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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the most important variables in the classroom 

is the personality of the teacher. The daily interaction 

of the teacher and students has important consequences for 

the effectiveness of the school both at the cognitive and 

the affective level. One of the responsibilities of the 

education profession is to discover as much as possible 

about the personalities of teachers and of students pre-

paring to teach. 

The importance of the personality of the teacher has 

brought about the recognition that the sole criterion of 

teaching ability cannot be the number of degrees a person 

has obtained. The personality of the teacher determines 

the type of atmosphere which is developed within the class-

room., It will also affect the ability of the teacher to 

permit the child to develop his potentialities as fully as 

possible. 

Statement of Problem 

The problem of this study was the prediction of ag-

gressive, submissive, and normal student teaching behavior 
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by the use of needs profiles from sociometrically defined 

groups of education students. The criteria profiles were 

constructed using beginning education students, and pre-

diction was raade on a student teaching population. 

Hypotheses 

This study was designed to investigate the following 

hypothe sesl 

1. There will be no significant differences among 

the group means of the aggressive, submissive, and normal 

groups of education students on any of the variables of 

the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS). 

2. There will be no significant differences between 

a. the group means of the normal group versus 

the group means for the female liberal arts norm 

group on the EPPS, 

b» the group means for the submissive group 

versus the group means for the female liberal arts 

norm group on the EPPS, 

c. the group means of the aggressive group 

versus the group means for the female liberal arts 

norm group on the EPPS_« 

3* The pattern of loadings of the three groups of 

student teachers on a Q-technique factor analysis will be 

independent of the groupings of the student teachers as 

submissive, aggressive, or normal. 
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I}.. The selection of student teachers as aggressive, 

submissive, or normal on the basis of their needs profile 

will be independent of the classification of the class-

room behavior of the students by the college coordinators. 

5. The selection of student teachers as aggressive, 

submissive, or normal on the basis of their needs profile 

will be independent of the classification of the class-

room behavior of the students by the supervising teachers. 

Background and Significance 

There has been a growing tendency in the past few 

years to include measures of personality in. batteries of 

instruments administered to students applying for admis-

sion to teacher education programs0 The growth of this 

tendency is evidence of the increased emphasis upon" the 

importance of the teacher's personality in the prepara-

tion of teachers. 

If teaching is primarily a function of the 
teacher's personality, then emphasis should, 
be placed on the direction and modification 
of personality trends during the period of 
preparation and later during actual teach-
ing service (]+, pp. 52-53). 

The ability to predict with some degree of confidence 

the future classroom behavior of students preparing to 

teach is one of the major problems facing teacher educa-

tion institutions in the matter of selective recruitment 

of teacher candidates. Attempts to determine a good 
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teacher personality have been generally unsuccessful. 

Research has indicated that different teachers often 

feel that they have not been equally effective in teach-

ing the same students. 

Thelen (16) has probed this approach by what he 

calls "grouping for teachability." This grouping is. 

based upon the premise that the interpersonal relation-

ship between the teacher and the student is vital to the 

learning situation. If this premise is accepted, a 

specific teacher would likely have a better relationship 

with students exhibiting particular characteristics. 

That is, the kinds of students a teacher 
" considers teachable may have characteristics 
that meet his needs. 

To the extent that a teacher's needs are 
met through his participation in activities 
that also meet the needs of the students, no 
exploitation is involved. If, however, a 
teacher has needs that cannot be so channeled, 
and if these needs are somehow threatening to 
the students, the students may feel resentment 
toward him even though they go ahead and help 
meet his needs (16, p. 20). 

The behavior of teachers may vary in their attempts 

to meet their needs. Teaching behavior becomes an overt 

indicator of the needs of the teacher. The results of 

Thelen's experiments indicate that matching students and 

teachers has some validity. The possibilities of such an 

approach increases the importance of being able to pre-

dict the behavior of teachers with various needs structures. 
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Although there have been literally hundreds of studies 

concerned with the personalities of teachers, a review of 

the literature indicates that much of the evidence is either 

contradictory or of limited, value. The Handbook of Research 

on Teaching (6) lists three problems which have contributed 

•to the disappointing results of previous research: first, 

the lack of a concise and wisely acceptable definition of 

personality; second, the problem of choosing an effective 

measuring instrument; last, the absence of an adequate cri-

terion of teacher effectiveness. 

In an attempt to solve some of these problems, Mitchell 

has proposed that the study of teacher behavior should take 

a different approach to that commonly used in research studies 

of teacher behavior. 

But one clear lesson that emerges is that 
the problem of predicting teacher behavior and 
influence will not be solved by oversimplified 
global approaches involving vague and unreliable 
criterion variables like "teacher effectiveness" 
and a potpourri of predictor variables. . . . 
They only serve to reemphasize the importance of 
focusing research effort on carefully chosen, 
more specific, and more manageable problems with-
in the area that can lead to insights that will 
gradually increase our understanding of the 
larger issues (12, p„ 529). 

Studies of teacher behavior may be approached from the 

position of manifest needs. As Combs has said, "People do 

what they need to. This is a basic principle of behavior 

all of us have known for a long time" (3, p. 32). 



The impact of the needs of the teacher upon his be-

havior increases the necessity of being able to predict 

the behavior of teachers. Miller (11) has emphasized the 

point that teacher education institutions need to be able 

to predict the behavior of their students before they 

begin their student teaching. Such knowledge would per-

mit counseling with the student to help them become more 

aware of themselves. 

Sandefur and Hinely (ll|.) have reiterated this need 

for information regarding the behavior of teacher candi-

dates. The evaluation of student teachers as poor, fair, 

or go-od has provided little insight into the actual teach-

ing behavior of student teachers. Descriptive data of.the 

student teacher's actual behavior has more potential use-

fulness. 

It seems logical that if prospective 
employers are interested in knowing how 
good a job a student teacher has done 
that they would also be interested in a 
description of the particular types of 
"teaching characteristics exhibited by 
the student teacher. More descriptive 
data would also be valuable for counsel-
ing with the student teacher who has 
completed his laboratory experience con-
cerning the particular type of situation 
for which he may be best suited (IJ4., p. 228). 

This study was an attempt to determine if information 

in the form of needs profiles, as measured by the EPPS, 

gained prior to student teaching can be used to predict 

selected types of behavior during student teaching. The 



ability to predict such behavior before student teaching 

can be used in counseling students admitted to the teacher 

education programs and in recommending students for par-

ticular teaching assignments. Information from this study 

will also be helpful to the public schools. Using past 

behavior as an indicator of future behavior, the schools 

will be able to select teachers they feel will exhibit the 

type of classroom behavior the schools desire. 

Definition of Terras 

College coordinators: those full time faculty members 

employed by the University who supervise student teachers. 

Co-operating teachers: the public school teacher 

di-rectly responsible for the guidance of the student teach-

ing experience. 

Student teachers: those students enrolled in super-

vised teaching experience at North Texas State University 

(NTSU) during the spring semester of I967. 

Nonstudent teaching education students; those students 

enrolled in Education 331 or 3^3 at NTSU during the. spring 

semester of 1967. 

Assumptions 

Those students engaged in student teaching constitute 

a representative sample of students who have taken Educa-

tion 331 or 3̂ 4-3. 
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Scores on the EPFS remain relatively stable over a 

period of a few years. 

Limitations 

This study was limited'to junior and senior female 

education students enrolled at WTSU during the spring 
I 

semester of 1967. 

The measurement of personality characteristics was 

limited to the EPPS. 

The manifest needs considered in this study were 

limited to those included In the EPPS. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

Selection of Non-student Teaching Group 

Two populations were Involved In this study. The 

first population consisted of all female students enrolled 

In Education 331 or 3JU-3• Students enrolled in these 

courses were beginning the professional education sequence 

at either the elementary or secondary level. Prom this 

initial population of 263 female students enrolled in Educa-

tion 331 or 3I4.3, three groups of thirty students each were 

selected on the basis of sociometric nominations. These 

groups were designated as aggressive, submissive, or normal 

groups. 

The decision to use only females in the initial popu-

lation was based on the nature of the norms for the EPPS. 



Although there are total norms based on both males and 

females, there are significant sex differences that might 

be lost if the population contained both males and females. 

In fact, there are significant sex differences on twelve 

of the fifteen variables. It was decided to use female 

students instead of males since this would establish a 

larger population for the study. 

The first step in assigning the students to one of 

the three groups was to make five different lists of the 

names of all the female students enrolled in Education 

331 or 3̂ +3» Each list had the names arranged in a random 

order determined by the use of a table of random numbers. 

The lists were then distributed to all the students en- . 

rolled in Education 331 or 3̂ +3 present on the date of 

administration. In several of the classes it was not 

possible to administer the instrument directly. In these 

classes the same directions were duplicated and attached 

to the lists as were given orally to the other classes. 

The following introduction and instructions were given 

to each of the students receiving the list of names: 

The information to be asked for is part 
of a research project and will be held in con-
fidence, Each of you now has a list of names. 
Underline the names of those people that you 
know. Place the letter A by the names of the 
five people who best exhibit the following be-
haviorr attacks contrary points of view, tell3 
others what he thinks of them, criticizes others 
-publicly, makes fun of others, tells others off 
when disagreeing with them, gebs revenge for 
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insults, becomes angry and blames others when 
things go wrong. Look up when you have fin-
ished . 

Place the letter S by the names of the 
five people you feel are the best examples of 
the following behavior: gives in and avoids 
a fight rather than have his own way, timid 
in the presence of superiors, lets others 
make decisions, avoids leadership, and fol-
lows instructions and does what is expected. 
Look up when you have finished. 

Finally, place the letter N by the names 
of the five people you feel are the best ex-
amples of the following behavior: does not 
try to dominate others, respects the rights 
of others to have opinions and behaviors dif-
ferent from their own yet will stand up for 
her own rights and opinions, initiates social 
contacts, greets and talks with other people, 
active in promoting group plans and objectives, 
cheerful, optimistic, and a good sense of 
humor. Look up when you have finished. 

The descriptions used in the instructions were taken 

from two different sources. The behaviors listed for the 

aggressive and submissive groups were taken from the appro-

priate description of the variables found in the manual for 

the EFPS« The behaviors listed for the ?iormal group were 

taken from findings on normal personalities by Bonney (2). 

In all, I4.I7 valid lists were returned from the students in 

the various sections. Folloxtfing the administration of the 

sociometric device, the results were tallied for each of 

the female students. 

First, the number of people that indicated they knew 

a particular student was determined. Second, the number 

of people nominating each of the female students as 
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aggressive, submissive, or normal was determined. Three 

groups were then formed composed of the thirty females 

receiving the greatest percentage of nominations for a 

particular group by the people who had indicated that they 

knew the particular student. For example, the number of 

times a particular student was nominated for the aggressive 

group was divided by the number of people who had indicated 

that they knew the student. The aggressive group was then 

composed of the thirty females having the highest percent-

ages. The same procedure was followed for establishing 

the submissive group, and the normal group. 

The members of the normal group were all considered to 

be normal by at least per cent of the people who knew 

them. The submissive students were selected as being sub-

missive by at least per cent of the students who had 

indicated that they knew the submissive students. The 

aggressive students were selected as being aggressive by 

at least 3 7 p e r cent of the people who knew them. There 

was the most agreement on the members of the normal group, 

and the least agreement on the members of the aggressive 

group, 

After the three groups were formed, the results of the 

EPPS were obtained for each member of the three groups. The 

EPFS is an instrument designed to measure the relative 

strength of fifteen theoretical needs. 
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A needs profile was constructed for each group based 

on the results of the BPPS, This profile was based on the 

relationships among the means for the three groups on each 

of the variables. The difference between variables in 

which the level of significance between any two means ex-

ceeded the .30 level was exaggerated. This exaggeration 

was accomplished by adding one standard deviation to the 

larger mean and subtracting one standard deviation from 

the smaller mean. For example on the sub scale deference, 

the difference between the means of the aggressive and sub-

missive groups exceeded the .30 level of significance. 

