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Abstract
The purpose of the present study was to examine the differences in functional thinking
styles (Legislative, Executive and Judicial) of low, average, and high achieving
prospective teachers. In the beginning over 501 secondary prospective teachers (B.Ed.
students) from eight private B.Ed. Institutions of Himachal Pradesh were selected
randomly. Hindi Adapted version of Thinking Styles Inventory (TSI) developed by
Sternberg and Wagner was used to assess prospective teachers’ functional thinking styles.
Results indicate that there exist significant differences in functional (Legislative,
Executive and Judicial) thinking styles of high, average and low achieving prospective
teachers. High and Average achieving prospective teachers scored significantly higher on
Legislative, Executive and Judicial styles as compare to Low achieving prospective
teachers.
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INTRODUCTION
In managing our activities, we choose styles with which we feel comfortable (Sternberg,
1988, 1997). Thinking styles are defined as our preferred ways of using the abilities that
we have. As one of the latest theories of styles, Sternberg’s (1988, 1997) theory of mental
self-government, is drawing increasing interest among scholars. Using government as a
metaphor, Sternberg argued that just as there are many ways of governing a society,
people have many ways of managing or governing their activities, and they do so in a
style with which they feel comfortable. In addition, peoples’ thinking styles vary
depending on the stylistic demands of a given situation and are at least partially
socialized, suggesting that they can be modified.
In his triarchic theory, Sternberg suggested that the synthetic distribution of human
intelligence can be explained by combinations of environment and experience (Sternberg,
1985). Further, Sternberg also outlines the various thinking styles that explain selfcontrol of the mind and intelligence. These thinking styles are divided into five main
categories (Sternberg, 1994): functions of mental self-government, forms of mental selfgovernment, levels of mental self-government, orientations of mental self-government,
and ideologies of mental self-government. A government has, in brief, three functions:
legislative, executive, and judicial. When applying these functions to human beings, these
functions transform into the following thinking styles (i) legislative—the inclination to
construct one’s own style and rules in order to handle unexpected problems
independently; (ii) executive—the inclination to follow rules and deal with expected
problems; and (iii) judicial—the inclination to assess regulations and programs, make
regulations, and hold one’s own opinions or ideas (Sternberg, 1997) (Lin, 1999). These
three thinking styles coexist, influencing and relating to each other in different ways and
to varying extents depending on the situation. According to Sternberg, people adopt
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different thinking styles depending on the requirements of certain circumstances or job
functions.
The relationship between thinking styles and academic achievement has received a great
attention over the last two decades (Albaili, 2006, Sternberg, 1997, Sternberg & Wagner,
1992). Researchers have shown that certain thinking styles could be used as notable
predictors of students' academic achievement and performance. Sternberg and
Grigorenko (1993) found that Judicial and Legislative thinking styles correlated
positively to students’ success in a variety of academic tasks, the Executive thinking style
tended to correlate negatively to success in these tasks. Zhang and Stemberg, (1998)
found that the Executive were positively and Legislative style tended to contribute
negatively to academic achievement. Furthermore, Cano-Garcia & Hughes, (2000) found
that the higher academic achievers tended to be those who preferred to adhere to existing
rules and procedures (Executive style), and who preferred not to create, formulate, and
plan for problem solutions (Legislative style in a negative sense). In another study,
Bernardo, Zhang and Callueng (2002) found that judicial style was positively related to
academic achievement among Filipino students. Zhang (2004) found that the judicial
style was significantly contributed to the prediction of students’ academic achievement.
From these studies we can conclude that students’ thinking styles contribute to their
academic achievement beyond what can be explained by their abilities, as assessed by
both self-rating and performance tests (Grigorenko & Sternberg, 1997; Sternberg &
Grigorenko, 1995; Zhang, 1999b, 2001a, 2001b; Zhang & Sternberg, 1998). No study has
been found on difference in functional styles of high, average and low achieving
prospective teachers. Accepting the triarchic theory, this study investigates the difference
in functional thinking styles of high, average and low achieving prospective teachers
METHOD
In the Present study, descriptive research method was employed as the purpose of the
study was to simply explore the difference in functional thinking styles of high, average
and low achieving prospective teachers.
SAMPLE
The initial sample for the study comprised 501 secondary prospective teachers (B.Ed.
students) from eight private B.Ed. Institutions of Himachal Pradesh. These subjects were
of both the gender and from both the streams science and arts. First of all institutions
were selected as per convenience. Thereafter, two sections from each of the institutions
were taken randomly. Thus sampling of the subjects was done through random cluster
technique. Subjects were classified according to levels of academic achievements by
using M_+SD formula. Those who scored M+SD or above were identified as high
achievers and those who scored M-SD or below were designated as low achievers. Rests
of the subjects were regarded as average achievers. Equal number of high, average and
low achieving prospective teachers was selected from their group by using table of
random number.
