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.ABSTRACT e o

/

\
T
The relationship of Locus of Control and Sensation Seeking to /ﬁ
267 higﬁ school students' perceptions of their Actual and Ideal. \
socio-psych6i;gical climates as measured by the Learning Environmen;
Inventory (LEI) was investigated. A principal components analysis |

of the L?I responéeb yielded three substantive dimenéioﬁs: é%easant-
ness index, relationship index, personal development index. Separate
analyses of variance of the scores oh the three components yielded
signifigént Instruction and Locus of Control effecgs on the pleasant- /
ness index. No other significant effects were found. Results we%gz ?
discussed in terms of the struéture of the perceived environment
and the relevance of igdividual Al fference measures for socio- ////// ,\.

L . \ . - .
psychological climates. ) / V
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T. ~ INTRODICTION

Psychologists have for many years discussed the relative importance,

I3

_of the psychological situation in determining and predicting 4 personfs‘

. . . g
behavior. Thé various the?retical positiqu have more or lsss coincided
< B . ¢

wiﬁh,the familiar Beha@idrist-Mentalist division in psychology. Bowers
(1973) has recently reviewed this split between the "sizuétioﬁists“ and
the "traitists" and has developed an interactiogistkpos tion that

"deni,s the primacy of either traits or situgtions in the determ’iné}tion

of behavior;" (p. 327). 1Instead, behavior is seen af/the fesult“of an
/

interaction between the person and a given situation. Of central

)
-

importance in determining or predicting what behaviors will result from ;
| ,

. ] ‘ ,
such én interaction is the way one characterizes or defines the situation.
. ) ' v

Differlent psychological theorists concerned with this‘interactionist ;
point of view have developed their own definitions of the psychOIQ%ical
situation. Kurt Lewin (1951), has defined it as a person's life-space.

More specifically, it is the person's psychological environmeﬁt-Jtha;

' part of a person's 1ife-space which is separate from the'pé;son and

which contains ény and all facts which may intsréct with.phe person and
affect the,pe;son's behavior. In a. similar fasgign,,xqt#éé (1954)
defined thegpsychological situation as Ehe pers?n's mesnihgful environ-
ment. Meaningful environment, for Rotter, equals the acquired:
significance or msan{ng of the situatisn g?‘tﬁe inditgaual. Rotter
viewed the acquireﬁ significance of a situatibq in/éermS'sf the

’ 7 , . .
expactancies for reinforcement aroused in an individual; therefore one VR

~ . y - / N / K
, A . - . - ".

, ,
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- ° ‘ b
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/ . - "‘way‘of defining a particular—situation is.in téfms‘of the gpecifie, =~

/ , expectancies for particular. reinforcements., Inlbcthldefinitionsqthe__l"m_l;

R SR U IS - ¥ B T

{
importance of the individual s reactions or potential reactions is

.

eévident, although neither one has giveh a precise defimition of the
psychological gituation. Henry Murray (1958) has provided a somewhat

more concrete definition.{.ﬂe conceivedd6T‘nwn as'possessing‘a set of
¢ \ - L)
basic needs which provide the force for action. Corresponding to each
/ . -t ' / o
’ need, Murray assumed the existence of an eﬁ:i:ggﬁental ptess which inter-

/ acts with the need% .Thus, the psythologica situvation is defined .in

& S
¢ terms of the press which exist in a particular situation. Although

Murray acknowledged so-called Alpha press as’ existing apart from the '
individual, the press which is most,importaqt in determining~the final .

behav1cr i1s the press as interpreted or perceived by the individual,
o 1 . -

‘the Beta press. ’ i

For the present study, the psychological situation of interest was e

the high school‘classrooq, operationally defined in terms of the

~ / . < v
student's' perception of their classroom situation, referred to here as

¢
p

the sacio—psychological climate. Many instruments have been developed -
) .

in'an attempt to deséribe socio-psychological climates in more detail; !
/ - - v o .
/ﬁach instrument typically has its own set of dimepsions, within which -

. [y '

- the socio—ps§chological climate is described. One conceptualization .

appears to stand out from the.others in that it can encompass, most of

them within its framework. Developed by Moos (1973), it proposes three
! . . ~ M A
major categories of dimensions. Thus, socio—psychological climate is

defined in terms of students' perception of their classroom with respect

L

.',‘
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\ R? Relatiénship dimensions ¢Intimacy, Friction, Apathy, etc.),
Pérsonal Development dimensions (Difficulty, Speed, Competitiveness,

etc.), and System Maintenance and System Chénge dimensions (Formality,

~ '

' Democratic, atifrsity, etc.). A considerable amount of work has already

£

been completed.investigating various aépec;s of the relationships
~ 1
between these dimensions and behaviors in the classroom. Results

with respect to cognitiQe behavior have been somewhat equivocal., With

. ~ ' )
respect to affective behavior (defined 4;% terms of student attitudes)
[} ‘ \ - © [

however, some conclusions are possible (see Schultz, 1974).
It is fairly well docuttented that if one desires to promote the

most poéitive affective development in students,.gn%_should arrange the ..

socio-psychological climate such that there is a high level of

v

cohegiveness and democracy in the class, a respopsiveness to the

'studedt's emotional needs, and a_teaching style which is basically non-
directive. However, it should be noted that the description of the
* ’ *
\ most beneficial socio-psychological climate on the basis of previous :

studies has only relied on the "average" perceived socio-psychological

s . « clinmate. Tﬂis has no doubt énableé the dnglopme;: of a bettér under-
. : o standing of the interaction of the person and. the psychological
) situation; however, the havérage"'perceptieh ignores ind;viﬁuai

. ., perceptions and any individual differences thé} exist between students.

L 4

t ~ - 5 * '
//4S-—~ . Cona%gering the growing evidence of the ¥alidity of individual

differences, the continued use of "average" perceptions will be of
. : 2

limited usefulness. ‘Therefore, the'purpose of the present study wag
’

»

to investigate the relationship of two selected ind;vidg?} difference

¢ 0

5 =
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~ .

variables (Locus of Control and Semsation Seeking) to students'
perceptions of their socio-psychological climates. Rotter's I-E Scale
(Rotter, 1966) and Zuckerman's Sensation SeekiXg Scale (SSS)
(Zuckerman et‘al, 1964) were used to measure these individual difference
variables. The Learning Environment Inventory (LEIS (Anderson, 1973)
was employed to measure student perceptioms of their %ocio—ﬁsychological
cI;;;tes; All subjects responded to the I-E Scale and the SSS. Half
of the subjects responded to the LEI in terms of the class they were
in at the time of the testing while the remaining half responded in

Q terms of their "ideal” class., ‘

IF was hypothesized'that differences would exist within and between
the "éctual" and "ideal" socio-psychological climates based on differ-
ences in Locus of Control and Sensatidn Seeking. More specifically,
it was hypothesized that internals and externals as well as high and

low sensation seekers would differentially perceive both the "actual”

and the "ideal" socio-psychological climate.

v e SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY -

A fuller understanding of the relationship between psychologieal

-

‘sitY:tions and behavior will be enhanced by a Better understanding of

-

ho

eople perceive a given situation. The present- study is an attempt
2 ) .
to explore inter-individual differences in persons' perceptions of a

specific environmental setting as a function of selected personality

L3
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characteristics. In particular, the study will attempt to determine
d *
the relationship between students' locus of control and sensation seek-

ing needs and their perception of socio-psychological climates in the
. \

school. The results will hopefully make it possible to provide

educators with additional aids for determining grouping patterns to e

- be used in academic settings. That is, educators may be able to
establish different fypes of socio-psychological climates based on
certain individual Jifference constructs and match students to socio~
psychological climntes. Such a matching procedure may result in
increases in student affective development and may also increase

cognitive development.,

15
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II. REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH
~N

¢ A. THEORETICAL STATEMENTS

A nlmber of psychological theorists have expliEitly stated the
K need to take the psychological situation into account when studying
behavioral phenoména. Finn (1972) stated: "Together with the teacher,
the physical setting, and the curricular materials and .activities, a
network‘of expectations is established to which the child is continu-

ously exposed. The network constitutes a significant part of the

~ hhild s educational\environmentJ i.e. the totality of all aspects of

the milieu which set eXpectations for an individual s educatioral

t

\
attainment, (emphasis d;ifinal) whether cognitive or otherwi®®& These

- multip aspects need to b considered in interpreting the reaction of
- the child\to potentially in uential environdEE£3l press." (p. 392).

eVeloped theorétical positions which

Three R\ychologists have

‘emghasize\the role of the psychological situation: Leéin, Murray, and
< '

Rotter. Lewin formu ated a theore ical position termed Field Theory. , 2%
Hall and Lindzey (1970\ p. 210) desckibed Field Theory as "not a new .

\\ ‘system of psycho ted to a specific content, it is a set.of
\ \ .

concepts' by means of which\one can reprefent psygliological reality

(Lewin, 1936, pp 6+7). These concepts shauld be.broad’enough to be

applicable to all kinds of beh vio the same time specifid[’

enough to represent a defin rson in a oncrete gituation. Lewin

also charagterized’fi theory d& a ' method of anaIyzing causal

/J—u

+




3. .
— . relations and of building scientific constructs' (Lewin, 1951, p. 45)."

The central concept of field theory is what Lewin calls life-space,
According to Lewin a person's life-gpace is composed of the pe%son and .
his/her psychological environment and containg the totality of possible
facts which are capable of determining the behavior of the individual.
In other words, Lewin points out that an understanding of the internal
state of the person.alone is not sufficient to understand and predict @&
his/her béhavior. One must also consider the person's psychological
environment. Thus, Lewin views the behavior of a person as a function
of the person, whose major components are determined by needs, and the
'psychorogical environment represented by valences and forces or vectors,.
Lewin developed the formula B = f (PE) to‘express formally Ehe.inter-

action of the person and his/her psychological environment. This

*
1 -

[

formula states simply that behavior (B) is a function of the intéracti:yf

of the person (é)»with the psychological environment (E). Levy
(1970, PR~ 3&2—313) quotes Lewin (1935, P. 79) as saying: :i.;to
u;aerstand or predict the psychological behavior (B) one has to detegﬁine
for every kind;pf%gsychological event (actions, emotions, expressions,

etc.) the momentary whole situation, that is the ‘momentary structure and
state of the person (P) and of the psychological environment (E).
B=f (PE3: Every fact that exists psychobiologically must have a
\ positionyin the f;eld and only facts that have such position have dynamic
effects (are causes qf events). Thg environment is for all of its *
. i\ properties (direceiﬁﬁéffzzggénces, etc.) to be defined not physically

o

logically, (emphasis original) that is according to its

- ”
. .
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quasi-physical, quasi-social, and quasi-men'tal §tru§pure." -

. , NE
Murray (1938) also discussed the importance of the psychiological

situaégon for understanding and predicting the behaviér_of an

’

individual. Murray felt very strongly that a single segment of -

behavior cannot be understood in isdlation £qpm"the rest of the

-

functioning person and that the enyironmental céhtext of the behavior

)

must be thoroughly understood and analyzed before aﬁ'édequate account

of an individua%'s'behavior is possible. In other words, to'ﬁnderstand
a person's pehavior, one must understand the individual, the
psychologicdl situation, and their interaction. Murray conceived of a
person as .being req;esented by a number of‘needs. "&:éd is a conéfquct

«+.which stands for a force...which organizes perception, apperception,

e ’

intellection, cognition and action in such a way as toAﬁransform in &

v

-
certain direction an existing, unsatisfying situation." -(QMurray, 1938,

P. 213) It is the study of mafi's directionathendencies %hich hold the

@
key to understanding human- behavior (Hall &_Eindzey"1970, p. 174).
Corresponding to each need in a person is a "press" in the “environment
which influences the person and his needs. Press is the. term Murray

uses to describe those aspects of the environment that an individual

views-an&/or interprets as significant. Hall and Lindzey (1970, p. 180)

S’

describe press in the;5ollowing fashiqiii "Just as the concept of -
L] » .

'need' represgents the/éigdiﬂ}cant determinants of behavior within the

1 ¢ ¢

person so the concept of 'press' represemts the effective or significant
determinants of behavior in .the environment. In simplest terms. a press

is a property or attribute of an environmental object or person which

.

18
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; . ‘

1 i -
! s

i

i

\ -y ) facilitates of,impedes the efforts of the individudl to reach a given
goal. Press are linked to persons or objects that have direct

- . ﬂ
implications for the efforts of the individual to satisfy his need

strivings." ¢ ,

: \
Thus, Murray, like Lewin acknowledges the importance of the

psychological situation in determining the behavior of a person.‘ Murray,

-
0y -

. ) however, developed a more degailed system of looking at the environment
by using the concept of press in order to classify and analyze psycholqgi-
N cal situations. Murray, in ad&{tion, made a distinction between what

he labels the "Alpha" press and "'Beta" press. "Alpha" press are the )
4

R <
~

properties of environmental objects as they exist in reality or as
i . they can be objectively identified. "Beta" press refer to the
1 . )

significant environmental objects as they are perceived or interpreted
- - . — Pmra - — ,

by the individual. While "Alpha" press have an ihfiuence and cannot be o

. ° 3

discounted, Murray felt that "Beta" press dre the m?jor influences én
behavior. Thus Murray not only emphasizes the importancyg of the
0, ‘ psychological situation, but further states that it is the individual

. perception of the environmental .influences which is the major
- ¢ 4

[}

jaeterminer of the effect of thé environment on behavior.
The third theeretical position to be mentioned was developed by
. Rotter (1954). He maintained that in order to u&herstand behavior the .
‘}# basic unit of stuéy should be the interaction of.the’iﬁdividual with
| his meaningful'éﬁQEronment. Behavior, in Rotter'é $ie;,'cannot be

understood or predi&;ed apart from the situation in which it occurs

-

(Levy, 1970, p. 411; Rotter, 1954). The basic premise of his theory

we N\ e
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-

lies in the concept of expectaﬁ;y, ¢xpectancy for reinforcement., A
person's behavior is the result of the interaction“\{k::e expectancies
the person holds for reinfor;ement(s)'in a giv?n situa on(é) and the
value of ;he reinfor;ement(s)‘fq? that person-in the situation(s).
Rottef &eveloped.thé formula B'P'x,sl,r -f(Ex £ b5y ¢ R.V.é) to

describe this interaction. , In words it states that the potential for

' . ’
. a spegific behavior (x) directed toward a reinforcement (ra) to ocecur

iﬂ a particular situation (sl) is a function of the expectancy of the

occurrence of that reinforcement following the behavior in that situa-
tion (Ex’ra’sl) and the value of the re%nforcement in that situation ,

(RlV.a). This formula contains the three central concepts of the .-

theor§£ (a) Behavior Potentiai, probability oa'a given behavior

occurring im a particular situation; (b) Expectancy, the person's

expectation of thé occurrense of a‘;einforcement which is dependent on

" the person's past history of reinforcement and upon the person's

-

-

,generalized expectancies from other situations perceived as similar _

to the prbsént situation;.and (c) Reinforcement Value, the value Afhe
person holds for a given ieinforcement'in a given situation ap’ the

present time. Rotter has used these three concepts and deweloped four

ways of categorizing psychological situations (Rotter, ,1955; Rotter,

Chance, & Phares, 1§72).' Qne can dgtermine siﬁilaritycjﬂkgituations
; :

