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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
e« « We have virtually no research sbout what the

teacher, himself, 1s and what teaching does to the

teacher. The considersation of teaching for the ssake

of the teacher as well as for children and society

i1s a new principle in education. Educational research

has now become occuplied with the problem of what

teacher personality does to children but teacher men-

tal h{giene as & subject, 1tself, remains a neglected

aresa.

The present study is an attempt to examine one phase
of the neglected area of research indicated sbove. It
hes been specifically designed to determine the relation-
ship between the personality tralts of teachers and their
evaluation of objectionsable puplil behavior. In the opinion
of the suthor, such an investigation should provide teachers,
edministrators, and guldance workers with valuable in-
formation concerning teacher mental hegalth and teacher-
pupil relationshilps.

Origin of the problem.--The writer first conceived of

the present problem while teaching in en elementary school
at Pontiac, Michigen. At thaet time, he became convinced

that any two elementary school teaschers resct differently

1Leo Je Alllunas, "Needed Resesrch in Teacher Mental
Hyglene," Journal of Educational Research, XXXVIII (May,
1945), 653.
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to the same pupil behavior stimmli. The supposition which
the author proposed at that time, snd which he will attempt
to examine partielly in this paper, is that a teacher's
reection to various factors in the school environment is
unalterably bound up with her personslity. Specifically
then, the purpose of the present study was to determine
how teachers exhiblting various personslity traits evel-
uated objectionable pupil behavior.

ObJjectives of the study.--It was proposed at the

beginning of the chapter that the present study should
provide school workers with valusble informastion concern-
ing teacher mentel health snd teacher-pupil relationshipsa.
Specificelly, the following objectives have prompted the
writer to carry out the investigation:

l. To discern knowledge concerning teacher reaction
to pupll behavior which might be of assistence to the
school counselor in working with teachers end pupils.

2¢ To obtain information which would be of vslue to
edministraetors and supervisors who are interested in im-
proving teacher working conditions.

3. To secure knowledge concerning pupil beheavior
which would be of benefit to the teacher who is interested
in improving her relationships with pupilse.

In Chapter II, the reader will find a detasiled dlscussion
of the literature pertinent to the objectives of the present

investigation.



Definition of terms.--In order that certsasin terms

which are baslc to this study might be used without con-

fusion to the reader, they are defined as follows:

1. Teacher personelity traits are considered to in-
clude those emotional aspects of teacher personslity which
especially refer to mood end degree of activity, and
which are measurable by means of the Guilford-Martin Per-
sonality Inventoriles.

2. Personsality is defined as the characteristic
pattern of behavior through which the individusl adjusts
himself to his environment, especlially his soclal environ-
ment.

3¢ A trait 1s considered to be s higher-order habit
or pattern which is generelized out of specific experlences
of the personsality.

4., An emotion 1s defined es a specific response to
g stimulus, characterized by a strong degree of feeling,
typically involving both mental snd physicsal resctions,
and often accompanied by motor expression or readiness
for overt physical action.

S Mood is an enduring but not permanent emotional
attitude.

6. Degree of activitx refers to the smount of inter-
action displayed by a person while contacting his social
environment,. :

7« An snnoysnce eveluation i1s a declsion as to which
of two pupil behavior stimull hes the greater degree of
probsble annoysance.

8. Objectionsble puplil behavior refers to any thwart-
ing situation or stImulus which 1s Incited by the pupil
end 1s snnoying to the teacher.

Working hypotheses.--At the onset of the study, the

Investigator proposed to test the following hypotheses in

connection with the sbove stated problemt




l. There 1s a significent relastionship between the
personeality treits of teachers, as measured by the Guilford-
Martin Personality Inventories, snd thelr annoyance eval-
uations of objectionable pupil behavior.

2. There 1s 8 significent relationship between the
personality traits of teachers, a&s measured by the Guil-
ford-Martin Personality Inventories, and such factors as
thelir age, maritel and famlly status, treining, teaching
snd pupll loads, and years of experience.

At the conclusion of the study, these hypotheses will be
tested in light of the obtalned data snd conclusions will
be drawn as to whether or not they heve been substantiated.

Delimitations.~--The present investigation was delimit-

ed in three respects. First of all, the subjects were
chosen from teachers of the first six grades. This choice
of subjects was made becsuse the teaching experiences of
the investigsator had been confined exclusively to the el-
ementary school level snd because & majority of the studles
which have been conducted in the ares of pupil behavior
heve dealt only with children of the first slx grades.‘
The second delimitation was concerned with the location

of the subjects. For reasons that are discussed in Chap-
ter V, the present study was confined to the Flint, Mich-
igen, public schools. As a final delimitation, only women
teachers were used as subjects, since men are rarely em-

ployed as elementary school tesachers in Flint.




DESCRIPTION OF THE PRESENT INVESTIGATION

The study was conducted in the Flint, Michigan, public
schools during the spring of 1948. The purpose of the in-
vestigation, as indicated above, was to determine how
teachers exhibiting various personsality trsits evaluated
objectionable pupil behavior. A modification of the question-
nalre method was employed, with information being supplied
by selected elementary school teachers.

Construction of sn snnoysasnce evalustion instrument.--

As a first step in the construction of an annoyasnce eval-
uation instrument, the author surveyed pertinent literature
in the fields of education, psychology, and sociology.

A list was thus obtained containing 179 pupil behevior items
which teachers had conslidered to be objectionable. All
items of this list which would not be expected to occur

in an elementary classroom were then eliminsted. The
remeining 130 items were revised so that they would be
grammatically consistent and succint.

The second phase in the construction of an annoyance
evaluation instrument consisted 1in the drafting of a pre-
liminary questionnsaire designed to measure the frequency
of occurrence and the degree of annoyance for each of the
130 behavior items. This questionnaire was submitted to
e group of seventy-three Flint elementary school teachers

who were enrolled in e University of Michigan course in




child growth and development. Detalled written and oreal
instructions accompeanied this instrument, and responses
were kept strictly snonymous. A total of seventy teachers
completed this phase of the investigation.

The data thus obtained were utilized in the construcion
of a paired comparisons measure of annoyance. Through the
use of these data, the behavior items were ranked both on
the basis of annoyance and frequency. The thirtj—five
behavior items which had been ranked highest in both ennoy-
ence and frequency were chosen for the final sannoysnce
evaluation instrument. These items were paired with each
other, except that certain comparisons were eliminated in
accordance with e method devised by Uhrbrock and Richard-
son.l The behavior items were placed in the final instru-
ment in accordance with the Ross method.Z For a detailed
account of the construction of the annoyence evaluation

instrument, the reader 1s referred to Chapter 1IV.

Collection of data.--For purposes of the final in-
quiry, administrative end supervisory officials of the

Flint schools were contacted by the smthor, snd sasrrsnge-

1g. 3. Uhrbrock snd M. W. Richerdson, "Item Analysis,"
Personnel Journsal, XII (October, 1933), 141-54.

2Rdbert T. Ross, "Optimum Orders for the Presentation

of Pairs in the Method of Paired Comparisons," Journsl of
Educational Psychology, XXV (May, 1934), 375-82.
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ments were made for meetings with the teachers of the
various schools. Two hundred teachers representing twenty-
elght elementary schools took part in the project. The
survey material conslsted of three sections: (1) a personal
data inventory, (2) the Guilford-Martin Personslity In-
ventories, and (3) an annoysnce evsasluation instrument.

Each teacher was asked to complete the survey materisl at
her convenlence and then return it to the asuthor. 2All
responses, except those for the personal data inventory,
were placed on machine answer sheets by the respondents.

A total of 181 teachers completed the project. Chapter V
of this study contains s more detailed discussion of the
methods used for collecting data.

Analysis of data.--Responses to the Gullford-Martin

Personality Inventories and to the snnoysnce evaslusastion
instrument were machine scored. All scores of the survey
were codifiesd and recorded on punched cards. These cards
were then sorted so as to determine the required statistical
information. Product-moment coefficients of correlastion
were computed for those varisbles indicaeted in the hypotheses
above, Since the Gullford-Martin Personality Inventories
were suspected to display a curvilinear relationship, the
coefficilent of non-linear relationship (223) was elso com=-

puted, and a test of linearity of regression was saspplied.
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The reader will find, in Chapter VI, a more comprehensive
account of how the data were enalyzed. He will also find,
in Cheapter VIII, conclusions and recapitulations pertinent
to the entire study.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The literature in the flelds pertinent to this study
1s very extensive. Scores of recent investigations hsave
been conducted in the areas of pupil-tescher relation-
ships, pupll behavior, measurement of teacher personality,
and measurement of annoyence. Many of these have dealt
specifically with teacher evaluation of pupil behavior,
but most of them have treated related aspects of the present
study. Extensive research has falled to uncover a single
investigation which would snswer the guestions proposed
in the previous chapter.