TOOL USED
Hindi Adapted version of Thinking Styles Inventory (TSI) developed by Sternberg and
Wagner was used to assess participants thinking styles. This is a short form, consisting of
65 items. The inventory has 13 scales, with 5 items on each scale. On original TSI, the
respondents are asked to rate themselves on a 7 point scale anchored by 1-which indicates
the statement does not characterize them at all, 7-which indicates that the statement
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characterize them extremely well. These 13 scales correspond to the 13 thinking styles
described in Sternberg’s theory of mental self-government. Sternberg and Wagner
(1992) collected norms for various age groups on the long version of the TSI (which
contains 104 items, 8 for each of the 13 scales) for their college sample, scale reliabilities
ranged from .42 (monarchic) to .88 (External), with median of .78. The thinking styles
inventory has also proved to be reasonably reliable and valid for identifying thinking
styles of university students in HongKong. For example, while the alpha coefficients in
Sternberg’s (1994) study ranged .44 to .88, those in Zhang and Sachs’s (1997) study
ranged from .53 to .87 and in another study of Zhang between .46 and .89.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Table 1
‘t’ Values Showing Significance of Difference in Mean Scores of Functional
Thinking Styles in respect of High, Average and Low Achieving Prospective
Teachers
High
Average
Low
Gp1
vs Gp1
vs Gp2
vs
Functional
Achiever Achiever Achiever Gp2
Gp3
Gp3
Thinking
s
Gp1 s
s
Gp3
Styles
N=60
Gp2N=60 N=60
Legislative
M=
M=
M=
t = 0.25
t=
t=
21.23,
21.12,
19.60,
NS
3.63**
3.97**
SD =
SD =
SD =
2.90
2.24
1.93
Executive
M=
M=
M=
t=
t=
t =4.24**
21.60
21.47
19.48
0.32NS
4.25**
SD =
SD =
SD =
2.45
2.07
2.97
judicial
M=
M=
M=
t=
t=
t=
20.35
19.35
18.42
1.25NS
5.96**
3.65**
SD =
SD =
SD =
2.69
2.97
3.02
** = Significant at .01 level, NS = Not significant at .05 level
In case of Legislative thinking style, the table 1 discloses that there was no
significant difference between the means of groups 1 and 2 on legislative thinking
style as the first obtained‘t’ value (.25) was not found significant at .05 level of
significance. Table 1 further indicates that the second‘t’ value for groups 1 and 3 was
found to be significant at .01 level of confidence with df 118. Further, mean score
(21.23>19.6) was in favour of high achieving group. From this it may be inferred that
high achieving prospective teachers were having more inclination toward legislative
thinking style than low achieving prospective teachers. It may also be observed from
the Table 1 that groups 2 and 3 differed significantly and mean was in favour of group
2 i.e. average achieving group. From this it may be concluded that average achieving
prospective teachers were more legislative in thinking style than low achieving
prospective teachers.
For executive thinking style, Table 1 shows that the first‘t’ value (.32) of groups 1
and 2 was non-significant. It indicates that high achieving and average achieving groups
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did not differ significantly with reference to executive thinking style. It may be seen
further in Table 1 that the second‘t’ value (4.25) was significant at .01. Further mean
score was in favour of group 1 (M = 21.60 > M = 19.48). This suggests that high
achieving prospective teachers were higher on executive thinking style than low
achieving prospective teachers. Also, the third‘t’ value equal to 4.24 was significant at
.01 level. This pointed out that there was a significant difference in executive thinking
style of average and low achieving prospective teachers. Since average achieving group
was having greater mean score than low achieving group (M= 21.47 > M = 19.48), it may
be said that average achieving prospective teachers tended to be more executive in their
thinking style than low achieving prospective teachers.
In case of Judicial thinking style, Table 1 further discloses that ‘t’ value of 5.96
for group 1 and group 3 was found to be significance (P<.05). It implies that there was a
true difference in mean scores of judicial style of the group 1 and group 2. Further, mean
score of group 1 was greater than group 3 (M= 20.35> M=18.42). It means prospective
teachers with high academic achievement tended to prefer judicial style more than those
prospective teachers who had low academic achievement. It may further be seen from
Table 1 that group 2 and group 3 also differed significantly on judicial style as
obtained‘t’ value 3.65 was found to be significant at .05 level of confidence. Also, mean
score of average achieving group was greater than that of low achieving group (M =
19.35> M=18.42). From this it may be concluded that average achieving prospective
teachers tended to use judicial style more than low achieving prospective teachers. The‘t’
value (1.25) for group 1 and group 2 was not significant at .05 level. Therefore both the
groups did not differ significantly with reference to their preference for judicial style. It
means high and average achieving prospective teachers were alike in their preference for
the use of judicial thinking style.
The present study examined the differences among differences in thinking styles among
low, average, and high achieving prospective teachers. Analysis indicated that there exist
significant differences in functional (Legislative, Executive and Judicial) thinking styles
of high, average and low achieving prospective teachers. High achievers had stronger
preference for Legislative, Executive and Judicial Thinking Styles than low achieving
prospective teachers. These results appeared to be inconformity with the findings of
Grigerenko & Strenberg (1997) and Zhang (2001) with reference to fresh three thinking
styles. These results are partially supported by Stemberg and Grigorenko’s (1993) study,
who found that the Judicial and Legislative styles correlated positively to a student's
success in a variety of academic tasks. These results would lend support to the notion that
students who adapted thinking styles that require respect for authority (Executive), those
who tended to adapt thinking styles that are creativity generating (Legislative) tended to
be more successful in their academic achievement. Prospective teachers in the faculties of
education should be educated about thinking style and about the things that influence
thinking styles. In addition, they should be educated about weak and strong points of
these thinking styles. Curriculum of education faculty and their programs should include
activities, projects and programs that would help students to have different thinking
styles.
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