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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The writers of psychology text books have generally 

agreed that the individual human is a unique person, 

There la no one else exactly like him. McGuire (24) 

reported that there are many and varied definitions of 

what constitutes human personality and how it influences 

patterns of behavior. 

Getaels and Jackson (12) stated that the personality 

of the teacher is a significant factor which influences 

markedly the type and quality of classroom instruction. 

They stated that research within the past decade had 

supported the principle that learning within the classroom 

was related to the level of personal relations which 

occurred both between the teacher and his students and 

between the students themselves. 

An area of frequent discussion by educators has 

concerned the teacher in relation to how he happened to 

develop his preference for a particular method of teaching. 

Questions have arisen such as, What kind of teacher likes 

to teach by the Lecture method—the Group method—or a 

combination of the two? Do teachers with given personality 



traits prefer one method of teaching as opposed to 

another? Que sti ons similar to these have been aaked by 

researchers such as Barr (2), Brookover (4)» or Coxe and 

Anderson (9), who were interested in investigating the 

relationship of teaching method and teacher personality. 

Studies conducted by Zelen (3^), Haggerty (17), and 

Baxter (1), among others, have established that good 

personal relations in the classroom depend heavily upon 

the personality of the teacher. In this regard it was 

reported that the teacher was mostly responsible for 

developing an atmosphere most favorable for learning. 

The teacher was expected to be both willing and capable 

of relating in wholesome fashion to his students, to accept 

them emotionally, and to understand their problems and 

aspirations* In relation to the methods of instruction 

which are normally practiced by teachers, it is the 

personal attributes, scheme of values and general temper-

ament which combine to determine in large measure the 

quality of experiences the teacher is capable of offering. 

Wingo {30/ wrote that a high degree of personal 

interaction was most often associated with the teacher 

who possessed within his own personal make-up the ability 

to be warm and friendly. Wingo also stated that the 



relationship of the teacher and the student was a critical 

factor in the teaching process and should be considered an 

Important aspect of methodology. 

Bush (6) found that teachers who were able to develop 

effective relationships with a majority of their students, 

who were sympathetic and accepting with respect to indivi-

dual abilities, were moat likely to be successful with 

whatever method of instruction they preferred to us®. 

Although the evidence indicated that the personality of 

the teacher was an essential aspect of teaching method, 

there was reason for the recomraendation that additional 

study was needed* 

Although Wingo has reported on many of the different 

methods used by teachers, not all researchers have agreed 

upon which instructional method is best. In addition to 

the type of instructional method preferred by teachers, 

research of the past decade has supported the principle that 

learning, both qualitative and quantitative, is related to 

the types of personal relations which prevail in the class-

room (1$, 24, 31')• 

A study by Lewin (23} revealed that classroom teachers 

who were able to promote a democratic atmosphere were 

likely to be more successful as teachers. This invest-

igation was augmented by Nedelsky (2$), who indicated 



that the authoritarian teacher tended to caws® a rise in 

anxiety which in effect impeded the progress of learning 

within a classroom. Other researchers who reported that 

advantages in learning could be derived from teachers 

with personal traits such as acceptance, warmth, and 

friendliness were Cook and Cook ( 3 ) , and Perkins (27). 

If some investigators found data which supported 

the contention that the student-centered or Group method 

of instruction was best, there were those who found similar 

support for the teacher-centered or Lecture method of 

instruction. fidmiston and Brad dock (11) reported that the 

Lecture method of teaching provided results in learning at 

the high school level which were superior to a method of 

teaching which centered about student recitation. Also, 

in this .respect, Jayne (20) showed that students taught 

by the Lecture method made greater initial gains than an 

.equated group taught by a more democratic method. However, 

neither of the cited studies which presented evidence 

favoring the Lecture method reported any data which pertained, 

to the effect of teacher personality* 

Throughout the available literature many studies were 

found which related to the personality of teachers. Also, 

just as many studies reported evidence concerning one or 

raor® teaching methods. However, there was an obvious lack 



of reports which investigated the relationship of teacher 

personality with the preferred nethod of instruction# 

Thus, the lack of that type of research contributed to the 

need for the present study. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was t© determine the 

relationship between preference of experienced secondary 

teachers to instruct by the Group or Lecture method, 

their subject field, and selected personality traits. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine if exper-

ienced secondary teachers who preferred a certain method 

of teaching could be identified by scores received on 

selected personality traits. Finding the answer to this 

problem involved the following sub-problems: 

1. Does the preference to teach by the Group or 

Lecture method, as revealed by scores received on the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Scale {26), have any 

significant relationship to the subject taught by an 

experienced teacher in the following subject areas: 

a. mathematics 

b. science 

c. language arts 

d. social studies 



2. I® the preference to teach by the Group or Lecture 

method significantIf related to one or more of the spores 

on selected personality traits as measured by the OpRflffia 

Pergonal Inventory 113) and the Gordon Personal Prof.il# (14)? 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were formulated and tested: 

1» When teachers are classified by subject area, the 

following relationships will be shown to exist: 

a* mathematics teachers, as a group, will show a 

significant preference to teach by the Lecture 

method by having a mean score on the Patterson 

Instructional Preference Scale that is equal to 

or below the 33rd percentile of the total 

sample * 

b. science teachers, as a group, will show a 

significant preference to teach by the Lecture 

method by having a mean score on the Patterson 

Instructional Preference Scale that is equal 

to or below the 33rd percentile of the total 

sample• 

c. language arts teachers, as a group, will show 

a significant preference to teach by the Group 

method by having a mean score on the Patterson 



Instructional Prefersne© Seal® that Is equal 

to or above the 67th percentile of the total 

sample. 

d. social studies teachers, as a group, will 

show a significant preference to teach by 

the Group method by having a aean score on 

the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale 

that is equal to or above the 67th percentile 

of the total sample, 

2. Mathematics teachers will have a group mean score 

on the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale which is 

significantly different fro® the mean scores received by 

a. science teachers 

b. language arts teachers 

c. social studies teachers 

3. Science teachers will have a mean group score on 

the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale which is 

significantly different from the mean scores received by 

a. language arts teachers 

b. social studies teachers 

4. Social studies teachers will have a mean group 

score on the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale 

which is significantly different from the mean score 

received by language arts teachers. 



* 

5. There will be significant differences between the 

groups classified by subject area on each of the eight 

personality traits. 

6. The total variability of the mean scores on the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Seal© will be significantly 

different among the following subject areas? 

a, mathematics 

b. science 

e* language arts 

d. social studies 

7* Within each subject area, those teachers designated 

as Group-oriented will have mean personality trait scores 

that are significantly different from the mean scores 

received by those who were designated as Lecture-oriented. 

8. Within each subject area, the teachers scoring 

within the high rang© on any personality trait will have 

a mean score on the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale 

that is significantly different from the mean scores received 

by the low group« 

9* The mean scores on each of the eight personality 

traits will be significantly different for teachers within 

the following subject areas: 

a. mathematics 

b. science 
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c. language arts 

d. social studies 

Definition of Terms 

1. Group Method of Instruction*--Defined by the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Seal® as follows! 

Group instruction may include one or more of 
the following: panel discussions, committee 
and individual reports, student-centered method, 
and the question and answer technique. Group 
methods allow for student participation, the 
class decides upon its own activities, students 
are encouraged to contribute personal exper-
iences, the instructor accepts student contribut-
ions, goals are determined by the class, students 
evaluate each other with emphasis upon affective 
and attitudinal change, and th@re is a de-emphasis 
of tests and grades as goals in themselves (24* 
p • 46) • 

2. Lecture Method of Instruction.—Defined by the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Scale as follows: 

The lecture method consists mainly of instructor 
participation, the instructor determines the 
activities, discussion is kept on course materials, 
there is regular use of tests and grades, student 
contribution is evaluated by the instructor, goals 
are determined by the instructor, and student 
participation is encouraged only for the purpose 
of seeking information from the instructor (24> p* 46). 

3. Experienced teachers.—Teachers having three or 

more years * experience teaching within one of the following 

subject areas; 

a. mathematics 

b. science 
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c. language arts 

d. social studies 

St.ooariary school.—Grades 7, g, and 9 within the 

junior high actio©! and grades 10 , 11, and 12 within the 

senior high school* 

Assumptions 

The following basic assumptions were made for this 

studj% 

1* It was assumed that a Minimusi of three years* 

teaching experience was adequate t© allow each participant 

to have formed a stable attitude about his preference to 

teach by either the Group or Lecture method of instruction. 

2« It was assumed that each of the teachers partici* 

pating in this study provided honest answers on the three 

questionnaires # 

3 . It was assumed that the Patterson Instructional 

Preference Scale was- an accurate measure of each teacher*s 

preference to use either the Group or Lecture method of 

instruction, 

4 . It was assumed that the personality trait scores 

as measured by the Gordon Personal Inventory and the Gordon 

Personal Profile were accurate representations of the 

teacher1s personal characteristics. 
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5. It was further assumed that even though many of 

tli® teachers who participated in this study ware volunteers, 

a representative cross-section of teachers was obtained in 

®&eh subject area. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. The atudy was limited to 502 teachers who had 

at least three or more years of secondary teaching exper-

ience in one of the following areas: 

a. mathematics 

b. science 

c. language arts 

d. social studies 

2. The junior high and high schools participating 

in the study included a total of twenty schools located 

within six school districts in the vicinity of Dallas, Texas. 

3. The teachers participating in this study were 

volunteers. Each administrator who issued questionnaires 

to his teaching staff was asked to use no coercion in 

gaining the cooperation of his faculty. 

4. The study was further limited in that scores on 

the eight personality traits were obtained from the Gordon 

Personal Inventory and the Gordon Personal Profile. 

5. The determination of whether or not a teacher 

preferred to use the Group or Lecture method of instruction 
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was limited to scores on the Patterson Instructional 

Preference Scale. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

During the present century much effort has been 

expended in research toward the improvement of teaching 

Methods. Broudy {5} reported that an accurate account 

of the origin and development of teaching methods would 

essentially be a history of education, which would also he 

a story of mankind. He also stated that an accurate 

chronology of education would reveal that the training 

of new teachers has been the concern of educators at 

least since the first century. 

fallen and Travers (28) reported that in many studies 

the experimenter decided in advance which teachers would 

be asked to teach according to a prescribed manner. The 

assumption was that such teachers could at will demonstrate 

certain classroom behavior. Wallen and Travers also wrote 

that even if the ad hoc assignment of teaching methods was 

a common experimental technique , little evidence was yet 

available to show that such teachers actually switched from 

one pattern of behavior to another. They stated that in 

reality such a transposition by Individual teachers was 

far from easy and that the possibility always existed that 
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the teachers involved would favor one method of instruction 

over another. 

Crosthwait {10} made the following statement in con-

clusion of his study; 

Although most of the relationships hypothesised 
in this study were not found, this investigation 
tends to indicate that teacher instructional 
preference is not based primarily upon social 
adjustment. Therefore it is recommended that 
additional research be conducted to determine 
the true basis of teacher instructional prefer-
ence. Study of the relationship existing among 
other traits of teacher personality (besides 
sociability) and instructional preference may 
produce findings of great worth. 

The effect of teaching experience upon the 
inter-relationship of personality and instruct-
ional preference is an area in need of invest-
igation. After this inter-relationship has been 
determined, it is recommended that a further 
study, designed along the lines presented in this 
paper, be conducted. Experienced teachers, 
rather than student teachers should compose the 
study population (10, p. 64). 

Birney and McKeachie (2) reported that little 

attention had been given to the role of teacher attitudes 

as a factor in determining individual preference for method 

of instruction. They also reported that in research on 

teaching methods, one of the difficulties has been lack 

of adequate description and measurement of the independent 

variable—the teaching method. 

As stated by Wallen and Travers, a researcher can 

hardly expect teachers to put their full efforts into 
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methods of instruction that they do not consider worth-

while. . Perhaps such experimenters could profit by being 

able to determine beforehand, for which method of instruct-

ion the teachers he will investigate art actually best 

suited* 

tfingo reported that good personal relations in the 

classroom depended greatly on the ability of the teacher 

to relate wholesomely to his students. Such a teacher 

should accept pupils as they are and be capable of under-

standing their problems and aspirations. He also pointed 

out that in most schools the Influence of the teacher is 

of great importance in determining the character of the 

atmosphere within the classroom* H® wrote that a large 

part of the success of the teacher's preferred way of 

teaching rested upon his personal attributes, his personal 

values, and his general temperament. 

Several researchers have emphasized the importance 

of teacher personality to the development of a satisfactory 

relationship with students. Mart (IS), Hopkins (19) > and 

Witty (31) reported data indicating that teacher qualities 

which are most effective in dealing with students are those 

universally admired in all persons. Such qualities included 

fairness in dealing with others, congeniality, understanding! 

and friendliness. Also, Hrookover (4) wrote that students 
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who have a high degree of person-to-person interaction 

with a given teacher tended to rank that teacher high as 

an instructor. 

Wallen and Travers reported that it was not uncommon 

for a school to establish an educational policy in 

curriculum development which required a particular method 

of teacher behavior for its execution. These authors 

also stated that officials responsible for new curriculum 

programs often err by assuming that if the prevailing 

instructional method is to be altered, the affected 

teachers will be flexible enough to acquire almost over-

night the desired changes* They also revealed that sueh 

a position seemed to be common to educational reformers 
i 

who felt that once teachers saw the benefits deriving 

from a change in teaching method, the altered behavior 

would automatically follow, 

Wallen and Travers also remarked that some educat-

ional researchers have made the mistake of expecting a 

teacher, who might have ruled his class with an iron hand 

for years, to quickly change his personality for their 

convenience into a relaxed, permissive person. 

Griffin {15) believed that an Investigation of teacher 

personality in relation to learning within a subject area 

was needed since he felt a lack of information definitely 
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existed concerning the relationship between how a teacher 

taught his subject and the amount of learning he inspired. 

Watson (29) wrote that a logical analysis of the 

behaviors to be expected fro® personality characteristics 

and the value system of the teacher was needed in order 

that consequent teaching behavior in the classroom might 

be more accurately predicted. 

In this respect, Lee (22) suggested that studies 

should be made to explore the stability of personality 

characteristics among those who have entered teaching 

in order to learn how these traits relate to their pre-

ferred asethoda of instructing. Kearney and Rocchio (21) 

reported that individuals who chose to teach special sub-

jects were basically different in attitude structure from 

other teachers. 

Thus, not only might new teachers be more effectively 

selected, but the results of this study could permit the 

present teaching staffs of ©any schools to be more effect-

ively assigned. Then, as new teachers were inducted into 

the school system, they could be more accurately assessed 

in relation to their abilities to complement the prevailing 

or desired method of instruction. 

Not only could the results of this study aid in the 

improvement of secondary teacher assignments, but added 
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benefits could be expected to accrue from an increase in 

job satisfaction., la this respect, Charters (7} indicated 

that increased personality knowledge about teachers could 

decrease the amount of personnel turnover since the teacher 

who was working in a situation commensurate with his person-

ality and in agreement with his preference toward method 

of instruction would be unlikely to suddenly seek new 

employment based on reasons of assignment. 

Also, in addition to allowing more effective programs 

of teacher education to be planned, the capability of 

pairing personality patterns with teaching method and -

subject field ought to provide officials of public schools 

with the means to develop more efficient programs in 

curriculum. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

Participating in the study were 502 secondary teachers, 

each with at least three years1 experience in one of the 

following areasi mathematics, science, language arts, or 

social studies. 

The teachers who participated were volunteers taken 

from graduate classes at North Texas State University and 

from six school districts in the vicinity of Dallas, Texas. 

T© encourage honest answers, the identification of each 

teacher was kept anonymous by use of a code number. The 
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questionnaires were scored by machine. 

Each teacher was administered the Patterson Instruct-

ional Preference Seal® to determine his preference to teach 

by the Lecture or Group method of instruction. Scores on 

eight selected personality traits were obtained for each 

teacher from the Gordon Pergonal Inventory and the Gordon 

Personal Profile. 

Procedure for Treating Bata 

All coaptations with data were made at the Computer 

Center at North Texas State University. In all cases the 

0.05 level was used to determine if the data were signif-

icant. 

The first hypothesis was tested by determining in 

what way the mean score for each subject area on the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Scale was related to 

the 67th and 33rd percentiles of the total sample. If a 

particular group, classified by subject area, had a mean 

score equal to or greater than the 67th percentile, it 

was considered to prefer to teach by the Group method of 

instruction. If the group in question had a asean score 

equal to or lower than the 33rd percentile, that group was 

considered to prefer the Lecture method of instruction. 

However, if the group*a mean score was between the two 
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extremes, it was considered to have shown no preference 

to teach by either method. 

Hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 7» and & were tested by using 

Fisher's t# A table of t distribution was used to dater-

mine if each derived t was indicative of a significant 

difference between the means. 

Hypotheses 5, 6, and 9 were tested by use of simple 

analysis of variance. In each case, the variance ratio 

{signified by F) was computed and a table of P distribution 

was used to indicate if a significant difference existed 

between the groups. 
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CHAPTER II 

3URVST Of RELATED LITERATURE 

Present-day educational researchers are continually 

conducting research relative to the teacher as an indivi-

dual and the manner in which he teaches# In this relation 

there are those who have sought to improve pedagogical 

practices by investigating primarily the personality 

characteristics of the person who does the teaching (42 , 

75, 79)• Also there are researchers who are mostly inter-

ested in improving teaching processes by investigating 

primarily the current methods of instruction (17, 30)» 

This survey of the literature will be divided into 

the following sections: (1) Personal Characteristics of 

Teachers, and (2) Methods of Teaching. 

