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-gation Model) was Suhjected to analysisfcf variance. This resulted’in a

Stftlstlcally cfﬁnlf;caﬁt dlffe rence (F 6.94, p < .05). This supports:

"

N M‘

(2, 41)

A the contentioh that high CL leaﬁnérs,da betcer than 1Sw CL, learners in low
3 b e . ' I T

o ! | : 4

i

_éi‘ 7‘ *
stLucture Envir@nmeggsu
Third, gsiﬁg repeate ed measures analy$is of variance (Veldman, 1967), the
h ) . ) . ] . ! : K
difference in,achievement Dutcamég between the high structure (Jurisprudential)

]
a#d low structure (Gfaup Invegtigatién} treatments from the low CL grgup

fesulﬁed in a tatlstlcally s1ﬁn;£1ﬁant dlfference (F(l 39) éBigﬂ,sp*§ ,05){
.S .

L "Fgurth; the difference in achievement outcomes between the high
* ¥ [ . .
structure (Juris fudentlal) ang the low structure (Gfog? Investlgatlan)

= ﬁ

* tteatmantf for the hlgh CL &lﬁup did not réach a statlstlcaily signifi ?”
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N The i evement ﬁcGEQS’Sﬁppgft the contemporaneous matching model and

reject thc hypﬁth sgis at-a significant level (p < ;05). ‘Tigure 1 graphically

Sumﬁg%izés the resulcs. <
< .o '
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All .of these results arc.consiistent with;ghgicgntempafaﬂaggﬁ;ﬁgtching model..

Although:tte differences in mean scores support the contemporaneous
i ¥ . . Eay

o , }

N matching model,  further analysis presents some confounding factors. Analysis

of variance for example, indicated that there were no sigphificant main effects

[

for €L when examing Jurisprudential (high structure) achievepent mean scores.

there any significant main effect for sections, indicating that the order of
.e

low structure then followed by high structure as opppsed

treatments, 1.e., low structure then followed by nigh struct

s
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_ TABLE 4 - o
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" Achievement Mean Scores, Section by Treatment o
y : : /-
_ | .
o i 1, »
Jurisprudential . Group Investigation
Section A - 22.10 . '/17.48 0 19.79
"y L - !/ . .
Section B 21.52 /19.81 - 20.67
21.81 [ 18.65 -
& / i . F\' )
' . / ¢ .
i - = )
ot .
- ‘p ) -
¢ : j H 4 =
P ’
r. 3 '! - B s ' - . =
. The difference between the” treatmént SEDEES can be aLtflbuﬁéd to the .
scorés -of the lower CL subjects. The scores, ion A and Section B are.
. ) - ) '3
graphically shown on Figure 2. { .
ff - ) = ' ) £ ¢
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treatment. One explanation is that the influence of the low structure treat-

still prevalent for the low CL subjects .during the high structure

1
]

-ment wa

‘treatiment. The low CL subjects béipg unable to adjust in a short period of tim

to changing environments scored poorly on the high Structutazu%ﬁﬁyement test.
. : ‘ \
" Scgtion A received the high structure treatment (Jurisprudential) first

and then the low structure treatment (Group Investigation). This prodyced no

antithetical dissimilarity among the achievement scores ol the high, middle,

i



£

g
o
jo
m
=
=}
[
o
M,—.I
m
~r
o]
R
jal
[
w
L
[
o
r
=
T
e
ju g
o
-E‘
H.
=
1
(3
i3
=
[
pd
o]
L}
[
\E
[md
1
I
Py
im3
3
It
=
I
u
T
=
[
Yy
[
Lo 3
[

i

It should also be noted that thv Group Investigation mean scores for

m

ignificantly higher (p < .05) using onc-way analysis of

I
o]

variance (Scheffe, 1959) than the Group Investigation mean scores of Section’

=
mw
rr
fud
e/
!

