

the Item- Factor descrlptlons )

The ALP was developed at the University of Chicago ds a part of recent
1nvestigat10ns of Classroom Ethos (Thelen, 1974), Classroom Ethos has been
operationallzed in terms of three d1men81ons of classroom experlences' their
authentlcity, their leédtlmacy, and their productiv1ty (for which ALP is an
acrohym) ., It is asSumed that every classroA; has some e1ements of all
three dimengions which are of interest, pnet the degree of presence of any
dimension ae a whole, $Q$t is, en experience in the classroom:cad be au-

thentic in several differehg ways, Lor example, in being cognltlvely stimu-
latlng, in relating to one's past experience, in br1ng1ng one to an openness
toward others' ideas, or .in instilling a desire to participate. It is the

specific character of the authenticity that is of interest. 1In a similar

manner, legitimacy and productivity subsume several subelements which en-

able one to assess the nature of those dimensions in a particular classroom

or group of classes., The instrument-itself consists of ‘24 statements each

placed on individual cards, descrlblng p0331b1e characterlstlcs of learning

groups which the students rank order on a continuum from "most descriptive

of this class" to "least descriptive.™

«




B. Sample and Data Collection

. [

-

- ' ‘ , & s

T L .. 0 . " . .
The sample consisted of eleven classes of students.in two Chicago public

" high, schools. In early May, 1975, each class was admiristered the three in-

struments .over a two-day period.;. There were & total of 190 students who

ol : : : . A
took all three instruments, and 233.who took two of the three. (These figures

include only those responses which-wereAln usable form ) The‘students wcre' .-
a11 at the sophomore (81), Junlor (78) and senior (69) levels and consigted
of 115 males and 117 females. The subJects included Matnematlcs (4 classes),
EnglishA(ﬁ) and Social Studics (3). Though not direccly a part of the study,

. S ) : -
each: teacher was. presented with the class.mean results from each instrument

o

for his or her class.

Additionally, one class was chosen for intensive observatiorn by an "out-

T S

sider! to answer the second questiqn posed for the study. The method followed
was that of non-participant obsgervation as described by Geoffrey and Smith
(1968)°, .The ‘observations took place continnously over a two week period, and

‘were supplemented by frequent discussions with the teacher, a structured in-

terview with the teacher concerning some of-the measured aspects of the
1earning enV1ronment in his class, and a discussion “with the class (after
the observation perlod) on the same matter.. The f1e1d notes and interview-

and. class dischssion tranacrlptlons were analyzed by both the observer/lnter—

5

. .. viewer and this investigator. The results of this portion of the study will

3

be preserited in sectiqn IIIB of this report,

. - e . 1

1Thlé'partlcular time of the data collectlon is 1mp0rtant to note, for
the phenomena of drawing near to the end of the school year very-likely in-
fluenced. the particular character -of the perceptions measured. The results
must be viewed with this:in mind. No empirical investigation of the stabi-
. lity of such perceptlons over time has been made, to this author's knowledge.
Tt is suspeéected, however, +that changes do occur over time as a result of
classroom events, apart from the imperfect re11ab111t1es of the instruments,

.
o .




- C., Analysis o : ' .
. - . . . 2

. The paper-pencil instrument data were analyzed using the individual as

the unit of_analysis. The individual rather than the class.mean was chosen

»

as the un1t for two reasons. One, what was being sought in the study'were'

.

the general relatlonships across instruments, those wh1ch mlght be con31dered
invariant across classes, not those 1nf1uenced by'speclfic classroom condi-
?

tions (a matter whlch is of 1nterest and 1mportance, .but “with whrch a 11m1ted

®
e

study cannot deal) Two -an N of eleven would'not provide stable measures of -

. relationship. T '

5 '

The statistical analyses were based on Pearson Product-Moment Correla-

-
)

tions computed between all LEI scalés; CAQ factors and ALP items. Given the

obvio;s complex1ty of: the re1atlonsh1ps manlfested in the correlatlons, the

first‘attempt at reductlon of the data was~by a factor analysis of the'
complete matrlx us1ng the Pr1nc1pa1 Factor solution with varimax rotatlons
producing slxteen (16) factors. Since the fifth and successlve factors indi-
vidually accounted for 1ess than seven percent of the varrance and showed o

very few significant 1oad1ngs onMeach varlable (using the' + .30 cr1ter1a

s

suggested by Ch11d 1 1970/), a further analysies was made using the same

factor method with a four- -factor model.

. »

&

o , A
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III;' Results

A. The Relationships Between the Three Instruments

Factors: The Relative Salience of Perceptions in the'Cléssroqm

Those correlations significant at less than the .05 level between LEI
scales and ALP items, CAQ ﬁaé}érs and ALP items, and LF7 | ales and CAQ
factors are presented in Tables I3 IT, ahd.IiI respectively. (The complete’
matrices are presented in Appe@diQLB.) The four faCtdts and the significant

‘variatle ioadings on eachk(.30)’are indicated in Table IV. (The complete

set of factor loadings and communalities are pfesented in Appendix C.)

The first factor appears to be most clearly and almost purely an LEI or

g;pgé dimensions factor. Its most saiient component, as determined by the
cluster ot variables with loadings %bove'.BO, is a set of elements largely
teacher controlled (Formality, Speed, Goal Direction) or otherwise indepén-
dent qf'étudent.in—class activities (Diversity, Ehvironment). We label this

cet "externally controlled e%;ments," for they are outside of the students’

o

-

control. - A less-salientaéut névertheless'strong”component seems to be those
perceptions relatiné to individuél feeiings about.the structtre of the class
(Satisfattion, Difficulty) and the one—to-one?interpersonal‘“1:e1ationshipsw:w
which exist (Cohesivéness, Févoritism,.gliqueness)f On this less salient
letel, (by ord;r of‘factdr loaaihgs) but»opposed to the persohal and inter-
personal dimensions, are some aspectsrof the more functional side of group
activity (Democratidness and Competitive;ess).

The seqond factor is largely a CAQ factor, emphasizing the nature of
student invoivement witﬁ‘inteilectual actiﬁities in the class (Application,

s Synthesis and Independent exploration of ideas) and their feelings toward

activities and ideas (Enthusiasm, Valﬁing and Enjoying Ideasl (CAQ); being

<1Though the loading on "ideas Enjoyed" is negative, the CAQ statement

Q from which it is derived is "Students do not enjoy the ideas studied in
[ERJ!: this class". Thus, the two negatives "cancel' in this case.

/5
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Decimals omitted; read in’ hundredths

N = 214-233

. Table IV
Selected Factor Loadings on Four Factorsl
‘Factor
K I II . III CIv
- Instrument Variable (Variance (49.6%) (22.3%) (14.7%) - (13.4%)
. Coh : 60- 70
. Div ' 83 .
h °* Form 86 46
Speed 86 ¢ T
Envir - 87 47
Frict 82
L G. Dir, - 82
LET Favor 53 ° 59 . |
Clique , 93 61 -
Satis =, 53 76
Disorg 57 . 66
Dif 47 , 66
Apathy =46 =41
Demo - -55
Comp -52 .
Mem 1 52
Trans 66
Inter 61
.Appl . =32 56 48 -
Analy 58
Synth -33 52 48
. Eval ‘ 69
CAQ Discus_ . 42
Test 7 . 56
Enth -36 71
Indep 44
Idea .
Value ¢ 41
Idea
Enjoy -67
A7 ¢ 44 R
ALP L16 . -33 E
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- excited by what is happening -- A 17 (ALP), and lacking Apathy (LED).

The . thlrd factor 1s agaln largely derived from the LEI, this time empha—‘ B -

sizing a striking comblnatlon of personal and group "comfort" (Satisfaction k C

w

&nd Cohesiveness, hav1ng the hlghest loadings and sharply separated from the

others) and structural and 1nterpersonal sources of fension (Disorganization,
“leflculty, Cllqueness and Favoritism), From the se1ected factor loaqings .
in Table-IV it can be seen that the sense of "comfort" is more salient;fn
this factor thah are the sources of tension;
Factor IV is based entirely on a clear perception of cognitive\e;phases ‘
and'Test/Grade stress in classrooms. That is, after the group characteristlcs 3
o - . : Y ) ' : :
and'individual feelings toward ideas and activities are clarified, then stu- '

dents identify the cogn1t1ve levels on Whlch their class act1v1t1es occur and

in which their roles take place. ) ) - ,/(

- - : : . -

Correlations: Discrete Level Perceptual Relationships

MoV1ng into a more discrete type of analys1s, we return to the individual
correlatlons ‘between the scales, items, and fectors of the three instruments.
We notice in Tables I and II that there are some strong relatlonshlps exh1b1-
. ted between ALP items and portions of the LEI and CAQ, although the ALP items
had little salience in the factor analysis. While it is impossible to com-
'prehens1blv discuss every 31gn1f1cant correlatlon shown, there are some
striking oatterns in the results.

