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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

There are many problems facing modern education, and 

none is of greater importance than that of staffing the class­

rooms with competent teachers in the elementary school. While 

the problem is undoubtedly one of quantity, it is also one of 

quality. Not only are more teachers needed as a result of 

the rapidly expanding school population, but teachers who 

possess the skills and attributes which will enhance learning 

in a classroom situation are essential. As the need for 

greater numbers of teachers becomes more apparent, there is a 

danger that the need for quality teachers will become less 

significant in the eyes of educators and the public. 

Statement of the Problem 

Every year many newly certificated teachers seek em­

ployment in public, private, and church elementary schools. 

Many of these beginning teachers are properly trained, compet­

ent, and will soon become successful and welcome additions to 

the teaching profession whereas others, for a variety of 

reasons, will find only frustration and eventual failure. Is 

there no way to determine which teachers will be effective in 

the classroom and which ones will not? How can the education 



profession be assured that society is receiving the most com­

petent people to teach its youth? Undoubtedly much of the 

responsibility for seeking answers to these and similar 

questions lies with the teacher-training institutions. 

Colleges of education historically have admitted to 

their professional training programs almost anyone who has 

shown evidence of satisfactory achievement grades, reasonably 

high intelligence, and good moral character. The implication 

of this practice is that anyone who is a good student with a 

fair level of mental ability can be taught to be a good 

teacher.* Whereas these factors may be used profitably by 

teacher-training institutions to determine their programs, it 

should not be assumed that these are the only factors which 

might be predictive of teaching success nor should it be as­

sumed that these are the best elements to determine eventual 

effectiveness of the classroom teacher. A more scientific ap­

proach might well be considered. 

In order for the teacher-training institutions to pro­

duce skilled instructors, students with potential for success 

must be attracted to the program. It is true that potential 

talent may not reach fruition without a favorable environment, 

but equally true is that no amount of favorable conditions 

*Dean Worcester, "Some Assumptions, Explicitly and 
Implicitly, in the Investigations Here Summarized," Journal 
of Experimental Education. 30:123> September, 1961. 
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will produce an excellent teacher if the latent gift is not 

present. Are there personal characteristics, traits, or ac­

quirements which reliably may be used to predict success in 

teaching? This researcher offers the hypothesis that there 

are such factors. 

It is hypothesized that there is a positive relation­

ship between selected factors in the preparation of students 

and success in student teaching at the elementary school 

level. It is contended that a student teacher's abilities, 

personality, and knowledge gained through preparation influence 

the degree of success achieved in student teaching. Specifi­

cally, four factors have been included in this study as having 

predictive value. They are: (1) personality, as tested by 

the Edward's Personal Preference Schedule, (2) general cul­

ture, as measured by the Cooperative General Culture Test, 

(3) speech and voice quality as rated on the Purdue Speech 

Rating Chart, and (i|) academic achievement in university 

course work as reflected by the student's grade point average. 

Significance of the Problem 

In the past half century the interest in the measure­

ment and prediction of teaching successs has increased consi­

derably. The deep concern in this critical area of education 

may best be reflected by the voluminous amount of research 

which "has been undertaken and completed since 1900. A prime 



example which illustrates this point is a research bulletin 

' 2 
which was published in The bulletin summarized pro-

d 
jects in'"this field, and over 900 references were examined 

and more than 3&0 of them were abstracted for inclusion in 

the bulletin. 

The past decade particularly has been a period of 

much criticism of the effectiveness of teachers, and, as a 

natural consequence, of their preparation. This criticism 

has resulted in a reappraisal of the effectiveness of teaching, 

and has given further impetus to a scientific search for fac­

tors which logically might be used to predict success in 

teaching. There is every indication that interest will not 

lessen, but will continue to increase in the future. 

Few will deny that the need for outstanding teachers 

is essential for the welfare of the nation. A nation must de­

pend upon the development of the knowledge and skills of its 

citizens for survival and progress. The colleges and high 

schools which directly contribute to this knowledge and skill 

have been under criticism by the public for some time. This 

pressure which previously had been apparent primarily at the 

high school level and in the institutions of higher learning 

has spread to the elementary school. Examples of this 

p 
Joseph Morsh and Eleanor Wilder, Identifying the 

Effective 1nstructort A Review of the Quantitative Studies. 
1900-19^2 (Air Force Personnel and Training Research Center, 
San Antonio, Texas, 1951+), pp. l-lf>l. 



pressure are manifest by the demand that traditional subjects 

be introduced earlier in the elementary curriculum; by the 

introduction of high school subjects such as foreign languages 

and algebra in the elementary school; and by the increased uso>-

of specialized teachers in the primary and intermediate grades. 

The content of instruction for which the elementary teacher is 

responsible has expanded considerably in the past decade. 

Techniques and procedures for teaching previously had relied 

heavily on rote learning of printed materials, whereas present 

day techniques call for a wider variety of approaches in 

classroom teaching. There has been a tremendous increase in 

the availability, quality, and type of instructional materials 

which can be used to augment classroom learning. These and 

other factors have necessitated a demand for greater profi­

ciency on the part of the elementary school teacher today. 

The changes in the field of elementary education and 

curriculum have been many, but perhaps the most significant 

change has been in the preparation of the elementary school 

teachers. The quality and intensity of their preparation has 

steadily increased, and particularly since the turn of the 

century the amount and type of training has evidenced a pro­

nounced change. Whereas in the early 1900's the typical ele­

mentary teacher had less than a high school education, a col­

lege degree is required in thirty-nine states for certification 
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today. Three-fourths of all the present teachers in the 

elementary schools of the United States have received degrees 

from colleges or universities.^" 

The preparation of teachers now includes greater know­

ledge of the learning process, about the nature of children, 

and about the school as a social institution. Continued modi­

fication in the preparation of the elementary school teacher 

in the future may be foreseen in recent legislative action 

by the State of California which now stipulates that a fifth 

5 
year of university training is required for certification. 

Have these changes, particularly those involving the 

training of the elementary teacher herself, been necessary? 

Is it essential that the teacher of the very young be well-

trained, highly skilled, and most competent? Answers to 

these questions can best be answered by considering the nature 

of the elementary school itself. 

For all practical purposes, universal education in 

the United States is most nearly achieved at the elementary 

school level. Virtually all Americans attend school during 

•^Contemporary Issues in Elementary Education (N.E.A. 
Educational Policies Commission, February, 1961), pT 3» 

^Ibid. 

^ Final Report of the California State Central Coordi­
nating Committee of Credential Revision (State of California, 
Sacramento, California, 1962), p. 3» 
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this period of their lives, and this is a time when the school 

probably can exert greater influence on the students than at 

any other interval. Although the elementary school does not 

prepare the pupils to become doctors, scientists, or philo­

sophers, it does affect the pattern of education which will 

be followed throughout the formal schooling of the students. 

It is during this important phase of their education that 

children will begin to develop their work habits and use of 

their intellect; their ability to search for further learning; 

their sense of the aesthetic, and their knowledge and under­

standing of the world and themselves. Their attitudes toward 

themselves, society, and learning itself may well be deter­

mined during these initial years in school. The potential 

that the elementary school has for influencing the child and 

society is tremendous. It is a responsibility which must be 

assumed in a most conscientious manner. 

The key person in this formulative period of the 

students1 education is the classroom teacher with whom they 

have daily contact. For this reason, it is essential that 

those prospective teachers who possess the traits and charac­

teristics which are most predictive of success be attracted 

to the teaching profession. Although every piece of objective 

evidence can be used to reduce the selection of a teacher to 

mere chance, there is little doubt that the most important 

single criterion is the success achieved during the person's 
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directed student teaching experience. Because of this, the 

teacher-training institutions have a grave responsibility in 

recommending a student for a teaching credential and eventual 

employment.^ 

"There is a trend toward more concern about admission 

policies for education students. There is an indication the 

teacher education institutions are taking action to be more 

selective in admitting students to the teacher education pro-
•7 

grams." A statement such as this indicates that the institu­

tions responsible for the preparation of future teachers 

realize better predictive factors than those currently being 

used are available. The selective procedures presently being 

employed by these teacher-training institutions are in essence 

predicting success for those students who are allowed to enter 

the program, and it is assumed that those who are not admitted 

will be less effective. 

Different criteria are used as predictive factors and 

they vary considerably from institution to institution. Re­

searchers in this field are concerned with the same problem 

of identification of these elements; however, the approach 

^May V. Seagoe, "A Follow-Up of 3lJj- Students Whose 
Fitness for Teaching Was Questioned, 19II2-1953," Journal of 
Educational Research. 50:61j.l, May, 1957. 

^The Outlook in Student Teaching (The Association for 
Student Teaching, Forty-First Yearbook, Dubuque: William Brown 
Company, 1962), p. 70. 
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to a solution has been on a considerably more scientific, 

although apparently no more effective, basis. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the re­

lationship among various factors of a teacher's personal 

equipment and preparation, and the relationship of each of 

these items to success in student teaching. An attempt was 

made to determine the extent to which student teaching success 

could be predicted on the basis of certain measurements se­

cured during the training of the prospective teacher. 

If such traits are identifiable, the teacher colleges 

would have criteria to use as guides in selecting candidates 

for the teacher training program. Suppose, for example, there 

are four important characteristics which are prerequisites of 

teaching ability, four characteristics which a teacher must 

have to be successful. If she is lacking in any one of these 

four traits, her teaching success would be somewhat lowered. 

If this were the case, and these characteristics could be 

reliably measured, then a group of students could be selected 

who would be successful teachers and the degree of their suc­

cess could be predetermined to some extent. This investigator 

recognized that such a solution was not so simple, however; it 

was felt that the results of this study would be of value in 

selective admission, selective elimination, and guidance of 
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students in the teacher-training program. 

It has been previously stated that the amount of re­

search completed in the field of measuring and predicting 

teacher effectiveness has been considerable. This paper will 

not attempt to justify the reasons for the increased interest 

in this area, nor will it deal-with the many elements which 

have instigated this interest. 

Assumptions and .-Lim 1 tat 1 ons 

Few investigators, at the completion of the research 

projects, have concluded that the factors which were selected 

for inclusion in their study offered a panacea for successful 

teaching. During the past half century experimenters have ad­

vanced ideas concerning the criteria and nature of teacher ef­

fectiveness, but still there is little agreement on this issue. 

The only general agreement is that there is no completely 

satisfactory method of measuring and predicting the success 

of prospective teachers at the present time. 

Sometimes measures which are considered acceptable 

criteria for a prognosis of eventual success by one investi­

gator are deemed invalid predictors by other researchers. 

This lack of agreement naturally adds to the complexity of 

the problem. 

This study has assumed that critical teacher behavior 

is assessable, can be observed, and that it has its antecedents 
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in the personality structure, traits, and acquirements of the 

student teacher. 

Relationship of Student Teaching Success 
to Practical Teaching Success 

The purpose of measuring and predicting student 

teacher effectiveness is not so much to find out how well the 

prospective instructor is doing right now, important as that 

may be, as it is to predict how well she will continue to do 

in a regular teaching situation. Although the stated purpose 

of this study is concerned with the student during her 

training period, obviously the ultimate value of the project 

will be dependent upon the success achieved during later 

years as she practices her professional competence. The 

fact that a particular student teacher is outstanding during 

this trial period is of little consequence if a reasonable 

amount of relationship is not manifested when she experiences 

full-time teaching. 

The general assumption was that teaching ability re­

mains fairly constant with the exception of a plateau that is 

0 
achieved after approximately five years of teaching. Simi­

larly, it was assumed that success in student teaching was an 

indication of the likelihood of possible success of the student 

O 
Walter Monroe (ed.), Encyclopedia of Educational Re­

search (second edition; New York: The Macmillan Company, 1950), 
p. liiij.6. 



12 

in the future as it pertained to practical teaching. Eustace 

M. Broom in alluding to the relationship of student teaching 

success and teaching success stated, "The best prediction of 

the quality of teaching of which a student teacher is capable 

is of great importance ... since it is an index of future 

professional success and is therefore, a basis for vocational 

9 
guidance." In a research article reported in the Journal 

of Experimental Education. Jacob O. Bach proposed that, "Most 

Institutions have accorded practice teaching a place in the 

professional training of teachers, presumably upon the as­

sumption that there is some relationship between success in 

..*0 
practice teaching and success in the field." The origi­

nality, the power, the enthusiasm, the depth of thought, the 

versatility, the traits of personality which were displayed 

by a prospective teacher during her training as a student 

teacher will continue to manifest themselves with equal 

11 
vigor, or lack of vigor, ever afterward. 

Certainly a gap does exist between practice teaching 

Q 
Eustace M. Broom, "The Predictive Value of Three 

Specified Factors for Success in Practice-Teaching," Educa-
tional Administration and Supervision. lj?:25> January, 1929. 

*°Jacob O. Bach, "Practice Teaching Success in Relation 
to Other Measures of Teaching Ability," Journal of Experiment­
al Education. 21:57» September, 1952. 

**Frank A. Butler, "Prediction of Success in Practice 
Teaching," Educational Administration and Supervision. 21: 
l|55j September, 1935. 
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and teaching in the field, but prediction of worth for the 

first experience, student teaching, must necessarily foietell 

subsequent qualification for the final test, regular class­

room instruction. 

Measuring Student Teaching Success 

Before factors can be identified which might be used 

to predict success in student teaching, it must first be de­

termined what is successful teaching and how can it be mea­

sured. The criteria for determining success is necessarily 

complex and is subject to considerable disagreement among 

educators, but five of the most commonly used methods are 

(1) self-ratings, (2) peer ratings, (3) pupil evaluations, 

(1|) pupil achievement, and (5) rating scales. Each method 

has found popularity with some researchers and each has been 

discounted as a valid technique of measurement by other in­

vestigators. 

For purposes of this study, only the fifth criterion 

of measuring success, the rating scale, was considered. With­

out delving into the mechanics of how the other four devices 

are normally used, it was felt by the researcher that they 

were not conclusive for use in a project which involved a 

sampling of student teachers. Additionally, it was assumed 

that the rating scale method was the superior technique in 

any event since authorities are generally in agreement that 

the judgment of experts was the best available criterion for 



Ik 
12 

measuring teaching success. An expert in this sense would 

be defined as an administrator, cooperating teacher, or col­

lege supervisor. It has been assumed that the college super­

visors and the cooperating teachers who directly rated the 

student teachers in this study fell into the category of 

"expert." No attempt was made to ascertain the competence 

of the raters, in this case the college supervisors and the 

cooperating teachers. 

Factors Selected to Predict Success in Student Teaching 

Factors which influence student teaching success are 

complex, varied and mar$". Nearly every imaginable factor 

which was thought to influence success in teaching has been 

the subject of a research study. The Encyclopedia of Educa­

tional Research listed the following factors as having been 

studied during the last four decades to determine their re­

lationship to effective teaching: age, sex, salary, experience 

skill in handwriting, skill in reading, height, weight, number 

of letters in signature, socio-economic status, sincerity, en­

thusiasm, interest, participation in extra-curricular activi­

ties in high school and college, scholarship in college, 

number of semester hours in various fields, intelligence-test 

scores, personality rating, and scores on various types of 

13 
tests suc-h as culture, attitude, aptitude, and interest. 

^Monroe, o£. clt.. p. 1391. 

^Monroe, ojd. cit.. p. 1392. 
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In spite of the voluminous amount of work which has been un­

dertaken in this field, investigators still have not provided 

a suitable answer as to the factors which can be used to pre­

dict the degree of success which will be achieved by a teacher 

This is partly due to the lack of agreement as to what con­

stitutes a valid and reliable criterion for measuring the 

caliber of instruction. 

The study here reported was concerned chiefly with 

ascertaining the importance of only four factors in their re­

lationship to successful student teaching, namely, personality 

general culture, achievement, and voice. It was not claimed 

that the factors included in this project were the only ones 

contributing to successful teaching. Quite the contrary, the 

effect of such vital elements as health, attitude, and in­

telligence have not been studied at all, and the researcher 

recognized the role these and other factors must have played 

in determining success. Since some researchers have con­

cluded that there were at least one hundred items or charac­

teristics which operate to produce teaching success, it was 

not expected that a perfect prediction could be made by the 

factors herein studied. 

^"William Henry Pyle, "Intelligence and Teaching, an 
Experimental Study." Educational Administration and Super-
vis ion. 13ihbl> October, 1927. 
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It was quite clear that some objection would be made 

to the selection of the four factors which were chosen for in­

clusion in this project. Some researchers would claim the 

list was too short; traits equally important or more important 

may have been omitted; or too much overlapping in the traits 

may have existed. The validity of these objections was rec­

ognized and considered by this researcher. 

Types of Success in Student Teaching 

Undoubtedly, as in any life situation there are 

certain human and indefinite elements which cannot be mea­

sured objectively. These intangible, unmeasurable things may 

make the difference between a good student teacher and a 

mediocre one. 

Teaching is an exceedingly human task and teachers 

are usually expected to be proficient in most, if not all, 

areas of teaching ability. A.S. Barr has stated: 

. . .  i t  i s  e m p h a s i z e d  t h a t  t h e  t a l e n t s  o f  i n d i v i ­
duals are highly diversified and that it is doubtlessly 
psychologically unsound to expect many high level 
talents in any particular individual or that they 
will be highly intercorrecated. It is probably sound 
to assume that there is a considerable number of one-
talent teachers. There is a lesser number of two- ^ 
talent teachers; and very few many-talented teachers.*5 

Whereas such an expectation of "many talents" may not be 

S. Barr, "The Mature of the Problem," Journal of 
Experimental Education. 30*7» September, 1961. 



realistic, it was assumed that for every job there is a mini­

mum amount of ability required; the higher the demands of the 

job, the higher must be the minimum amount of ability. With 

reference to the teaching profession, there were, surely, 

minimum amounts of ability that must be possessed by a stu­

dent before reasonable amounts of success ensue. If these 

amounts of ability can be ascertained before a student 

enters the teacher-training program, then some action could 

be taken with reference to those persons contemplating 

teaching as a career. 

Definition of Terms 

* 
Most of the terms used in this research paper have 

common acceptance of meaning inland out of the field of edu­

cation and need no special definition. Others, although com­

monly used with consistency of meaning, are herein defined 

for further clarification. 

Elementarv School 

The elementary school is a school for children that 

normally requires six years to complete the work required.^ 

For the purposes of this paper, the six year period is in­

clusive of grades one through six. 

^Carter Good, Dietlonary of Education (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company^ 1959)> p. 197. 



Student Teachinq 

Student teaching is the period of guided teaching in 

which the student takes increasing responsibility for the 

work with a given class of children under the direction of a 

cooperating teacher or other general supervisor. It is the 

observation, participation, and actual teaching done by a 

college student preparing for teaching as part of the total 

teacher-training program. Terms used synonymously with stu­

dent teaching in this paper are: practice teaching, directed 

17 
teaching, and apprentice teaching. 

Student Teacher 

The student teacher is defined as the college student 

who has entered one of the final phases of the teacher-

training program, usually during her senior year or as a 

graduate student. During her student teaching she works 

closely with the cooperating teacher to whom she has been 

assigned, and gradually assumes the full responsibilities of 

classroom teaching as permitted by law. 

Cooperating Teacher 

A cooperating teacher is a person who is employed by 

a school district in whose class the student teacher observes, 

17Ibid.. p. 530 
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participates, and does student teaching. The cooperating 

teacher has the responsibility of working with the student 

teacher, and of providing her with the guidance and counsel 

necessary to develop the potential of the student teacher to 

the utmost. 