Personal Characteristics of Teachers 

Among the many definitions of personality, authors 

have usually emphasised the organization, uniqueness, and 

continuity which are found in the behavior tendencies of 

most individuals (6), For instance, Allport I D , and 

Jersild (40), wrote of personality as "the sum total of 

an individual's properties as a distinct and unique human 

being". McDonald (43) defined the term as "the unique, 

23 
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integrated and organised system of all the behavior of 

an individual". Hilgard (35) defined personality to be 

"the individual characteristics and ways of behavior 

which, in their organization and patterning, account for 

an individual1® unique adjustment to his total environ-

ment". 

According to McGuire (49), some of those who have 

attempted to evaluate a person's personal qualities have 

based their opinions on recurrent behavior patterns, 

attributes and qualities, or one's self concept. He also 

stated that there are those who prefer to measure personal 

traits by observing a persons behavior, or by his responses 

to objective-type tests* 

Wing© (74) reported that research since the early 

fifties has tended to support the principle that learning, 

both qualitative and quantitative, was related to the 

types of personal relations which prevailed in the class-

room. Two dimensions were reported to be especially 

important in this respect: the degree of rapport between 

the teacher and his students and the type of inter-pupil 

relationships. Wingo also wrote that good personal relations 

in the classroom depended on the ability of the teacher to 

relate wholesomely to his students* Such a teacher needed 

to accept pupils emotionally and be capable of understanding 
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their problems and aspirations. 

Wingo pointed out that in many schools the most 

conjugal atmosphere which existed in any classroom was 

a function partly of the individual teacher and partly of 

the school as a whole* In most schools the influence of 

the teacher was of great importance in determining the 

character of the climate which existed in a classroom# 

This in turn was also largely dependent on the personal 

attributes of the teacher, his personal scheme of value*, 

and his general temperament* 

It was also stressed by Wingo that the teacher may be 

the type who, having failed to establish agreeable relations 

with his students, tries to demand conformance to his will* 

In this case Wingo felt that such a relationship within 

the cla3 3roo« would be primarily the result of the teacher*a 

personal make-up* He related that the climate which prevailed 

within the classroom was not only important to the student1* 

educational welfare, but was critical to his adjustment 

socially. 

Anderson (3, 4), in his studies of the effect of 

personality upon the effectiveness of the teacher, found 

that teacher behavior tended to be reflected rather faith-

fully in the behavior of the class members* Anderson 

discovered that the dominative teacher tended to cause 
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dominative behavior among his pupils. He also found that 

the teacher who was largely integrative tended to affect 

student behavior in that direction. Withall {76} also 

found that the teacher cosununicated his own problems of 

social relations to the members of his class. 

Hart (33) and Hopkins (37) reported that students 

who rated their teachers according to the personal qualities 

desired, felt the moat successful teachers were fair in 

dealing with students and were also personally congenial 

and understanding. 

Witty (77t 78), after studying 12,000 replies by 

students who described the teacher that had helped them 

most| wrote that the teachers most admired had probably 

achieved warm, friendly relations with students and 

possessed a well-adjusted personality. Witty also con-

cluded that students preferred their teachers to have 

these personal qualities wore than specific skills in 

teaching. 

A study by Tenenbaum (70) revealed that generally 

when the student disliked school it was largely due to 

his dislike of one or more teachers. In a study by Brook-

over (11), it was reported that students having a high 

degree of person-to-person interaction with a given teacher, 
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also tended to rank that teacher high with respect to 

general teaching competence. 

Dixon and Morse (23) conducted a study to determine 

If a specific personality trait might be correlated with 

an effectiveness rating of that particular teacher, they 

discovered that teachers who had high empathic capacity, 

as Indicated by their pupils, were also regarded m the 

best teachers. 

In their study, Heil and Washburn® (34) hypothesised 

that a relationship existed between the changes which took 

place in students and the personalities of their teachers. 

They found that there were identifiable types of teachers 

and that different types of teachers have different 

effects upon their students. Other investigators who 

reported studies with similar results included Cassel and 

Johns (16), Tyler (71), and Ryans (64). 

Heed (5$) discovered that although warmth and intrinsic 

motivation were separate variables of teacher personality, 

they were strongly intercorrelated. Another research team, 

Sheldon, Coale, and Copple (67), provided evidence that 

teacher friendliness is positively related to such teacher 

characteristics as higher intelligence, less authoritarian-

ism, higher need for affiliation, and less need for 

succorance. 
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k study by Lewin, et al.(46), reported that a demo-

cratic atmosphere tended to keep classwork at a relatively 

high level even in the absence of the teacher. Nedelsky (54) 

concluded from his study that an authoritarian climate 

kept interaction and i nte r-communication among students 

at a minimum. He also related that when competition for 

status in the eyes of the teacher arose, anxiety became 

widespread within the class members. 

A study by Perkins (57) illustrated that when inter-

action among students was encouraged and the lines of 

communication were kept open, membership of cliques could 

change without disrupting the group or producing a high 

incidence of insecurity among group members. In this 

respect, Cook and Cook (IS) stated that students tended 

to be conscious of a warm acceptance by the teacher and 

expressed their greatest fondness for the democratic 

teacher. 

An investigation by Cunningham, et al.(20), indicated 

that a good group climate is the product of conscious effort 

on the part of students and teachers, wherein the leader of 

the group played the most crucial role. Callis (14) stated 

that teacher-pupil rapport was significantly r^lat^d to 

teacher attitude. In conducting his study, Callis deter-



29 

mined the attitude of experienced teacher® by having the® 

rated by supervisors, students and neutral observers. 

Rocchio and Kearney {61} described a study which 

eoapared scores of experienced secondary teacher® on the 

Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory to the rat® at which 

they gave failing grades to their pupils. The participants 

in the study were reported by the researchers to include 

395 teachers in a large Midwestern city* It was found that 

failure rates were not significantly different for teachers 

within the academic (Snglish, mathematics, science, social 

studies) and non-academic areas (arts and crafts, commer-

cial, industrial arts and homemaking, music, and physical 

education). However, when the teachers of academic 

subjects were compared with teachers in the non-academic 

subjects, it was found that their rates of failure were 

significant to the 0.01 level. The investigators concluded 

the following: 

The high school teacher with undesirable 
teacher-pupil relations, who creates an 
atmosphere of fear and tension, and thinks 
in terms of the subject matter to be covered 
rather than in terms 'of what the pupils 
need, feel, know, and can do, is more lively 
to fail pupils than a teacher who is able 
to maintain harmonious relations with his 
pupils and who is interested in pupils as 
pupils (61, p. 251). 
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Jones (41) conducted an investigation to discover if 

differences in personality traits could be used to identify 

the "good* or "poor" teacher. She divided her sample of 

46 female high school teachers into "good" and "poor" group® 

on the basis of principals' ratings and student teaching 

grades. She then measured the teachers on five traits 

assessed by the Quilford-ZinMerman Temperament Survey 

(general activity, restraint, ascendance, sociability, and 

emotional stability). The only trait which was significantly 

different in the two groups was general activity which 

correlated 0.46 with a composite criterion of teaching 

success, in relation to the findings, Jones made the 

following statement: 

Good teachers would appear to be characterised 
as liking a rapid pace rather than a slow and 
deliberate one; they may be further character-
ised by a liking for quickness of action and 
production and efficiency (41, p. 17$). 

In a similar manner Lamk© (44) assessed the personal 

traits of secondary teachers who had been rated "good" or 

"poor" by use of Cattell's Siaeteen Personality Factor 

Questionnaire. Lamke made the following statement con-

cerning hi8 findings: 

Using Cattell's terminology for source trait 
F (Surgency-Desurgency), the good teachers are 
more than usually talkative, cheerful, placid, 
frank, and quick; whereas the poor teachers 
are below average in these respects. 
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For the source trait H (Paraia-versus Threctia), 
tii® good teachers are above average la their 
tendencies t© be gregarious, adventurous, frivol-
ous, to have abundant emotional responses, strong 
artistic or sentimental interest®, and to be 
interested in the opposite sex. The poor teachers 
are below average in these respects. 

On trait N (Shrewdness-versus-Naivete1), the 
good teachers ar# approximately average in 
their tendencies to be polished, fastidious 
and cool, while poor teachers ar© definitely 
below average in these respects {44» p» 243 J• 

On® of the most extensive studies of teachers has 

been made by Eyans. During the approximate six years 

devoted to carrying out the study, some 100 separate 

research projects were conducted, and more than 6,000 

teachers in 1,700 school® participated in the research. 

While many of the studies were involved in the assessment 

of teachers by a number of observers, other investigations 

tended to relate to the personality of teachers by survey-

ing teacher activities, preferences, and attitudes. On® 

portion ©f the study dealt with characteristics of teach-

ers who had been classified as high, average, or low by 

their observed performance in the classroom. Another seg-

ment of Ryan8' study compared the characteristics of 

teachers nominated by principals as superior or inferior. 

In general the outcomes which related to the personal 

make-up of the teacher included the following classification 
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of teachers according to their behavior; 

Pattern I 0 - warm, understanding,- friendly 
versus aloof, egocentric, 
restricted teacher behavior 

Pattern T 0 - responsible, businesslike, 
systematic versus evading, 
unplanned, slipshod teacher 
behavior 

Pattern ZQ - stimulating, imaginative, 
aurgent versus dull, routine 
teacher behavior (64, p. 388) 

In relation to the described patterns of teachers, 

the following general comparisons were reported: (1) All 

three patterns were found to be not only highly inter-

correlated among elementary teachers but each was alto 

highly correlated with respect to pupil behavior. The 

inter-correlations between patterns and with pupil behavior 

was discovered to be less in the case of secondary teachers. 

(2) The actual observed pupil behavior in the classroom 

did not seem to be related to the attitudes held by the 

teachers. 

Eyans also reported that teachers in larger schools 

scored significantly higher than teachers in smaller 

schools on scales which measured friendly and stimulating 

classroom behavior, favorable attitudes toward administ-

rators , verbal understanding, and emotional stability. 
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Frymier (27) mad® the following statements concerning 

the teacher-pupil relationship and the personality of 

teachers: 

What teachers are is communicated to pupila# 
Teachers communicate themselves. Their being 
is perceivable stuff for kids. As a pupil 
looks at his teachers, he preceives the teacher*s 
values, the teacher*s concept of himself, the 
teacher*® motivations, the teacher's concept 
of other people, the teacher*a attitudes toward 
.learning, and the teacher's role and view of 
authority. The learner builds himself, at 
least in part, out of the psychological dynamics 
and dimensions of the teacher (27, p. 79)« 

Teachers must learn to use the powers of their 
personalities to achieve particular educational 
ends, for it is the teacher that is the most 
powerful element in the educational operation. 
People who enter teacher education programs 
ought to be selected very carefully. If their 
personality patterns are undesirable, they 
should probably be kept out of the classroom. 
In selecting teachers at the school level, 
people should be sought whose personality is 
already fully developed and adequate—those who 
see themselves and others in positive terms. 
By the very nature of their being, teachers 
should communicate a personality to their 
students which is positive. There are some 
teachers who are now teaching who, by their 
very existence are the antithesis of every-
thing we hope for—who hate ideas, who are not 
motivated, who do not want to learn, who are 
tolerant of ambiguity, and who hate people. 
They should be denied access to children (27, p. 90). 

Holli3ter (36) reported that achievement of students 

could be enhanced if teachers could be found whose personal 

ego styles and method of relating to people were the type 

that would catalyze student ego development. 
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Amid on, et ail. (2), stated that the greatest communi-

cation between teachers and their students was a form of 

verbal behavior. If the teacher was skillful enough he 

could learn to challenge a student without also threaten-

ing him. These researchers concluded that above-average 

achievement and positive student behavior were related to 

certain kinds of teacher behavior, such as the teacher's 

willingness to accept the student as a person and to give 

his credit for his ideas. The effectiveness of teacher-

pupil communication, stated these writers, depended upon 

the level of teacher-pupil relationships, which in turn 

was largely a function of the attitudes of the teacher. 

Rothman (62) concluded that teachers must be special-

ists in accepting the sensitivities and sensibilities of 

their students. It was also reported that each teacher 

should possess those personal qualities which would help 

each student to develop an adequate concept of himself. 

Some of the personal qualities were reported as under-

standing, emotional expression, and skill in personal 

relationships. 

Spaulding (63) announced that high pupil self-concepts 

were found in the classes of teachers who were socially 

integrative or learner-supportive. Negative relationships 

with self-concept were obtained with dotal native, threatening 

and sarcastic teacher behavior. 
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Buhler (12) revealed that a dominating teacher could 

force an already shy student into further withdrawal, or 

that a teacher with social-class prejudice wight generate 

negative attitudes toward learning on the part of his 

students# Buhler also stated that teachers who have color-

less, drab personalities may cause pupils to b© restive 

and irretentive. 

Sears {66), from a study of the influence of class-

room conditions on the strengths and achievement of students, 

reported that achievement in the classroom was related to 

the amount of liking the students had for their teacher, 

which in turn was influenced by his personality. Bernard 

(7) stated that the school's most important influence on 

pupils is provided by the teacher, who sets the tone of the 

classroom and establishes the mood of the group. The 

teacher was described by this writer as a model that is 

commonly imitated, especially if the students like him and 

sometimes even if they dislike him. 

Methods of Teaching 

Wallen and Yravers (73) stated that teachers differ 

from one another in the methods they use in teaching, 

just as in any group of people there are those who differ 

in the manner they choose in performing a particular kind 
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of activity. Wingo emphasized that available research 

has made it possible to draw the following general infer-

ences that have an Important bearing upon teaching methods! 

(1) When the aims of education are conceived 
to include social learning as an important 
outcome, then teaching method must reflect 
and express the values associated with the 
democratic process as it is commonly under 
stood. 

(2) The social climate in the classroom is the 
single most potent influence on the kind 
of social learning which occurs* 

(3) The social climate of the classroom is & 
product of the behavior of the group, which 
includes the teacher. 

(4) -he influence of the teacher, as it is ref-
lected in his relations with students and 
the way in which he organises the activities 
of the classroom, is a powerful factor in 
determining the character of the group 
climate. 

(5) Productive work or academic achievement 
in school seems to be related to group 
climate, though the evidence is insufficient 

to support a very broad generalisation (74, p. 6 5 0 ) . 

tfingo also reported that until quite recently much 

of the research in teaching methods was restricted to the 

so-called "named methods". Among these were included the 

"project method", "laboratory method", "Morrison method", 

"activity method", and so on. He also stated in his 

report that thus far there has been insufficient evidence 

to establish the superiority of any one of the various 

methods of instruction. tfingo did write, however, that 

the more superior methods of instruction should include 
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the following features: (1) adaptation to individual 

differences, (2) encourage students to take the initiative, 

and (3) means of stimulating individual and group partici-

pation. He stated that some instructional methods obviously 

permit more flexibility than others, and giv® teachers 

more opportunity to us® their Imagination in planning exp-

eriences which are adaptive to varying conditions. He 

further noted that much of the success of any one teaching 

method depended directly upon the resourcefulness and 

energies that a teacher was able and willing to exert in 

its application* 

Much experimentation has been done in an attempt to 

show which of a large number of various methods of instruct-

ion will cause the most learning. McKeachie {50) reported 

that college students preferred the recitation method over 

methods based on group work and related techniques. He 

pointed out however that even though students received 

higher grades with the recitation method, an explanation 

might be that they were reluctant to depart from the sore 

conventional teacher-centered methods, coupled with an 

anxiety over grades in general. 

Dale and Raths {21}, even though they were unable 

to show that the memorisation method was superior, did 

find after sampling teaching techniques used in 200 
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classrooms that memorising of subject matter from textbooks 

was the method of teaching commonly employed. Another 

researcher, Ferny (26), found after surveying teaching 

methods in 36 school systems in five Midwestern states t 

that the method most commonly used was. the memorisation 

of factual material from textbooks. He discovered that 

teachers employed extensively the use of question-answer 

techniques, and little evidence was found that group or 

individual work was used. 

A study by Bloom (9) revealed that the advantages of 

the lecture method was dependent upon the objectives of 

the teacher. Bloom stated that if the teacher*a intent 

were to convey factual knowledge,that the lecture method 

was as efficient as any other method. He also wrote that 

if the objective of the teacher is to develop problem-

solving abilities and an attitude of inquiry within students, 

the discussion or group method of teaching is the superior 

of the two. 

In a summary of teaching methods that had been evaluated 

by researchers, Wisp# (75) reported that a reaction has 

been forming against teacher-centered methods of instruction 

during the past forty years. 

Much of the research concerning the group method of 

teaching has, according to Mel, et al.{52), been centered 
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upon tb® effect this method has had upon the social 

competence of students and teachers. Miel stated that 

there are important change® in social contacts between 

student© that are brought about with the introduction of 

the group method. Monroe and Marks (53) stated that when 

group effort and group techniques of problem solving were 

used by a competent teacher in relation to achieving pre-

planned objectives, this instructional method compared 

favorably with other general approaches to methods of 

teaching* 

Other researchers have reported that there are no 

significant differences between the lecture method and 

the discussion method of instruction. Such writers include 

Bills {$), Carlson (15), Deignan (22), Sglash (24)f Haigh 

and Schmidt (32), and Husband (33)• 

However, in opposition to those who have written that 

there are no real differences in the lecture and discussion 

methods, there are investigators whose research has caused 

then to state the superiority of the lecture method (13, 31, 

60 , 63)• 

F&w (25), in contrast, described an investigation which 

showed the superiority of the discussion method of teaching. 