Concerning the ALP and LEI matrix (Table I), item P 19, "We all helped

each other,'" is negatively correlated with'the first 13 LEI seales,qthose
which exhibited‘positive loaoings on'Factor I. Because of this, it abpears
that P 19‘}s the most "group—sensltive” ALP item, most clearly negatively re- .
lated to the level of'Forhality and the adequacy of the physical Environment

of the class. The loading of P 19 on Factor I was -.24. While this did not

20

!
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meet the arbitrary significance level chosen for the factor loadings, it does

provide additional evidence that 'cooperation'" in the classroom works against

Q

the g}oup dimensions measured by the LEI. The one clear exception to that
generalization is shown by the positive correlation between P 19 and Demo-
cratic, Thus when students help each other, they view themselves as having

equal influence on the work of the class.

The next clear pattern in the same Vein is seén betwéen L 14, the use-

fulness of learnings, and the LEI dimensions. Here the significant relation-

- ships are all negative, illustrating that several group dimensions, notably

Cohesiveness,~Eorﬁality, Environment, Cliqueness,.Satisfactioﬁ, ah&'Apatpy,
are seen as contrasted with the utility of what is learned,‘and the other
dimensioné are seen as unreIated; While Disorggnization also correlated
negativély with L 14, the converse, Ofganization, can be inferred és posi- -
tiﬁely felated'totL 14. . Thus, in terms of student percéptual structure, it
apﬁeafs’phat when the class is well organized, they believé\that.they are
léarning something useful; '

ALP ifémlP 3, "We accomplished é'great deal," is positivel& correlated
with severél LEI scales. From the highest qorrelatqus it is seen, first;

that students feel a sense of accomplishment when they perceive the Goal

Direction‘of the class and when they are highly satisfied. Additionally,

. ‘ -
.accomplishment is associated with Organization (a lack of Disowganization,

to use the LEI terminology), Democraticness, Formality, and physical Envi-
ronment. Thus, without implying causality; it éppears that”;here is here
an identifiabie_support system for the existence pf a sense of accomplish-
ment iﬁ classrooms; a .set of neéeséary, though possibly not sufficient,
conditioné.for its existence. |

Of the éfght Authenticity items on the ALP, the oﬁly one which éxhif

.

bits any significant correlations with LEI scales is A 11, "I felt that

.J;

ok
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- the personal challenge, stimulation, excitement,‘assimilation, etc.. outlined

.sitively related to Goal Direction, Satisfaction, and a Democratic sense,

~16-

during the activity I could be the sort of person I wanted to be.'" ' The salience

of this perception of classrooms is in clear contrast with perceptions of high * ° -

degreezs of Diversity, Formality, Difficulty, Apathy, Democraticness and a de-

& <
sirable physical Environment. One could make the argument that these LEI di- .

mensions (except Apathy) are desirable educational means for a variety of

.

.purposes. Yet, Whgt appears to bekillgstrated Ey the presenﬁ Yesult is that
in making use of such means SOméthing of a student'giindividUalit§ must be"

. -
compromised. A group vs. individual conflict seems to appear.

The aforementioned facp that:nq*bther Authentiqity items are gignifi-
céntly related tg,the LEI group dimensions desér?es furthéf consid%ration. \3
It simply but Significéntly underlines the distinctién between g;oup pro-
cesses, qualilies, or charactefiétics and personal factors. Thus, groﬁp
dimensions affect individuals in quite different ways and no one set of
group characteriégics is ma#imally beneficiai for supporting or enhancing .
by the ALP Authenticity items.

Two other findings deserve méntion, though the commentary will be 1i-
mited. In a ”negative” casé, L’22, dealing with issues from the larger
society, is ﬁegatively related lq Goal Direction and Organization, appearing
to reflect the‘compiexity of the.issues in the soé&ety 8o that ﬁhey cannot
be dealt with in. high school classes without interfering with the c!é{ity

of the class structure. In a "positive" case, L 12, "We understood the

nautre of our task and tried to see what it would require us to do," is po-

implying that students feel satisfied and that they have equal influence
when the task and broader goal structure are very clear.
We turn now to the relationships between the ALP items and the CAQ

factors (Table II). The first genefal observation from the table is that

done
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the significant correlations cluster largely in the nonscognitive domain of
the CAQ factors. These factors on the CAQ are termed 'Classroom Climate",

‘and purport to deal with the affective domain. Thus, the first resilt to

n

be mentioned in this context is that the ALP relates more to affective than

to cognitive categories as distinguished‘bf the .CAQ.

. For specific patterns, we Wegin by viewing some of those thHat appeér

for the ALP items. Item A;17, "I was excited by what was happening,'" is
positively related to the highgr mental processes of Application and Syn-
thesis, and less {Frongly to Translation. Itiis-ﬁegatively related to

£ T,

larga;amounts of Lecturey~ﬂg§ieating two points. One, students aré not e
excited by lecture very ﬁuch. Two, the Appiication énd Synthesis (and ‘ .
Translation) that éxciteu them is tﬁat wﬁich is done b? themselves and nﬁt . - .
> ' by the teacher lécturing about, applying, synthesizing and translatiqg.\
idéas. This latter notion is furthe; ponfirﬁed'by the high positive ‘rela-
tionship between A 17 and Independenée, thaﬁ is, student %ndependence‘in .
exploring and beginning new ;dtivities. Also, "excitement'" is positively . .
. " related to Enthusiasm (two labels for the same or similar phenomena?) énd
Enjoyment of Ideas. |
Anotﬁer such strong pattern, in terms of ndmber of significant cor-
:elations, concerns item P 10, "One thing flowed ffom another," which is
an indication of sequence or continuity of ideas or activities as perceived
by the_éﬁudents. Here the relatiorshipslare all negative. In the cognitive
aspects, Btudeﬁts do not‘pefceivg sequence/coﬁtinuity to coexist with Dis-
cussion Oppbrtunity, presuﬁably indicating that studentsﬁ"break up' ‘smooth
discuésions. However, stuaents appear moré Enthused and Enj@y Ideaé more

' L
.  the less the sequence is perceived. And when sequence/continuity is per-

ceived, less humor is apparent.

A
2
o
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Item P 15, '"We ran into problems and solved.them;" exhibits the most re-
1ationships with the cognitive factors.- Thus, solving problems is seen by

-

- - gtudents as beingrdealt with ''in the mind" rather than through feelings or

intuitiom, as it is,hyooégesized,"Specifically;-students see that they solve

problems when théy carry out Analysis activities, and definitely not when;they
o are Interpreting, Applying or SYnthesizing. ProblemrsoIVing takes place more -
often'when the teacher lectures more (which raises the question of the extent

to which stucents dctnally solve problems), when there is a lack of D1vergence

<.

_;(”there rs one way to sclve the problems,'" or "there is a right or a wrong
answer'), and %hen students put more time into class preparation. A .
"t /

‘; N -
7 If the matrix: in Table II i$ viewed using the CAQ factors as starting

" points,- additional strong patterns appear. We begin with Enjoyment of Ideas.

i " (Notice:from the footnote in the table that these correlations are interpre-
ted ''negatively" from their presentation in the table.) We see that students -
‘enjoy the ideas studied when they are excited by class events (A 17), felt

the time pass quiekly (@ 23), and felt Ilike contributing (A 24). That is,
_ ’ _ ‘ 1
the affectivé nature of enjoyment is confirmed. Other re1ationships indi-

- cate that students enjoy ideas when they understand the nature of and requ1re-a

ments of tasks (L 12) and when they sense their accompllshment (P 3). Ap-

L]

parently, nowever, students ‘do not'take enjoyment‘in ideas that they perceive
as chalienging (A 2), or.which are related to issues'of.the larger society

(L 22). Nor do those who are keeniy aware of their progress (P 55 perceive
the enjoyment of ideas (are, those who_are always told their progress those
who are achieving poorly and thus do not enjo§ fdeas?): Furthermore, se-
couence/continuity (P 10) and generalizabflity of the class's group problems
f(L 16) are .negatively related to enjoyment of ideas in students' perceptions.

The CAQ factor of Enthusiasm exhibits most of the same relationships to -

the ALP items, in one sense confirming the foregoing results, and in another




/least in terms of those factors measured by the ALP, when the tlass actiVi—

~ strong negative relationships to Enthusiasm, Synthesis, Application and

. . . l‘
{ . . . A \
A . -19- . : ?
A ) [ . . . . \
indicating that,Enthusiasm is closely related to feelings about ideas% n classes/

.