Other terms used to designate the cooperating teacher 

are: supervising teacher, resident teacher, and critic tea­

cher. The term "helping teacher", although often used in 

the same reference as cooperating teachers in other studies, 

is not done so in this project because the job description 

of this person in the participating school districts is not 

synonymous to that of the cooperating teacher. 

College Supervisor 

The college supervisor "is an individual employed by 

the teacher-education institution to work cooperatively with 

supervising teachers and/or cooperating teachers to assist 

the student teacher in deriving the greatest possible values 

19 
from experiences." It is her responsibility to observe the 

work of the student teacher as frequently as necessary, serve 

as a resource person, and provide additional assistance and 

guidance as a supplement to that of the cooperating teacher. 

^Chester W0 Harris (ed.), Encyclopedia of Educa­
tional Research (third edition; New York: The Macmillan 
Company, I960), p. II4.7I4.. 

1 ̂Ibid. 
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Normally the final evaluation of the student's effectiveness 

as a prospective teacher is the responsibility of the college 

supervisor. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 

The general purpose of teacher characteristic studies 

was to determine which attributes, traits, or combinations 

thereof were closely enough related to teacher .competence 

to allow prediction of such competence. Llany of the studies, 

particularly the earlier ones, were concerned with only one 

factor as a predictive measure of teaching success, whereas 

others showed interest in using multiple factors in the ex­

plorations. Today researchers are generally agreed that no 

one single factor can be used reliably to predict teacher 

competence and research has been undertaken accordingly. 

The quality and degree of sophistication of hundreds 

of such studies have been varied, and the conclusions submitted 

as a result of the investigations have been similarly diver­

gent. In addition to research which has been completed In 

this field, a great deal has been written by authors' as a 

result of personal opinions, convictions, or sentiment. In 
v 

such articles, the essayists sometimes offered sweeping con­

clusions as to the relative merit of certain predictive fac­

tors which may or may not have been valid. This researcher 

did not question the validity of a given writer's statement, 

but the lack of a scientific approach in arriving at the 
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conclusions was of concern. Such articles and conclusions 

were herein reviewed only if they were pertinent to this 

study. 

Practically every imaginable factor which was thought 

to influence success in teaching has been the subject of re­

search projects. Of these many factors which have received 

a considerable amount of study, research has indicated that 

only four of them were of importance as predictors of teaching 

effectiveness. These were (l) intelligence, (2) scholarship, 

(3) personality, and (ij.) scores earned on professional infor­

mation and subject matter tests. * Scores achieved on the lat­

ter were thought to be a combination of intelligence and 

scholarship, and it should be noted that even though the four 

factors were deemed important, the research generally showed 

that the correlation between these elements and success in 

teaching was positive but low. 

As was discussed in Chapter 1, this researcher se­

lected a different combination of traits and characteristics 

to be studied than those identified in the preceding para­

graph. The four factors which were selected for inclusion 

in this paper were (1) personality, (2) achievement, (3) 

general culture, and (ij.) voice. Because of the great amount 

*Walter Monroe (ed.), Encyclopedia of Educational 
Research (New York: The Macmillan Company, 195oT>~~pT 1392. 



of study which has taken place in these areas, it has been 

impossible to include them all for review. The investigator 

has reviewed some and has submitted conclusions about other 

projects which were felt to be germane to the topic. 

Personality 

Personality has often been used as a general term 

which usually implied many vague characteristics of indivi­

duals or some undefined traits. The implication was that a 

given individual might possess these characteristics and 

traits in either a good or bad variety and in varying amounts. 

For many years the research which was concerned with person­

ality characteristics was conducted by means of opinion 

studies. More recently the trend has been to approach the 

problem through the administration of various personality 

tests. 

For those educators who were concerned with the 

training of future teachers, the question of whether teachers 

were born or whether they were developed naturally arose. The 

relationship between the answer to this question and the at­

titude toward personality change was paramount. Since some 

psychologists believed that traits discovered by observation 

and analysis could be improved with proper training, the im­

portance of identifying personality characteristics of the 



effective teacher was of great significance to the teaching 

2 
profession. This importance was illustrated by the comments 

of the Head of Department of Vocational Education, Iowa 

State College, in the statement that . . the majority of 

failures among our beginning teachers in the public school 

field were rather clearly traceable to personality defects."-3 

An early study by Flory attempted to identify those 

traits which students felt were possessed by their "best" 

teachers and those which were evidenced by the teachers con­

sidered to be the "poorest".^" There was no limit placed on 

the number of traits a student could submit so some students 

proposed several traits while others identified only one. 

Of thirty-one qualities which were listed as being possessed 

by the "best" teachers, the three highest ranking traits 

were (1) impartiality, (2) sympathy, and (3) appearance, 

whereas the "poorest" teachers were those who showed the 

traits of (1) carelessness, (2) impatience, and (3) stub­

bornness. As a result of his study Dr. Flory concluded that 

students tend to agree fairly well on the personality traits 

O 
Charles D. Flory, "Personality Rating of Prospective 

Teachers," Educational Administration and Supervision. 16:135# 
February, 1930. 

3w. H. Lancelot, "Developing the Student-Teachers in 
Traits of Personality," Educational Administration and Super-
vision, l£:35>6, May* 1929. 

^Flory, loc. cit. ^ 
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which are necessary for successful teachers, and that teacher-

training institutions should try to develop the desired per­

sonality characteristics in their trainees. 

Another study produced similar results when the 

characteristics of the "best" teachers were described as (1) 

skillful in getting ideas across to pupils, (2) "human", and 

(3) impartial. The traits of the "poorest" teachers were (1) 

weak in getting ideas across to pupils, ( 2 )  lacks self-control, 
£ 

and ( 3 )  partial.^ The author concluded that: 

. . . although personality has never been ac­
ceptably defined, no one would dispute the fact that 
a pleasing personality is indispensable to the tea­
cher of children. Personality Is a characteristic 
that is always found near the top of any list of 
teacher characteristics. Unfortunately, there are 
many teachers who are lacking in efficiency because 
of undesirable traits.° 

In 19k-7> Paul Witty completed a study of personality 

traits of the effective teacher in which 12,000 letters of 

pupils in grades 2-12 were analyzed. The three factors which 

were most frequently mentioned in describing the teacher who 

helped the students most were (1) a cooperative, democratic 

attitude, ( 2 )  patience, and ( 3 )  kindness and consideration of 
7 

the individual. 

-'David Newmark, "Students' Opinions of Their Best and 
Poorest Teachers," Elementary School Journal. 29:S>76, April, 
1929. 

^1 bid. , p. 

7 Paul Witty, "An Analysis of the Personality Traits of 

the Effective Teacher," Journal of Educational Research. Ij.0: 
663, May, 191+7. 
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The aforementioned studies were concerned with stu­

dent reactions to traits which they considered to be de­

sirable or undesirable in teachers. Shannon conducted a 

survey whereby one hundred sixty-four supervisors were in­

terviewed and asked to rate teachers they considered to be 

"best" or "worst" on ten traits.^ Those traits which con­

tributed most to teaching success were (1) teaching skill, 

(2) personality, and (3) teacher-pupil relations. Conversely, 

those characteristics which contributed most to failure in 

teaching were listed as (1) lack of teaching skill, (2) poor 

personality, and (3J unwholesome teacher-pupil relations. 

To a considerable extent the supervisors rated the teachers 

subjectively on the basis of a general impression and were 

unable to cite specific instances or illustrations which 

supported their convictions. 

A recent study by James Lipham "sought to identify, 

measure, and analyze certain personal variables related to 

9 
effective behavior in the school principal's role." Al­

though his study was concerned primarily with the school 

administrator he made the following conclusions regarding 

„ ®John R. Shannon. "Element? of Excellence in 
Teaching," £ducational Aflministration and Supervision, 27' 
168, March, T9ljT^ 

^James Lipham, "Personal Variables of Effective 
Administrators," Administrator's Notebook, Vol. IX, No. 1, 
September, I960. 



the relationship between the teacher's effectiveness and her 

personality characteristics: "The personality prerequisite 

for effective performance in a given role has become an area 

of increasing concern in behavioral research. Recent inves­

tigation has revealed the existence of a systematic and 

meaningful relationship between personality and effective 

,.10 
performance in the teaching role." 

As part of the "Teacher Characteristic Study" com­

pleted in 195l> David G. Ryans studied the relationship of 

scores on the Thurstone Temperament Schedule for the upper 

11 
and lower 2.7% of a group of 275 elementary teachers. The 

teachers were from four separate school districts and they 

were selected on the basis of composite observer ratings. 

The statistical treatment of the data by Dr. Ryans was simi­

lar to that used in this study: the significance of differ­

ence between means. 

The Thurstone Temperament Schedule has seven cate­

gories of temperament in which the two groups of subjects 

were tested: (1) active, (2) vigorous, (3) impulsive, (Ij.) 

dominant, (5) stable, (6) sociable, and (7) reflective. As 

**David G. Ryan, "A study of the Extent of Associa­
tion of Certain Professional and Personal Data with Judged 
Effectiveness of Teacher Behavior," Journal of Experlmental 
Education, 20:67, September, 1951. 



a conclusion of his work, Dr. Ryans stated, "Of the several 

kinds of data analyzed in this study and for the described 

sample, amount of teaching experience and certain temperament 

traits appear to be most significantly associated with the 

criteria of teaching effectiveness employed by the Teacher 

Characteristics Study (factor scores derived from judgments 

12 
of trained observers)." 

Another researcher who has completed a great deal of 

study in the area of teacher effectiveness was May Seagoe of 

10 

the University of California at Los Angeles. J One project 

was concerned with a group of university students who had in­

dicated a desire to enter the teaching profession, but, for 

various reasons, did not complete their teacher-training 

program. A follow-up study of seventy subjects revealed that 

thirty-eight had remained to complete training for teaching 

and thirty-two had entered industry, the armed forces, or 

become housewives instead of entering the teaching profes­

sion. Analysis of the data was based on the differences 

between means of the drop-out group and the group that com­

pleted the program. 

In the portion of her study which was concerned with 

12Ibid.. p. 77. 

*3jviay Seagoe, "Permanence of Interest in Teaching," 
Journal of Educational Research. 38:678, May, 19l|-5>. 
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personality factors, Dr. Seagoe administered several inven­

tories to the sampling of seventy students. She concluded 

that with regards to adjustment, the differences of means 

between the drop-out group and the complete group did not 

approach statistical significance, though they consistently 

favored the complete group. One instrument, the Bernreuter 

F 2-S, indicated a slightly greater tendency toward soli­

tariness in the drop-out group, but still not to a signifi­

cant degree. In summary of her study, Dr. Seagoe stated: 

The analysis of differences between students who 
remained in training for teaching and those who left 
during the period of 19i].l to 191+3 shows no statis­
tically significant difference between the two groups 
.... The consistency of directions of certain 
difference suggests the hypothesis that the bright-
maladjusted individual may leave teacher-training 
more often than the well-adjusted individual of any 
level of intelligence or than the maladjusted indi­
v i d u a l  of n o r m a l  o r  r e l a t i v e l y  l o w  a b i l i t y  . . . .  
In the absence of positive differences in patterns 
of abilities, achievements and interests it would 
seem reasonable to assign causes of shift away from 
teaching outside the psychological pattern of the 
individual, presumably to differences in environment 
stress. 

Another study was undertaken by Dr. Seagoe in an at­

tempt to select areas and commonly used standardized 

which had the greatest predictive value for teaching 

The plan was to follow eighty-seven subjects for the 

^Ibid., p. 68I4.. 

1E> 
May Seagoe, "Prognostic Tests and Teaching Success," 

Journal of Educational Research. 38:68£, May, 191+5. 

tests 

success. 

two and 



one-half year period of professional training, using the 

rating on the University of California Rating Scale for 

Practice Teaching as a criterion of success. Because this 

research project was completed during the war year of 191+3 

the final sample was reduced to thirty-one subjects, and the 

fact that N was not large tended "to increase the probable 

errors and cloud the significance of results in some cases." 

Results of the study indicated that certain tests of stabi­

lity of personality" were valid indicators of teaching suc­

cess. Dr. Seagoe concluded that tests of personality em­

phasizing mental health should be given at the beginning of 

professional training. Such tests showed relatively high 

correlation with teaching success, and they may also be used 

in the future to Indicate potential drop-outs. This data 

would be particularly useful as a partial basis for selec­

tive admission to the teacher-training program. 

Dr. Samuel R. Laycock, College of Education, Uni­

versity of Saskatchewan, was interested in attempting to find 

a more objective method of measuring traits which made for 

successful teaching and which were not measured by tests of 

17 
intelligence or scholarship. He felt such traits could be 

^Ibid.. p. 686. 

^Samuel R. Laycock, "Bernreuter Personality Inven­
tory in the Selection of Teachers," Educational Administra­
tion and Supervision. 20:$9, January^ 193U-. 
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identified in the area of "personality" and he used the 

Bernreuter Personality Inventory to test his hypothesis. 

This instrument had four scales: (1) Neurotic tendency, 

(2) Self-sufficiency, (3) Introversion-extroversion, and 

(Ij.) Dominance-submission. 

The test was administered to eighty students who had 

entered the College of Education at the University of Sas­

katchewan. The test was given to the subjects at the begin­

ning of their year of professional training, and each student 

was a graduate as provided for by the Canadian system of 

teacher-training. The criterion of teaching success was a 

rating form completed by the college supervisors and "since 

the rating is a very careful product of joint discussion of 

the critics, the writer feels that the results afforded un-

„ 18 
usually good ratings for the purposes of the experiment." 

In one procedure of statistical treatment of the data 

the students whose marks in student teaching were in the upper 

quartile were compared with those in the bottom quartile with 

respect to each of the four scales on the personality inven­

tory. It was found that the differences in the means between 

the top quartile group in student teaching and the bottom 

quartile group in student teaching were significant in all 

the four scales. The research showed that the top quartile 

^Ibid. , p. 60. 



group rated reliably lower in neurotic tendency and intro­

version, and reliably higher in self sufficiency and domi­

nance than the bottom quartile group. Especially marked was 

the difference between the two groups in dominance. The re­

sults "would seem to indicate that those students who possess 

a high rating in neurotic tendency and introversion would be 

less likely to be successful in teaching and those who have 

a high rating on dominance and self sufficiency are more 

19 
likely to succeed in teaching." 

The Heston Personal Adjustment Inventory was another 

instrument used to measure personality traits of prospective 

20 
teachers. This inventory consisted of 2?0 items which 

dealt with the following aspects of personality: (l) 

Analytical thinking, (2) Socialibi1ity, (3) Emotional sta­

bility, (I4.) Confidence, (£) Personal relations, and (6) Home 

satisfaction. Subjects for the research project, fifty-four 

in number, were selected from university graduates who were 

preparing for the elementary school credential at the Uni­

versity of California. Success in student teaching was ap­

praised by college supervisors on rating forms which were in 

19Ibld.. p. 61. 

^Joyn Michael is and Fred Tyler, "Diagnostic and Pre­
dictive Value of the Heston Inventory Used in Student Teaching 
Journal of Teacher Education. 1:Z4.O, March, 1950. 



use at that university. 

The sample of fifty-four students was divided into 

three groups on the basis of the ratings of the supervisors: 

high, average, and low. The t-ratios between the means of 

the high and low groups reflected a differentiation between 

the most successful and the least successful student teachers 

in the areas of confidence, personal relations, and sociabi­

lity; however, only one of them, personal relations, was 

within the %% level of confidence. The author concluded that 

the three sub-tests "correlate significantly, although low, 

21 
with rated practice-teaching success." 

In a study completed at the State University of Iowa 

the authors produced findings which were of a negative nature 

in determining the relationship between personality traits and 

22 
success in student teaching. In the main, the findings re­

vealed no common temperamental element or pattern of components 

in the data for various groups of student teachers. The in­

strument, the Humm-Wadsworth Scale, indicated there was "a 

slight tendency for those with low normal component and those 

with high paranoid component to be judged among the superior 

and very good candidates more often than among the weak 

^*Ibid. . p. Ij.3. 

pp 
Calvin Grieder and Harry Newburn, "Temperament in 

Prospective Teachers," Journal of Educational Research. 35>: 
683, May, 19l|2. 
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candidates." V/hen the upper ten per cent of candidates were 

compared with the lower ten per cent, on the basis of esti­

mated success, the same tendencies were noted; however, the 

authors concluded that "other indications pointed to the 

hopelessness of trying to distinguish between the two groups 

(superior and inferior candidates) on the basis of perform-

2k 
ance on the scale. 1 

Summary and Conclusions 

Investigations of the relationship of personality 

test scores and measures of teacher success have yielded 

widely varying results. A review of the literature failed 

to reveal a characteristic personality pattern for either 

the good or the poor teacher. Lamke suggested that perhaps 

personality traits need to be balanced in a certain way for 

the teacher to be superior, and that lacking this balance, 

the teacher is likely to be only average; with a certain 

make-up she may be very poor.^ 

Correlations ranged from rather large positive or 

negative relationships to near zero relationships depending 

23lbld., p. 687 

2^lbld. 

^Thomas A. Lamke, "Personality and Teaching Suc­
cess," Journa1 of Experimental Education. 20:217» December, 
1951. 



upon the teacher measure used and the particular situation. 

In general, these studies reported relatively low correla­

tions between personality test scores and success in teaching. 

Evidently there are many kinds of teacher effective­

ness even for teachers within the same subject area or grade 

level within the same kind of community, and, therefore, 

there will probably be different characteristics of teacher 

personality for such effectiveness. 

Despite the fact that some personality measures ap­

parently show significant correlations with certain measures 

of instructor effectiveness, the problem of determining the 

personality patterns of the successful teacher still remains 

unsolved. 

Speech Character ist ics 

Many teacher training institutions throughout the 

country are beginning to take a considerable interest in the 

speech needs and abilities of prospective teachers. This in­

terest has been manifested indirectly through a required 

speech course of all entering students, or more directly by 

means of a speech test given to all candidates for a teaching 

credential. 

Most of the work for trainees in this area has been 

primarily directed to speech and voice, although some atten­

tion has been given to other aspects of delivery, such as 
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fluency, sentence structure, and general body action including 

posture and eye contact. Little has been done to test or de­

velop ability to thinlc straight, organize material, or accora-

' 2 & 
plish a clearly defined purpose. In institutions that have 

such programs for prospective teachers the students are "rela­

tively able to express themselves coherently and concisely and 

with reasonable fluency and correctness; but they are rela­

tively unable to use their voices effectively in making what 

27 
they have to say ink 11 igible, interesting, or convincing.11 

As a result of a seven year study completed at Stan­

ford University, Dr. Virgil Anderson concluded that the speech 

abilities of those students who indicated a desire to enter 

28 
the teaching profession were not high. The study included 

a sampling of more than 1200 students during that period. 

The majority of students were just adequate in 

speech and very few could be described as superior. Further, 

the author felt there was no reason to beiieve conditions for 

this study were essentially different than conditions which 

existed in other teacher-training institutions, or that pros­

pective teachers as a group were inferior in speech to other 

college students. It was only that "in the teaching profes-

29 
3 ion good speech happens to be an important assets" 

27lbid., p. 222. 

28Ibid. . p. 22l|.. 

29lbid. 