Although he did not state that the discussion method was 

in all respects superior to the lecture method, Patton (56) 
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concluded that the discussion method provided greater 

acceptance of responsibility for learning on the part of 

students. Another singular advantage of the discussion 

method was announced to be a greater opportunity to use 

knowledge of psychology by Bovard (10}, McKeachle (51)» 

and Perkins ( 5 7 ) . 

Other researchers have reported that the discussion 

method is superior to the lecture method in the following 

ways: (1) student attitudes are changed more effectively, 

(2) interpersonal relations are improved to a greater 

extent, and (3) the self-concept of the student is increased 

(5 , 45, 47) . 

Giles (28), after an investigation of a teaching method 

which incorporated teacher-pupil planning, stated the major 

advantage was that students were allowed and encouraged to 

develop attitudes of cooperative living through actual 

experiences in a democratic social climate. He also wrote 

that through teacher-pupil planning, the students were better 

adjusted socially, were more considerate of each other, and 

showed greater willingness to accept responsibility* 

Another investigator, Thelen ( 6 9 ) , found that superior 

learning was accomplished by an experimental group which 

applied teacher-pupil planning to such aspects as objectives 

of the work, planning of procedures, use of scientific 
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procedure, performance and participation, and ©valuation 

of procedures. Also, Schneider (65) reported that teachers 

who were able to develop specific techniques for intro-

ducing group activities were most likely to succeed when 

teaching by the group method* 

A study hy Rehage (§9) showed that when two classes 

were observed for a thirty-week period, the class that 

utilised teacher-pupil planning achieved just as much as 

the control, group when attainment of objectives was the 

criterion of comparison. As a result of this study, Rehage 

reported that the time spent in teacher-pupil planning did 

not detract from the achievement of the students. He also 

wrote that very little difference was noted in the two 

groups concerning; 11} development of insight into prin-

ciples of group planning, (2) changes in the internal 

structure of the group, and (3) group productivity. At the 

conclusion of his report Rehage wrote a few words of 

caution concerning the acceptance of claims for the super-

iority of teacher-pupil planning. 

Park (55) reported, from a study of a teaching method 

designed to motivate students, that thus far although there 

are many ways to motivate students, the personality of the 

teacher is the single most important factor in this respect. 
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Cox® and Anderson (19) related the results of a study 

whose purpose was stated to determine which teachers would 

meet twenty-three common problems in a similar manner. The 

methods by which the teachers chose to handle the various 

problems were identified by reports from both the teachers 

involved and their pupils. The researchers concluded the 

following: 

In general in dealing with these twenty-three 
problem situations the teachers would either 
defeat their own purposes by making the problem 
worse, or they would use techniques unrelated 
to the problem (19, p. 544). 

Fryiaier wrote the following statements concerning the 

teacher and methods of instruction: 

It must be recognized that different teachers 
feel comfortable with different kinds of 
strategy. Some teachers* "natural" way of 
working is the directive approach. Other 
teachers* natural way is a discussive approach. 
3ORI@ are uor® comfortable as persuaders," and 
others feel more natural in supportive roles. 
If it is not appropriate to use one kind of 
teaching strategy with children who have 
various kinds of psychological needs, it might 
be that we ought to try to organize the school 
in such a way that children who have particular 
kinds of motivational and personality patterns 
are grouped with those teachers who normally 
use a particular kind of teaching strategy. 
Thus, teachers and students could be fitted 
together administratively (27, p. 36). 

Kosier and DeVault (43) reported that although pupil 

personalities might cause slight teacher personality 

changes, the major influence was in the opposite direction. 
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These researchers concluded that through further research, 

results might be helpful in determining the placement of 

pupils with special personality problems such as lack of 

©motional control, withdrawal, acting out, or extreme guilt 

feelings. These students could fe® assigned to teaehers 

with personality trait scores which could be predicted to 

positively alter the personality traits of the afflicted 

students* 

Grimes and Allinsmith (29) found that teaching method 

did interact with personality characteristics in determining 

the response of students to classroom instruction. Their 

study disclosed that highly anxious or highly compulsive 

students who had been taught by a structured method were 

superior to similar students who had been taught by an 

unstructured method. 

Jeep and Mollis (39) stated that the group method of 

instruction required more self confidence and personal 

skills than did most any other teaching method. They 

presented, as a result of their study, forty-six principles 

which were designed for use by any teacher who might attempt 

to adopt the group method of instruction. The students 

who composed the two classes used in this study were taught 

by the group dynamics method and were asked and encouraged 

to react in the following wayst 
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1. The class members were encouraged to fee informal 

and relaxed In expression of ideas, attitude®, and beliefs. 

2. Any and all statements made by a student were 

accepted. 

3. All students were encouraged to "think out loud"• 

4. Students were encouraged to get acquainted with 

one another. 

5. Each student was encouraged to talk about himself. 

6. Each studeiat was encouraged to read, without assign-

ment, from an extensive bibliography according to his felt 

%eedst!. 

7. Mot© taking of facta was discouraged during class. 

Concerning the use of group dynamics as a method of 

teaching the researchers made the following comment#: 

Group dynamics la successful to the extent 
that the instructor is skillful enough to 
create and maintain an atmosphere within • 
which the class can experience purposeful 
learning with progressively emerging group 
goals and objectives and with continuous 
self-evaluation and re-evaluation. The group 
method of teaching helps individuals to grow 
toward Independence and self-security while 
at the same time learning that in a society 
on© member depends upon another. 

We feel that group dynamics enables students 
to release their feelings and aggressions, 
which increases their chances for individual 
and social adjustment. Group dynamics creates 
a situation in which the individual is respon-
sible and is ego involved, and always present 
is motivation for learning, constructive action, 
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•ad self ©valuation. The teacher must be 
secure in his position, confident in his 
subject natter, and skillful in the psycho-
logy of human relations before attempting 
this method of instruction (39» p. 205)* 

Woetjen (72) reported that in order to allow for 

effective learning to take place, it was important that 

the teacher not only develop rapport with his students, 

hut nalce each person contribute without feeling he might 

toe threatened or reprimanded. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AID PROCEDURES 

Subjects 

The subjects in this study were §02 teachers who had 

taught a minimum of three years In the secondary school# 

At the time of the study the teachers were employed as 

full-tine teachers within an approximate 50-mile radius 

of Dallas, Texas. The subjects were obtained specifically 

from two sources: (1) from graduate classes at North Texas 

State University during the second summer semester and fall 

semester of 1966, and (2) from twenty secondary schools 

located within six school districts in the vicinity of 

Dallas, Texas* 

The teachers who contributed data for this study were 

teaching within one of the following subject areas (the 

number of teachers in each subject area is shown in paren-

theses 

1. mathematics (116). . • . algebra I & II, plane 
geometry* related math-
ematics, business math-
ematics, trigonometry, 
analytical geometry, 
elementary analysis 

2. science (105). . . . . . biology, general science, 
chemistry, physics 

54 
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3, language arts {161}. . . . English, foreign 
language, journalism, 
speech 

4. social studies (120) . . . American history, Texas 
history, world history, 
government, sociology, 
geography, economics, 
civics 

A minimum of three years1 experience in one particular 

subject area was required of eaeh teacher who contributed 

data for this study, this was done primarily la order 

that sufficient time would be allowed for each teacher to 

have developed a stable preference for the method of inst-

ruction he preferred to use. In this respect, Mason and 

Bain (3) reported that it is normal to assume the beginning 

teacher must spend several months just fitting into the 

routines of their particular school, they also stated 

that before he can competently perform within the class-

room , the newly certified teacher must become familiar 

with the available instructional materials and facilities 

plus develop a fairly consistent personal philosophy of 

teaching. In addition, Mason and Bain pointed out that 

such an adjustment by an individual teacher might be 

expected to take up to several years to complete. 

Also, in this regard, Wagenschein (14) wrote that 

beginning teachers might not effectively learn their role 

until they have experienced the "reality shock" of their 
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first teaching position. Another researcher, Archer {2), 

reported that educators had devoted many surveys to the 

determination of problems of beginning teachers and had 

generally concluded that at least the first year was a 

particularly critical time In adjustment for the beginning 

teacher. 

Data Collection 

In order to encourage each teacher to provide honest 

answers to the questionnaires, no person was asked to sign 

his nam®. £ach respondent was assured that the nature of 

the study was such that emphasis would be on total data 

instead of individual data. The only identification on 

each questionnaire consisted of the code number affixed by 

the researcher. The data sheet (Appendix I), which was 

included with each questionnaire packet, asked the teacher 

only to reveal the subject he taught and the length of his 

teaching experience. 

Sach of the three data-gathering instruments was 

designed to be self-administered. However, to take advant-

age of available groups, the researcher administered 14# 

of the l&k questionnaires taken from teachers enrolled in 

graduate classes* The remainder of the sample (316 teachers) 

was taken from the public schools by allowing each teacher 

to administer the instruments to himself. To aid in the 
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self-administration, each questionnaire packet was aceom~ 

p&nied by a mimeographed page of instructions. 

Description of Instruments 

Patterson Instructional Preference Seal# 

This unpublished instrument was designed by it® author 

(11) to measure attitude toward classroom instructional 

methods* Sach of the 55 items was stated in an affirmative 

rather than question form to provide more direct and less 

ambiguous statements. The author stated that this instru-

ment could not be used to determine the actual method of 
I 

teaching that a teacher was currently practicing. The 

stated objective of the Patterson instrument was to deter- , 

mine the extent that the subject was favorable or unfavor- ; 
i 

able in his preference for or subscription to the Group or I 

Lecture method of instruction. ! 

The reliability of this instrument was established 

by the test-retest method to be 0.966. A critical ratio 

of 7*29 established the significance of the difference at 

a point which was greater than the one per cent level of 

confidence* 

The initial form of the Patterson Instructional 

Preference Scale was developed from a pool of 1,763 items 

received from 133 college students expressing their "likes" 
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and "dislikes" with respect to Lecture-oriented and Group-

oriented methods of instruction. 

The initial form of the Patterson Instructional 

Preference Scale, composed of 63 items, was first admin-

istered in 1959 to graduate students at North Texas Stat® 

University. In utilising the technique of logical or 

construct validity, the instrument (revised to 55 items) 

was administered to 300 college students from which a 

final selection was made teased upon those making the 

highest and lowest scores. The high scores, called Group 

nG", were designated as being Group-oriented while the low 

scores, called Group "Ln, were designated as being Lecture-

oriented. 

In regard to logical validity, Noll {10} has written 

the following explanation; 

This type of validity is employed where curri-
cular or empirical validity cannot be employed 
or is used to supplement them. Thus this type 
validity usually applies where the other kinds 
are not applicable. As an example, the well-
known Seashore Measures of Musical Talents con-
sists of a series of' records presenting tasks 
dealing with pitch discrimination, time inter-
vals, rhythm pattern®, etc. These are not gen-
erally the subject matter of instruction in 
music classes, yet by logical analysis the ability 
to perform well has been resolved, musically 
speaking, into a few fundamental aptitudes and 
has been incorporated in the test objective 
methods of measuring these aptitudes. 
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In developing the intelligence test, Alfred 
Binet validated his initial efforts by intro-
spective) logical analysis. He concluded that 
to "reason well, to comprehend well, and t© 
judge well" were the basic essentials of 
intelligence. He then devised teats which 
seemed to measure these abilities. 

Again, logical validity is useful with widely 
spaced groups. Suppose we wish to validate 
an inventory of some kind. The procedure would 
be to have a group of person* rated according 
to certain criteria, the result would produce 
a spread or distribution from one extreme t© 
the other (high scores vs> low scores). Sext, 
the highest quarter {25 per cent) and the lowest 
quarter would be given the test for which 
validation is sought. The scores would be 
compared and w® would expect the highest quarter 
to make a better mean score than the lowest 
quarter (10, p. 32). 

In scoring the Patterson Instructional Preference 

Scale, the nGff and *Ln scores were added to produce a total 

individual score. Thus, a high score {in the upper third 

of the total distribution of aeores) indicated a preference 

for the Group method while a low score {in the lower third 

of the total distribution of scores) indicated a preference 

for the Lecture method., The scores which fell between 

these limits were regarded aa not showing a clear preference 

for either method. The highest possible ,score was 275 and 

the lowest possible score was 55. 

Justification of the Patterson Instructional Preference 

Scale.--Many attempts have been made to identify consistent 

patterns of teacher behavior which would be indicative of 
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one or more preferred methods of instruction, fallen and 

Travera (15) stated that Investigators have road® attempts 

to check on the extent to which different methods of 

teaching are utilised by using three main approaches! 

(X) the teacher was observed while he taught, (2) the 

teacher was asked to describe what he did either by provid-

ing a free discussion of his activities or by filling out 

a questionnaire, and (3) pupils were often asked to record 

what happened in a class conducted by a particular teacher* 

These sasi® writers also pointed out that each of the 

described methods had pitfalls to the extent that one 

wondered to what degree of accuracy the method actually 

preferred by a teacher could be identified. Wallen and 

Travera explained that the central difficulty associated 

with the observation method was the inconsistency assoc-

iated with both the observed and the observer. . Such a 

view was supported by Ryana {12) who reported that no 

independent approach to the validity of assessment data 

obtained by the observation method was possible. 

Wallen and fravars concluded that the aecond described 

method of identifying a preferred teaching method was 

faulty with the following statement: 

The teachers, like many other persons, prob-
ably have only limited insight into what they 
do and hence will record their concept of how 
they behave in the classroom rather than what 
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they Actually do. Also, teachers have diff-
iculty in recalling just what they did In 
the classroom or how much ti»a was devoted to 
this and that activity {15, p. 461). 

Tha third nethod of identifying a teaching method 

was condemned with the following statement: 

Since it is a student rating device, the teacher 
could be in a threatened position. Also, in 
relation to identifying teaching method via the 
student rating, students, just like teachers, 
are apt to have a certain amount of difficulty 
in recalling or appraising Just what type of 
teacher behavior they witnessed (15, p. 4691* 

Wallen and Travers also made the following statement 

which provided added Justification for using the Patterson 

instrument: 

The fact that teachers nay auuUlftat many separate 
and incompatible patterns of behavior makes res-
earch in this field particularly difficult. 
Indeed, the researcher may have to work with only 
those teachers who have an internally consistent 
system of behavior patterns (15, p. 46$). 

Blggerstaff (3) showed that a rho of 0.31 existed 

between the high (Group-oriented I scores on the Pattorson 

Instructional Preference Scale and high (deaocratic-

oriented) scorea on the M i t w o f Teacher Attitude Inventoi 

*ith the sane group of subjects, blggerstaff found that 

no ̂ significant relationship existed between teaching 

preference and intelligence. 

Several investigators have demonstrated that the 

teacher's attitude scale scores are consistent with their 
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classroom behavior (!). McGee (9) obtained data fro® 164 

teachers {elementary and secondary) from Oakland, Calif-

ornia from which he concluded the following? 

Evidence is thus furnished which tanda to 
support the major hypothesis that a positive 
correlation would be found between verbal 
responses of teachers to statements on an 
opinion-attitude scale for measuring auth-
oritarianism and measurable aspects of 
teachers1 overt authoritarian behavior in 
the classroom (9, p» 137). 

Personality is a more or less enduring organ-
isation of forces within the individual which 
helps to determine response in various situ-
ations. The forces of personality are not 
responses, but readiness for response, and it 
is largely to them that consistency of behavior--
whether verbal or physical—is attributable. 
Whether or not readiness will issue in overt 
expression depends not only upon the situation 
of the moment but upon what other readinesses 
stand in opposition to it (9, p. 133). 

From the findings in the present study it seems 
safe to conclude that what a person says on an 
anonymous questionnaire (ideologv in words) and 
what he does (Ideology in action), are essent-
ially the same# the distinction between what a 
person says and what he does, it is asserted, 
is to be seen only as a matter of convenience; 
both are essentially behavior samples. The 
important question, for most practical purposes, 
is not whether behavior is verbal or nonverbal, 
but whether the situation of the moment—some-
thing that is best described in socio-psyetio-
logical terms—calls for a verbal or a physical 
response (9, p. 144). 

McGee further reported that whether a person was class, 

ified as exhibiting behavior that was predominately one 

type or the other depended on where the arbitrary cutting 



63 

point* were applied to the distribution of scores on a pre-

dictor test. He also stated that the further away from 

th® population mean the cut-off point a for selecting the 

sample were located, the more correctly could each person1# 

future behavior be predicted. 

Gordon Peraonal Inventory 

This instrument yielded quick measures of four person-

ality traits which included Cautiousness (C)# Original 

Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V). This 

instrument was designed to be used with high schoolt college, 

industrial, or adult populations. The forced-choice tech-

nique was introduced in an effort to preclude the faking of 

responses. The instrument consisted of 20 sets of four 

descriptive phrases, called "tetrads". Sack of the four 

traits or factors (C, 0, P, V) was represented by one of 

the phrases in each tetrad. Every tetrad included two 

phrases or items considered to be of similar high preference 

value and two items considered to be equally of low pre-

ference value. The respondent was asked to mark one 

descriptive phrase in each tetrad that he felt was most 

like himself and one phrase he felt was least like himself. 

Thus, only two responses were within each tetrad. 
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The twenty items on which the measurement of each 

trait was based constituted the scale for that trait. 

The four traits were separately scored with each item 

marked most contributing two points, each unmarked item 

one point, and each item narked least no points, With 

this scoring system the maximum possible score on each 

personality trait was 40 points. 

According to the test manual (6), factor analysis of 

items, internal consistency analysis, and judgments of 

item social desirability were used in building the instru-

ment. Inter-correlations among the traits were reported 

to be generally lower than for the Gordon Personal Profile< 

Nona of the correlations exceeded 0.47. 