ructu

g
]
oy
-
'
+
j=p
-
]
o
s
ja®
k_l\
r
4]
T
I
W
low
o
i
il
[t
-
[
o
(a5
I
a1
s
bty
(s
Pons
p
¥
e
N
-t
o
by}
-
b
o]
End
“
r
[
g

structure for al

:3"
EM
=2
W

rt
L)
=
i
~
=
i
1
4]
e
'D
[_'(\
v
W
T
m
[md
~
m
[
-
=
]
ju'
=
[ 8
el
:a"‘
o

r
Ly}
-
I
ﬂ!‘
\ﬁ
rt
ﬁ;;
ju
=
C
€
‘U"J

o
'...u
H\
H‘h
O
o
]
L]
g
g‘
m
iw
rv
g
u—“
=
e
<
I
—
=3
ikl
41
lt—‘ "
H\
rr
]
=
hel
1
o
i
]
rt
g
]
-y
o
=
M
-
o]
=
L
=
ja

i V &
- middle CL grou 1ps cntr1butg to produce this differential effecr..

h,ﬂ
w

sed when interpreting this effect There was

Hm

-~Caution must be exXere!

lack of significant interaction fo or CL-by sections. This does not su pparg
- .

the ndbtion that the low and m1ddle CL groups. 'g?t11butLd to pTHdU(L the

order effect. It is possible that there were differences in the treatments.

When offering the Group Investigation Model (low structure) for the first

it was properly carried out. Section A received the Group In vestigation mo

second. .Tt could have been conducted. pro forma thereby negating some of th

to the students that is integral to this model. However, if

m
]
I

responsivene
this did accur the hlph CL group should have been affected as 'well. It was

not.

L

are more able to
p

cir environment. In

the high CL groups.
i y B

e o

[Aruntoxt provided by exic 14

B cxtreme caution could have bhebn exercised to be sure that

or low-high structure)
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The range was only from 21.43 to 20.86, or a difference !dﬁk Whereas

the range for the low CL group was. from 14.43 to 18.29, or a difference of *

5

3.86. The middle CL group was from 16.57 to 20.29, or a difference of 3.72.

m

are

‘ﬂ:‘
U’\

It app ars that lower CL subj less able to adapt to change in the

structure of their environment. * 7

In this study the order of the treatments did make a difference among
the low and middle CL groups indicating that if two differencially structured
environments are to be used the low then high structure order is most
productive for lower CL subjects. When a high degree of structure is
provided and then removed, it appégfs more difficult for the low and middle
CL subjects to adjust.

In summary, the data support (R < .03) the theoret ,l proposition that

low CL learners profit more from high structure env;r, nments than from low
b s

structure envirornments. High CL learners appear to function equally well in
high and low structure environmen¥s. A review of all of the high CL scores

from both.sections and hoth models provide a range of only .99. Whereas the
range from the low CL scores is 8.00. 1In addition, the data supports the

notion that lower CL learners are less able to adapt to changes in the structure

of the;r environments than high CL learners.

Measure of Attitudes

diffe

The experimental hypothesis put forth stated: (H ) théfe”will be no

o

Smong the high CL, mi iddle Cl, or low level CL croupa. A three-way analysis

of variance was condutcted to EESL_H?, There were no statistically =significant

rences in attitude among the high, middle, and low CL groups. lowever, ¢

D

a stdtistically .significant differcnce (F(l 61) 4.77, p < .05) was found

™

1
-

-

.4
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found in th scores of Section A on the low structure (CGroup Investigation)
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structure has little offect on attitude, whereas experiencing a low structure

-environment first is a more positive experience resulting in less satisfactiorn”®

with a high structure after low structure. It might also be that the

-
-
T

jects within the qu\ﬁj( ions were simply divergent.

were not equated in terms of their attitude towatrd a specific phenomenon nor
to express that attitude. Furthexmcie there

was no interaction among the mean scores on the Jur isprudential (high structure)

test, and the CL subgroups' scores were extremely similar.