Effectiveness of speech was one of thirty-two charac­

teristics used to determine in what respect good disciplin­

arians are strong and how these student teachers are like 

and unlike those student teachers having less of this abi-

30 
lity. Two hundred sixty-six elementary student teachers 

at the University of California at Los Angeles formed the 

sample for the study, and of the thirty-two characteristics 

which were used in the project, the subjects scored lower, as 

a group, in the area of discipline than in any of the other 

items. Ratings for each of the thirty-two areas were made 

on the basis of a composite evaluation of the college super­

visors and the cooperating teachers. 

Of the total sample, thirty-six students were iden­

tified as superior in the area of discipline and this group 

in turn was compared to the rest of the subjects. On the 

basis of 5>=superior, Ii-sstrong, 3=average, 2apass, and l»fail, 

a numerical score of I)..5>3 was the mean rating on speech ef­

fectiveness for the thirty-six subjects who were superior in 

their classroom control. This was compared to a mean score 
\ 

of I|_. 11 for the entire sample of two hundred sixty-six stu­

dent teachers, thus the researcher concluded that those 

student teachers who were outstanding in discipline had 

3®Jesse A. Bond, "Andys is of Observed Traits of 
Teachers Who Were Rated Superior in School Discipline," 
Journal, ojf Educational Research. l|f?:£01, March, 19f?2. 



greater effectiveness of speech than those student teachers 

who had less control over the pupils; however, the score of 

JL}.. 11 for the total sample still reflected a rating of speech 

effectiveness which was slightly better than "strong." It 

was noted by this researcher that of the thirty-two charac­

teristics which were being studied, only one, discipline, 

received a rating less than "strong" and the mean score for 

this area was 3.92. Since "rather severe standards had been 

31 
used for admission to student teaching," the relatively high 

ratings in all the thirty-two categories were undoubtedly due 

to the selectivity of the sample. 

The author, Dr. Jesse Bond, used the same data, in­

cluding the identical two hundred sixty-six student teachers, 

32 
in a research report several years later. The purpose of 

the later study was to determine in what ways student teachers 

who were found to be highly competent in "effectiveness of 

speech" were like or unlike other student teachers who had 

less ability in this area. In stressing the importance of 

this characteristic, Dr. Bond stated, "The use of speech as 

a teaching instrument was considered by the supervising staff 

o 1 
Jesse A. Bond, "Analysis of Observed Traits of 

Teachers Rated Superior in Using Speech as a Teaching In­
strument," Journal of Educational Research. 5> 1:673* May, 1958. 

32Ibid.. pp. 669-677. 
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to be a highly important factor when evaluating student 

33 
teachers." 

Of the total sample of two hundred sixty-six elemen­

tary student teachers, ninety-nine were identified as having 

"superior" speech characteristics. Mean scores for the 

speech group were found to be higher in all thirty-two items 

than the mean scores for the unselected group. On the basis 

of measurement of the mean scores, "it must be assumed that 

elementary student teachers who used speech with marked suc­

cess were uniformly competent on the average in all other 

^  J  ^  
respects." ' Thus, a high rating in using speech effective­

ly in the classroom indicated a high rating in all other 

aspects pertaining to success in student teaching as measured 

by the instrument which was used in the study. 

As a result of the research project, findings ". . . 

strongly suggest that teacher education institutions should 

ascertain the specific behaviors and personal qualities in­

volved with teachers who are effective in using oral communi­

cations and should devote more attention to them in preparing 

3£ 
all teachers." 

33Ibid., p. 670. 

3i|Ibid. , p. 675. 

3^1 bid.. p. 677. 



Henrikson felt that excellence or inadequacy in 

speech tended to influence the ratings received by student 

36 
teachers when an evaluation of their success was determined. 

Over I4.OO files from the Iowa State Teachers College Placement 

Bureau were selected at random and examined to determine the 

relationship between effectiveness of speech and student 

teaching ability. The teaching ability of the students was 
s 

established by the student teaching grade received by each 

subject. The correlation between teaching ability and voice 

was found to be .62 - .03. The researcher felt that the 

relatively high correlation may have been partly the result 

of a "halo" effect, such as a tendency to be influenced in 

one's rating of a student teacher's voice by one's evaluation 

of the person's ability to teach and vice versa. 

Another study, carried on by Huckleberry, sought to 

determine a possible relationship between speech character-

37 
istics and success in student teaching. Three trained 

speech teachers rated recordings of fifty-four volunteer 

subjects in terms of articulation, pronunciation, voice 

^6 
Ernest H. Henrikson, "Comparisons of Ratings of 

Voice and Teaching Ability," Journal of Educational Psycho­
logy. 3i|:121, February, 19U3-

^Alan W. Huckleberry, "The Relationship between 
Change in Speech Proficiency and Change in Student Teaching 
Proficiency," Speech Monograph. 17i37S» November, 1950. 
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quality, voice pitch, inflection, rate, rhythm, and convic­

tion. The subjects had been divided into an experimental 

and a control group, and based on the accumulated data, 

Huckleberry concluded that "positive change in student 

teaching proficiency, as observed, is directly associated 
-3 O 

with positive change in speech proficiency." 

A study, although not involving elementary student 

teachers is included because of its interesting nature and 

pertinence to the teaching profession: Fessenden studied 

the speech characteristics of ij.00 high school teachers from 

schools in twelve states in an effort to establish a relation-

39 
ship between speech and teaching success. He discovered 

that the teachers who had the most speech training while in 

college were rated by their supervisors to be the most com­

petent teachers in their particular school system. Also, he 

reported that very seldom did a supervisor consider a teacher 

below average whose ability in speech was above average. 

Again, the "halo" effect may have influenced the results of 

the study. 

Only one research project, completed by McCoard, re­

lated speech factors to teaching efficiency which used pupil 

38Ibid.. p. 388. 

3<^Seth A. Fessenden, "The Classroom Teacher is Not a 
Public Speaker," Quarterly Journal of Speech. 29:92, February, 
19l(-3. 



gains as the measure of teaching success.^ Twenty-two 

speech teachers rated forty elementary school teachers on 

each of several speech factors. Correlations were computed 

between the gains of 338 seventh and eighth grade pupils on a 

citizenship test and the obtained teachers' speech scores. 

In the reading portion of the speech test, the experiment re­

vealed that twelve of the fourteen ratings on speech factors 

were significantly correlated with student gains at the .01 

level. In the speaking part of the speech test two speech 

factors, variation in pitch and variation in quality, also 

revealed significant correlation at the .01 level with pupil 

ga i ns. 

As part of the same study, the author correlated a 

composite of effectiveness ratings by supervisors with the 

reading scores and all were significant at the .05 level. 

The correlation between the supervisors1 ratings and the 

total speech scores was .I|9; however, the intercorrelations 

among various speech factors were quite high (centered around 

.90) and caused McCoard to conclude that an indication of 

g e n e r a l  s p e e c h  a b i l i t y  b a s e d  o n  a  s i n g l e  f a c t o r  w i l l  b e  a s  

good as a total of judgments on several factors. 

Summary and Conclus ions 

The research on voice and speech characteristics and 

McCoard, "Speech Factors as Related to Teaching 
Efficiency," Speech Monograph. 11:53* March, 191I4. 



their relationship to student teaching effectiveness is 

scanty, although this area appears promising for further re­

search. A review of the literature leaves no doubt as to the 

increased emphasis on speech in the teacher-training institu­

tions; however, only approximately one-half of such institu­

tions require course work or a speech proficiency test as 

part of their training programs.Speech training is being 

neglected for prospective teachers to a large extent by many 

institutions even though educators are generally agreed that 

individuals who are deficient in speech should not be recom­

mended to teaching positions. 

It is possible that voice and speech characteristics 

constitute an important teacher variable, and that in addi­

tion to other prerequisites for effective teaching, the com­

petent instructor is one whose voice appeals to the class. 

Results of the studies seem to indicate too many student 

teachers have weak speech characteristics, although, gener­

ally speaking, few have serious speech difficulties. Definite 

diagnosis can be made arttl definite improvement results can be 

reached in most cases of speech deficiencies, but there is a 

need for someone to confer with each student teacher who has 

such deficiencies and point out areas of fault and offer 

^Harold Lillywhite, Waldo Phelps, and Granville 
Bayse, "Speech Proficiency in Teaching as Related to Teacher 
Training Curricula," We stern Speech. lJ+:5>, October, 1950. 



suggestions for improvement. 

General Culture 

The relationship of the so-called "culture" tests to 

success in teaching has been the subject of several research 

projects, and the Cooperative General Culture Test, used in 

this study, is the most commonly used instrument to measure 

the relationship. 

In a study completed by Kriner, superintendents of 

sixty-nine teachers were asked to complete an evaluation of 

the relative success of the teachers.^ Each of the subjects 

was in her first year of teaching, and each had completed her 

teacher training at State Teachers College, California, Pen­

nsylvania. On the basis of the superintendents' ratings, a 

relatively low correlation of .30 was found between general 

culture and first year teaching success. A correlation be­

tween culture and student teaching success as measured by the 

grades received in student teaching was discovered to be 

somewhat lower with a resultant r of .21. 

Of the many variables used in Kriner's study, general 

culture produced the lowest correlations and prompted the 

author to conclude that "Culture test and the Literary Ac-

), 2 
+ Harry L. Kriner, "Second Report on a Five-Year 

Study of Teachers College Admissions," Educational Administra­
tion and Supervision. 21:56, January, 1935. 



quaintance test have the least value in predicting teacher 

1.̂ -3 
s u c c e s s  . . . .  Sim i l a r l y ,  F u l l e r ' s  s t u d y  p r o d u c e d  a  

Pearson r of .13 for the relationship between the American 

Council on Education Cooperative General Culture Test and 

rank order in student teaching, thus "indicating little re­

lationship between them. 

Analysis of data from Hult's study produced the uni­

formly low coefficients of correlation common to many studies 

which dealt with the relationship between measures considered 

prerequisite to teaching success and a criterion score. 

The investigator stated, "No significant relationship is 

found between practice teaching marks and general knowledge 

as measured by scores on the Cooperative General Culture Test: 

Form Q or between any of the separate subjects included in the 

test. The method for determining success in student teach­

ing was by scores received from a rating scale used by the 

supervisors. Although the range in knowledge of subject 

^Ibid. . p. 58. 

^"Elizabeth Fuller, "The Use of Measures of Ability 
and General Adjustment in the Pre-service Selection of Nur­
sery School-Kindergarten-Primary Teachers," Journal of Educa­
tional Psychology. 37:332, September, 19i|6. 

h.% 
^Esther Hult, "Study of Achievement in Educational 

Psychology," Journal of Experimental Education. 13: 1Ti{-» June, 
191|5. 

^6Ibid.. p. 186. 
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matter as measured by the Cooperative General Culture Test 

w a s  r e l a t i v e l y  w i d e  t h e  m o r e  s u c c e s s f u l  s t u d e n t  t e a c h e r s  d i d  

not necessarily produce the high scores nor did the less suc­

cessful student teachers necessarily do poorly on the test. 

With the expressed purpose of predicting success of 

future teachers who graduate from the University of Wisconsin, 

Lins completed an intensive study of fifty-eight students who 

received the University Teacher's Certificate in 191-1-3 and ac­

cepted teaching positions.^''' This study was unique in that 

three criteria of teaching efficiency were used: (1) a com­

posite of five supervisory ratings, (2) pupil gains, and (3) 

pupil evaluations. It was found that the three criteria were 

not related to a significant degree and it appeared that these 

criteria did not measure the same aspects of teaching effi­

ciency. As for the relationship of each criterion to general 
«• 

culture, there was no association which could not have been 

attributed to chance. 

A study by Seagoe, which has been previously cited , 

determined correlations between teaching success and certain 

data gleamed from various tests.^ In the portion of the dat 

concerned with general culture, the scores of the Cooperative 

^Leo J. Lins, "Prediction of Teaching Efficiency," 
Journal of Experimental Education. 1$:2,  September, 191+6. 

^Seagoe, o£. cit., p. 688. 

1 
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General Culture Test produced a correlation of -.02 with a 

probable error of .12. Although Dr. Seagoe made no specific 

reference to the relationship of teaching success and general 

culture in her conclusions, it can be assumed that, on the 

basis of the data in the study, the relationship was prac­

tically non-existent and it did not have any predictive 

value. 

Student teachers who were superior in achieving dis­

cipline were characterized as being relatively low in "cul-

h 9 
tural understanding." Of the thirty-two characteristics 

of student teachers which were studied by Bond, the superior 

d i s c i p l i n e  s t u d e n t s  a s  a  g r o u p  r a n k e d  t h i r t y - s e c o n d  i n  " p o s ­

sesses a broad cultural understanding." However, it should 

be noted that this was a ranking study, and it did not mean 

this particular group of student teachers scored low in the 

area of cultural understanding except on a relative basis. 

In fact, the group received a mean grade of in this 

category which would be equivalent to slightly less than a 

B*f letter grade. 

Summary and Cone 1 us ions 

Most of the studies which were concerned with the re­

lationship of general culturc to teacher effectiveness were 

fairly consistent in their results and produced little data 

^Bond, 0£. cit.. p. £16. 



to justify its use in predicting success in teaching. Cor­

relations produced by an analysis of the data in the studies 

we re inconsequential and caused the researchers to reject the 

use of this variable as being of value for predictive pur­

poses. 

Grade Point Average 

As investigators searched for variables which might be 

used as a basis for the prediction of teaching effectiveness, 

one of the most obvious variables would appear to be that of 

previous scholarship. Even today the hypothesis is widely 

accepted that the individual who is herself a good student in 

a certain subject area will be able in turn to impart this in­

formation to others. Another field of thought, quite contrary 

to the one just offered, is that knowledge of subject matter 

is not as important as knowledge of teaching methodology, 

and, therefore, the individual who excels in'student teaching 

or in methods courses will become an excellent teacher. Both 

of these hypotheses have been extensively researched although 

only those concerned with total college grade point average 

as it relates to success in student teaching have been herein 

included. 

There have been many attempts to relate student 

teaching success to scholarship in an effort to obtain a basis 

for predicting success in student teaching. The importance of 



such a relationship is apparent since, by implication, a good 

standing in student teaching would indicate probable success 

later in a regular classroom situation. 

A study conducted at Colorado State Teacher's College 

50 
by Whitney involved a sampling of 100 women student teachers. 

Although the study was concerned primarily with the relation­

ship of intelligence to student teaching success, a portion 

o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  p r e s e n t e d  a n  a n a l y s i s  o f  d a t a  d e a l i n g  w i t h  

grade point average and success in teaching. The correlation 

between competence ratings of 100 student teachers and an 

average of college grades was .I|-7. A correlation of .21| be­

tween intelligence and student teaching success was estab-

1i shed. 

West Virginia University was interested in determining 

a procedure for selecting from all available candidates those 

51 
who were most likely to become the best teachers. Data 

which formed the basis for the ensuing study were obtained 

from ninety senior and graduate students in the College of 

Education. The criterion of teaching efficiency consisted 

of supervisors' ratings of teaching ability at the close of 

^ F.L. Whitney and C.M. Frasier, "The Relation of 
Intelligence to Student Teaching Success," Peabody Journal 
of Education. 8:3, May, 1930. 

^*M.R. Dodd-, "A Study of Teaching Aptitude," Journal 
of Educational Research. 26:517> March, 1933. 



the student teaching period. The average scholarship marks 

for the ninety student teachers were obtained from the regis­

trars office, and when related to teaching effectiveness, 

produced a correlation of .35. The author concluded that 

"the supervisors' ratings indicate that scholarship is a 

minor factor in forecasting teaching success."'' 

Seagoe concluded that the grade point average of 

student teachers has some predictive value in certain ins-

53 
tances. A composite grade point average for all courses 

taken at the time student teachers entered their student 

teaching assignment revealed a correlation of .52 when re­

lated to teacher effectiveness. Total grade point average 

"is useful as a final selective hurdle, but the low corre­

lations between grade point ratio on entering professional 

training and ultimate teaching success denies its value as 

5k 
an initial selective criterion." Thus, when prospective 

teachers are to enter their student teaching assignment, 

elimination on the basis of grade point ratio appears to be 

legitimate, whereas earlier elimination on such a basis does 

not seem justified. 

Hult studied several variables in terms of their re­

lationship to effectiveness in student teaching, one of which 

^2lbid.. p. 519. 

^^SEAGOE, OJD. CIT. . p. 685. 

-^'Ibid.. p. 689. 
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was total university grade point average. Subjects for the 

study were 176 students at the University of Wisconsin. Ana­

lysis of the data indicated, "A significant relationship is 

found between success in practice teaching and the total uni­

versity grade point average, the major grade point average, 

56 
and the minor grade point average . . . ." 

Butler conducted a study at Pennsylvania State Col­

lege which involved one group of 2lj.2 subjects and another 

57 
group of 118 subjects. Since, in that particular institu­

tion, the professors taught methods courses one semester and 

then supervised the same students in their student teaching 

assignment the following term, the author felt he had an 

unusually good evaluation of the success of each student in 

the study. Because of this, the actual grade received by 

each subject was the criterion of the degree of success 

achieved. This grade, converted to a numerical score, formed 

the basis of the correlational study between grade point aver­

age and success in student teaching. The grade point average 

included all work completed by the student teachers, both 

academic and professional. 

Hult, OJD. cit.. p. 171}.. 

^6Ibld.. p. 186. 

57 
Frank A. Butler, "Prediction of Success in Practice 

Teaching," Educational Administration and Supervision. 21:1^8, 
September, 1935. 

r 
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Results of the data indicated the correlation between 

scholarship and student teaching for the group of 2lj.2 students 

was .1|.0, and the correlation for the sample of 118 subjects 

was .1|6. The author concluded that, "These correlations, al­

though they do signify some degree of going-togetherness, are 

too low from a statistical viewpoint for the formulation of 

any practical or pragmatic plan designed toward the selection 

,,58 
of worthy propsective teachers." Thus, the correlations 

seemed too low to warrant the use of scholarship as the sole 

criterion for a rigid program of selection or elimination of 

students who desire to enter the teaching profession. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Considerable research has been undertaken by investi­

gators in an attempt to discover the relationships which exist 

between student teaching performance and earlier scholarship 

as reflected by over-all achievement in college course work. 

It appears that there is some positive correlation but that 

it is probably small. 

From the results of studies reported in this section, 

one could anticipate some relationships between performance 

in academic and professional courses and subsequent perform­

ance in student teaching. The implication is that the degree 

of success a student will achieve in student teaching may to 

^8 
Ibid.. p. l|49 



some extent be predicted by the grades the student earned 

while in college. However, there is little indication in the 

studies reviewed that persons assigning student teaching 

grades were kept unaware of the grades obtained by the stu­

dents in other college courses. Some of the positive corre­

lations reported may have been attributed in part to the 

operation of the "halo" effect: the college instructor who 

grades a pupil on student teaching may be inclined to give a 

higher grade if he knows the student has received higher 

grades in previous college work. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN OF STUDY AND METHOD OF PROCEDURE 

The student teaching phase of the teacher-training 

program for elementary trainees at the University of Arizona 

normally consisted of one full semester of practice teaching. 

During this period of time each student worked with the same 

cooperating teacher with whom she had been initially assigned, 

thus the entire semester was spent in one classroom situation 

with the same critic teacher. Also, each student had a super­

visor appointed from the university with whom she worked 

closely during the semester. 

Eight units of credit were allotted for work done in 

student teaching, and the trainees normally spent the morning 

portion of the school day in the classroom. Most of the stu­

dents were enrolled in one or more required methods classes 

or elective courses in the afternoon. 