Since the mean of the submissive group exceeded the mean 

of the aggressive group on this variable, one standard 

deviation was subtracted from the mean of the aggressive 

group, and one standard deviation was added to the mean of 

the submissive group. The standard deviation used in each 

case was the standard deviation for that particular group, 

This procedure was followed taking into consideration 

levels of significance for three different comparisons on 

each variable: the aggressive group versus the submissive 

group, the aggressive group versus the normal group, and 

the submissive group versus the normal group. In each 

change of the mean for a particular group, the direction 

of the difference and the approximate relationship of the 

three groups was maintained. For example, the aggressive 
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mean on the variable aggression was greater than the sub-

missive group at the .30 level of significance. The means 

of neither of these two groups were different from the 

normal group mean at the .30 level. In this case, the ag-

gressive group mean was increased one standard deviation; 

the submissive mean was decreased by one standard devia-

tion, and the normal group mean was left unchanged. 

Selection of Student Teaching Groups 

The needs profiles established by the above procedure 

were used in the formulation of groups from the second 

population. This second population consisted of all the 

female students engaged in student teaching at NTSU during 

the spring semester of 1967= The use of two populations 

arose from two basic considerations. First, a saving of 

time was accomplished by using two populations rather than 

following the initial group through their student teaching. 

Second, and most important, the value of any study is the 

ability to generalize the results. If certain factors are 

found to carry through two different populations of some-

what similar backgrounds, this information is much more 

valuable for predictive purposes than if the factors are 

found in only one population. Added to these reasons is 

Miller's plea (11) for the prediction of student behavior 

prior to student teaching. The test of generalization then 

comes from identifying factors in one population that are 



llj. 

characteristic of particular behaviors and using these 

factors to identify students from another population char-

acterized by similar behaviors. 

Results were obtained for 212 students in this second 

population from the EPFS. These individual EPPS results 

were compared with the needs profiles based on the initial 

groups. This comparison involved comparing the EPPS of 

each of the student teachers with the criteria profiles 

established for each group. This comparison utilized a 

least sum of squared differences approach. The difference 

between the scores on each of the scales for the criteria 

profiles and the scores on the EPPS for each of the 212 

student teachers was obtained. This difference was squared 

and the sum of the squared differences was calculated. This 

method allowed the determination of the student teachers 

with needs profiles most like the criterion profile by 

utilizing all of the variables. This technique obtained 

similar profiles in that large deviations from the criterion 

profile were accentuated by the squaring process. 

The twenty students with the lowest sum of squared dif-

ferences vrfiich. placed them in only one of the three groups 

was determined. In several instances, a student would be 

found to have a low sum of squared differences which would 

make the student eligible for more than one group. These 

students were eliminated from the study. In every instance, 

students designated to two of the groups were found to be 
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in the normal group and either the aggressive or submissive 

group. In none of these cases was a student a potential 

member of both the aggressive group and the submissive group. 

The twenty student teachers selected as belonging only 

to one group and whose EPPS scores were most like the cri-

terion profile for one of the groups constituted the final 

groups. These students were then classified as exhibiting 

behaviors most like one of the three groups by both their 

college coordinators and their supervising teachers. Several 

studies have shown that these two groups can provide reli-

able data. Hinely (7) found a correlation of .67 between 

the ratings of college coordinators and cooperating teachers 

on the readiness for teaching of a group of student teachers. 

This correlation was significant at the .001 level. Mathis 

and Park (9) also found a correlation of from .78- to .79 

between ratings by university supervisors and cooperating 

teachers on a success criterion for student teachers. 

The method of classification used by the college co-

ordinators involved a modified Q-sort treatment. The 

behavioral descriptions used in the original sociometric 

nominations were reworded in terms of use in the classroom. 

These behavioral descriptions were then given to the college 

coordinators with a list of student teachers. This list 

consisted of student teachers that the coordinator had super-

vised and included both student teachers that had been placed 

in one of the three groups and student teachers that had not 
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been placed In any of the groupings. The total number of 

student teacher names equaled the total obtained by use 

of a formula designed for that purpose. This formula was 

3(m+l)+3. The largest number of students that the coordi-

nator had in any one of the three groups was equal to m. 

The names on the lists then consisted of all of the student 

teachers of each particular coordinator that had been placed 

in one of the three groupings plus enough other student 

teachers to reach the total as indicated by the formula. 

The names of the ungrouped student teachers that were used 

were selected by listing all of the female student teachers 

not already grouped that the college coordinator had worked 

with during the spring semester of 1967. These lists were 

made in alphabetical order. The required number of student-

teachers was then selected by use of a table of random 

numbers. In a few instances where the coordinator did not 

have a sufficient number of female student teachers to 

satisfy the numerical requirement, additional names were 

taken from the list of female student teachers supervised 

during the fall semester of 1966. 

The names of these students were added to those already 

determined by the grouping technique. All of the names of 

student teachers supervised by the college coordinator that 

were selected for the list were then placed in alphabetical 

order and given to the coordinator along with a copy of the 

behavioral descriptions (Appendix A). The coordinator was 
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then instructed to place all but three of the student 

teachers in the group which best described her behavior 

during student teaching. The coordinator was further 

instructed to place an equal number of nara.es under each 

grouping. It was felt that this technique had several 

advantages. First, it circumvented the tendency to rate 

all subjects as having the most desirable tendencies as 

perceived by the coordinator. Second, to be included in 

any one group, the student teacher had to fit the descrip-

tion better than a number of student teachers. Also, the 

student teacher of concern to the study remained unknown 

to the coordinator. One major disadvantage, however, may 

be that no one single student teacher may fit a particular 

category, but the coordinator was forced to include the 

student because she was more like the description than any 

of the other student teachers on the list. 

The reliability of this technique was checked by the 

test'-retest method on thirty subjects. A Pearson's product-

moment coefficient of correlation was calculated by assign-

ing the aggressives a value of one, the normals a value of 

two, the submissives a value of three, and others a value 

of four. The interval between tests was three weeks. This 

technique was found to have a value of O.83. 

Such a method was impossible to use with a cooperating 

teacher. Each teacher was sent a letter with a scaling 

device (Appendices B and C). The scaling device consisted 
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of the extreme behavioral descriptions of the aggressive 

group and the submissive group. The scale was divided 

into nine divisions. The first three divisions were in-

cluded in the aggressive group; the last three divisions 

were included in the submissive group. If the cooperating 

teacher checked one of the three middle divisions, the 

student was included in the normal group. This method had 

some disadvantages, but remained to be the best for achiev-

ing the desired behavioral classification. 

The reliability of this device was determined on the 

basis of the test-retest method on thirty-seven students. 

A Pearson's product-moment coefficient of correlation was 

obtained by giving a value of one to the aggressive group, 

a value of two to the normal group, and a value of three 

to the submissive group. The interval between tests was 

two weeks. The reliability of this device was 0.72. 

Those teachers who either failed to respond or re-

turned invalid scales were sent a follow-up letter (Appen-

dix D) and another scaling device. In some instances, a 

third letter was required. Returns were obtained for 

forty-five of the sixty student teachers. This constituted 

a 75 per cent return. 

Procedures for Treating Data 

Hypothesis one was tested by the use of simple analysis 

of variance. F ratios were obtained for the three groups on 
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each, of the fifteen variables. If the F ratio xvas found 

to be significant, Fisher's jb was used to determine between 

which, two groups the significant differences occurred. 

Hypothesis two was tested by the use of Fisher's _t in 

which each of the original groups was compared separately 

,to the norm group on each of the variables. 

In testing hypothesis three, a Q-technique factor 

analysis using the principal axis technique was obtained. 

Communality estimates were inserted in the principal 

diagonal. Five factors were isolated and notated using 

the varimax technique. Q-technique factor analysis cor-

relates between people over stimuli (1). In other words, 

this technique loads people under certain factors. In 

using this technique, there is the disadvantage of gen-

eralization being to the universe of content rather than 

tc a universe of people. Also, in interpretation, the 

interpreter must go back to the stimuli or test. A factor 

loading of .SO was considered to be significant. The 

degree of independence between the factor loadings and the 

groupings was tested by chi-square. 

Hypotheses four and five were tested by the use of 

chi-square. The use of chi-square allowed the determina-

tion of the degree of independence of the classification 

of the student teachers on the basis of their needs profile 

and the elassification of the student teachers by the 
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college coordinators, hypothesis four, and supervising 

teachers, hypothesis five. 

The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of 
\ 

significance. Computations from the data were made by the 

NTSU and the Southern Methodist University (SMU) Computer 

Centers. 
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CHAPTER II 

RELATED LITERATURE 

The importance of teacher personality has been evi-

denced by the numerous studies attempting to determine 

characteristics of effective teachers. The problem of 

teacher effectiveness has been reviewed thoroughly by 

Barr (2) and Domas and Tiedeman (9). These reviews have 

covered studies in this area through 1950. The pace of 

studies published in concern to this topic has continued 

to be 'rapid. The voluminous quantity of literature pub-

lished concerning teacher personality precludes a complete 

review of the topic even since 1950. This chapter will 

review selected literature in the following areas: (1) 

studies involving teachers or teacher candidates in which 

the measuring instrument was the EPPS, (2) publications 

concerned with normal personalities, and (3) studies in-

volved in predicting teacher behavior from the results of 

personality inventories other than the EPPS. 

Studies Using the EPPS 

The introduction of a new personality inventory has 

invariably been followed by its use in studies of teacher 

23 
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personality. Compared to the- use of some of the other 

personality inventories, studies using the EPFS involving 

teachers are relatively scarce. Most of the studies using 

this instrument have been directed toward comparisons of 

teachers with other occupational groups bo discover dif-

ferences in manifest needs structures. 

Gray (llj.) s for instance, conducted a study in which 

the manifest needs, as indicated by the EPFS, of experi-

enced male secondary teachers were compared to the needs 

of accountants and mechanical engineers. Significant dif-

ferences were found on several of the scales. Teachers had 

significantly higher average scores on the needs of affilia-

tion, intraception, and nurturance than either of the other 

two groups. The teachers also scored significantly higher 

on needs of deference *and abasement than did the accountants; 

succorance was the only additional need on which the teachers 

scored significantly higher than mechanical engineers. Dif-

feren.ees in need structures were also found between teachers 

grouped on the basis of the degree of job satisfaction as 

measured by the Index of Job- Satisfaction. Gray also found 

(15) that teachers received significantly higher scores on 

social reward values than either accountants or mechanical 

engineers on the Miller!s Occupafi onal Values Indicator. 

On this device, teacher values formed a hierarchy in the 

following order: career satisfaction, social rewards, 

security, and prestige. 
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One of the most frequently quoted studies dealing with 

the manifest needs of teachers as an occupational group was 

the study by Jackson and G-uba (17)- This study utilized a 

sample of 366 public school teachers from twenty-two suburban 

schools around Chicago. The sample was composed of: ninety-

one male secondary teachers, twenty-seven male elementary 

.teachers, fifty-two female secondary teachers, and 196 female 

elementary teachers. Each teacher was administered the EPFS. 

The group mean for each of the four groups on each of the 

fifteen scales was compared to the norms. In this instance, 

the norms were based on a sample of liberal arts students. 