Lescripﬁiv; (Qualltatlve) Results

Do students at different conceptual levels perceive "structure" differently
AP
and does the perception of "structutd'influence the process and completion of

f central importance in the B-P-E inter-
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action paradigm. Different perceptions by an individual regarding the

environment will lead to different interactions with that envitonment. An
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states: "If one chooses to ’utk with the concept of 'withitness' or 'warmth'

,rcf in this case, str (thgJ there is a need to measure the concept from as .

many different perspectives as we can" (p. 11). This study investigated the
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“levels in order to gain

used to differentia

te

The ‘reporting of tﬁe resylts from the field notes and video tapes of
the sessions juxtaposes the subjects’ perceptions of strgﬁfure and canceétual
systems theory. This meth cd of reporting 1dentif ies and illustrates the

‘cally in this study, the B-P-E paradigm (Bruyn,

[

and Bogdan & Taylor, 1975).

The

o
[iied
I

reviewved as they were articulated by both the subjects themselves an

(O

participant observers. Discussion of these ten
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made from them are also discu. sed.

1967; Glaser & Stfauss,

ral tendencies of the high, middle, and low CL subject

id the context of conceptual systems theory and the B-P-E paradigm.

" High Conceptual Level Group ]
Perceptions of the high CL group commonly can be characterized as
of incompatibility with one another in the group. In the words of one
participant observer, "There is a strong tendency [for high CL subjects
discngage and do their own thing."
! The high CL group exzhibited the fﬁllowiuﬁ tendencies:
l) inco npatlblllty as a working unit, :
Q ‘ :
=r

ERIC | o ‘ L
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perceptions and relatea them to broad thepretical issues, specifi-

1967;

dencies and specific derivati

are finally analyzed
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2) d%fficu}ty staying on task, - : . L
3)" a feeling of not doing well in -the context of -thé ekpectations
- of others, but not really being concernad, . . ’
= 1
- 4) relatively frequent tardiness and absenteeism, -
5) completing a group task only when obvious structure is
éggzépted, and
6) aggressiveness or reclusiveness.
. : i t .
The group defined structute as determined by the content of the nfodel, the .
presentation by the instructor, the tasks assigned by the instructor, ani>
. A S o
. the typ f feedback given to a 5Lud;nt by the instructor
‘Middle Conceptual Level Group. : - ,
ThE";ddlL CL group had a greater tendency to submit to an existing
& - - - . - ) = l !
structure. The instructor spoke dnd notas were taken rather duﬁifully.
s , , ) ) . : o ! , 3 7
When small group tasks were assigned,.a dominant leader ,would emerge and be
N - .- ¢ A
' i . . o . 5 i o
accepted by the group. When the leader was not Frcsént the group would
flounder until SDmEQﬁE'iﬂitjﬂth?i course of action.
' 5 The middle CL group exhibited the following tendencies:
. 1) submission to an exi 7 .
instructor, another .
clearly dcfined str
2) concern for gpecifici systematic direction, and p
i 5 . A :
3) two  factions with more cempetitiveness and need for closure
' in one faction and spontaneity and creativity evidenced in the
other. ‘
i .
They defi ined structure solely in terms of the role of the instructor.
Therefore, when the instructor provided specific directions as oppofed to,
general gUdellﬁEE perception of structure changed.
i :