It has not been intended thet this chsepter should
treat exhemstively all phases of the current investigstion.
Rather, the discussion has been designed to give the resader
8 general understending of the typical studies in that
area. It has been necessary to delimit the literature in
two respects: (1) only scientific literature in the fields
of education, mental hygiene, psychology, and soclology
has been considered, and (2) only studies which were made

since 1925 have been 1included.

9
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PUPIL-TEACHER RELATIONSHIP STUDIES

Boynton, Dugger, snd Turnerl approached the problem
of pupil-teacher relationships by studying the stability
of teachers. They asttempted to determine whether unstebls
teachers tend to have unstable children around them and
whether stable teachers tend to be associested with stsable
children. The Woodworth-Mathews Personal Data Sheet was
administered to teachers and to their pupils. The suthors
summarized the investigation by stating:

When the study 1s looked at in its entirety,

it seems to give very definite, clear-cut evidence

to the effect that emotlionally unstsble teachers

tend to have associabed with them children who tend

toward instability, whereas emotionally steble teach-

ers tend to be associated with more emotionally steble
pupils.?

O'MalleyS conducted an investigation similar in meny
respects to the present one. She attempted to determine
what situsastions or stimuli were asserted by teachers to
be annoying. A list of annoyances was collected from a
random sempling of teaschers. Each teacher was requested

to write a description of the most irritating situaetion

that she hed experienced in tesching. A four-point annoyance

1Paul L. Boynton, Harriet Dugger, and Masal Turner,
"The Emotional Stebility of Teachers and Pupils," Journal
of Juvenile Research, XVIII (October, 1934), 223-32.

27bid., p. 232.

SKethleen E. O'Malley, A qu;holqgical Study of the
Annoyvances or Irritations of Teachers. Unpublished doc-

Toral dissertation, New York University, 1935. Pp. xi
+ 214.
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scele was then constructed, containing the items that the
teachers had considered to be irritating. PFrom the stand-
point of the present study it 1s pertinent to point out
that 10.1 percent of the total number of annoyances per-
tained to puplls. Teechers rated whispering asnd inattentive-
ness as the most annoying of all these.
Another study of pupill-teacher relationships which
was pertinent to the present one was carried out by Crelle
end Burton) These investigators attempted to discover
' which fectors irritated snd frustrated teachers and which
ones prevented the achievement of high teacher mewale.
A selected group of teachers was asked to mske an sasnonymous
list of irritations. Crealle and Burton concluded that
teacher relationships with other persons constituted one
of the major factors causing frustration and lowered morale.
Rechtenick? attempted to determine the extent to
which the classroom situstion is a factor in the emotlional
behavior of teachers. He studied sixty-four teschers of

sixteen schools in New York City, eight of which operated

lrobert E. Cralle end william H. Burton, "An Exsmination
of Factors Stimulating or Depressing Teacher Morale," Cali-
fornie Journal of Elementary Education, VII (August, 19387},
7=14.

2Joseph Rechtenlick, Irrltabllity and Nervous Gestures
Among Teachers in Two Types of Classroom Situations. Un-
published doctorel dissertation, Columbia Unlversity, 1940. -
Pp. 54.




12

under the experimental activity program sand elght of which
operated under the traditionsl curriculum. Rechtenick
concluded that there was no relisble difference in the
irritebllity of the teachers in the two different class-
room situations. He 2ls0 concluded that older and more
experlenced teachers were generally less irritesble then
the younger and less experienced teschers.

Baxterl dealt extensively with the area of teacher-
pupll reletionships. She indicated the importence of
such reletionships by stating:

The educeational significence of the direct in-
fluence of the meture personality of the teacher upon
the impressionable personslities of children 1s
worthy of careful evaluation. Especisally is this
true today. While the teacher's personal exsmple
and social outlook have always been factors to be
considered, the scope of the teacherts potential in-
fluence 1s greater under the complex living conditions
of todey than ever before.=Z

Basxter emphasized that the modern teacher must help pupils
adjust to changing conditlons. She gave &n extensive account
of an observational study of tescher-pupil relstionships.
Bexter concluded that teacher-trailning institutions should

place more emphasis on the prospective teacher's personal

influence on children than is customarlly done.

1Bern1ce Baxter, Teacher-Pupll Reletlonships. New
York: Macmlillen Company, 1941l. Pp. 166.

21bid., p. 1.
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Kelley and Perkinsl endesvored to construct snd evale-
uate an instrument for measuring teachers'! knowledge of
the age characteristics, the needs and interests, the in- .
cipient maelad justments, the motivation of behavior, end
the personallity problems of children of elementery and
high school sges. They studied the problems of children
snd adolescents as discussed 1n relevent psychologicsal
literature as well as problems obtained from classroom
observation and from teachers! descriptions of problem
children. Kelley end Perkins summarized the dste obtalned
from 846 teachers of twenty schools by saying:

e o« » There were significant relationships between
mean scores and the following vearisbles:

l. Number of years of training. For both greade
school snd high school.

2. Number of courses in educstion.. For both
grade school and high school.

3. Number of courses in psychology. For grade
school.

4. Recency of treining. For grade school.

5, Length of time in present position. For greade
school.

6. SubjJects teught. For high school.
7. Age. For high school.

l11da B. Kelley and Keith J. Perkins, An Investigation
of Teachers! Knowledge of end Attitudes toward Child and
BdoTescent Behavior in Everydey School situations. Purdue
University Studles in Higher Education XLII. Lefeyette,
Indiana: Purdue University, Division of Educational Ref-
erence, 1941. Pp. 101l.
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8. Sex. For high school.

9. Maritel status. PFor high school.

10, Having children. For high schdbl.l
Since the ebove study so closely persllels the current one,
the reader will find meny references to it in the later
discussion.

Reed? approached the subject of pupil-teacher relation-
ships by observing teacher contacts. She made an extensive
observational study in order to compare two second grade
rooms with each other as to teacher-group contacts, teach-
er individual contacts, and child behavior. She also com-
pared the two groups of children in the second and third
grades in consecutive years. Four teachers and 129 pupils
were used as subjects, and time sampling observations were
employed by four different observers. Reed summarized the
obtained data &s follows:

There wes very little evidence to show that the
children in the second grede hed behavior pstterns or
personality characteristics that persisted into the
third grade.

There was evidence to confirm the measured in-
dividusel differences in teachers end to show that
certain behavior patterns and personality character-
istics in the teschers persisted into a second yesar

even though the teachers were then with different
groups of children.

11bid., p. 75.

“Mery F. Reed, A Consecutive Study of the School Room
Behavior of Children in Relation to e Teachers! Dominative
an and Soclally integrative Contacts. ﬁhpuslidhea doctoral

dIssertation, University of Il1llinois, 1941. Pp. 100.




16

There was evidence that one teacher, for example,
was contributing to conflict and masladjustment in the
chlldren's behavior together with little evidence of
behavior designed to alleviate such conditions.

There was evidence that another teacher was using
considerable behavior designed to reduce conflict in

the schoolrooms eand to stimulaete cooperetive snd har-
monious activities.

There was evidence to show thast the mesassured

spontaneity and initiative of children was & reflection
of measured behavior in the teachers.l

Anderson and BrewerZ2 employed many of the procedures
established by Reed. By observing 101 children in both
dominative and integrative environments, they studied the
dominative and socially integrative behavior of kindergsarten

teachers. The followling is a general summery of their find-

ings:

e ¢ o« Dominative and socilally integrative behavior
were each « « « found to be "circulser" in their effects:
as a stimilus to others, each tended to produce its
like. Dominstive behavior, or the working sgsainst
eanother, because of 1ts tendency to intensify con-
flict, waes regarded as s "vicious circle." Socielly
integrative behavior, becsuse of its tendency to
promote spontaneity, security, end understanding,
was regarded as soclally desirsble.o

11bi4., p. 98.