All four groups were found to have significantly greater 

scores on the need deference, but the groups had signifi-

cantly smaller scores on the need for heterosexuality. With 

the removal of the elementary male teachers, the three re-

maining groups were found to have significantly higher mean 

scores on the needs of order and endurance but lower scores 

on exhibition. Male secondary teachers scored significantly 

lower on intraception and succorance; female secondary 

teachers scored significantly lower on need: change. Female 

teachers were significantly Tower on the need for dominance. 

The lack of high mean scores on needs of nurturance, affilia-

tion, and intraception seemed to indicate that teachers "are 

not highly motivated by a strong interest in social service, 

by powerful nurturant needs, or even by a deep interest in 

children" (17> P- 180). Males were also found to have 
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increasingly higher scores on the need of deference with 

increased experience. All male groups based on experience 

were also significantly lower on the need for heterosexu-

ality than was the norm group. With increasing experience, 

females tended to have an increase on the score for the 

need: order. Females were also high on endurance but low 

on dominance for all experience groups. On the basis of 

these results, Jackson and G-uba concluded: 

These characteristics appear to fit the 
stereotypic model of the teacher as sexually 
impotent, obsequious, eternally patient, pain-
stakingly demanding, and socially inept-~the 
stereotype which is frequently portrayed in 
the mass media (17, p. 189). 

This statement must be tempered, however, by the knowl-

edge that the later adult norms for the EPPS have shown sig-

nificant differences between adults and college students on 

various scales. 

The similarity of needs structures of teachers, admin-

istrators, and counselors was studied by Kemp (18). The 

subjects consisted of forty-five individuals drawn from each 

of the three groupings. Each subject was administered the 

EPPS. Differences between the three groups were determined 

by the use of simple analysis of variance. The resulting 

data indicated that administrators had significantly greater 

needs, of achievement, endurance, and aggression than either 

the teachers or the counselors. The teachers had signifi-

cantly greater needs of succorance and nurburance than 
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either of the other two groups. The needs of counselors 

were greater than the two other groups on exhibition, 

affiliation, and intraception. These results tend to 

indicate that the needs structures of teachers, admin-

istrators, and counselors are not the same, and it is 

doubtful that the manifest needs of the members of any 

one group would be met if he served in the roles held by-

members of the other two groups,. 

In another study using 781 teacher education students, 

Merrill (21) found some significant differences between his 

sample and the norm group for the EPPS. The education 

students had significantly greater scores on the needs 

deference, order, affiliation, intraception, abasement, 

nurturance, and endurance than did the norm group; however, 

their scores were significantly lower than the norm group 

on autonomy, change, succorance, heterosexuality, and 

aggression. When the results for school administrators 

and experienced science teachers were included, all three 

groups were found to have significantly greater scores on 

deference, order, and endurance than the norm group. The 

only score significantly lower than that for the norm group 

was on the need heterosexuality. 

The needs structures of teacher education students as 

indicated by the EPFS were also investigated by Hamachek 

and Mori (16)„ Their sample was composed of the following 

subgroups: seventy-seven female elementary education majors 
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seventy female secondary education majors, and ninety-nine 

male secondary education majors. Male secondary education 

majors scored significantly above the norm group only on 

the need for intraception. Female education majors, though, 

scored significantly greater than the norm group on needs 

of affiliation, intraception, succorance, abasement, and 

change. They were significantly lower on achievement, 

autonomy, dominance, nurturance, and aggression. Female 

secondary education majors were significantly lower on 

heterosexuality in addition to the needs common to both 

female groups. 

In a study by Garrison and Scott (11), the EFPS was 

used to determine if the personal needs of college students 

preparing to teach differ significantly according to the 

prospective area of teaching. The subjects consisted of 

530 college students in professional education. The students 

were divided into five categories: lower elementary, upper 

elementary, general secondary, nongeneral secondary, and 

special education. An analysis of variance resulted in a 

significant F ratio for achievement, nurturance, order, and 

succorance. Female prospective teachers of general second-

ary education scored significantly higher on the need of 

achievement than the lower elementary, upper elementary, 

and nongeneral secondary female majors. Both nongeneral 

and general secondary education majors scored significantly 

lower than the lower elementary majors on nurturance. 
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nongeneral secondary majors scored significantly greater 

than the general secondary majors on the need for order. 

An attempt to identify the differences in the manifest 

needs of education students and of another professional 

student group, pharmacy majors, was the purpose of a study 

by Vineyard, Drinkwater, and Dickison (29). Their sample 

consisted of all of the first year male pharmacy students, 

a total of fifty, and fifty male third year education 

students selected at random from the same university. Both 

groups were administered the EPPS and the group means and 

variabilities on each of the subscales were determined. 

The only significant difference between the means of the 

education students and the pharmacy students was on the. 

need for intraception. The education group showed a sig-

nificantly higher mean for this need. "When differences in 

variability were examined, the scores of the education 

group showed significantly more variability on needs for 

achievement, affiliation, nurturance, and change.. Phar-

macists were significantly more variable only on the need 

for order. These results indicate that it is possible for 

different people to expect to satisfy different needs by 

entering a specific occupation. Although it may be that 

many people enter an occupation to meet the presumably 

obvious needs, others may enter the same occupation to meet 

other needs. 



30 

Cook, Linden, and McKay (8) conducted a factor analysis 

of the results of 196 education students on the EPFS and the 

Guilford Zimmerman Temperament Survey (GETS). The researchers 

utilized a Multiple Group Centroid analysis with a Varimax 

rotation of the orthogonal matrix, A loading of .L[.0 was used 

as the criterion of acceptability. Six factors were found: 

docility, dependency^ authoritarianism, compulsive conformity, 

introversion-extroversion, and avoidance. These factors pre-

sent a picture of prospective teachers as denying aggressive 

feelings, acceptant of nondemanding life goals, a strong need 

to belong, to provide for the welfare of others, avoiding 

change, having a passive orientation to the problems of life, 

avoiding sincere intimate relationships in the activities of 

life. The authoritarian factor which stresses needs for 

status and control of -the behavior of others, in light of the 

other factors, might be best realized within the somewhat pro-

tective confines of the classroom. 

In a follow-up study. Cook, LeBold, and Linden (7) com-

pared the factor analyses of education students and engineer-

ing students to determine if such an analysis would yield 

similar factors. The subjects consisted of 196 students 

enrolled in educational psychology and 252 students in a 

freshman engineering orientation course. Both groups were 

administered the EPFS and the G2TS. The results were analyzed 

by use of the same techniques used in the previous study. 

Five common factors were obtained. These factors were called 
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.social drive, social maturity, intraception, flexibility, 

and emotional maturity. A sixth factor, authoritarianism, 

was found in the education students but not in the engineer-

ing students. Although the factors were common suggesting 

that the factors were a function of the instruments, the 

directions of the factor loadings indicated that the direc-

tion was a function of the group tested. Although the 

factors were not given the same names as in the preceding 

study, the needs of the education students within these 

factors were quite similar to the previous study. 

Adams, Blood, and Taylor (1) compared needs structures 

of arts and science students, education students, and ex-

perienced teachers. Males were found to differ only on the 

need for order. Females differed on the needs for defer-

ence, affiliation, succorance,. endurance, heterosexuality, 

nurturance, and aggression. Results indicated that the 

experienced teachers were the most manageable of the three 

groups, and the education students were more docile than 

the arts- and science students. 

Differences in needs structures between student teachers 

of different grade levels were the subject of an investiga-

tion by Scandrette (2I4.) . The subjects consisted of seventy-

three female elementary student teachers and eighty-nine 

female secondary student teachers. These subjects were 

given the EPFS. The resulting means for each group were 

compared with the means for the other group and with the 
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means for the norm group. The means for the elementary-

group were significantly greater than the norms on needs 

for deference, order, and affiliation. Significantly 

lower scores were found on needs for autonomy and aggres-

sion. The secondary group scored significantly higher 

than the norm group on needs for order and dominance; this 

group scored significantly lower than the norm group on 

affiliation and succorance. In addition., the secondary 

group was found to be more autonomous, dominant, and ag-

gressive than the elementary group, but the elementary 

student teachers were more affiliative than the secondary 

group.. 

Elementary education majors were divided into early-

elementary-preference and later-elementary-preference groups 

by Southworth (27). These students were then administered 

both the EPFS and the Study of Values. The early elementary 

group indicated greater needs for abasement, succorance, 

affiliation, and nurturance. The later elementary group had 

greater needs for achievement, aggression, and exhibition. 

There were no significant differences on any of the values 

included in the Study of Values between the early and later 

elementary groups. 

Saltz (23) conducted a study in an attempt to determine 

if there was a teacher stereotype, and if such a ste.reotype 

did'exist what relationship would it have to actual needs of 

teachers. Thirty-seven middle-class women were instructed 
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to answer the EPPS as they felt the majority of teachers 

would answer. These results were then compared with the 

results for the study conducted by Jackson and G-uba (7). 

When compared with the results for elementary teachers, 

the judged needs were greater on the needs for achievement, 

dominance, order, and aggression. Judged needs were found 

to be lower than actual needs for autonomy, affiliation, 

abasement, nurturance, and change. When compared to 

secondary teachers, the judged needs were found to be 

greater for needs of dominance, order, intraception, and 

aggression. The judged needs for autonomy, abasement, 

affiliation, nurturance, and change were significantly less 

than the actual results. This small sample tended to stereo-

type teachers as ambitious, domineering, fussy and tyrannical, 

Sheldon, Coale, and Copple (25) attempted to determine 

if high and low scorers on "warm teacher scales11 could be 

identified by certain personality measures. The "warm 

teacher scales11 were the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inven-

tory (MTAI), and the K, Hostility, Pharisaic Virtue, and 

Teacher Prognosis scales of the Minnesota Multiphasic Per-

sonality Inventory (MMPI). High scores on the "warm teacher 

scales" were found to have significantly greater scores than 

the low scorers on the needs for affiliation and dominance. 

High scorers scored significantly loxver on needs for suc-

corance, aggression, and abasement as measured by the EPPS. 

High scorers or "warm teachers" tended to be less 
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author!tarian, in less need of auccorance, and with a 

greater need for affiliation than low scorers. 

Goody and Hinely (6) attempted to determine if it 

was possible to differentiate, by use of the EPPS, between 

the needs structurers of student teachers rated as dominant 

and those rated as submissive by their college coordinators. 

The dominant student teachers were significantly higher on 

needs autonomy, dominance, and aggression than the sub-

missive student teachers. The dominant group scored sig-

nificantly lower on needs abasement and succorance. A 

factor analysis also revealed differences between the two 

groups on one factor, This factor was called "self-

c e n t e r e d n e s s T h i s factor was characterized by a general 

concern for oneself and a lack of concern for others. The 

dominant group tended to have high positive loadings on 

this factor; the submissive group terided to have negative 

loadings with a number of the loadings being significant. 

Both groups tended to load positively with a number of sig-

nificant loadings on a factor designated "noninvolvement 

This factor was characterized by an avoidance of routine, 

responsibility, leadership, and a lack of perseverance. 

Somewhat unusual results were found by Medley (19) in 

his study of teacher needs and teacher-pupil rapport. Wo 

relationships were found bebween any of the needs, as meas-

ured by the EPPS, and the teacher-pupil rapport, as measured 

by the reaction of the pupils to the student teachers. "When 
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only the results of the inconsistent records were used, 

there were some significant results. Medley justified 

this approach of using only selected scores by reasoning 

that the inconsistent scorers were more likely to be 

telling the truth. Student teachers with a high degree 

of teacher-pupil rapport and inconsistent scores on the 

EPFS expressed needs for intraception, achievement, abase-

ment, aggression, and hetsrosexua'lity. 

Normal Personality 

The inclusion of a group of normal student teachers 

was valuable since it forms a halfway point if aggressive-

submissive behavior is seen as a continuum. Research on 

normal teacher behavior gains importance due to the common 

findings of clinical studies which have found a high degree 

of psychological maladjustment in teachers (12). 