Elementary student teachers were placed in four school 

districts which were immediate to the city of Tucson, Arizona. 

These districts were Amphitheater, Flowing We lis, Sunnyside, 

and Tucson #1. Although these districts varied with regard 

to size, financial status, and socio-economic location, their 

educational programs were such that student teachers received 

similar experiences in each of the four districts. When the 



student teachers were selected to participate in this study, 

it was felt a random sampling would eliminate the possibility 

of any advantage or disadvantage which might have inadvertent­

ly been present as the result of some students being placed in 

certain districts. Placement of the student teachers in the 

four districts was customarily done in a random fashion by 

the College of Education. 

Methods of Gatherinq Data 

The methods of gathering data for this study were 

varied, although they followed many of the usual techniques 

used in research projects. They are described as follows: 

Selection of Subjects 

During the fall semester of 1962, there were 117 stu­

dents placed in student teaching assignments in grades ranging 

from first through sixth. Of the 117 elementary student 

teachers, fifteen were involved in an experimental program, 

therefore, they were not considered as part of the total popu­

lation of students doing their practice teaching. 

Forty student teachers were selected by means of ran­

dom sampling to participate in this study. These students were 

either in their senior year of study or were graduate students. 

All participants completed their semester of student teaching 

during the first semester of the 1962-63 school year. 

The age range of the sample was twenty to forty-four 



with a mean age of twenty-three. Thirty-seven of the group 

were female, and only three students were male. For all com­

putational purposes the data for male and female subjects were 

pooled. Of the total number six were married students. It 

was not felt that these factors of age, sex, and marital sta­

tus were pertinent to the study, and they were only herein 

included for informational purposes.* 

Letters of Information 

In order to obtain a final sampling of forty student 

teachers, it was anticipated that fifty-five students should 

be selected initially to allow for various problems which 

would arise to reduce the sample to the desired number. 

After the fifty-five students were randomly selected, 

a letter was sent on November 20, 1962, to each college super­

visor with an attached list of the students who were to take 

2 
part in the project. This letter briefly explained the dis­

sertation study, and solicited the help of university person­

nel in gathering information which would be required in the 

research project. 

On November 26, 1962, Dr. Creighton Magoun, Coordina­

tor, Student Teaching, sent a letter to each cooperating 

^Walter Monroe (ed.), Encyclopedia of Educational 
Research (second edition; New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1950), p. 1392. 

^For a copy of this letter see Exhibit 1 in Appendix. 
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teacher"' and to each student teacher who was involved in the 

4 
study. Additionally, a copy of the cooperating teachers' 

letter was given to the school principal for informational 

purposes. The intention of these letters was to notify the 

teachers and students of the impending study, and specifi­

cally it notified them of a date at which time the student 

teachers were to be relieved of their classroom duties in 

order to participate in the tests to be administered. 

Test inq 

Two tests were administered to the selected student 

teachers during the morning of December 6, 1962. These tests 

were the Cooperative General Culture Test and the Edwards 

Personal Preference Schedule. They will be described in 

detail later in the study in the section concerned with data 

gathering instruments. 

Forty-nine students arrived for the tests, and during 

the period one student became ill and was taken home by one 

of the other students. Since a make-up test at a later date 

did not appear advisable in light of the nature of the study, 

no attempt was made to test the student teachers who missed 

the original test date. Those students, as well as the one 

who became ill, were contacted by the researcher and informed 

^For a copy of this letter see Exhibit 2 in Appendix. 

^"For a copy of this letter see Exhibit 3 in Appendix. 
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that they would not need to complete the tests. 

Administration of the two tests consumed four hours 

during the morning of the examinations. Even though the rec­

ommended rest periods were adhered to strictly, the students 

appeared to be extremely tired at the conclusion. The tests 

were administered by the researcher. During the period when 

instructions were given, it was strongly emphasized that the 

results of the tests would in no way influence the grade to 

be received in student teaching. Although it was impossible 

to determine, the investigator felt this emphasis may have 

influenced the degree of conscientiousness with which the 

students approached the testing situation. 

Student Files 

In order for a student to enter the College of Educa­

tion at the University of Arizona, she must have earned at 

least a 3.0000 grade point average in her freshman and sopho­

more years. This was equivalent to the typical letter grade 

of "C". Other grade equivalencies were: 1.0000 = "A", 

2.0000 = "B", I].. 0000 » "D", and 5.0000 = ,TF". 

An investigation of the students' files of the final 

sample of forty subjects revealed a mean grade point average 

of 2.3872 with a range of 1.2500 to 3.01^92. There was a wide 

range of units of credit which had been earned by the student^ 

but this information was omitted from the study as not being 

germane to the topic. Each student was either a graduate at 
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the time of the study, or would complete requirements for 

graduation by the end of the 1962-63 school year. 

Speech Ratinq 

One of the variables used in this study was voice 

quality and articulation. To ascertain the degree of com­

petence by the student teachers in this category, the col­

lege supervisors, the cooperating teachers, and a graduate 

student in the Speech Department, Miss Jane Chandler, ob­

served each student with the expressed purpose of determining 

characteristics of speech. Ideally, each observation was to 

consist of a fifteen minute period of extemporaneous speech 

on the part of the student teacher; however, since the elemen­

tary schools, particularly the primary grades, were not con­

ducive to a lecture situation a strict adherence to this time 

limit was difficult and in some cases impossible. 

The Purdue Speech Rating Chart, discussed later in 

this chapter, was the instrument used to evaluate the student 

teachers' speech qualities. A numerical score was assigned 

to each observation and an average rating of the college 

supervisor, the cooperating teacher, and Miss Chandler re­

vealed a mean score of 2.07 with a range of 1.0 to 3*0. The 

possible numerical range on the scale was 1.00 to I4..OO with 

the desirable speech characteristics being reflected by the 

low numerical scores. 
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f.Ieasurinq Student Teacher Effectiveness 

The final and perhaps the most important information 

to be gathered concerning the student teachers was the degree 

of success which each subject actually achieved in the teach­

ing situation. 

To determine what was successful student teaching and 

how it should be measured could be debated just as success in 

teaching has been the subject of considerable discussion and 

disagreement among educators. Various methods of measuring 

the effectiveness of the student teachers were considered, 

and it was decided that a numerical rating scale completed by 

the college supervisor and the cooperating teacher would be 

the most logical approach. Further, the form which has been 

used by University of Arizona officials in determining the 

final grade for each student teacher seemed appropriate for 

$ 
use in the study. 

The established scores ranged from 1.00 for the most • 

successful students to a score of 2.86 for the student who, 

for purposes of this study, was judged to be least successful 

of the group of forty subjects. 

Typically, student teachers in teacher-training insti­

tutions throughout the country received grades of ,fA", "B", or 

"C", and it was noted that the grading of students in this 

For a copy of this evaluation form see Exhibit [(. in 
the Appendix. 
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project followed a similar pattern. Twenty-eight students 

received a grade of "1", eleven students were assigned a grade 

of "2", and one student received a "3". As stated in the 

rating form these grades represented students who were 

"superior", "above average", and "average" respectively. 

Data Gatherinq 1nstruments 

There were four instruments which were used to gather 

data for use in this study. They were (l) the Edwards Person­

al Preference Schedule, (2) the Cooperative General Culture 

Test, (3) the Purdue Speech Rating Chart, and (!(.) a form which 

was used by the University of Arizona to evaluate the success 

of student teachers in the teacher-training program. 

7 
Edwards Persona 1 Preference Schedule 

"The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule was de­

signed primarily as an instrument for research and counseling 

purposes, to provide quick and convenient measures of a number 

„8 
of relatively independent norma1 personality variables." De­

signed by Dr. Allen L. Edwards, the EPPS provided measures of 

fifteen personality variables which were identified as follows: 

^Monroe, ojo. cit., p. 1393• 

7For a copy of the Edwards Personal Preference Sched­
ule see Exhibit $ in the Appendix. 

O 
Allen L. Edwards, Edwards Personal Preference Sched­

ule, test manual (New York: the Psychological Comoration, 
19^9), p. 5. 



1. Achievement (ach) 
2. Deference (def) 
O 
*>• Order (ord) 

h* Exhibition (exh) 
Autonomy (aut) 

6. Affi1iation (aff) 

7. I ntraception (int) 
8. Succorance (sue) 
9. Dominance (dom) 
10. Abasement (aba) 
11. Nurturance (nur) 
12. Change (chg) 
13. Endurance (end) 
1^. Heterosexuality (het) 
15. Aggression (agg) 

These fifteen personality var iables 

in detail in Chapter IV as they are related to the analysis 

of the data. 

There were 225 items on the inventory, and, although 

it was not a timed test, most of the subjects completed all 

items within a fifty minute period. Each of the fifteen 

personality variables was paired twice with each of the other 

variables in the test. The maximum score on each variable 

was 28. In order for a subject to have obtained a score of 

zero for any of the variables, she would have had to regard 

the statements for that variable in the 28 comparisons in 

which it appeared, as being less characteristic of herself 

than the paired statements for the other variables. Thus, 

the higher the score on a given variable, the more often the 

subject has chosen the statements for this variable as being 

descriptive of herself in preference to the statements for 

the other variables. Conversely, the lower the score on a 
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particular variable, the less often the subject has chosen 

the statements as being descriptive of herself in preference 

to the statements for the other variables. 

Some personality inventories have used a typical 

"yes-no" alternative when subjects were asked if the state­

ment was characteristic of herself, and the problem of social 

9 
desirability was found to influence the results of the tests. 

In the construction of the EPPS an attempt was made to elimi­

nate or minimize the effect of social desirability in re­

sponses to the statements. For example, two statements were 

selected, each representing different personality traits. 

Assuming that these statements were equal with respect to 

their social desirability values, the subject chose the 

statement which was more characteristic of herself, and it 

may be argued that the factor of social desirability would 

be of less Importance than a "yes-no" type inventory. 

Normative data for the EPPS had been developed for 

two groups of subjects: college students and adults who were 

household heads in the United States. Norms established for 

the college sample indicated that men had means which were 

significantly higher than those of women on Achievement, 

Autonomy, Dominance, Heterosexuality, and Agression. On the 

^Allen L. Edwards, "The Relationship between the 
Judged Desirability of • a Trait and the Probability that the 
Trait'Will Be Endorsed," Journal of Applied Psychology, 37*91, 
April, 1953. 
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other hand, women scored significantly higher on the varia­

bles of Deference, Affiliation, Intraception, Succorance, 

Abasement, Nurtur.ance, and Change. 

The reliability of the EPFS was determined by the 

split-half method and by the test-retest technique. In the 

split-half method, the reliability coefficients ranged from 

.60 for Deference to .87 for Heterosexuality. By the test-

retest technique which was based on the records of eighty-

nine students at the University of Washington who took the 

EPPS twice within a one-week interval, reliability coeffi­

cients ranged from .71+ for Achievement to .88 for Abasement. 

The intercorrelations between the variables were 

quite low with an indicated range of .I4.6 between Affiliation 

and Nurturance, and the next largest was -.36 between Auto­

nomy and Nucturance. The low values of the intercorrelations 

demonstrated <;that the personality variables which were being 

measured by the EPFS were relatively independent of one 

another. 

?,The validity of a test is determined experimentally 

by finding the correlation between the test and some indepen­

dent criterion,"^ Pure criterion measures are generally not 

available, but another approach is to investigate the rela­

tionships between variables of the inventory and other 

*C>Henry E. Garrett, Stat 1stics in Psychology and 
Education (New York: Longmans, Green and Company, 1961;, p. 

355. 



variables which should, in theory, be related to the inven­

tory variables. Attempts were made to correlate the EPFS 

variables to the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale and the 

Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory. The correlations were 

generally low although some were significant at the five per 

cent level. 

Scoring of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule 

may be done by hand or by use of IBM answer sheet. 

11 
Cooperative General Culture Test 

The first Cooperative General Culture Test, published 

In 1933, included three sections: social studies, foreign 

literature, and fine arts. Since the initial publication of 

the test the number of parts has varied, and there have been 

seventeen different forms since 1933. The current forms, A 

and B, were developed by the staff of the Test Development 

Department of the Educational Testing Service from materials 

12 
constructed by the faculty of the University of Minnesota. 

The CGCT Is composed of five parts: 

Part Content 

I Social Studies 
II Literature 

A. Heading Comprehension 
B. Literary Acquaintance 

**For a copy of the Cooperative General Culture Test 
see Exhibit 6 in the Appendix. 

^Cooperative General Culture Test, examinees manual 
(Los Angeles: Cooperative Test Division Educational Service, 
1956), p. 2. 



Ill Science 
IV Mathematics 
V Fine Arts 

Within these five areas emphasis has been placed on 

the understanding of basic concepts and the application of 

this understanding to the solution of specific problems. 

An attempt has been made to minimize as much as possible the 

need for knowledge of isolated subject matter on the part of 

those who are taking the test. 

The total working time of the CGCT is 15>0 minutes with 

each of the five sections being limited to a thirty minute 

period. Unlike the EPPS, the CGCT is a timed test and a 

strict adherence to the specified period is required. Ad­

ministration of the test requires a minimum amount of know­

ledge of test construction and statistics for successful use 

of the instrument. A thorough study of the test manual should 

be adequate preparation for administering and scoring the test 

and interpreting the results; however, in order to familiarize 

himself with the test, it is recommended that the examiner 

take the test beforehand to enable him to anticipate ques­

tions and foresee problems which might arise. Scoring may 

be done either by hand or by machine if the appropriate 

materials are used by the subjects. 

In 19%k» Form A of the CGCT was administered as part 

of the National College Sophomore Testing Program. A group 

of colleges participating in the program were selected to 



provide the average grade for each student during the first 

two years of college. A relationship was then established 

between the average grades and total test scores. The re­

sults of the study revealed a correlation range from ,2L|. to 

.70 with an average correlation of .57. 

The reliability coefficient for the total test and 

for each of the five sections was computed by use of the 

Kuder-Richardson formula. For the total test a reliability 

coefficient of .95 was found for form A, and .93 for Form B. 

The range of correlations for the individual sections in Form 

A was from .78 to .87 for Fine Arts and Social Studies re­

spectively, and for Form B the high and low correlations were 

.65 and .8I4. for Fine Arts and Mathematics. 

The intercorrelations of the separate parts ranged 

from a low of .33 between Mathematics and Fine Arts to a high 

of .69 between Social Studies and Fine Arts. This would seem 

to indicate that there is a substantial intercorrelation be­

tween various parts of the Cooperative General Culture Test, 

but not to a marked degree. 

13 
Eva1uation Form for Student Teaching 

The Evaluation of Student Teaching form was used by 

the University of Arizona to evaluate the relative effective­

ness of each trainee in the teacher-training program. This 

^For a copy of the Evaluation of Student Teaching 
form see Exhibit l|. in the Appendix. 
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scale served primarily to help the observers focus on the 

various characteristics that should enter into an over-all 

assessment of student teaching success. The instrument was 

devised expressly for this purpose in the College of Educa­

tion, and this form, or others of a similar nature, has been 

employed by the university for several years. Every college 

supervisor and cooperating teacher was required to complete 

an evaluation form for the student teacher with whom they 

were working. Normally the final evaluation was completed at 

the end of a given semester although on occasion college 

supervisors and cooperating teachers used the form as an in­

termediate assessment of progress also. For purposes of this 

study, only the final evaluations of each college supervisor 

and cooperating teacher were used. 

There were twenty-five separate items on which the 

student teachers were rated. These twenty-five items were 

distributed within the following major headings: 

I Personal and Professional Qualities 
II Classroom Management 

III Instructional Skill 
IV Professional 
V General Evaluations 

VI Comments 

A rating of 1, 2, 3, l|., or 5> was submitted for each 

of the twenty-five items listed. The numerical scores cor­

responded to the grading system employed by the University 

of Arizona, and, as stated on the evaluation form, the figures 

were to reflect a caliber of student teaching which was 
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"excellent", "above-average", "average", "below-average", or 

"failing" respectively. 

For the most part the items were self-explanatory. 

In some cases, the college supervisors gave assistance in 

the use of the form to cooperating teachers as indicated in 

the Handbook for Student Teaching. 

Ill-
Purdue Speech Rating Chart 

The Purdue Speech Rating Chart was developed at Pur­

due University"to furnish student speakers with an objective 

judgment as to the effectiveness of their speaking and to 

promote soundness of judgment as to the methods employed by 

15 
others." 

There were four major areas listed on the Purdue 

Speech Rating Chart which served as a guide for the observers 

to evaluate the effectiveness of the student teachers' speech. 

These areas were: 

1. Clearness and Effectiveness of Organization 
and Support 

2. Enthusiasm, Animation, and Force 
3. Appearance of Physical Ease and Poise 
k. Use of Clear Wording and Distinct Utterance 

Additionally, a final category of General Effective­

ness served to reflect the observers' reaction to the student 

^For a copy of the Purdue Speech Rating Chart see 
Exhibit 7 in the Appendix. 

*^A statement from the Purdue Speech Rating Chart 
(see Exhibit 7 in the Appendix). 



teachers' total effectiveness in speech characteristics. 

The descriptive words "excellent", "good", "average", 

and "poor" were indicated on the form in the various cate­

gories mentioned above. In keeping with the numerical scor­

ing used in the other instruments of the study, these evalua­

tions were converted to the figures of 1, 2, 3» and 1). re­

spectively. 

Three ratings were to be completed for each student 

teacher in a speaking situation which was to be as extem­

poraneous as possible. The ratings were completed by the 

college supervisors, the cooperating teachers, and Miss Jane 

Chandler, a graduate student in the Speech Department at the 

University of Arizona. Miss Chandler was selected to parti­

cipate in this phase of the project because of her ability 

and interest in the field of speech education. Instruction 

as to the proper use of the form was given to the observers 

by Miss Chandler. 

Procedure and Treatment of Data 

"The basic method of any study which attempts to fore­

cast the future success of an individual must be that of find­

ing the relationship which exists between those characteristics 

present and ascertainable during the period when the individual 

is being prepared for his life work and the degree of success 

which he attains in his chosen field when working under 
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practical conditions." Y/hen applied to prediction of SUC­

CESS in student teaching, this meant a relationship needed 

to be established between individual abilities and charac­

teristics, and actual success in student teaching. 

Establishing a_ Cr iter ion of Success in Student Teachi ng 

As indicated in Chapter I there is no completely 

satisfactory method of measuring teacher efficiency at the 

present time; however, it seemed reasonable to assume that 

the opinions of people who were trained and employed to 

supervise and evaluate the performance of student teachers 

should be a valid criterion of teacher efficiency. The 

average of the ratings of the college supervisor and co­

operating teacher served as the criterion of student teacher 

success in this study. 

Following the composite evaluation for each subject, 

the final sample of forty student teachers was divided into 

two separate groups, and were identified as trainees who were 

"more successful" in their student teaching and those who were 

"less successful." Throughout the study, for ease of refer­

ence, the "more successful" group was called Group A and the 

"less successful" section was titled Group B. 

The previously indicated range of 1.00-2.86 for aver­

age ratings of the college supervisors and the cooperating 

^Roy R. Ullman, "The Prediction of Teaching Success," 
Educattonal Administration and Supervision. 16:^99, November, 
1930. 



teachers produced a mean score of 1.1|0 with SD = .I4.2. A 

frequency distribution showed that twenty-three subjects were 

rated between 1.00-1.26 and they were identified as Group A. 