The following exerpts were taken from a review of the 

Gordon Personal Inventory by Charles P. Dieken (4)s 

The reliabilities of the scales are satis-
factory, ranging from 0.77 to 0.34. There 
are a variety of norms. Validity studies 
in several different settings are cited. 
There is considerable evidence of validity, 
although it is somewhat less satisfactory 
than for the Profile. Empirical item select-
ion was apparently not used in the Inventory. 
The manual is of high quality. The Inventory 
seems generally as satisfactory a measure of 
traits of this type as other self-report 
devices which are available, although the 
external validaties reported are frequently 
quite modest (4, p. 22$), 
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Definitions of the traits measured by the Gordon 

Personal Inventory were printed in the manual as follows: 

1. Cautiousness (C) - Individuals who are highly 
cautious, who consider matters very carefully 
before making decisions, and do not like to 
take chances or run risks, score high on this 
seal®. Those who are impulsive, act on the 
spur of the moment, make hurried or snap 
decisions, enjoy taking chances, and seek 
excitement, score low on this scale. 

2. Original Thinking (0) - High scoring individuals 
like towork on difficult problems, are intell-
ectually curious, enjoy thought-provoking quest-
ions and discussions, and like to think about 
new ideas. Low scoring individuals dislike work-
ing on difficult or complicated problems, do not 
care about acquiring knowledge, and are not 
interested in thought-provoking questions or 
discussions. 

3* Personal Relations (P) - High scores are made 
by those individuals who have great faith and 
trust in people, and are tolerant, patient, and 
understanding. Low scores reflect a lack of 
trust or confidence in people, and a tendency 
to be critical of others and to become annoyed 
or irritated by what others do. 

4. Vi&or (V) - High scores on this scale character-
ise individuals who are vigorous and energetic, 
who like to work and move rapidly, and who are 
able to accomplish more than the average person. 
Low scores are associated with low vitality or 
energy level, a preference for setting a slow 
pace, and a tendency to tire easily and ha below 
average in terms of sheer output of productivity. 

Qordon Personal Profile 

This instrument, as a companion to the Qordon Personal 

;, was also designed to oeasure four different 
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personality traits (7): Ascendancy (A), Responsibility (ft), 

Emotional Stability {&)t and Sociability (S). The manual 

explained that these two instruments could be used together 

to provide measures of eight personality traits. With the 

exception that the Gordon Personal Profile had 1$ instead 

of 20 tetrads, the instruments were identical in respect to 

administration and scoring procedures. Dicken reviewed the 

Gordon Personal Profile with the following statements: 

Validity correlations with peer ratings of 
college students are especially impressive! 
ranging from 0.47 to 0.73. Except for the 
peer data* external validation rarely exceeded 
0.30 or 0.35, although there are some out-
standing exceptions* This level of validity 
is probably typical of the better Inventories 
of normal personality traits, with the criteria 
available. 

The Profile was constructed on the basis of 
an extensive series of investigations. Traits 
were initially selected on the basis of pers-
onality factors obtained by Cattell and hosier. 
Items devised for the traits were factored t© 
derive scales. Item social desirability values 
were established by ratings in a large subject 
pool and used to determine the pairings in the 
tetrads. Peer rating criteria were used to 
further refine the items, as was internal con-
sistency analysis. 

In summary, the Profile is a brief forced-choice 
inventory for four normal personality traits. 
The Inventory was carefully constructed and 
standardized, and a variety of norms are furnished. 
Validity data are thoroughly and conscientiously 
presented. The problem of distortion is considered 
in detail, and evidence is presented which indicates 
it is minimal in typical operational settings. 
Generally, the validity of the Gordon Personal 
Profile seems as good as usually found in the 
better inventories of this type (4, p. 229)• 
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Alfred B. Heilbrun, Jr. (4) reviewed the Gordon 

Personal Profile- and mad® the following statements: 

Generally speaking, the 1963 revised manual 
is a commendable product. The empirical 
groundwork necessary to satisfy the basic 
requirements of a published test hat bt@n 
satisfactorily completed and presented la 
the manual in a clear, orderly fashion# 

Reliability figures suggest that the GPP 
scales are both internally consistent and 
stable over time. Although the scales are 
only slightly correlated with measures of 
intelligence, there are some surprisingly 
high intercorrelations between sns of the 
scales considering that the traits were 
derived fro® a factor analysis. Scales 
showing the greatest intercorrelation are 
A and S (r is 0.64 to 0.71) and E and E 
(r is 0.51 to 0.61). The fact that the GPP 
measures but four traits and a moderate 
correlation exists between some of these 
would indicate a rather restricted range 
of inferences which the test user can make 
from the test. This restriction can be 
alleviated to soae extent by presenting the 
Gordon Personal Inventory in tandem, with 
the G< -lordon jPersonal Profile, thereby adding 
four more personality dimensions and incre-
asing testing time by only somewhere between 
15 and 30 minutes. 

The validity data bear testimony to the 
usefulness of the Gordon Personal Profile 
scales. Moderate correlations' between 
the® and both counselor and peer ratings 
of behavior have been demonstrated. 

If there is interest in a short, convenient 
measure of a limited number of salient per-
sonality traits, the Gordon Personal Profile 
is about as good as you can do.It is care-
fully conceived, reliable, adequately normed, 
and has received at least suggestive valid-
ation (4, p. 231). 
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Definitions of the four traits which are measured by 

the Gordon Personal Profile were printed in the teat manual 

as follow# i 

1. Ascendancy (A) - Includes those individual® 
who are verbally ascendant, who adopt an 
active role in the group, who are self-assured 
and assertive in relationships with others, 
and who tend to make independent decisions, 
score high on this scale, those who play a 
passive role in the group, who listen rather 
than talk, who lack self-confidence, who let 
others take the lead, and who tend to be 
overly dependent on others for advice, normally 
make low scores* 

2. iesponalbilitv (R) - Individuals who are able 
to stick to any job assigned them, who are 
preservering and determined, and who mm be 
relied on, score high on this scale# Indivi-
duals who are unable to stick to tasks that 
do not interest them, and who tend to be 
flightly or irresponsible, usually make low 
scores. 

3. Imotional Stability (ii) - High scores on this 
scale are generally made by individuals who 
are well-balanced, emotionally stable, and 
relatively free from anxieties and nervous 
tension. Low scores are associated with exces-
sive anxiety, hypersensitivity, nervousness, 
and a low frustration tolerance. Generally, 
a very low score reflects poor emotional 
balance. 

4. Sociability (S) - High scores are made by 
Individuals who like to be with and work with 
people, and who are gregarious and sociable. 
Low scores reflect a lack of gregarlousitess, 
a general restriction in social contacts, and 
in the extreme, an actual avoidance of social 
relationships. 
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Procedures for Treating Data 

The data for each subject was entered on card® and 

all computations of a statistical nature made is thia 

study were completed toy the Computer Center at North Texas 

Stat® University, Beaton, Texas. In all instances, signif-

icant differences meant s statistical result which was at 

least equal to or greater than that required to reach the 

0.05 level of confidence. 

Method® for Testing Hypotheses 

The ten&bllity of each of the hypotheses was determine# 

in the following manner: 

To test Hypothesis la, lb, lc, and Id, the mean score 

for teachers in the four subject areas was found for the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Scale* If the group of 

teachers being considered showed a definite preference for 

the Group method of teaching, their mean score was required 

to equal or exceed the 67th percentile of the total sample, 

which represented a raw score of 184* On the other hand, 

if the mean score for any subject area group was equal to 

or below the 33rd percentile (equal to a score of 160), that 

group was considered to definitely prefer the Lecture method 

of Instruction* However, if the mean score of one of the 

four subject areas was between the stated percentiles, the 
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teachers in that group were considered to have demonstrated 

no definite preference for either method of teaching# 

Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 were tested by use of Fisher's 

t. The mean scores on the Patterson Instructional Pref-

erence Scale were computed for each subject-area group, 

and the t value was determined. A table of t distribution 

was used to determine if each derived t was indicative of 

a significant difference between the ®ean®. 

Hypothesis 5 was tested by use of simple analysis of 

variance. In this case the mean scores on the eight person-

ality traits were computed for the total population sample, 

and the variance ratio (F) was used to indicate the presence 

of a significant difference between the groups. 

Hypothesis 6 was tested by use of simple analysis of 

variance. In this case the mean scores on the Patterson 

Instructional Preference Scale were computed for each of 

the subject areas and the variance ratio {¥} was used to 

indicate if a significant difference existed between the 

groups• 

Hypothesis 7 was tested by using Fisher's £. Only 

the upper one-third and the lower one-third of the distri-

bution of scores within each subject area were retained 

from the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale. Within 

each subject area two groups were formed and classified 
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as being either Qroup-oriented or Lecture-oriented. This 

technique was used in order to assure that teachers would 

exist within each subject area who could be assuaed to 

prefer either the Group or Lecture method of instruction. 

Those classified as Oroup-oriented had scores on the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Scale that were equal 

to or above the 67th percentile in relation to the total 

distribution of ©cores for their particular subject area* 

In a similar manner* those classified as Lecture-oriented 

had scored at or below the 33rd percentile in their respect** 

i?s subject areas* A table of jfc distribution was used to 

determine whether significant differences in personality 

scores existed within each subject area between the teachers 

classified as being Group-oriented and the teachers class-

ified as being Lecture-oriented* 

To justify the use of such a technique, Stern et al. 

(13)» described a study in which two instruments were 

formulated to measure attitude and motives associated 

with ten different teaching roles* Stern explained the 

technique for treating his data as follows t 

they were constructed by acquiring a basic 
pool of items fro® teachers which rerealed, 
in their own words, their opinions concern-
ing ten areas of concern* Each teacher was 
also asked to classify his response on a 
six-point scale. Then, after the two instru-
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nents were initially formed, they were admin-
istered to three groups of subjects (total 
of 2k5) from which the final form was developed 
after comparing the upper and lower 27 per 

cent of distributions on each scale {13, p. 15)• 

Ghiselli {$) demonstrated that the validity coeffic-

ients for various degrees of selection on two predict-

ability scales indicated that the lower the selection 

ratio on the predictability scales, the higher would be 

the validity of the predictor test for those persons 

selected. He included line graphs in his report,which 

indicated that the upper third and the lower third of the 

total scores might be considered to be a true means of 

classification to the extent that the validity coefficient 

would be in the vicinity of 0.50. tihiselli concluded the 

report of his study by making the following statement: 

This investigation provides further confirm-
ation of the fact that the exactness with 
which an individual^ criterion score can 
be predicted from a test itself can be pre-
dicted. Hence it is possible on the basis 
of another test to select individuals whose 
predictability is substantially higher than 
that of the group as a whole (5, p. 7)• 

Hypothesis $ was tested by using Fisher's £ to deter-

mine if the high and low groups, classified by subject area 

for each personality trait, had mean scores on the Patterson 

Instructional Preference Scale that were significantly 

different. 



n 

To facilitate the testing of Hypothesis S, the scores 

on each of the eight personality traits were separated by 

subject area and classified into high or low groups accord-

ing to the following criteria: 

high group. • • . • • included all scores which 
were at or above one standard 
deflation from the mean score 
for that particular trait 

low group included all scores which 
were at or below one standard 
deviation fro® the m®m score 
for that particular trait 

Hypothesis 9 was tested by the use of simple analysis 

of variance to determine the significance of the scores 

made by teachers on the eight personality traits in each 

of the four subject areas. This test was made without 

regard for the two levels of scores used in hypotheses 7 

and 6. After the value of F was computed, a table of 

variance ratios (distribution of F) was used to indicate 

if a significant difference existed between the groups. 
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CHAPTER If 

PRESENTATION aND ANALI3IS OF DATA 

The data of this study are analysed and interpreted 

in this chapter. With these data and their interpretation 

the tenability of the hypotheses of this study could be 

tested* The statistical results in this chapter have been 

presented in tabular form with, when appropriate, the 0,05» 

0,02, or the 0,001 levels of probability <P) indicated. 

The text of the chapter was used primarily to interpret 

and emphasize the data presented in the tables. 

Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 stated that when teachers were classified 

by subject area into four groups, each group would have a 

mean score on the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale 

(3) which indicated a significant preference for either 

the Group or Lecture method of instruction. Table I con-

tains data showing the wan score® on the Patterson Instruct-

ional Preference Scale for four groups composed of teachers 

of mathematics, science, language arts, and social studies. 

These data indicated that no on® of the four subject area 

groups could be considered to prefer to teach by either the 

Group or Lecture methods* 
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TAILS I 

THE MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OH THI 
PATTERSON INSTRUCTIONAL PREFERENCE SCALE 

FOS GROUPS CLASSIFIED If SUBJECT 

77 

Subject 
Area ii Range Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Percentile 
67th 33rd P 

Mathematics 116 96-217 167.3^ 24*46 

Science 105 62-235 172.11 23.93 

Language 
Arts 161 30-269 173.55 23.66 

134 160 
' 

Social 
Studies 120 96-243 173.01 29.97 

This table reads as follows: within the group of 
mathematics teachers, which was composed of 116 persons, 
the scores on the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale 
ranged from a low of 96 to a high of 217. The mean score 
for the group of mathematics teachers was 167.06 and the 
standard deviation was 24*46. The score for the top third 
of the total group of 502 teachers started at the 67th 
percentile , which was 134* The point at which the lower 
third of the total scores began was the 33rd percentile, 
or a score of 160. 1© significant- differences were noted. 

Hi® data presented in Table I revealed that in order 

for any one group of teachers to be considered as prefer-

ring to teach by the Group method, their mean score on 

the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale would have to 

be equal to or greater than 184. This particular score, 
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which represented the 67th percentile for the entire sample 

©f 502 teachers, was not achieved by any of the groups. 

In fact, the mean score of each group was at least 10 units 

below the required level (134) to signify & preference 

for the Group method of instruction# The two groups 

hypothesised as preferring the Group method , language 

arts and social studies, had mean scores of 173*55 and 

173«0$» respectively. Although these two groups did not 

have mean scores which were significantly indicative of 

a preference for the Group method of instruction, their 

means exceeded those of the mathematics and science groups, 

which were 167.86 and 172.11, respectively. 

the mathematics and science teachers, hypothesised 

(Hypothesis la and lb) to show a significant preference 

for the Lecture method of instruction, had mean scores 

on the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale which 

were well above the 33rd percentile score of 160. There-

fore, because of the data presented in Table I, no portions 

of the first hypothesis were accepted. 

Z* It k 
Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 stated that the mean scores 

on each subject area group on the Patterson Instructional 

Preference Scale would be significantly different. 
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TABLE II 

TABLE OF t VALUES REPRESENTING THE DXFFSH1SC1 BSflSII 
Til MSAN? OF SCORES 01 THE PATTERSON INSTRUCTIONAL 

PREFERENCE SCALE FOR GROUPS CLASSIFIED 
BY SUBJECT AREA 

Mathematics 
' — 

Science 
1 
Language 
Arts 

Social 
Studies 

Mathematics -1.12 1.65 -1.42 

Science 0.41 -0.26 

Language 
Arts 0.14 

n 116 105 161 120 

Mean 172.10 167.&6 173.55 173.08 

3. D. . 24.46 2B.93 2d. 66 29.97 

This table reacts as follows! the value of £ repres-
enting the difference between the means for the mathematics 
and science groups was -1.12, The t value for the math-
ematics and language arts teachers was 1»6§ and for the 
mathematics and social studies groups it was -1.42. The 
data from which the t values were computed ia presented 
in the lower section~of the table. The 116 mathematics 
teachers had a mean score of 172.10 with a standard 
deviation of 24.46, etc. No significant differences 
were noted between the means. 

In providing the data presenting interpretations in 

Table II, it was necessary to calculate t values between 
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the aeans of (I) mathematics and science, (2) mathematics 

and language arts, (3) mathematics and social studies, 

(4) language arts and science, (5) language arts and social 

studios, and (6) science and social studies* 

An inspection of Table II discloses that none of 

the t values are equal to or In excess of 1.94, the 

required point for the 0*05 level of significance. The 

subject groups having means and standard deviations 

which most closely approached the 0*05 level of signif-

icance were the teachers of mathematics and language arts 

which had a calculated t of 1.65. The t values for the 

other groups were considerably lower. Therefore, the 

difference between the means shown in fable II were con-

sidered to be attributed to chance fluctuations, and it 

was concluded that there were no significant differences 

existing between the subject area groups. Thus, because 

of the data reported in Table II, each of the three hypo-

theses tested was rejected. 

Hypothesis J> 

Hypothesis 5 stated that significant differences 

would be found between the groups classified by subject 

area on each of the eight personality traits. Sources 

from which the data in Table III were calculated included 



TABLE III 

TH8 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INCLUDING F RATIOS 
01 SACK OF SIGHT PERSONALIS TRAITS FOR GROUPS 

CLASSIFIED it SUBJECT AREA 

ai 

Personality 
Trait Source df 

Variance 
Estimate F P 

A 
Between 
Within 

3 
498 

31.36 
30.55 1 . 0 3 

t 
Between 
Within 

3 
493 

40. $$ 
2 0 . 9 4 1*94 

S 
Between 
Within 

3 
498 

1 1 7 . 0 7 
1 2 . 9 5 9 . 0 4 . 0 0 1 

s 
Between 
Within 

3 4 7 . 4 1 
3 4 . 2 2 1.39 

c 
Between 
Within 

3 
496 

4 3 . 1 6 
3 2 . 6 5 1 . 3 2 

0 
Between 
Within 

3 
49« 

7 3 . 7 4 
3 2 . 1 8 2 . 2 9 

p 
Between 
Within 

3 
493 

4 4 . 6 3 
35.91 1 . 2 4 

? 
Between 
Within 

3 
49^ 

60.43 
3 3 . 5 2 1.S0 

This table reads as follows: on the Ascendancy (A) 
trait of the Gordon Personal Profile the between group 
variance estimate with three degrees of freedom was 31.36; 
the within group variance estimate with 49$ degrees of • 
freedom was 30.55 and the resulting P ratio was 1,03, 
which was insufficient to reach the 0.05 level of signif-
icance. 
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the Pardon Personal Inventory (1) and the Gorton 

Profile {2). 