The study of normal personality has begun to take a 

new direction. Several authors such as Nuttin (22) have 

pointed out weaknesses in common concepts of normal per-

sonality. Normal personality has often been characterized 

as the absence of mental illness. This concept of normal 

personality has been predicated upon the data obtained from 

the study of people exhibiting abnormal behavior. Normal 

behavior has been seen as behavior in which these abnormal 

tendencies are not present; therefore, normal behavior 

becomes an abnormality of abnormal behavior. 
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Combs (5) was identified the four aspects he feels are 

characteristic of people with adequate personalities. First,, 

these people see themselves as being adequate. This does not 

mean that these people regard themselves in a completely 

positive manner. It does mean that negative aspects are 

Recognized and accepted without destroying the self-concept. 

A second aspect is that the adequate personality is capable 

of identifying with others. This identification does not 

mean that the person with an adequate personality is an 

extrovert. It does mean that the person exhibits a feeling 

of oneness with others. Third, the adequate personality is 

both open to and acceptant of experience. It uses experi-

ence to determine adjustments and changes necessitated by 

the situation. Last, the adequate personality must have a 

perceptual field available to it that is extensive enough 

to enable it to understand a variety of situations. 

The development of a conceptual model of the normal 

personality was of concern to Shoben (26). He again pointed 

out the -lack of information about the normal personality. 

There is not a single generally accepted concept of normal 

personality. In fact, some have argued that no man has a 

normal personality. Statistical and relativistic concepts 

are meaningless. By the statistical concept, a person free 

of nervous traits must be considered abnormal. A rela-

tivistic concept is considered in terms of group standards; 

however, this leaves the group free from appraisal. The 
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normal personality is conceived of as one characterized by 

self-control, willingness to assume responsibility for one's 

actions, a need for others and responsibility for social 

relations, a concern for others above a concern for things, 

and attempts to achieve one's ideals even though the attempt 

may occassionally fail. This concept does not picture the 

individual as being totally happy and carefree. He may fall 

short of his ideals, experience guilt, and have other prob-

lems; however, the problems do not incapacitate the ability 

to perform. The normal individual, thus, enjoys the respect 

and positive feelings of others with a minimum difference 

between his ego-ideals and self-concept. 

Bonney (3, 1+) conducted studies utilizing a social 

definition of normal personality. On the EPPS, the high 

normal group had higher median scores on achievement, intra-

ceytion, and autonomy. He found the low normals to be con-

sistently lower on these scales; however, the differences 

were not significant. In general, the high normals were 

found to have interpersonal attractiveness to other students, 

honesty and forthrightneas in communicating with others, a 

capacity for self assertion and for aggressive response 

against efforts to dominate or reject them, and strong 

motivations to maintain self autonomy and to actualize their 

potentials. Low normals were found to score significantly 

higher on the "Detached Independent Self" scale of the 

California Self-Structure Scale. This scale is characterized 



38 

by an avoidance of interpersonal relations and emotion 

laden situations. On a self rating scale constructed by 

Bonney, based on characteristics of normal personalities, 

four scales were found to be significant at the .05 level 

in favor of the high normal group. These scales were 

friendliness and sociability, group interests and group 

identifications, enjoyment of life, and sympathetic and 

altruistic interests. High normals, those students seen 

as being normal by their fellow students, were not found 

to be free from difficulties. In fact, many of the high 

normal students were found to have quite severe problems, 

such as problems with their parents. The main difference 

between the two groups seemed to be the response made to 

such problems. High normals had problems but were able to • 

reconcile their problems. The low normal group seemed to 

have difficulty reconciling similar difficulties. The high 

normal group also tended to react to the situation. That 

is they did not tend to have rigid behavioral patterns. 

Their mode of response varied according to the situation. 

Their behavior was flexible. The low normal group was 

more characterized by inflexible behavioral patterns. 

Teacher Personality 

Much of the-research conducted in the area of teacher 

personality has been directed toward the identification of 

effective teachers. Even so progress has been slow. As 
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Eisner1 pointed oub, !,¥e have barely gone beyond the 'Do 

you like Children?' stage in attempting to evaluate a 

student's fitness to teach" (10, p. 3f?3) . It is obvious 

that teachers, as is true of other occupational groups, 

enter teaching in order to satisfy certain needs, 

Wallen, Travers, Reid, and Wodtke (30) attempted to 

determine the relationship betx̂ reen teacher needs and the 

classroom behavior of a sample of elementary teachers. A 

paper-and-pencil questionnaire provided scores on needs of 

achievement, in terms of academic excellence; affiliation, 

in terms of warm and personal interaction with students; 

control, moment to moment control by the teacher of the 

students; recognition, the need of the teacher to be the 

center of attention. Teacher behavior was measured by an 

adapted Withall technique, observer ratings, and a Q-sort. 

The 0,-sort was based solely on classroom behavior as "in 

some cases there seemed to be striking differences between 

the behavior of the teacher in the classroom and behavior 

in other situations in which these teachers could be ob-

served" (30, p. 2i|). A significant positive correlation 

was found between the need for control and the rated be-

havior of the controlling tendencies of the teacher. A 

positive correlation was found between control and affilia-

tion on measures of teacher behavior; however, when teacher 

behavior was viewed by observers, the relationship between 

control and affiliation was significant but negative. In 
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effect, the authors concluded that devices that ask an 

individual how he will behave in familiar stimulus con-

ditions may provide the best prediction of how the in-

dividual will behave. 

Symonds (28), after analyzing the autobiographies of 

•fifty women teachers, concluded that many teachers find 

that teaching satisfies needs other than financial return 

or professional achievement. Some teachers, having strong 

inferiority feelings, become teachers because they work 

with children inferior to themselves. He also felt that 

many of these teachers have strong feelings of deference 

toward those in positions of authority. Other teachers 

need to be dominant and aggressive. Teaching, to them, 

appears to be a socially approved opportunity to express 

otherwise repressed aggressive and sadistic tendencies. 

Although the filling of needs provides intrinsic motivation 

for entering teaching, various teachers may be characterized 

by needs different from those above. 

Medley and Mitzel (20) attempted to relate teacher 

behavior to teacher effectiveness. Teacher effectiveness 

was measured by improvement on the California Reading Test, 

improvement in problem solving skill, pupil ratings of 

pupil-teacher rapport, teacher ratings of three teacher's 

roles, and principal ratings of the teacher for the same 

three roles. Classroom behavior was measured by the OSCAR 

technique including the dimensions of emotional climate, 
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verbal emphasis, and social organization. The results 

indicated that neither reading nor group problem solving 

was related to any dimension of behavior. Emotional 

climate was found fco be related to pupil-beacher rapport. 

Those teachers rated most effective by their supervisors 

were those who had the friendliest classrooms. Teachers 

rating themselves high in teaching fundamental skills gave 

less opportunity for students to work in small autonomous 

groups. 

Gillis (13) attempted to determine the needs struc-

tures of students in teacher education programs. The sub-

jects were administered the Stern Activities Index based on 

Murray's work on manifest needs. Teacher education students 

were found to feel less need for intellec fcualism. than the 

general college population. They also exhibited .a need for 

dependency markedly greater than the general college popula-

tion. Men in the sample were found to have greater needs 

for intellectualism; while women were found to express 

greater needs for dependency. 

Summary 

The ability to identify the behavior of teacher can-

didates prior to student teaching has been of concern to 

institutions of teacher education for a considerable period. 

Unfortunately, the results of most of the studies have been 

inconclusive. The majority of such studies have been 
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concerned with the prediction of effective or "good" 

teachers. These studies have utilized almost, if not, 

all of the published personality inventories. 

Some authors have urged that efforts to predict the 

identify of effective teachers be replaced by efforts to 

predict teaching behavior. The EPFS has not received ex-

tensive use in the prediction of teacher behavior. The 

majority of studies involving teachers or teacher candi-

dates, in which the EPPS has been used as a measuring 

instrument, have been concerned with comparing the means 

of the various variables with the means of other occupational 

groups. 

Other types of research using the EPPS have included 

identifying the different needs structures of teachers at 

various grade levels, teaching assignments, comparing varied 

teacher groups with the norm group, correlating the results 

of the EPPS with the results of other measuring instruments. 

Two studies (6, 19), utilizing the EPPS, were discussed 

in which the major purpose of the studies x-jas to determine 

if the instrument discriminated on the basis of behavioral 

characteristics. Both sbudies indicated the possible value 

of the EPPS in this line of research. 

The results of the studies in which the EPPS was used 

have indicated that as an occupational group teachers tend 

to express some of the needs which are not generally con-

sidered to be indicative of good mental health. Studies 
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using other instruments have tended to add some substance 

to these studies. Studies have typically pictured teachers 

or education students as having high scores on needs for 

deference and' abasement. Scores on aggression were usually 

low. These studies have presented a picture of the teacher 

or teacher in training as one who does what others tell 

him, has a general feeling of unworthiness, and lacks a 

tendency to express his feelings toward his own views and 

the views of others. 

Those studies that have utilized other measuring instru-

ments have generally come to similar conclusions of the needs 

structures of education students and teachers. Although the 

names of the variables are not the same, the characteristics 

identified by the various instruments are similar to those 

characteristics identified by the EPPS, 

The problem of psychological maladjustment of teachers 

has been compounded by the difficulty of identifying normal 

personalities by the use of objective personality, devices. 

Bonney's studies (3, k-) presented evidence of the difficulty 

of separating "high normals" from "low normals" on the basis 

of objective personality measurements. 

It is not enough to be able to distinguish submissive 

student teachers from aggressive student teachers, or to 

distinguish any other two groups if at the same time the 

members of these groups cannot be distinguished from the 

student teachers that have been designated as having 
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normal personalities on the basis of some criterion. The 

difficulty of choosing a criterion has been considered in 

this chapter, and social defintions of behavior appear to 

have validity. 
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CHAPTER H I 

PRESENTATION OP RESULTS 

Introduction 

This chapter is concerned with the presentation of the 

results of this study. The tenability of each of the research 

hypotheses was considered in the light of the data and the 

interpretation of the data. The null hypothesis was rejected 

at the *05> level of significance. In instances where the 

level of significance reached the .01 or .001 level, these 

levels were reported. Computations were done by the computer 

centers at Southern Methodist University and HTSIT. 

Hypothesis I 

The first hypothesis stated that there would be no sig-

nificant differences among the mean scores on the EPPS of three 

groups of female students. These groups were composed of those 

female education students enrolled in professional education 

courses that had been identified as aggressive, submissive, or 

normal by their peers. Table I presents the results of the 

analysis of variance for the three groups on the fifteen 

variables of the EPPS. 

The data shown in Table I reveals that the only sig-

nificant J? ratio was for the need deference, The level of 

U3 
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significance of the P ratios indicates that for all of the 

variables, except deference, any difference between the means 

of the three groups could have resulted from a variation due 

to chance. 

TABLE I 

SUMS OP SQUARES, VARIANCE ESTIMATES, P RATIOS, 
AND LEVELS OP SIGNIFICANCE OP THREE GROUPS 

OP EDUCATION STUDENTS ON THE FIFTEEN 
VARIABLES OP THE EPPS 

Variable 

Sums of 
Squares 

Variance 
Estimates P 

Ratios 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Variable 
Between Within Between Within 

P 
Ratios 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Achievement 1+.36 1978.27 2.18 22.71+ .10 N.S. 

Deference 79.09 1030.30 39.5U 11.81+ 3.31+ .05 

Order 77.62 1838 .33 - 38.81 21.13 1.81+ N.S. 

Exhibition 25.96 11+20.93 12.98 16.33 .79 N.S. 