Seventeen student teachers yielded scores between 1.31+-2.86 

and they were placed in Group B. Within the groups, the 

subjects of Group A had a mean score of 1.13 and a standard 

deviation of .09. Ratings for Group B produced a mean of 

1.73 and a standard deviation of .1|6. 

It should be noted that the degree of success achieved 

by the two groups was important for purposes of this study, 

but that Group B should not be considered as "failures", 

"poor", or any other similar terminology. It should also be 

remembered that of the total sample of forty subjects, thirty-

nine were judged to be either "excellent" or "above-average" 

by their college supervisor and cooperating teacher, so ob­

viously those student teachers in Group B must be considered 

only as "less successful" than those in Group A. 

Statistical Treatment of the Data 

The purpose of principles and methods of statistics 

is to assist the researcher in planning the study so as to 

obtain data which will be useful in analyzing the information 

effectively to answer the questions posed in the study. In 

most cases of scientific interest the total population is too 

extensive for complete study, therefore, information regarding 
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this population is gained through a study of some portion or 

sample of it. Although the total population in this study was 

not unusually large, a random sampling of forty subjects was 

selected as an effective and acceptable technique for drawing 

conclusions regarding the parent body. 

In general terms the statistical process involved the 

formulation of a hypothesis relative to the problem population 

and the testing of this hypothesis by utilizing information 

provided by the samp 1c. It has been hypothesized that certain 

neasurcablc traits ana characteristics influenced the decree 

of student tcuchinf! success achieved by the sampling of forty 

student teachers. 

To test the hypothesis a mathematical procedure which 

was to lead to the rejection or acceptance of the hypothesis 

was established, A commonly used procedure and the one used 

in this research project was a test of the significance of 

difference between means of measured data for Group A and 

Group D. Application of the null hypothesis asserted that 

no true difference existed between the two population means 

and that any difference found between the sample means was 

17 
accidental and unimportant. 

Since the N's of the two independent samples were 

small (Group A • 23, Group B 
s 17) the following formulae 

^Garrett, _og. cit. . p. 213. 
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were used to compute the standard deviation ( S D )  and the 

standard error of the difference (S Eq J :  

SD = 

1 
£(Xi - u1 f +  £(X2 - ̂ )' 

(N, - 1) + (N9 - 1) 

s JiQ = S D  Nj N2 

vk Nc 
For computational purposes, the samples were pooled 

in order to get a more stable standard deviation by using all 

the cases. Justification for combining the two samples in 

this procedure was that "under the null hypothesis no real 

mean difference exists as between the two samples which are 

assumed to have been drawn from the same parent population 

.13 
with respect to the trait being measured." 

r> 
The t test was computed by the formula t a ——, and 

.  SEq 
Table D  of Statistics in Psychology and Education was used 

19 
to test the level of significance of the mean differences. 

A pre-determined level of significance of .05 was established. 

A test of significance of difference between means for 

Group A and Group B was computed for each of the fifteen per­

sonality variables on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule; 

for each of the five subject areas identified in the Cooperative 

General Culture Test; for the grade point average; and for the 

Purdue Speech Rating Chart. 

l8Ibld., p. 22k, 19Ibid.. p. 1^9. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATI ON AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The purpose of this study was to ascertain the rela­

tion of selected variables to student teaching success. The 

primary sources of data viere the Evaluation of Student 

Teaching forms completed by the college supervisors and co­

operating teachers, administrative records, and responses of 

the student teachers to various testing instruments. 

The twenty-three student teachers in Group A were 

compared to the seventeen student teachers comprising Group B 

on the basis of scores achieved on the Edwards Personal Pre­

ference Schedule, the Cooperative General Culture Test, the 

Purdue Speech Rating Chart, and their total university grade 

point average at the time of their student teaching assign­

ment. This comparison was completed by determining the sig­

nificance of difference between the means of the two groups 

of student teachers. 

Personal ity 

The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule was used to 

test the personality variables of the two groups of student 

teachers. Because of the low values of the intercorrelations 

of the fifteen personality variables measured by the EPPS each 



variable was treated independently of the others, and the data 

for each variable has been presented in tabular form according-

1 
i y .  

Each of the fifteen variables has a brief description 

of the personality variable which was being measured. In or­

der that the author may not have inadvertently offered an er­

roneous interpretation of the variables as described by Dr. 

Edwards, a definition of each variable has been quoted 

2 
directly from the examiner's manual. As the definition of 

each variable is read and the ensuing data analyzed, it should 

be remembered that the higher scores on a particular item 

means the subjects have chosen the statements for that variable 

more often in preference to the statements for the other vari­

ables. The lower the scores, the less often the subjects have 

chosen the statements for that variable as being descriptive 

of themselves in preference to the statements for the other 

variables. 

Achievement; 

"To do one's best, to be successful, to accomplish 

tasks requiring skill and effort, to be a recognized author­

ity, to accomplish something of great significance, to do a 

*Allen L. Edwards, Edwards Personal Preference Schedule 
Examiner's manual (New York: The Psychological Corporation, 
1959), p. 20. 

2lbid.. p. 11. 
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difficult job well, to solve difficult problems and puzzles, 

to be able to do things better than others, to write a great 

3 
novel or play." 

Of a possible score of 28 on the Achievement variable, 

the range of scores for the subjects in Group A was 6-2l± with 
a mean score of 12.22. The scores for Group B ranged from 9-

21 with an average score of 13.1|1 being recorded for the en­

tire group. The standard deviations for Group A and Group B 

were 1^.38 and 2.87 respectively. 

Table 1 reveals a difference of means between Group A 

and Group B of 1.19. This indicates the less successful stu­

dent teachers, on the average, chose the statements for the 

Achievement variable as being more descriptive .of themselves 

in preference to the statements of the other fourteen vari­

ables more often than did the more successful subjects. 

The t-ratio for a difference of means of .97 indicated 

that the mean of Group B was not significantly larger than the 

corresponding mean of Group A at the ,05> level. Therefore, 

the difference which did exist could be attributed to chance 

rather than to an actual difference between the two groups. 

3 
Ibid. 
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TABLE 1 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS ACHIEVEMENT VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Difference of Means 

Means 

Standard Deviations 

12.22 

1^.38 

13.1*1 

2.87 

1.19 

Results of t test • .97 

Deference: 

"To get suggestions from others, to find out what 

others think, to follow instructions and do what is expected, 

to praise others, to tell others that they have done a good 

job,-to accept leadership of others, to read about great men, 

to conform to custom and avoid the unconventional, to let 

others make decisions."^" 

Table 2 shows that a mean score of 13.12 for Group B 

was .38 higher than the mean score of 12.7^4- which was achieved 

by Group A, thus indicating that the difference between the 

two groups in the Deference variable was negligible. The 

range of high and low scores for both was almost identical. 
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The scores were from 8-19 for Group B and from 9-19 for Group 

A. 

The standard deviations were similarly close in nu­

merical value with SD = 3«12 for Group A and SD » 3*31 for 

the less successful student teachers. 

The difference between means of Group A and Group B 

produced a t-ratio of .37 which was not significant at the 

.0f> level. On the basis of this data, it can be assumed that 

no true difference existed between the two groups of subjects 

and the null hypothesis would have to be accepted. 

TABLE 2 

MEANS AMD STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS DEFERENCE VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 12.7k 13.12 

Standard Deviations 3.12 3.31 

Difference of Means .38 

Results of t test * .37 

Order: 

"To have written work neat and organized, to make 

plans before starting on a different task, to have things 

organized, to keep things neat and orderly, to make advance 



plans when taking a trip, to organize details of work, to 

keep letters and files according to some system, to have meals 

organized and a definite time for eating, to have things ar-

5 
ranged so that they run smoothly without change." 

The more successful student teachers showed a greater 

tendency to describe themselves in terms of the characteris­

tics of Order than did the less successful subjects. The 

average score for the twenty-three students in Group A was 

11.96 with a range of scores from 3-21. Although the range 

of scores was quite large, eighteen points, the standard de­

viation of lj..2l| indicated that most of the scores were group­

ed rather closely to the mean. 

Group B achieved a mean score of 10.59 and the stand­

ard deviation of 3.66 revealed that those student teachers 

were grouped even more closely around the mean score than 

those in Group A. The range of snores for Group B, 5-20, was 

somewhat more restricted than the range produced by Group A. 

The difference of mean scores of 1.37 indicated the 

more successful student teachers were more inclined to see 

themselves as having written work neat and organized, of 

making plans before starting on a difficult task, and of 

having things organized than did the subjects of Group B.^ 

^Ibid. 

6Ibid. 
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By formula, the difference of means score of 1.37 

produced a t-ratio of 1.07 which at the .05 level was not 

significant. It must be concluded that, although Group A 

on the average scored higher than Group B, no true difference 

existed between the more successful student teachers and the 

less successful student teachers as reflected by the scores 

on the personality variable, Order. 

TABLE 3 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPFS CRDER VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 11.96 10.59 

Standard Deviations 3*66 

Difference of Means 1.37 

Results of t test » 1.07 

Exhibition: 

"To say witty and clever things, to tell amusing jokes 

and stories, to talk about personal adventures and experiences, 

to have others notice and comment upon one's appearance, to 

say things just to see what effect it will have on others, to 

talk about personal achievements, to be the center of atten­

tion, to use words that others do not know the meaning of, to 
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ask questions others cannot answer." 

The results of the data for the personality variable, 

Exhibition, showed that Group A saw themselves as being more 

"out-goincf in relation to the fourteen other variables than 

did the student teachers in Group B. The mean score for Group 

A was 15.65 whereas an average score of llj.,82 was achieved by 

the members of Group B. 

The standard deviation for both groups revealed close 

scoring around the mean for each group. Group B, with a 

range of 9-20, produced a standard deviation of 2.77» whereas 

the range of scores of 6-21 gave a larger standard deviation 

os 3.29 for the other group of subjects. 

The difference of means for Group A and Group B was 

less than one point, being .83. The resultant t-ratio of .8I4. 

failed to establish a significant difference between the 

scores achieved by the two samples of student teachers. On 

the basis of data produced on the personality variable of 

Exhibition, it must be assumed that there was no true dif­

ference between the two groups of subjects, and that the ac­

tual difference in mean scores could have been attributed to 

chance. 

7 
Ibid. 
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TABLE Ij. 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPFS EXHIBITION VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 15.65 U|..82 

Standard Deviations 3.29 2.77 

Difference of Means - .83 

Results of t test = ,8ij. 

Autonomy? 

"To be able to come and go as desired, to say what one 

thinks about things, to be independent of others in making de­

cisions, to feel free to do what one wants, to do things that 

are unconventional, to avoid situations where one is expected 

to conform, to do things without regard to what others may 

think, to criticize those in positions of authority, to avoid 

8 
responsibilities and obligations." 

The range of scores achieved by both Group A and Group 

B were unusual in that they were relatively low. The highest 

score for any member of Group A was 18 of a possible 28, and 

the lowest score was t|.. In Group B, one subject produced a 

8Ibid.  



score of 1 and the top; of the range of scores 16. 

The scores for the members of Group A produced a dif­

ference of means of ,70 when compared to the scores of Group 

B in the Autonomy variable. A mean of 11.35 with a standard 

deviation of 2.97 was computed for Group A whereas a mean 

score of 10.65 and a standard deviation of 3.96 was derived 

for the less successful students. The mean of Group A was 

not found to be significantly larger than the corresponding 

mean for Group B. The null hypothesis for the data on the 

Autonomy variable was accepted. 

When the figures in Table 5 were compared with the 

normative samples upon which means for the Edwards Personal 

Preference Schedule personality need of Autonomy were based, 

there was apparently a difference between the subjects in thi 

study and the sample of college students from throughout the 

9 
country. The normative samples produced a total mean of 

13.31 when the scores of male and female students were pooled 

When this mean was compared to the average score of 10.65 for 

Group B, a significant difference between this group of sub­

jects at the University of Arizona and the normative sample 

of college students was indicated. This difference, if a 

true difference, could be attributed to the fact that, al­

though the scores for men and women in this study were pooled 

9Ibid.. p. 10 
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there were only three male subjects included in this project, 

thus the sample of student teachers was predominantly female. 

Since, as indicated in Chapter I, men scored significantly 

higher than women in the Autonomy variable in the data upon 

which norms were established, it is possible that the sta­

tistical difference between Group B and the normative sample 

could have been attributed to the few number of male sub­

jects which were selected for this project. 

TABLE 5 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS AUTONOMY VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 11.35 10.65 

Standard Deviations 2.97 3»96 

Difference of Means .70 

Results of t test a .73 

Affiliation: 

"To be loyal toj^riends, to participate in friendly 

groups, to do thingsyfor friends, to form new friendships, 

r~ 
to make as many ^r^ends as possible, to share things with 

friends, to do things with friends rather than alone, to 

form strong attachments, to write letters to friends.11*^ 

10 Ibid.. p. 11. 



The range of scores for the subjects in Group A was 

6-25 with a total possible score of 28 for the personality 

variable, Affiliation. The mean score was 16.57. The scores 

for Group B, on the average, were higher than those of Group 

A with a mean score of 17.18 being reflected by the range of 

10.23. A standard deviation of 3.70 for Group B indicated 

that the individual scores were grouped more closely around 

the mean, whereas the wider range of scores for the more suc­

cessful student teachers produced a larger standard deviation 

of !(.. 16. 

Table 6 shows a difference of means between Group A 

and Group B of .61 with the less successful student teachers 

producing the slightly higher mean score. 

The relatively small difference in mean scores of 

the two groups yielded an equally small t-ratio of .I4 .8. The 

t-ratio for a difference of means of .lj.8 indicated that the 

mean of Group B was not significantly larger than the mean of 

Group A; therefore, no actual difference between the more suc­

cessful student teachers and the less successful student 

teachers existed on the basis of data for the Affiliation 

variable. 
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TABLE 6 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS AFFILIATION VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 16.57 17.18 

Standard Deviations If.. 16 3.70 

Difference of Means .61 

Results of t test = .Lj.8 

Intracept ion: 

"To analyze one's motives and feelings, to observe 

others, to understand how others feel about problems, to put 

one's self in another's place, to judge people by why they do 

things rather than by what they do, to analyze the behavior 

of others, to analyze the motives of others, to predict how 

others will act."** 

Of the fifteen personality variables measured by the 

Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, the 19.29 mean score 

achieved by Group B was greater than the mean score on any 

other variable by either Group A or Group B. Also, this 

score reflected a 2.20 increase over the corresponding mean 

score of the more successful group of subjects. Thus, the 

1 1Ibid.  



less successful student teachers showed a greater inclination 

to describe themselves in terms of the characteristics of 

intraception than did Group A. 

This researcher found the 2.20 difference to be ex­

tremely interesting in light of some of the descriptive terms 

used in defining this particular variable, such as, "to under­

stand how others feel about problems, ... to judge people 

by why they do things rdher than by what they do." It was 

assumed, by the author, that these were characteristics of 

the effective teacher, and it was surprising to discover that 

the less successful student teachers saw such definitions as 

being more descriptive of themselves than did Group A. 

The range of scores for Group B was correspondingly 

higher with a low and high score of 10-27 being achieved. 

The standard deviation for Group B was larger than that of 

most of the other variables, 5.11. A mean score of 17.09 

with a range of 6-2lj. for Group A yielded a standard devia­

tion of 1^. 97. 

By formula, the difference of means score of 2.20 

produced a t-ratio of 1.37» which at the .05? confidence level 

could not be considered significant. It must be concluded, 

therefore, that although Group B on the average scored higher 

than Group A on the Intraception variable, no true difference 

existed between the less successful student teachers and the 

more successful student teachers. 
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TABLE 7 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS INTRACEPTION VARIABLE 

Means 

Standard Deviations 

Difference of Means 

Group A Group B 

17.09 19.29 

lj.,97 5.11 

2.20 

Results of t test = 1.37 

Succorance: 

"To have others provide help when in trouble, to seek 

encouragement from others, to have others be kindly, to have 

others be sympathetic and understanding about personal prob­

lems, to receive a great deal of affection from others, to 

have others do favors cheerfully, to be helped by others when 

depressed, to have others feel sorry when one is sick, to have 

12 
a fuss made over one when hurt." 

The mean scores for Group A and Group B on the Suc­

corance variable were almost identical with an average of 

12.09 and 12.12 respectively; however, the range of scores 

for Group A was 3-23> an extremely wide spread, whereas the 

range for Group B was only 7-20. The wider range of Group 

1 2Ibid.  
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A's scores naturally yielded a greater standard deviation, 

1|..90, compared to a relatively small standard deviation of 

3.08 for the other subjects. 

The obvious negligibility of the difference of means 

for the two groups produced a t-ratio which was statistic­

ally insignificant. 

TABLE 8 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPFS SUCCORANCE VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 12.09 12.12 

Standard Deviations 1+.90 3»08 

Difference of Means .03 

Results of t test = .02 

Dominance: 

"To argue for one's point of view, to be a leader in 

groups to which one belongs, to be regarded by others as a 

leader, to be elected or appointed chairman of committees, to 

make group decisions, to settle arguments and disputes between 

others, to persuade and influence others to do what one wants, 

to supervise and direct the actions of others, to tell others 
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how to do their jobs." 

The mean score of 13.96 for Group A was 1.08 higher 

than the mean score of 12.88 achieved by the less successful 

student teachers. Again, as with the case of the Autonomy-

variable, it was interesting to note a difference between one 

of the groups of subjects in this study and the normative 

sample. A comparison of the 12.88 mean score for Group B 

with the normative sample mean of 15.83 yielded a difference 

of almost three points which was highly significant at the 

.05 level. This would indicate that the sample of students 

at the University of Arizona, Group B, were less inclined to 

describe themselves in terms of the definitions for Dominance 

than did those college students who comprised the normative 

sample. 

Table 9 reveals a standard deviation for Group A of 

L|-.52, and for Group B a standard deviation of 3*72. 

By computation of the t-test, the difference of means 

between the two samples of student teachers was not found to 

be significant, and acceptance of the null hypothesis was 

justified. 

/ 
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TABLE 9 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 

OF THE EPFS DOMINANCE VARIABLE 

Means 

Standard Deviations 

Difference of Means 

Group A Group B 

13.96 12.88 

k.52 3.72 

1.08 

Results of t test = .80 

Abasement: 

"To feel guilty when one does something wrong, to 

accept blame when things do not go right, to feel that per­

sonal pain and misery suffered does more good than harm, to 

feel the need for punishment for wrong doing, to feel better 

when giving in and avoiding a fight than when having one's 

own way, to feel the need for confession of errors, to feel 

depressed by inability to handle situations, to feel timid 

in the presence of superiors, to feel inferior to others in 

most respects."^ 

The subjects of Group A and Group B chose the state­

ments for this variable as being descriptive of themselves in 

preference to the statements for the other variables to an 

almost identical degree. Table 10 reveals the close 

%bld. 
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similarity of means for the two groups with a score of 13.1+8 

for Group A and 13.£3 for Group B. 

The range of scores for the more successful student 

teachers and the less successful student teachers was also 

quite close. A range of 3-23 for Group A and 1-21 for Group 

B indicated a tremendous spread of scores for each of the 

sample groups. 

A standard deviation of 5.76 for Group B revealed 

greater scoring away from the mean by the individual student 

teachers, whereas Group A subjects scored closer to their 

mean of 13.1+8 and produced a standard deviation of JLf..• It 

was interesting to note that the mean scores of the two groups 

in this study were almost identical to the mean score of 13.53 

for the normative sample. 

The null hypothesis was accepted. 