The additional relationships that show up for Enthusies? are with A 8, ]"It made;

«

" me think new thoughts of my own," and P 20 the contribution of Specia} skills

to the actiVity, both correlations being positive., : 3\ &
) , . L

. Finally, notable in their.relative absence, are significant correlations
_ . . . v i
. . . ‘ 1l

of ALP itmes with CAQ factors representing lower mental processes: Memory (no

-significant correlations), Translation (one), and Interpretation (two). The

' inference appears to be that there is a lack of a dynamic or’variability, at

)
v
.8

ties are concentrated on the lower mental processes.

The final set of correlations to be discussed are those between the LEI

C e

scales and the GAQ factors (Table III) As is indicated in the table, the

cluster of LEI scales which appeared as most salient in Factor I exhibit

.

K

~ Memory, in order from greatest to-least magnitudk of correlation. This clus-

1

ter of LEI scales was labelled "externally‘controlled elements." In terms of
the CULrelations, it‘is Seen cnat the  more salient the perceptions of this
external control, the less the Enthusiasm of the class, the less the amount
of Synthesis and Application that takes place, and, to a glightly lesser de-
gree, the less Memory activities arevpresent.

The CAQ Application factor extends the same relationship'to other LET
scales: Cohesiveness,bFavoritism Satisfaction, Disorganization and Diffi-
culty. It-is positively related to the Democratic scale however

0f the scant six positive correlations appearing;in Table III, four of
them belong to the Democratic7scale. Thus, perceivedleQuality of student
influence in-the class is positively correlated with Application "and Analysis

activities, Discussion Opportunity and Enthusiasm. Similarly Apathy coexists

" with Memory activities, but is negatively related to Valuing and Enjoying Ideas.
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Summary ’ ‘ - )

s

In summary of the foregoing findings we refer to the original question:

To what extent are the varicus learning environment instruments empirically

v

related? The answer is complex. From the derived factors, each instrument

stands alone, for the most part, and thus the, three instruments analyzed are

umrmlated. The factors obtained included, first, an LEI "group dimensions'
« ‘ v

-

.factor. Second,*g largely CAQ factor was derived, emphasizing student in-

volyement in and feelings toward activities and ideas. This second factor
3 : .

s
H

did include, however, Apathy from the LEI scales and "excitement'" (A 17)
from the ALP items. This result is the only finding in the factors which
indicateg a felationship across instruments.

The third factor was, again, derived wliolly from the LEI, and indicated

‘a sense of personal and group "comfort', with an underlying theme of sources

“of tensions. The fourth factor was entirely CAQ based, emphaéizing percep-

»

tioﬁs of cognitive act;vities in thg classroom,
: Takiﬁg thé discrete~intercdrréiations between instruments' items,

Qéales and factors as’evidénée, a host.of relétionsbips were,exhi?ited. It
was Seen thet ALP “cooperé@iveness" was strongly ielated(té 13 of th; 15
LEIlécales, though ﬁegatively so; There'w;s a glear lack of relationship
between Authenticity items on the ALP with the LEI, suggesting a distinﬁ—
tion between persdnal and group factors. Also, the ALP items jdentifying
usefulness of learnings, sense of accomélishment and personél congruence
with the class showed.clear patterns of relationship to the LEI.

CAQ cognitiyqyand non-cognitive factors were related to ALP items 0%
"excitement" and sequence/continuity. ALP problem-solving was related to
the CAQ, especiaiiy the cognitive factors of‘AnaIYsis (positively) and
Interpretation, Application, and Synthesis (negatively). The CAQ factors

of Enqument of Ideas and Enthusiasm related to a wide variety of ALP

R T T T T T T
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~

Aitems, whilg the lower méntal proéess'fadtors éhewed a clear lack of rela;
tibnship to ALP items; ' . .

* In examining the LEi and CAQ, it was. found tbat'segegal uexterpal éon_
trol" scales from Factor I were strongly negagiiely relété& to Entﬁusiasm,
éynthesis, Application,andfﬁemory. In theﬁcAQ Applicaﬁion factor, the nega-
tive relationships were extended to several more Lﬁi scalés;

| One value evidenced in describing Ehe iﬁtercorrelations in Aetail was
to suggest mutually'supportiyelelements‘of.léarning environments (posgitive
corf&lation;) and éomewhat exclusive elements (negative correlations), ele-

« ©

ments about which possible choices exist for educators congerned with the

e

.

effects of classroom activities.

'E:V v

¢
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the highest, and other evidence tends to support the'fact“that it should be
rated high (though ic is impossible to say "highest"). -In the discussion with
the class, when asked why they rated Diversity so high, the first response

gifen was, '""Of course it's.rated high. We come from 80 manf.different (eth-
aic) backgrounds." It appeafgd that most members of the class nodded in‘aérees
ment with this statement. The tone of the'sfudent's respanse seeﬁed to indi~-
cate "It's so obvious, I'm surprised you‘eveqrasked;" When~a§ked for other
reasons biversity was rated so high,;no other response Vas given., Thus there
appears to bé a rﬁther pqignant ayaréness of #t least the ethﬁic diversity
among the members of the ‘class.

Table V

< Selected LEI Scales, Mean Ratings, and Standard Deviations
for the "Observed" Class

Scale | . Mean Stgndara Deviation Characteristicness
Diversity - 12.575_ 2,601 Strong
Gohesiveneﬁs ' '19.438 - 2,961 = - S;rdng—moderate
Satisfaction ig.813 B '3;165‘ i Weak‘

Goal Direction . 17.271 5.024 Moderate-Wéak

Similarly,vCohesiveheéé;was one of the h*gher rated items, and the field

notes on the class discussions (almost verbatim) indicate a spontaneity of

-cbntributions and an apparently ''comfortable" interchange of disagreements of

“.the kind that generally apﬁeqr in groups that know each other ;eli. Additional-

+

ly, the interview with the teacher revealed that earlier on in thg semester an

.

effort was made to "socialize the group.... to get us .to understand each

other." Several class sessions were spent discussing the "relationships of

student to student, of student to teacher," and role-playing simulations took
nc . P .

’
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place when problems arose to get the students to understand the problems and

solutions.

On the other hand, Satisfaction was rated as rather uncharacteristic of

- the class, and this was surprising in terms of the observations. For one,

the general tone of class 'discussions was a vigorous one. The observer ncte

‘that roughly‘two—thirds'of the class appeared to regnlarly!yarticipate in dis~

cussions. For another, student committees were involved in the planning and

evaluation of class activities. Also, a variety of speakers were brought in

£

- to the class to discuss what appeared to be topics (police on juvenile prob-

lems and rights, ciVic organizations concerning minorities, "the future of

music” as some examples) relevant to the subject, Urban and Future Studies.

. Taken as a whole, it would appear that these would be conditions conducive

.

atl

to a satisfaction of the class. But obyiously we have not observed satis-
factiondoer se. We have observed events about which we have tried to make
inferences concerning students' feelings.; However, students' axpectations
and their evaluation of events such as thosé described would.be at Jeast

partially involved in the feeling of satisfaction with the classe. In this

sense, then, the observations by an outsider could not have predicted the

=
.

students' perception of.this dimension with'any assurance‘of accuracy.
One further example reinforces th% same notion. Since the range of
poss1b1e ratings for each LEIL scale extends from 7 to 28, 17.5 1s the exact

middle position, indicating neither ag:eement nor disagreement that this

scale characterizes the class. The c1ass mean for Goal Direction was

17.271,. lying slightly on the "disagreement" side Yet the class struc-

ture included sessions which attempted to c1arify the class goals(not a

‘4

common activity, one believes) and occasional class sessions ‘to "evaluate

the progress toward our goals." While several explanations for the co-
. € , o .

Ty

29
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existence of these activities and the class perception are possible, they
- would have to be tested as hypotheses in furt'.er observation, and the pre-

sent observations would not have predicted, and cannot help explain, this :

result, except to suggest hypotheses. The same type of results occurred
for the ALP and CAQ. . '
Thus it appears that the non-participant observer could observe and, to

" some degree, interpret the meaning for students of events in the classroom.

‘- But the instruments of study here measure the students’' interpretation of

the events, not the events thngelves, nor an observer's interpretation of
,,mEhQELM_AB;QuﬁﬁiQQWgh“ggyerwmay_befaﬁ.aid infarmore thorough understanding

of a clagsroom's dynamics b& pointing’out such discrepancies as in the )
Satisfaction and Goal Direction examples above, and faise hypotheses and

test them. But such a nrocess casts little additiona1 light on the ele-

ments méasuréd by the instruments themselves. Similarly, because of the o 5
distinction made‘between events and their interpretations and the assess-
ment of each, the value of the observations in "confirming"fthe Diversity

oL 2 ,
and Cohesiveness examnles above is at least dubious and the accuracy of

that process is questionable.
¢ ‘ .