'by (1) sampling the expectancies the situas;bn arouses, the greater

the similarity among the expectations the more similar the situations;
R .
(2) sampling actual reinforcements -present in situations, the greater

the similarity among the reinforcements present the more similar are

M L3
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— =~ ~g§ thée majority of the culture or that the situations theg}ndividual is

the situations; (3) sampling the behaviors exhibited in situations,

-
3
I N - e —

N

the .greater the similarity among the behaviors the more similar the
situations; ahq (4) determining the extent*vf—gene¥alization of behavior
potential from one situati;n to anofher, the greater the generaliza-
tion the more similar the sit&ations. ‘ i
One important point needs to be clarifiedf;oncerning Rotter's
three concepts. Ro;Lermmaintains that ‘they take on functionall .
siénificance only in the context of particular‘situgtions as they are
defined by the individual (Ro;;er, 1954, p. 108). Thus;'like Murray's
concept of Beta press,fkﬁffgg feels strongly that it is the individual's

perception of the situation which is important in determining the effect

of a situation. Rotter (1954, p. 203) states that "The clinician

does not assume that the individual classifies situations in the same way

e e . \

likely to see as similar are the same ones likely to be seen as similar

o . rs
by the culture. Rather the clinician's problem is to find out what

N

this specific situation means to the individual and what situations he
is likelyyto see as simiear." (emphasis original) o

One final theoretical conception to be discussed is~;ne origindting
from sociological research. Getzels and Thelen (1960)-de§cribe the 2.. -
development of the formula B=fkR x P) which explains the iﬁportaACe of '

the psychological situation from a sociological point of view. The z

formula states that behavior (BY 18 a function of'thg interaction of

individual personalify defined by need-dispositiopé'(é). In a 1arge;/

/ P s
/)

, | . /
one's institutional role defined by role expectations (R), and one's///%é
{




given situatdion and the people within that situation. Those dimensions

are the NOMOTHETIC dimens on composed of norms, roles, and institutions
and the IDIOGBAB%IC dimension composed of individuals, personalities,

and need-dispositipns. (See Figure 1)

/
/

be realized that a number of other researchers have discussed the A
¢ ~ ) ” ) / ’
importance of the psychological situation. In general they are in -

Although on&ﬁg}our conceptions have been mentioned ebove, it should

agreement with the formulations discussed here (Barker, 1963; Flanders,

1960; Jennings, 1947; Lichtman.& Hunt, 1971; Moore & Anderson, 1969;

.'Moos, 1973). . . ’ /////z////, -
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL DESCRIPTORS
Py ) .

s /

Many researchers have been engaged in the.task of developihg con-

ceptual systems suited to describe many different environmental settings.

‘ One particuiar outcome of this effort that is relevantzfor this study

. relates to terms>u‘ d to identify the psychologic situarions of, the

- classroom environ£:§i: life-space (Lewin, 1935), environmental press
(Murray, 38), meaningful environment (Rotter, 1954), socfal system
GSetzels & Thelen, 1960), bocial learning climate (Andefson, 1973)//

/
perceived climate (Pace & Stern, 1958), social ecology (Moos & Insel

’
/

1974), educational environment (Moore & Andersen, 1969), socio-psycho-

h]

/

! logical climate%?Schdltz, 1974). The last term, socio-psychological

climate, will be used hereafter in lieu of’%ixchoiogical situation of

© ’
the classroom. Associated with mbst of these terms are instruments

5% s
'designed to measure the socio-psychological climate. Since each instru-

! -~

\

:?ﬁt tfpically has its own set ofidimensions3fit is rather difficult
to decideiwhat constitutés an adequate operar}oﬁal definition of socio~
// psychoiogical climates. However, it seems that one particular scheme
// deveioped recently cannot only encompass most of the socio-psychological
“ [ 4
// "ciioate dimensions, but a1so/§’ﬁost of other dimensions used to describe
/ a variet% of different enVironmental settings. Rddolf Mpos and his |
A colleggues at the Social Ecology Laboratory at” Stanford University
developed a system of tnree major categories of dimensions. (See ‘
Table 1)y  The three categories are: Relationship dimensions, ﬂersonal

~s
Deve10pment dimensions, and System Maiﬁtenance and System Change

.

dimensions. Relationship dimensions assess the extent to which

* . s
s’
.




\
\

\

A

enhancement tend to occur as well as the potential and opportunity the

ehvironment provides for pergonal development and self-enhancement;

/

Syétem Maintenance and Syséem Chan /gimensions assess the extent to
which the environment is orderly/afz clezr in /Ats expectations,~main-
tains control, and ié/responsive to change kInsel & Moos, i§74; Moos,
1973; Schultz, 1974). /

' wealth of{research has been conducted to/investigate the effects

of various dimensions of socio-psychological climates on behavior in the

[y

classroom. With respect to cognitive behavior the results are somewhat

’

equivocal and ‘at times contradictory (see Gage, 1963; Kahn & Weiss, 1973;

1
Schultz, 1974 Stern, 1963; Travers, 13]3' Withall & Lewis, 1963). How-
|

tver, with respect to affective behavior (defined in terms of student’

ttitddes) some conclusions are possible (Schultz, 1974). For instance,
wi\hin the categQ\Z of Relationsh?p dimensions, the mare positive

teachers' attitudes are toward their students, the more positive are

t

students' attitudes toward school x themselves, and their peers and
teachersf(Getzels, 1969; Getzels & Jacksoﬁ, 1969; Stern, 1963). Also,
classes with a high level of cohesiveness and democracy and low levels of

friction, apathy and cliqueness generally have a positive level of student

X

affect and behaviar (Sussman, 1972, Walberg, 1969b, 1969c; Walberg &

Andefson, 1968b; Séhultz, 1974). Within the category of Personal

* &

Development dimensionsSlthe more the socio-psychological climate is

N
i

2 -

[ 4
16 ’ .
individuals suppfrt and help each othe;/ip the extent to which the§ -
1 2
‘are involved in/ the environment; Persofial Development dimensions assess
# o
the basic ?ir ctions along which pérsonal development and self- L —
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arranged to meet the emotional needs of students, the greater are the

19

beflefits for students in terms of greater positive-effécts on student's
'attitudes& feelings, and behavior (Burrell, 1951; Ojem;n & Wilburn, 1939;
.. Ros§, 1973); also, the more honest a cldss is and the more class members
are positively appraised with emphasis placed on a high level‘of
concern for each other the greater the positive effect on student
affect (Cogan, 1956; Kahn & Weiss, 1973).~ F;nally, witﬂ kegard to the
A . category of System Maintenmance and System Change dimensions, the more

-

non-directive or student-centered the socio-psychologiqél climate of the
classroom is the more positive is student affect, attitude and behav:f.oq:~
{Flanders, 1960; Cornell, 1952; Anderson & Kell, 1954; Lichtman & Hunt,
1951). A democratic leadership style is more advantagepus with respect
.to discipline, hostility, group morale, dependence and other social
variables when compared‘to authoritarian and laissez-faire leadership
- - styles (Léwin, Lippitty & White, 1939). - Schultz (1974) combined these
variou%.bonclusiéns, and in doing so formed a descriétion of the'"most

beneficial” or "ideal" socio-psychological clima;e‘for increasing the

ﬁ&sitive affective development of students. 4

«
Q/ . ~ o
. . *
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C. NEBED FOR;IN?;ylg;AL DIFFERENCES
L4 K

The conceptualization of an "ideal" socio-psychological climate
is a stgp forward:hx%etermining the effects of the psychological
situation on behavi;r. Such a deséription not only delineates the
dimensions of the psychological situation which are assumed to be of
importance to individuals, but also indicates how the socio-psychological
climate should be established to promote optimal affective development
in the classroom situation. goweﬂar, a few cautionary notes must be
considered. First, in order to obtain sth;? déscription one must
assume that the results of the various studies can combined to form
a meaningful and consjstent picture. This is a teépuous aésumption
when corsidering the wide variety bf investigations reported over a
cbnsiderable time period. However, the second issue is, comparatively
speaking, much morg difficult to deal éith. _In previous empirjcal
investigations the description of a socio-psychological climate was
usually based on the "average" perception of the socio-psychological
climate as reported by many different students. In other words, the

reactions of individual students to the situation at hand (classrooms)

have been largely ignored. On the other hand, many refent studies

_ point to the important role of individual differences in behavioral

phenomena . (Cronbach, 1975; Mischel, 1973). Gagné’(1967) edited a book’
!

which deals exclusively with learning and individual differences. The

importance of individual differences has been further underlined by

Underwood (1975) who believes that individual différences are so

imporfant that they should be used as crucibles in the construction of

: . LY




. Rl ‘ ] |
:;w theories. ////' _\\\\
Not withstanding the aboveqqidence from diverse fields of
psychology, the importance of individual differences has been clearly _

explicated by the theorists concerned specifically with the interacti

of the person and his/her psychological situation. Levy (1970

quotes Le (1935, p. 41) "The dynamics of the processés is always

to be derived from the relation of the concretexfﬁzz;idual to the
“‘ o

concrete-~gituation.”" Thus, even if the tuation remains the ‘'same across

individuals, changes from one ié;ividual to another, Individual
differences, will héviégg/éf;:ct on the dynamics of the prdhesses
involved. Rotter (1654) provides one of the glearest statements con-
cerning the necessity of taking individual differences into account.
He stated "it is presumed that the manner in which a person perceives (;)
a given situation will determine for him which behaviors are likely to }
have ;easonable prebability or the highest probabilities ;f leading to
some satigfaction." (gotter, ;354, p. 200) He con;inues,to say that
should one's perception of the situation change, tﬂe expecfancy that

. &
givep behaviors will lead to‘satisfaction.will change markedly (p. 200).
‘Qt i%\with respect to one's perception of the psychological situation
ch&t individual differences may have the greatest éffect, especially
within Rotter's framework of expectancy theory. Finally, even withip
the sociological framework of ‘Getzels and Thelen (1960), ;he primary
interaction is between the person as defined by need-dispositions gnd

institutional roles. Any individual differences in these need-disposi-

tions will therefore imply differenf interactions and behaviors exhibited. .<<

g
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_ In conclusion, it seems reasonable to take individual differences
e into 5/count when measuri%?/gtudents perceptions of HNEh(actuaéfkﬁd
ideal socio—psychological climates. Purthermore, it seeus useful to
relate jifh differé;ces in perception to ind;vidual differences . /;
variables defined in dthe{raxeas of research in order to better under-

stand the underlying processes.

]
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. expectﬁﬁcy, along with the specific expectancies and reinforcement

. have different effects on thg behavior ‘'or choice of b&haviar exhibited

- to measure this generalized expectancy or Locus of Control. The

- ! » /

D. INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCE MEASURES s
[ N > o v

#

1. Ldéu? of. Control

o~

One individual difference measure which may prove quite ﬁseful in .
differentiating students' perceptions of soci p;ychological climates

is locus of control. ' Locus bf control is 'derived from Rotter's

Social Learning Theory (Rotter,.1954, 1966) and describes a person's
expectancy with £Egard to the efﬁecliveness of his/her own behavior

in attaining reinforcements. If a person perceives a réinforcement as
contingent upon a particular behavior or event,'the reinforcement acts

- . t

4
to strengthen an expectancy that the particular behavior or event will
v , . //
be followed by that reinforceméent in the future. If, however, a i
. 3

reinforcement ts not seen as contingent upon a particular behavior or
event, then the reinforcement acts to strengthen an expectaney Eiii*”/”"#*/"'
the reinforqgmént is nt’ESEEE;;ent upon a particular beh;ZlEf/or event. A

A person's-expectancies gengralize from spec@fic situations to c%ssses ey

T

P
of situations that are perceived as similar: the person devel
s .

generalized expectanéy for the occurrence or non

urrence of rein-
forcement and the d@pendency of reinforcement upon his or her Gwm
behavior. Rotter's theory suggests that it is this generallzed

-,

value that interact with a particular situa'tion and determine the be-

havior exhibited by the person. Differences in generalized expectancies

A

-~

by the person. Rotter (1966) developed an instrument, the I-E cale,

) M *

g .- ¢
§
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iﬁstruﬁahy distributes people along a continuum from interﬁ%l perceived
; control go exte;nal perceived control. Internals (I'é) view‘the\\
' reinforcements they receive as beiﬁg contipgent upon their own
behavior or the;r own relativei; permanent characterisgicp. Externals
(E's)‘on the other haﬁé, view reinforcements ‘as typically beiné the ’ -
_lresult of fuck:\ghance, fate, or unpredicfable, or as being ﬁndgr the
control of powerful others (Rotter, 1966, p. 1). Thus a person who
maintains & basically internal locus of ¢ t;ol (I's) would expect
that it is thei} behavior or their action which is effective in obtain-
.ing the reinforcements they reeéive in a giﬁen situation. Pgople
maintaining an external iocusvof control (%'s) would not perceive

the reinforcement they receive as being contingent ubon their own

-
. behaviot. ' . *
. This difference’between people (I's 'vsy E's) has proven a useful .
/' . " . : ¢
distinction and bas been beneficial in predicting differences in behavior
in'h’vast array’of stﬁﬁies. Four ﬁajof reviews of the locus of control
- construct have been reported (Rotter, 1966; Lefcourt, 1966, 1972;

__Joé, 1971) and Throop and MacDonald (1971) have'amassed_a bibliography

of 35; studies which deal with the construct through 1969. MacDonald

(a) has in addition compiled an annotated bibliography of 135 additional -
_studies uSing the construct in 1970 alone. .A'number of conclusions . <
»;elgvént ko perceptions of socio-psychological situations can be .drawn

from the vast amoﬁnt of research conducted using the locus of control

[ .
construct. : 1 R ¢

o - . . : : "
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Skill Versus Chance Instructions

a

One of the earliest findings consistent with expéct@ncy théory was
that groups given gkill instructions differed markedly from groups g%yen
chance instructions on identical tasks (James, 1957; Joe, 197{:
Lefcourt, 1972; Liverant & Scodel, 1960} Phares, 1957; Rotter, 1966).
The groups given skill instructions ;onsi;tently outperform, have more
ctonsigtent performance, and exhibit fewer unusugi shifts or changes

in behavior when compared with chance instruction groups. These '

results are important since these types of instruction were developed

to create two types of expectationss an internal control expectation
. .
(skill instruction) and an external control expectation (chance instruc-

tion). Thus expectancy for control appears to be a moderator variable.’
Additional studies have shown more directly that locus of control does

differentiate between subjects with I's performing similar to skill

hid

instruction groups and E's performing similiffgp'chance instruction

L4

groups (Cromwell, Rosenthal, Shakow, & Zahn, 1961; Crowne & Liverané, .

1963; Hiroto, 1974; Joe, 1971; Julian & Katz, 1968; Lefcourt, 1965;
Rotter, 1966). In addition to performing better under skill tasks,\\\

Lefcourt, Lewis and Silverman (1968), Rotter and Mulry (1965), and
Q9
A .
Ryclsgan, Stone, and Elan (1971) found that I's apparently prefer or place
- L ’
more value on chance tasks. Lefcourt et al (1968) in addition pointed
[ - -

- out that it was the subjects pefception of the situation that was M

-

important in determining the difference in value and not necessarily the
/ . _pe
experimental instruct®ons. . .