ZHarold H. Anderson end Helen M. Brewer, Studies of
Teachers' Classroom Personsaslities, I. Applied Psychology
Monographs of the Americen Association for Applied Psych-
ology, No. 6. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1945.
Ppe. 15%7.

3Ibid., p. 153.
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The above dlscussion would seem to indicete that meny
approaches have been made to the study of pupil-teacher
relationships; The framework which these suthors have
established should 66 of fundamental value in setting up

the procedures for the present investigsastion.

PUPIL BEHAVIOR STUDIES
The discussion of pupll behavior studies has been
divided into two phases. Investigetions in which tesachers
and cliniciens supplied items of objectionsble pupil be-
havior will be considered first. The second phase of the
discussion will be concerned with other related pupil
behavior studles.

ObJjectioneble pupil behavior studies.--Blatzl under-

took a study of behavior phenomena in a typlcel school
population. The preliminary survey was made in 1925-26

in 811 grades of the public schools of Toronto. Teachers
were ssked to refer to the reseerch staff any case which
they felt would benefit either from s social investigation,
or from a psychological and psychiatric examination. From
the daeta thus obtained, including the tescherst descrip-

tions of these sample cases, Blatz compiled s 1list of mis-

l

Williem E. Blaetz, "The Behavior of Public School
Children," Pedagogical Semina and Journal of Genetlc
Psychology, XXXIV December, 275, 556=-82,
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demeenors and & numerical index of their total incidence.
He found that the number of misdemesnors fell off markedly
in the higher grades, but at different retes for the various
misdemeanors. The frequency was found to be grester among
boys than girls; to be highest between ages seven end
nine; end to vary inversely with the intelligence quotient
for boys, but not for giris.

Bettal investigated teacher interpretation of pupil
behavior. in 1927, five hundred teschers in city, town,
end rural schools in six midwestern stetes were ssked to
answer the following gquestion: "To help find out the class-
room difficulties most commonly met by tesachers in general,
will you write down on this sheet the one, two, three, or
more chief problems or difficulties which trouble you most
in your classroom work?"2 A1l told, 256 elementary end
high school tesachers responded to the questionnsire, giving
a total of 773 problems. Betts classified these into ninety
different categories. Problems which pertained to "study
and lesson-getting" accounted for more then 35 percent of
the difficulties mentioned by the elementary school teachers
and more than 46 percent of those mentioned by the high

school teachers.

lGeorge H. Betts, "Teachers! Diasgnoals of Classroom
Difficulties," Elementary School Journal, XXVII (April,
1927), 600-08.

21b1d., pp. 600-01.
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One of the most basic studles of pupil behavior was
conducted by Wickman.l That suthor attempted to ascer-
tain teachers! attitudes toward children's behavior.
Twenty-nine Minneapolis teachers asnd twenty-seven Cleve-
land teachers listed types of problem behavior that they
had observed in puplls. These behavior problems were then
reted as to theilr relative seriousness by 511 teschers end

thirty mental hygienists. Wickmen interpreted the ratings
thus obtalned by stating:

The differences in attitudes toward behavior
problems represented in the ratings obtasined from
mentel hygienists and teachers should be interpreted
as differences in stress laid upon the seriousness
of the various problems. Teechers stress the impor-
tance of problems relating to sex, dishonesty, dis-
obedience, disorderliness sand feilure to learn. For
them, the problems that indicate withdrawing, recess-
ive characteristics in children are of comparatively
little significance. Mental hygienists, on the
other hand, consider these unsociel forms of behavior
moat serious and discount the stress which teachers
lay on anti-socisl conduct. Such differences in
attitudes 1mply essentlael differences in methods of
treatment end discipline.2

Martens snd Russ® conducted a survey to determine

which behavior problems occurred in the Berkeley, Calif-

1E. Ke Wickmen, Childrent's Behavior and Teachers!

Attitudes. New York: The Commonwealth Fund, 1928« Ppe
247,

21bid., p. 129.

: 5Elsie H. Martens asnd Helen Russ, Adjustment of Be-

havior Problems of School Children. U. S. Office of Ed-
ucation Bulletin, No. 18. Washington: Government Print-
1n8 Office, 1932, Ppo v + 78,
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ornia, public schools. These investigators obtained their
information from principals and teachers, who were asked
periodically to report all serious behavior problems in
their schools to the school behavior clinic. A serious
behavior problem wes defined as "one which veries suffi-
ciently from normal behavior to cause the teacher to feel
that the child can not be managed sstisfactorily with

the group."l For easch child thus reported, principsals
end teachers made out a detelled record of objective evi-
dence, indiceating instences of unsoclal behavior. The
canvaés reveeaeled 250 beheavior-problem children from the
kindergarten through the ninth grade. Martens and Russ
formmlated the followling conclusions concerning their

study

l. Thsat all children resally are "problem"
children in that they do now or msy present overt
behavior difficulties which should receive attention
looking towerd early adjustment, and that such overt
problem behavior varlies 1n degree from that which is
close to zero to that which plasces & child in the
renks of Jjuvenlile delinquency.

2+ That serious problem behavior emong child-
ren 1s the resultant of a combinaetion of numerous
factors, no one of which has been 1solated as ex-
cluslively responsible, and that this principle of
multiple causation demands careful observation of
all chlldren in order to detect the initlial symptoms
of maledjustment.

lIbido, P 11.
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3« That prolonged intensive study and cliniecsal
attention by a group of psychiatric, psychological,
medical, snd social specialists has s direct positive
relationship to a progressive chenge for the better
in the overt problem behsvior of children.l
MecClenathan? approached the study of pupill behavior

in a menner very simller to that of Wickmen, except that
ratings were supplled by parents instesd of by mentsl
hyglenists. A list of behavior items was obtained from
teachers by the questionnaire method. The fifty items thus
obtalned were submitted to teachers, a child-study group

of parents, and unselected parents. MeacClenathan summarized
the date by saying:

The cardinal tendency brought out by the study
e o« » Certainly i1s that each group tends to rank as
most serlious those behavior patterms interfering
most with the smooth functioning of that group's
affeirs.d
Ackerson? obteined behavior problems from a study of

clinicel case histories. The recorded case material was
secured from a consecutive series of five thousand child-

ren who had a complete exsmination at the Illinols Insti-

tute for Juvenile Research, Chicago, during the years

11bid., p. 68.

2Ruth H. MacClenathen, "Teachers and Parents Study
Children's Behaviors," Journal of Educational Socioclogy,

3bid., p. 333.

41uton Ackerson, Children's Behavior Problems, Vol.
I. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1931. Pp. xxi
+ 268.
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1923~27. The material was closely analyzed wlth speclsal
reference to behavior difficulties snd to reasons for being
referred. Most of the children were under eighteen years

of age and were still under the supervision of their parents
or guardlisns. Only a small proportion had a record of
police arrest or juvenile court appearence for reasons of
misconduct, and even in these cases 1t seemed that the
reason for their being referred to s clinical examinetion
usually earose from their behavior in the home or nelghbor-
hood or at school rather then becsuse of the court contsct
per se. Therefore, the children upon whom this study was
based must not be thought of as delinguents. The largest
single group consisted of problems which were combinations
of undesirsble tralts and as s result of which a child was
referred to the clinic. The second largeat group con-
sisted of children in whom the principal difficulties were
inadequate intelligence esnd marked retardation in school
studies. Another large group presented educetionel prob-
lems or questions not complicated with inadequate intell-
igence or any specific bed conduct in school. The remsainder

consisted of miscellsneous small groups of behavior prob-

lems,
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Peckl employed the case study technique to identify
types of objectionsable pupil behavior. She asked 175 teach-
ers of Texas public schools to write case studies concerning
malad justed pupils. Both elementary and secondery school
teachers were represented in the survey. The directions
given the teachers were brief: "Tell why you consider
the pupil meladjusted, explain as well as you can the fac-
tors tending to couse the maladjustment, snd state what
you think should be done for the child."2 A total incidence
of 698 problems of ninety different types was reported
for 175 children. Peck classified these problems into
the following categories: (1) undesirsble personelity
tralts, 53 percent; (2) violations of general standsards
of morsality and integrity, 16 percent; (3) violations
of school work requirements, 16 percent; and (4) other
violations, 15 percent.

In 1934, Laycock® sttempted to ascertain the various

conditioning factors that operate in the production of be-

1Leigh Peck, "Teachers' Reports of the Problems of
Uned justed School Children," Journal of Educational Psych-
ology, XXVI (February, 1935), 123- 8. '

2Ibid., pp. 125-26.