Table III contains data of the analysis of variance 

between four groups ©a each of eight personality traits. 

The t ratios for this analysis of variance are presented 

in tables 13 through 1#. The personality traits referred 

to in Table III include the following personality traits: 

Ascendancy (A), Responsibility (R), Saotional Stability (£), 

Sociability (S), Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking (0), 

Personal Relations (P), and Vigor {V). The four subject 

area groups for which F ratios were determined included 

the following: mathematicsj science , language arts, and 

social studies* 

A study of Table III reveals that the F ratios for 

all personality traits except one were not significant. 

The differences between the means of the four groups on 

trait £ {emotional stability) produced the only F ratio 

that was significant. The value of 9.04 showed that the 

differences between the groups on this trait were signif-

icant beyond the 0.001 level. One interpretation of the 

differences of the four subject area groups with respect 

to Emotional Stability (E) could be that the group diff-

erences were large enough that they could hardly be 

attributed to chance variation. 
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The F ratios reported in fable IIX, depicting results 

of the differences among the four groups concerning emot-

ional stability, indicated that the differences between 

the means of some individual groups could be expected less 

than one time in a thousand due to chance fluctuation. 

The one other F ratio to approach a significant value 

was for trait 0 (original thinking), which had an F value 

of 2.29. With three degrees of freedom for the "between* 

sun of squares and 398 degrees of freedom for the "within* 

sun of squares, the value of F necessary for an 0 .0$ level 

of significance was 2.60. ion# of the remaining variables 

had an F ratio as high as 2,0, which meant the possibility 

of such differences occuring by chance were much more 

likely than five chances out of a hundred. Therefore, 

because of the data presented in Table III, the only port-

ion of Hypothesis 5 to be accepted was that the differences 

between the subject area groups in relation to ^motional 

Stability (£) would be significant. Differences between 

the groups concerning the other personality traits were 

not proven significant. 

Hypothesis 6 

Hypothesis 6 stated that there would be significant 

differences in the mean scores on the Patterson Instruct-
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ional Preference Seal® between each of the subject area 

groups» 

The data presented in Table IV" indicated that with 

an f ratio of only 1.04, no significant differences existed 

between any of the subject area groups on the basis of 

scores received on the Patterson Instructional Preference 

Seal®• 

TABLE IV 

THS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INCLUDING F RATIO FOR MEAN SCORES 
ON THE PATTERSON INSTRUCTIONAL PRSFIEgNSii SCALE 

FOR GROUPS CLASSIFIED BI SUBJECT AR3A 

Source df Variance 
Estimate F P 

Between 
Within 49! 

i32.GG 
797.79 1.04 

This table read# as follows; for the mean scores 
received by the four subject areas on the Patterson 
Instructional Preference Scale, the between group variance 
estimate with three degrees of freedou was #32.00, the 
within group variance estimate with 493 degrees of freedom 
was 797.79 and the resulting F ratio was 1.04, which was 
insufficient to reach the 0.05 level of significance. 

An interpretation of the differences between the four 

subject area groups could be that the differences between 

individual group means were so small that they could easily 
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be attributed to chance variation. Hot only was the value 

of F depressed, but the difference in the variance estim-

ates was also unusually small. The "between" value of the 

variance estimate was 332.00 while the "within" value was 

797.79. The F ratio was further confirmed to be under the 

level required for the 0.05 point of significance by the 

t values presented in Table II, which depicted differences 

between individual means. Therefore, because of the data 

presented in Table IV, Hypothesis 6 was not accepted. 

Hypothesis 7 stated that the teachers designated as 

Group-oriented would have a mean score on each personality 

trait that was significantly different from the aean score 

received by the group of teachers who were designated as 

Lecture-oriented. The portion of each subject area group 

designated as Group-oriented or Lecture-oriented consisted 

of teachers with scores in the top third or bottom third 

of their particular subject area group on the Patterson 

Instructional Preference Scale. For example, in Table V 

the top third of the total 116 mathematics teachers con-

sisted of 39 scores, while the bottom third (also composed 

of 39 total scores) was considered to be Lecture-oriented. 
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TABLE f 

TABLS OF MEANS. STANDARD DOTATIONS, t VALUSS, AND LEVELS 
OF SIGNIFICANCE OP THE UPPER ONifTHIRD Of THS 

GROUP OF MATHEMATICS TSACHiSRS VERSUS THE 
LOiSR ONE THIRD OF THiS OROUP OF 

MATHEMATIGS TEACHERS 

Personality 
Trait 

Upper Third 
U * 39) 

Lower Third 
Cm I 39) 

t P 
Personality 

Trait 
Mean S. D. Mean S. J). 

A 21.26 6.2 22.05 5.3 0.60 

ft 26. a? 4*6 2S.03 3.6 -1.22 

8 22.54 3.§ 23.46 2.8 •1.20 

3 20.54 6.0 16.74 4.9 1.43 

G 26.72 5.4 27.92 6.6 -0.d7 

0 26.28 6.4 26.36 4.5 -0.06 

p 25.90 5*a 25.15 5.5 0.53 

V 25.54 5.1 25.69 5.1 •0.13 

This table reads as follows! oa personality trait A 
{ascendancy), th# nean score for the 39 «athe»atics teachers 
who scored in the top third on the Patterson Instructional 
Preference Scale was 21.26 with a standard deviation of 
6.2. The wean of the lower third of mathematics teachers 
was 22.0$ with a standard deviation of 5.3. The resulting 
t value was -0.60 which was not significant. 

The data for testing Hypothesis 6 are presented in 

Tables V, VI, VII, and VIII. Within each table is presented 
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data which Illustrate how the high and low segments of 

each subject area group differ on the eight personality 

traits* For each of the subject areas, the J. value and 

the appropriate level of significance ar© presented 

relative to tach of the eight personality traits. 

A study of Table V reveals that no significant 

differences were detected between the means of the high 

and low segments of the 116 mathematics teachers* A 

possible interpretation of the data of Table V would be 

that the differences between all the individual means 

are so slight the indicated differences could occur by 

chance* 

Table VI presents data which reveal that'science 

teachers who are Qroup~oriented will have a mean score on 

Ascendancy (A) which is significantly higher than the 

science teachers who are considered to be Lecture-oriented. 

The high group (upper one third), with a mean score of 

25*60, differed from the low group (lower one third), with 

a mean of 20.51, to the extent that a £ value of 3* $2 was 

calculated* This difference in the two means was found to 

be significant at the 0.001 level, indicating that such a 

result would occur by chance less than one time in a 

thousand. Such a t value might be interpreted to mean 

that science teachers who make high scores on the Patterson 



*P h Wt W XTT 
lAaUk v 1 

TABLE OP MEANSL STANDARD DEVIATIONS, % VALUES. AND LBVBL3 
OF SIGNIFICANCE OF THE UPPER Oil THIRD OF THE 

GROUP OF SGIlMGiS TSACHSR3 VE1SUS THE 
LOWSR OMS THIRD OF THE GROUP OF 

SCIENCE TEACHERS 

Personality 
Trait 

Upper Third 
(n s 35) 

Lower Third 
(n • 35) 

4 P 
Personality 

Trait 
Mean s. 0, Mean S. D. 

4 P 

A 25.60 4.9 20.51 6.0 3.52 .001 

R 25.37 4*4 26.97 4.0 -1.57 

£ 22,1? 3.4 22.43 3.5 -0.31 

S 23.77 5.1 19.71 5.9 2.28 .05 

C 26.69 5.3 26.49 6.2 0.14 

0 27.00 5*2 23.94 6.9 2.01 .05 

p 25.54 6.3 22. $6 6.2 1.77 

? 6.8 25.69 5.9 -0.12 

This table reads as follows * on personality trait A 
Cascendancy)» the mean score for the 35 scieitm teachers 
who scored in the top third on the Patterson Instructional 
Preference ocale was 25.60 with a standard deviation of 
4*9# fit# m#ao of tho lowr third of science teachers was 
20.51 with a standard deviation of 6,0* The resulting t 
vain® was 3.$2, which was significant to the 0.001 levelT 

Instructional Preference Scale (above a score of 183) can 

be expected t© exhibit characteristics associated with high 
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scores on Ascendancy (A). Thus, a science teacher who 

prefer# the Group method would be expected to take an 

active role in a group, to fee self assured, or assertive 

and to make independent decisions. On the other hand, the 

data indicate that the Lecture-oriented science teachers 

(with a score below 160} would prefer a passive role, lack 

self confidence, allow others to take the lead, and to 

depend on others for advice. 

the data in Table VI also indicated that a significant 

difference existed between the means of the high and low 

groups on Sociability (S)» In this case the value of t 

was 2.2d, which was significant at the 0 . 0 5 level. This 

could be interpreted as indicating that differences in 

the means of the high and low groups of science teachers 

would occur by chance less than five times out of a hundred. 

Such a result might be interpreted as indicating that science 

teachers who score above 183 on the Patterson Instructional 

Preference Scale will not only prefer to teach by the Group 

method, but are more likely to enjoy being among or working 

with other people. The data also can be interpreted to 

mean that science teachers who score lower than the level 

of 161 are likely to be much more restrictive in their 

social contact. 
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It was also indicated by the data of TaWLt VI that 

tli« high and low groups diffared significantly Cat the 0.05 

level) in their mean scores oa Original Thinking (0). Th# 

value of the mean for the high group was 27.00 while the 

sifflilar vain® for the low group was 23.94# The calculated 

value of £ was 2.01, which was acceptable at the 0.05 level. 

The data in this case indicated that a science teacher who 

scores above 183 on the Patterson Instructional Preference 

Scale will most likely prefer to work on difficult prob-

lems, is intellectually curious, and enjoys thought-pro-

voking questions and discussions. On the other hand, the 

science teacher scoring below 161 might be expected to 

dislike working on complicated problens, to care little 

about acquiring new knowledge aud to have little Interest 

in participating in thought-provoking discussions. 

The data presented in Table VII indicate that signif-

icant differences existed between the means of the high 

and low groups of language arts teachers on five of the 

eight traits: Ascendancy ( A ) , Sociability (S), Original 

Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V). Each 

of the t values for these traits indicated a significant 

difference at the 0.001 level, except Sociability (S), 

which was significant at the 0.01 level. In the latter 
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TABLE ¥11 

TABLE OF MEANS. STANDARD DEVIATIONS, t fALOIS, AND LEVELS 
OF SIGNIFICANCE OF THI UPPER ONE~*THIRD OF T M 
GROUP OF LANGUAGE ARTS TSACHSRS VERSUS THI 

LOWER ONE THIRD OF THE GROUP 
OF LANGUAGE ARTS TEACHERS 

Personality 
Trait 

Upper Third 
(n s 54) 

Lower Third 
in s 54) 

Jfc P 
Personality 

Trait 
Mean S. D. Mean 3. D. 

Jfc P 

A 22.93 5.2 19.57 5.7 3.16 .001 

R 27.67 4*& 26.04 4*# 1.75 

E 21.59 3,6 20.15 4.0 1.95 .05 

S 22.20 5,t 19.15 6.7 2.50 .01 

c 27.30 4.5 25.43 5.9 J»4 OO 

0 28, $5 5.4 25.17 5,1 J# JS .001 

p 26.93 5.4 22.83 6.1 3.66 .001 

V 25.46 5.0 21.46 5.6 3.91 .001 

This table reads as follows: on personality trait A 
(ascendancy), the mean score for the 54 language arts 
teachers who scores in the top third on the Patterson 
Instructional Preference Scale was 22.93 with a standard 
deviation of 5*2. The mean of the lower third of language 
arts teachers was 19.57 with a standard deviation of 5.7. 
The resulting t value was 3.16,which was significant to 
the 0.001 level. 

instance, the aeaiis of the two groups could be expected to 

occur by chance only one time out of a hundred. 
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In addition to the five listed traits which had 

significant differences, the t value3 for the other three 

traits war® also close to the level of significance. How-

ever, since this particular subject area group contained 

many more teachers than any of the other subject areas, 

the possibility was aore prevalent that a wider disparity 

of personality types was included in the sample. Such a 

suspicion was only partly confirmed by reference to Table I, 

which showed that the language arts group did have the 

widest range of scores on the Patterson Instructional 

Preference Seal®. The range of the scores {difference bet-

ween high and low scores) for the language arts group extended 

over 139 score points. The group of science teachers was 

closest to such a difference with 173 points separating 

the top and bottom scores. The ranges of the natheatatics 

and social studies groups were 121 and 147 score points, 

respectively. 

The possible interpretations of the data presented in 

Table VII,with regard to significant t scores on personality 

traits such as Ascendancy (A), Sociability (3), and Original 

Thinking CO), were discussed in relation to the data observed 

in Table ¥X. However, the t values of 3.66 for Personal 

Relations CP) and 3.91 for Vigor (?) indicate that only 
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TABLE ¥111 

TABLE OF M&kMS. STANDARD DEVIATIONS, t VALUES, AMD LKVSLS 
OF SIGNIFICANCE OF THE UPPER Oil THIRD OF THE 

GROUP OF SOCIAL STUDIES TEACHERS VERSUS 
THE LOWER Oil THIRD OF THE GROUP 

OF SOCIAL STUDIES TEACHERS 

Personality 
Trait 

Upper Third 
in * 40) 

Lower Third 
(n s 40) 

Js. P 
Personality 

Trait 
Mean S. D. Mean S. D. 

Js. P 

A 24.10 5.0 20.57 4.6 3.23 .001 

R 25.52 4.6 25.47 4.2 0.05 

S 22.07 3.3 20.77 3.3 1.77 

S 21.67 5.3 20.02 5.7 1.34 

c 23.02 4.9 25.50 5.5 2.15 . 05 

0 27.02 5.5 24.50 5.5 2.04 . 05 

p 26.55 5.7 22.27 6.1 3.33 .001 

V 24.7* 5.5 24.60 5.9 0.14 

This table reads as follows? on personality trait A 
(ascendancy), the mean score for the 40 social studies 
teachers who scored in the top third on the Patterson 
Instructional Preference Scale was 24.10 with a standard 
deviation of $.0. The mean of the lower third of social 
studies teachers was 20.57 with a standard deviation of 
4.6. The resulting t value was 3.28, which was significant 
to the 0.001 level. 

one© out of a thousand times would on® expect to have sueh 

different means to occur by chance alone. 
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Such values ©f t would indicate that the language arts 

teacher who scores above 133 on the Patterson Instructional 

Preference Scale would be expected to have great faith and 

trust in people, and be tolerant, patient and understanding. 

The same language arts teacher would be expected to b® both 

vigorous and energetic in his work, to enjoy working fast 

and be able to accomplish more than would be expected of the 

average person* 

On the other hand, if the language arts teacher scored 

below 161 on the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale 

he would be more prone to show a lack of trust or confid-

ence in others, with a tendency to be critical and become 

easily annoyed. This low-scoring teacher would also operate 

at a low vitality or energy level, prefer to set a slow pace 

with a tendency to tire easily, and be below average in work 

productivity. 

•Table ¥111 presents data which show that significant 

differences existed between the means of the high and low 

groups of social studies teachers on Ascendancy (A), 

Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking (0), and Personal 

Relations (P). The t values for traits A and P {},2$ and 

3.33, respectively) indicated differences existing between 

the means at the 0.001 level. The other two traits, 
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Cautiousness (C) and Original Thinking (0), had t values 

which were significant at the 0.05 level. 

Therefore, because of data presented in Tables V, VI, 

VII, and VIII, only a portion of Hypothesis 7 was found to 

be statistically significant. 

In this respect, it was found that no significant 

differences existed in the means of personality traits for 

mathefflsties teachers. 

The data indicated that in the case of science teachers 

significant differences existed at the 0.05 level in 

Sociability (3) and Original Thinking (0). It was also 

found that the significant difference between the means 

on Ascendancy (A) existed at the 0.001 level. 

It was found that significant differences existed for 

language arts teachers at the 0.05 level in Emotional 

Stability (E); at the 0.01 level in Sociability (S)} and 

at the 0.001 level in Ascendancy (A), Original Thinking (0), 

Personal Relations (P), ana Vigor (V). 

Significant differences were found for social studies 

teachers at the 0,05 level in Cautiousness |G) and Original 

Thinking (0), and at the 0.001 level in Ascendancy ( A ) and 

Personal filiations (P). 

Hypothesis j| 

Hypothesis 8 stated that within each subject area, 

the teachers who had high scores on any one of the eight 
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personality traits would in turn have a mean score on th® 

Patterson Instructional Preference Seals that was signifi-

cantly different from the mean scores received by those 

with low scores on any personality trait. 

The data presented in Tables IX, X, XI, and XII provided 

the basis on which the tenability of Hypothesis S was tested. 

As shown in Table IX, the only significant t value for 

mathematics teachers was on Responsibility (R). The diff-

erences in the mean scores on the Patterson Instructional 

Preference Scale for mathematics teachers produced a t value 

of -2.46, which was significant to the 0.02 level. This 

result might be interpreted to mean that the reported diff-

erences would occur by chance in only two times out of a 

hundred. The negative value of t can be taken to mean that 

a mathematics teacher who scores at or above the critical 

level of 32 on the Responsibility {R) trait will probably 

make a low score on the Patterson Instructional Preference 

Scale. Such a score would indicate that the teacher would 

most likely be Lecture-oriented in his choice of teaching 

method. On the other hand, the mathematics teacher who 

scores low on the same personality trait can be reliably 

predicted to prefer the Group method of instruction. 