Interpretation of Instruments' Similarities
5

On the second level of analysis, we consider the intention of seeking
to understand some broad dynamics of a classroom's functioning, using one

LY h

or more learning environment instruments as g starting point. ' In this sense,

the instrument(s) can be viewed as types of projective measures, wherein we
collect specific perceptions of a class with some additicnal information as
. to the organization of the perceptions (relative salience), and infer

. g : '
general principles of operation and effects on students. We will suggest

F i&:‘- , ' . 30

] \\ : s -
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that observations in addition to the pencil-ﬁaper measures are.valuable in
this regard.

Since this is ad exploration unguided by clgar theory, the range of dis-
cussion is broad and we shali%arbiprarily select a few clusters of character-
igtics indicated by thebinstruments’ results for this class as examples of

the types of interpretation of a class that may take place. We begin by. pre-

-genting in Table VI the juxtaposition of the results of the three instruments-

for this observed class. As indicated, the data from the three instruments

for this class show the relative importance given (mean score) to each of

the items. Items for the three instruments which are gimilar in importance

and have been interpreted. (in the present study) to be similar in content

reveal those perceptions which are particularly salient among students,

- Items which appear similar in content, but have been rated quite different-

1y from one instrument to another represent apparent inconsistencies of per-
ception. We will present first some item clusters that appear to define
"themes" of similar student ‘perception, and evidence concerning the saliency

L

and content of these perceptions will be sought in the observations and in-

terview data for this class, (The Qhemeé to be discussed are not intended

to be an exhaustive representation of the possibilities_in the data. As

before, these themes are presented as examples to illustrate the methodo-

logical principle being suggested.)

FromrTable VI it can bevbbservedfthat across the thréevinstruments the.
aspects of Diversity (LEI),lIndependence and Divefgence (CAQ), and "thinking
néw ﬁhoughts" (ALP) represent similar or bompleméntary ;tudent perceptibns.
By rating'these items as highly characteristic, students indiéate that they
Eerceive that class members exhibit diffefent interests, behave independent-
1&,.are not bound to one solution to a problem, énd think gsome new thoughts

of their own. The overlying theme in these items is one of tolerance of

a1
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individual concerns: individual student interests, individual conclusions, and

individual new thoughts.

For the most part, the classroom observations tend to.suppdrt the high

rating given to this theme. Of the seven classes observed, three were domi-

nated by student-to-student interaction. Because of the personal nature of

. many student comments in these classes, the observer concluded that the op-

portunity existed for expressing individual opinions and ideas. Students

were free to disagree with other students and the teacher and often did so

1.

openly. Rarely did the teacher state that any particular factual material
was to'be.iearned by all or that any‘opinien was necessarily the right one.
The concern for the individnal was a1so.found in comments b? the

‘teacher in tne interview postdating the observations. He stressed the need
for "sensitivity to 1ndiv1dua1 students, their insecurities, their authori-
tarian backgrounds,‘and their individual capabilities." These expressions
resonate with a concern for the individual, and they sa;pott,the students'
contention that in&ividual concerns are dnminant charactefizations.

Elements of the class perceived to be rather uncharacteristic or ab-

sent were rated low by students. From Table VI, it appears that students

_felt little Satisfaction (LEI), were not very Enthusiastic (CAQ), and did

not perceive the class as exciting (ALP). Possibly acconpanying this was

the ALP perception that "time did not pass quickly". The theme emerging

“from these perceptions is one of low affect among students‘.1

The observations portray student satisfaction as variable, depending
upon the nature of the student activity. In about half of the classes, out-

side speakers lectured on:various topics, and Satisfaction and Enthusiasm

1I‘his is one cluster about which we have strong susp1c10ns that the
time of the year influenced its character. -
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were inferred in the observations to be markedly lower ip“thesé classes. 1In
thé interview, the teachef stated that satisfactioh would vary considerably
among students, dépending upon'tﬁeir individual orieﬁfation to~th¢ class,
“Some démand specialgattentibn,like they get from ofher teachers. Some can-
ﬁot accept the idea of future studies." With regpect to Speed of theiélass,
. similar variatlons wefe obsefvéd. During discussiOns, the class moved
swiftly, but during lecture from outside speakers, there was consisderable
evidence ofjboredom (glazed.expressions,:litfle particibation, etc.).

Data from observations and instrumentvdéta dé not coincide to any
large dggree with respect t§ thevthemé of affect. While observational
conclusions ﬁaVe assessed student affect as variable (depending upon the
activity) the overriding of ﬁean level of stqdent response concerning af-
fect is quite low. -

Perceptions whichﬂ@ere rated as rathér'sécondary or somewhat‘dgubtful
did not form a common theme across ali_three instruments, .wagver; there
were some similarities between items of the LEI and ALP inStruments. The
extent to which students perceived that thcy’kﬁew wﬁat the class was trying
to do (Goal Direction) was closely matched by the extent to.whibh‘they'per-
ceived a sense of shared purpose to be guidiné their_bepavior (L 21). Pps—
sibly related to this sense of purpose or goél was Eﬁe similar réting given

.to item L 4, having good ?easons for what was done; |

The observations often refef to fhe absence of discussion or specifi-
cation of goal dire;tion during the %ndividual'classes. Sﬁme examples of
the way classes were convepéd.show'more clearly what actually took place.

- Teacher: '"Take time now to re-read the assignment I gave you last week .in
'(Class #1) - o

- 3

the futures book. When you are finished, raise your hand 'so I'll

know. " | S ’ /

/

¢ {
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Teacher: "We will show the film today, then will discuss it ... Christine, -
(Glass #2) Fo _
would you carry the discussion today?" . - gt

feachér:‘ "Well, I think we have reached the day when two people will give
(Class #3) .
their talk, because theéy both came on the same day finally. Please
take over and wax elogiient. " i_ o St
From-thege statements, we observed that it is made clear to students what

they are to de, and that goals for activity may be quite evident. What~apd
pears to be absent is some direction concerning what to discuss, what content
is most appropriate, or in more blatent terms - what is to be learned.

In the interview, the teacher revealed that periodically considerable
‘attention was given to the assessment of class goals and evaluation of the
c¢lass purposes with students. He felt that a goal for each class need not
be stated, it beihg subsumed under the overall internalized notions of goal
divection engendered by these earlier activities. This bit of history could

explain the absence of much "direction" in the observations themselves, ex-

cept with respect to activity, and could account for the rather.low placement ..

of Goal Direction as well. When students perceived Goal Direction, they may

have perceived it from the‘aspect‘of major objectives; which are only secon-

% darily relgtedvto’day to day tasks. They may have rated it low a?so due to
the iack of specific feférence‘to content, 'in this way, students maynhavex
reacted similarly to the obsefv;r, forming similar impressions as to the
~absence.of Goal Direction. (This theme will receive more attention below. )"
In summary‘thus»far,’it can be seen.that the observations' chief func-

tion lies in pr&?iding more depth of understanding to the pgrceptions as
categorized by the instruments. While tﬁe instrument data reveal the class
mean level of perception in each cétegory, and in that sense present the
predominant perception of the sgudents in the class, this type of charac~

-

terization alone is a reduction of the complexity of the actual situation

PR o
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R

of the classroom. The observations explicate some of the aspects lost in the

<

reduction process. From the,text of the observations, it appears that the

aspects of Diversity, Independence, etc., refer primarily to the content of

discussions and not to different modes of activities taking place in the
class, - In relation to the theme of "affect," the observations point out the

particular elements. of the class that may be satisfying or not’ to students.

. .
%

Apparent Differences: Interpretive Issues

The observational data are seen to make further, and perhaps more ex-

tensive and valuable, contributions to the explication of elements "lost" in

the reduction by the instruments when they are used to cast light on apparent

o

inconsistencies in the students' perceptions of the clasSroom events. We

shall label the .following cases interpretive issues, for, as will be seen, it
cannot be posited that the "inconsistencies'" are anywhere but in the mind of
the iﬁterpréter, and even there they é:e not in the end inconsistencies.

As the first example of an interpretive issue, recall that the class

.
©

-was, strongly characterized as Diverse, Divergent and Independent, Tiiis set

- of conditions would appear, in this interpreter's judgment, to be ideal for
: PP P .

students to challenge one anbther. Yet the ALF '"challenge' item, A 2, is
ranked as very uncharacteristic of this class, rahk 20. The field notes
provide evidence for much disagreement among class members in apparently

vigorous discussion., One therefofe raises the question, What else is hap-

i

-;pening in this classroom that allows Diversity, Divergence and Independence

3

to operate and yet leave the students unchallenged?
Several hypotheses are suggested. One, students do not listen to
each other and share ideas; they merely express differing opinions until

they exhaust themselves. Two, students may listen to each other, but they

!

a5
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do not perceive disagreemenﬁ% as challenges. They &d'not react to an opinion
different from'their‘b%ﬁnas.suggeséing that they question or reorganize their
own v@ews or ideas; They may possibly ﬁieregard a different opinion from their
own as "wrong" or nensensicel. T@;ee? the students mereiy may.not have the
faCility or techniques available to ehem tevdeal more congtructively with the
diversity that exists in ehe class.- l

| The second hypothesis suggeets.ee issue of meaning, which the observa-
tional evidence,does not shed any determinable 1ight on. The first hypothe-
sis is based on the intent of students; i.e., Do they try to listen end shere?
Again we cannot judge_thie intent.® But if they do in fact try to listen,
then they may an be able to, and‘ﬁe are led to the third hy?othesis, that of
facility in this class. We ask,‘Is-fﬁere any evidence'to indicate that an.
attempt to constructively deel with disagreement takes place by the teacher
or student discussion 1eaders in this e@pss?