Given the above differences between I'#’and E'S one may expect

L]
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that thege difféi;nées will have a bearing on how they perceive both
their actual and ideal socio-psychological climates. For instance,
siéce I's apparently prefeé and do better in skill situations one migpt
expect them to prefer ah ideal socio—psychologicalttha(‘has mére I
formality, goal direction, diversity, and less disorganization as well
as one being somewhat moée difficult and having a greater eleﬁent of
speed (dimemsions within the system maintenance and system change'and
the personal development categories), than will the E's. It ﬁay also
bé that I's view their actual socio-psychological climate as higher

onl these categories than will E's. 1I's may also be more satisfied with

/ i ¢
their actual climate since it contains elements of a skill situation.

/ o

//gse of Situational Information

" Locus of control has also proveh useful in predicting subjects'

~

wuge of information available in theit;éier.situéEionlisee Joe, 1971;
Rotter, 1966)~—Seeman. (1963) and'Seeman and Evans (1962) found that

) ;Eﬁ§‘gédé;;iig not only possessed more relev;nt information céncerning
their situation (reformatory and hospital ward respectively), but made
g;eater use of that information than did E's. This finding, however,

.

only held for situationally relevanp/i;fofmation. There were no

) -
differences betyeep I's and E's concerning general information. A
series of studies (Dévis & Phares; 1967; DuCette & Wolk,-1973; Gruin,
Gruin, Lao, & Beattie, 1969; Libb & Se&rum, 1974; Phares, 1965, 1968;
Phares, Ritchie, & Davis, 1968) all supported the above contention and

in addition suggested that I's are more efficient.and actively engaged

’

- /

& ' - * - .
. ) ;3:)_:. B
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i

in obtaining information from their environmental situation. One study

did find E's more responsive to situational cues than I's (Lefcourt,

1967); however, these results may be explained on the basis of I's

greater resistance to’experimenter manipulations, a topic covered next.
The findings reported in this-seetion, while not directly perti-
nent to Moos' three categories of socio-psychological climate dimensions,
may'nevertheless offer some insights into how I's and E's may differ-
entiately perceive their actual and ideal socio-psychological climates.

Since I's generally posssfs\gore information about their)eqyigonégdtal

situations than E's one wopldoexpect that I's"would be more opinionated

-,
w o,

about their ideal climate than E's. One might also expect that I's would

prefer/;gz; formal, goal directed and diverse idea&*blimates tha?/%'s.
’ /

& -
In addition, one might expect that I's would differentiate their actual

climate more finely than E's since they are aware of more facets of
L ) IS

RN

their environments than E's.

: ; {

Resistance to:Subtle Manipulation

A number of studies reported by Lefcourt (1972) and Rotter (1966)
show that when subtle attempts aremade to ianfluence subjects in terms
of conformity or direction of use of information I's are more resistant .

to influence than E's. Gore (1963) found I's more resistant to in- ///

fluence in TAT responses. 0dell (1959) found that I's showed lower

© levels of_ionformity and Strickland (1970) observed that I's aware of

her reinforcement contingency, were less conditionable than uﬁaware
rd

I's as well as both aware and unaware E's.  Lefcourt (1972) concludes

36
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his review of the effects of resistance to influence by stating that
¢ i E
"evidence is found o support the coptention that persons holding an

internal locus of control can withsténd pressures directing them to

!
Ve a b ST

behave in a certain circumscribed’maéner." (. 7)

4 -~

*»
o™,

\\\\\ The findings in this section seé@_to/suggest Eﬂat I's and E's may

E

differ in the type.cf?réfatibnship dimensions they perceive in their

PO -
e 2L

R -~ actial and ideal socio—psychqlogical'climates. Given the I's greater

-

resistance to subtle manipulation one' might expect them to prefer an
ideal climate wifh rélatively low levels of f?voritism, cliqueness,
apathy, and cohesiveness since these dimensions seem to imply the  ex-

istence of greater subtle pressures on class members. The I's may also

prefer more democratic, formal, and goal directed ideal climates than

the E's. With respect to the actual socio-psychologicdl climates, the

I's may pérceivé greater levels of friction, cliqueness, apathy, and

[
favoritism in their classes since a fafr amount of manipulation - subtle
or ‘overt - frequently takes place in high school classrooms, or at

13

least the I's may think so since they are more sensitive to it.

Willingness to Take Action

A number of investigations have shown that I's in general are more
willing to take part in social actioﬂ movements, or taie actiop based
on their beliefs, than are E's (Brown & SEFickland, 1970; Franklin, 1963;
Qore & RoEter, 1963; Lefcourt, Lewis, & Silverman, 1968; Rotter & ﬁulry,
1965; étricklana, 1965; Weiner & Kuklé, 1970). Gore and Rotter (1963)

and Strickland (1965) both found I's to be significantly more willing

~
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to take social action (Verbally'aﬁa‘behaviorally) than E's. MacDonald

& o

__’-"

.. »{a) reported three studies.(Brown & Strickland, 1970; Keasey, 1970;

-,

Weiner & Kukla, 1970) which found I's more willing to participate in

college activities and exhibited greater social participation than

’ 4

E's. (See also Nowicki & Roundtree, 1971; Nowicki & Segal, 1974).

Lefcourt, Lewis, and Silverman (1968).and Rotter and Mulry (1965), ‘

’

however suggest that I's are more willing to take action when they
perceive the situation as skill determined\gr\cpgtrolled. Both studies

found that the I's greater activity level did not hold for chance
- \

determined situations. "It is possible to conclude that in tasks N

.« -

L) . . \
perceived as tests of one's skill, persons maintaining internal control

expectancies will exhibit more involvement, attention and thought than
they would if the task were pefceived as less controllable by skill.
On the other hand, persons maintaining external control expectancies

; S
reveal more involvement in what they perceive to be luck- or chance-

determined tasks than in skill-demanding tasks.“ (Lefcourt et al, )
1968, p. 679) This conclusion is not definite, however, and needs
further research'since Gold (19685 and Phares and Wilson (1971) fa
to support it. . ,

The results from this section suggest that locus of control

climates, particularly with'regard to the system maintenance and system

change dimensions. 1I's qpparently exhibit a greater‘activity lpvel than

for greater activity. I's also appear to be more committed so ially

-—.—-/ *
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than K\s and thus’may exhibit more opinionated perceptions. 1I's may

p

B '
frequently s i%} baseq and thus may allow the I's to have the greater

. involvement ?h y seem to desire.

. Interpersonal Relations

o

E's. In addition Hannah (1973),

and Silverman and Shrauger (1;71) gil found locus of control to b;

important in people's perceptions 6% others. Miller (1970) found people

rgted as'loé in phqsical attractiveness were ratgd as more external th;; .

either moqsrately or highly attractive péoplé. ;Phares and Wilson (1971?

found raters wh; were internal were more attracted toward and émpatheticu

with ;kiérnal strangers than external strangers. ‘They were also more

' . attgacted toward and empathétic with the internal stranger than’wefe

\ . the raters classified as external. In comparison, the external raters
showéd very little differentiation in their responses. . Hannah (1973)

-~ reported that both I's and E's rated their "ideal" self as internal aﬂd -

their "non-ideal" self as external.

\)‘ ‘ - - ’ B .. 39 » l,
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Jones and Shrauger (1968) found that E's tend to re¢iprocate more
. : ‘

v than I's when in an interpersonal evaluation situation. "E's react more
positively to positive evaluations than to negative ones. Jones and
Shrauger hvpothesized that I's did not reciprocate as much since they
were trying to modify the responses of negative evaluators. Holmes and
Jackson 41968) found I's to‘be more attracted toward and less angry with
experimenters who dispersed both‘rewards and punishments and to show
the opposite reactions to éxperimenters nho gave neibher rewards nor
punishments, - E's, on the other hand, were attracted to and less angry
with the non-rewarding, non-punishing experimenter. and showed opposite
reactions to the rewarding and punishing experimenter..

The findings in this section appear to ‘have:implications mainly for
perceptions of actual socio-psychological climates.’' . The findings of

less interpersonal disturbance fo I's suggests that they may perceive .

-

greater satisfaction, cohesiveness, and less friction in their actual
climates than will the E's.’ The E's, on the other hand, may perceive
greater_levels of'clidueness, favoritism, and less satisfaction. The

I's may also perceive more positive levels on the personal.development
dimeqsibns'in their actual climates than thd’h's. With respect to the
ideal climates, predictions are more tenuous., 1I's may score higher on
.sohe of,the system maintenance and system change dimensions,_particularly
the democratic, diversity, and environment dimensions. The E's may
* prefer an idea1 climate with particularly loy levels on the re1ationship

and personal development dimensions and perhaps with lower levels on the

system maintlenance dimensions of goal direction, formality, and diversity.
. < . 3

L
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Gold, 1968; Joe, 1971).

The strength of the relati

both‘Fold (1968) and Wolk

’ 1963, Rotter, 1966; Rotter, Chance, & Phares, 1972).

onship however remains in question since

and DuCette (1971) failed to find a reltion-

ship and Crandall, Katkovsky, and Cranda11-(1965) reported mixed

- results with young children.

A similar conciusion can be reached with

respect to the relationship between anxiet§ and locus of control with

I'g. exhibiting generally 1

Nowicki and Roundtree

reported that I's exhibiteh higher school achievement (males) and

pss anxiety (Butterfield, 1964{§jeather, 1967;
. &

(1971) and Nowicki and Segal (1974) ¥oth

+

greater social involvement

of studies which generally

(females). Lefconrt\7i3;3) reported a series

found that a "feeling" of control (either

actual or imagined) over aversive stimuli was an important factor in

greatly reducing. the debil

-

itating effects of the aversive stimuli.

. Hirbto (1974) specifically looked at locus of control with a situation

-~ similar to those reported in Lefcourt's (1973) manuscript and found the

'r

E's were more debilitated than I's. Goodstadt and Hjelle (1973) in yet

a diffefent area found that when instructed to supervise fictitious -

x

-

+

"""'problem" workers E's.tended to use miieh, more
L]

"coercive" power than

H

I's who in turn gsed.greﬁter amounts of personal persuasive power than

~/

E's.

The results in(tﬁisvsection suggest that I’s will protably prefer

™~
\
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higher levels of personal development dimensions and system maintenance
dimensions in their ideal climates than the E's since I's probably
have higher levels of achievement motivation than E's. I's may also

‘perceive more positive relationship dimensions in their actual climate

than the E's.

’ _ SUMMARY
\ )
While any specific conclusions concerning the relationship of locus
~
of control to specific dimensions of socio-pstholsgical climates may
be somewhat tenuous at this time, some general conclusions within each
of the three categories developed by Moos (1973) are in order. Overall,
I's may be expected to score pérsonal development dimensions higher in
v both their actua} and their ideal szcio-psthological climates thgg\
will the E's, with the mixed locus of control éroup somewhere in between
. the I's and the E's., With resﬁég&/gg the category of relationship

dimensions the result’s may be somewhat less clear. With resﬁect to ideal —

Ssocio-psychological climates I's will probably prefer lower levels on

most dimensions with the possible exception of ;ohesiveness. E's might
be expected to perceive higher levels of the relationship dimensiohglin

- their actual climates than the I's will and may not differ from the I's

¢ ’

' in their idea{\perceptions in this category. With respect to the system
-\\ ) mairtenance and system change category the I's may be expected to

}
* perceive generally higher levels of these dimensions except disorganiza-

¥ e

) : tion, and exhibit greater variancé amorg perception for their actual

o/ . 42
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climated than the E's. The I's may also perceive higher levels of these
‘dimensions in their ideal climates than will the E's. Overall, the

" I's will probably differentiate their p;nceptions more in both the
actual and ideal climates than willk-the E's and;may also exhibit greater

differences between the actual and ideal perceptijns than the E's.

J

i




rcontinues to say that 'these varied forms of behavior exhibited By

2. Sensation Seeking

A second individual gif%éfence variable which may prove useful in
differentiating student perceptions Pf socio-psychological climates is
related to rébént work in the are;\of motivation. Most early theories
of motivation were derived in some form or another from drive-tﬁeory
or drive reduction theory. ﬁowever, all forms of motivation were not
easily explainable in terms of drive reduction. In the area of
exploratory behavior, Dent and Simmel (1?68) point out Berlyne;s (1960)
separation of exploration activities into two classes: Specific ex-
ploration and diversive exploration. The first of these classel fits
easily into a drive geduction theory of motivation, but the secohd does
not. Farley (1973) also reflects that of the various forms of Varied
experience behaviors (mnsic{ dress, drugs, interpersonal sensiLLvity) ~

‘.

none seem capable of explanation within a traditional drive-red&cticn

theory of motivation based on principles of homeostasis {r. 1). Farley

today's youth suggest a re~orientation of motivational theoxry to take
into account the maintenance of varied stimulus imput as an energizer
and director of behavior (Farley, 1Q7§, p. 1). Contained in such a
re-orieptation of motivational theory is'the concept of optimai level of
stimul;tion which Las been proposed as Qn alternative to the traditional
drive-reduction theory of motivation &Zuckerman, 1969, among‘oghers).
The theory og optimal stimulation level is based on the belieg that

people differ in their optimal level and that the definition of the

individual optimal stimulation level is the key to the understanding of

»
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reactions to extreme environments which ﬁrpduce ﬁnderstimulation or
overstimulation (Zuckerman, 1969, p.'z28). o :
Zuckerman, Kolin, Price, and Zoob (196&) described the development
" of an instrument which purports to measure individual d%fferences in
oﬁtiﬁal stimulatiﬁn level, the Sensation Seeking Scale (SSS).

’

Zuckerman has in addition, outlined the theory of optimal level of

. . o
stimulation in terms of ten basic postulates (Zuckerman, 1969,

PP. 428-431). The SSS distributes people along a continuum from low
sensation seekers to high sensation seekers. Most of the studies con--
ducted with the SSS have been attempts to describe the characteristics

’ of g high sensation seéker and to determine the usefulness of the SSS
in predicting various types of behavior. A sketchy desc;Zption of the
high sensation seeker has been developed by a number of differgnt

{ authors. Farley and Peterson (1974) report that."the high stimulation

i seeker not only seeks more‘stimulation, and more complex and varied ’
stimuli relative to the low stimulation seeker, bug he also genera&es
more varied resﬁonses in a task allowing for degrees of repetition of
variety of responding (p. 271). Kish and Busse (1968) characterize a
high stﬁnulatign (sensation and stimulation will be used interchange-
ably) seeker as a young adult with average or above intelligence ﬁho

" has fairly good pa;;ep;ua} anq spatial abilities‘?nd is likely to be .~
extroverted (p. 637). Zuckerman and Link (1968) describe the high
sensation ;eeker as a person whe is independent, unconventional; and

low in social values or conformity, needs variety, does not value order

and routine, is somewhat anti-social and excitable, is a thrill-seeker,




e

.y , .