3s. R. Laycock, "Teachers! Reactlions to Malasdjustments
of School Children," British Journsl of Educationsl Psych-
ology, IV (February, 1934), 11-29.
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havior problems in school children and to work out methods
for the correctlion and treatment of those problems. He
sent a questionnalre to 167 elementary school teachers of
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan. The teachers were asked to snswer
the question, "what kind of behaviour in school children

is undesireble?"l The teachers were instructed to 1list

all kinds of behavior maled justments that had come under
thelr observation during their entlire tesching experience.
The 167 Canadlan teachers listed a total of 2,306 items

of undesirsable behavior, an average of approximately four-
teen per teacher. Laycock compared the data thus obtalned
with those obtained by Wickman. In general, sgreement

was found, except that Wickmen hed found aggressive person-
glity tralts to be listed more often than recessive trgits.
In the Laycock study, on the other hand, saggressive person-
elity traits were found to be less serious than recessive
ones.,

Cempbell? attempted to find out how a selected group
of elementary school teachers 1in southern New Jersey treated
certain outstanding classroom behavior problems of chlild-
ren; to learn how successful they considered theilr treat-

ment of these problems; to compare the procedures of the

lrbid., p. 13.

°Nellie M. Cempbell, The Elementary School Tesacher's
Treatment of Classroom Behavior Problems. Teachers Col-
Tege Contributions to rEducation, No. 668. New York: Teach-
ers College, Columbila University, 1935. Pp. vi 4+ 7l.
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teachers rated highly successful in classroom control with
those of the teachers rated less successful in this respect;
and to secure an evaluation of the procedures by experts.
Data were obtalned from diary records of student-teachers
and experienced teachers and from questionnaires submitted
to experts in education. Campbell summarized her findings
as follows:

l. When treating undesirsasble classroom be-
havior of children, the teachers apply direct measures
such as punishment or reward. . . e«

2. The teachers rated highly successful in
classroom control use rewards and give direct help
more frequently then the other teachers. . . .

3 The teachers are familiar with the advanteges
claimed for the use of rewards and measures provid-
ing direct help 1n modifying the behavior of child-
ren, but the diary records concerning their class-
room practice show s predominant use of punishment. . »

4, The teschers Judge their hsbitual forms of
response to be successful even though they do not
favor these measures aside from thelr own practice.l
Anderson? conducted research at the University of

Illinois in 1939, the objJective of which was to mesasure
the dynamlic interplay between the child and his environment.

Anderson described the study by saying:

lrp1d., pp. 60-61.

2Herold H. Anderson, "The Construction of a Mental
Hygiene Scale for Teachers," American Journal of Ortho-
psychisatry, X (April, 1940), 203-63.
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For each of 23 problem situstions at the high
school level a 1list was compiled of technigues which
teachers report they have used in dealing with each
respective problem. These techniques thus constituted
23 attitudes tests. By means of the Thurstone method,
a group of 114 selected jJjudges validated, according
to defined mental hygiene criterie, the mental hygiene
value of each of the techniques. Eleven of the 23
problem sltuastions have been retained for s mental
hygiene scale for high school teachers.l
Hayes? attempted to discern how the behavior of eighth

grade boys and girls interfered with learning activities
in the clessroom by distracting or snnoying others. The
subjects for this study were the sixty-eight children in
the elghth grade of the Milne School, Albsny, New York,
and thelr twenty-three practice teachers. The study was
made during the school year 1938-39. Hayes used observa-
tional technigues in order to obtsain =a list of behsavior
items. While visiting eighth-grede classrooms, she set
down types of behavior that seemed to constitute definite
interferences with the tesacherts purposes. This list of
beheavior items was then submitted to the supervising staff
in order to determine whether or not they could be classi-
fied as interferences. All the supervisors sgreed that

all the categories constituted definite interferences with

llbido’ PPe. 262=63.

2Margaret L. Hayes, A Study of the Classroom Distur-
bances of Eighth Grade Boys end @Girls, Teachers College
Contributions to Education, No. 871. New York: Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1943. Pp. ix + 139.
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orderly cleassroom procedure. Three categories were added
by supervisors and a later evaluation was made of these.
The eleven studies which have just been discussed
are very beslic to the present investigstion. The reader
will find further discussion of these studlies in Chapter
III. A composite inventory of the objectionsble pupill
behavior items which appeear in these eleven studies and
a description of how these 1tems were utilized in the con-
struction of an annoyance evealuation instrument will slso
be presented in that chapter.
Related pupill behavior studies.--Seversl pupil behavior

studies have been completed which are related to those
mentioned sbove and which deserve mention in a discussion
of this sort. One such investigation was conducted by
Yourmanl in the elementary schools of New York City. One
hundred teachers evaluasted pupil behavior by means of the
Wickmen scale. Yourman's dsta supported the conclusions
drewn by Wickman.

Bain? mede sn enalysis of the sttitudes regarding the

Wickmen scale held by various teacher groups at Columbia

11.1ius Yourmen, "Children Identified by Thelr Teach-
ers as Problems," Journal of Educetionsal Sociology, V (Feb-
ruary, 1932), 334-43.

2W1nifred E. Bain, "A Study of the Attitudes of Teach-
ers towerd Behavior Problems," Child Development, V (March,
1934), 19-35,
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University. She found that problems relasting to sexusl
immorelity and dishonesty were assigned the place of grest-
est seriousness. Problems relating to difficulties which
disturb a teacher in the conduct of school work were rated
as least serious.

In 1935, Ellis end Millerl carried out a study in the
Denver Junior and senior high schools in which & variation
of the Wlickmen behavior scale was employed. They concluded
that the significeant difference between the teacher ratings
obtained in thelr study and those obtained by Wickmen was
the grester emphasis on the serlousness of the withdraw-
ing and recessive personality traits.

Bott2 used statistical procedures similar to those
employed in the present investigation in order to evaluate
adult attitudes toward childrens! misdemeanors. Twenty-
one misdemesnors of children of publlic school age were

studied by the method of palred comparisons, and scale values

¢

were assigned by means of the Thurstone method of attitude

measurement. Five groups--teachers, parents, public health

lp, B. Ellis end L. W. Miller, "Teaschers' Attitudes
and Child Behavior Problems," Journal of Educational

Psychology, XXVII (October, 193€), 501-11.

®Helen Bott, Adult Attitudes to Childrent's Misdemeen-
ours, University of Toronto Studies, Child Development
Series, No. 8. Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1937. Pp. 21. '
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nurses, soclal workers, and mentsl hyglenists--were thusl
measured 1in respect to their attitudes toward misdemesnors.
Bott found that the teaschers and mentel hygienists differ-
ed most in thelr estimates. She also found that psarents,
nurses, and social workers occupied a middle position be-
tween the two extremes, with social workers sgreeing most
closely with mental hyglenlists.

Symondsl attempted to discern the types of problems
whlch serve to interfere with teasching efficiency. He
asked teachers enrolled in a mental hyglene cless to write
freely concerning the personal problems which they had
faced the preceeding yesr. Of those problems pertaining
to pupll relationships, the subjects listed disciplinary
problems as being most difficult.

-Mitchell? conducted & follow-up study of the Wickman
investigation. Ratings were made with reference to children
in grades five and six by mental hyglienists, psychistrists,
psychologists, and teachers., On the whole, the data were
in sgreement with the Wickman findings. However, Mitchell
found that his teachers usually rated non-asggressive traits

83 being more serious than did Wickmen's subjects,

lpercivel M. Symonds, "Problems Faced by Teachers,"
Journal of Educationsl Research, XXXV (September, 1941),

2John Ce Mitchell, "A Study of Teschers! eand of Men-
tel Hygienists! Ratings of Certsin Behavior Problems of
Children," Journal of Educationsl Research, XXXVI (Decem-
ber, 1942), 292-307.




MEASUREMENT OF TEACHER PERSONALITY

Several attempts have been made to measure the person-
ality tralts of teachers. One of the firast of these was
carried out by Peckl in 1936. Peck sought to ascertain
the adjustment difficulties of a group of one hundred
women teachers. Control groups of men and women students
who were prospective teachers were used. The Thurstone
Personelity Schedule was administered to all subjects.
Peck concluded that the women teachers were not as well
sdjusted as the women students and that as a whole the
women were not as well edjusted as the men. That invest-
igator found that one-third of the women teschers were
definitely meladjusted and that only one-fifth of the women
teachers could be classiflied as well-asdjusted. In genersl,
ad justment wes foundéto improve with sge. The peak of
ad justment, however, was reached by the women teachers
between the ages of twenty-six and thirty.