To qnswer the question we‘search for instances of summaries'of diecus-
eions, attempts to pool ﬁhe'ideas expressed. to prgvide closure, making gener-
alizations from ehat was said, class diecuSSions indiceted aspiilustreting
the complexity of the issues‘discussee; gene?al principles presented at the
outset whieh are to be illustrated in the dgscussions, or established content
on which’to compare and contrast students' own ideas. We find ne such in-
stances in.the field notes. Iﬁ each class obseeved, the bell rang to end the
class in the middle of a discussion.. In fact, the apparent vigor of the dis- .
cussions is eo pronounced that nélgiﬁe seems available in class for reflec-

©

tion, a condition indicated as necessary for the educativeness of soeiaﬁ?in-‘

quiry (Thelen, 1960). Thus, we conclude that sufficient mechanism is not

a .

provided, as evidenced in the field nbtes,ifbr creating the "challenge" op-

portunities in this class., This is not, however, to say that reflection or

carryover of discussion ogtside.of the class does not affect the reorganiza-

- a




2

tion of ideas about th; issues dealt with in the tiass.

~The‘hypothesis that no special constructive attempt is made in the class
structure to bring tht extant Diversity, Divetéencg and Indepénde;cé to clo-
sure is further evidencéd»by‘the ranking of other AﬁP items. First, item
P 18, diversity aided the group, is ranked 12, the middle p081tion. Thus
the dlver31ty exlsting is not seen hy the students as being particularly con-
structive. Further supporting the general notion are the rank}ngs4of:a sense
of accomplishment (P 3, rankéd 24th); and clarification of*previbus persoﬁal
experlence A 13, ranked 15th). '

The latter is especially striklng in that the field notes are replete
with students making-use of perzonal experiences in the discussion{ For in-
stance, in one discussion the topic tentéredlaroung "planniﬁg¢:7y/the ftture".
Individual students illustrated points of the discussion withv ases ofé
"eating when my mother serves me; I don't ﬁlap.it," "I believe in God and am
stilltafraid of deatﬁ," "I am_preparing forlcollege, even though I'm not
surétI'm going." 1In another discussion concerning students' rights, five
instances of alleged violation of class members’ rights by school authori-
ties were presented. In a quéstion and answer sessioﬁ with a policewoman,
numerous ﬁgrsona1~experiences with police saturated the.session. It appéars'
then that there is ample opéortunity for clarification of expériences, but.

\.

that.something other “‘than just their "airing?'needs to take place. The en-
tire discussion of the factors absent may also account tor the low tating
given to the Satisfaction scale on the LEI.

As a'secbnd ekamplé of an interpretive ''issue", we view some learning

environment elements bertaining directly to structural aspects of the class.

On the one hand, the class perceives as salient that they clearly understood

the nature and vequirements of tasks (L 12, ranked 5th), that they concentra-

ted oﬁ the significant aspects of tasks (L 7, ranked 7th), and there was a

33
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tendeﬁcy,té agree that the class.was well organized, On‘th;'other hand, there
'iS a tendéncy toward disagreement that Goal Direction characterizés the class,
despite the péeviously mentioned report of fhé class attending t? the goals
and evaluating theif progress toward them, Thus we ask, Why, in the presgnce*
of such élearly stfuctured components, is the Goal Diréction not perceived as
clear? |
One possible explanation might be tha;lthe;distinction betweén shortm
. term and long-~term objecﬁives is ekhibifiné~itself'here. That is, the elements
concerning tasks and organigétion cbuld‘wéll be so salieﬁt when the aiscussiﬁn
topié, or outside speaker's subject, or reéding assignment‘is'ver§ clear.
But‘this néed;bnly be so on a dayfto-day, short-term basis. The wide variety

of speakers, of discussion topics, and committee tasks, however, could ‘serve

to diffuse the focus of the class, The¢/teacher reports that some 31 speakers

. & - ’
were brought in to the class during glie semester., During the two weeks of
observation, speakers came in repregenting the police, the city Urban Affairs.

Division, a minority group organizgtion, and music of the future., In another

was shown and discussed, One class period

_class,fa film, Cities and Subufbs{
invoived the’discussion of a reading assignment on' planning for thé futuré.
Anotherid%ntered around a student report on a community civil rights srganiza-
tion visitéd by two students, . Ihough the topics are centered around two
themes, Urﬁan and Future studies, the chronological sequence of gctivities in-
dicated_a shift back ‘and forth between the th, and no special transition was
evidenced from one zlass to the ;eﬁt. That this "fragmentation" was.evidgnt
ﬁo the students is suggeéted by the 1ow.ranking of the ALP item of sequeﬁce/
.conéinuity (P 10, ranked 1§tH). Thudﬁiwe suggest ﬁhat, though&Fh%;ngﬁure of
short-term objectives ana éasks are zlear to the students, as reflected in

the rankings of L 12 and L 7 and the rating of Disorganization, the someyhat

fragmented sequencing of the activities leads the students to lose sight of,
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-orvdee?phasiZe the imgoftance of the long-term goals; reflected in tﬁéilqw
ratiﬁg 0f GoqlbDirecfion. - ——

,. An6ther, though related, interpretation is as follows. The>facﬁ‘that
Fhe-ovefriding goals and buréoses were reviewed in this_ciass throughoﬁt the
. semeétér suggests that students' perceptioné should indé;d be oriented to the
long-range goalé. The éuéstion'remains,'Where-do theyAgét the goals for the
short-rangeitabks? Students say that tasks*are clear, requifements for acti-
vity are sought (L 12); and.that significant agspects of faské are concentra-
ted upon (L 6).. All these statements réfer to the structure of the acﬁivity,
‘the)progess of going throuéh a task; ‘These do not réfer necgssarily;to con;‘
teﬁt; From the interview data, the teacher stresses tﬁe imporéance of exem-
plifying for his Sdeents'anq training thém in how tozcommuniqate‘with each,i

other, howyfo act in differeﬁt situations, how to deal with their éuthorif
-tariaﬁ-backgfounds, The observations demonstrate a vigilauce éd the ‘control
of student behavior, a sort of "structured inform#lity." What is suggested
here is thaﬁ the goals and purposes concérning how the ac;ivity was to be
carried out were always clear, but that those referring to the contqné to.
be léarned were rot, Thus, the items rated as characteristic of the class
with regard to structufe refer to activities; and Goal Difectioﬁ refers to
content, That is, a coﬂtent-process distinction is, perceived by these
studenﬁs.

As was the case with the process of explicating '"similarities' across

the three instruments, the exercise with the interpretive issues leads to

é
~

the conclusion that the: observations have a function in providing more,
depth of understanding to students' perceptions as expressed through the
learning environment instruments. More particularly, for the interpretive

issues, the observations aided in organizing descriptive themes, and helped

i

o s -
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raise and test (though not in a rigorous way) hypotheses about the influences
on student perception of class and teacher activities, and, again, about the

content of the perceptions.
~ Summary

N : . <3 .
In summary of the entire portion of the study related to the question,

To what extent does intens:ve observation of classrooms aid in the interpre-
tation of the instruments’ characterizations of them?, it is concluded that

the observatlons are of 11tt1e aid on the level of individual items, scales

.

or factors, but that the" are of great value when used to supplement: the

1nterpretatlon of general themes suggested by clusters of elements of the
instruments. With regard to the former part of the conclusion, the differ-
ence between events and interpretations of events was indicated as limiting

the nature’of the relationships that might be drawn between observations and

instrument responses. In the 1atter part that regard1ng thematlc interpre-

tations; the observations sen@ed as additional ev1dence for a more thorough

1

understanding of c1assroom processes and influences. -To quallfy the latter

concluslon, it seems clear that s-me descriptlve themes mlght be organlzed

=

tional data. But it is doubtful that the extent and certalnty .0f the descrlp-
/

x

s v
the short time period of the present obServations. And~certain1y the testing

of the hypotheses could not proceed as clearly or as conf1dently as in the

foregoing 111ustratlons

v

'and hypotheses raised oi the,type uisfussed above without the use of observa- .
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Iv, Discuégion é
. \ |