‘and seems to have many of the traits of the creative personality-

(pp. 420—421) Descrdptions put forth by Zuckerman, Bone, Neary,
Mangelsdorff and Brustman (1972) and by’ Zuckermanxdﬂeary, and Brustman
(1970) coincide with and further substantiate the above description.
The low sensation seeker, while not specifically destribed in the
above researc?, can basically be described as the opposite of the high »
sensation seeker (i.e. as a conformer, somewhat dependent and conven-
tional, likes things quite orderly, etc.) ' ’r

These initial descriptions of high and low sensation seekers appear
to have clear implications for differeotiaL perceptions of socio-
psychological climates, perticularly the ideal oliqate. High sensation
seekers might be expected to perceive ideal climates which have relatively
ol

Iatings in the rvelationship dimensions category, especially on the

digensions of cohesivdness, cliqueness, and favoritism. They may also

o

* prefer high levels on the dimensions of speed, difficulty, and com-

petitiveoese in the personal development category. With respect to the‘
system maintenence and systeﬁ change cetegory, high sensation seekers
ma& prefer high levels on tHe.democratic, aisorganization, and diversity
dimensions with low levels on the dimensions of formality and goal
direction. Given that the low sensation seekeélis basically the

opposite of the high sensation seeker, one might therefore expect them

to prefer the opposite type of ideal climate. With respect to the actual
socio~psychological climate any prediction of, how high or low sensation

seekers will perceive it is tenuous and will depend on the particulars

of the actual situationms. ~ R '
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A number of studies have investigated various correlates of sensa-
h)

T -

tion seeking. Sensation seeking had been found to be significantly

M - .

correlated with extro&efsion (both the sociability component and the

impulsive component) in a number’of different studies (Farley & Farley,

1967, 1970). Farley and Farley (1970) ¢ significant SSS-
. \\\ extroversion correlations in four of five samples'cf subjects for the

impulsiveness component and in thrge of five samples for the socia-

.

bilit§ compoqgﬂt of extroversion. The sensation seeking-sociability
A : .

remains questionable since Thorne (1968),

&

relationship, however,
Zuckerman et al (1974:, and Zuckerman and Link (1968) all reported non-
cant findings for tLe 8SS and the MMPI Si écale. The sensation
seeking-impulsiveness reH;tionship, however, has been supported by a
number of studies using [the MMPI Ma Scale (Thorme, 1971; Zuckerma; &
-Link, 1968). Zuc eﬁman jand Lirk (1568) also reported signif;éﬁgt

correlations between “thel SSS and the Insolence Scale, another measure

of impulsiveness (p. 421 Studies by Zuckerman et al (1964) and

Zuckerman and Link (1968),t 3 to shed doubt on the sensation
| seeking-impulsiveness relationship by reporting significant correla;
tions between sensation séeking an di%ferent measures of field
. independence. Farley‘(1974a) however) erorts on the sensation
seeking-field independence relationship & concludes, "It seems
likely that this éelationship is not a reliable one for females and
may not be for males.”

Two studies have attempted to develop a broagir, more general

description of sensation seekers by correlating thé\ifs with general

O ‘ ) ‘ | ”47 : " .
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personality inventories (Zuckerman et.al, 1972; Zuckerman & Ldnk, 1968).
Z;ckerman and Link corrélated the SSS with the Edwards Personal Priference
Schedule (PPS) and the Adjective éheék List (ACL); both of which are
purportegvto be measures of fifteen of the need constructs developed «

¢
by Murray (1938). Similar patterns of significant correlations were N
\

> 4

fouﬁavbetweqn the SSS and both the PPS and ACL: positive correlations

I3

with Autonomy, Ch'ange,‘ and Exhibitionism and negative correlations with

- /,

Affiliation, Orderliness, Nurturance, and Déeference. Zuckerman et al

(1972) correlated the SSS with the Sixteen Personality Factor

Questionnaire (16 P F) and reported siénificant positive correlation '
with the scales of Dominance, Surgency, Adventurous, Bohemian, and

Radicalism. One negative correlation was found with the Super-Ego scale

which, when viewed positively, establishes a rela;ionship between the SSS
and the lack of rigid'intefnél standards. In addition, Zuckerman et al
(1972) replicated the findings of Zuckerman et al (1970) who correlated.

the SSS with a number of activities thought to bq indicative of high

”

sensation seeking. They reported significant difierences between high
and‘iow sensation seekers with regard to activitiés such as drug taking,

', smoking, alcohol use, sex relationships, and the Barron-Welch Art

Y

Scale.

* ?

* In addition to all of the above ;tudies which provide an amazingly

consistent description of a high sensation seeker, the concept of

3\
differences in people with respect

Peterson, and Farley (1974), Farley (1974b), and Zuckerman and Link (1968)

™

4

to creativity and delinquency.

L 4

optimal leégl of stimulation has also proven useful in.predictions of

Davis,

-7

>
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have all reported E;ghifiqant positi;; correlations of the SSS with a

variety of tests of creativity (the Barron Independence of Judgment

7

Scale (Barign, 1963), two of Torrance's short tests of creativity

v

(Torrance, 1972), classroom creative products (Davis et al, 1974),

-

Pearson and Maddi's (1966) Similes Preference Inventory (Farley, 1971),

Vd

the Uses Test fluency score, etc.). With respect to delinquency,

N Farley (1973) and Farley and Farley (1972) reported that the SSS '
’ S ,
f, » successfully differentiates delinquents %rom non—-delinquents in a -
% .
s

number of areas (number of escape atfegp;s, frequency of punishment

for disobedience, in "delinquent oriéntation" among institutionalized
4 )

delinquents ,as rated by counsellors, in "delinquent orientation" among
’ ! ‘ -,

"normal" subjects, ete.). .

[ h : ¥

In conclusion, the sketchy description of sensation seekers
reported earlier yas»remained aﬁgzingly consistent and has been validated
by a wide variepy of studieé, idciuding descriptions based on three

well known personality inventorieé?and descriptions based on actual

béhav;or exhibited by sensation seekets.




41
. SUMMARY

Once again it is probably too early to reach specific conclusians

~ 9 £

concerning the relationship hetween sensation seeking and specific

. dimensions of socio-psychological climates. 'Tentative eonclusions are
however possible within the three eategories of socio—ps&chological
climate dimensions. The high sensation seekers might hiexpected to
perceive both their actual and ideal socio-psychpiogical‘climates as
having loﬁer ratings in the category of relationship dimensions than
will the/low sensation seekers. The high sensation seekers may also. '

perceive greater discrepancies between‘their actual and ideal relation-
ship dimensions than will the low sensation seekers. With respect to

! .
the category of personal development dimensions the high sensation

seeker may perceive higher levels in their ideal climate than will the
: N
low sensation seekers. The same differenCe may occur with respect to

»

the percepﬁions of actual climates, but may not be as large as the ideal
- / ‘
4 difference. Finally, with respect to the category of system maintenance
L he . 4.
and system change dimensions the high sensation seekers might be ex-

LN

pected to'ideally prefer high levels on the democratic,tdisorganization,

- ) and div?ésiéy dimensions and low lefels on Ahe formality and goal

.{\
direction dimensions. The low sen#ation seeker, might be expected to
'

prefer almoSt/éhe opposite type of ideal clihate as,the one just described

o

/-
for the high'sensation seeker?’ With respect to %heir actual socio-

psychological climate perceptions, the perceptions”of high and low

” .
1
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sensation seekers will depend to a great extent on the partitulars

»
the actual situvations. .
, e
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' IiI. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM v

‘ l .
. /: . . X 3 e

‘ ' The importance of the psychological situation in determining and

| predicting a person's behavior has been recognized by psychologists’for

'y

LY

» many years. One factor that appears to be of central importance in de-

‘termining/the‘effect of a given situation is a person's perception of that
s%tuatioﬁ. The present study focuses on the psychological situation of
’the high school classroom, termed here the socio-psychological climatg,

and is concerned with how it is peifceived by studeqti.ﬂ A number of 7

4

studies have been completed which, when taken together, suggest a fairl&a :
consistent pictu;e of a socio-psychological climate that promotes positive F .

‘ A
affective development among students. .Most of these studieg, however,

relied on, the average perception of the socio-psychologicalf climate of many
students and ignored any individual differences thaf may have existed be-

tween students. The purpose of the-presént study is to investigate the
. v ‘
relationship of two selected individual difference measuyes, Locus of Control )

and Sensation Seeking, to students' perceptions of their socio-psychological

climates. Furtheérmore, differences are looked at within the context‘of .

-

students' perceptions of their "actual" socio-psychological clim&tés (those
Y . -
}xisting in their every day classrooms) as well as their "ideal" socio-
1

psychological climates (those the students would ideally like to experience)..

P
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MAJOR HYPOTHESES

4 ’ . '

Based upon the foregoing review of the locus of control and sensation

seeking literature there appears to be sufficient evidence to predict that /
d

"3

these individual difference méasures will influence students’ perceptiong .

of socio—psychological climates. While it may be too ‘early to. make pre- ; B

dictions concerning specific socio—psychological climate dimensions, the
following\éeqeral predictions seem reasonable: )

A, Students classified as Internal, Mixed, or External on

v

Locus of Control and-+as High, Medium, or Low on
T - Sensation Seeking will differ in their perceptions of
A 0
"actual" socio-psychological climates. -~

B.  Students classified as Internal, Mixed, or External on’

»

Locus of Control and as High, Medium, or Low on ‘

v

Sensation Seeking will differ in their percepf“bas of ~

° "idhal" socio—psychological cllmates.
c. Differences will exist between the students' perceptions
\Of their actual" and their Yideal" socio-psychologic@i Yoo .

. ' /
climates. ‘

-




;o IV. | METHOD | \ /

v ), ' |
Subjects : /

Subjecta were 282 high schfol students in_thedr junior and senior

«

¥ ' S
years from a rural school in Wfsconsin.i All seniors and juniors in the
' |

school filled out the questionnaires (except those absent;on the testing
days). All data was collected in a five day pefiod. %ifteen subjects
. 1 .

failed to complete all questionnaire items and were droppéd from furthers
' | *

analysie, leaving 267 (129 seniors, 64 female and 65 male;

]138 juniors, _°

~

72 female and 66 male) subjects. - }

Measurement Variables . . \

Three instruments were used: the Learning Environment Inventory
(Anderson, 1973) to.measufe perceptions of the ;ocio-psychological climate,
the I-E Scale (Rotter, 1966) to, measure cus of Control, and the Sensa~

tion Seekiné Scale_(Zuokerman, 1971) to measure level of stimulation

4
At

seeking.- ) . . . //////
~ " - /

Learninngnvironment Inventory (LEI) The LEI is composed of/IOS 4=point

Likertftype scale items grouped into 15 scales. Scores or each scale
range from 7 to 28. The 15 scales (climate dimensio ) were developed
by Anderson and Walberg (Walberg, 1968a, - 1968b) in confunctlon with the

Harvard Project Physics and are revisions of an earliey instrument, the

, Anderson, 1973). The LEIX




. ’? . .
'/\« " kan be used to obtain scores eithfor individuals within classes or can N

e used t6 form group scores where the class means on the scales are used.

-,

13

d;rson (1?68) determined that a SOZ.;andom samplg of “the 5§udents in a
. TP r%icular‘hlass is adequate for‘a reliable assggsment';f the class score
( éersgn, 1973, p. 9). Alpha reliability éoeff%fiénts for the individual
sé;.eé ra&ge from .54 to .86 with most coefficients in the .70 - .80
. range. Intgrtlgss'correlation coefficients. for the class scores range
s fram .31 to :92 with most coefficients the .70 ~ .80 ;ange. Test~
_reééét reliabilities for tgk;sééies rangé from .45 to .73.
. ’ ' , \"\’\'

v ~
\,

\ »
Locus of Control . The I-E Scale consists of 23 items with six; filler items,

1 3 .

each in a forced choice format matchiné an internal and ernal response.

7 )

The s&ore is number 3<ﬁ::§ernal responses selected.| The present’ I-E

r of factor analyses and igéq\3p51§§es of

3,1966,, for a full description). The I-E Scale

- Scale 1is the resuld of*a n

earlier scales (see

\
has shown relatively good\%ntefnal consistency estimates ranging from .65

to .76 with most estimates }boﬁgf .70's (Rotter,‘1966)¢ Rotter defends
these "moderately high" estimateés by pointing out that the scale items are
- not a;ranged in a difficulty heirarchy, but rather are samples of attitudes
in a wide variety of different situations ahd the test is an additive test
so the items aré not directly comparable (Rotter, 1966, p. 40). Test-
retest reliability for periods ranging from 1 to 2 months ranéed between -

.49 and .83 (Rotter, 1966) and Joe (1971) reported other test-retest

‘z reliability coefi}géents rfnging between .48 and .84. ’
sation Seeking The Sensation Seeking §cale (SSS) Form IV contains

[N

, o
. . ~
- 9D
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71 items, each in ; forced choice fdfrmat matching a high sensation'seeking
response with a low sensation seeki g response. The SSS contains five
subscales, scored separately. The score fof each subscale is the number
of high sensation responseg on that subscale. The éorm IV SSS is the
result of two factor analyses of previous scales (see Zuckerman, 1971, for!
a full description). The generéi sensation seeking subscale is identical
to 22 uéle-femaie items of an earlier scale.(Ferm II). The other four
subscales are tfie result of the factor analysgs. The corrected odd-even
reliabilities for four of the five subsTales are mainly in the .70's and
._80'8. The reliabilities for the fifth subscale (Boredom Susgeptibility)

are qgestionable.

Procedure B
All-subjects were‘tééted in groups within'fheir regular English
classes during regular classtime. The three instruments (LEI, I-E Scale,
SSS) were administered in zhree differen; orders and handed out in one '
test booklet (see Appendix A). Full counterbalancing of instrumenté would
require six different orders so the use of only three may add a bais to
"  the results. However, order was not considered an important factor and
thus three orders were deemed sufficient. Each booklet contained a cover
e ‘rpage with general i?structions. Students were told by the experimenter
- that the purpose of.the three questionnaires was to gather information
about how they felt about various thingS ana that all responses would be
. ‘ .
kept confidential. They were encouraged to be open and honest. They

were then informed that each questionnaire in the booklet had its own

set of instructions and that they were to read each set of instructions

—

«! | . 56 .




48

»

carefully befo?e responding to the questionnaire. The instructions for

the two individual difference measures (I-E Scale and SSS) were identical
for all subjects. There were two ~sets of instructions for the LEI. One,
called” "actual condition," instructed the subjects to respond with respect
to the particular class they were in at the present. The other, '"ideal
conditions," instructed subjects to respond with respect to how they w‘ould
"ideally" lil;e their class ‘to be. One random half of the subjects received
the "actual" instruction and the remaining half received the "ideal" in-
struction.

The LEI was scored according to the instructions in the LEI manual
(Anderson, 1973). The I-E Scale contained only the 23 items directly con-
cerned with Locus of Control and was scored in the external direction.

g The SSS contained only the 22 items which make up the general‘sensati‘gn
seeking subscale of Zuckerman's (1971) Form IV. This subscale was used
since most pre/vious studie‘s igvestigating sensation seeking havg used the

22 item'scale, as opposed to ‘the_full 71 item scale, and because the 22 item
scale is valid for both sexes. The SSS was scored in the high sensation

seeking direction.