ERIC ¢ .
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Low Canc:aptgsl L(:\I‘El Group ! .
' " §ﬁ
" The low CL group appeared to be the most homogeneous of the thre
. ¥ ’ _
groups when reacting to the models. ~This tendency, perhaps, can be Vo
attributed to the subjects' obyious interest in what they thought the (-
- . . ¢ e S
' tructor wanted them to knew.and d_qf@ic’l
, . The low’ CL group exhibi&ed the f@ll@w1ng tendenciest .
- | S ) Ce :
1) a definite inferest in wHat thgy»thqught the instructor : o
wanted them to know, ai . Ca r-
. s .
s 1= £6 . . i - ¢
2) a difficulty in viewing sltarnative perspectives, - -
d B ) ) 7 ) z .
3) a need for.closure or the answer,
i 7 u ' * . .
4) a desire to complete all sequential phases.of a model,
B .. } /
' 5) a-difficulty in differentiating process from content, -
= = . : B &
.6) an avoidance of issues and values, and iy .
. . ? g ™~ o
7) a satisfaction with a complete task. .
The ‘group defined structure in terms of time, cor t of the itthlLy, focus
' or goalg, and the instructor or their expectations of what they thought the
instructor wanted. | s
: E s ’ t V .
> \,
(
il Discussion .
3 i A i
The preceding comments were intended to illustrate e generic tendencies
of each group. The comments were made by the participant observers and
s students. None of these individuals had any previous contact with conceptual
: : oo i
systems theory. Therefore, the pa all »1s that are drawn have some validity.
It should also be noted that the preceding comments are in reference only to
i . ) 7
the subjécts in the study. 7The results are not to he gencralized, but rather
. - - ' 3 :
to assist.in gbtaining a better definition of structure and to formulate
. questions that may be empirically tested.,
4
v . '
e ] i -
' 1
I:MC fﬁ - ii # e 114 }
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‘thgughtsi- One might have expec ad Lthat ‘the high CL group would be ‘able

‘activities,-a stddent” responded with, "Who cares, let's jusn pick one.

s - S
, = i _‘18 _ "\‘i .

o ‘ v )

4%'&3 - 7 " g f‘g r N

. « . 5

K c = o 1s . y ¢

f L . )

| ‘ A7, \
Conceptual Systems Theory : . f g
,, ™ | . F

s, Just as ene woulgd expect, a&c@fdrng to the conceptual systems theory,

. . oo w )
the members of the.high CL ,group EF better able to analyze the modelsy /
v v ’ -
evaluate the components of structure, and diagrammaticglly SXPtéss their .

Fd =
! , v ¢

. s - ' . o - ' T
work together to aChLEVE 'a commort goal. Yet this was(ﬁct the .case.

] . . g .

group was generally incompatible and exhibdted considerable inability to work
Examin 11g the high structure. treatment (Jufisp udantlal)raﬂd tbeiigw

structure treatment {{Group Investigation) 1ndepepﬂeqtly, there is vet}

‘ = * = .
difference in how the high CL group esgonded. ‘The high structure m%dei
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(Jurisprpdéntial) was met with ambival

structure. "I don't ;;ka to be told how to rgach,d de®sion even though it

The low structure treatment (Group Investi igation) was mat with rhe
¥

same ambivalence and oppositien. When the ipstructor offered some optional
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ferent times. S

'The incompatibility among, the high CL subjects predominated r;g:fdlgséﬂ_

of the degree " dtructure within the model. The participant observer
; -
characte uﬂanly as being one of two types:
aggressive or ithetical to conceptual systems
theor t should pD&EES‘EE h1gh gegrée of inter-personal
. - -
vvly n% a paf of a group. “'
- - .
i é(’ C
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ﬁan%thelgss,-thisd@éhagioff' L ot hegatively affec;the individual EChlLVE= ¥

- - ? L ! =
merit asg the SCD%ES«lBﬂlEa
5 . . ; . . : 2 )
I%w ct. gfaup etempllfied tendencieg th ha gg wnuld e

XS‘

7' ’ s 7' h . . e \,e . \\1 .
also 'expect. Consistent with tnn;epnua systemg ‘theory, Lhe xﬁHEtE§lES ..able
, B A

. - ’ e . v S
“to SynthEer the 1nfarmaticn- LWhEﬁ struc

r an31ety aﬁd they LOﬁtanally geﬁrchai for ClD ur;ﬂrfﬁJ : ’,  Lt (

S%;yaéhq;n (1972) af h . 'd’CatES tbft whén'zwc kinds of ‘infdrmation
" are praaented to 1Dw CL Eubjettg they are. mag;.affcftéd by what the§
. ) . ] P ;
exper%@nce fiﬁst. This study tends to support that nat When the meﬁbers
, o o 5 |
of the low CL group received the hlgh structure atment (Jurl prudentlal)
A 5 k] . M ;1'
!