.This study began with an»operatidnalized definition of the classrobm
learning environment asu";he COpglomerate‘of,the‘students' perceptions of
the relationship of the Stgdenls to thé;subjecgs studied, to one another,
andvto the organizational properties of the class.'" Three pencil-paper !
instruﬁénts were identified’which*attemﬁt-to‘assess aspects of-that envi-
rohment, and these three were administered to a gfoup of approxiﬁaﬁely 230
_high schodl students}.<The purpoée was t; determine the extent to which the
three learning environment instruments.were related in order to establish
an empirical base for feSting ébeculations aboutﬁrelationshipé across the
instruments and to di;cuSS the un erlying constructs of tﬁé‘theoretidal
bases of the instrumenzs.‘ , _ . |

?In<te:ms of the underlying copstructs, factor gnaiysis of the instru-
ments' results indicated that. the 1eareét coﬁpoﬁent of what was measured

were the LEI group dimensions, especially a set of dimenéions labelled as

"externally controlled elements," Ehis set consisted of Formality, Speed,
7 } . .
i

Goal Direction, Diversity aund physiéal Environmgnt.. ThéSe\dimenSions
Qould appear to be controlled prima ily.by the tegcher and the baCkgrOund
of the class.membefs independent: of the class. |

| The factor suggests_an interesting connection with systéﬁs thinking

as discussed by Chu;chman (1968)./ For hii one of the five ﬁajor considera-
tions in systems tﬁi;kiﬁg‘is the environment of the system, those féctprs
which affect the operation-of the system but over which the ;yétem itself
has 1itt1e or no:Fonﬁfol. ‘The é0inci‘enge of the.derived factor ana
Churchman's conception of envirgnmentgsuggests then that insofar as the
claséroom can‘bé thought of as_a.syste@, ;hére is é‘clearly-operational

2

sub-system within which excludes the teacher (i.e., it is a "student

syétemv or a "student subsystem"). In this light Bidwell (1973) states
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Lhat "School classes are organized'fofmallf into two strata: phe’teacher and
the -students' (p. 430). It appears that these strata are to an extent‘con-
. firmed in the student peréeptio;s. |
If\the order qf the factors and téeir.respective contents are considered

as representing ‘the order of elarity of student sgnsitivities, then it appears
that group dimensions are perceivéd fifsﬁ, with specia1_emphasis on "external-
ly controlled elements.!" The second area of sensitivity, Factor II, is to

the natﬁre of student involvement with inteilectual activities ahd feelings
‘toward ideas (Appiication, Synthesis, Indepéndence, Enthusiasm, and Valuing
and Enjoyiﬁg_Ideaé) as measured by the CAQ, and "excitement" as‘measured by .
the ALP; The third area, Factor III, indicates persdnal and}groﬁp "comfort"
(Satisfaction and -Cohesiveness) with their underlying sources of teqsion
(Disorganization, Difficulty, Cliﬁheness, and Apathy), aga;n strongly an

LEI factor. Fourth is the identification of the cognitive roles which the
s;ddents must pléy in the clagsroom as indic;ted by the taxonomic cognitive
levels and Test/Grade stress from the CAQ.

Assuming the validity of the measures'and the soundnes#ﬁgf the .statisti-

cal manipulations éﬁployed, the question islraiseé: What is it about our%-
| schooling,system, the cult?rE'of the school, or the institutional press
that cauges the studenﬁtperdepﬁionsvto be organized in this way? Further, .
if the order of organization as described is taken as the effects of school
on students, is it desirable? The manifest'curriculum‘strésses intellectual
activities and roles, yet thege appear iﬁ the faqto; regults to be secondary
to personal and social areas of awareness. Is the manjfest curriculum not
cééiﬁalizing on students; primary sensitiy}ties? Is it working in ogposi-

tion to these?
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Though such questions are of interést; we are cautioned against making

. too mﬁch of tﬁeq, for the results described could be attributable to psycho-
metric and statistical artifacts. The factor'an#lysis results'sugges; this
possibility. It was found that the'LEI.scales dbminéted the factor load~-
ings, the CAQ factors showed secondary impoftance;‘and the ALP items showed
a virtualvabsence of singificant factor loadings. One's feeliﬁg is that °
the cognitive process 6f responding to the instruments was si?plest for
the LEI, more difficult-for thghCAQ and most difficult (relatively) for
the ALP. The 1anguége of the Lﬁi items appears to involve concepts familiar
tq ﬂ&gh schook'stgdents. Those of the CAQ items may no; be so familiar, as
in such examples as '"go beyond information given to see what ié'implied,"

- , - )
"logical reasoning and analysis," "using logic and reasoning processes,"”

. and ﬁput methods and ideas to use'", Though such a judgment about the lan-
guage of the ALP itemé does not seem clear, the process of ranking state-~
ments from 1 to 24 in order of descriptiveness requires quite a level of
complexity sf judgment as éppbsed to responding on a scale of "strongly
agree" fo "strongly disagfee" with four alternatives, as was the case with
the LEI and GAQ. | -

.. Additionally; the metric employed was not common to all three instru-~
ments in that the reSpoﬁses to seven items were added together to provide
é‘scale score for each LEI scaley; the responses to one or two items were
combined fdr CAQ factor scores, and ALP'items received a score of 1 to 24
in an ipgative mannexr (i;e., once an item is ranked high by an individual,
the chancés of any other item reéeiving a high-ranking are decreased, and
conéecutivéiy 80 as more items are. assigned raﬁks): Thus the stability of

. scores used in the analysis of this study would appear to decrease for the

" LEI, CAQ, and ALP, in that order.




%

~40+

Final'resolution of the question of the extent of psychometric and
statistical "interference" with the results awaits more competent input

from those two areas, and is suggested as an area of further inquiry, -

Whether or mot the matter is resolved, the speculations about the organiza-

tion of students' sensitivities to aspects of the learning environment
stand as gpeculations to be judged in terms of more concrete organiza-
tional, socialization,-and/or'educational'theory.

The relationships between the instruments were further explicated by

the examination -of the correlations across the reSpective items, scales

and factors, Although many discrete relationships were . indicated between
3pecific elements of the instruments, many of the findings which showed
etrong patterns were negative. It appears that whdt has been identified
through the negative intercorrelations are psychosocial "trade-offs", or

areas calling for decisions on the part of the teacher or curriculum maker
N 1 .

‘as to which of two (or more) effects are desired, since the coexistence of

some are unlikely, or where compromises must be soughtf As a first‘exagple,
P 19 of the ALP, 'cooperation" among class members, shows a negative rela-.
tionship with mogt of the group dimensions. These relationships were strong-
est on the excernally controlled _elements," implying, for one, that the
locus of control (and perceived ‘authority?) may be shifted to the;students

in a class by cooperative‘activities. But iIn the process,,some.teacher
control must be relinquished. how‘many teachers are able to relinquish
enough control‘to allow cooperative activities to really "work'? |

As a second example of such a decision point, it was found that CAQ

EnthuSiasm, Synthesis, Application and, to a lesser extent, Memory were ne-

gatively related to the "externally controlled elements" of the LEI, If

student enthusiasm is viewed as a necessary motivational indicator for -

45
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learning, then it appears that extensive exte:nal gontrol must be .compromised.
If Synthesis and Appiication activities are essential components of a curric-
ulum, then i£ would appear that they can be successfully implemented only by
some decrease in Diversity; Formality, Speed, Friétion, and Goal Direction.
One suspects that the design of new curricular programs do not take such con-
siderations into account, and the present resulﬁs suggest that they might
profitably do so.