Design -

The analysis of the data consisted of three steps. First, the scores

for all subjects on the 15 Lea_r':ning Environtfent Inventory (LEI) Scales

.

were used to compute a 15 x 15 covariance matrix. A principal components

analysis of this matrix y®elded three substantive components which were

then rotated using the Varimax procedure. A covariance matrix was used.

for the primcipal components analysis for two reasons: (a) by using
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deviation scores instead ofvstandard scores differences’between groups are
maintained. not onl& with regard to mean; but also variances, and (b) ap-
parent differences between groups.édifferences iﬁ factor loading patterns)
as a function of differences in observed variances are avoided (Bentler,

N “y 1973; Catteli, 1973). Scores for each subject on each of the tﬁ;ee

rotated principal components were obtained, The second step of ghé analy-
sis consisted of forming threeelevels of Locus of Control (Internal, Mixed,
gxternal) and three levels of Sensation Seeking (Low, Medium, High). Based
on the joint frequency distributions fcr both instruction conditions, the
scores on Locus of Control or Sensation Seeking were divided into app?oxi-
mately equal thirds such ghat the range of scores within a given level of
Locus of Control or Semsation Seeking ;as the same for both instruction
conditions. The number of subjects ig each of the resulting 18 cells

(9 actual, 9 idéal):waé noted and subjects were randomly dropped from
each.cel with more than eight subjects to equalize frequencies across

all 18 cells. The final step of the analysis consisted of using the

three principal component scores of the remaining 144 %ﬁbjects as dependent

variables in three 3(Locus of Control) x 3(Semsation Seeking) x 2(Instruc-

tions) analyses of variance.
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V. RESULTS
fable 2 piesenps,theAdistribution of subjects by grade, sex, and
type of instruction. All available juniors and seniors were tested ;nd
an éttempt was maﬁe only to contrél the distribution of subjects with ’
respect to ;ctual and ideal instruction conditions. As can be seen,
the distributions with respect'to instrgction, sex, and grade are
fairly well balanced. ~Sex and %rade were not taken into account in
any subsequent analyses. Table 3 presents the means and standard
deviations for each of~the ii ;lésses tested on Locus of Control and
Sensation Seeking for both Instructign conditions. Comparisgns were made
within classes between the Actual and Ideal Locus of Control means and
tge Actual and Ideal S;;sation Seeking means. No within ciass differ-
ences were significant at the .0l level. Comparisons were also made
between classes comparing the largest differences between Locus of Control
means and between Sensation Seeking means., "Again, no significant differ-

. 1
ences were found at the .0l level. It was concluded that the classes

were not different with respect to Locus of Control or Semsation Seeking.

Therefore, they were combined For the remainder of the analyses.

The first main step of the analysis procedure was to perform a principal

components analysis on the scores of all subjects on the 15 Learning
Environment Inventory (LEI) dimensions. Principal coml;onents were derived
from the covariance matrix #Table 1, Appendix B) of the 15 LEI

dimensions. Based on the following criteria,‘the first thr principal

i
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TABLE 2
Distribution of Subjects by Sex, Gra&e, and Type of Instruction
3 ] '
. . Sex
“ Grade ‘ Male " Female
Grade 12
Actual - 32 33
Ideal 3 33 31
. . ) )
Grade 11
) Actual _34 37
. Ideal o ) 32 . 35
\ ) /
. o ' o
X . . /
>
s

60
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components were selected for rotafion and further~ana1ysis: a) Kaiser-
4 Guttmann criterion: select those principal components oéﬁ;he covariance S

matrix whose eigen values are gréater than the ;verage eigen value of

all prinéipal component eigen values (Table 2, Appendix B); b) Scree

Test (Cattell, 1966): select those principal components whose eigen

values deviate markedly from‘the linear trend when all eigen wvalues

are plotted, includiﬁg the last principal comp;nent in the linear trend;

c) Kaiser-GuEtman c;iterion:ﬁ select tho;e principal components of thé

® A
correlation matrixi‘Table 3, fppendix B) whose eigen values are greater

than 1.00 (Table 2, Appendix B)._ The first tWree principal components
accounted for 51.6%, 9.6%, and 6.1% of the total variance respectively.

i

The strength of the i}xst principal component is quite high considering
: bax B -
the usual amount of Wariance accounted for by principal components and

points to a strong lack of independence of the various dimensions of
the Learning Environment anentory. A Varimax rotation procedure was
used to rotate the first three principal components..rgfter rotation the
firsf rotateq principal component still accounted for a large percent of
the total variance, 40.2%. fhe remaining two rotated principal
components accounted for 20.5% and’6.72 of "the total variance, somewhat
“more than the unrotated second and third principal components, but still
- much less than the first rotated principal component. With regard to »/
the interpretation of the coﬁponents an LEI dimension was considered to
have a significant loading on a particular rotated principal component
. if its loading was greater'than the average absolute value of all the

=
loadings (see Table 4, Appendix B). Table 4 presents the LEI dimensions

o . , : 61 ' T
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TABLE 3

J

Means and Standard Deviations of each Clié{

on Locus of Control and Sensation Seeklﬁg

PR

Instructio

n v
Actual 4 Ideal .
. Locus Locus
///a of Sensation of Sensation
C#ass n Control Seeking Control Seeking
/1 8/8  8.75/3.54° 14.00/2.93° 10.50/4.14° 12.63/3.78°
2 7/5 13.29/3.35  12.43/3.78  10.40/2.88  12.80/3.56
3 7/7  10.43/2.88 13.29/4.19  12.57/3.59  14.14/2.79
4 6/6  12.33/4.89  13.17/3.43  12.00/5.76  10.00/3.74
5 10/7 11.70/3.74 12.50/3.47 10.29/3.45 14.86/2.48
6 9/8 10.00/2. 87 13.33/2.83 . 9.13/2.47 13.63/2.50
7 8/7  12.13/5.91  13.00/3.78 = 11.86/3.08  12.43/3.50
8 4/6 . 12.00/4.76  11.50/1.29  9.83/2.99  11.83/3.19
9 3/5 9.67/2.52  16.33/1.15  12.20/3.70 - 11.20/4.32
10 8/9 10.63/3.20  13.38/2.13 9.89/3.37  14.56/2.88
11 8/7 9.88/5.22 14.13/2.59 11.14/3.72 15.00/3.06
12 11/10 10.36/3.38 14.73/3.10 12.40/3.24 13.30/2.87
13 15/13 11.33/4.50 12.27/2.91  11.39/2.79 11.62/4.13
14 5/5  11.00/5.57  12.80/1.79  10.00/1.22 12.20/1.10
15 7/8 8.57/4.50 13.29/2.69 11.50/2.73 11.88/3.48
16 14/14 11.79/3.07 13.14/3.11 10.88/2.77 13.07/4.63
.17 6/6 '13.00/4.24 12.50/2.66 12.50/2.43 13.06/3.41~
A1l - . ! _
Classes - - o :
138/131 11.01/4.01  13.21/2.99  11.08/3.24  12.89/3.49

L4

I3

\/

Actual Instruction gp left, Ideal Instruction to right -

Means to left, standard deviations to right

I

a

N

-




with significant loadings on each of the three rotated principal

components. The first rotated principal component loads 10 of the 15
- ’ ;

LEI dimensions. Three of the four dimensions 1oading positively on

this component are members of the System Maintenance and System Change
v Ve

category and four of the six dimensions loading negatiVer on this

component are members of the Relationship category. Overall this

component might be labeled as a pleasantness index of the socio-

v

psychological climate. The LEI dimensions with positive loadings on i

the second rotated component correspond quite closely to the Relationship
The fact that some of the same dimensions load both negatively

14

on the first rotated, component and positively on the second suggests R

category.

PR

multi-dimensionality of these scales, especially given that the Vari
!
rotation produces orthogonal principal components. The second rota

Pl -

principal componént might be labeled a relationship index. The third
rotated component has three of the Personal Development dimensions as’

its only significant dimensions. . Thus this component might be labeled

a Personal Development index. ¥ . Y

The second major step of thé analysis procedure?was to determine the
- ¥
three 1evels of Locus of Control and the three 1eve1s of. ‘Sensation Seeking

b

+

— {

/" .

*

) "Ideal' instruction groups and then divided int approximately equal thirds.

////1// . Table 5 presents the/range of scores for the categories of Locus of

.'6‘ Y / -
L Control and Sensation Seeking and the number of subjects in each ce11
> 14
. ’ for each instruction~group4J§Due to the unequdl cell frequencies, subjects
' L] )
- . Y “
« / 3 ° b >
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-

LEI Dimensions with Significant Loadings on Rotated Principal Components

S . - * -

7
Y .

f - e v - . . -
‘ fe s Rotgte?l Principal. Component
Dirgction .- e , o .
4 of;é ! B o . w 1
/Loadiﬂé I : 2 - 3
. . ,"(,. £ LR ;‘._;" )
% - ‘ S )
v b e a - —~ :
‘o, eénvironment friction speed ~.
positive - goal direction favoritism . difficulty
. satisfaction, " cliqueness competitiveness
. " democratic competitiveness ’
y 4
« - 4
1
disorganization democratic
N apathy s ,
negative cliqueness . / i
speed : o . / ‘
" fayoritism ’ . : . .
by . . friction , . ; -7
. ; ‘ , \
rd a o s . 3 - /
S y ¢~ e 9‘%
.o "
. . - . :
" Dimensiong listed in order of decreasing absolute value of loadings. ©
14 e s
/
e ~ Kl
| ' .
{. v - \ -
- + >
i(*’: / R .
2 R / )
. / ‘
N
\ ’
'.. r
. z .
. &
\ . /
. , ¢,
“ ,
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TABLE 5 :
: Number of Subjects in Each Level of ’
Locus of Control and Sensat/;i/on Seekiﬁg for .
Actual and Ideal Instruction Conditions
. , Sensation Seeking
Locus of Low . Medium High
Control (5-11) (12-14) (15-21)
‘ 3
Internal (l-l())b ¢ .
Actual ' 13 21 140 ‘
Ideal, 8 17 ) 15 - o
ﬁ ' %
Mixed, (10-13)P . ,
Actual 14 21 18
Ideal 23 16 22
 External (14-23)° :
Actual 11 11 13
Ideal 12 8 10
Range of sensation seeking scores '
b Ran\ge of lovus of control scq/res -
‘2
- )
¢
» :
v "
i ' . 2. /
65 , \
iy
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were ra domlyidropped from each cell with more thaw eight subjects to

~

equaiize.g'e across all cells. The remaining 144 ‘subjects (8 per cell ., .-.
. « / .
for, 18 cells) were used in .all subsequent analyges.-

The final step of the main analysis procedure was to perform an:
; analysis of variance with three 1eVels of Lécus of Contrél (Internal,
o _ Mixed, 'External), three 1evels of S Atwég Seeking (Low, Medium, High), :
and two levels of Instructions (Actual Ideal) for the scores .on each
of the rotated principal components. Table 6 presentg the.analysis of
variance of scores on the first rotated principal compodéit (see
Table 5, Appendix B for means). Two significant F ratios were found,
one for the main effect due to Instructions and one for the main effect
due to Locus of Control. "The ‘Sensation Seeking main effect and all
. . interactions were not significant at the (p<.01) 1eve3v The significant
* Locus of Control effect offers support for the first and second B

hypotheses of'this«study. Students who differ in‘Locus of Control also

) differ in their perceptions of socio-psychological climates. Figure 2 .

{ .
i , »

Y . 3 -
‘/ graphically displays the means of the three levels of Locus of, Control

°

for the Actual Instruction group, the Ideal Iﬁstruction group, and for |,

. N .both groups combined. In all cases Internals scored higher than did
; . u

N the Mixed group who scored higher than the Externals. -
L I . ! !

e

- -

Table 7“presents the ?ost Hoc Analyses for thé/significaht Locus of o
Control effect. Internals scores were significantiy higher than those //\

ﬁ of the External group. The differences between the Internal and Mixed S

4

groups and the ni&ed and Extetnal groaps:hfwever failed to reach .

significance at the (p<.01) level. A significant linear trend a%
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/ : TABLE 6
. Analysis of Variance for First ‘Rot/éted Principal Component /
I / " ] b
Soxirce/" A df MS £
!
)1
Instructions (A) 1 10.15 13.45%
_Locus of Control (B) . 2 5.44 7.21%
Sensation Seeking (C) - 2 «55 72
AxB T2 . .24 .31
’ Ax 2 19 .25
"B, x/C 4 1.49 1.97 '
AfBxcC 4 2.35 . 3.12
rror 126 .76 > ‘
pi
Koo P:<'p-'1 " ‘
e h\.% i
) N 'ﬁ,., * .
| . ,
.
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Figure 2. Locus of Control Means for Actual and I
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TABLE 7
Post-Hoc Analysis for Locus of Control Main Ef_fect
’ on First Rotated Principal Component -
E
. Comparison ’ ‘ ’ ¥ . Significanta
A
Internal vs, Mixed Lp1=(+1) (.325)+(-1)(-.197) =".522 no
Internal vs. External ¥,=(+1) (.325)+(-1) (-.304) = .629 yes
. Mixed vs. External 932 (+1) (= 197)+(=1) (2. 304) = .197. " no
" Linear Trend ¥,=(-1) (.325)+(0) (-.197)+(+1) (-.304) = -.629 yes
) » .
& & Scheffé critical value = [§_2(V§r(¢i))]1/ Y .
R R o . . ) ) ! h/
) 7 .
. ) - LS oo
- - ' ¢ s "
1 ? g :\ .
7 I“ .‘ -f-,_:“ . [ ‘;‘ ) Ll -
< RS : -
~-' ;’5 ‘?Q -, . 4 )




62

detected implying that the Internal, Mixed, and External groups were
e;dered with the Internal group highest, the Mixed group in the middle,
and‘;he External group lowest.

Table 6 contained a non-significant main effect for Sensation'
Seeking, and non-significant interactions for all factors. These
results are complemented by Figures 3, 4, and 5. Figure 3 graphically
displays the Sensétioé Seeking means for the Ideal and Actual Instruc-

- I )
tion groups and the combined meégé. Although some differences exist

between the levels of Sensati:E\Seeking, the differences are not statisti-

cally significant. Figures 4 and 5 graphically display the interaction
between Locus of.pontrol and Sensation Seeking for the Actua%alnstruction
group and Ideal Instruction group, respectively. In summary; the first
and second hypotheses of the study are partiaily supported by the
significant Locus of Control effect for the first rotated principal
component. Howev;;, the results with‘respect to,Sensation Seeking offer
no support for these two hypotheses.

With respect to the third hypothesis concerning differences between
perceptions of Actual and Ideal socio-psychological climates, it is
again p%rtially(supported by the significant_main effect for Iﬁstrgction
on the first rotated principal component (see Table 6). The overall
means for the Actual and Ideal instfuction groups wereg *.32 and .21,
respectively. The higher scores of the IaeaI~group are illustrated in
Fiéures 2 and 3, and c;n also be seen when Fiéures 4 and 5 are compared.

Tables 8 and 9.present the analyses of variafis/fbr the second and

third rotated principal components, respectively (see Tables 6 and 7,

., <
" Appendix B for means). No significant F ratios were founa‘for either
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Figure 4.
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of these components. . Thus these analyses offer no support for any of
the major hypotheses of this sFud&. ///

y In addition to the above anélysis which investigated the 67.4% of
the total variance shareé'by the dimensions of the Lqérﬁing Environment
Inventorf?'an analysis of variance was performed for each é;?ension

of the LEI separately, using the raw scale score as the dependent
variable. Table 10 presents a summary of the significant fi;dings of
this analysis. Seven of the LEI dimensions contained significant F
ratios. All seven ofethese dimensions had signifiignt laadings on the
first rotated principal component. The scaie specific analyses thus ~
augment the shared variance analysis. Table‘ll contains the mean scores
on each of the LEI dimensions which contained significant F ratios.
With respect to the significant Instruction effects, the Ideal group
scored higher on the Environment, Goal Direction, Satisfaction, and
Democratic LEI dimensions, all of which had significant po/sitive loadings
on the first rotated principal component. The Actual group had higher
scores on the Cliqueness and Disorganization dimensions, both of which '
had significant negative loadings on the first rotated principal com~
ponent. With respect to the significant Locus of Control rgsults, the .
Internals scorgd higher fhan the Mixed group who were higher than the
Externals on the EnVironment, Satisfaction, and Democratic LEI dimensionms,
all of which loiged positively on the\first rotated principal component.

