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11. 

This investigation repoi-ts an expei-1mental study of 

the interaction between children manifesting different cogni­

tive styles (descriptive, categorical and relational) and two 

instructional methods (rule-explained, a..nd rule-derived). 

The eubjects for the experiment wer<'! 120 high-scorers (stanine 

7+) on the specially-constructed cognitive style instrument. 

Equal numbers of' Form I girls and 'boys were :randomly assigned 

to four groups in two experimental cor.td1t1ons. v; 1th sex, 

cognitive style and method the major independent :f'Bctors, the 

basic cell in the factorial design comprised five pupils. 

Teachers were added as a control, and with objectives and 

occasions of testing being measured across all pupils, the 

full design became a seven-variable one, pupils being the 

doubly-cross ed nested factor. 

The concepts and principles of stab111 ty were taught 

to the four groups of' thirty children, over two class periods 

totalling one hundred minutes. The specially-trained experi­

mental teac ere taught two classes each, one by Method R.E., 

the other by Metlnd R .D. Control thod.s !nclud d r ru1om 

aae1gnment, the cites ingot tim • order and place ot teaching, 

and th equating of time and co tent. FOUl' dependent asures 

wttre const:ructed to as esa pupil pel'tormance t two level of 

ject1ves, lal ledg and und tandi.ng, and epplic tion­

tr ei-. Admtnistet--ed by the on test r in the chool htlll 

to ll subjeets. onto occasion (the y foll ing the 

xp i-im ntal t ohin and foUP een day ter-) , th f'Q\U' teats 



111. 

provided measures of initial learning, transf'er, retention and 

delayed-e.pplication-tranet'er. 

The major interaction hypotheses postulate~ a higher 

mean score for ndescr1pt1ve" children after Treatment R. D., 

and a higher mean score :ror "relational'' children a!'ter Treat­

ment R . F . Neither hypotheeis was supported by the data . How­

ever, a1gnif1cant sex differences in cognitive style were 

observed. Boys tended to make more ~eacriptive responses than 

girls at thie age, while girls tended to make more relaticmal 

responses than did the boys. Treatment R . E., an expository 

procedure, led to higher initial learning and retention scores 

than did Treatment R. D., but scores Cll the application-transf'er 

teats did not differ significantl.y. Relative scores, however, 

dis1>layed a con trasting pattern between the two method groups. 

The mean scores of the R. F. . group for the three tests foll ow-

1ng the first teat administered, were all below the measure 

ot initial learning, whereas the reverse pattern wao evident 

for the R. D. group. 

Further examination o~ the date for each of the 

dependent measures by means of four-way analyses of variance 

~ ot covariance, was carried out. Wbile these procedures 

provided additicnal avidence, certain limitations in the 

experiment and in the instruments used qun11fied the findings. 
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