In a more constructive vein; from the positive correlations found, se-

veral environmental elements of mutual ‘support were indicated. A feeling of

- Democraticness, of equal influence ‘amorig the class members, coexists with a

clear task structure (L 12 on the "ALP), gioup decision-making (P 1), a sense
of accomplishment"(f 3), problem-solving activities (P 15), cooperation
(P 19), and Discussion Opportunityv(CAQ). Thus, if Democraticness is de-
sired in a glass, somé other conditi;;;' support might aid its attainment.
Similarly,‘a sense of éccomplishment (P 3) seems to be suPported by class
Formality, good physical Envirdnment; Goai Direction, Organigation, and
Democraticﬁess from the LEI, and Analysis activities; time spent in prepara-
tkon, and thé.Enjoyment and Valuing‘of Ideas, from the CAQ; |

Importané in their relative absence are the relationshipé between group
dimensions and‘AﬁP Authenticity'iteﬁs and CAQ affective charqcteristicé |
(with the exception of Enthusiasm). The ihdication is that a stress on
group quaiiﬁies is not sufficient to successfuily‘meeting personal needs éfv
sﬁudents or qf engendering personal stimulation. _ -

Though the speculations derived from the correlations are interesting,

one must approach.these results with a degree of caution. Note that the

.

correlations discussed, though statistically significant, are very low, the

greatest being 0.41 (Table III), accounting for less than 17% of the common

3
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variance. What the present analysis has‘done ié mask the class effects,
which presumably influencemthe relationship of pefcepﬁions,considerably. As
explained in section II. C. above, the class. could not be used as the unit of
analysis in this'study bécause of the small ﬁumber of classes, Avlargér
sample is recoémended_for future exploration 0f'the same kinds of ideas. Ad-
ditionally, it would Bé'desirable to'havé a 1argé;enough sample to investi-
gate not only géﬁeral class effects, but also the effects of specific types
of classes, such as different subject areas, types of curriculum, grade le-
vel, etc. |

Iﬁ thé'séqond portion of the study, the value of inteﬁsive»obse;vatiohs
in aiding in the intérpretations gf learning environment instruments was in-
vestigated.. It was found that when these_instruménts arq;used in a projec~
I : tive manner to describe the organization of students' perceptions about
| various eleme?ts of the classrooﬁ';‘functibniné.and effects, thén tﬁe obser-~
vations are of value in overcoming some of the reduction that takes'placel
by the instrumentidata. That is, the observations suggest hypbtheses about
M : ;
e the differential content of.the general perceptions which the instruments
meésure, and about the acgivities which affect different perceptions. They
suggest organizational themes in the instrument;’ results which relate to
‘concrete classroomlprocésses. And they enable initial tests of the formu-
lated hypothéées and suggestions to be made. inﬁéum, the observations lead
(W

one to.a more complete understanding of some the dynamics of interaction

. among pébple, acggﬁities, and bétweén the two?»in the classroom, ‘than would
be attainable simply from the r;ghe;lstatic characterizations oﬁtained from
the inStruments.themselves. (The ALP appears to qusomewhat of an Excepu
tiocn to the "sfatic” description, in’that, despite iﬁs statistical short-

comings, by ifs nature it measures perceptions of activities and experiences

which are interpretable in a variety of ways.) - ‘-

O ‘ . ' ' i _ 4f:-4
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To illu. .. ate the values identified concerning the observations' func-

tions; some examples of '"similar" and apparently "contradictory" themes, in-

terpretive issues, were presented in the observational analysis. The fact

that these were taken as examples is important., That is, other interpreters

"might identify other themes and issues and .inquire about their operation in

the same class. It is the explication of the method of interfacing the
pencil-paper instruments' results and'the_observatiOns that is seen_Eo be

of primary value, Using the same method, one could approach a classroom

from the point of view of any or several conceptions of the teaching-

learning process and seek an understanding of the ways in which goals are

met and identify some effects (intended or unintended) of particulér cur-

riculum processes. .This method:and these (or related) instruments may

S 4

rovide a way of operationally testing the "nurturant effects" of the
P ,

.

models of teaching'Suggested by Joycé and Weil (1972).

Further disguesion of the observational portion of the study must eon—
cefn itself with two limitations. One can be empirically tested, tnough
not within the scope of this spudy. It stems from a question: Can the si-
milar theﬁes and interpretive iSSues'destibed invthe study be seen as
variables? That is, to nhat extent do they vary over time in this one
class? Also, to nhat extent do they appear in other classes? For exam-
pie, if Diversity, Divergence and Independence are always associated with
lack of challenge and clarification of students’ p;evious personal experi-

ences, then attempts to explain or understand that situation are futile in

terms of one teacher'’s lack of comnstructiveness in dealing with the Diver-~

-

gsity, Independence and Divergence. -It may be that teachers generally can-
not deal with it because of some inherent limitations in the cpnventicnal
© A .

teaching piocess or because of some underlying cultural or psychologiéal

:phenomena independent of the classroom,

i
0

;
;
]
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The second 1imitation involves the cost-benefit concern. ‘Observations

are obviously costly in money, time and energy. Their benefit can be deter-
mined only hx‘the purposes of the research. If one is studying only those

agpects of the learning environment which derive from student perceptions of
; . .

X i B . .
selected elements of a classroom, then the observations may be of little be-

nefit in comﬁarison with their cost. If one w1shes ‘to differentiate percep~

tions related to different kinds of content and processes that are not known

to occur w1th regularlty in a classroom, or if one wishes to examine the in-~

L
fluence of speclflc processes on the perceptions of students, then the ob-
f y
servations are extremely beneficial. '
o] ' v
As br1ef1y mentioned in connection with the discussion of the factors,

I e .

theory mustjplay a stronger guiding role in further 1nqu1ry about the rela-

(

tionships between instruments, between observatlons and 1nstruments in

\
}
judging the 'value of the speculatlons suggestions and hypotheses raised
\ ~ : . ’
herein, in identifying further areas of inquiry within this data, and in
. - o .
drawing concrete curricular implications. This report has presented some

notions of the extent to which three learning environment instruments are

H

related, and some wavs in which observations aid in their interpretation,

B 2

But“its greater value is seen in the ''data base" presented as a starting
point for more detailed dialogue about specific aspects of learning en-

vironments,
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Learning Envirbnment Invéntory Scales and Items

.
¢ . , C e

1. ﬂCohesiveness

1. Mhmbers of the class do favors for one another. .
18. A student has the chance to get to know all other students in the class. .
32, Members of the class are personal friends. 8 &
56. All students know each other very well. ' :
*R58. Students are not in close enough contact to develop likes or dislikes for
' one another, ' _ : ‘
R71. The class is made 'up of individuals who do not know each other well.
91. Each student knows the other members of the class by their first names.

2. Diversity

4. The class has students with many different interests.

11. Interests vary greatly within the group. ,

34, Some students are interested in completely different things than other
étudents. -

37. Class members tend to pursue different kinds of problems.

72, The class divides its efforts among several purposes.

86. The class is working toward many different goals.

95. Different students vary a. great deal regardlng which aspects of the class
they are interested in. :

3. Formality

7. Students who break the rules are penalized.
16. The class has rules to guide its gétivities.
48. Students are asked to follow strict rules. \
R59. The class is rather informal and few rules are imposed.
61. There is a recognized right and’ wrong way of going about class actAV1t1es.
68. All classroom procedures are well-established. R
8l. There is a sct of rules for the students to follow.

NN

4, Speed L
27. The pace of the class is rushed,

R73. The class has plenty of time to cover the prescribed amount of work.
R75. Students do not have to hurry to finish their work

85. There is little time for day-dreaming.

87. The class members feel rushed to finish their work.

93. The class has difficulty keeping up with its assigned work.

102. The course material is covered quickly.

5. Environment
2. The books and equipment students need or want are easily available to

them in the classroom,
12, A good collection of books and magaz1nes is available in the classroom

for students to use, 2
’1' 26. The students would be proud to show the classroom to a visitor,
36. The room is bright and comfortable.
7 55. There are displays around the room.

Q@ R57, The classroom is too crowded.
E[{L(: 90. There is enough room for both individual and group work.




6. Friction

L

8. There is constant bickering among class members.
30, Certain students have no respect for other students. ,
44, There are tensions among certain groups of students that tend to 1nterfere
with class activities.
69. Certain students in the class are responsible for petty quarrels.
82. Certain students don't like other students.
88. Certain students are considered uncooperative.

103. There is an undercurrent of feeling amo:?}students that tends .to pull
"~ + the class apart. :

7. Goal Direction

10. The class knows exactly what it has to get done.
R23. The objectives of the.class are not clearly recognized.
R60. Students have little idea of what the class is attemptlng to accomplish.
65.. The objectives of the class are specific,
67. Each student knows the goals.of the course.
83. The class ‘realizes exactly -how much work it is requ1red to do.
96 Each student .in the class has a clear idea of the class goals.

8. Favoritism

v

b

9..The better students' questlons ‘are more sympathetlcally answered. than
. those of the average students. .
R14, Every member of the class enjoys the same privileges.

22, The better students are granted special privileges, :

49. The class is controlled by the actions of a few members who are favored.
74. Students who have past histories of being dlsc1p11ne problems are dis-

criminated against,
98. Certain students are favored more than the rest.

-

. 9. Cliggenese

- 5. Certain students work only with their close friends.

R20. Students cooperate equally well with all class members.:
28, Some students refuse to mix with the rest of the class. .
31. Some groups of students work together regardless of what the rest of

the class is doing. ° v

76. Certain groups of friends tend to sit together. (

R97. Most students cooperate equally with other class' members.

100. Certain students stick together in small groups. 4

10. Satisfaction

6. The students enjoy their class work.
17. Personal dissatisfaction with the class‘is too small to be a problem.
R21. Many students ‘are dissatisfied with much that the class does.
R38. There is considerable dissatisfaction with the work of the class.
52. The members look forward to coming to class meetings. ,
63. After the class, the students have a sense of satisfaction. ’
79. Students are well-satisfied with the work of the class.