The Externals scored higher than the Mixed group who were higher than the

Internals on the Favoritism and Disorganization LEI dimensions,. béth of

which loaded negatively on the first rotated principal componentz/
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TABLE 8

Analysis of Variance for Second Rotated Principal Component

<

Source daf MS £
Instructions (A) 1 .81 .72
Locus of Control (B) 2 1.89 1.68
Sensation Seeking (C) 2.52 2.24
AxB 2.25 2.00‘
*‘AxC «33 .29
BxC - .19 .17
AxBxC 1.04 .93
ERROR 126 1.12

Y
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p TABLE ,
Analysis of Variance for Tllird Rotated Principal Component
o ]
\
. A ’
~ Source df Ms f
F
Instructions (A) 1 .00 .00
Locus of Control (B) 2 .12 .11 .
uSensation Seeking (C) 2 .24 .24
AxB " 2 1.07 .92 '
AxC 2 + .28 .25
B xC 4 \ 67 .60 ¢
AxBxC, 4 .95 .85 ~
. /‘/ .
ERROR 126 1.12
\'/. ==
-
‘
» 4
b
T
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' TABLE 10’ )
5
- Significant Effects‘for Scale Specific Analysis
. of Variance of the LEI
- / ’ ) ’Sou‘rce
£ ) M “ - . \
LEI, - , Locus of . ’
Dimensions Instructions (A) Coéntrol (B) A x B x SSS
' . 1. Cohesiveness o SR
.' T 2. .Diversity . . ' - o
' ' 3. Formality ‘ T
4. .Speed o7 ‘ h ‘ )
\ 5. Environment . * *%
6. Friction
7. Goal Direction * —_
: 8. Favoi’itisng ' . - *k
_"_, ) 9. Cliqueness o .-
10. Satisfaction * k% ' '
11. Disorgénization ke a *%
12, Difficulty ‘ ‘ /
H
13. Apathy ' : . -,
14. Democratic . ’ * k% ' Hkk
15. Competitiveness . - / .
* P> F oL =6 | s L/
= 31,126 ° -81 / E—
*k .0l = 4.
B> F) 196 <01 = 4.76 [/
*kk P> . .01 = 3. - — ‘
B E, 196 *01 = 345 )
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. TABLE 11
Medns for Significant Effects of Scale Specific Analysis
Significant Effect ‘f
. Instructions Locus of Control
LEI ' L.
Dimension Actual Ideal Internal Mixed External
1. Cohesiveness )
¢ 2. Diversity ’
-~ _3. Formality
4, Speed - .
" 5. Environment ©17.54 19.40  19.62 .18.15  17.65
6. Friction '
7. Goal Direction 17.47° 19.21 .
8. Favoritiszm . 14.85 14.92 ' 17.23
9. Cliqueness- / 20.65 18.56 \\. L
10. Satisfaction 16,12 17.68 18.10 16.33 16.27
11. Disorganization 17.14 15.74  +15.2) 16}/35 17.75
& !
12. Difficulty fi
13. Apathy * ' -
] . ,
14, Democratic 16.08 17.87  18.08 - 17,19  15.67
‘15. Competitiveness / . o
2 ‘ . '
\ N . . :
\./ - 7
d "/
\
3 \ - ,../
4 \ . : .
' \ - /
. Y 4 . -,, ,
~ g
{ — .
N . 8 ) A
/ -
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analysis é; providing more specific information concerning the ource of ///

Ehe re ts and the‘effécts of the Instructions. and of Locus of Control

on s

¢

cific LﬁI dimensions.

4

N

R

The scale specific reéults add elarity to the principal component




VI. DISCUSSION

!

The major implicationsﬁof this séudy with respect to socio-

\

psychological climdtes are twofold., The first concerns the structure
of the perceived environment; the second concerns the explication and

role of individual differences for socio-psychological climates.

Therefore, the following discussion will address itself pfimarily to

Considering the generalizability of the present find-

these two issues.
ings with respect to Locus of Control and Sensation Seekingf the present
group of subjects employea here was somewhat more external, Qiqh é mean
Locus ‘of Control score of 11.04 as compared to means of about 8.06 re-
ported by Rotter (1966). This, howé€sr, was expected since high school
students were chosen to avoid higher’levels of intsrnaiity\and restricted

ranges typicai for studies using college populations. The overall
N /

Sensation Seeking mean of the present- group of subjects was|

is compafablé’to means .reported by Farley (1971), farley an

13.05 which

L Dionne (1972),

Farley and Haubrich {1974), and Farley, Peterson, and Wh

en {1974).

Therefore the present group of subjects may be considered representative’

- 4

of the general population of young people with respect to Locus of

-

Control and Sensation Seeking.
>

.

Structure of the Perceived Enviréﬁment

IZl

(

' The general pattern of'loédihgs of the yearﬁing Environment Inventory

i (LE{) %imensions on the three rotated principal components essentially

/

.

LR »

~
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supports Moos' (1973) theoretical categories. That is, the 15 dimensions

cluster in a configuration which suggests-a ﬁigh degree of similarig&

»

between the obtained components and the thras‘conCﬂptﬁal«qategoriés with
. the first':otated co;ponent best represen%fﬁ%'the System Maintenance
and éysteﬁTChange categqr§:’;he second component répresenting the
Relationship category and the third component representing the
Pefsonal bevelopment category (see Tables 1 and 4).’ However, the
match between the obtained components and Moﬁs' categories is not
perfect in tye sense that the present set of ;omponents suggests a more
refined ;éierpretatipn of the structure of the perceived environment, !
at least as operationalizéd by thé/LEI:
The first rotated principal component was termed earlier as a
"pleasantness' index ofythe perceived socio-psychological climate.. '
Table 4 presents the‘iEI‘dimensions with significant-loﬁdings Sn thi$ Q//
"/’ "ple séﬁtnessj/index and suggests two factors as iﬁportant in the'per-
ceptipg.of overall "pleasantness". The first fgctor.consisting of Ehg'
cluster of positively loading scales! suggests_that stugénts perceiver
E pagt of the ;bleasaptness" of their socio-psychological climates;as‘
ééing,@etérmined byythe overall 6rganizatién of their class enviéon—
‘meﬁt: Students consider such .things as, the ayailabilit of resoﬁrces
. (Environment scale), th? clarkty of é;;;s éoai% aﬁd objz;tives (Gbal
. ) Direction scale),Jthéi;:bveiaii‘satiéfaction with‘the cﬁasé
kSatisf&étion scglé); the~dégreg of shared decision mafing (ﬁemoqfatic )
sc¢ale), and the_léck.of”confusion (Dis;rédﬂization'scale) as iﬁpqrtant .

v

facets ofkdeferminersvbf’the overall "pieasgntness" of theilr socio-

’ - . N ‘ -

/

ot : Loy
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- psychological climates. AIl of the scales except)Satisfactiq§;113ted, f

above are members of Moos' System Maintenance and System‘Cﬁange te
' * ‘ . \ v .
nategory according to Table 1. While they may measure the-orderdlnesb

4

and structure of the socio-psychologicai climate as Moos posits, here *
Y . .
- ¢ they appear to be pLimarily tapping individual evaluatlons of the i -

effect of the class organization on the "pleasantness“fof the’climate{
) M g
TheLsecond factor, consisting of the cluster of negitively 'loadihg

scales, suggests that students also perceive the "pleasantness" of N

©

their socio-psycholpgical climates as partially detertined by the

13 " 3

effects of the various types of interpersonal relationships they attri-~ }

o

" bute to their classroom environment.’ Students in the present study
. . 4 § PR
consider such aspects as the level ‘of involvement of students in the <

class (Apathy scale), the cliquishness of students (Cliqueness scale),
- ) i ° ¢ ’
¢ the pace of the class (Speed scale), the amount of favoritism . '

V(Favoritism scale), and the level of tension betweenfclass members

< f 3
(Friction scale) as important aspects of the overall "pleasantness" of
s

» . M ’ - '

» N
the class. Most of the dimensions listed here are members of Moos'

Relationship category. However, the general pattern of the "Pleasant-

. 0

ness" compodent just described indicates/that the perceived nature of
- -social relatlonships may be an intrinsic determinan of the level of .
overall pleLsantness people ascribe t their enviro ment.
' Given the two clusters of the first component (pleasantﬁess index);

high scores on this index describe students who percéive their socio-~

~

psychological climate as more pleasant in terms of a more orderly en~

- vironment and in terms of fewer difficulties in relating to other clasg

mepbers. On the .other hand, low scores on the pleasantness index

-

F
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relatively! low in terms of .its orderliness and which is more aversive
in terms.oi the interpersonal relationships%imong class members.

fhe second princi‘allcomponent has been termed here a telation-
ship index because of its substantive loadings (Friction, Favoritism,
Cliqueaess,'Competitiveness, Democratic). It is pri fif; oriented
towards the nature of relationships that exist among class members.
The LEI measures with s&bstantive loadings on this relationship index
suggest that stnnents perceive the relationships existing in their
socio~psychologica1 climates as determined by the level of tension
among students (Friction scale)yg by the amount of special attention
paid to certain class members 4Favoritism scale), the cliquishness of
students (Cli;ueness scale), by the amount of competing between students

(Competitiveness scale), and by the level of shared decision making in

. the class (Democratic scale). The fact that some of the LEI scales
'ioad'hoth on'the'"pléasantness" and the relationship index suggests
multi-dimensionaIity of these scales (Friction, Favoritism, Cliqueness).

)

“In other-words,-they seem to combine characteristics of Moos' System
-~
Maintenance and System(Change category with those qf his Relationship

category. Thre.rézithe five scales loading this index are members
of Moos' Relationship category according to Table 1. The present
findings suggest essentially agreement with Moog! Relationship category
and adds two scales originally classified in other cateéories )
(Democratic and Competitiveness).

Considering the pattern of loadings o the second component (rela-

B
tionship index) scores on this index may be interpreted as a measure of

¢ S
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the type of relationships which exists or may exist between class

members. High scores suggest that class relationships are not close

.and are somewhat strained (more tension, favoritism, competing and

few shared decisions). Low scores on the other hand suggest "better"
relationships between class members in terms of less tension, less
overt competition, and more cooperative decision making.

The third principal component has been termed a personalfdevelopi\\

- ment index since the three LEI scales which load significantly on 1t

are all members of Moos' category of Personal Development.éi;ensions.
fhe marker scales on this index éuggest that studegis perceive the
potential or opportunity provided by their school environment for
personal development in terms of the pace of the class (Sgeed scale),

o 4
the difficulty level of the work they must perform in the class

-~ -

(Difficulty scale), and in terms of the amount &f competition between
class members (Compe;itiveness scale¥. This component is Fhe only
dimension of the perceived environmental structure which was found to
contain scales fallingJentirely in only one of’Moos' categories. It
must be noted, however, that two of the scalgé.load{ng én this index
(Speed and Competitiveness) also have signifiéan% loadiﬁgs on other
componénés, thus suggesting multi-dimensionaiity of these scales:‘

The interpretation of #he third component, the personal development
inde; would seem to depend upon oné's p;int of view. High scores
signify a fast paced, relatively difficult and competitive socio-~
psychologicgl climate which some wodld say is conducive to.greater

personal development. Low scores on this index, on the other hand,

reflect a medium to sldw-paced class with averagq\difficulty and low

/
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levels of competition’among class members &nd some may say that this i

type of climate promotes greater personal development. I lean toward

3

|

N . ‘

the latter interpretation. |
' |

In summary, the present grQup of students perceives the structure
by :
of their environmept in terms of tﬁree indices, a pleasantness index, -
'S
a relationship index} and a personal development index. These indices
s Y

s
3

correspond closely to Moos\-three categories of environmental dimen-

.

sions.

One note of caution is necessary at this peint. While all of’

Moos' categories are represented by the principal components of the
LEI, the fact that the first component accounts for over 50% of the
total variance raises serious doubts about the assumed multi-dimension-

ality of the LEI and therefore about the significance of the second and’

third principal coéponents. Even after rotation, the first component P

o

(pleasantness index) still ‘accounts for a considerable 40.2% of the
total variance. It appears that, at least 10 of the 15 LEI scales

measure the samé underlying socio-psychological climate comstruct. In

. k-
. . terms of Moos' categories the LEI appears to overrepresent the System
Maintenance and System Change category.
s .. ' The significant'?nstruction effect for the pleasantness index not ' y

onlé scpports the general prediction that students would differ in their
perceptions of Actual and Ideal socio-psychological clfggtes, but adds'
. . information c¢oncerning how studentts perceive the structure of-their
///—’/i envi;:nment. The lack of any interactions combined with the significa;t )
pleasantness index Instruction effect confirm that students basically

. perceive their Actual and Ideal socio~psychological climates as having

B o - . ’ 8 5 ~




, similar structures, the only difference being’that the Ideal climate

is perceived as being more pleasant than the Actual climate. Gene}ally
the higher scores of the Ideal instruction group imply that students
desire climates which make a number of resources available for their
use, have clearly delineated class goals and objectives, are personally
satisfying to the class members and exhibit a high dégree of shared
decision making. They also prefer a socio—psychological climate with
low levels of confusion, with class members who are involvedgén their
class, with feﬁ clique type gtoups of students, with a relatively slow
pace oi work, ﬁew instances of special attention being paid to a

select group of students and with a low amount of tension between

class members (ste Table 4). More specifically, the results of the
scale specific aeélyses (Tables lO and ll) show the Ideal climate is

\
ome having more resources available to studeats, having clearer class

goals and objectiv

»

» being more personally satisfying %nd equalitarian
with less confusion \and cliquishness than is the Actual climate.
While the Instruction effect reached significance for the pleasanteess
index of the socio-psyichological climate, it only accounted for
approximately 8% of thé variance of kthis index. One possible explana-
tion for this relativel week effect be the lack of sensitivit&
Of'the LEI to actﬁal—id al differences in stueent perceptions. Ancther
possible explanation concerns the fact that only 8 of 15 LEI dimensions
exhibited significant Instruction effects while for 7 of the dimensiens
the Actual and Ideal climates Weére not perceived as being different.
Thus the perceived Actual‘climates for these dimensiens may be inter-
preted_as being similar to the students ideal perceptions for these

o e co
climate dimensions (see %able 8, Appendix B).
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Relevanée of Individual Difference Measures for Socio-Psychological
Climates ’ ’ .

The sigﬁificant Locus of Control main effect for the pleasantness

index offers partial support for the two general predictions stating

that the individual difference measures would be related to students'

pérceptioﬁs of their Actual and Ideal socio-psychological climate (see

Tables.6 and 7 and Figure 2). The lack of any interactions witﬁ Locus

of Control implies generalizability of the Loeys of Control effect
l A
across both types of Instructions as well as all Sensation Seeking

levels (see Figures 2, 4 and 5). In general, Interﬁals perceive their

socio-psychological climates as being more pleasant than the Mixed ,.

group who perceived more pleasantness than the Externals. More concrete-

-

ly, Internals perceive their envitonment as having more resources,

having clearer goalg; being more satisfying and democratic, less confus-

ing and slower paced with low amounts of fgvoritism, tension and apathy, -..

than do either the Mixed or External groups. The significant Instruc-

tion effect implies Ehat these differendéé betwggn Internals, Mixed,

and Externals hold for both Actual and Ideal enwgronments. That is,

~1

all groups prefer higher levels of the Environment, Goal Direction,

Satisfaction and Democratic dimensions and lower levels on the

Disorganization, Apathy, Cliqueness, Speed, Favoritism and ?ription

dimensions. These Internal, Mixed, and External differences are coﬁé )

sistent with Locus of Control literature from two perspectives. First,

both actual and ideal socio-psychological climates in the present stud;

are essentially referring to academic situations. ,Pyevious studies’wof.