Olson end Wilkinson© attempted to messure student-

teacher personality by maeking time-sempling records of

lreigh Peck, "A Study of the Adjustment Difficulties
of a Group of Women Teachers," Journal of Educationel Psych-
Olos!’ XXV1iI (September, 1936)’ ZGI"IE.

2willard C. Olson end Muriel M. Wilkinson, "Teacher
Personality as Revealed by the Amount and Kind of Verbal
Direction Used in Behavior Control," Educetionsl Admin-
istration and Supervision, XXIV (February, 1938), 81-93.
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~

the responses of those teachers to a constant group of
children. The reactions of thirty student-teachers were
studied in relation to each of thirty-nine children. The
lenguage and gestural responses of the teachers were re-
corded by critic teachers. Observers indicasted by a

plus and minus those verbsl responses in the teacher that
could be characterized as positive and directive as con-
trasted to those which were negative. A blanket score
was 8lso recorded when the teacher adjusted herself to
the class as a whole rather than to an individuale. The
suthors summarized the results of the study by saying:

e ¢« o A finding of the study 1s that the qusality of
control exercised by the teacher is of 1little impor-
tance in relationship to teachlng success. When,
however, a calculation is made to reveal the gusntity
of the verbsal control in terms of positive and direct-
ive statements, a significent index ias secured. The
per cent of positive language in the total used gives
a coefficlent of correlation of .58 with the rating
scale. The blanket responses also proved to be a
significent index with a correlation of -.62 between
the quantity of blanket responses end teaching effic-
iency. The able student-teacher thus stands out es
one who employs a high percentage of constructive
verbalism snd who avolds the use of blanket responses
to the cless as e whole. It would sasppear desirsble
for persons responsible for the preperation and super-
vision of teachers to give some special attention to
the development of these qualities.l

l1bid., pp. 92-93.
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Boyntonl constructed s personslity inventory of
fifty-two items. The desirsble answer was "No," and three
variations of maladjustment were indicated by scaled "Yes"
responses. Fifteen hundred teachers, two-thirds of them
women, completed the inventory. Boynton drew the following
conclusions from the date thus obtained:

When the results are looked at in retrospect,
certaln conclusions appear relevant end in order.
These are:

l. Age apparently can be sald to be associated
poslitively to a slight extent at least with emotion-
ality or personality adjustment, as meassured in this
investigation. « « &

2. Elementary teachers, as a group, sppear to
have more distinct problems of adjustment than high
school tescherse « » »

4. It is not possible from these data to say
that age, or teaching assignment, or hotby partici-
pation has a direct cesusal relationship to person-
ality adjustments, as here measur

Broxson® administered the Bell Adjustment Inventory to

fifty-one teachers of various schools. In terms of per-

lpgul 1. Boynton, "An Analysis of the Responses of
Women Teachers on a Personality Inventory," Peabody
Journal of Education, XX (July, 1942), 13-18.

2Ibid., pp. 17-18.

3John A Broxson, "Problem Teachers," Educational
Adminlstration and Supervision, XXIX (March, 1943), 177-82.
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centages, 35.2 percent of these were found to be emotionally
meled justed to a definite or serious degree; 28.8 percent
were soclally maladjusted; 49.0 percent were meal ad justed
with reference to home life and relsastionships.

Blairl attempted to measure tesacher personality by
meens of & method quite different from those employed by
the 1lnvestigators listed sbove. He utilized the Multiple
Cholice Rorschach Test in attempting to measure the person-
ality of 205 experlienced teachers and 152 prospective
teachers. Experlienced teschers were found to be significaﬁtly
more malad justed than prospective teachers. No significant
difference was found to exist between the maledjustment

scores of younger and older experienced teachers.

MEASUREMENT OF ANNOYANCE
Cason carefully summarized the psychologicsl aspects
of annoyance by stating:

1. PFeellngs and emotions are unique processes in
themselves, and deserve study on their own account.

l6lenn M. Blair, "Personality Adjustment of Teachers
as Measured by the Multiple Choice Rorschach Test," Journal
of Educational Research, XXXIX (May, 1946), 652-57.
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2. It has been customary to compare the pleasant
and unpleasant ectivities with each other, but this
alleged opposition 1is incomplete at several points.

3. Paln has a more positive character than
pleasure; and the pleasent experiences frequently
consist 1n a release from an unpleasant condition.

4. The pleasant and unplessent experiences are
on different plenes, asnd are not psychological opposites
of each other. The unpleasant activities are more
basic and central in the orgenization of the person-
ality. They are stronger and more insistent, and
they glay a more important role in motivating con-
duct.

The same euthor conducted an extensive investigation
of the common snnoyances of individusl people.2 A total of
659 subjects of both sexes and of various economic and
soclal groups were asked to list their asnnoysnces. Each
of the twenty-one thousend annoysnces thus collected was
classiflied. A rating scale of annoyances was then establish-
ed, and mean scores were calculated for 507 basic annoyances.

A more recent study of ennoyance was carried out by

Bennett, who summarized her study as follows:

A battery of five tests was sdministered to 250
hospital service psatients, half of whom had no record
- of neurotic disorder. The tests consisted of 12 sets
of descriptions of possibly annoying situations of
8 defined type, end the subjects were asked to record
which of these situetions annoyed them. Comparisons
between scores on the various tests were maede and
the battery was found to discriminste between neurotic

1Hulsey Cason, "Pleasant and Unpleassnt Feelings,"
Psychological Review, XXXVII (May, 1930), 228-40.

2Hulsey Cason, Common Annoysnces. Psychological Mono-
graphs, No. 182. Princeton, New Jersey: Psychological
Review Company, 1930. Pp. 218.
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end normal subjects. Attempts have been made to in-
terpret these findings in the light of psychological
content_of the tests and to relste them to psychiatric
theory. 1

SUMMARY

In the review of related literature just presented,
as well as in the meny studies not gquoted herein, ample
evidence exlsts to the following effect:

l. No investigation has been conducted which would
completely answer the problems indicated in Chapter I.

2. The area of pupll-teacher relationships has been
extensively surveyed, but primary emphasis has been placed
on the effect of these relationships on pupils rather then
on teachers.

3« Eleven investigations have been reviewed in which
teachers end clinicians have contributed items of objection-
eble pupil behavior. These ltems were utilized in the con-
struction of en snnoyance evalustion instrument for use
in the present inquiry.

4., On the whole, the relasted pupil behavior studles
serve to corroborate the eleven beasic investigations of

puplil behavior.

1Elisabeth Bennett, "A Compsrative Study of Annoysnces,"
British Journal of Psychology, XXXVI, Part 2 (Jenueary, 1946),
54-820
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5. Several investigations have been attempted with
the purpose of measuring teecher personality, but from the
stendpoint of thls study these findings have been so in-
conclusive that they sare of minimum value.

6. Some evidence exists to the effect that a measure

of annoyance can be devised.



CHAPTER III
THE PRELIMINARY QUESTIONNAIRE

In Chapter II 1t was pointed out that a few invest-
igators have attempted to construct psychological scales
of eannoyance. However, since no instrument has yet been
devised for teacher evaluation of pupil ennoyance, it
was necessery for the investigator to construct such a
device. The discussion which follows is intended to in-
form the reader concerning the process by which 1items
were obtsasined for this final esnnoyance evaluation instru-
ment.

Construction of the preliminary questionnaire.--

Pertinent literature in the flields of education, menteal
hygliene, psychology, and sociology was surveyed in order
that an inventory of pupil behavior items which teachers
end cliniciens have designated as objectionsble might be
obteined. Items for this inventory were secured from the
eleven studlies of objectionable pupil behavior which were
described in Chapter II. Certein items were reworded

end others were grouped in a new classification, but no
behavior 1tem wes entirely eliminated. Thls composite

inventory, consisting of 179 items, appears in Table I.