The data presented in Table X reveal that significant 

values of t for science teachers were calculated on three 



table ii 

t RATIOS AND LEVELS OP SIGNIFICANCE OF SCORES OK TH£ 
PATTERSON INSTRUCTIONAL PREFERENCE SCALE 

FOR MATHEMATICS TEACHERS CLASSIFIED 
W T O HIGH AM3 LOW GROUPS 
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Pers. 
Upper 
and 

High Low 

Trait Lower 
Limits 

n Mean 3. 1). • B ' Mean s . 0. % P 

A 27*15 20 160.60 .28.45 19 173.42 21.37 -0.94 

1 32-23 16 163.31 22.49 13 161.06 17.63 -2.46 .02 

£ 27-19 15 165.20 22.30 23 173.39 22.40 -0 .94 

S 26-14 24 130.29 14. It4 21 170.70 21.00 1.71 

C 34-21 19 163.74 20.39 20 171.10 26.04 -0*96 

0 32-20 22 173.73 22.36 17 175.94 19.60 -0.32 

t 32-19 17 17$. 17. $4 16 162«25 29.3# 1.39 

¥ 31-20 19 169.$4 27.74 17 I65.IS 23.39 0.43 

This table reads a® follows; each of the twenty 
mathematics teachers within the high group had scored at 
or above 27 ok Ascendancy (A), which was the critical 
score point for one stndard deviation above the mean. 
The wean score of the high group on the Patterson Instruct* 
ional Preference Scale was 163.60 with a standard deviation 
of 28.45« The 19 members of the low group, having scored 
at or below the lower limit of 15, had a aean of 173.42 
and a standard deviation of 21.37. The resulting t value 
was -0.94, which was not of sufficient sise to be significant, 
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personality traits, the difference8 in the means on the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Seal® for the high and 

low group8 in Ascendancy (A) were significant to the 0,001 

level* This would indicate that a science teacher who 

scored at 28 or above on Ascendancy (A) could be predicted 

to prefer the Group mathod of teaching. On the other hand, 

the science teacher who scores at 17 or below on the same 

personality trait could be predicted to prefer the Lecture 

method. 

The same type of prediction could be made in relation 

to a high and low acore in Originality (0)* In this case 

the value of £ was 2 . 4 6 , which gave a prediction reliability 

at the 0.02 level. The upper and lower critical scores 

for this trait were 31 and 19, respectively. This data 

could be interpreted to mean that a science teacher who 

scored above 30 on this trait could reliably be predicted to 

prefer the Group method of instruction. Also, should a 

science teachar score below 20, he would almost certainly 

choose to teach by the Lecture method. 

A t value of 2.24, significant to the 0,05 level, was 

also noted in Table I for science teachers on the trait of 

Personal Relations (P}, The science teacher with a score 

above 31 would most likely teach by the Group method while 



TABLE 1 

t RATIOS AND LSVELS Of SIGNIFICANCE OF SC0RK3 ON THE 
PATTERSON INSTRUCTIONAL Pft£FlEiMCS SCALE 

FOR SCIENCS TSACHSRS CLASSIFIED 
INTO HIGH AND LOW GROUPS 

Pers. 
Trait 

Upper 
and 

Lower 
Limits 

High Low 

t P 
Pers. 
Trait 

Upper 
and 

Lower 
Limits 

n Mean S. D. n Mean S. D. t P 

A 25-17 22 168.50 27.65 17 156.24 27.52 3.32 .001 

R 32-22 13 173.08 22.60 20 166.35 39.14 0.42 

£ 26-19 23 16a.91 19.96 20 171.90 28.90 -0.36 

S 27-15 19 161.95 37.77 19 156.64 34.77 1.90 

C 34-21 20 169.70 16.62 21 162.19 44.01 0.71 

0 31-19 21 164.76 25.20 15 156.60 36.69 2.46 .02 

p 31-18 17 166.94 20.62 20 167.15 30.96 2.24 .05 

V 32—18 13 164.06 24.56 17 163.24 39.07 1.76 

This table reads as follow#: each of the 22 science 
teachers within the high group had a score equal to or 
greater than 28 on Ascendancy (A), which was the critical 
score for one standard deviation above th® mean, The mean 
score of the high group on the Patterson Instructional 
Preference Scale was 186.50 with a standard deviation'of 
27.65. The 17 members of the low group, having scored 
at or below the lower limit of 17, had a mean of 15#.24 
end a standard deviation of 27.52. The resulting t value 
was 3.32, which was significant to the 0.001 level. 
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a science teacher who scored less than 19 would be expected 

to us© the Lecture Method. 

The t values recorded in Table II indicated that 

language arts teachers could be predicted to prefer the 

Group or Lecture method according to high or low scores 

on three personality traits# A t value of 2.25 indicated 

that the means on Original Thinking (0) were significantly 

different at the 0.05 level. 

Such a result could be interpreted to mean that the 

language arts teacher who scored above 32 or below 21 on 

trait 0 would prefer either the Group or the Lecture method 

of teaching. 

In the same manner, Table U reported a t value of 

2.9S for the Personal Relations {P) trait. This could be 

taken to mean that the differences between the means on 

the Patterson Instructional Preference Scale were signifi-

cant at the 0.01 level, and that scores above or below 

the critical points (31 and IS, respectively) would indicate 

a preference for the Group or Lecture methods. 

Data were also included to the effect that with a £ 

of 3 . 2 4 , the differences in the means on Vigor (?) were 

significant at the 0.01 level. In this case, the upper 

and lower critical values on the personality trait were 

31 and 19. 



TABLE XI 

t RATI03 AMD LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF SCORES OS THE 
PATTERSON INSTRUCTIONAL PREFERENCE SCALB 

FOR LANGUAGE ARTS TSACH1SS CLASSIFIED 
INTO HIGH AMD LOW GROUPS 
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Pars. 
Upper 
and 

High Low 

Trait Lower 
Limits n Mean S. D. n Mean S. D. £ P 

A 26*15 2$ 176.25 19.52 23 170.43 32.23 0.99 

R 32-21 13 189.03 21.77 26 175.46 30.11 0.42 

E 25-16 29 175.72 25.02 22 169.27 23.45 0.83 

S 23-14 24 174.96 24.20 24 162.50 33.43 1.44 

c 32-20 2# 173.04 29.34 27 169.15 27.01 1.13 

0 33-20 25 135*44 34.33 22 166.13 22.58 9 OAT <fc . <C J .05 

p 31-18 26 161.35 32.61 28 257.82 23.07 2.98 .01 

V 30-18 26 1*1.GO 27.53 32 159.00 21.12 3.24 .01 

This table read® as follow: each of th® 20 language 
arts teachers within the high group had a score equal to 
or greater than 28 on Ascendancy (A), which was the critical 
score for one standard deviation above the mean. The mean 
score of the high group on the Patterson Instructional 
Preference Scale was 176,2$ with a standard deviation of 
19.52. The 23 members of the low group, having scored at 
or below the lower limit of 15» had a mean score of 170.43 
and a standard deviation of 32.23. The resulting t value 
was 0.99, which was of insufficient size to be considered 
significant. 
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The data reported ia Table XII indicated significant 

differences ia the means for social studies teachers relative 

to three personality traits! Ascendancy {A)t Sociability (3), 

and Personal Relations (P). 

With a t score of 2.7*, the difference in the a«ans of 

the two groups, coaposed of those with high and low scores 

on Ascendancy (A), on the Patterson Instructional Preference 

Seal® was significant to the 0.01 level. The 23 social 

studies teachers in the high group had a score on Trait A 

that was equal to or above 2# while the 17 teachers composing 

the low group had scores on the same trait that were equal 

to or below 16. Thus, if a social studies teacher scored 

above 27 on Ascendancy (A) he would be expected to prefer 

the Group method; or the Lecture method if his score was 

below 17• 

A difference in the means at the 0.05 level was found 

on Sociability (S) with a tj, score of 2.22. Such a result 

might be interpreted to mean that a social studies teacher 

would prefer the Group or the Lecture method depending on 

whether his score on Sociability (S) was above 26 or below 

16. 

The data presented in Table III also revealed that a 

difference in the means was significant at the 0,01 level 

on Personal Relations (P). With a J. value of 2.66, the 



TABLE H I 

t RATIOS AMD LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF SC0M3 01 THE 
PATTERSON INSTRUCTIONAL PREFERENCE SCALE 
FOE SOCIAL STUDIE3 TEACHERS CLASSIFIED 

INTO HIGH AND LOW GROUPS 
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Pers. 
Trait 

Upper 
and 

Lower 
Liaits 

High Low 

£ P 

Pers. 
Trait 

Upper 
and 

Lower 
Liaits R Mean S. 0. n Mean S. D. £ P 

A 28-16 23 189.78 31.77 17 164.59 23.49 2.78 .01 

a 31-21 19 174.05 22.27 17 174.00 22.15 0.01 

g 25-18 20 180.60 26,07 24 168.00 25.30 1.58 

s 27-15 23 183.22 29.15 21 163.71 27.76 2.22 .05 

c 32-21 17 180.13 22.41 16 171.44 32.57 0.86 

0 32-20 11 183.27 28.40 24 166.50 23.82 1.64 

P 32-18 17 188.35 22.09 19 164.47 29.71 2.68 .01 

¥ 31-19 15 174.73 37.17 17 174.53 22.31 0.02 

This table reads as follows: each of the 23 social 
studies teachers within the high group had a score equal 
to or above 28 on Ascendancy (A), which was the critical 
score for one standard deviation above the mean* The 
mean score of the high group on the Patterson Instruct-
ional Preference Scale was 189.76 with a standard deviation 
of 31.77. ^h© 1? wembars of the low group, having scored 
at or below the lower limit of 16, had a mean of 164.59 
and a standard deviation of 23.49* The resulting £ value 
was 2.78, which was significant to the 0.01 level ~ 
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critical points of 32 and 1$ could be used to predict 

whether a social studies teacher would prefer the Group 

or Lecture method of instruction. 

Thus, because of the data presented in Tables IX, X, 

II, and H I , only a portion of Hypothesis ft was found t© 

be statistically acceptable. 

Specifically, it was found that mathematics teachers, 

when formed into high and low groups according to the 

personality trait of Responsibility (tt), had significant 

differences at the 0.02 level in their mean scores on the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Scale, 

Also, in this respect, science teachers had significant 

differences at the 0.05 level in Personal delations {Pi, 

at the 0.02 level in Original Thinking (0), and at the 0.001 

level in Ascendancy (A). 

The data showed that language arts teachers had signifi-

cant differences at the 0.05 level in Original Thinking (0), 

and at the 0.01 level there were significant differences in 

Personal Relations (P) and Vigor (V). 

There were significant differences in the scores of 

social studies teachers in Sociability (S) at the 0.05 

level, and in Ascendancy (A) and Personal delations (P) at 

the 0.01 level. 
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Hypothesis 9 

Hypothesis 9 stated that the mean scores on each of 

the eight personality traits will be significantly different 

for teachers within each of the subject areas. 

The data presented in Tables XIII through XVIII were 

used to test this hypothesis. * study of the data in Table 

XIII revealed that the difference in the ate&n scores of 

mathematics and science teachers was significantly different 

on one personality trait, Original Thinking (0). With a 

t value of 1.97, the means on this trait were significantly 

different at the 0.05 level. An interpretation of this 

value of t could be taken to mean that although the diff-

erences in personality on seven traits are not significant, 

mathematics and science teachers can be expected to differ 

in regard to their scores on Original Thinking (0). The 

data indicate that experienced mathematics teachers will 

most consistently score high on trait 0 and possess the char-

acteristics attributed to such higher scores than will be 

expected of science teachers. 

Table XIV presents data which indicated that the 

difference in the means of mathematics and language arts 

teachers were significant to the 0.001 level on ^motional 

Stability (1) and to the 0.05 level for Vigor (V). With a 

Jj, value of -4.56 for the difference in the means for 
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TABLE 11X1 

t RATIOS AND LSVISLS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF MATHEMATICS 
TEACHERS VERSUS SCIENCE TSACHSRS FOR 

SCORES ON FSSSOMLITT TRAITS 

Personality 
Trait 

Mathematics 
{n s 116} 

Science 
(n s 105) 

3s, P 
Personality 

Trait 
Mean S .D. Mean 3.D. 

3s, P 

A 21.37 $.66 22.55 5.41 -1.59 

R 27.24 3.90 26.80 4.37 0.72 

K 22.81 3.51 22.55 3.50 0.53 

S 19.35 5.83 20.90 5.51 -1.33 

C 27.42 5.90 27.39 5.92 0.04 

0 26.47 5.49 24.97 5.90 1.97 .05 . 

p 25.64 5.87 24.20 5.94 1.78 

V 25.34 5.12 25.15 6.3« 0.24 

This table reads as follows: the mean score for 
the sample of 116 mathematics teachers on Ascendancy (A) 
is 21,37 with a standard deviation of 5.66* The mean 
score for the sample of 105 science teachers on the 
sane trait is 22.50 with a standard deviation of 5*41* 
The calculated t value was -1.59, which was of insuffi-
clent slse to be significant. 

Emotional Stability {£), it can be reliably concluded that 

the likelihood of such differences occuring by chance are 

possible only one tine in a thousand. This particular t 
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TABLE XIV 

t RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF MATHSMTICS 
~ TSACHtSRS VERSUS LANGUAGE ARTS TSACHSRS FOR 

SCORES ON PERSONAL!TI TRAITS 

Personality 
Trait 

Mathematics 
(n s 116) 

Languaj 
in 5 

m Arts 
161) 

• 1 P 
Personality 

Trait 
Mean 3.D. Mean S.0. • 1 P 

A 21.37 '5*66 21.66 5.66 0.43 

R 27.24 3.90 26.52 . 5.07 -1.29 

g 22.81 3.51 20.81 3.82 -4.56 .001 

S 19.85 5.83 21.16 6.27 1.83 

c 27.42 5.90 26.38 5.63 -1.50 

0 26.47 5.49 26.71 5.84 0.35 

p 25.64 5.87 24.56 5.76 •1.48 

v 25.34 5.12 23.88 5.79 -2.07 .05 

This table reads as follow# i the mean score for the 
sample of 116 mathematics teachers on Ascendancy {A} is 
21.37 with a standard deviation of 5*66. The aean score 
for the sample of 161 language arts teachers on the same 
trait is 21.66 with a standard deviation of 5*66. 1 The 
calculated t value was 0.43, which was of insufficient 
sin# to fee significant. 

value could be interpreted to mean that mathassatie® teachers 

will possess the characteristics that are normally attributed 

to high scorers on trait £ more often than language arts 

teachers. 
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Also, with a t value of -2.07, mathematics teachers 

can be expected to display the characteristics which are 

associated with high scores on trait ¥. 

la Table Xf, significant differences between the means 

of mathematics and social studies teachers were found for 

two personality traitss Responsibility (R) and Emotional 

Stability {£)• The t value of 2,35 was sufficient to make 

the difference between the means for Responsibility (R) 

significant at the 0.02 level, and a £ of 2*96 made the 

difference on Emotional Stability {£) significant at the 

0.01 level. These data could be interpreted to indicate 

that mathematics teachers are more likely to have high 

scores on traits R and 1 than are the teachers of social 

studies. 

Within Table XVI data are presented which indicate 

the presence of significant differences in the means of 

personality trait scores for science and language arts 

teachers on traits K and 0. The t value of indicates 

that science teachers will, to the 0.001 level of signl.fi* 

canee, have higher scores on Emotional Stability {&) than 

will language arts teachers, In the other ease, a £ value 

of 2.45 can be interpreted as reliable to the 0,02 level 

that language arts teachers will score higher on Original 

Thinking (0) than will science teachers. 
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TABLE If 

t RATIOS AND L&VSL5 OP SIGNIFICANCE OF MATHEMATICS 
TEACHERS TfiRSUS SOCIAL STUDIES TlACHIftS FOE 

SCORES ON PERSONALITY TRAITS 

Personality 
Trait 

Mathematics 
\tl m 116) 

Social 
(n Z 

Studies 
120) 

t P 
Personality 

Trait 
Mean 3.D. Mean 3.0. 

A P 

A 21.37 5.66 22.15 5.21 -1.08 . 

& 
It 27.24 3.90 25.84 4.58' 2.35 0.02 

8 22,31 3.51 21.42 3.40 2.96 0.01 

€3 

£51 19.$5 5.83 21.17 5.47 -1.74 

c 27.42 5.90 26.39 5.36 1.39 

0 26.47 5.49 25.80 5.32 0.91 

p 25.64 5.87 25.03 6.35 0.77 

V 25.34 5.12 24.87 5.76 0.61 

This table reads as follows: the mean score for the 
sample of 116 mathematics teachers on Ascendancy (A) Is 
21.37 with a standard deviation of 5.66. The mean score 
for the sample of 120 social studies teachers on the same 
trait is 22.15 with a standard deviation of 5.21. The 
calculated t value was -1.0$, which was of Insufficient 
site to be significant 

The data which compare the means on personality traits 

for science teachers and social studies teachers are recorded 

in Table XVII. With a reported t value of 2.34 for trait 
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TABLE XVI 

t RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF SCIENCE 
TEACHERS VERSUS LANGUAGE ARTS TEACHERS FOE 

SCORES OK PERSONALITY TRAITS 

Personality 
Trait 

Science, 
(n sl05) 

Lang. Arts 
(n s 161) 

t P 
Personality 

Trait 
Mean S.D. . Mean S.D. 