Autonomy 1+1.62 11+33.27 20.81 16.1+7 1.26 N.S. 

Affiliation 1.80 1 5 1 2 . 3 0 .90 17.38 .05 N.S. 

Intraception 60.80 1965.60 30.1*0 22.59 1.35 N.S. 

Succorance 26.29 1605/77 13.11+ l8.ii 6 .7! N.S. 

Dominance 6 8 . 3 6 1787.60 31+. 18 20.55 1.66 N.S. 

Abasement 9.36 2251.77 1+.67 25.88 .18 N.S. 

Nurturance 16.09 1 8 2 8 . 2 3 8.01| 21.01 .38 N.S. 

Change 9.80 2026.3-0 1+.90 23.29 .21 N.S. 

Endurance 16.09 2312.80 8.1+0 26.58 .30 N.S. 

Heterosexuality 65.69 2957.30 32.81+ 33.99 .97 N.S. 

Aggression 1+8.62 1907.33 21+. 31 21.92 1.10 N.S. 
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The only variable having aa F ratio that was statisti-

cally significant was the variable called deference. The F 

ratio on this variable was significant at the .05 level. 

People scoring high on this variable are described in the 

manual for the EPPS as being conventional, doing what is 

expected, permitting others to make decisions, following 

leaders, and seeing the viewpoint of others. 

The F ratio for deference was significant; therefore, 

Table II shows the relationships among the three groups on 

the variable for deference in an attempt to locate the source 

of variation. 

TABLE II 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, t RATIOS. AND 
LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE USED'~IN COMPARING 
EACH GROUP OF FEMALE STUDENT TEACHERS 

WITH EACH' OF TWO OTHER GROUPS ON 
THE NEED: DEFERENCE 

Groups Mean S . D . - t Level of 
Significance 

Normals 
vs. 

Submissives 

1 3 . 1 3 

1 2 . 9 7 

2 . 7 9 

3 . 7 0 
0 . 1 9 N.S. 

Normals 
vs. 

Aggressives 

1 3 . 1 3 

1 1 . 0 7 

2 . 7 9 

3 - 5 9 
2 . 3 3 . 0 5 

Submissives 
vs. 

Aggressives 

1 2 . 9 7 

1 1 . ' 0 7 

3 . 7 0 

3 . 5 9 
2 . 1 1 | . 0 5 
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Table IX indicates the source of the variation. The 

variation between the submissive group and the normal group 

is quite small, The variation between these two groups could 

easily be due to chance. The-aggressive group was signifi-

cantly lower than either the normal group or the submissive 

gi'oup on the need for deference. The variation in both 

cases was significant at the ,05> level* According to the 

description of this variable, members of the aggressive group 

are less likely to do what is expected, to permit others to 

wake the decisions, to follow leaders, and to be conventional. 

Hypothesis one must be rejected on the basis of this 

data; however, it should be recognized that it is very unlikely 

that behavioral groups could be distinguished on the basis of 

one variable. 

The _t ratios obtained by contrasting the mean of each 

group with the means of the other two groups were not used 

except for the need of deference. For reference purposes, 

the t, ratios comparing the three groups are included in the 

Appendix (Appendix. 3). 

Hypothesis II 

The second hypothesis stated that there would be no 

significant difference between the means of each of the three 

groups and the means for the norm group on any of the variables 

of the EPFS, 
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Table III depicts the t_ ratios obtained when the 

means from each of these groups was compared to the means 

for the norm group. Table III presents three sets of t 

ratios: normal group versus the norm group, the aggres-

sive group versus the norm group, and the submissive group 

versus the norm group. 

An examination of the data presented in Table III 

reveals that none of the fifteen t_ ratios comparing the 

normal group with the norm group are significant. The 

means of the normal group are so close to those of the 

norm group that any variation between the two groups could 

easily be attributed to chance. On the basis of this data, 

the second hypothesis, in reference to the normal group-, 

was accepted. 

Similarly, the t ratios obtained by comparing the 

means of the submissive group with the means of the norm 

group are also included in Table III. Again, none of the 

t ratios were of sufficient value to indicate that any 

variation was due to actual differences. Members of the 

submissive group could not be distinguished from the norm 

group by the EPPS. In light of these results, the hypothe-

sis of no difference was accepted in reference to the 

submissive group .versus the norm group. 
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^ T H P T M ^ 1 1 0 3 M D 

JHE HEEDS op THREE rRnrr^o GSPARING 

w v m r TMZn!TjH°mEEmLE 
NORM GROUP 
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Variable 

Achievement 

Deference 

Order 

Exhibition 

Autonomy 

Af filigtion 

Intraception 

Succorance 

Dominance 

Abase me n t 

•Wurturance 

Change 

Endurance 

He tero sexuality-

Aggress ion 

Norm Group 

j f o a n I S.DT 

13 . 08 I 4. ;Lg 

12-bo I 3.7, 

— C r l * O U D 

Me a n 

12.29 

17-32 

15.11 

16 •K-2 J 4.41 

17.20 I 4.87 

12.63 J 5.19 

14.34 J 5.39 

i°-59 I 4.61 

Level of 
Signi.fi-
cance 

N.S. 
13.00 

13.33 
i r . s . 

1:L-30 4,69 
N.S. 

^ . 8 7 3.86 
i r . s . 

11.20 I 3.99 
HT.S. 

N.S. 
X5-73 4.5 

H.S. 

11.8 0 I 4.41 

1^'^7 1 3.42 
N..S. 

x5.6o 4.5/4 

I6.50j 4.89 

17.80 | 4.70 

w.s. 
15.17 

N.S. 

U.S. 
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Variable 

Achievement 

Deference 

Order 

Exhibition 

Autonomy 

Affiliation 

Intraception 

Succorantpe 

Dominance 

Abasement 

Nurturancje 
I 

Change | 

Endurance 

Heterosexuality 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

re s a ion 

Norm Group SubmissS ve Group 
Mean Mean 

12.80 

12.97 

10.2k 11.17 

12.29 12.8^ 

17.1i0 

1-7.32 16.93 

12.53 13.03 

12.53 

15 .11 

15,77 

17 .20 18 .60 

12.63 13 .27 

14.314. 15 .63 

10 .59 
iM 
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Variable 
Norm Group Aggressive Group 

' 1 
Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Variable 
Mean S.D.- Mean S. D.' 

' 1 
Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Achievement 13 .08 4 . 1 9 ' 12J+7 4 . 5 2 0 . 7 3 N . S . 

Deference 12. J4.O 3 • 72 1 1 . 0 7 3 - 5 9 1 . 9 9 . 05 

Order 1 0 . 2 4 4 - 3 7 9 . 2 7 4 . 0 1 1 . 2 9 N.S . ' 

Exhibition 1-4.28 3 . 6 5 1 3 . 8 0 3 . 9 1 . 66 N.S.-

Autonomy 1 2 . 2 9 4 . 3 4 1 2 . 3 0 3J4O .02 K.S." 

Affiliation 17J+0 4 . 0 7 1 6 . 1 3 4 - 0 9 1 . 6 7 N.S." 

Intraception "17.32 4 . 7 0 1 7 . 7 3 4 . 8 2 .46 N.S.' 

Succorance 1 2 . 5 3 4 . 4 2 1 2 . 0 0 3 .89 .73 U.S.-

Dominance 1 ^ . 1 8 4 . 6 0 1 3 . 5 3 4 . 8 6 .72 • N . S . ' 

Abasement 1 5 . I I 4 • 94 1 4 . 9 0 5 . 4 2 .21 N.S.' 

Nurturance 16 .42 4 . 4 1 1 6 . 7 7 4 . 7 6 ' .40 N .S .< 

Change 17 .20 4..87 1 8 . 3 0 4 . 6 1 1 . 2 8 N.S..' 

Endurance 1 2 . 6 3 5 . 1 9 1 3 . 5 3 5 . 9 1 .82 N.S . ' 

Heterosexuality 14 • 34 5 . 3 9 1 7 . 1 7 5 . 8 3 2\ 62 . 01 

Aggression 1 0 . 5 9 4 . 6 1 1 1 . 3 3 4 - 68 . 8 5 N.S,' 
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Only in the comparison of the means of the aggressive 

group versus the norm group did any of the t_ ratios reach a 

level of significance great enough to justify the rejection 

of the null hypothesis. Even between these two groups, only 

two of the fifteen scales produced significant t ratios. 

The aggressive group had a smaller mean score on the need for 

deference than the norm group. This difference was signifi-

cant at the .05 level. The other scale found to have a sig-

nificant value was for the need heterosexuality. The 

aggressive group had a mean score significantly greater, at 

the .01 level, than the mean score for the norm group. 

According to the manual for the EPPS, the members of the 

aggressive group in comparison to the norm group would not 

tend to accept the leadership of others, would not conform 

or avoid the unconventional, and would not follow directions 

and do what was expected. The aggressive members would en-

gage in heterosexual social activities, fall in love, kiss 

those of the opposite sex, and talk about sex. The null 

hypothesis was rejected in reference to the comparison 

between the aggressive group and the norm group. 

On the basis of the data presented in Table III, hypothe-

sis two is accepted in reference to the normal and submissive 

groups. The hypothesis of no difference is rejected in 

reference to the aggressive group. 

Hypothesis III 

Hypothesis three predicted that the factor loadings of 

a ^-technique factor analysis would be independent of the 
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groupings of the student teachers as normal, aggressive, or 

submissive. This step provided evidence as to the success of 

the criteria profiles in selecting student teachers for each 

group with varying specific needs patterns. 

Table IV presents the results of the Q-technique factor 

analysis of the three groups. Two primary factors were ob-

tained. Three other factors loading about one-half as many 

students as the first two factors were also obtained. A 

factor loading of ,%0 was considered to be acceptable. 

The first factor might be called "self-seeking." People 

loading on this factor are characterized as not forming 

attachments with others, being aloof, resistant to give up the 

old for something new, and an inability to analyze the motives 

for the behavior of themselves or of others. Factor two might 

best be described as "systematic." The student teachers load-

ing on this factor are characterized by neatness, being 

systematic, planning In advance, and a lack of consideration 

for those with differing viewpoints. Factors three and four 

are similar somewhat to factor two. People loading on 

factor three are characterized by neatness, planning in ad-

vance, being organized, not forming new friendships, and 

doing tnlngs alone. Factor four is characterized by neatness, 

organization, orderliness, saying what one thinks, makes 

independent decisions, does not tend to conform, little 

ability to analyze behavior of others, and little ability 

to put one in the place of others. The fifth factor was 
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considered to be a residual factor since few members of 

any one group loaded on this factor. 