TABLE 10 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS ABASEMENT VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 13.1+8 13.53 

Standard Deviations 1+.1+7 5.76 

Difference of Means .05 

Results of t test = .03 
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Nurturance: 

"To help friends when they are in trouble, to assist 

others less fortunate, to treat others with kindness and sym­

pathy, to forgive others, to do small favors for others, to 

be generous with others, to sympathize with others who are 

hurt or sick, to show a great deal of affection toward others, 

,.15 
to have others confide in one about personal problems." 

Again, as with the case involving the data for the 

Intraception variable, the researcher assumed that such state­

ments as "to treat others with kindness and sympathy, . . . 

to show a great deal of affection toward others, . . ." were 

terms descriptive of the effective teacher, particularly the 

teacher who worked with elementary school children. It was 

anticipated that the more successful student teachers would 

score higher in the personality variable, Nurturance, than 

the student teachers who were less successful in their work; 

however, this was not true. 

The scores for Group B ranged from a low of 9 to a 

high of 23, thus indicating a smaller spread of scores than 

the range of 3-21 for Group B. The standard deviations were 

comparable with numerical values of 1|.68 and lj.,30 for Group 

A and Group B produced respectively. 

Table 11 shows a difference of means of nearly one 

bid.  
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point, .91, for Group B. This difference, however, was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level, and the hypo­

thesis offered by the author that a true difference between 

the two groups did exist would have to be rejected based on 

the data provided in this study. 

TABLE 11 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS NURTURANCE VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 15.7^- 16.65 

Standard Deviations J4..68 1+.30 

Difference of Means .91 

Results of t test « .63 

Change: 

"To do new and different things, to travel, to meet 

new people, to experience novelty and change in daily routine, 

to experiment and try new things, to eat in new and different 

places, to try new and different jobs, to move about the 

country and live in different places, to participate in new 

„ 16 
fads and fashions." 

l 6Ibid.  
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The mean score of 18.26 for Group A on the Change 

variable was greater than the score achieved by these subjects 

on any of the other fourteen variables. Also, the 18.26 score 

was 2.26 higher than the mean score of 16.00 produced by Group 

B, thus, the more successful student teachers showed a greater 

tendency to describe themselves in terms of the characteris­

tics of Change than did the less successful students. 

The range for each group of subjects revealed a seven­

teen point spread with Group A reflecting the higher mean 

score by a range of 8-25, and Group B's scores of 6-23 con­

verted to the mean of 16.00. 

Within the spread of seventeen points, Group B re­

vealed a greater scattering of scores than did Group A by 

producing a standard deviation of 1|.81. For Group A, Table 

12 shows a standard deviation of 1|.05. 

Although the difference of means for Group A and Group 

3 was relatively large, 2.26, the resultant t-ratio of 1.61 

failed to establish a significant difference between the 

scores achieved by the two samples of student teachers. On 

the basis of data produced in this study for the personality 

variable of Change, it should be assumed that no true differ­

ence existed between Group A and Group B, and that the actual 

difference in mean scores could be attributed to chance. 
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TABLE 12 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS CHANGE VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 18.26 16.00 

Standard Deviations l+.0f? L|..8l 

Difference of Means 2.26 

Results of t test a 1.61 

Endurance: 

"To keep at a job until it is finished, to complete 

any job undertaken, to work hard at a task, to keep at a puz­

zle or problem until it is solved, to work at a single job 

before taking on others, to stay up late working in order to 

get a job done, to put in long hours of work without distrac­

tion, to stick at a problem even though it may seem as if no 

progress is being made, to avoid being interrupted while at 

T l*17 
wor k. ' 

The less successful student teachers saw themselves 

as being more persistent in their work than the subjects of 

Group A characterized themselves when compared to the other 

fourteen variables. 

1 7Ibid.  
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A comparison of the range of scores for the two 

groups was quite unusual in that the individuals of Group A 

produced a range that was nearly twice as large as that pro­

duced by the less successful group. Group A subjects' scores 

ranged from whereas the range for Group B was only 10-

20. Correspondingly, the reduced range of scores for Group 

B was reflected in the small standard deviation which was 

computed to be 2.85. Group A, with a greater spread of 

scores throughout the range, produced a much larger standard 

deviation of 4»95. 

was found to be 12.96. The difference of means between the 

two samples was nearly two full points, 1.92. 

of mean scores, it was found that no true difference between 

the two groups existed at the .05 level; therefore, the dif­

ference of mean scores could have occurred by chance. 

The mean of Group B was llf.,88 and the mean of Group A 

In spite of the relatively large numerical difference 

TABLE 13 

MEANS AND1' STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS ENDURANCE VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 

Standard Deviations 

Difference of Means 

12.96 

1|.95 

111. 88 

2.85 

1.92 

Results of t test s l.ljlj. 
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Heterosexuality: 

"To go out with members of the opposite sex, to en­

gage in social activities with the opposite sex, to be in 

love with someone of the opposite sex, to kiss those of the 

opposite sex, to be regarded as physically attractive by those 

of the opposite sex, to participate in discussions about sex, 

to read books and plays involving sex, to listen to or to 

„18 
tell jokes involving sex, to become sexually excited." 

In scoring and analyzing the data for the Hetero-

sexuality variable, this author doubted if factors in the 

personal make-up of the two samples would produce a difference 

in this particular area. The extremely small difference of 

mean scores of . Olj. would tend to support this assumption. 

The respective means of II4..6I and l!j-.65 for Group A 

and Group B were produced by very different ranges for the 

two groups. Group A subjects ranged from a low score of 3 

to a score of 27 out of a possible 28. The students in Group 

B yielded a range which was considerably more restricted, 9-

23. 

As shown in Table II}., the standard deviations mirrored 

the difference in ranges in that SD = 6.19 for Group A and 

SD = l|.£8 for Group B. 

The negligible difference of means score yielded an 

l 8Ibid.  
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insignificant difference between the two samples when the 

t-test was computed. Acceptance of the null hypothesis was 

justified on the basis of the data presented. 

TABLE lli. 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPFS HETEROSEXUAL!TY VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

ns l':.. 16 l65 

ndard deviations 6,1'; 

-iffercncc of ! ieans . 0'.[. 

Results of t test = .02 

** P 

Aggress ion; 

"To attack contrary points of view, to tell others 

what one thinks about them, to criticize others publicly, to 

make fun of others, to tell others off when disagreeing with 

them, to get revenge for insults, to become angry, to blame 

others when things go wrong, to read newspaper accounts of 

»t 19 
violence. T 

The more successful student teachers showed a slight 

tendency to regard the statements of the Aggression variable 

as being more characteristic of themselves in preference to 

1 9Ibid.  
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the statements of the other fourteen variables than did the 

members of Group B. 

A mean of 10.87 for Group A and a mean of 10.23 for 

Group B produced a difference of .61}. between the two groups. 

The range of scores was I(.-21 for the subjects in Group A, and 

5-18 for the student teachers in Group B. The standard devia­

tion for Group B was 3.69 compared to a standard deviation of 

1+.1+0 for Group A. 

Based on an analysis of the data for both groups, it 

can be assumed that there is no statistical difference between 

Group A and Group B, and the null hypothesis must be accepted. 

TABLE 15 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE EPPS AGGRESSION VARIABLE 

Group A Group B 

Means 10.87 10.23 

Standard Deviations I4..Ij.0 3.69 

Difference of Means .61}. 

Results of t test =» .1|8 

Summary and Cone 1 us ions 

The more successful student teachers, by producing 

higher mean scores than Group B, saw the following variables 
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as being more descriptive of themselves than did the other 

subjects: Order, Exhibition, Autonomy, Dominance, Change, 

and Aggression. In contrast, Group B scored higher, on the 

average, in the areas of Achievement, Deference, Affiliation, 

I ntraception, Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, Endurance, 

and Heterosexuality. 

The difference of mean scores between Group A and 

Group B on each variable were extremely small in most in­

stances, and in every case the difference proved to be in­

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, on the basis of 

th?se data, it was concluded that no real difference existed 

between the more successful student teachers and the less suc­

cessful student teachers with respect to the personality needs 

variables of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. 

General Culture 

One of the factors which was thought to be related to 

success in student teaching was the broad area of general 

culture. Rather than a connotation of cultural background on 

the part of the students, the study was concerned with the 

knowledge of the student teachers in the cultural area, and 

the relationship of this knowledge to student teaching suc­

cess. The Cooperative General Culture Test appeared to be 

an appropriate instrument to use because of its wide accep­

tance in educational testing, and because its areas of 
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measurement were Social Studies, Literature, Science, Mathe­

matics, and Fine Arts. 

As opposed to the separate personality variables of 

the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, the test sections 

of the Cooperative General Culture Test revealed a high in-

tercorrelation between the various tests. For this reason, 

the five sub-tests have been presented in a single table, 

Table 16, although the data for each test has been analyzed 

separately. 

Reference is made throughout the presentation of the 

test data to the percentile rank of the subjects who were 

selected for the study. It should be remembered that the 

normative data for the CGCT was established on a sampling of 

college sophomores, whereas the subjects in this study were 

seniors or graduate students. 

Soc ia1 Studies 

The 60 items in this portion of the test are divided 

with one-half of them being concerned with world and American 

history, and the other half with such areas as government, 

economics, psychology, and other aspects of the social studies 

field. 

The mean scores of 38.09 for Group A and 37.1+1 for 

Group B produced a numerical difference of .68. Students 

ranged in scores on the Social Studies test from 27-51 for 

Group A to 19-1|2 for Group B. 
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Standard deviations for Group A and Group B were com­

parable as indicated by the derived values of 6.33 and 6.81 

respect ively. 

The .68 difference of mean scores could not be con­

sidered significant at the . o£ level. Both samples of student 

teachers had a percentile rank of 60 when compared to the 

national norms for this test section. 

Literature 

The first section of the Literature test has a number 

of reading passages which are designed to test the students' 

comprehension of materials typically found in literature 

courses. The second part of the test determines the students' 

familiarity with prominent literary figures. 

The more successful student teachers scored higher on 

Literature than the students in Group B and their mean score 

of 22.13 placed them in the seventieth percentile. A percen­

tile rank of 60 was achieved by the' subjects in Group B. The 

difference of mean scores which produced the difference in 

percentile rank was 1.37# reflecting an average score of 

20.76 for Group B. 

Ranges of scores of 11-32 and 9-31 were found for 

Group A and Group B respectively with standard deviations of 

5J+3 and 24- 77. 

Although the average scores of the two groups placed 

each in a different percentile when compared to the normative 
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sample, the t-test produced a value which was statistically 

insignificant at the .05 level. 

Science 

Group B scored .95 higher than the students of Group 

A to establish a mean of 1}. 1.14.7 of a possible 60 points. A 

range of 28-51+ for Group A produced a standard deviation of 

5.36 whereas the more limited range of 33-53 for Group B 

yielded a standard deviation of Ij.,86. 

The t-ratio computed from the resultant .58 caused an 

acceptance of the null hypothesis that no true difference ex­

isted between Group A and Group B with respect to mean scores 

on the Science section of the CGCT. 

An interesting note by the researcher was that both 

groups of student teachers scored in the seventieth percen­

tile on this particular section of the test. Although no 

difference existed between the more successful student 

teachers and the less successful student teachers, apparently 

all members of the sample were well-prepared with regards to 

subject matter knowledge in the field of science. 

Mathematics 

A difference of mean scores on the Mathematics test 

produced a numerical value of .26. The average of 17.26 for 

Group A and 17.00 for Group B placed both groups at the fif­

tieth percentile. 
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The ranges of scores were almost identical: 8-30 and 

8-31 for Group A and Group B respectively. Similarly, Table 

16 shows the close relationship of the standard deviations: 

5.69 and 5.^2. 

Although Group A scored slightly higher than Group B 

in Mathematics, the difference was negligible and the hypo­

thesis that a difference existed between the more successful 

student teachers and the less successful student teachers was 

rejected. 

Fine Arts 

Of a possible 60 points in the Fine Arts section, the 

means of Group A and Group B were comparable with scores of 

27.22 and 27.88 recorded. A standard deviation of 3.88 for 

Group A and a standard deviation of for Group B re­

flected the similarity of the two mean scores. The ranges 

were also in agreement: 19-3^1 for Group A and 19-37 for 

Group B. Compared to the normative sample, both groups score! 

at the sixty-fifth percentile. 

It was concluded, on the basis of data gathered for 

the Fine Arts test, that no true difference existed between 

the two groups of student teachers in their relationship to 

scores on this section of the CGCT and success in student 

teaching. 

Total Test 

Although the range of scores for Group A on the total 
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test was considerably larger than the range for Group B, the 

mean scores for the two groups were comparable. A range of 

10Z4.—187 for Group A produced an average of 1[|.5.22, whereas a 

mean of lIjli-53 for Group B was established by a range of 110-

172. Both mean scores placed the student teachers at the 

sixty-fifth percentile on the basis of a comparison of scores 

for the subjects in this study with those in the normative 

sample. 

Table 16 shows a standard deviation of 21.2 /4. for the 

students in Group A and a standard deviation of 17.57 for the 

subjects in Group B. 

The slight difference in mean scores, .69, proved to 

be insignificant at the .05 level. 

Summary and Cone 1 us ions 

The student teachers in Group A scored higher in the 

sub-tests of Social Studies, Literature, and Mathematics, 

whereas Group B produced a higher mean score in Science and 

Fine Arts. In total test scores, the subjects of Group A 

achieved slightly higher than those students in Group B. 

Both Group A and Group B proved to be comparable to 

the national norms of the Cooperative General Culture Test, 

and scored particularly well in the areas of Science and 

Li terature. 

The difference of mean scores between Group A and 

Group B on the sub-tests and on the total test were relatively 
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small. Use of appropriate statistical tests suggested that 

the variation in mean scores was no larger than might be expec­

ted to arise from chance fluctuations. 



•V# 
TABLE 16 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE 

SECTION TESTS OF THE CGCT 

Mean Score Stand. Deviation Diff. of Means 

Section of Test Group A Group B Group A Group B Group A Group B Resul ts 
of t 
test 

Social Studies 38.09 37.M 6.33 6.81 .68 .32 

Literature 22. 13 20.76 5.1+3 I+.77 1.37 .83 

Sc i enc e k0.52 1+1.1+7 5.36 1..86 .95 .58 

Mathematics 17.26 17.00 5.69 5.52 .26 .15 

Fine Arts 27.22 27.08 3.88 l|-.56 . 66 .50 

Total Test 11L5. 22 11.1. rtrs J-'!-.-.--•j 21.2,'+ 17.57 .69 .11 



110 

Grade Point Average 

Scholastic achievement by students was chosen as one 

variable for study to determine its relationship to success 

in student teaching. It was hypothesized that such a rela­

tionship did exist, and this researcher assumed the more suc­

cessful student teachers would produce a better over-all 

grade point average than the student teachers who were rated 

to be less successful. 

All subjects involved in this project were either 

students in their senior year of study or they had received 

degrees and were doing graduate work. The grade point aver­

age for each student as determined from administrative files 

reflected the total course work completed at the University 

of Arizona. This course work included study of an academic 

and professional nature; however, the grade point averages 

did not contain student teaching grades since the data for 

this portion of the project was obtained prior to the com­

pletion of the subjects' student teaching assignment. 

The letter grade equivalencies for the number grades 

used at the University of Arizona are repeated for the con­

venience of the reader: 1 = A, 2 = B, 3 = C, ij. = D, and 5 = 

F. 

The range of grade point average for the student 

teachers in Group A was from a high of 1.2500 to a low of 

3.0l|.92; thus, the most successful student in Group A, from 
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an academic point of view, had achieved an A- average, where­

as the least successful student in Group A, academically, was 

a C student. This information regarding individual students 

was not so pertinent to the study from a statistical point 

of view, but was merely submitted as a frame of reference 

for the reader. 

A mean score for Group A was computed to be 2.32 

with a standard deviation of .Ij-9; thus, approximately 68 per 

cent of the group fell within one-half grade point of the 

20 
mean score. 

For Group B a range of a high grade point average of 

1.5269 to a low grade point average of 2.97^1-8 was determined 

by inspection. It can be seen that the ranges for Group B 

and Group A were quite comparable. The mean score for all 

subjects in Group B was 2.1|7 with a standard deviation of 

.1|.0. 

Table 17 reveals that a comparison of the 2.32 mean 

of Group A with the 2.1j.7 average of Group B produced a dif­

ference of mean scores of .15. It should be noted that the 

figure .l£ was placed in the column for Group A in that this 

difference in grade point average, although small, was to the 

advantage of the more successful student teachers. 

By a statistical computation of a t-test, it was 

•^Mean scores for grade point averages were rounded 
to two decimal places for consistency in presentation of 
tables. 
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concluded that the difference in mean scores of .15 could 

have been the result of chance and that no true difference 

existed between Group A and Group B. 

Summary and Cone 1 us ions 

The two groups of student teachers proved to be com­

parable with regards to academic achievement as reflected by 

their grade point averages. Both groups of student teachers 

were approximately B- students with Group A scoring slightly 

better than Group B. 

Based upon the data determined by inspection of ad­

ministrative records, and by ratings completed by college 

supervisors and cooperating teachers, there was no signifi­

cant difference between student teachers who were identified 

as "more successful" and "less successful" in their student 

teaching assignment. 

TABLE 17 

MEANS A I© STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

GRADE POINT AVERAGES 

Group A Group B 

Means 2.32 2.14.7 

Standard Deviations .Lj.9 .I{-0 

Difference of Means . If? (lower) 

Results of t test = 1.01 
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Speech Characteristics 

The use of various speech instruments to measure 

speech characteristics as variables which possibly have a 

relationship to successful teaching has become increasingly 

popular. The Purdue Speech Rating Chart was the instrument 

used to test speech characteristics in this study. 

Although there are four sub-areas on the Purdue Speech 

Rating Chart, only the total score was used to determine the 

general effectiveness of speech by the student teachers in a 

classroom situation. Justification of this approach was 

based on the results of studies which indicated "that general 

speech ability based on one major factor is probably as use­

ful as a composite of judgments based on several speech fac-

»21 
tors." 

As with the case of the grade point average, the more 

desirable scores on the Purdue Speech Rating Chart were re- . 

fleeted by the lower numerical values; however, no attempt 

was made to convert these scores to comparable letter grades. 

The range of scores for the student teachers in Group 

A was from 1.00 to 2.80 and the mean score for the subjects 

was 1.82. The standard deviation was computed to be .Ij.9. 

For the less successful student teachers a mean of 

21 
Who1s a Good Teacher7 National Education Associa­

tion (Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1963)> 
p. 26. 
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2,l\2 was established on the basis of the ratings. A stand­

ard deviation of .35 indicated that the student teachers in 

this group were more closely clustered around the mean than 

were the subjects in Group A. The range of scores for Group 

B was considerably more restricted than that of the corres­

ponding group with scores ranging from 1.70 to 3.00. 

Table 18 graphically shows a .60 difference of mean 

scores between Group A and Group B. A computed t-test in­

dicated that this difference was highly significant at the 

.01 level; therefore, the null hypothesis which stated that 

no true difference existed between the two groups would have 

to be rejected. 

Summary and Cone lus i ons 

The use of an instrument to rate speech characteris­

tics appeared to be a justifiable technique to distinguish 

between student teachers who were more successful and those 

who were less so. On the basis of the data presented in this 

study it was concluded that the more successful student 

teachers performed to a greater degree of effectiveness in 

speech characteristics as rated on the Purdue Speech Rating 

Chart than did the student teachers in the less successful 

group. 