A 22,55 5.41 21.66 5.66 * & sr 

u 
*% 26. ao 4.37 26.52 5.07 •0. 4$ 

W m 22.55 3.50 20.il 3. #2 <j ute 
-3.S5 

.001 

s 20.90 5.51 21.16 6.27 0.34 

c 27.39 5.92 26.3$ 5.63 •I. 41 

0 24.97 5.90 26.71 5.$4 2.45 .02 

p 24*20 5.94 24.56 5.76 0.4S 

v 25.15 6.3d 23 .sa 5.79 -1.76 

This table reads as follows: the »@an score for the 
sample of 105 science teachers on Ascendancy (A) is 2-2.55 
with a standard deviation of 5*41* The »ean score for 
the sample of 161 language arts teachers on the same trait 
is 21.66 with a standard deviation of 5*66. The calculated 
t value was -1.29# which was of insufficient size to be 
significant. 

2, it can be interpreted to mean that at the 0.02 level of 

reliability the scores of science teachers will exceed those 

of social studies teachers on Emotional Stability (E)« 
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TABLB XVII 

1 RATIOS AID LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF SCIENCE 
TSACHiSRS VERSUS SOCIAL STUDIES TSACHgRS FOE 

SCORES ON PERSONALITY TRAITS 

Personality 
Trait 

Science 
in al05) 

Social 
(n s 

Studies 
120) 

t P 
Personality 

Trait 
Mean 5.D. Mean S.D. 

* mm 
P 

A 22.55 5.41 22.15 5.21 0.54 

1 26.80 4.37 25.84 4*5$ 1.57 

£ 22.55 3.50 21.42 3.40 2,34 .02 

S 20.90 5.51 21.17 5.47 -0.35 

C ' 27,39 5.92 26.39 5.36 1.31 

0 24.97 5.90 25. ao 5.32 -1.09 

p 24.20 5.94 25.03 6.35 -1.04 

V 25.15 6.33 24.57 5.76 0.36 

This table reads as follows? the mean score for the 
sample of 105 science teachers on Ascendancy (A) is 22.55 
with a standard deviation of 5• 41 • The mean score for 
the sample of 120 social studies teachers on the same 
trait is 22.15 with a standard deviation of 5.21. The 
calculated t value was 0.54, which was of insufficient 
siae to be significant. 

The data in Table XVIII revealed that no £ values were 

of sufficient sia® to indicate a significant difference in 

the mean scores on personality traits between language arts 

and social studies teachers• 
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TABLE XVIII 

t RATIOS AND L i m S OF SIGNIFICANCE OF LANGUAGE ARTS 
"" TEACHERS VERSUS SOCIAL STUDIES TEACHERS FOR 

SCORSS ON PERSONALITY TRAITS 

Personality 
Trait 

Language Arts 
{m s 161) 

Mean S.Di 

Social Studies 
in z 120} 

lean S.D» 

C 

0 

21 

26 

20 

21 

26 

26 

24 

23 

66 

52 

ai 

16 

31 

71 

56 

M 

07 

$2 

27 

63 

04 

76 

79 

22*15 

25.34 

21 

21 

26 

2§ 

25 

24 

42 

17 

39 

io 

03 

21 

5* 

40 

37 

36 

32 

35 

76 

-0 

1 

*»1 

-o 

-0 

1 

-0 

74 

23 

41 

03 

02 

34 

•1.43 

This table reads as follows: the mm score. for the 
sample of 161 language arts teachers on Ascendancy {A) is 
21.66 with a standard deviation of 5.66. The nean seore 
for the sample of 120 social studies teachers on the sam® 
trait is 22*15 with a standard deflation of 5*21. The 
calculated J* value was -0.74» which was of insufficient 
size to he significant. 

Thus, the data reported in Tables XIII through XVIII 

resulted in Hypothesis 9 feeing only partly accepted. The 

data revealed that when a comparison was made between 
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mathematics and science teachers, a significant difference 

at the 0.05 level was found in Original Thinking CO). 

It was also found that in comparing mathematics and 

language arts teachers significant differences occurred in 

Vigor | at the 0.05 level and in Emotional Stability (S) 

at the 0.001 level. 

Whan mathematics teachers were compared with social 

studies teachers, differences at the 0.02 level were found 

for Responsibility (R) and at the 0.01 level for Snotional 

Stability (£}. 

The comparison of science and language arts teachers 

revealed a significant difference at th® 0.02 level in 

Original Thinking (0) and at the 0.001 level in Kmotional 

Stability (£). 

It was also shown by the data that the science and 

social studies teachers had a significant difference at 

the 0.02 level in Emotional Stability (&}. 
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CHAPTEH f 

SUMHART, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine If 

experienced secondary teachers who preferred the Group 

or Lecture method of teaching could be Identified by 

scores received on selected personality trait®, the 

basic approach toward investigation of this problem was 

to administer and compare the results of a teaching-method 

preference instrument with scores received on selected 

personality traits* 

The subjects for this study consisted of 502 teachers 

who had at least three years teaching experience within 

one of four academic areasi mathematics, science, language 

arts, and social studies. 

The selected instruments used in this study were the 

Patterson Instructional Preference Scale (3), the Gordon 

Personal Inventory (1), and the Gordon Personal Profile (2). 

In order to achieve the basic purposes of this study, 

nine hypotheses were developed. The statistical results 

were presented within eighteen tables, which, when approp-

115 



116 

riate, indicated the 0.05, 0.02, 0.01, or the 0.001 levels 

of probability. Analysis of variance and Fisher*s jj were 

used, when appropriate, to analyze the obtained data. 

In testing Hypothesis 1, it was found that none of 

the four subject area groups could be considered to prefer 

teaching by either the Group or Lecture methods. As a 

result of the data collected, no part of the first hypothesis 

was accepted. 

Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4, because of their similarity, 

were treated as a group. It was found that no significant 

difference existed in the preference for the Group or Lecture 

method between any two of the four subject areas. 

In testing Hypothesis 5, it was found that a significant 

difference existed between the acok J» of the four subject 

area groups with regard to Emotional Stability (E). This 

was the only personality trait within which a significant 

difference was noted between the groups. 

In testing Hypothesis 6, it was found that there were 

no significant differences in the preference for either 

the Group or Lecture method between the subject area groups. 

In testing Hypothesis 7, it was found that Group-

oriented science, language arts and social studies teachers 

had scores that were significantly different on certain 

personality traits from teachers of the same subject area 



117 

who were Lecture-orianted. The data also revealed that 

Group-oriented mathematics teachers would not have scores 

on personality traits that were significantly different 

fro® oatheaatics teachers who were Lecture-oriented# 

It was found that significant difference* between 

Group-ortented science teachers and Lecture-oriented 

science teachers existed relative to the following traits: 

Ascendancy (A), Sociability (3), and Original Thinking (0)» 

The data indicated that the Group-oriented and the 

Lecture-ori ented language arts teachers would have signifi-

cantly different scores on the following personality traits; 

Ascendancy (A), Emotional Stability {£), Sociability (3), 

Original Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor 

IV). 

It was also found in testing Hypothesis 7 that Group-

oriented social studies teachers had scores that were 

significantly different from Lecture-oriented social studies 

teachers on the following personality traitsi Ascendancy (A), 

Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking (0), and Personal 

Relations (P)« 

After testing Hypothesis S, it was found that some 

significant differences did exist in the preference of 

teachers for one of the two methods of instruction relative 

to their scores on the personality traits. 



118 

It was found that mathematics teachers with high 

scores on Responsibility {R} would prefer the Group method, 

while the mathematics teachers with low scores on Respon-

sibility (R) would rather use the Lecture method of 

instruction. 

This same type of relationship was investigated for 

teachers within the other subject areas. For example, the 

data revealed that science teachers with high scores in 

Ascendancy (A), Original Thinking (0), and Personal 

Relations {P), would prefer to teach by the Group method 

whereas their low-scoring colleagues tended to choose the 

Lecture method. 

Similar results were found for language arts teachers. 

The high scorers in Original Thinking (0), Personal 

Relations (P), and Vigor (V} were found to prefer to teach 

by the Group method. Those teachers who were found to 

prefer the Lecture method made low scores on the cited 

traits. 

Within the subject area of social studies, it was 

found that those preferring the Group method had high 

scores on Ascendancy (A), Sociability (3), and Personal 

Relations (P). The social studies teachers with low scores 

on these traits preferred the Lecture method of instruction. 
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It was found after testing Hypothesis 9 that when 

teachers in one subject area were compared with teachers 

in another subject area, there were several subject 

comparisons in which significantly different personality 

trait acores were recorded. 

For instance, it was found that mathematics teachers 

had a significantly higher score on Original Thinking (0) 

than did the teachers of science. 

Then, when mathematics teachers were compared to 

language arts teachers, the data showed that mathematics 

teachers made significantly higher scores on Emotional 

Stability {£) and Vigor (V). It was also found that 

mathematics teachers had significantly higher scores than 

social studies teachers on Responsibility (R) and Emotional 

Stability (B). 

It was also revealed that when science teachers were 

compared to language arts teachers, the science group had 

significantly higher scores on ^motional Stability {£) 

and Original Thinking (0). 

The only other significant data showed that science 

teachers could be expected to score higher on Emotional 

Stability {£} than teachers of social studies. 
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Conclusions 

Based on the data presented In this study and within 

the limitations of this study, the following conclusions 

were formulated; 

1. The preference of an experienced teacher of mathe-

matic a, science, language arts, or social studies, to use either 

the Group or Lecture method of instruction cannot he reliably 

identified or inferred fro® knowing only the subject area 

for that teacher. 

2, Mathematics and science teachers are «©re emotionally 

stable than are teachers of language arts and social studies 

in relation to personal characteristics associated with 

Emotional Stability C D . 

3« Science, language arts, and social studies teachers 

who Indicate a preference for the Group method of instruct-

ion possess to a higher degree the personal traits of 

Ascendancy (A), Sociability (S), and Original Thinking (0) 

than will their Lecture-oriented counterparts. 

4» An aid in identifying the method of instruction 

preferred by teachers within any one of the four subject 

areas is that the Gm up-oriented teachers will have abnor-

mally high scores on Ascendancy ( A ) , Personal Halations (P), 

Kasponsibility (R), and Originality (0), while the Lecture-

oriented teachers will have low score® on the same traits. 
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5. Teachers of aathematics can be expected to h&m 

& significantly higher score on Original Thinking (0) than 

teachers of science. Also, when compared with language arts 

teachers, mathematics teachars will have to a higher degree 

tha charactariatica associated with emotional Stability (K) 

and Vigor (V). Whan compared with social studiea teachers, 

mathematics taaohara will possess to a larger dagraa tha 

charactariatica of Responsibility (H) and iraotional Stab-

ility |1). */hen scianca taachars ara compared with language 

arts taachars, significantly highar scores on Emotional 

Stability {&} and Original Thinking (0) will be possessed by 

science teachers* 

Educational Implicatlona 

Tha results reported in this study indicated that 

teachers of certain subject areas possessed soma personal 

characteristics which could be significantly correlated 

with their preference to teach by either tha Group or 

Lecture method of instruction. <*Mle this study did not 

specifically determine the factors responsible for the 

significant differences in personality and preference for 

teaching method, there are several educational implications 

to be made from the data and conclusions of this study. 

These implications ara aa follows: 
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1. It was reported by Wallen and Travers (4) that 

la many studios of teaching the rose roher often arbitrar-

ily assigned the method of teaching to be used by each 

participating teacher. However, the results of the present 

study indicate that henceforth such assignment of teaching 

method could possibly be in closer agreement with the 

individual teacher"s personal qualities and his preference 

of teaching method* 

2* Wallen and Travers also stated that it was not 

uncommon for a public school to establish a curriculum 

innovation or policy for which a particular method of 

teacher behavior was sought. The results of the present 

study could possibly provide a means whereby teachers in 

certain subject areas could b® secured whose personal 

qualities and preference for teaching method could fee 

reliably predicted. Thus, by permitting public school 

officials to make personnel selections and/or assignments 

based on the results of this study, an increase in teaching 

effectiveness and teacher morale could b® achieved# 

3* Also, in the area of teacher assignment, the results 

of this study should provide a certain amount of choice in 

controlling the type of atmosphere deemed advisable within 

a classroom. For example, Conclusion No. U would indicate 

that the social studies teacher classified as Group-oriented 
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by the Patteraon Instructional Preference Scale would be 

more likely to have democratic, pax^nissive claasrooma. 

Oh the other hand, if a more teacher-centered environment 

was desired, the school official should consider a social 

studies teacher who was classified as Lecture-oriented• 

4, The data and conclusions presented in this study 

could also be used by teacher training institutions to 

provide more effective counseling of prospective teachers 

in relation to the method of instruction which would be 

best suited to their personality. For example, it was 

found that Mathematics teachers with high scores on Respon-

sibility (R) would prefer the Group method, while mathematics 

teachers with low scores on Responsibility (R) would rather 

use the Lecture method of instruction. 

Recomraendations for Further Study 

The results of this study, upon which the conclusions 

were based, were not entirely expected. Thus, several 

possibilities for further research are suggested by the 

results of this study. 

1. Because of the large number of comparisons ©f 

subject area with personality traits and teaching method 

preference that resulted in significant differences, the 

present study should be replicated using a more represent-
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atlve sample of teachers in each subject area. In other 

wordsj extra effort should be employed to offset any 

possible bias which could result from a population composed 

mainly of volunteers. 

2. In order to gain insight into the origin of some 

of the significant differences recorded when subject area, 

personality traits, and teaching method preference were 

compared, it is suggested that a similar study be conducted 

wherein teachers with just one year of experience be com-

pared with more experienced teachers (those having three 

or more years' experience). 

3. It is also suggested that a similar study be con-

ducted wherein comparison* (subject area, personality 

traits, teaching method preference) be mad® between student 

teachers ar.d experienced teachers. The results of such a 

study might provide insight into the origins for personality 

differences between teachers. The question needing an 

answer in this case concerns whether such personality 

differences noted in the present study developed because 

of the teaching experience, or if the original choice of 

subject area was a function of the individual's pre-ttaehing 

personal traits. 

4# Since a significant difference was noted in the 

levels of Emotional Stability (S) Inherent in mathematics 
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and/or science teachers when compared with the language 

arts and/or social studies teachers, further study should 

be conducted which would explore such a relationship more 

carefully. 
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DATA 3HEST 

test So.. 

.Mai® Years Experience Female 

Subject Area (pleas* check on®} 

aathamaticg 

science 

language arts 

social studies 
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APPENDIX II 

PATTERSON INSTRUCTIONAL PRfSFERBNCB SCALE 

lastructions 

la this scale you will find a number of statements 
designed to sample attitudes about classroom Instructional 
procedures. There 1s considerable disagreement as to what 
constitutes the best procedures therefore there are no "right** 
or "wrong* answers in the usual sense of a high score being 
necessarily the best. The purpose of this seal® will be 
best served if you indicate your preference as accurately 
as possible. What is wanted is your own attitude about the 
statements. Read each statement and decide how IgU feel 
about it. Then mark your answer in the apace provided on 
the answer sheet. 

[lj If you strongly agree, blacken space under *1" 
J2) If you agree, blacken space under "2" 
(3) If you are uncertain, blacken space under *3" 
(4) If you disagree, blacken space under nUn 

(5) If you strongly disagree, blacken space under "5" 

The Lecture and Group-oriented instructional methods 
are defined as follows! 

Group-Oriented Instructional Methodt 

Group-oriented instruction may include one or more 
of the following: panel discussions, committee and 
individual reports, student-centered method, and the 
question and answer technique. Group-oriented inst-
ruction methods allow for student participation, the 
class decides upon its own activities, students are 
encouraged to contribute personal experiences, the 
instructor accepts student contributions, goals are 
determined by the class, students evaluate each other 
with emphasis upon affective and attitudlnal change, 
and there is a de-emphasis of tests and grades as 
goals in themselves.. 

126 
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Lecture-Qriented Instruction Method: 

In the Lecture method there is mainly instructor 
participation, the instructor determines the 
activities, discission is kept on course materials, 
there is regular use of teste and grades, student 
contribution is evaluated by the instructor, goals 
are determined by the instructor, and student 
participation is encouraged only for the purpose 
©f seeking information fro® the instructor. 

1. Lecture-oriented instruction is better because too much 
tine is spent on unimportant details in Group-oriented 
instruction. 

2. More content can be presented in Lecture-oriented 
instruction than in Group-oriented instruction. 

3 . Group-oriented instruction is better than Lecture-oriented 
instruction for the presentation of new material. 

4. The Lecture-oriented instruction method is better because 
it is more difficult to formulate ideas from Group-
oriented instruction. 

5. It is easier to maintain interest for course content in 
the Lecture-oriented class than in the Group-oriented 
class. 

6 . More knowledge can be gained from Lecture-oriented classes 
than from Group-oriented classes. 

7. Personal judgment is utilized more in determining content 
significance in Group-oriented instruction than in 
Lecture-oriented Instruction. 

3. Group-oriented instruction demands more responsibility 
from the student in the learning situation than does 
Lecture-oriented instruction. 

9. More practical questions are raised in Lecture-oriented 
instruction than in Group-oriented instruction. 

10. As a method of instruction, Group-oriented instruction 
does not compare favorably with Lecture-oriented instruct-
ion because it is too narrow in scop®. 



130 

XI. Group-oriented instruction Is better because Lecture* 
oriented Instruction includes a lot of non-essential 
material, 

12. Lecture-oriented instruction is better than Gfoup-
oriented instruction because students cannot learn 
much from each other. 