An examination of Table IV indicates that twenty-six 

students loaded on factor one. Of these twenty-six, nine-

teen students were from the aggressive, group; five were 

.from the submissive group, and two were from the normal 

group. A total of twenty-five students loaded on factor 

two. None of the aggressive group loaded on this second 

factor. It would appear that the members of the aggressive 

group were similar in need patterns. Fifteen of the students 

loading on this factor were from the submissive group; the 

remaining ten were from the normal group. Of factors three 

and four, only members of the normal group had any number 

of its members loading on these factors. In all nineteen 

of the twenty aggressive students loaded on one of the first 

two factors; eighteen of twenty submissive students loaded 

on one of these two factors, and twelve of the twenty normal 

students loaded on one of these two factors. Table IV also 

reveals that the normal group had members loading on more 

factors in greater numbers than the other two groups. Another 

interesting detail is that only five members of each of the 

aggressive and submissive groups loaded on more than one factor: 

however, Welve members of the normal group loaded on more than 

one factor. It is possible that this was due to the similarity 

of factors two, three, and four. The pattern of loadings indi-

cate that the aggressive group was different in the nature of 

the factor loadings from the submissive and nn-nmoi 
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TABLE IV 

PINAL ROTATED ORTHOGONAL Q-IECHNIQTJE FACTOR MATRIX 
SHOWING LOADINGS ON FIVE FACTORS BY STUDENT 

TEACHERS CLASSIFIED BY NEEDS PROFILES 
AS NORMAL, AGGRESSIVE, OR SUBMISSIVE 

Variables 
(Students) 

Factor 
I 

Factor 
II 

Factor 
III 

Factor 
IV 

Factor 
V 

Aggressive 
1 0 . 9 5 * 0.02 0.10 -0.28 -0.10 

2 . 9 0 * - .1+1 - .12 . 0 5 .08 

3 - .01 • 0 3 . 6 5 * -• .06 . 76* 

k . 7 8 * - . 1 7 - .28 . 5 1 * . 16 

5 . 9 3 * . 0 9 .09 - .28 - .20 

•6 . 9 0 * - . 1 1 . .18 . 3 8 ,12 

7 . 8 7 * - . 3 0 - . 3 3 . 1 9 .01+ 

8 . 7 0 * - . 0 7 . 2 6 - .11 . 6 5 * 

9 .88* . 0 8 - .13 . 2 7 . 3 5 

10 .87* .11+ - . 3 3 . 2 7 - .21 

11 • 5 7 * .21 . 7 2 * - . 2 9 . 1 5 

12 . 6 1 * - . 3 2 . 2 7 - .60 • 3 0 

1 3 . 9 8 * - .10 .18 . 0 6 - .01+ 

11+ . 9 1 * . 2 3 .21+ , 2 5 . 0 3 

1 5 . 6 9 * - .li| • k3 . 1 5 .51+* 

16 . 8 3 * - . 2 7 .23 - .1+1 - .05 

1 7 . 7 9 * . 3 8 - . 0 8 - . 1 7 .1+3 

1 8 . 9 8 * . 1 5 . 0 5 ,,0L(. - .02 

1 9 . 9 7 * . 1 6 - . 0 1 .0)4 . 1 9 

2 0 .7)4 .11 . 2 6 - . 6 0 . 1 1 
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TABLE IV—Continued 

Variables 
(Students) 

Submissive 
21 

22 

2.3 

21+ 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 " 

30 

31 

32 

33 

3k 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

l+o 

Factor 
I 

-25 

.57* 

.27 

.18 

.21 

.1^ 

• .11 

.15 

. 06 

.13 

.27 

.11 

.03 

.30 

.21 

. 78-::-

• 53 

.52* 

.1|0 

.58* 

Factor 
II 

.87* 

• 39 

. 76* 

. 89* 

.02 

. 8 8-:; 

• k-3 

.87* 

.81* 

. 85* 

.9i|-"-

.87* 

.97* 

.90* 

. 71* 

• If. 2 

.51* 

.19 

. 73* 

. 78* 

Factor 
III ' 

- .10 

- .20 

.03 

.25 

- .10 

.10 

• .21 

.38 

.[[.8 

.02 

• 03 

• 33; 

. 13 

.23 

. llf. 

.09 

. 1 5 

. 8 1 

.06 

.02 

Fac tor 
IV 

.32 

- -kh 

. 19 

- .06 

- .07 

.13 

- .27 

- .01+ 

.51* 

- .05 

- .27 

.12 

.22 

- .65 

.20 

- .01 

.02 

.02 

Factor 
V 

- .03 

.27 

• 5lj.-"-

• 38 

- .29 

.97-"-

.86* 

.01 

• 33 

• 03 

.21 

.21 

• 13 

.00 

.06 

.1+0 

. 66* 

.16 

• 56* 

.21 
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TABLE IV--Continued 

Variables 
(Students) Factor 

II 
Factor 
III 

Normal 
ill 

.1*2 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 • 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

-"-Level of 

- . 20 

. 66-:i 

. 70-::-

•44 

. 06 

.23 

.18 

.00 

- .08 

.36 

•49 

.Oil 

• *36 

• 37 

.20 

•47 

.11 

.48 

• 15 

.32 

Factor 
17 

. 68-::-

• 37 

.19 

• 56-;c-

.62-::-

•43 

. 58-::-

. 79-::-

• 35 

- .40 

.51-::-

. 76-::-

• 27 

.48 

.18 

.18 

.51*' 

.63-::-

.83* 

.62-: 

.17 

- . 08 

.48 

• 32 

.19 

.12 

.56-::-

.51-"-

. 76-::-

.67-"-

.51-"-

.87-::-

.29 

• 33 

. 72-:;-

. 66-::-

. 13 

.53-"-

Factor 
V 

• 19 

• 38 

.67-x-

- .44 

• 54-::-

. 8l-::-

.5?::-

.26 

• 32 

.24 

.06 

.02 

• .09 

• 35 

.88-::-

.11 

. 0 3 

• 54* 

.00 

•83* 
acceptability i s # 

- .27 

. 51-::-

.07 

.24 

• 46 

.26 

.54* 

- .00 

. 71# 

- .25 

- . 2 0 

.40 

.18 

. 66-::-

.19 

• 47 

. 54""-

. 2 3 

. 07 

. 4 1 
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Tables V and VI verify that there are differences in 

the pattern of loadings for the three groups. Table V is 

a two-by-three chi-square table used to determine if the 

pattern of factor loading of the student teachers on 

factor one was independent of their classification as ag-

gressive, submissive, or normal. 

TABLE V 

OBSERVED FREQUENCIES, THEORETICAL FREQUENCIES, 
CHI-SQUARE, AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE USED ' 

IN A TEST OF INDEPENDENCE BETWEEN 
FACTOR I AND THREE GROUPS OF 

STUDENT TEACHERS 

Groups Did Load Did Not Load Chi-Square 
Level of 

Significance 

Aggressive 19.00-::-
8 .67*-"-

1.00-::-
10.33-"-"-

Submissive 5 . 0 0 * 
8.67-"--"-

15.00* 
10 .33** 

Normal 2.00-::-
8.67-"-"-

18.00-::-
1 0 . 3 3*-::-

35 .30 • 0 . 0 0 1 -
-"-Observed frequencies. 

-"---Theoretical frequencies. 

An examination of Table V indicates that the chi-square 

value of 35-30 was significant at the .001 level. The pat-

tern of loadings'on factor one was not independent of the 

grouping of the students. The proportion of aggressive 

students loading on this factor was greater than expected; 
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the proportion of submissive student teachers and normal 

student teachers was less than expected. Factor one did 

identify the aggressive students. 

Table VI is a two-by-three chi-square table used to 

determine if the pattern of factor loading of the student 

teachers on factor two was independent of their classifi-

cation. as aggressive, submissive, or normal. 

TABLE VI 

OBSERVED FREQUENCIES, THEORETICAL FREQUENCIES, CHI-SQUARE, 
AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE USED IN A TEST OF INDEPENDENCE 
BETWEEN FACTOR II AND THREE GROUPS OF STUDENT TEACHERS 

Groups Did Load Did Not Load Chi-Square 
Level of 

Significance 

Aggressive 0.00-::-
8.33-"-"-

20.00::-
11.67 

Submissive 15.00-::-
8.33-"-"-

5.00* 
11.67-::-::-

Normal 10.00-::-
8.33-::-::-

10,00-::-
11.67-::-"-

2k. 08 0.001 

-"-Observed frequencies. 

^-"-Theoretical frequencies 

The chi-square value of 2I4.O8 was significant at the 

.001 level. Fewer aggressive students loaded on this factor 

than expected. More normal and submissive students loaded 

on this factor than expected. 



6J+ 

On the basis of Tables V and VI, the members of the 

aggressive group had need patterns which were not like 

the need patterns of the submissive and normal groups. 

There was a tendency for members of both the normal and 

submissive groups to load on factor two. On the basis 

of these two tables, it was evident that the factor load-

ings were not independent of the classification of the 

student teachers as aggressive, submissive, or normal; 

therefore, hypothesis three must be rejected. On the 

basis of the data presented in Tables IV, V, and VI, it 

appears that criteria profiles can be developed that will 

select people having needs profiles which are similar to 

the criterion profile but are different from people having 

patterns based on other criteria profiles. 

Hypothesis IV 

The fourth hypothesis predicted that the ratings of 

the student teachers by their college coordinators would 

be independent of the classification of the student teachers 

as aggressive, submissive, or normal based on their needs 

profiles. 

Table VII presents the results of the attempt to 

verify this hypothesis. The four-by-three chi-square table 

indicates the placement of the student teachers by the 

rating of their college coordinators compared to their place-

ment on the basis of their needs profiles. This table con-

tains ratings on all sixty student teachers. 
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TABLE VII 

OBSERVED FREQUENCIES, THEORETICAL FREQUENCIES, CHI-SQUARE, 
M D LEVEL OF SIGNIFICifflCE USED IN A TEST OF INDEPENDENCE 

BETWEEN RATINGS BY COLLEGE COORDINATORS AND 
CLASSIFICATION AS AGGRESSIVE, SUBMISSIVE, 

OR NORMAL ON THE BASIS OF 
NEEDS PROFILES 

Groups Based 
on 

Needs Profiles 

Coordinator Ratings Chi- Level of 
Signifi-

cance 

Groups Based 
on 

Needs Profiles 
Aggres-

sive 
Subrnis-

sive Norma1 Other 
Square 

Level of 
Signifi-

cance 

Aggressive 6.00* 
1+ .67-"-"-

6.00* 
5.0 o** 

3.00* 
14.67** 

5.00* 
5.67** 

Submissive 2.00* 
l\.. 6 7-:B:~ 

7. oo* 
5.oo** 

6.00* 
1+.67** 

5.00* 
5.67** 

Normal 6.00* 
1+.67** 

2.00* 
5.oo** 

5.00* 
k.67** 

7.00* 
5.67** 

6.37 N.S. 

-;:-Observed frequencies. 

r*Theore tieal frequencies. 

The value of chi-square obtained in Table VII of 6.37 

was not significant. This low value of chi-square indicates 

that the ratings of the student teachers by their college 

coordinators was independent of the grouping of the student 

teachers based on their needs profiles. An examination of 

the table reveals that only eighteen of the sixty ratings 

agreed with the grouping of the student teachers based on 

their needs profiles. On the basis of this data, hypothesis 

four was accepted. 
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Hypothesis V 

The fifth hypothesis predicted that the ratings of 

the student teachers by their supervising teachers would 

be independent of the classification of the student 

teachers as aggressive, submissive, or normal based on 

their needs profiles. 

Table VIII presents the results of the attempt to 

verify this hypothesis. The three-by-three chi-square 

table indicates the placement of the student teachers by 

the rating of their supervising teachers compared to their 

placement on the basis of their needs profiles. This table 

includes ratings on forty-five of the student teachers. 

TABLE VIII 

OBSERVED FREQUENCIES, THEORETICAL FREQUENCIES, CHI-SQUARE, 
AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE USED IN A TEST OF INDEPENDENCE' 

BETWEEN RATINGS BY SUPERVISING TEACHERS AND 
CLASSIFICATION AS AGGRESSIVE, SUBMISSIVE, 

OR NORMAL ON THE BASIS OF 
NEEDS PROFILES 

Groups Based 
on 

Needs Profiles 

Supervisor Ratings 
Chi-

Square 

Level of Groups Based 
on 

Needs Profiles 
Aggres-

sive 
Submis-

sive 
Normal 

Chi-
Square 

Signifi-
cance 

Aggressive 1.00-::-
0.76-"--::-

. 00-::-
5.29-"-"-

12.00* 
10.96** 

Submissive 0.00-::-
0.58-::--::-

6.00-::-
1+. 01{.-A--::-

7.00* 
8.38** 

Normal 1.00-::-
0.67-"-"-

lj. 00* 
I4.. 6 6** 

10.00* 
9.66** 

2.59 N.S. 

-x-Observed frequencies. 