TABLE 18 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE 

PURDUE SPEECH RATING CHART 

Me a ns 

Standard Deviations 

Difference of Means 

Group A Group B 

1.82 2.1i-2 

.1+9 .35 

.60 (lov;er) 

Results of t test • 1^.25 



CHAPTER V 

SUIIL/ARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Teacher training institutions have long been con­

cerned with the improvement of teacher education practices, 

and experimenters and researchers have tirelessly studied the 

problem of prediction of success in student teaching. The 

prediction a no evaluation of student teaching success is of 

particular importance because of the pertinency of these 

areas to selection, training, ant education of prospective 

teachers. 

,The problem of prediction has by no means been 

settled, anc there is no assurance that it v.'ill be resolved 

to a satisfactory decree. However, if teacher training ins­

titutions find it necessary to limit enrollment, to eliminate 

some students during the course of their preparation, or to 

deny further training to those who fail to reach certain 

standards, then it becomes imperative to devise measuring 

techniques which will have the highest predictive value. 

It is not presumed that prediction of student teach­

ing success on an individual basis will be possible to any 

high degree of certainty, but if measures could be discovered 

which would narrow the range of prediction, the task of re­

cruiting and preparing teachers of the highest quality would 
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be facilitated. 

The potentialities for successful teaching are present 

when the student seeks admission to an institution. Although 

potentialities cannot be created by supervisors of student 

teaching or by the ingenuity of professors, development is 

possible to the degree that such potentialities exist. Thus, 

the importance of selecting the best available candidates for 

teacher training is paramount whether it be the problem of 

recruitment, up-grading, or elimination. 

In this study conducted in the College of Education 

of the University of Arizona it was hypothesized that these 

potentialities could be identified, and that there was a 

positive relationship between selected factors in the pre­

paration of students and success in student teaching at the 

elementary school level. It was contended that a student 

teacher's abilities, personality, and knowledge gained 

through preparation influenced the degree of success achieved 

in student teaching. Specifically, four factors were in­

cluded in this study and analyzed for their predictive value: 

(1) personality, (2) general culture, (3) grade point average, 

and (!{.) speech characteristics. 

On the basis of a composite evaluation by the college 

supervisors and the cooperating teachers, a random sample of 

forty student teachers was divided into two separate groups. 

Group A was- identified as the group of subjects who were more 
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successful in their student teaching, and Group B was desig­

nated as being those who were less successful. 

The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the Co­

operative General Culture Test were administered to the two 

groups of student teachers. In addition, each student was 

rated in the area of speech characteristics on the Purdue 

Speech Rating Chart. Finally, the grade point average of 

each subject in the two groups was obtained by inspection of 

administrative files. t 

Statistical treatment of the data enabled the re­

searcher to test the significance of difference between means 

of measured data for Group A and Group B in the four variables. 

Pr i nc i pa 1 Findings 

The results of this study, for the most part, were 

negative in so far as finding a criterion for predicting 

student teaching success. Perhaps the main constructive 

finding for this purpose was the indication of what may not 

be depended upon for a prediction of success in student 

teaching. 

Of the four variables which here hypothesized as being 

related to success in student teaching only one, speech charac­

teristics, was found to produce a significant difference be­

tween the more successful student teachers and the less suc­

cessful student teachers. The hypothesis that there was a 

significant difference between the two samples of student 
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teachers in the areas of personality, general culture, and 

grade point average was rejected on the basis of data ob­

tained in this study. This study, then, provided further 

corroboration of the findings of other investigators in that 

little or no relationship was found between success in student 

teaching and these three factors. It also supported the find­

ings of other studies with regards to the value of speech 

characteristics as a predictive factor. 

The writer recognized the limitation imposed by the 

relatively small number of cases studied, and that the data 

presented referred to comparisons of groups. V/ithin each 

group the range of scores was quite great with respect to the 

four variables being measured. As a result, any conclusions 

regarding the predictive value of the studied variables, in­

cluding the significantly different speech characteristics, 

would have to be applied with great caution to any individual 

case. 

Undoubtedly a certain minimum of personal adjustment, 

general information, academic accomplishment, and linguistic 

skill are needed prerequisites to success in student teaching; 

however, the present college entrance requirements almost 

automatically exclude those students who fall below this 

minimum. Among the selected group who enter college and 

consequently the teacher training program, it would appear 

that variations within this limited group have not been com­

pletely identified which can be used to distinguish the more 
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successful students from those who are less successful with 

regards to their performance in student teaching. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Additional studies using a similar design with larger 

sample populations, and studies including other types of pro­

posed criteria for measuring student teaching effectiveness 

are recommended. Generally, however, with the exception of 

the speech variable, future investigators should seek other 

variables than those researched in this study as a basis for 

prediction of success in student teaching. Repeated studies 

such as the one completed would serve only as a check upon 

the findings herein reported. 

In spite of some of the inconclusive results produced 

by this study, it would seem that further research, particu­

larly in the area of speech characteristics, might yield some 

promise. Research is needed using basically the same pro­

cedures, but it might be advantageous to follow a larger 

group over a longer period of time. 

Perhaps it is not feasible to conduct a research 

project which would involve student teachers for more than a 

semester period of time because of the nature of the teacher 

training program; however, if this were possible, other in­

struments for measuring success in student teaching could be 

employed in addition to the one used in this study. 

In light of the significant findings in the 
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relationship of the speech variable to success in student 

teaching, additional research in this area is recommended. 

One approach might be the administering of an appropriate 

speech test to all prospective teachers before their admis­

sion to the College of Education. A follow-up study to de­

termine the relationship of results of such a test to success 

in student teaching might prove fruitful. Certainly this re­

searcher is convinced that students preparing to teach should 

be given more experience in speaking to a group as a whole. 

A speech course which was designed to give the student ex­

perience in a near-typical classroom situation seems advisable. 

Results also suggest that further critical examination 

of present methods of rating student teachers is needed. 

Whether the rating scale is a valid criterion of student 

teaching success may be challenged. The validity of any 

rating scale, particularly one used during the training period, 

can never be geat because of the necessarily semi-subjective 

nature of the measuring instrument; however, it is believed 

to be far superior to other existing methods of measuring 

teaching effectiveness in the present student teaching pro­

gram. Any completely objective or completely subjective 

method of rating student teachers fails in some respects; 

nevertheless, an increased understanding of objective and sub­

jective factors in appraising student teachers is needed if 

appraisals are to have any systematic and universal inter­

pretation. 



BIB LI OGRAPHY 

Anderson, H.J, "Correlation Between Academic Achievement and 
Teaching Success," Elementary School Journal. 32:22-
29, September, 1931. 

Anderson, Virgil A. "Speech Needs and Abilities of Prospec­
tive Teachers," Quarterly Journal of Speech. 30:221-
225, April, 191+14-. 

Bach, Jacob O. "Practice Teaching Success in Relation to 
Other Measures of Teaching Ability," Journal of Ex-
perimental Education. 21:57-80, September, 19j?2, 

Barr, A.S. "The Nature of the Problem," Journal of Exoer i-
menta1 Education. 30:5-9, September, 1961. 

Bolton, F.B. "Evaluating Teaching Effectiveness Through the 
Use of Scores on Achievement Tests," Journal of Educa-
tional Research. 38:691-696, Alay, 19i(-5. 

Bond, Jessa A. "Analysis of Observed Traits of Teachers Who 
Were Rated Superior in School Discipline," Journal of 
Educational Research. 1+5:507-516, March, 1952. 

Bond, Jesse A. "Analysis of Observed Traits of Teachers Rated 
Superior in Using Speech as a Teaching Instrument," 
Journal of Educational Research. 51:669-677» May, 
1955: 

Bond, Jesse A. ' "Strengths and Weaknesses of Student Teachers," 
Journal of Educational Research. 11-22, September, 
iwn 

Broom, E.M. "How May We Measure Teaching Success?" Educat ion­
al Administration and Supervision. 18:250-256, April, 
1932. 

Broom, Eustace M, "The Predictive Value of Three Specified 
Factors for Success in Practice-Teaching," Education­
al Administration and Supervis ion. 15:25-29, October, 
1929. 

Butler, Frank A. "Prediction of Success in Practice Teach­
ing," Educational Administration and Supervis ion. 
21:l|l}.8-I{.56, September, 1931?. 



123 

Contemporary Issues In Elementarv Educat1 on. N. E.A Education­
al Policies Commission, February, 1961. 

Cook, L. L., and C.H. Leeds. "Measuring the Teaching Per­
sonality," Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
7:399-1^10, Autumn, part 1, 194-7. 

Cooperative General Culture Test. Examiner*s manual. Los. 
Angeles: Cooperative Test Division Educational Testing 
Service, 1956. 

Dean, C.D. "Current Trends in Rating Student Teachers," 
Educational Administration and Supervision. 25:687-
681}., December, 1939. 

Dodd, M.R. "A Study of Teaching Aptitude," Journal of Educa-
ti0na 1 Research, 26:517-521, March, 1933. 

Dodge, A. F. "What are the Personality Traits of the Success­
ful Teacher?" Journal of Applied Psychology. 27:325-
337, August, 19i+3-

Durflinger, G.W. "A Study of Recent Findings on the Prediction 
of Teaching Success," Educat ional Administration and 
Supervis ion, 3l|:321-33̂ 1 October, 19'-|-8. 

Edwards, Allen L. Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. New 
York: The Psychological Corporation, 1959. 

Edwards, Allen L. "The Relationship between the Judged De­
sirability of a Trait and the Probability that the 
Trait Will Be Endorsed," Journal of Applied Psycho­
logy. 37:90-93, April, 19537 

Fessenden, Seth A. "The Classroom Teacher Is Not a Public 
Speaker," Quarterly Journal of Speech. 29:92-93, 
February, 19^3. 

Final Report of the Californla State Central Coordinating 
Committee of Credent ial RevisI on. State of California, 
Sacramento, California, 1962. 

Flory, Charles D. "Personality Rating of Prespective Teachers," 
Educat1onal Administrat ion and Supervis ion. 16:135-
llj.3, February, 1930. 

Fuller, Elizabeth. "The Use of Measures of Ability and Gener­
al Adjustment in the Pre-Service Selection of Nursery 
School-Kindergarten-Primary Teachers," Journal of 
Educational Psychology. 37:321-33̂ , September, I9I4.6. 



121]. 

Garrett, Henry E. Stat 1stics in Psycholoqy and Education. 
New York: Longmans, Green and Company, 1961. 

Good, Carter. Dictionary of Education. New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, 19^97 

Gotham, R.E. "Personality and Teaching Efficiency," Journal 
of Experimental Education, ll+: 157-165, December, 191+5. 

Grieder, Calvin, and Harry Newburn. "Temperament in Pros­
pective Teachers," Journal jDf Educational Research. 
35:683-693, May, 19I+2-; 

Hardesty, C.D. "Can Teaching Success be Rated?" Nations 
Schools. 15:27-28, January, 1935. 

Harris, Chester W. (ed.). Encyclopedia of Educational Research. 
Third edition. New York: The Macmillan Company, I960. 

Henrikson, Ernest H. "Comparisons of Ratings of Voice and 
Teaching Ability," Journal of Educational Psychology." 
3l+: 121-123, February]^ 192+3• 

Huckleberry, AAlan V/. "The Relationship between Change in 
Speech Proficiency and Change in Student Teaching 
Proficiency," Speech Monograph. 17:378-389, November, 
1950. 

Hult, Esther. "Study of Achievement in Educational" Psycho­
logy," Journal of Experimental Education. 13:17^-190, 
June, 191+5. 

Jarecke, V/.H. "Evaluating Teaching Success Through the Use 
of Teaching Judgment Test," Journal of Educational 
Research. Ij.5:683-69I+, May, 1952. 

Jones, R. DeV. "The Prediction of Teaching Efficiency from 
Objective Measures," Journal of Experimenta1 Education. 
15:85-99, September, 191+6. 

Kriner, Harry L. "Second Report of a Five-Year Study of 
Teachers College Admissions," Educational Administra­
tion and Supervis ion. 21:56-60, January, 1935. 

Larake, Thomas A. "Personality anu Teaching ouccess," Jour-
nal of Exper ime nta1 Educat ion, 21:217-259, December, 
T^l. 



125 

Lancelot, W.H. "Developing the Student-Teachers in Traits 
of Personality," Educat ional Administration and 
Supervis ion. 1$:3^6-361, May, 1929. 

Laycock, Samuel R. "Bernreuter Personality Inventory in the 
Selection of Teachers," Educational Administration 
and Supervis ion. 20:59-63, January, 193I+. 

Lillywhite, Harold, Waldo Phelps, and Granville Bayse. "Speech 
Proficiency in Teaching as Related to Teaching Train­
ing Curricula," Western Speech. October, 1950. 

Lins, Leo J. "Prediction of Teaching Efficiency," Journal of 
Exper imental Educat ion. 15:2-60, September, 191+6. 

Lipham, James. "Personal Variables of Effective Administra­
tors," Administrator's Notebook. Vol. IX, No. 1, 
September, I960. 

Malan, C.T. "What are the Most Desirable Character Traits of 
Teachers?" Education. 52:220-226, December, 1931. 

McCoard, W.B. "Speech Factors as Related to Teaching Effi­
ciency, " Speech Monograph. 11:53-6!(., March, 19 

Mead, A.R., and C.E. Holley. "Forecasting Success in Prac­
tice Teaching," Journal of Educat ional Psychology. 
7:14-95-̂ 1-97, September, 19~TE. 

Michaelis, John, and Fred Tyler. "Diagnostic and Predictive 
Value of the Heston Inventory Used in Student Teach-, 
ing," Journal of Teacher Educat ion. 1:14.O—L|-3, March, 
1950. 

Monroe, Walter (ed.). Encyclopedia of Educational Research. 
Second edition. New York: The Macmillan Company, 1950. 

Morrison, R.H. "Factors Causing Failure In Teaching," Jour­
nal of Educationa1 Research. 16:98-105, September, 
1927. 

Morsh, Joseph, and Eleanor Wilder. Identifying the Effective 
Instructor: A Review of the Quantitative Studies. 
1900-1952. Air Force Personnel and Training Research 
Center, San Antonio, Texas, 195̂ 4-. 

Newmark, David. "Students' Opinions of Their Best and Poor­
est Teachers," Elementarv School Journal. 29:576-585, 
April, 1929. 



126 

Porter, W.A. "Pupil Evaluation of Practice Teaching," Jour­
nal of Educational Research. 35:700-70l{., May, 191+2. 

Pyle, William Henry. "Intelligence and Teaching, an 
Experimental Study," Educational Administration and 
Supervision. 13:l+33-l+l+8> October, 1927. 

Retan, G.A. "Emotional Instability and Teaching Success," 
Journal of Educational Research. 37:135-11+1, October, 
WiJ. 

Richardson, M. W. "Forced-Choice Performance Reports: A Modern 
Merit Rating Method," Pers onnel. 26:205-212, May, 191+9. 

Ringness, T.A. "Relationships Between Certain Attitudes To­
wards Teaching and Teaching Success," Journal of Ex-
perimental Education. 21:1-55, September, 1952. 

Ryan, David G. "A Study of the Extent of Association of 
Certain Professional and Personal Data with Judged 
Effectiveness of Teacher Behavior," Journal of Ex-
per imenta 1 Educat ion. 20:67-77* September, 1^P?1. 

Schellhammer, P.M. "Rating the Practice Teacher," School 
Executive. 60:32-33* October, 191+0. 

Seagoe, May V. "A Follow-up of 311+ Students Whose Fitness 
For Teaching Was Questioned, 191+2-1953," Journal of 
Educational Research. 50:61+1-651+, May, 1957. 

Seagoe, May V. "Permanence of Interest in Teaching," Journal 
of Educat ional Research. 3S:678-681+, May, 191+5. 

Seagoe, May V. "Prognostic Tests and Teaching Success," 
Journal o£ Educational Research. 38:685-690, May, 

w: 

Seagoe, May V. "The Prediction of Success in a Graduate 
School of Education," School and Society. 69:89-93* 
February, 191+9. 

Shannon, J.R. "A Comparison of Highly Successful Teachers, 
Failing Teachers, and Average Teachers at the Time 
of Their Graduation from Indiana State Teachers Col­
lege," Educational Administration and Supervis ion. 
26:1+3-51, January, 191-1-0. 

Shannon, John R. "Elements of Excellence in Teaching," 
Educational Administration and Supervis ion, 27: 168-
176, March, 19^+1. 



127 

Stuit, D.B. "Scholarship as a Factor in Teaching Success," 
School and Soc iety. [j.6:382-381)., September, 1937# 

The Out look i n Student Teachi ng. The Association for Student 
Teaching, Forty-first Yearbook. Dubuque: William 
Brown Company, 1962. 

Ullman, Roy R. "The Prediction of Teaching Success," Educa-
t ional Administrat ion and Supervls ion. 16:5§8-6o8, 
November, 1930. 

Witty, Paul. "An Analysis of the Personality Traits of the 
Effective Teacher," Journal of Educational Research. 
J+0:662-671, May, 1924-7. 

Whitney, F. L., and C.M. Frasier. "The Relation of Intelli­
gence to Student Teaching Success," Peabody Journal 
of Education, 8:3-6, May, 1930. 

Who* s _a Good Teacher? National Education Association. Washing­
ton, D.C. : National Education Association, 1963. 

Worcester, Dean. "Some Assumptions, Explicitly and Implicitly 
Made, in the Investigations Here Summarized," Journal 
of Experimental Education. 30:120-133, September, 
1961. 



APPENDIX 



129 

EXHIBIT 1 

November 20, 1962 

TO: 

FRUl/1: Bob Cook 

RE: Dissertation Project Involving Student Teachers 

For part of my dissertation project, your assistance 
is needed with regards to information concerning some of your 
student teachers. I would be happy to discuss the project in 
detail with you, but, very briefly, it is concerned with the 
relationship of certain characteristics of student teachers 
and success in student teaching. Fifty-five alementary stu­
dent teachers were randomly selected to participate in the 
study, and a list of the names of those students who were 
selected is attached for your convenience. 

The proposal has been approved by my adviser, Dr. 
Magoun, and he has given permission for me to seek your as­
sistance in the following areas: 

1. I would like to administer the Edwards Personal 
Preference Schedule and the Cooperative General 
Culture Test to the selected student teachers 
on Thursday morning, December 6, 1962. 

2. Voice quality and articulation are factors con­
sidered in the study, also. To test these 
characteristics, Miss Jane Chandler, a graduate 
student in the Speech Department, would like to 
accompany you on one of your observation visits 
to each selected student teacher. She will con­
tact you soon regarding the visit. 

3. I would like to use the final evaluation form of 
the college supervisor and the cooperating teacher. 
In the study, the evaluations will not be identi­
fied, in a personal manner. 

A separate letter from Dr. Magoun explaining some of 
the details of the project will be sent to the cooperating 
teachers and the student teachers who are listed on the at­
tached sheet. If you have any questions, please do not hesi­
tate to contact me. Thanks in advance for your cooperation. 



130 

EXHIBIT 2 

November 26, 1962 

Dear , 

Your assistance is requested in a doctoral study that 
is being conducted by Mr. Robert Cook, a graduate assistant 
in the College of Education. The study concerns itself with 
certain'background characteristics of student teachers and 
their success in student teaching. I feel that Mr. Cook's 
study will eventually help us in securing the very best pros­
pects for student teaching, and, therefore, I am asking your 
cooperation in the following three instances. 