13. Group-oriented instruction is more likely to create 
a division between the aggressive and shy individuals 
than is Lecture-oriented instruction, 

14. Group-oriented instruction permits greater freedom of 
thought than Lecture-oriented instruction. 

15. The opportunity to learn is greater in Group-oriented 
classes than in Lecture-oriented classes, 

16. Domination by a few occurs more often in Group-oriented 
classes than in Lecture-oriented classes. 

1?. Lecture-oriented instruction depends less on the skill 
of the instructor than does Group-oriented instruction. 

13. Group-oriented instruction is better than Lecture-
oriented instruction because students need to leam to 
evaluate themselves. 

19* Lecture-oriented instruction provides for a greater 
systematized coverage of material than is afforded in 
Group-oriented instruction. 

20. Attention is better maintained in Lecture-oriented 
instruction than in Group-oriented instruction. 

21. Lecture-oriented instruction is better than Group-
oriented instruction because the student knows what'is 
Important. 

22. More content can be presented in Group-oriented instruct" 
ion than in Lecture-oriented Instruction. 

23. Lecture-oriented instruction is preferable to Group-
oriented instruction because a few students dominate 
the Group-oriented class. 
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24* New concepts are presented more efficiently in Lecture-
oriented instruction than in Group-oriented instruction. 

25. Interest loss is greater in Lecture-oriented instruct* 
ion than In Group-oriented instruction. 

26. There is a greater temptation to bluff in Group-oriented 
instruction than in Lecture-oriented instruction. 

27. Self-responsibility for learning is manifested more in 
Lecture-oriented instruction than in Group-oriented 
Instruction because the student must learn to pick out 

•. what is important. 

2d* Group-oriented instruction is more donaucive to the 
snail class than Lecture-oriented instruction. 

29. The more mature student benefits more from Lecture-
oriented instruction than from Group-oriented instruction. 

30. More subject detail is presented in Group-oriented 
classes than in Lecture-oriented classes. 

31. Critical thinking is better stimulated in Lecture-
oriented instruction than in Group-oriented instruction. 

32. A greater degree of independence in the learning 
situation is provided in Lecture-oriented instruction 

• than in Group-oriented instruction because the student 
is not held back by the group. 

33. Less time is wasted in Lecture-oriented instruction as 
compared to Group-oriented instruction. 

34# Lecture-oriented instruction challenges one's judgment 
in the dissemination of content more than Group-
oriented instruction. 

35. New materials are better presented in Lecture-oriented 
instruction than in Group-oriented instruction. 

36. More factual information can be presented in Lecture-
oriented instruction than in Group-oriented instruction. 

37* Group-oriented instruction provides greater scope of 
content than does Lecture-oriented instruction. 
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3d* Lecture-oriented instruction is better than Group-
oriented Instruction for covering material not in 
the text. 

39. Group-oriented instruction is better than Lecture-
oriented instruction because the student knows his 
own personal needs better than the instructor« 

40. Qroup-oriented instruction is more confusing to the 
learner than Lecture-oriented instruction. 

41. As compared to the Lecture, Group-oriented instruction 
is dull and does not add materially to one»s knowledge 
(of the course of study). 

42. Group-oriented instruction stimulates thinking more than 
Lecture-oriented instruction. 

43. Lecture-oriented instruction is better than Group-
oriented instruction because more significant points 

• are covered. 

44. Group-oriented instruction eliminates confusion and 
makes for better learning than Lecture-oriented instruct* 
ion* 

45. Lecture-oriented instruction is better because in Group-
oriented instruction individuals get off the subject. 

4 6 . The small class benefits more frost Lecture-oriented 
instruction than from Group-oriented instruction. 

47. Group-oriented instruction is less confusing to the 
student than Lecture-oriented instruction. 

43. Lecture-oriented instruction is more applicable to the 
teaching of difficult material than Group-oriented 
instruction. 

49. Students pay closer attention to Lecture-oriented 
instruction than they do to Group-oriented instruction. 

50. General concepts are developed better in Lecture-
oriented instruction than in Group-oriented instruction. 

51. Lecture-oriented instruction is "spoon feeding" as 
compared t© Group-oriented instruction. 
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52, Lecture-oriented instruction is better than Group-
oriented instruction because it facilitate# consuni-
cation within the class. 

53» the student knows better what is expected of him in 
Lecture-oriented instruction than in Group-oriented 
instruction# 

54* Group-oriented instruction ia better than Lecture-
oriented instruction because students get more different 
points of view. 

§5. Lecture-oriented instruction ia more informative than 
Group-oriented instruction. 
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Highland Park, Mew Jersey, The Gryphon Press, 1965. 

Cattell, R. B.t P|rsoiMlUl g M | M 
Measurement, lew York, The World Book Company, 1957. 

'Cook, Lloyd' A, and Cook, Slaine P., A Sociological Approach 
to Education, lew York, McOraw-tti 11 Book Company, 
I*WT" 

134 



13 S 

Giles. Harry H«, Teacher-Pupil Planning. Mew Tork, 
Harper and Row, Publishers, 1941. 

Hart, Prank W., Teachers and Teaching. New fork, The 
MacMillan Company, 1934* 

Hilgard. Ernest R«, Introduction to Psychology. New Tork, 
Harcourt, Brace and Company,1957. 

Jersild, A. T., Child Psychology, finglewood Cliffs, 
Prentice-Hall Publishing Company, fifth edition, 
I960, 

Lewin, Kurt, "Group Decision and Social Change"„ Readings 
|S Social Psyqhqlofly, edited by Maccoby, et al, Mew 
York, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., third edition, 
195a; 

McDonald, F. J., Educat|qml Paychqlogy, San Francisco, 
Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1959. 

Noll, Victor H,, Introduction to Educational Measurement. 
Boston, Houghton Mifflin Company, 1965* 

Spaulding, Robert L«, "Achievement, Creativity, and Self-
Concept Correlates of Teacher-Pupil transactions in • 
Elementary Schools", Readings |n m i d Behavior and 
Development. edited by Steadier, C,S7, New Tork, 
Harcourt, Brace and World, second edition, 1964, 

Woodruff, A. D., M % M t a l Cqiiseils gf Minn-
eapolis, Burgess Publishing Company, 1959. 

Articles 

Alexander, fheron Jr., "The Prediction of Teacher-Pupil 
Interaction with a Projective Test". Journal of 
Clinical Psychology. VII (July, 1950) 

Amidon, fidmund J., lies, I, and Palisi, A. T., "Group 
Supervisiont A Technique for Improving Teaching 
Behavior", Rational Elementary Principal XLV (April, 
i960) 54-56. 

Asch, J., "Nondirective Teaching in Psychology: An 
Experimental Study", Psychological Monographs. LXV, 
No. 4, 1951. 



136 

Barr, A. S., "The Measurement and Prediction of Teaching 
Efficiency J A Suawary of Investigation!", ipmp.fi 
Experimental Education. Xfl (November, 1948) 203-21 

Bills. R. £., "An Investigation of Student-Centered Teach-
ins". Journal of Educational Ha3®arch. XOT (December, 
1952) 313-3 W . 

Birney, R. and Mcleachie, W., "The Teaching of Psychology1 
A Review of Research Since 1942", Psychological 
Bulletin. LII {November, 1955) 51-58. 

Bloom, Benjamin S., "Thought Processes in Lectures and 
Discussions", Journal of General Education No. 2» 
(April, 1953) 160-169. 

Bovard, £. W., Jr., "The Psychology of Classroom Inter-
action" . Journal of Educational Research. XLV 
(November, 1951) 5X5-2247 

Brookover, Wilbur B., "A a©search on Teacher and Admin-
istrator Roles", Journal of Educational Sociology. 
XXIX (September, I § ? 5)2 - T 5 . 

Brookover, Wilbur B., "Person-Person Interaction Between 
Teachers and Pupils and Teaching Effectiveness", 
Journal of Educational Research, XXXIV (April, 1940) 

Burke, i. R.. "An Experimental Study of Teaching Method® 
in a College freshman Orientation Course", Dissert-
ation Abstracts. XVI, 1956, 77-78. 

Bush, Robert N., "A Study of Student-Teacher Relation-
ships", Journal of Kducational Research, XlXf 
(December ,'1942 

Callis, Robert, "The Efficiency of the Minnesota Teacher 
Attitude Inventory for Predicting Interpersonal 
Relations in the Classroom®, Journal of Applied 
Psychology. IXXfll (April, 1953) 82-837 

Carlson, C. E., "A Study of the Relative Iffeetivesess of 
Lecture and Directed Discussion Methods of Teaching 
Tests and Measurements to Prospective Air Force Inst-
ructors", Dissertation Abstracts. XIII, 1953, 1112-
1113. 



13? 

Cassel, Russell H* and Johns, V. Lloyd, "The Critical 
Characteristics of an Effective Teacher", National 
Association of Secondar^School Principals Bulletin. 

Charters, W. W, Jr., "What Causes Teacher Turnover?", 
School Review. LXIV (October, 1956) 294-299. 

Coxe, Grace B. and Anderson, H. H., "A Study of Teachers' 
Responses to Problem Situations in School as Reported 
by Teachers and Students", American Journal of Ortho-
psychiatry. XIV (December, 1944) >28-544. 

Cunningham, Ruth, et al, "A Group Creates Its Climate", 
Educational Leadership. V (March, 194$) 358-362. 

Deignan, F. J., "A Comparison of the Effectiveness of Two 
Group Discussion Methods'*. Dissertation Abstracts. 
XVI, 1956, 1110-1111. 

Dixon, W. Robert and Morse, William C., "The Prediction 
of Teaching Performance: Kiipathic Potential", Journal 
of Teacher Education. Ill (September, 1961) 322*329. 

Edmiston, Robert W. and Braddock, R. W., "Study of the 
Effect of Various Teaching Procedures upon Observed 
Group Attention in the Secondary School". Journal of 
Educational Psychology. XXXII (October, i 9 U F 665-572. 

Eglash, A., "A Group Discussion Method of Teaching Pay-
Pgychfflogy, XL? 

Faw, V., "A Psychotherapeutic Method of Teaching Psychology", 
The American Psychologist. IV (May, 1949) 104-109• 

Feany, P. J., "A Survey of Instructional Practices and 
Equipment Used In Observed Lessons in the Social 
Studies in Grades Six, Seven, and Sight in Selected 
Cities of the Mddle West", Journa of M m m i S m l 
Research. XXX (November, 1937) 348-356. 

Frymier, Jack R., "Strategies to Reinforce Learning", 

Ghiselll, Edwin I., "The Prediction of Predictability", 
gjygational and Psychological Measurements. XX (Spring, 
19ou) 3-8. 



i3a 

Qriroes, Jess® W» and Allinsmith, Wesley, "Conpulsivity, 
Anxiety, and School Achievement". Merrill-Palmer 
Quarterly. VII (October, 1961} 247-271 •< 

Guba, £• G. and Getaels, J. W., "Personality and Teacher 
Effectivenessi A Problem in Theoretical Research", 
Journal of Educational Psychology. XLVI {October, 

Tmri3mu: 
Guetskovr, H. , Kelly, S. L. and McKeachie, W. J,, "An 

Experimental Comparison of Recitation, Discussion, 
and Tutorial ifethocts in College Teaching", Journal 
of Educational Psychology. XLV (April, 1954) 193-207. 

Maggerty, Kelvin IS*, "The Crux of the Teaching Prognosis 
Problem", School and Society. XXX? (October, 1932) 
545-549. 

Haigh, G. V. and Schmidt, W, H,, "Learning of Subject 
Matter in Teacher-Centered and Group-Centered Classes0, 
Journal of Educational Psychology. XLVII (May, 1956) 
295~3bl. 

Well, Louis M. and Waahburne, G&rleton, "Brooklyn College 
Research in Teacher Effectiveness". Journal of Educat-
ional Research. LV (May, 1962) 347-3"5Xi 

Hollister, William G#, "Preparing the Minds of the future", 
Kational Association of Secondary School Principals 

"•tin. L CDecember. 1966) 30-50. 

Hopkins, Levi T., "Seniors Survey the High School", 
Teachers College Record. XLII (April, 1940) 116-122. 

Husband, Richard W*, "A Statistical Comparison of the 
Efficiency of Large Lecture Versus Small Recitation 
Sections Upon Achievement in General Psychology, 
Journal of Psychology. XXXI (April, 1951) 297-300. 

Jayne, Clarence D., "Study of the Learning and Retention 
of Materials Presented by Lecture and by Silent Film", 
Journal of Sducational Research. XXXVIII (January, 1944) 

Jeep, H. A. and Hollis, J. W., "Group Dynamics in Action", 
Clearing House. XLI (Match, 1967) 203-209. 



139 

Jones, Margaret L,, "Analysis of Certain Aspects of 
Teaching Ability" , Journal of Experimental 
XXV (December, 1956} l$2-i357 

Kearney, i. C. and Rocchio, P. D., "The Relation Between 
the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory and Subject 
Matter Taught by Elementary Teachers", Educational 
Administration and Supervision. XL! (October, 1955) 
Mi-360. 

Kosier, Kenneth P. and DeVault, M. Vere, "Effects of Teacher 
Personality on Pupil Personality", Psychology in the 
Schools« IV (January, 1967) 40-44. 

Lamke, Tom A,, "Personality and Teaching Success", Journal 
of Sxperimental Education, XX (December, 1951) 217-
23*9. 

Levine, J. and Butler, J., "Lecture Versus Group Decision 
in Changing Behavior", J ournal of Applied Psychology. 
XXXVI (May, 1952) 29-33. 

Lewint Kurt, et al, "Patterns of Aggressive Behavior in 
Experimentally Created Social Climates", Journal of 
Social Psychology. X (March, 1939) 271-299* 

McCeef Henry M., "Measurement of Authoritarianism ana its 
Relation to Teachers1 Classroom Behavior", Genetic 
Psychology Monographs. LII (August, 1955) 69-146. 

McKeachie, Wilbert J., "Anxiety in the College Classroom", 
J ournal of Educational Research. XL? (October. 1951) 
153-160.— 

McKeachie, Wilbert J., "Student-Centered Versus Instructor-

Eaisfeai-
ogy. XLV \March, 1954/ 143-150. 

Miel, Alice, et al„ "Cooperative Procedures in Learning", 
Teachers College Record. LIV (December, 1952) 131-137. 

Monroe, Walter S. and Marks, Arlyn, "General Methods of 
Teaching". Educational Administration and Super-
vision. xll¥ (Movemfeer. I M ) &>4S2. " 

Neaelsky, Ruth, "The Teacher^ Role in the Peer Group 
During Middle Childhood". Elementary School Journal. 
LII (February, 1952) 325-334. ~ ' 



140 

Park. Jo®, "How They Thought They Ware Motivated**, Journal 
of Educational Research. XXXIX (October, 1945) 193-200. 

Patton, J. A«, "A Study of the Effects of Student Accept-
ance of Responsibility and Motivation on Course Behav-
ior" , Dissertation Abstracts. XV, 1955, 637-638. 

Perkins, Hugh V., "The Effects of Climate and Curriculum 
on Group Learning", Journal of Educational 
XLIV (December, 1950} 269-2*57 

Reed, Horace B., "The Effects of Teacher Warmth", Journal 
of Teacher Education. XII (September, 1961} 330-7 

Rehage, Kenneth J *, "A Comparison of Pupil-Teacher Planning 
and Teacher-Directed Procedures in Eighth Grade Social 
Studies Classes". Journal of Idueati " 
(October, 1951) 111-115. 

Rocchio, P. D. and Kearney, N. C., "Teacher-Pupil Attitudes 
as Related to Non-Promotion of Secondary School Pupils", 
Educational and Psychological Measurements. XVI, No. 2, 
1956,244-252. 

•lothman, Esther P., "Needed? The Teacher as a Specialist 
in Human Relations". High School Journal. XLIX (March. 
1966 ) 266.270. -***-

Ruja, H., "Outcomes of Lecture and Discussion Procedures 
in Three College Courses", Journal of Experiments 
Education. XXII (June, 1954) 385-3947 

Sheldon, M. Stephen, Coal®, Jack M. and Coppie, Rochne, 
"Concurrent Validity of the 'Warm Teacher Scales*", 
Journal £f Educational Psychology. L (February, 1959) 
37-40. 

Stern, G. G., Masling, J., Denton, 0#, Henderson, J., and 
Levin, R., "Two Scales for the Assessment of Unconsc-
ious Motivations for Teaching", Educational and 
Psychological Measurement. XX, I960, 9-30. 

! 
Tenenbaum, Samuel, "Attitudes of Elementary School Child-

ren to School Teachers, and Classmates", Journal of 
Applied Psychology. XXVIII (March, 1944} 134-141. 



141 

Thelen, Herbert A., "A Methodological Study of the Learning 
of Chemical Concepts and of Certain Abilities to think 
Critically in Freshman Chemistry", Journal of Exptri-
mental Education, XIII (January, 1944) 53-57T 

Tyler. Fred T., "Teacher's Personalities and Teaching 
Competencies", School Review. LXYIII (Winter, I960) 
429-449. 

Waetjen, Walter, "Recent Analyses of Teaching", Matioi 
J2f Secondary School Principals fluUetin. 

L (December, 19667 17-29. 

Wispe. Lauren G,, "Teaching Methods Research", 
Psychologist. VIII (April, 1953) 147-150* 

Withal1, John C., "The Development of a Technique for the 
Measurement of Social-Smotional Climate in Classrooms". 
Journal of Experimental Education. XVII (September, 1949) 
347-361. 

Witty, Paul A., "An Analysis of the Personality Traits of 
the Effective Teacher", Journal of Educational Research. 
XL (November, 1947) 662-671. 

Witty, Paul A., "Some Characteristics of the Effective 
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