36
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TABLE I

A COMPOSITE INVENTORY OF 179 OBJECTIONABLE PUPIL BEHAVIOR
ITEMS WHICH APPEAR IN ELEVEN STUDIES

Pupil Behavior Item
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*For a discussion of these studies the resder is referred to
Chapter II.
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TABLE I (Continued)

_Studies in Which the Items Appear*
Pupil Behavior Item 1[2]3]4]5]6]7]8]9110 11
Dirtiness « « o o x x| x x x x
Discourteousness x
Disliking school
Disorderliness .
Displaying anger
Disturbing others
Doing extra work
Doing poor school work
Domineting others . .
Emotional iInstaebillity
Epileptic attacks .
Evading punishment
Exaggeration . .
Excitability e ¢ o
Failure to joln group
Fearfulness « « + .
Feeling unwanted .
Fighting e o o o o
Forgetting . « o o
Forging signatures
Gambling s o o o o
GOSSiping ® e o o
Grouchiness . « «
Gum CheWing e o o o
Having babylsh hsabit
Homosexusal activity
Hurting animals .
Idleness o o o @
Impoliteness .
Impulsiveness .
Inattentiveness
Incorrigibility
Indifference .
Inefficlency in
rlay . .

Inferliority feelings
Injuring others . . .
Inquisitiveness . . .
Interrupting . . « &
Irregular attendance
Irresponsibility . .
Irritability e e o »
Jealousy e o o o o o
Lacking a sense of humor
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TABLE I (Continued)

Studles in Which the Items Appear¥®
Pupil Behavior Item 112{3]14|5{6|7]8]9]|10}11
Lack of ambition . . . x x x
Lack of bowel control x
Lack of concentration
Lack of confidence . .
Lack of desire to plsy
Leck of group spirit
Lack of honor . . «
Lack of 1deals . . .
Lack of independence
Lack of 1lnltiative .
Lack of interest . . .
Lack of perseverance .
Lack of respect for aut
1ty ® o o o o o o o
Lack of urine control
Leziness ¢« ¢ o o e o o
Leeding others into mis
Listlessness .
Loitering o o
LYing s o o o
Making errors
Making excuses
Masturbation .
Meanness « « »
Meddling o o o
Mental conflict
Mischlevousness
MOOdineSS » o o
Moral cowardice
Moving seround
Nail-biting .
Neglectfulness
Nervousness .
Nolsiness , .
Not cooperating
Not studying . .
Obscenity, smuttiness
Officiousness e o o o
Overactivity . . . . &
Overconfidence . « « »
Overconscientiousness
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Oversuggestibility . .
Peev13hness ® ® o o o
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TABLE I (Continued)

Pupll Behavior Item l1i2,3|4|6|6]|7|8|9 (10|11

Persistency « « » -
Physiceal cowerdice
Pleying Jjokes . . «
Poor sportsmanshilp
Pretending e o o o
Protesting . « ¢« o
Pushing others . .
Quarrelsomeness . .
Refusing to admit faul
Refusing to answer .
Resentfulness . .
Restlessness .+
Retardation « « e«
Revengefulness .
Ridiculing others
Roudiness « « «
Rudeness « « o o
Scuffling « ¢ «
Secretiveness ., .
Self-consciousness
Selfishness « « « »
Self=pity o« ¢« o o
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Sensitiveness . .
Setting fires . .
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Showing interest in
38X ¢ e o o o
Showing off
Shyness +
Silliness .,
Smoking . .
Snobbishness
Spitefulness
Stealing e e
Stubbornness
Stuttering .
Sulkiness . .
Suspiciousness
Swearing .« « e
Telking aloud .
Talking to self
Tardiness « « e
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Pupil Behavior Item

Studies in Which the Items Appear®

1l

2
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T—Eflfng.........
Teasing ® o o o o =
Telling imaginative tales
Temper outbursts .,
Thoughtlessness .
Throwing objects .
Thumb-sucking . .
Truancy e o o o o
Unhapplness .+ . o«
Unnecesseary lasughte
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Unpopulerity . .

Unpreparedness .

Unresponsiveness .
UnSOCiability o o
Untrustworthiness

Wastefulness « . .
Whispering e o o o
Whistling e ° .
Wilful disobedience
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Writing notes e o o
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The next phase in the

construction of the preliminery

questionnaire was to transform the behavior items into some

sort of comparable form.

It was felt thest the items sas ob-

tained from the literature were too abstract and too indef-

inite to be measurable in an ennoyance evsluation instrument.

Upon submlitting the i1tems to several educational esuthorities,

it was decided that all of them should be stated in a word

or phrase denoting action.

In order that the reader might

become famliliar with this method of rephrasing the behavior

items, a few typical examples are listed below.



42

Item in Literature Item in Questionnalre

Dirtiness « o« o o Wears dirty clothes

Gambling ¢« « ¢ o o Plays marbles for keeps

LYIng o o ¢ ¢ o o o Lles when being questioned sbout

misconduct

Self-consciousness Acts self-conscious while in =

group

Throwing objects ., Throws erasers in the classroom

Wastefulness . . » Wastes paper while doing assignment

Worrying e« o o o o Expresses worry about school work
A total of 130 items, rephrased in this manner, was ob-
talned for use 1in the preliminary questionnsaire.

Since the purpose of the preliminary measuring device
was to select behavior items for use in the finsal annoy-
ance evaluation instrument, it was necessary to make a de-
cislon as to the criteria for the selection of such items,
It wes decided that items would be selected on the bssis
of frequency of occurrence, esnd ennoyence to teachers.

In order to measure all behavior items on the basis of these
criteria, two separate mesasuring instruments were invented.

A five-polnt rating scele, similar to the one suggested by
Guilford,1 was devised for the recording of frequency judg-
ments. Raters were asked to record their opinions concerning

the question, "How often have you encountered this behsvior

among your pupils during the present school year?" The

1J. P. Guilford, Psychometric Methods, pp. 270-72.
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Compeny, Inc., 1936.
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scale intervals were described by the following terms:
“"Never," "Very Infrequently," "Prequently," "Very Frequent-
1y," end "Most of the Time."l

An annoyance evaluation was also included in the pre-
liminary questionnsasilre. Raters were asked to asnswer the
question, "Does this behavior ennoy you?" In msaking this
annoyeance evaluation, if a behavior would be likely to
annoy the respondent he was instructed to answer "Yes."
A "No" answer was to be recorded if a behavior was never
annoying. If the respondent was doubtful as to whether

or not the behavior item would be likely to snnoy him,
or if he did not cleearly understand the item, he was in-

structed to encircle & question mark.

Administration of the preliminary gquestionnaire.--
The preliminary questionnelre was administered in Mearch,
1948, to seventy-three elementary school teachers of the
Flint, Michigen, public schools. As previously stated,
the subjects were enrolled in a University of Michlgen
course in child growth snd development. Detalled written
snd oral instructions asccompanied the questionnalre. In
order that all results might remein snonymous, two proced-

ures were adhered tos (1) respondents were told not to

lmhe reeder will find a copy of the preliminary
questionnaire, entitled, "My Opinions Concerning Pupll
Behavior," in the Appendix.
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sign their nsmes, and (2) each respondent was provided with
a stamped envelope to be malled directly to the investigator.
The subjJects were encouraged to edd and evaluate any be-
havior items which they believed should be included in a
list of this sort. Completed questionnaires were obtained
from seventy elementary school teachers.

Analysis of datsa.--In Taeble II the reader will find

e summarization of the date obtained from the preliminary
questionnalre. Items are presented in the order of their
annoyance evaluation rank. This rank was determined by
the number of "Yes" responses by seventy subjects. The
last two columns of the table are devoted to the rating
scale scores obtained from the frequency Judgments. Since
frequency judgments ranged from a low of "O" to a high of
"4," the means scores could hypothetically renge from
0.00 to 4.00.