-^Theoretical frequence" a s 
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The chi-square value of 2.59 was not significant. 

Of the forty-five ratings, seventeen ratings agreed with 

the grouping of the student teachers based on their needs 

profiles. Of the forty-five ratings, only two students 

were rated as aggressive; more than one-half, twenty-nine, 

pf the student teachers were rated as normal. On the basis 

of this data, hypothesis five was accepted. 

Summary 

This chapter has presented the data obtained in deter-

mining the tenability of the hypotheses. The .05 level of 

significance was accepted as the level for the rejection of 

the null hypothesis. 

In testing hypothesis one, it was found that the normal, 

aggressive, and submissive education students differed sig-

nificantly on only one of the fifteen variables of the EPPS. 

This variable was deference. There was no significant dif-

ference between the submissive and normal groups on this 

variable. The aggressive group was significantly lower on 

this variable than either of the other two groups. The hy-

pothesis of no difference was. rejected. 

In testing hypothesis two, it was found that the normal-

group did not differ significantly from the norm group on 

any of the variables of the EPPS; there was not a significant 

difference between the means of the submissive group and the 

norm group on any of the fifteen variables of the EPPS. The 
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hypothesis of no difference was accepted for these two 

groups. The aggressive group did differ significantly 

from the norm group on the needs for deference and 

heterosexuality. The difference on the variable defer-

ence was significant at the .05 level; the variable 

called heterosexuality was significant at the .01 level. 

The hypothesis of no difference was rejected for the 

aggressive group. 

In testing hypothesis three, it was found that the 

grouping of the student teachers was not independent of 

the pattern of factor loadings. The aggressive student 

teachers loaded on a factor characterized by being aloof, 

not forming attachments with others, resistant to chang.e, 

inability to analyze the motives of the behavior of them-

selves or of others. Seventy-five per cent of the sub-

missive group and fifty per cent of the normal group loaded 

on factor two. This factor characterized people as being, 

neat, systematic, planning in advance, inconsider-ate of 

differing viewpoints. The hypothesis of independence of 

factor loading and group placement was rejected. 

In testing hypotheses four and five, it was found 

that the ratings of the college coordinators and the co-

operating teachers were independent of the grouping of 

the student teachers based on their needs profiles. The 

hypotheses of independence was accepted. 
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These findings were used in the formulation of con-

clusions and recommendations which are included in Chap-

ter IV. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

The primary purpose of this study was to determine if 

a needs profile could be prepared based on student responses 

prior to student teaching that would predict aggressive, sub-

missive, or normal behavior patterns during student teaching. 

The study utilized two difference populations. The first 

population consisted of all fetnale students enrolled in the 

beginning professional education courses at NTSU. From this 

population, three groups of thirty students each were formed. 

These students were identified by their peers on the basis of 

sociometric nominations as best exhibiting aggressive^ normal, 

or submissive behavior. The results on the EPPS were obtained 

for these students. The mean scores and standard deviations 

for each of these groups were calculated. A comparison of 

these means indicated that the EPPS did not identify students 

chosen on the basis of exhibiting different behavioral char-

acteristics. The behavioral descriptions used in selection 

having been taken .from the manual for the EPPS, it would 

appear that either the students were nob chosen on the basis 

70 



71 

of the descriptions or that the EPPS does not measure these 

characteristics as it claims. 

The means for these three groups were similarly com-

pared to the means for the liberal arts norm group as found 

in the manual for the administration of the EPPS. The re-

sults of this comparison indicated that the groups were not 

different from, the norn group. Again as the submissive and 

the aggressive groups should have been, constituted of ex-

treme members, this failure to find conclusive differences 

indicated that either the EPPS does not measure what it 

claims to measure or that the members of the beginning pro-

fessional education courses do not contain an appreciable 

number of overly aggressive or submissive students. 

The means for these three groups were compared, and a 

criterion profile was established for each group. These 

profiles were then compared with the profiles for the members 

of the second population. The second population of this study 

was composed of female student teachers at FISU during the 

spring semester of 1967. Prom this population three groups 

of twenty students each were selected: an aggressive group, 

a submissive group, and a normal group. The selection of 

the female student teachers was based on the sum of the 

squared differences between the individual's scores on each 

of the fifteen variables and the criteria profiles. The 

twenty student teachers having the lowest sum of squared 
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differences when compared to one of the criteria profiles 

were established as the group and referred to by the be-

havioral term of the group which had served as the basis 

of the profile. The twenty most like the aggressive pro-

file formed the aggressive student teacher group. The 

^ame procedure was followed for the submissive and normal 

groups. If a student was eligible for more than one group, 

she was eliminated from the study. 

A Q,-technique factor analysis indicated that the 

members of the groups did load on different factors. The 

aggressive group loaded on a factor that indicated their 

profiles were different in nature from the profiles of the 

members of the submissive and normal groups. Both submis-

sives and normals were found to load on factor two. This 

indicates that, although their profiles may be different, 

they were more like each other than they were like the 

aggressive group. 

The student teachers included in each of the three 

groups were then rated by their college coordinators and 

their cooperating teachers. The students were rated on 

the similarity between their behavior and the characteristic 

behaviors of the three specified groups. In each case, the 

rater was instructed to rate the student in the group that 

best described her. 

The results from both the cooperating teachers and 

the college coordinators indicated that the raters did not 
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consider the student teachers to exhibit the behavior of 

the group they were placed in on the basis of the simi-

larity of their needs profile to the criteria profiles. 

In all of the ratings received, the agreement between the 

ratings and the placement of the student based on her 

needs profile was not significant. Agreement was found 

in only thirty-five of 10^ ratings. The successful 

ratings were split relatively evenly between the two 

rating groups. Of the sixty ratings by the college co-

ordinators, eighteen ratings agreed with the group place-

ment based on needs. The cooperating teachers correctly 

rated .seventeen of forty-five, 

On the basis of the data presented in Chapter III,-

the results of the ratings indicate that such a procedure 

as followed by this study to develop criteria needs pro-

files will not result in behaviorally predictive needs 

profiles. 

Conclusions 

The findings of this study led to the following con-

clusions : 

1. Students identified by their peers as exhibiting 

aggressive, submissive, and normal behavior cannot be pre-

dictively distinguished on the basis of their needs profiles 

. Although a significant F-ratio was found on the need 

for deference, behavioral groups cannot be identified on the 
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basis of one variable. She lack of difference among the 

groups may be accounted for by one of several possibilities# 

First, the EPPS may not measure what it purports to measure. 

Second, the female education students comprising the first 

population may not have contained an appreciable number of 

overly aggressive or submissive students. Last, the group-

ing technique may not have been sensitive enough to dis-

tinguish among the students having the characteristics of 

each of the three groups. 

2, Female students judged aggressive by their peers 

exhibit this aggressiveness primarily through their be-

havior toward their superiors and members of the opposite 

sex. 

The female education students that were considered to 

be aggressive by their peers vrere found to have scores that 

were significantly different from the norm group on the needs 

of deference and heterosexual!ty. Their scores were low on 

deference and high on heterosexuality. These two variables 

and the direction of the difference from, the norm would tend 

to be consistent with aspects of an aggressive personality. 

Studies reported in Chapter II have, in some cases, found 

teachers and education students to score high on deference 

and low on heterosexuality, This might indicate that groups 

of teacner education students do not generally contain ail 

appreciable number of aggressive students. 
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3. Contrary to previously published studies, female 

students in beginning professional education courses are 

not significantly different from the college norm group on 

the EPPS. 

Other studies utilizing the EPFS with various teacher 

groups have found significant differences on various scales. 

One of_the most quoted studies, however, used college norms 

with an older group of experienced teachers. Other studies 

comparing teacher groups to the norm group have generally 

found the teacher groups to be highly conforming, following 

the leadership of others, and unassertive. The difference 

between the results of this study and prior studies may be 

due to one or more of several reasons. The EPPS may not 

measure what it purports to measure. The members of the 

three groups may have 'constituted nonrepresentative samples 

of the total population. There may be geographic differ-

ences in the groups sampled by the various studies. NTSTJ 

draws its student body heavily from the surrounding areas; 

therefore, students sampled from the student body may ex-

hibit geographic peculiarities. As a result of increased 

emphasis upon selective recruitment of teacher candidates, 

the characteristics of teacher candidates may be changing. 

1).. Most student teachers are seen by both their college 

coordinators and cooperating teachers as exhibiting normal 

behavior. 
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Prior studies, using the EPFS, mentioned in Chapter 

II were not generally concerned with tlis behavior of the 

subjects., but other studies have shown teachers to be more 

maladjusted than other professional groups. It may be 

possible that behavior that is seen as normal by cooperating 

teachers and college coordinators would not be seen as 

normal by raters from other professions; however, based on 

the data presented, it may be that many education students 

would, be considered normal based on their EPFS results. 

According to many definitions of normality, most people would 

be considered normal. 

5'* Submissive behavior is more likely to be seen by 

the college coordinators and cooperating teachers than is 

aggressive behavior* 

The data on which this conclusion was based may re-

flect the attitude of college coordinators and cooperating 

teachers toward aggressive and submissive behavior. Studies 

have indicated that teachers are more likely to consider 

student behavior as serious if the behavior is disruptive 

or aggressive rather than withdrawn or submissive. It may 

be that the college coordinators and cooperating teachers 

have a similar attitude toward the seriousness of aggres-

sive or submissive behavior by student teachers. 

6* Criteria needs profiles based on students selected 

by sociometric nominations prior to student teaching will 

not predict student teaching behavior,, 
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Evidence has indicated that people with normal per-

sonalities cannot be identified by objective personality 

measurements. If this is true, it would not be possible 

to prepare a criterion profile to identify people with a 

normal personality. This might make it difficulty for a 

personality instrument to identify any but the most ex-

treme needs profiles as exhibiting certain particular types 

of behavior. If there is no way of accurately identifying 

the members of the normal group, there would be no way to 

be sure that they would be kept from being chosen, as 

members of another group. 

These results may also be a reflection of perceptual 

differences between the peer group and the college co- -

ordinators and supervising teachers. Since the peers, 

college coordinators, and supervising teachers have ob-

served the subjects in different roles, ratings made by 

these three groups may not be based on similar behaviors. 

7. Those students considered normal by thei-r peers 

cannot be identified solely on the basis of the EPFS. 

The results of this study, in agreement with other 

studies on normal personality, indicate that objective 

personality measures cannot identify those people con-

sidered to exhibit normal behavior. This may possibly be 

due to the fact that people with normal personalities are 

flexible and respond according to the situation rather than 

having rigidly followed behavioral patterns. This 
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possibility is increased by data showing members of the 

normal group tending to load on more than one factor. 

Re c omme nda t i o n s 

The following recommendations are based on the re-

sults of this study: 

1. It is recommended that the use of the EPPS in 

the selection of applicants for admission to teacher edu-

cation programs be questioned if is to be used as a pre-

dictor of teaching behavior. 

2. A longitudinal study should be conducted to 

determine if_ the needs profile of people undergo a change 

with teaching experience, 

3. A study should be conducted to determine the 

degree of similarity between student teaching behavior 

and later behavior as a regular classroom teacher. 

h, A study should be conducted to determine the re-

lationships among classroom behavior, social behavior, and 

student teaching behavior of students designated as aggres-

sive, submissive, or normal by some criterion. 

5. A study should be conducted to determine if educa-

tion students differ significantly from the norm group. 