- first and..then the low structurc treatment (Grcup lnvestgéatinn)athey wvere .

unable to adapt to the change and continued in a'high‘stfuctdre_ﬁpde. Thif .

. allowed them to LgmplébL taCkS§HKPfEiCh closure on issue

= =

1t did not

’fﬂw

'allﬁw them to learn the low structure model CG%DUP*IHVESCiESEiDH) of teaching.
L) g:"

A- ﬁim1laf carry over ef{crt DLFULé% when ‘the low structure treatment (Group. ' »
.8

. Invesgiation) was adminigteféd first. This time the low structure (Group

= 4 K : ¢
lﬁvestlgatlan) médel- appeared to: Empacﬁ the high structure (Jurisprudential)
B L )

mndel LhErE?y not allnw1nn the subjects to.learn or experience the high

N 5
gstructure, (Jurlfptudentlﬁl) mmdc] Thig .ca. ry-over effect s supported E§

¥

=

the 351;2 ement scores pIE nted earlier.

L The middle CL group, whige most homogeneous accerding to the scores on

&

T,

-the CL test, was most -definitely divided.into two factions. The participant

ohs El( ) had difficulty identifying Ehafﬂ&t*ji;tiés of the group as a whole.

g

Interestingly: thLv gfuup wazLLd topether productively. Assigned tasks were
i . Y &

completed. The‘middlw’CL group scored higher than the high v the low CL

£ 2

group on the attitudinal test's ,on both treatments. The positive dttitude was

[
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'characterized by laughter and positive commeénts In addition, af
discusgians vere notable in this gf GUp as’were their centinual re
Qlarlf;éé ion., -7 L H < .
. . . o ’
-+ ' According to QDHCEthQlVSystems theory the middle CL g
| Sl - . . = = . L=
under idéntifiabla ruleg and norms and thé*literal interpretation
. . 3 . : &
’ P ! i 4 * )
“In a‘general sense this.yas true of the members of this group.

rroup would operate .

of

LY i !
- .
class &
i N
ts for

them.

-Théy indeed

indicated a tendency to submit to the ex xisting ¢ truﬁfulaggnd they W§\§ con— Af
cerned with specific directjon. Yet, why th%atwa distinct factipns? Perhaps
S N \ - x ) ) i
the faction characterized by crgativity and onnta,alty were entering )
7 e i -f 3 o ' 7 < . , E 7 ;;‘i?"a. :
transition to the ne¥t level. Therefore, the faction characterized by
- . J .
competitivefiess and the negd for -closure more acsugatelY\rgpfeacntgd a
= . : .
"middle corrceptual ‘level" gréig! ,
4 . — B ? {
. R , . o
Another “explanation might be that cmmpetltlvcnesg,jthe need for eclosure, [,
[ i e :
) = ) Cox ) ’ B
Sp(}ntaneit}l; and creativity are hot mutually exclusive. All of these
ch#éactc st cs can be ﬁuh sumed in the middle CL. It was merely the ‘group
1ﬂtEfﬂCt1@n'that/dich@timizéd rhese two factions. /!
B - . ' , Vi
'f The chafaéderistics and iﬂtEFELE1D s of the middle CL group are indeed *
an-area in need/of further study. ‘ —
= b M
Defining" Structure -
The definitions of structure was paramount in this study. The investi-
gator defined pnvironmental structure as the pattern of organization -exhibited
by the totality DR influences operating in any designated locality. In this

ensions of the educational environment
o o . e :
structured using the following six criteria: 1)
2) teacher susceptibility to student -influence, 3) cognitive
, o
! . -
4) reinforcement, 5) time, and 6) rule-cxamp le/cxample-rule.
13 = oy
A
= J ,‘ Kk 4
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.of structurg