Upon analyslis of these datsa, thirty-five l1tems were
selected for use in the final instrument., These items,
which are indicated in Taeble II by asterisks (#), were
chosen on the bassis of their high annoyance judgment
ranks and their high frequency Judgment ranks.
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ANNOYANCE EVALUATIONS AND FREQUENCY JUDGMENTS OF 130 PUPIL
BEHAVIOR ITEMS BY 70 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

Annoyance Frequency
Pupil Behavior Item fvaluation Judgment
YES" Mesan
s Response|Rank | Score| Rank
*Coughs without covering his
faceo‘oooooo.ooo 61 1 1.9 9
*Demends attention from the
teacher even when she 1s busy o9 2 1.8 | 16
*Has dirty face snd hends . . . 57 3 1.5 | 32
¥Disturbs other pupils during
Study periods ® o o o o & o 56 4 1.7 23
¥Has bOdy odor ® o o o o o o o 55 S 1.2 S0
*Wears dirty clothes . « « o & 53 6e5 l.4 | 38.5
Hurts animels e o o o & ¢ o » 53 6.5 0.4 123,.5
#Hands in papers that arentt
neat [ L o L ] [ [ J [ J [ J L J [ ] L J * 52 10 2.0 3
¥Lies when being questioned
about misconduct « ¢« ¢« ¢ o o 52 10 l.2 | 50
*Picks on younger children . . 52 |10 1.1 | 61
¥Defaces 1library books . . « 52 |10 1.1 | 61
Carves initials on his desk . o2 10 0.7 001
#Crowds sheed of others in 1line 51 16.5 2.0 3
ever gets things done on time 51 16.5 1.9 9
#Makes a disturbsnce when the
teacher leaves the classroom ol 16.5 1.6 | 28
¥Is tardy frequently . . o o . 51 16.5| 1.6 | 28
¥Bulllies other pupils on the
Playground « « « ¢ o o o o - 381 16.56 l.4 | 38.5
*ralls to obey a8 safety patrol
DOY o o o o o o o o o o o o 51 16.5 1.3 | 43.5
¥Gets out of l1line during fire
drills e ®© © e o o e e & o @ 51 16,5 l.2 50
Ridicules clothes of snother
pupil e o o o o & o » s o » 51 16.5 0.6 108.5
Steals another pupilts lunch . 50 21 0.3 128
¥Forgets to bring school supplies]
toclass.......... 49 26.5 260 3
*Doesn't pay attention to class
discussion . . ® ®© ® o o o o 49 25.5 1l.9 9
¥Slouches down in his seat . . 49 25.5| 1.7 | 23

*Indicates items selected for fin

uation instrument.

al snnoysnce eval-
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gnngyﬂgie Frequency
valuation Judgment
Pupil Behavior Item TTE3 Vo
Response|Rank | Score | Rank
¥Makes noises during study
periods o o o e o e e 49 25.5 l.2 850
Does the opposite of what the
teacher tells him e o o o o 49 2095 1.0 72
Snoops in desks of other pupils 49 25.5 0.9 83
Won't heng up his clothes ¢« « o 49 25.5 0.9 83
Breaks school windows « « o o « 49 25.5 0.4 123.5
¥Neglects to do his assignment . 48 31 1.7 23
“Interrupts during class dis-
cusslons e ® o ¢ © ® o o o o 48 31 l.7 23
*Picks his nose ¢ & o o o e o o 48 31 1.5 32
Throws erasers in the classroom 47 35 O.4 123.5
#Wastes paper while doing sssign-
ment . . . 47 35 l.8 16
#*Blows bubble gum in the class-
room e o ™ e © @ o e e o 4% 35 1.2 50
¥Shows off when visitors enter
the classroom . . e o e o 47 30 1.1 61
(Boy) pulls up girls' skirts 47 35 0.6 108.5
*Won't start working without
being prompted . . o e o o 46 38 1.9 9
#Is impolite to other pupils o o 45 41 2.0 3
*IS a tattle-tale e o o o o ® 45 41 1.7 23
*Reads comic books during study
PEriods « o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o 45 41 l.2 50
Ceuses a disturbance during
83senmbly Programs « « o o o o 45 41 1.0 72
Shoots spit balls in the class-
room e o o o o e o 'Y 45 4] 0.6 108.5
Pushes pupils into their seats 44 44 1.0 72
#Chews gum in the classroom . . 43 |47.5 | 1.8 16
*Copies enother pupils answers , 43 |47.5 | 1.7 23
*Teases other children « « o« o« » 43 47.5 1.4 38.5
Trips another pupil ¢« ¢ ¢« o o o 43 47.5 0.9 83
Writes smutty notes ¢ o« ¢ o o o 43 47.5 0.8 925
Writes on the lavatory walls . 43 47,5 0.7 101
*Hes a cluttered desk o« o o o o 42 52 1.7 23
Scuffles in the halls « o ¢ o o 42 52 l.4 38.5

¥Indicetes items selected for final ennoyance evsal=-

uation instrument.
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Anngya:;e Frequency
Evaluation Judgment
Pupil Behavior Item WYEST Mo
Response | Rank | Score | Rank

Uses profane language « o« o o« 42 52 0.6 108.5
Defies the teacher to carry out

her proposed punishment . . « 41 5153 0.9 83
Whistles in the classroom ., . 4] 5157 0.7 101
Pilnches other puplils « ¢« « o« 41 556 0.7 101
Invents false stories sabout

the conduct of other pupils . 40 57.5 0.7 101
Smokes on school premises « « 40 857.5 03 128
Shuffles his feet while walking 39 61 1.2 50
Pretends he doesn't hear the

te8CheIr ¢« ¢ o o o o ¢ o o o o 39 61 0.9 83
Refuses to answer questions ., . 39 61 0.8 92.5
Wets his peants e o o o o o o o 39 61 OC.b 116
Thumbs his nose a2t others . . . 39 61 0.4 123.5
Starts arguments about minor

points ® @6 o ® o6 o o o o o o 38 64.5 l.2 S0
Forges slgnatures . . o o . 38 64.5 0.5 116
Talks without permission during

study periods « « « « o o o 37 67 2.0 S
Leughs unnecessarily during

class discussions ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 37 67 l.1 61
Pulls snother pupilt!s hair . . 37 67 0.6 108.5
Whispers during study periods . 36 70 1.9 9
Acts llke =n b&by e o ¢ o o o o 36 70 1.0 72
Threatens to hurt other pupils 36 70 0.8 925
Fights on the playground . . . 35 75 1.5 32
Trecks dirt into the classroom 35 75 1.5 32
Won't cooperate with a group . 35 75 l.2 50
Wants to get a drink right after

he has had one . . o o o 35 75 0.9 83
Gossips about other pupils o o 35 75 0.9 83
Draws belittling pictures of

others e o e o6 o o o © s o o 35 75 0.5 116
Masturbates o« ¢ « o« o o o o o o 35 75 0.5 116
Gives sl1lly enswers to serious

questions e @ & e ¢ o o o o o 34 79 0.7 101
Squims in his sesat . e o o o o 33 82 1.8 16
Can't be depended on to do an

important jJob ¢« « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o 33 82 l.2 50
Refuses to admit mistekes « o« o 33 82 l.1 61
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Annoyance Frequency
Pupll Behavior Item Evaluation Judgment
"YES" Mean
Response { Renk | Score | Rank
Loiters around school after hour 33 82 1.0 72
Sucks his thumb ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o o . 33 82 0.5 116
Makes excuses for his misconduct 32 85.95| 1.5 32
Talks aloud to self . e o o o o 32 85-5 1.1 61
Is an &apple polisher . « « « o 30 87 0.8 92.5
Is easily distracted from one
problem to smother . . ¢« « o 29 89 1.9 9
Attracts attention of a group . 29 89 1.6 28
Bltes finger nails e o o o o @ 29 89 1.1 61
Pesses notes in the classroom . 26 91 l.4 58¢5
Always wants to be the leader . 28 93 1.8 16
Plays practicel jokes on the
teacheér ¢« ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o P 256 93 0.4 123.5
Skips 8choOl .« o« ¢ ¢ o o o o o 25 893 0.9 83
Bregs sbout his achievement . 21 97 1.1 61
Gets maed when his team loses . 21 97 0.8 92.5
Sperms so much time checking his
work that he can't finish his
assignment ® o @ o ¢ o o o o 21 o7 0.7 101
Seys he wont't study because he
doesn't like the subject . . 21 o 0.5 116
Puts pencils in his mouth . . . 21 o7 1.4 38.5
Learns very 8lowly . « o ¢ o o 19 101 1.9 9
Shows excessive interest in
opposite sex . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 19 101 l.4 38. 5
Exaggerates injury from enother
PUpPll « ¢ o o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ o o 19 101 1.0 72
Day dreams frequently « e « o o 17 1O03.5 1.3 43,9
Cries €8311Y 4« o ¢ o o o o o o 17 103.5] l.1 61
Wants to know his examinstion
mark before other pupils are
given theirs e o o o o o o o 16 1056 0.7 101
Bluffs answer to question « . 15 106 1.0 72
(Boy) acts like & S1SSY o « o o 14 107.5/ 0.5 116
Plays cards on school premises 14 107.5| 0.4 123.5
Always plays with his own clique 13 110 1.4 3845
Sulks after being punished . . 13 110 1.0 72
Never wants to go to the play-
Eround o o o ¢ o o o o o o o 13 110 0.8 92.5
Attempts to show off hi
physical strength « ¢« « o o o 12 112.5( 0.9 83
Shows sexual interest in persons
Of his OWNn S8X o ¢ o ¢ o o o 12 112.5| 0.5 116
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TABLE II (Continued)