6. A national study should be conducted to determine 

if there are geographic differences in the personality char-

acteristics of education students in different areas of the 

country. 
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7. A longitudinal study should b© conducted to 

determine if the personality characteristics of students 

entering education are changing. 

8„ A study should be conducted to determine whether 

college coordinators and cooperating teachers perceive sub-

missive and aggressive behavior as differing in seriousness. 



APPENDIX A 

Classification Sheet Used 
By College Coordinators 

This student teacher: 
Controlled the class with little consideration of the 

suggestions of students, criticized administrators and other 
faculty members publicly, criticized and made fun of students 
in class, was easily irritated by actions of students, 
avoided taking responsibility for her mistakes. 

This student teacher: 
Was timid in the presence of superiors, did not take 

the responsibility for the planning and conducting of class-
room activities, did not use new and varied teaching methods, 
was easily discouraged, students seemed to be able to get her 
off the subject. 

This student teacher: 
Did not try to dominate students, respected the rights 

of the students to have opinions and behaviors different from 
her own yet would stand up for her rights and opinions, greeted 
and talked with students, initiated social contacts, promoted 
group plans and objectives, was cheerful, optimistic, and had 
a good sense of humor. 
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APPENDIX B 

Cover Letter for Supervising Teachers 

Dear Teacher: 

As part of a research project being conducted at Worth 
Texas State University, certain information concerning some 
student teachers is necessary. All information will be kept 
confidential. The research is being conducted under faculty 
supervision. 

Please complete the accompanying form for the designated 
student teacher. A self-addressed stamped envelope is included 
for your convenience. Your cooperation is sincerely appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Eldon Clary, Jr. 
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APPENDIX D 

Follow-Up Letter for Supervising Teachers 

Dear Teacher: 

You have been contacted previously concerning informa-
tion about student teachers in connection with a doctoral 
study at North Texas State University. Enclosed is another 
copy of the rating sheet. We realize that your student 
teacher may not have been exactly like either of the des-
criptions; however, you are requested to check the blank 
which xvould indicate the relationship to the descriptions 
that was most like the student teacher. 

The research is being conducted under faculty super-
vision, and all information will be kept confidential and 
will not affect the student teacher in any way. 

A self-addressed stamped envelope is included for 
your convenience. Your cooperation is sincerely appreci-
ated. 

Sincerely, 

Eldon Clary, Jr. 
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APPENDIX E 

t_ Ratios Obtained By Comparing Each Of The 
Nonstudent Teaching Education Students 

Groups Against The Other Two Groups 

"Variable 
Submissive 

vs. 
Aggressive 

Submissive 
vs. 

Normal 

Aggressive 
vs. 

Normal 

Achie vement 0.27 -0.16* -O.i4.3-* 

Deference 2.D4 - .19* -2.33"-

Order 1.60 - .11* -1.71* 

Exhibition - .13* -1.15* -1.02* 

Autonomy .51 1.56 1.05 

Affiliation .00 - .28* - .28* 

Intraception - •. 65-"- .98 1.63 

Succorance .93 1.11 . 18 

Dominance - .85* -1.82* - .97-"-

Abasement .03 - .51-"- - .53* 

Nurturance - , 8I4.* - .62* .23 

Change .2k .61+ .i+0 

Endurance - ,20* • 55 .75 

He terosexuality -1.02* .31 1.33 

Aggression 
I 

-1.1+9* - . 72* .77 

n ""^n^^-ca^es ^-e direction of the difference is in favor 
of the second named group in each column. 

8I(. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Books 

Baggaley,_Andrew R,, Intermediate Correlational Methods, 
New York, John Wiley and Sons'," Inc., 1961(7 " ~ 

C O m b S | - ^ r r ^ Wa*v,~ Education of Teachers, 
New York, Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 19557"" — 

Lehner, ̂George and Ella Kube, The Dynamics of Personal 
Ad jus oment, New York, Prentice-HaIT7~I'nc .7™T%57" 

McNemar, Quinn, Psychological Statistics, New York. .Tnhn 
Wiley and Son£7^nc77"T?627~ — 

Nuttin, Joseph, Psychoanalysis and Personality, New York 
Mentor-Omega, 19571! ' 

Articles 

Adams, Henry L . , Don Blood, and Herbert Taylor, Jr "Per-
; t a » T e a Anong-ArtB and Silence siadenls, 

•bcucation students, and Experienced Teachers " The 
American Psychologist. XIV (July, 1959), 37^ — 

Bari"'ii'ffici»no^
e *e®3UI,em>nt and Prediction of Teaching 

ojj.ilciency: A Summary of Investigations," Journal of 
ii£P£i^ental Education. XVI (June, 19^8), 203-^3; ~ 

.uonncjy, Merl E*, "A Descriptive study of the Normal Per-

(July, l 9 6 2 l f ^ 2 U ~ ^ •P8y°holog> X Y I T 1 

ifoririT^^-qnnfli-i " ^ e l a" ef> of a oocial Def in i t ion of 
J - e x s o n a l i t y , Journa l of C l i n i c a l Psvohnl no-tr 
•XX (October, 1961].), .>4iT-lj~227 

Goody Ben E. and Reginald T. Hinely, "A Validity nf 
^eiected EPPS Subscales for Determining Meed StouJtSe 
f ^°

mlnfting and Submissive Student Teachers " Journal 
of Educational Research, LXI (October, 1 9 6 7 ) ^ 5 9 ^ 1 ^ 

85 



86 

Cook, Desmond, James D. Linden, and William LeBold, "A 
Comparison of Factor Analyses of Education^ and 
Engineering Responses to Selected Personality In-
ventories," Journal of Teacher Education, XIV 
(June, 1963)", 137-1^1." 

, , and Harrison E. McKay, "A 
Factor Analysis of Teacher'Trainee Responses to Selected 
Personality Inventories," Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, .'XXI (Winter, I96IJ 81d5"̂ "72. 

Del Popolo, Joseph A., "Teacher Personality: A Concern of 
Teacher Education," Peabody Journal of Education, XLIII 
(July, 196^), 50-55. 

Somas, Simeon J. and David V. Tiedeman, "Teacher Competence: 
An Annotated Bibliography," Journal of Experimental 
Education, XIX (December, 195^7 5 "TUl-̂ l.S". 

Eisner, Elliot, "Situation Potentials and Personality Heeds 
in Teaching," Journal of Teacher Education, X.II 
(September, 196TJ, 3"5"3~3"59̂  

Garrison, Karl C. and Mary Hughie Scott, "A Comparison of 
the Personal Needs of College Students Preparing to-
Teach in Different Areas," Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, XXI (Winter, 19oTJ7~ 9̂ b-96EjT. ~ 

C-illis, John, "Personality Needs of Future Teachers," Educa-
tional and Psychological Measurement, XXIV (Fall,~T9"63J), 

— 

Gray, James Terry, "Manifest Needs in Secondary Teachers, 
Accountants, and Mechanical Engineers: An Exploratory 
Study," Dissertation Abstracts, .XXIII (1962)," II4.I3. 

v 

"Needs and Values in Three Occupations," 
Personnel and Guidance Journal, XLII (November, 1963), 
2~3S~2lW. ~~ 

Hamachek, Don E. and Takako Mori, "Need Structures, Personal 
Adjustment, and Academic Self-Concept of Beginning 
Education. Students," Journal of Educational Research, 
LVIII (December, 196)4."), T^5^lE2." 

Jackson^ Philip W. and Egon G. Guba, "The Need Structure of 
In-Service Teachers: An Occupational Analysis,"' The 
. School Review, LXV (Spring, 1957)., 176-192. ~ 



87 

Kemp, C. G-ratton, "A Comparative Study of the Need Structures 
of Administrators, Teachers, and Counselors," Journal of 
Educational Research, LVII (April, 1961).), 

Mathis, Claude and Young Horn Park, "Some Factors Relating to 
Success in Student Teaching," Journal of Educational 
Research, LVIII (May-June, 19657, T|20-I+23. 

Medley, Donald M., "Teacher Personality, and Teacher-Pupil 
Rapport," Journal of Teacher Education, XII (June, 1961), 
152-156. " 

__ _____ an<^ Harold E. Mitzel, "Some Behavioral 
Cc5rreTates of Teacher Effectiveness," Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology, L (December, i960)239-2lj!6~. 

Merrill, Reed M., "Comparison of Education Students, Success-
ful Science Teachers, and Educational Administrators on 
the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule," Journal of 
Educational Research, LIV (September, i960), • 

Miller, Lebern N., "Evaluating Teaching Personality Before 
Student Teaching Begins," Peabody Journal of Education, 
XL I (July, 1963), )49-5l+. ~ 

Mitchell, James V., Jr., "Personality Characteristics 
Associated with Motives for Entering Teaching," Phi 
Delta Kappan, XLVI (June, 1965), 529-532. " 

Mogar, Robert E., "Competition, Achievement, and Personality," 
Journal of Counseling Psychology, IX (Summer, 1962), 
T6C5-I72. 1 ~ ~ ~ ' 

Saltz, Joanne W., "Teacher Stereotype - Liability in Recruit-
ing," The School Review, LXVIII (Spring, I960), 105-111. 

Sandfur, Walter and Reginald Hinely, "The Public School 
Teacher and Student Teacher Evaluation," • Peabody Journal 
of Education, XLIII (January, 1966), 228 ~ 

Scandrette, Onas, "Differential Need Patterns of Women 
Elementary and Secondary Level Student Teachers," 
Journal of Educational Research, LV (May, 1962), 
yr^^TN. — — — 

Sheldon, M. Stephen, Jack M. Coale, and Rockne Copple, 
"Concurrent Validation of the 'Warm Teacher Scales'," 
Journal of Educational Psychology, L (February, 1959), 
3Y-4U. " " 



88 

Shoben, Edward Joseph, Jr., "Toward a Concept of the Normal 
Personality," The American Psychologist, XII (April, 
1957), 183-1897" 

Southworth, Horton Coe, "A Study of Certain Personality and 
Value Differences in Teacher Education Majors Prefer-
ring Early and Later Elementary Teaching Levels," 
Dissertation Abstracts, XXIII (Part II,"l962), 128ij. 

Symonds, P. M., "Personality Adjustments of Women Teachers," 
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, XI (January, 191+1), 
11+-19. 

Thelen, Herbert A., "Matching Teachers and Pupils," NEA ' 
Journal, LVI (April, 1967), 18-20. ~~~ 

Vineyard, Edwin E., Ruby Drinkwater, and Walter LDickison, 
"Teacher Education and Pharmacy Students: A Comparison 
of Their Need Structures," Journal of Teacher Education, 
XIII (December, 1962), ij.09-Ip"3. " 

Wallen, Norman E., Robert M. W. Travers, Jan E. Reid, and 
Kenneth H. Wodtke, "Relationships Between Teacher Needs 
and Teacher Behavior in the Classroom," Journal of 
Educational Psychology, LIV (February, lT63T7~23::32. 

Report 

Edwards, Allen L., Manual 1 or the Edwards Personal Preference 
Schedule, New York, The PsychoTogI^l"^orpor^ti^7~i^F^ 

Publications of Learned Organizations 

Combs, Arthur W., "A Perceptual View of the Adequate Per-
sonality," Perceiving, Behaving, and Becoming, Arthur 
W. Combs, ed11or, TearbooK of Assoc 1 a tion For Super-
vision and Curriculum Development, 1962. 

G-etzels, J. W. and^P.^W. Jackson, "The Teacher's Personality 
.^^Characteristics,'' Handbook of Research on Teaching, 
N. L. Gage, editor, Chicago, Rand McNally and Company, 
1963. 

Unpublished Materials 

Hiriely, Reginald T., "Prediction of Readiness for Teaching, 
as Measured by Performance in Internship," unpublished 