First, your student teacher is one of fifty-five stu­
dents randomly selected to take two tests on Thursday morning, 
December 6, 1962. This would necessitate excusing your student 
teacher from classroom responsibilities for that morning. 

Second, Mr. Cook would like to use your final evalua­
tion of your student teacher. In the study, the evaluation 
will not be identified in any personal manner. 

Third, a graduate student in the Speech Department, 
Miss Jane Chandler, will be working with Mr. Cook in one phase 
of the study which is concerned with voice quality and arti­
culation. She would like to observe your student teacher in 
a teaching situation. Miss Chandler would be accompanied by 
the college supervisor during the visit. 

Enclosed is a copy of this letter for your school 
principal. If either you or the principal has any questions 
concerning the project, please do not hesitate to contact me 
or Mr. Cook. Also, enclosed is a separate letter to your 
student teacher which includes information regarding the time 
and place of the tests which are to be given. It will be ap­
preciated if you will deliver the letter to her, and encourage 
her to report promptly for the tests. 

Thanks in advance for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Creighton F. Magoun 
Coordinator, Student Teaching 
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EXHIBIT 3 

November 26, 1962 

Dear , 

Your assistance is requested in a doctoral study that 
is being conducted by Mr. Robert Cook, a graduate assistant 
in the College of Education. The study concerns itself with 
certain background characteristics of student teachers as 
they relate to success in student teaching. 

Fifty-five student teachers have been randomly se­
lected to participate in the study, and, as part of the pro­
ject, two tests will be administered. The tests will take a 
full morning of your time and you are requested to report 
promptly as indicated below: 

Date Thursday, December 6, 1962 

Time 8:30 A.M. 

Place......... Humanities Building, Room 102 

Your cooperating teacher and your college supervisor 
have been informed of the test date and they have been asked 
to release you from your classroom responsibilities on that 
day. You need not bring any special materials for the tests 
other than a pencil. 

Also, as part of the study, Miss Jane Chandler, a 
graduate student in the Speech Department would like to make 
one observation visit to your classroom with your college 
supervisor. This phase of the study is concerned with voice 
quality and articulation of student teachers. 

I would like to emphasize that the results of these 
tests will in no way influence the grade you receive in stu­
dent teaching, and the final results of the study will not be 
identified with the student teacher in a personal manner. If 
you have any questions concerning this project, please do not 
hesitate to contact me or Mr. Cook. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

S i ncerely, 

Creighton F. Ivlagoun 
Coordinator, Student Teaching 
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Edwards Personal Preference Schedule 
Allen L. Edwards, University of Washington 

EXHIBIT 5 
D I R E C T I O N S  

133 

This schedule consists of a number of pairs of statements about things that you may or may not 

like; about ways in which you may or may not feel. Look at the example below. 

A I like to talk about myself to others. 

B I like to work toward some goal that I have set for myself. 

Which of these two statements is more characteristic of what you like? If you like "talking about 

yourself to others" more than you like "working toward some goal that you have set for yourself," then 

you should choose A over B. If you like "working toward some goal that you have set for yourself" more 

than you like "talking about yourself to others," then you should choose B over A. 

You may like both A and B. In this case, you would have to choose between the two and you should 

choose the one that you like better. If you dislike both A and B, then you should choose the one that you 

dislike less. 

Some of the pairs of statements in the schedule have to do with your likes, such as A and B above. 

Other pairs of statements have to do with how you feel. Look at the example below. 

A I feel depressed when I fail at something. 

B I feel nervous when giving a talk before a group. 

Which of these two statements is more characteristic of how you feel? If "being depressed when you 

fail at something" is more characteristic of you than "being nervous when giving a talk before a group," 

then you should choose A over B. If B is more characteristic of you than A, then you should choose B 

over A. 

If both statements describe how you feel, then you should choose the one which you think is more 

characteristic. If neither statement accurately describes how you feel, then you should choose the one 

which you consider to be less inaccurate. 

Your choice, in each instance, should be in terms of what you like and how you feel at the present 

time, and not in terms of what you think you should like or how you think you should feel. This is 

not a test. There are no right or wrong answers. Your choices should be a description of your own per­

sonal likes and feelings. Make a choice for every pair of statements; do not skip any. 

The pairs of statements on the following pages are similar to the examples given above. Read each 

pair of statements and pick out the one statement that better describes what you like or how you feel. 

Make no marks in the booklet. On the separate answer sheet are numbers corresponding to the numbers 

of the pairs of statements. Check to be sure you are marking for the same item number as the item you 

are reading in the booklet. 

If your answer sheet is printed If your answer sheet is printed 

in BLACK ink: in BLUE ink: 

For each numbered item draw a circle around 

the A or B to indicate the statement you 

have chosen. 

For each numbered item fill in the space 

under A or B as shown in the Directions 

on the answer sheet. 

Do not turn this page until the examiner tells you to start. 

Copyright 1953. All rights reserved. 

The Psychological Corporation 
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A I like to help my friends when they are in trouble. 

B I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 

A I like to find out what great men have thought about 
. various problems in which I am interested. 

B I would like to accomplish something of great signifi­
cance. 

A Any written work that I do I like to have precise, neat, 
and well organized. 

B I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, 
profession, or field of specialization. 

A I like to tell amusing stories and jokes at parties. 

B I would like to write a great novel or play. 

A I like to be able to come and go as I want to. 

B I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult 
job well. 

A I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people 
have difficulty with. 

B I like to follow instructions and to do what is expected 
of me. 

A I- like to experience novelty and change in my daily 
routine. 

B I like to tell my superiors that they have done a good 
job on something, when I think they have. 

A I like to plan and organize the details of any work 
that I have to undertake. 

B I like to follow instructions and to do what is expected 
of me. 

A I like people to notice and to comment upon my ap­
pearance when I am out in public. 

B I like to read about the lives of great men. 

A I like to avoid situations where I am expected to do 
things in a conventional way. 

B I like to read about the lives of great men. 

A I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, 
profession, or field of specialization. 

B I like to have my work organized and planned before 
beginning it. 

A I like to find out what great men have thought about 
various problems in which I am interested. 

B If I have to take a trip, I like to have things planned 
in advance. 

A I like to finish any job or task that I begin. 

B I like to keep my things neat and orderly on my desk 
or workspace. 

A I like to tell other people about adventures and strange 
things that have happened to me. 

B I like to have my meals organized and a definite time 
set aside for eating. 

A I like to be independent of others in deciding what I 
want to do. 

B I like to keep my things neat and orderly on my desk 
or workspace. 

A I like to be able to do things better than other people 
can. 

B I like to tell amusing stories and jokes at parties. 

17 A I like to conform to custom and to avoid doing things 
that people I respect might consider unconventional. 

B I like to talk about my achievements. 

18 A I like to have my life so arranged that it runs smoothly 
and without much change in my plans. 

B I like to tell other people about adventures and strange 
things that have happened to me. 

19 A I like to read books and plays in which sex plays a 
major part. 

B I like to be the center of attention in a group. 

20 A I like to criticize people who are in a position of au­
thority. 

B 1 like to use words which other people often do not 
know the meaning of. 

21 A I like to accomplish tasks that others recognize as re­
quiring skill and effort. 

B I like to be able to come and go as I want to. 

22 A I like to praise someone I admire. 

B I like to feel free to do what I want to do. 

23 A I like to keep my letters, bills, and other papers neatly 
arranged and filed according to some system. 

B I like to be independent of others in deciding what I 
want to do. 

24 A I like to ask questions which I know no one will be 
able to answer. 

B I like to criticize people who are in a position of au­
thority. 

25 A I get so angry that I feel like throwing and breaking 
things. 

B I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 

26 A I like to be successful in things undertaken. 

B I like to form new friendships. 

27 A I like to follow instructions and to do what is expected 
of me. 

B I like to have strong attachments with my friends. 

28 A Any written work that I do I like to have precise, neat, 
and well organized. 

B I like to make as many friends as I can. 

29 A I like to tell amusing stories and jokes at parties. 

B I like to write letters to my friends. 

30 A I like to be able to come and go as I want to. 

B I like to share things with my friends. 

31 A I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people 
have difficulty with. 

B I like to judge people by why they do something—not 
by what they actually do. 

32 A I like to accept the leadership of people I admire. 

B I like to understand how my friends feel about various 
problems they have to face. 

33 A I like to have my meals organized and a definite time 
set aside for eating. 

B I like to study and to analyze the behavior of others. 

2 



34 A I like to say things that are regarded as witty and 
clever by other people. 

B I like to put myself in someone else's place and to 
imagine how I would feel in the same situation. 

35 A I like to feel free to do what I want to do. 

B I like to observe how another individual feels in a 
given situation. 

36 A I like to accomplish tasks that others recognize as re­
quiring skill and effort. 

B I like my friends to encourage me when I meet with 
failure. 

37 A When planning something, I like to get suggestions 
from other people whose opinions I respect. 

B I like my friends to treat me kindly. 

38 A I like to have my life so arranged that it runs smoothly 
and without much change in my plans. 

B I like my friends to feel sorry for me when I am sick. 

39 A I like to be the center of attention in a group. 

B I like my friends to make a fuss over me when I am 
hurt or sick. 

40 A I like to avoid situations where I am expected to do 
things in a conventional way. 

B I like my friends to sympathize with me and to cheer 
me up when I am depressed. 

41 A I would like to write a great novel or play. 

B When serving on a committee, I like to be appointed 
or elected chairman. 

42 A When I am in a group, I like to accept the leadership 
of someone else in deciding what the group is going 
to do. 

B I like to supervise and to direct the actions of other 
people whenever I can. 

43 A I like to keep my letters, bills, and other papers neatly 
arranged and filed according to some system. 

B -I like to be one of the leaders in the organizations and 
groups to which I belong. 

44 A I like to ask questions which I know no one will be 
able to answer. 

B I like to tell other people how to do their jobs. 

45 A I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 

B I like to be called upon to settle arguments and dis­
putes between others. 

46 A I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, 
profession, or field of specialization. 

B I feel guilty whenever I have done something I know 
is wrong. 

47 A I like to read about the lives of great men. 

B I feel that I should confess the things that I have done 
that I regard as wrong. 

48 A I like to plan and organize the details of any work 
that I have to undertake. 

B When things go wrong for me, I feel that I am more 
to blame than anyone else. 

A I like to use words which other people often do not 
know the meaning of. 

B I feel that I am inferior to others in most respects. 

A I like to criticize people who are in a position of au­
thority. 

B I feel timid in the presence of other people I regard 
as my superiors. 

A I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 

B I like to help other people who are less fortunate than 
I am. 

A I like to find out what great men have thought about 
various problems in which I am interested. 

B I like to be generous with my friends. 

A I like to make a plan before starting in to do some­
thing difficult. 

B I like to do small favors for my friends. 

A I like to tell other people about adventures and strange 
things that have happened to me. 

B 1 like my friends to confide in me and to tell me their 
troubles. 

A I like to say what I think about things. 

B I like to forgive my friends who may sometimes 
hurt me. 

A I like to be able to do things better than other people 
can. 

B I like to eat in new and strange restaurants. 

A I like to conform to custom and to avoid doing things 
that people I respect might consider unconventional. 

B I like to participate in new fads and fashions. 

A I like to have my work organized and planned before 
beginning it. 

B I like to travel and to see the country. 

A I like people to notice and to comment upon my ap­
pearance when I am out in public. 

B I like to move about the country and to live in differ­
ent places. 

A I like to be independent of others in deciding what I 
want to do. 

B I like to do new and different things. 

A I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult job 
well. 

B I like to work hard at any job I undertake. 

A I like to tell my superiors that they have done a good 
job on something, when I think they have. 

B I like to complete a single job or task at a time before 
taking on others. 

A If I have to take a trip, I like to have things planned 
in advance. 

B I like to keep working at a puzzle or problem until 
it is solved. 

A I sometimes like to do things just to see what effect 
it will have on others. 

B I like to stick at a job or problem even when it may 
seem as if I am not getting anywhere with it. 
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A I like to do things that other people regard as un­
conventional. 

B I like to put in long hours of work without being 
distracted. 

A I would like to accomplish something of great signifi­
cance. 

B I like to kiss attractive persons of the opposite sex. 

A I like to praise someone I admire. 

B I like to be regarded as physically attractive by those 
of the opposite sex. 

A I like to keep my things neat and orderly on my desk 
or workspace. 

B I like to be in love with someone of the opposite sex. 

A I like to talk about my achievements. 

B I like to listen to or to tell jokes in which sex plays 
a major part. 

A I like to do things in my own way and without regard 
to what others may think. 

B I like to read books and plays in which sex plays a 
major part. 

A I would like to write a great novel or play. 

B I like to attack points of view that are contrary to 
mine. 

A When I am in a group, I like to accept the leadership 
of someone else in deciding what the group is going 
to do. 

B I feel like criticizing someone publicly if he deserves it. 

A I like to have my life so arranged that it runs smoothly 
and without much change in my plans. 

B I get so angry that 1 feel like throwing and breaking 
things. 

A I like to ask questions which I know no one will be 
able to answer. 

B I like to tell other people what I think of them. 

A I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 

B I feel like making fun of people who do things that 
I regard as stupid. 

A I like to be loyal to my friends. 

B I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 

A I like to observe how another individual feels in a 
given situation. 

B I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult 
job well. 

A I like my friends to encourage me when I meet with 
failure. 

B I like to be successful in things undertaken. 

A I like to be one of the leaders in the organizations and 
groups to which I belong. 

B I like to be able to do things better than other people 
can. 

A When things go wrong for me, I feel that I am more 
to blame than anyone else. 

B I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people 
have difficulty with. 

A I like to do things for my friends. 

B When planning something, I like to get suggestions 
from other people whose opinions I respect. 

A I like to put myself in someone else's place and to 
imagine how I would feel in the same situation. 

B I like to tell my superiors that they have done a good 
job on something, when I think they have. 

A I like my friends to be sympathetic and understanding 
when I have problems. 

B I like to accept the leadership of people I admire. 

A When serving on a committee, I like to be appointed 
or elected chairman. 

B When I am in a group, I like to accept the leadership 
of someone else in deciding what the group is go­
ing to do. 

A If I do something that is wrong, I feel that I should 
be punished for it. 

B I like to conform to custom and to avoid doing things 
that people I respect might consider unconventional. 

.A I like to share things with my friends. 

B I like to make a plan before starting in to do some­
thing difficult. 

A I like to understand how my friends feel about vari­
ous problems they have to face. 

B If I have to take a trip, I like to have things planned 
in advance. 

A I like my friends to treat me kindly. 

B I like to have my work organized and planned before 
beginning it. 

A I like to be regarded by others as a leader. 

B I like to keep my letters, bills, and other papers neatly 
arranged and filed according to some system. 

A I feel that the pain and misery that I have suffered has 
done me more good than harm. 

B I like to have my life so arranged that it runs smoothly 
and without much change in my plans. 

A I like to have strong attachments with my friends. 

B I like to say things that are regarded as witty and 
clever by other people. « 

A I like to think about the personalities of my friends 
and to try to figure out what makes them as they are. 

B I sometimes like to do things just to see what effect 
it will have on others. 

A I like my friends to make a fuss over me when I am 
hurt or sick. 

B I like to talk about my achievements. 

A I like to tell other people how to do their jobs. 

B I like to be the center of attention in a group. 

A I feel timid in the presence of other people I regard 
as my superiors. 

B I like to use words which other people often do not 
know the meaning of. 

A I like to do things with my friends rather than by 
myself. 

B I like to say what I think about things. 
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B 
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B 

102 A 

B 
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B 
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B 
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B 
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B 
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B 

109 A 

B 

I like to study and to analyze the behavior of others. 

I like to do things that other people regard as uncon­
ventional. 

I like my friends to feel sorry for me when I am sick. 

I like to avoid situations where I am expected to do 
things in a conventional way. 

I like to supervise and to direct the actions of other 
people whenever I can. 

I like to do things in my own way without regard to 
what others may think. 

I feel that I am inferior to others in most respects. 

I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 

I like to be successful in things undertaken. 

I like to form new friendships. 

I like to analyze my own motives and feelings. 

I like to make as many friends as I can. 

I like my friends to help me when I am in trouble. 

I like to do things for my friends. 

I like to argue for my point of view when it is at­
tacked by others. 

I like to write letters to my friends. 

I feel guilty whenever I have done something I know 
is wrong. 

I like to have strong attachments with my friends. 

I like to share things with my friends. 

I like to analyze my own motives and feelings. 

I like to accept the leadership of people I admire. 

I like to understand how my friends feel about vari­
ous problems they have to face. 

I like my friends to do many small favors for me 
cheerfully. 

I like to judge people by why they do something— 
not by what they actually do. 

When with a group of people, I like to make the 
decisions about what we are going to do. 

I like to predict how my friends will act in various 
situations. 

110 A I feel better when I give in and avoid a fight, than 
I would if I tried to have my own way. 

I like to analyze the feelings and motives of others. 

I like to form new friendships. 

I like my friends to help me when I am in-trouble. 

B 

111 A 

B 

112 A 

B 

I like to judge people by why they do something— 
not by what they actually do. 

I like my friends to show a great deal of affection 
toward me. 

113 A I like to have my life so arranged that it runs 
smoothly and without much change in my plans. 

B I like my friends to feel sorry for me when I am sick. 

114 A I like to be called upon to settle arguments and dis­
putes between others. 

B I like my friends to do many small favors for me 
cheerfully. 

115 A I feel that I should confess the things that I have 
done that I regard as wrong. 

B I like my friends to sympathize with me and to cheer 
me up when I am depressed. 

116 A I like to do things with my friends rather than by 
myself. 

B I like to argue for my point of view when it is at­
tacked by others. 

117 A I like to think about the personalities of my friends 
and to try to figure out what makes them as 
they are. 

B I like to be able to persuade and influence others to 
do what I want to do. 

118 A I like my friends to sympathize with me and to cheer 
me up when I am depressed. 

B When with a group of people, I like to make the 
decisions about what we are going to do. 

119 A I like to ask questions which I know no one will be 
able to answer. 

B I like to tell other people how to do their jobs. 

120 A I feel timid in the presence of other people I regard 
as my superiors. 

B I like to supervise and to direct the actions of other 
people whenever I can. 

121 A I like to participate in groups in which the members 
have warm and friendly feelings toward one another. 

B I feel guilty whenever I have done something I know 
is wrong. 

122 A I like to analyze the feelings and motives of others. 

B I feel depressed by my own inability to handle vari­
ous situations. 

123 A I like my friends to feel sorry for me when I am sick. 

B I feel better when I give in and avoid a fight, than 
I would if I tried to have my own way. 

124 A I like to be able to persuade and influence others to 
do what I want. 

B I feel depressed by my own inability to handle vari­
ous situations. 

125 A 'I:; like to criticize people who are in a position of 
authority. 

B I feel timid in the presence of other people I regard 
as my superiors. 

126 A I like to participate in groups in which the members 
have warm and friendly feelings toward one another. 

I like to help my friends when they are in trouble. B 

127 A 

B 

128 A 

B 

129 A 

B 

I like to analyze my own motives and feelings. 

I like to sympathize with my friends when they are 
hurt or sick. 

I like my friends to help me when I am in trouble. 

I like to treat other people with kindness and sym­
pathy. 

I like to be one of the leaders in the organizations 
and groups to which I belong. 

I like to sympathize with my friends when they are 
hurt or sick. 