E the inétruct@i‘S 3) the tasks
dback giv é1 to a student «
F '
R terms, of the role of the” |
direction és'gppaéed tg
ment changéd.
. terms of 1)_time, 2) égntént:
3}. focus or ggals; and 4) the instructor or their perceptions of what the
instructor wanted, - o ] o
It is appa arent that the péTFEptlé s differ. The investigator attempted
to explicate Tl ly environmental s;fucturei - It was the investigafﬁré
N ~
perception that the eriteria by which 5tructqu was differentiated was clearly
" exhibited in the treatments Yet the subject perceptions were not the same
f ' -
as the investigator's This lends credence to Richard Snow's (1978) commént,
individual pupils that will prove most productive when manlpulaCCd father
than attempting to address the myflud individual differences. The descriptive
data gathered as’'a result of this study sgpp@ft that notion.
It was ¢obvious th;t‘theigtuderts dié>ngt perceive the rule-cxample/
| + example-yule criterion as azﬂEEQFmiﬂﬂﬂi of structure. On the other hand
ail three high, middl&, and low CL groups méungn;d the instructor or the
presentation Df the instructor as 4 factor detcermining structurce It is
. . (N A
O : : ’ . ;.) " .,
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the students are quite direct and to the point.

It is also possible that the students were unable to articulate their

WU\
=
o
L
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L
L
=

cgse with the low CL grou
- , =F . ¥
participant observers were able to (and dld) attlculate thé subjects’

pagﬁeptlcns based on actions and reactions during the treatment sessions.
This ethnographic analysis did not identify the 'same criteria nged by E,e§
invesﬁigator.

The fact that the dlff?;int CL groups ;ETCfLVEd struitul; differently is
perhaps even more impuf tant. The concrete aspects of time, content, goals,

environment than the content, presentation by the ins tru;LC , tasks, and

feedback the students w}lCI WeIroe . LdPﬂtlled by the high CL group.

] m‘
it
o

interesting to note that both the high and low CL .subjelts

=
.
e
i}
‘_l
:1

identified content in theit definition of structure. *Whereas in this study

the investigator listed content as a dimension of the educational environment’

k._l

to be manipulate S

rm
[nd

that the content was "filtered" through the instructor. This could be viewed

as similar to the investigator's notion of content as a dimension of the

This study identified many differences according to CL. DLffETCI ces in

ted when varying degrees of structure, the high CL group indicated

~
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) from high or low SEIUCEUYE, whereas the low: CL supjects profit more from

- e . N . £ : - ) N -

[

. 24, 5 :

TN high structure énVlfDnment. - S ¥

:Tbe order Gf‘treatme s (h ﬁﬁvthen low structure,. or low then high
LoF : = S R ’ . . L : E '

-The low CL subjects weré afféctédqbyﬂthe order of treatments. They have a

|",:(<

T Stfu@&ﬁfé)‘didiﬁgt affect thé achievement scores of the
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tendency to be most affected by Lhe tteatment received first. When they

"'11

are subjected to treatments of “differing structure the low to high structure

y

produced the hlghés achievement sco

F

+
”'1\-“

e.

i

The members of the CL groups differ according to how they perform in

a single

iy

~a group. The high Cngr@up gxhibited great difficulty in working a

. unit. Whereas tﬁe mic}dlei and low CL groups worked cooperatively toward the
completion of a task. , . . : "
! The high CL group scored consistently (but not statistically signif
cantly) lover on the attitudinal test than the middle and low CL groups.

There are indeed many differences-among the high, middle and low CL groups.

\I"i

U']\

A multiple classification analysis (Andrews, Morgan, Sonquist & Kéim§
1973) attributed®. 4% of the difference in achievement scores on the Group

Investigation Model to CL. How much of the difference is attributable to

el

CL in the déscriptive data is open to question. There are obvious differences
among the groups. ' CL and grade point averages were the only rclevant variables
that were Cuﬁt olled. Motivation, age, moral and ego dev Llﬂpméﬂt along with

“ other personological traits were not controlled. The interaction of these

variables could be major contributing factors to the differences among the
, . .
: £ »‘
groups.