) L4 :

Locus of Control differences in relation to Skill 'versus Chéngg‘siiua-

tions, Willingness to Take Action, and Use of Situati&ﬁalvlnfoihation‘

-~




suggest that Internals perceive/prefer Actual/Ideal climates which have
more resources available (Environment scale), are more organiz&

’Sggsnrgiﬁization scale) and more democratic (Democratic scale) as com-

L
e

pared to more External persons. Table 1l presents the means for each

//////// of the above scales with respect to Locus of Control (each scale jﬁifj:,,/’///f'

containéd a significant Locus of Control effect), and shows consistently

higher mean scores for Internals as compared to the Mixed and External

. subjects. Each o% those scales also loads significantly on the

pleasantness index signifying greater perception of pleasantness on ©

the part of the Internals see/ able 7). Segbnd, as suggested by the

e sati§faction. Both the Cliqueness
- and § ] . sRsions exhibit significant Loeus of Control
: edte ingthe expected direction (see Table 11)._‘Both these gcales in . g
;ddition load neggtively'on the pleaéantness index;
‘/In summary, the significant Locus of Control effect can baéicallv ol
" be interpreted as signifying a higher perceived level of overall \ /f(//
| ‘pieaéanrness of socio—psychological climates by Internals as .compared.® h
- to Mixed and’ External groups. With respect to specific LEI aimensions,
Internals perceive their climates as having more ﬁééogrces available to
them, as being more satiffzing and as.being more‘gquaﬂitarian than do

- . 'the Mixed or External subjects. The Externals, on the other hand, per— ;

ceive,;heir socio-psychologica; climates as exhiblting more favoritism

or _special” tredtment of 2 few class members and as being more dis- IR

organiéed or confusing than do Internals. It must again be pointed out

- that while the Locus of Control effect is significant, it only accounts

Q E : ' A 3 Y e o
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for approxigg@ely 8% of the variance. As was put forth withlrespect

to the weak Instruction effect, it may be a lack of -sensitivity of the =~ -

EEI scales which/ account for the small effect obtained here. It *

ray also be as was postulated earlier that Externals are less aware ,
»
of environmental factors, especially in combination with a "weak
Y

S 1

climate" instrudient.

h -

The second individual difference construct utilized in this study 4fl/j
was Sensation Seeking. The lack of any overall results for this . e,

K :
construct is pyzzling in light of previous findings. Pigure 3 displays
- S >
/// the meams for the Actual and Ideal Instruction groups as well as the

combined means for each level of Sensation Seeking. The.oqu effect
exhibited is the overall, Instruction, effect already discussed. Figures
~ :
4 and 5 display the me?ns of the niné Locus of Control by Sensation
B - 0l

With respect to the Actual environmegt, there~Were no overall effects

tri ed to the Locus of Controi

~and the major differences can‘be
' effect. The means for the Ideal environment, however, are muchaore
disparate. The fnternal-High Sensation Seekers prefer a much more

pleasant climate, quite apart from any of the other groups. Also, ‘the

»

various levels of Locus of Control appear to h;ve the most dramatic ' x/\
effeet"within the High Sensation group as far as_overall pleasantness

- . Aof theif Ideal environment is concerned. A fairl§ strong Locus of

Control effect ii also evident for the .Medium Sensation Seekers. Further )

’

studies should investigate. more dixectly the dinteraction of Locus f

. Control and Sensation Seeking w1th respect to perceived Eie;santggég/:;

- < 4the Ideal $ocio-psychological climate. " f:,/’// , a
Ry ! - ’ ’ ° /\m '
'('// / -
~ { ) *
el : { s s N S
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"influence of the Epvironmeﬁ;é}, Goal ﬁirection, Satisfaction, and

]
B ’ / 8 3

s
Overall, it must be concluded that Sens\tion S%?king as an indivi-
dual difference measure does not discriminate mopé students' percep-
tions of their}socio-psychological climates. One reason for this
negative resulgima; be that the‘téa(ping Environment Invenfory does

not include a s;ale of items concerned Vifh preferencés for different
types of experiences or ﬁfefefences for’varied or complex stimuli in
the environment. This explanat%on/is suggested by thé apparen; uni-
dimensionality of the LEI;scalés. Therefore new instruments developed
to measure socio-ps&chologiqél climate perceptions-.should perhaps be
more sensitive to preferences ﬁor compiex stimuli and varied ex~
periences.

A
Conclusions and Imp lications -

The major findings of this study concern the structure of the

percei&ed socio-psychological climate and the influence of individual

+

difference measures gn students' perceptions. Overall, Moos' three
categories appear to hold up fairiy well. However, -further investi-~
gations are néeded to understand the importance;of each cafegory in a

multi~-dimensional description of perceived socio-psychological glimafes.
r 4 . . R
With respect to the significant'effects of the study, the

Instruction effect signifies that when one is interested in modifying
socio-zjycﬁological climates special attention should be paid. to the

~ i
contribution of particular climate dimensions to the overall pleasant-
0

ness of the climate. In pafticular, one should consider the positive,

) V'Y

LI ] — * " i '
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Democratic dimensions and attempt to insure high perceivgd levels on

. N __these dimensions. Attention should also be directed toward the
negative influences of' the Disorganizdtion, Apathy, Cliqueness, Speed,

- Favoritism, and Friction dimensions and atfémpfs should be made to

e

insure low perceived tlevels on these dimensions.’
With réspect to the influence of individual difference measures

on students' perceptions of socio-psychological climates, Locus of

-

Control appears to have a significant effect. Specifically,”éhis/ ,
v /// vl "

construct may be useful when describing and, perhaps more imﬁg;Z;%z;;,

-~ Y

g to. the scale

" when developing éocio—psychological climates, Accor

specific analysis, Qarticular attention should be, to the Eﬂ;g}on—

‘'ment, Satisfaction, Democratic, and Favoritism Asions when creat g

I3

\

1£; a positive socio-psychoi%gical cligasjféor an nterﬁai group of students.

The present study underlines the neces £y<§;;_I;;é§tiggtions that.
.can add further'bla;ity ané understapding o tﬁé intergction of individ-
ual diéﬁérences and socio-psychological climate perceptions. The

following list outlines a few avenues for further research:

.« A. Investigation of various' socio-psychological climate
, , . ;

' instruments to better validate Moos' tonceptual e
k4 *
categorizations, I -
B. Have students both describe their actual and RN

1deal socio—psyphological climate perceptions
and at the same time rate the importance of
the various climate dimensions. This may help

. in the development of adhore relevant and

Y reliablé socio-psychological climate instrument
tg§\yell as help clarify any individual difference’” -~
(4 n . . . . »
) ’ -- effects. : -

RIC .7 ~91 - R
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/;j;s ép/ihdicator of thecdeé&ée to which an actual

‘o

\,J

climate meet stu@gnts eXpectancies and iﬁ-

/
vestigate éhese difference scores’ in relation to

s
various types of behavioral data, both affective

13

-

and;cognitive.

a

%

Investigate the influence of other t'ypes of in~ '

dividual difference constructs-on perceptions, of
$

socio-psychological climates., Of ‘particular im-

portance may .be constructs such as ieérning styles
« —
or cognitive: styles either’in a global sense (Ana-
'y .

lytic vs. Global cognitive‘'style) or in a more

»

specific sense (prefetence for visual vs. auditbfy‘

material presentation).

[}

Investigate the predence or absence of developmental

trends in perception oﬁ and differences between

students' Actual- and Ideal socio—pséchological climates. -
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— The S-S Scale, ‘ay The Learning Environment InVentory

Please answer
all the questions ’on each inventory

Do not be concerned if your
neighbor is working on a questionnaire different than the gne you

. are working on because the questionnaires are in different orders in
- each booklet. -

.
+

Each questionnaire has its own set of instructions. Read each
set of instructions carefully before starting to answer the items.

Be sure to record your answers on the answer sheet under the column -
that has the same title as the questionnaire you are working on. -

If you have any questions while you are answering the questionnaires,
please raise your hand arnd I will answer your questions.

'Y

o . ‘ 104 -
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The purpose of the questions in this questionnaire is to find out

! . what your class 1is like." This is not a "test." You are asked to
give your honest, frank opinions about the class vou are in at this

”

Y timeo

s
.
\ "

\

L ] -
A

Récord your answer to each question on the answer sheet provided.’
Please make no marks on.the Yuestionnaire itself. Answer every

. guestion.‘ . /' i

/

In ansyering‘eaeh question go through the following steps:

. \ N
. .o 1, Read the statement carefully. _
caf < ’& { ~
2. Think about how welI the statement describes the class
[ . you are.in at this time. .
Am 60 ‘ §‘

- 3. Find the number on the answer sheet that corresponds
to the'J\atement you are considering.

-4, Check only one numbef'On the answer sheet according
to the following instfuctions:

If you stronglv disagree with the statement, check number 1
, If you disagree with the statement, check number 2.

If you agree with the statement, check number 3.

If you strongly agree with the. statement;, check number 4

oo -
; .

i
1

8,

o

100 g . -
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T Learmng E*nvrronmemt—mvenfcrsrw

A

C , ‘Directions

The purpose of .the questions in this questionnaire is to find out

i what you would ideally 1like your class to be. This is not a ’
“test." You are asked to give your honest, frank Oplnlons about
the ‘class you woulld ideally like to be in.

- - Record your answer to each question on the answer sheet provided.
Please make.no-marks on the questionnaire itself. Answer every

gg stion. : ; <

In answering each question go through the.fEiisaiag steps:

1. Read the staéément carefully.

2. Think about how well the statement describes the
. ' - ¢lass you would ideally like to be in. . ’ ‘.

. 7 N 3. Fiﬂd ‘the number on the answer bheet that corresponds
— " to! the statement you are considering. T
.__;. - : .
4, Check only one number on the answer sheet@according
- to the following instructions: %

e ;;4
If yo&xstrongly disagreé with the statement, ‘check number 1. A Y
. if y6§\disagree with the statement, check n ber 2.‘
P If youjagree with the statement, check numbe 3. R

: If you%strong~y4~gree_x;th the statement, check number 4. ’
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1. Members of the.class do favours for one - -1 2 3 & ,
another. - ¢
) 2. -The‘books and equipment students need or want . 1 2 3 4 "_
. are easily ®Vailable to them in the classroom. ) i
< ’ ’ » ' /
3. There are long periods dyring which the class 1 2 3 4 .
does nothing, é// , B
4: The class has, students with many different 1 2 3 4
° interests. - , ////
5. Certain students work only with their close 1 2 3 4 < .
;. friends. : . E
Y ) .
6. The stpdents enjoy their class work. 1 2 3 4
¢ 7. Students who break the rules are penalized. 1 2 3 4 ' i
' ; . 8. There is constant‘bickering among class 1 ’t2 3 4
co members. ) o
' 9. The better students' questiohs are more 1 2 3 4 -
' sympathetically answered than those of ) -
the average students. . p %
’ : °f19. The class knows exactly what it has to, . 1 1;% 3 4 o ‘
E get done: . . A : g
{" N . T .
ill.. Interests vary greatly within the-group. 2 3 4 N
z, . ' 4 -
£ . A .
12.+ A good collection of books and magazines ’ 1 2 3 &4 /
. ‘ ‘f% is available in the classroom for students ' i
v o to use. ) -
-4 o , .
’ ” 413, The work of the class is difficult. o 1 2 3 4 <t
® o . ” § ¢ — - ’ 1y
- 14, Every member of the class enjoys the ) 1 -2 3 &4 -0
[ . same privileges. -~ ’ L - . “ .
% “ 15. Most students want their work to be better ’ 1T 2 3 4 ‘ -
‘f? " than their friends" work. ' . . e
. i - . - ‘
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- 16. The class has rules to guide its activities. # 1 2 3 4 -
- 17. Personal dissatisfaction with the class is 1 2.3 4 .
too small to be a problem.’ . B -
> 18. A student has the chance to gef to know all "' 1 2 3 b ..
other students in the class., ‘ . T . .-
] ! “19. The work of the class is frequently . 1 2 3 &4 ’
_ ' interrupted when some students han ) e ) v
nothing to do. ’ :
20. Students cooperate equally with all class 1 2 3 54‘
. mempers. . . , 2
- .1 ' A ; 1% / i .
N "’~ } ;. . st " R
’ . 21. "Many students are dissatisfied with much . j2~- 3 4 '
that the class does. ’ : v
o, 22, The better students are _granted special 17 2 "3 4 , .
‘ privxleges. i -
. g ’ - - . ’
> . 23. The objectives of the class are ‘not ‘T 2 3 4
, % cléarly recognlzed . - - '
; 24. Only the ‘good students are given Special 12 3 46 !
. projects. -, ’ ,
B 25. Class decisions tend to be made by all” 1 2 3 &4
1 _ the stjdents. ’
~ ~ R ';. ' . - .y * . w -
B 26. The st@dents-would be proud co show the i 2 3 4
"o classroom to a vxsi.torr -
te , . .
S 27. The paciﬁ9f the hlass‘ﬁs rgshed. N ' 1 2 3 4 -
: 28.° Some students refuse to mlx with the 1 2 3 4. .
rest of the classm > !
“ s 29., Decisions affecb{ng thie class»tend to be - 12 374
@ I made democratxcally . e : o
30. Certain students haxe Ro respect for. . 1 2.3 &4
. other, students. 5. v '
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31. Some groups of students work together . 1,2 3 4
regardless of what the rest of thesclass ‘.
is doing. "’ . . . ‘ L
32. Members of Ehe class are personal friends. -1 "2 3 N 4
* .33, The class is well organized. —1 2 3 4 ¢
2 .
34, Some students are’ interested in* completely 1 2 3 4
different things ehan other students.
<
35. Certain students hawe more influence on 1 2 3 4
- _the class than others. .
' “ Q L] : @ 'g." -
36. The rbom is bright and comfortable . i 2 3 4 .
37. . Class members tend to pursue different 1 2 3 4
kinds of problems.’ - : -
- 38, THEYe is considerable dissati&{i_:ion with 1 2 3 4
the work of the class, '
39. Failure of the class would mean little to 1 2 3 4,
individual members. -
40. The class is disorganized. ’ - 1
. 1S
. : ~
\
> . /\
41, Students compete to see who can do the . 1
best work, . -
'42. Certain students impose their wishes on ! 1
the whole clasi -
' »
TS, A~few of the class members always try to 1
L do better than the others. .
44. There are tensions amqhg certain groups 1 2 3 &4
) . of students that tend to interfere with .
clags activities., v
{‘ 45. The class is well-organized and efficient. ' 1 '1? 3 4 //
!
\
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47.

46.

>

48,

49.5\The class is controlled by the actions of/

.

50.

51.

52,

" 53..
34..

55.

56._

57.
58.

59.

60.

- rules ate.imposed.