¢ - - A3 ‘
) !
o llfA Disorganization S L : ’ _i Lo - o ;
3, There are long periods during which the class does nothing. %
- 19, The work' of .the class is rrequently 1nterruped when some students have .
- nothing to do. ' = L
: R33.. The class is well organized 2
40, The class is, disorganized. : |
.R45, The class is well organized and efficient ;
70, Many class members are confused during class meetings. f
© 94, There is a great deal of confusirn during class meetings. é
12. Difficulty ., : {j
13. The work of the class is difficult, é
“46. Students are consistently challenged. ' f
. R53, The subject studied requires no particular aptitude on the part of the }
o students., :
66. Students in the class tend to find the work hard to do. '
‘R78. The subject presentation is too. elementary for many students, |
R101. Most students consider the subject-matter easy. )
104, Many students in the school would have difficulty d01ng the advanced , A
work of the class. . C
13. Apathy = ' :
- A ' o
39, Failure of the class would mean little to individual members.
50. Students don't. care about the future of thHe class as a group. ’ B
54, Members of the class don't care what the class does. ~ '
; - R84, Students share a common concern for the success of the class,

R89. Most students sincerely want the class to be a success,
92, Failure of the class would mean nothing to most members.
R99. Students have a great concern for the progress of the class.,

14, Democratic - ' o o
25, Class decisions tend to be made by all the students.
29, Decisions affecting the class tend to be made democratically.
R35. Certain students have more influence on the class than others.
g '~ R42. Certain students impose their wishes on the whole class. i
.51, .Each member of the class has as much influence as any other member.
62, What the class does is determined by all the students. ’
R80, A few members of the c1ass have much greater influence than the other i
members. T : s

»

15. Competitiveness .

15, Most students want their work to be better than their friends work.
41, Students compete to see who can do the best work.
A 43, A few of the class members always try to do better than the others.
A 47, Students feel. 1eft outiunless they compete with their classmates,
R64, Most students cooperate rather than compete with one another.
77. There is much competition'in the class.

_: ¥ R105. Students seldom compete with one another. .
) ) . y
[:R\!: -*R denotes an item with reverse polarity. 55 . »
; - o . a ¥ o
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oY




Definitions of 'LEI Scales
O i ’ . "i
1. ‘Cohesiveness -~ the extent to which |the students in the class know each
other, are friends, are "part of a whole",

2, Diversity -~ the extent to which class members exhibit different 1nter—:;~‘b~' '
ests, especially in rel,tlon to class act1V1t1eo and goals.

3. Formality_—- the extent to.which the class has structured procedures and
: rules to guide behavior. (These rules may be informal; i. e.,
not always exp11cit1y stiated, but nevevtheless understood. )

1

4, Speed -~ the pace of the 1earning act'v1t1es and the coverage of material.

5: Environment ~- the physical environment; the extent to which' it is con-~
: duc1ve to study and 1earn1ng the ‘subject."

6. Friction -- tensions betweep students, b1cker1ng, quarreling, 1ack of
interpersonal respect among class members.

7. Goal Direction -- the extent to which the students know what the class is . |
trylng to do, where it is gding, what.is required of them. |
8. F—"oritlsm - the teacber favors the brlghter wvell-behaved, or otherw1se
"special students in teaching lessons or 1n making dec1~
"'+ . sions about the class. ‘x

9. Cllqueness - the extent to which Subgrhups of friends within the class .
N keep to themselves or work mainly in their own groups thus

preventlng an overall un1ty in. the c1ass. o ;
10, Satisfaction -~ the students enjoy and/or are satisfied with the work of j
the- class. .- ‘
“ |

11. D1sorgan1zatlon -= the class does "nothlng" for long periods of time, is
frequently i nterrupted in its work, is 1neff1c1ent, }
confusion is frequent. (If this 1s rated "low", then i
the class is organized. )‘ ' :

12, D1ff1Cu1ty - the class work and the subJect matter 1s.d1ff1cu1t challenging.

13, Apathy -- the extent to wh1ch the students:do not care about the Success,
- progress or act1v1ties of the class. .
14, Democrat1c -- all class members part1c1pate equally in decisions affectlng
the class; there is no undue 1nf1uence by a few select members.
. - 15, Compet1t1veness -- students within the c1ass compete among themselves in
class- re1ated work and activities.
Py . ¢
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1.

- 13,

14.
15,

16.

17,

18.

19.

-20.

A central activity is to make judgments of good/bad, rlgkt/wrong, and

. problems (and prove the answer) 1s a maJor activity.

Inventing, designing, ¢omposing, and creating are major activities.

Class Activities Questionnaire

1

Remembering or recognizing information is the student's\main job.

[y

explain why.

£l

Students actively put methods and ideas to use in new situations.

: _ f ; ;
Most class time is spent doing other 'things than listening.
v. v . ) . ;\‘

The class actively participates in discussions.’

2

)
Students are expected to go beyond the information g1ven to see what
is 1mp11ed :

i

Great importance is placed onilogical reasoning and,anaiysis.

The student's job is to know the one best answer te each problem.

Restating ideas in your own words is a central concern.
Great emphasis is placed on memorizing.

Students are urged to build onto what they have learned to produce '
something brand-new. S

Using logic and reasoning processes to think thtough complicated

A central concern is practicing methods in life-like situatinns'to
develop skill in solving problems. e o

Students are encouraged to independently explore and begin new activities.

¥

There is little opportunity for student‘participation in discussions,

Students are expected to read between the lines to find trends and
consequences in what is presented.

Students are encnuraged to discover as many solutions to problems as
possible. '

The ideas studied in this class are more important than grades.
Students are excited and involved with class activities.

The student's major job is to make Judfments about the value of issues
and ideas. .

Great importance is placed on explaining and summarizing what is presented.

| I
There is a great contern for grades in this class,

g

Students do not enjoy the ideas studied in this classf

57
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K A6
Clases \ctivities Questionnéire‘(Continued)

25, There is very little joking or laughing in this class.

© 26, On the average, the teacher talks how much of the time? .
) Ao 9070 Bo 7570 C, 6070 ‘Do '400/0 Eo 25°/o F. 1070 )

27. On the average, how much time do you spend péepafing for this class
. o . each week? ’

A. None B. %hr. C. lhr. D. lhhrs. E. 2hrs. F, 2khrs. G. 3hrs.
H. 4hrs. 1I. More than 5hrs. v :

. Copyright by Joe M, Steele, 1969
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CAQ Factors and the Items Included in Each

Factor a4 Items
Memory ? , 1,10
‘Translation - - 9,21
Interpretation : 6,16
Application ' . 3,13
Analysis 7,12
‘Synthesis 11,23
Evaluation ’ ~ "2,20
, Discussion Opportunity . 5,15
' Test/Grade Stress . 8,22
> Lecture : © 4,26
¥ | Divergence : 17
Enthusiasm 19
Independence -14
1 , +  No Humor ) 25
.« : . Ideas Valued & 18
Ideas Enjoyed 2 24
Preparation Time < 27,

o

¥ o




ﬁ
. o

' A8
- ALl Items ’

A 21 felt really challenged by thlngs others said. | | . .

A g It made me th1nk some new thoughts of my own, |

A9 I felt like rapping nith the teacher and.othericlassmates,after.the meeting.

A 11 T felt that during the activity I‘could be the sort of person 1 wanted'to be.

A‘l3 I felt the activity.clarified soie previous personal experiences.

A 17 T was excited by whdt waehhappening.

‘A 23 I felt the time passed quickly for me.

A 24 T felt.like contributing to the activity.

L4 As\a'group we had good reasons for what we did.
“L 6 Our meetlngs at times really exempllfled good group process.
L7 Ve concentrated our act1v1ty on the s1g91f1cant aspects of the task.

L 12 We understood the nature of our task and tr1ed to see what it would ?
' requrre us to do. |

L 14 Some of the tHlngs we found out will be useful in other eituations.
. , |
L 16 The problems we had of worklng together occur regulatrly in other groups ;
as Wcll |
t>21 Our shared purpose was strong enough to help guide our behavior. ;
]
L 22 The issues that troubled us in our group are also prevalent in the larger l
‘ sociaty. s v ¢ : ' :
) KT . 1
fJP 1 We decided what we'wanted to do and we did it, 1
P 3 We.acconplished a great deal.
P 5 We knew how well we were‘progressing in our task.
P 10 One thing flowed from another.
P 15 We ran into problems'andﬁéolved t561.

P°18 The diversity of our individual’ backprounds alded the group.

P 19 We all helped each other.

P 20 We each contributed onr special skills to make the meeting productive, T .




APPENDIX B

Intercorrelations of all LEI Scales, ALP Items
~.and CAQ Factors -
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