The experimental study identificd.some differences that could be

\I"q

generalizable. The descriptive study identified some differences ‘;mong
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-discerned. The ﬁigh CL ,subjects perceived structure to be determined by the
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tions for Further Res

The results of the study support Hunt‘g

that low CL lga:ne
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instructional environments than from low structure enviromments and that high
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content of the model, the presentation by the teacher, thé tasks, and the

feedback given to the students. Theé middle CL group defined structure s solely

P}

in terms of the role of the instructor. The low CL sdhjects defined structure

i\‘

in terms of time, content, goals, and the instructor of their perceptiopns of

what the instructor wanted.

al implications of these findings for designing teacher education
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interventions are as fqllows: ' -
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- This study supported the contention that differing degrees of
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it would be beneficial to study o

l.'ﬂ

A(.

uch as group processing skills, need fbr affiliation, ego development,

, .
motivation, 4nd sensory orientations) in terms of their match with ‘@
_ oL T
different environmental dimensions. Studies of this nature would
further assist in selecting and designing appropriate instruetional ..
M ) b
environments. } K : ]
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=’Futther study is needed to obteln [more pr cise measures of attitude
, . .

;ewerde specific dimensions ef strueture,bﬁPrler research as-wvell as

the'deEEriptive}portien of this study indicate that preservice

- iteechete do have differing leqrnlng preferences. Beth éueﬁtetive
, enﬂ“queliEeEiVe methedelog;eg ehould ‘be ueed to diséern better thejfké

v '. 1 N
. specific attitudes and preferences of preservice teeeher-edueatloﬁ
J ) l‘s N ° ! N '

" students.. o .

T — Further study is neededTEngether more data on how low CL learners

attempt to cope with lack efﬁet:ueeure and ways in which periodic

) L . .
sﬁﬁﬂfggia_ _{. - forms of etrﬂeture eee_he provided. " In thie‘eame eenﬁext, reeéeteﬁ
) _ ie‘needed on Eoneeﬁcuel,&evelepment-ee‘ehet ettempzeréo assist
.;/5 | e: ieﬁ*GL‘}eernere ie 1ew:etruet;re enyi;oﬁﬁenee een‘eleg enhenee . ??
. . - déevelopriental gfewth} | )

= Further study is needed on hew per’§g§1915 of etruetute are Eeieted

¥

to duration of time engaged in a eeeeifie environment. ~Are some

.dimensions of structure 1mmedletel“ identifiable wherees other
dimeneiene'menifeetfthemeelvee over 1enger periods ef‘time?
- Futther;etudy is needed on whether the Paragraph Compleelen Test used

te determe e .CL assesses i eefe nal meturlty in parity w1¢h

envirenmenteg“

) . - Fertﬁer study is ncedéd on many questions fegefdiggie q iencing or
. \ . ) .

: pregreﬁming of teacher education activiti 'vThievetudy eupported the
B E:der/eerrjjoﬁef effect. for the low Ci learners. The duretienvef this
effect ie yetAté,be,determinedji The type(e)Aofgeequeneing,Eﬁeejeigheh
’ ’ negate thie'effeec have yet to beeecudiedf_ Diffefieg am6UE§SVDf time
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in one type of environmént opposed to another
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type have ygt
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structure

The maj r

. achievement of

_to what extent

aware of their

. = Further study is needed regarding the

o - Further study is needed on how the differences in percéption

A . o
implication here is that if structure differentiates

respective perdeptions

of

. . = . ) . -7\7 " o
between instructor and students may affect achieve$entg.

-

. S

M ‘ . - . : _ .
studefits at various degrees of conceptual development,

is it eritical that both instructorAand\students are

of structure?

structure inherent im content

. l;‘ p"f# ) 3

. ~ or what the students learn as opposed

* s
3
‘ processes a student experienceés
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