Students are constantly challeriged.
Studehts feel left out unless they

compete with their classmates.
i

Students are asked to follow strict rules.

.a few members %ho are favoured.

Students don't care about the future of
the class as a group.

- “~
N

Each member of the class has as much
influence as any other member. ’

The members iook forward to coming to
class meetings. . !

.-

The sggiggéﬁstudied requires no particular

aptitude on the part of the students.

iMember; of the class don't ca{? what the

class does.

There are displays around the room.

/v

Al{ stﬁéeﬁts know each other very well.’Q'

The classroom is too crowded.
( - . :

Students are not in close enough contact
to:develop likes or dislikes for one

Téther.
The class is rather informal and few

2

Students have little idea of what the
class is attemptinhg to accomplish.”™

[
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_ Strangly agree

Agree

o
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61: There is a recognized right and‘wrong way
of going about class activities.

62. What the class does is determined by all
the students.

63, After the class, the students have a sense
of satisfaction.

6§“ Most students cooperate rather than
compete with one another. ’
: v

65. The objectives of the class are specifyé.

e

66, Students in the class tend to find the

work hardito do,
67. Each student knows the goals of the course.

68. All classroom procedures are well-
established. *

69. grtain students in the class are
Fﬁfresponsxble for petty quarrels.

70. Many class members are confused by‘what
goes on in class.‘ .
/
7i. The class is,made'ﬁé of individuals who do
not know each other well,

72. The class divides its efforts amgpé
severipurpo es,

73.) The c®¥&s has plenty of/time to cover the
}hﬂcﬁ?ibed amount of wdrk.

74.  Students who have past histortes of being
discipline problems are discriminated

against.

75. Students do not have to hurry to finish
their work.

- 11

Strongly disagree

=t

4l

2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2! 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3

Strongly agree

H»H




/

76.

77,

78.
79.

80.

81.

82.

83.
84.

85.

86.

- 87.

88.

89.

‘90.

4

Certain groups o ® tend to sit
together. .

There is much competition in the class.

The subject presentation is too

elementary for many students.
*

Students are well-satisfied with the work
of the class.

Ay

PR

A few members of the class have much
greater influence than the other members,

’

There is a set of rules for the students
to follow.

Certain students don't like other students.

The class realizes exactly how much work

it has to do. \‘;4

Students share a common concern for the
success of the class.

There is little time for day-dreaming.

The class is working toward many
different goals. ¢

The class members feel rushed to finish
their work.

[}

Certain students are considered
uncooperative.

~

Most students sincerely want the class
to be a success.

“There is enough room for both individual
and group work. .

Strongly disagref

—

— Yy

Disagree

N

N

Agree

w

Strongly agree

N




108 T v

91. Each student knows the other members of
the class by their first names.

92. Failure of the class would mean nothing
to most members.

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

94. There is a great deal of confusion during
class meetings.

95, Different students vary a great deal
regarding which aspect of the class
they are interested in.

96. Each student in the class has a clear
idea of the class goals.
*«*-‘ o
97. Most students cooperate equale with
other class members. ' 4 -

98. Certain studbnts are favoured more than
the rest.r .

99, & Students have a great concern for the
progress of the class,

100. Certain students stick together in
small groups.

—

e -
Lt L.

101. Most students consider the subject-

g . matter easy.

102. The course material is covered
quickly. ’
u

103. There is an undercurrent of feeling
~among students that tends to pull the
class apart. -

' 104. Many students in the school would, have
difficulty doing the advanced work of
the class. ’

Q 105. Students seldom competf witif\ one

ERIC - another. \
LRI . e 193

SC;Ongly disagres
Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

-
()
o
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The purpése of the questions in this questionnaire is to find out
about some of your attitudes. This is not a '"test." Please be '
honest and frank.

Record your choice to each pair of statements on the answer sheet
provided. Please make no marks on the questionnaire. Choose an
answer for every pair of statements.

In answering this questionnaire go through the following steps:
1. Read eacq pair of statements carefully. ’
2. Think about how much you agree with each choice.
3. Find the number on the answer sheet in the I-E Scale
column that corresponds to the pair of statements
you are considering. .
4. .Check either a or b on the answer sheet accorq\og
to the following instruction. .

If you agree more with statement a, check letter a.
If you agree more with statement b, check letter b.

e

i

IRC REY -
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10.

. ’a)

b)
a)
b)

. .4a)

b)

. fa)/

b)

a)
b)

Many of the unhappy things in people' s lives are partly due
to bad luck.

‘People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make.

r

One of the major redsons why we have 'wars is because people
don't take enough interest in politics.

There will always be wars, no Datter how hard people try to
prevent them.

.
>

In tht long run people get the nespect they deserve in this
world.

Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized
no matter how hard he tries.
The idea that teacherss are unfair to students is nonsense.
Most students don't realize the extent to which their grades
are influenced by accidental happenings:-—

Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader.
Capable people who fail to become leader$ have not taken

- advantage of their opportunities.

a)
b)

a)
b)

No matter how hard you try some people just don't like you.
People who can't get others to like them don't understand how
to get along with others.

I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.
Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making

a decision to take a definite course of action.

a)
b)

a)
B)

a)

. b)

11.

a)
b)

In the case of ‘the well prepared student there is rarely if
ever such a thing as an unfair test. \

Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course -
work that studying is really useless.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little
or nothing to do with it. J o
Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place
at the right time. oo
The average citizen can have an influence in government
decisions. .
This world is run by the few people in power, and there is ’

not much the little guy can dor about it.

i3

When I make plans, I am almost certain that I cap make them
work., ..., . ’
It is not_always
things

se to plan too far ahead beeause many
rm dut, to pe a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow.




a) In my case getting,L'hat I want has little or nothing to do
with™ luck. - . )
b) Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping
a coin., ) - ‘ s

a) Who gets to be the boss often depends on whoWgas lucky enough
to be in the right place first.. .
b) Getting people to do the right thing depends updn ability,
luck has little or nithing to do with it. . (Ig,{'

a) As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the .
victims of forces we can neither understand-nor control.

b) By taking an active part in political and social affairs the
people can control world events. ’

—
a) Most people don't realize the extent o which .their lives /are

controlled by accidental happenings. .
b) There really is no .such thing as 'luck."

LY i g
a) It is hard to know whether or not a person really Iikes you. <
b) How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are.
a) In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced .
/ ' " by the good ones. a
\b) Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance,

laziness, or all three.

]

18. a) With’enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.
b) 1Tt is difficult for people to have much control over the things ~
politicians do in office.
19. a) Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the grades
they give.
There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the

/////'grades I get, !

Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things
-, that happen to me. -
b) It is impossible for me to believe that chanee or luck plays an
V*’_d ’ important role in my life. r

21. a) Peopie are lonelx because they don't try to be friendly.

v . b) There's not much use in trying too hard to pleas ople,
- they like you, they like you p
» 22. a) -What happens to me is my own doing.

b) Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control/o r the .
direction my life is taking

23. a) Most of the time I can' t understand why politicilns behave the
way they do.
b) In the long run the people are responsible for bad government
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.

.ihe purﬁbse of th dﬁestiops in this questionnaire is to find out
about some of your Mikes and dislikes. This is not a "test." ) ]
Please be honest and frank. "

A . iy N 4

Record your choice to each pair of statements on the answer sheet

provided. Please make no marks on the questionnaire itself. Choose - T
an answer for bvery pair of statements. : . '

. .

In answering this questionnaire gofthrough the following steps: ’ .

1. Read each pair of statements carefully.
2. Think about how much youy agree with each choice.
. 3. Find the nuymber on the~answer-sheet in the S-S Scale
. column: that corresponds to the pair of statements you
are consideting. | )
4. Check either A or B on fhe answer sheet according to '

_+_the following instructions:

If you agree more with statement A, check letter A.
If you agree more with statement B, check letter B.
! . .
\

-~

S

e
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10.

11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

A)
B)

A)
B)

A)
B)
A)
B)

A)
B)

A)
B)
A)

B)

A)
B)
A)
B)

A)
B)

A)

B

A)
B)

A)
B)

4)
B)

A)

B).:

a parachute.

. “ , - : 113

I‘ s ¢

g ]

would 1ike a job which would require a lpt of traveling.
I would prefer a job 1n one location. ,
I em'invigorated by a brisk, cold day.
I can't wait to get into the indoors in a‘cold day.
Y
I often wish I could be a mountain -climber. .
I can't understand ‘becple who risk .their necks climbing '
mountains. . . . .
I dislike all body odors. \
I like some of the earthy body smells. \

I get bored seeing the same old faces.
I like the comfortable familiarity of everyday friends.

I like to explore a strange city or section of town by myself
even' if it means getting lost.
I prefer a guide when I am in a place I don't know well.

r -
I would not like to try any drug which might produce strange and
dangerous effects on me.
I would like to try some of the new drugs tﬁat produce
hallucinations. /

I would prefer 1iving in an ideal society whére everyone is
safe, secure, and happy
I would have preferred living in the unsettled day of our
history. e
I}
I sometimes like to do things that are a little fr ghtening.
A sensible person avoids activities that are dange! ous. o

- v
_ - -

I would 1ike to take up the sport of water skiing. - T
I would not 1like to take up water skiing.

When I.go on a trip, I like to plan my route and tihetable
fairly carefully.

T would like to take off on a trip with no preplanned or
definite rotites or -timetaBles.

I would like to learn to fly .an airplane.

I would not like to legzn to fly an airplane.

I would not like to be hypnotized. -
I would like to have the experience of being hypnotized.

The most important goal of life is/to 1ive it to thé fullest
and experience as much of it as yojt can.
The most , important goal of life is to find peace and happiness.

I would 1ike to try parachute.jumping.
I would never want to try jumping out of a plane, with or withabt

Py
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1.6.
17.
18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

B) I prefer friends who are reliable and predictable.

A) I enter cold water gradually giving myself time to get used
"to it.

3

B) I like to dive or jump right into the ocean or a cold pool.

A) 1 I prefer friends who are excitingly unpredictable:

/
A) When I go on a vacation I prefer the comfort of a good room
and bed.
B) When I go on a vacation I would prefer the change of camping
out N

-A) The essence of good art is its clarity, symmetry of form, and

harmony of colors.
B) I often find beauty in the "clashing" colors and irregular
forms of modern paintings.

A) I prefer people who are emotionally expressive even if’ they
are a bit unstable. ¢
B) I prefer people who are calm and even tempered.

A) A good painting should shock or j he senses. -

B) A good painting should give one a feeling of peace and security.

A) People who ride motorcycles must have some kind of an
unconscious need to hurt themselves.
B) I would like to drive.or ride a motorcycle.

-

A N —

\4

Py

b
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A\
N ) ' TABLE 2 y
‘ - EIGEN VALUES ,
Principal Percent of
- ComPonen; * Eigen Value = Total}Yariance
1/_ 87.18%/6.62> . 51.6%/39.4%
2 s 16.23 /1.72 9.6 /15,1
3 '10.23 /1.09 6.1 / 8.4
4 7.53 4.5
5 . 6.86 . 4.1
6 5.88 3.5
7 5.57 3.3
8 " 4.90 2.9 v
9 4.80 2.8
10 _ 4.35 ) 2.6 )
11 3.84 . Lt 2.3 .
12 3.33 ' 2.0 !
13 T, 2.92 1.7 ° . \
14 2.80 1.7 ' o
15 ~ 2.31 1.4 ‘
based on covariance matrix ': : 5 -

v

based on correl;ZIBh‘matrix - First three factors only
) . ;
.based on covariance matrix - total variance is- 168.81

based on correlatfon matrix - total variance is 15.00
) ’ . L oHEe

. .
i . .
. . .
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t ’ TABLE 4
Weights for each of the 15 LEI Scales . i
. . on each Rotated Principal Compbnent ’
?
Rotated Principal Component
LEI
v hbimension 12 . 2b 3¢
1. Cohesiveness 1.12 -.55 .35
2. Diversity o .03 .71 .51
3. Formality . .78 1.01
4. Speed -2.11% 2.31%
5. Environment 3.10% -.29
T 6. Friction -2.02% .37
7. Goal Direction ~ 3.05% -.39
- v/
8. Favorifism §< -2.03% 14
9. Cliqueness ’ -2,12% -.31
10. Satisfactiop . 2.95% . -.73
11. DisorganizagIgak\ ~-2,79% . 1.07 - .07
12. Difficulty .05 .%g/.._’ 1.26%
13. Apathy -2. 73* . 036 -044
14. Democratic 2.46% . . =2.38% 57 .
15. Competitiveness - .18 2.09% T 1.21
. , - . )
* «
Joading greater than average absolute value, of all loadings (1.23)
percent of tofal variance = 40.2
- . b -percent of total variance = 20.5 . / "
]
percent of total variance = +6.7

v
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Means for Actual and Ideal Instruction Condition

TABLE 5

Groups on FPirst Rotated Principal Component

7

Grouﬁa Sensation Seeking
r ¢
Low Medium .. High
’7 3
Internal i
Actual .04 .02 .04
Ideal .03 62 1.31
Mixed .
Actual 3707- -.51 -.59
Ideal .22 -.56 .32
External o
Actual T -.63 \\ -.86 -.24
Ideal . 01? 03:2\ -v58
/ \
K\\_\:

i n = 8 for each cell
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TABLE 6 E
Means for Actual and Ideal Instruction Condition Groups
on Second Rotated Principal Component
Groupa Sensation Seeking
Low ’ Med ium High ]
Internal ) : : |
‘ Actual 1 -.01: .25

~

Ideal -.08 -.06 - b -.59

. < }
Mixed

Actual 024 -021 ~-¢19

Ideal .02 -.03 -.66
7 . -,

- ~External . - ’
Actual 42 T 16 - =24
N V' Ideal .51 .05 .66
® n=8¢ h cell
) n= or each ce —_—— -
]
" L 4
/ »

o, 127 | o




a"

124 ) . *
V. o
TABLE 7 d
'Means for Actual én‘d Ideal Instr’uction Condition

Groups on Third Rotated Principal Component

o

Groupa , Sensation Seeking
Low Medium - High

Internal

Actual N & o39 - 11 - 34

Ideal .12 .34 . -.16
Mixed N .

Actual ) -.45 .12 oA l4

Ideal -.00 .05 .11
External <«

Actual -.12 .16 35

Ideal .22 ' -.41 . -.44

&

& n =‘8 for each cell \

. . o
.




TABLE 8
Mean Scores for Ideal Subjects, Actual Subjects,
and Norm Group on Each LEI Dimension

~

Group

LEI .~ _
Dimension | Actual Ideal Norm®

' T .-

"Gohesiveness 19.26 19.56 17.68
Diversity = _- 21.42 20.62 20.36
Formality . v 17.65 - 17,97 17.67
Speed - ) 18.24 16.92 17.63
.Environment* 17.5 19.40 16.51
Frictich . 18451 17.11 17.16 .
Goal Direction* - A7.47 - 19.21 17.92
Pavoritism 16,29 15.04 14,48
Cliqueness* 20.65 18.56 19.56
Satisfaction* 16.12 * 17.68 16.44
Disorganization* 17.14 15.z5//*’ 16.84
Difficulty 17.75 1768 18.98
Apathy " 717.50 16.19 - 17.96
Democratic* 16.08 17.87 17.35

\ 16.93

Competitiveness

Wt

16.93

.
———

16.96

Actual - Ideal difference significant at .0l level

f> Norms reported by Anderson (1973, p. 14)

r
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