Annoysence Frequency
Pupll Behavior Item Evaluation Judgment
"YEs" Mean
Response | Rank |Score | Rank
Never understands a jJjoke . . » 11 115 0.8 92.5
Objects to physical work . « e« 11 116 0.6 108.5
Is slways too dressed up to do
physical Work o« o« ¢ ¢ o o o« 11 1156 0.2 130
Avoids physical contact games 10 118 0.7 101
Complains to the teacher when
he 1is given g besd mark . . ° 10 118 0.5 116
Thinks SlOle o o e o o o » 10 118 l.8 16
Tells imeginsative tales e o o 9 120.5) 1.0 72
Withdreaews from a group « « « e« ) 120.5| 0.9 83
Plays marbles for keeps . . 8 122.5| 1.8 16
Won't speak to persons he dis-
likes e ® ® ® e & o o ® e o 8 122.5 Qe 128
Is overconfident about his
abllity to do an sassignment 7 126.5| 1l.1 61
Stammers ¢ o o« ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o 7 125.5 l.1 61
Acts self-conscious while 1n
a group . . . . 7 1256.5| 1.0 72
Protests 1ength of assignment 7 125.5{ 0.9 83
Acts shy among others « « « » 6 128 l.2 50
(Girl) scts like = tomboy . . 5 129 0.8 92.5
Expresses worry sebout school
WOPK ¢ o o ¢ © ¢ © o o o o o 4 130 1.1 61

SUMMARY

A totsasl of 179 1tems of objectionable pupil bqhavior
was secured from pertinent literature, These items were
rephrased so as to be comparable in form and to denote action.
The revised items were incorporated in the preliminary quest-
ionnaire, sn instrument which was designed to measure both
l1tem occurrence asnd item annoyance. The preliminary quest-
lonnaire was administered to a selected group of elementary
school teachers, and the datas thus obtained were employed in
the selection of thirty-five behavior items for use in the

final snnoyance evaluation instrument. -



CHAPTER IV
CONSTRUCTION OF THE FINAL INQUIRY
The final inquiry consisted of three perts: (1)
e personal date inventory, (2) the Guilford-Martin Person-
ality Inventories, and (3) an annoysance evsluation in-
strument.l This chepter will be devoted to & discussion

of the constructlon of each of these parts.

CONSTRUCTION OF A PERSONAL DATA INVENTORY

Since one of the hypotheses of the present investi-
gation deals with the relationship between the personality
traits of teachers and certeaeln of thelr personal capaci-
ties, it was necessary to include a personal dats inven-
tory in the final Iinquiry. Such personal l1tems as age,
marital snd family status, educational status, teaching
and pupill losads, gredes teught, teaching experience, and
future vocational plans were included In this inventory.
The subjects were also instructed to indicate the semester
hours of college credit they had obtasined in various ed-

ucation, psychology, end soclology courses., The inventory

1The reader will find a copy of the final inquiry,
entitled, "A Survey of Tesacher Opinion Concerning Pupil
Behavior," in the Appendix,
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was prepared in such a manner that each item could be
snswered by a check (x) or a short response. Thus the
scoring and coding of items entalled a minimum of statis-

tical operations.

SELECTION OF A PERSONALITY INVENTORY

One of the most crucial decisions to be made by the
suthor while proceeding with the present investigstion
involved the selection of a personslity inventory. It
was reslized that personality 1s a relstively intengible
gquantity and that existing personselity instruments are
far from perfect. Cattell recently indiceted the 4diffi-
cultles thet ere involved in personallty measurement when
he sald:

Extremely little research has been directed, in
fact, to obtaining meaningful, defined measurements
of personallity varlaebles or toward systematizling the
task of describing personslity. Psychologists have
met their difficultles with a vigorous smothering
ettack, but the apparently endless booty of thils on-
slaught, sometimes of dazzling novelty, must not be
allowed to blind us to the fact that exactness of pre-
diction and depth of theoretical understanding hsve
made practically no advance at all.

Ellls, after meking =an extensive survey of valildity
studlies of personslity questionnsaires, came to & similar

conclusion. He stated:

1Raymond B. Cattell, Description and Measurement of
Personality, p. 5. New York: Wworld Book Company, 1946,
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We may conclude . . . that Judging from the vslid-
i1ty studies on group-administered personality question-
naires thus far reported in the literature, there is
at best one chsnce in two that these tests will valld-
ly discriminate between groups of adjusted and melad-
Justed individusals, and there is very little indica-
tion that they can be safely used to diagnose individ-
ual cases or to give valid estimations of the person-
ality traits of specific respondents.l -

In spite of the shortcomings of personallity evaluation
devices as they now exist, they sre widely used by current
investigators. This fact was supported by Ellis, who recent-
ly made an examination of the research studies in the sares
of personality questionnaires. Ellils concluded that:

1. Paper and pencil tests of personality are
still belng very widely used by educators, psycholo-
gists, and soclologists for both research snd clin-
iceal purposes.

2. Interest has shifted largely from the older
personality inventories to the newer ones like the
Guilford-Martin, Humm-Wedsworth, Cornell, and--especial-
ly--the Minnesoba Multiphasic questionnaires.Z2
In maeking the final selection of a personality in-

strument for use in the present investigaetion, the author
carefully considered the possibility of employing project-
ive personsality devices, as well as the four paper-pencil

tests of personality suggested by Ellis. Projective in-

lAlbert Ell1s, "The Validity of Personality question-

naires," Psychological Bulletin, XLIII (September, 1946),
425,

Zp1bert Elllis, "Personality Questionnaires," Review
of Educational Research, XVII (February, 1947), 59.
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struments were rejected because the suthor lacked the skill
to administer and to interpret such measuring devices.
The Cornell Service Index was not deemed to be suiteble for
the present investigation because it was specifically de-
signed for use with military personnel. The Humm-Wadsworth
Temperasment Scale 1s not sold on the open market and was
therefore rejected for this project. Likewise, the Minnesote
Multiphasic Personelity Inventory was not chosen because
it 1s essentially an instrument which attempts to differ-
entiate between normals and abnormals, not to measure the
personality tralts of individuals.

The Gullford-Martin Personslity Inventories.--The

Gullford-Martin Inventories were selected for use in the
present investigation becsuse: (1) staetistical studiles
have shown them to be smong the most reliable and vsliad
personality instruments now availesble; (2) the require-
ments of this study necessitated the use of instruments
which would measure personality traits rather than
differentiate normal individuals from abnormal; (3) the
Inventories are availaeble to sny member of the American
Psychological Association; and (4) the responses can be

machine scored.
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A complete dlscussion of scoring weights, reliability
and validity studles, and norms for each of the inventories
sppears in the respective manusals. Since these menusals are
readily avalleble, such informetion i1s not included in
this chapter. However, it would seem appropriate at this
point to discuss the general nature of each of the three
inventories. The Guilford Inventory of PFactors STDCR,
like the other two inventories, was developed on the basis
of factor-snalysis studles of ltems in personsality question-
naires. It was designed to encompass the area of person-
ality treditionally known as introversion-extreaversione.

The Guilford-Martin Inventory of Factors GAMIN (Abridged
Edition) purports to measure such factors as genersal pres-
sure for overt activity, ascendancy and submissiveness in
soclial situations, masculinity and femininity, inferiority
and self-confidence, and nervous tenseness and irriteblility.
The Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory was designed pri-
marily to be used in industriel situstions, and attempts

to measure such treits as objectivity, esgreeebleness, snd
cooperativeness. A total of 511 questions appears in the

Guilford-Martin Inventories, snd all responses csn be

machine scored.

CONSTRUCTION OF AN ANNOYANCE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT
A description of the method for selecting thirty-

five pupil behavior items for use 1in the final annoyance
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evaluation instrument has been presented in Chapter III.
The discussion which follows will be concerned with the pro=-
cedures utllized in the construction of that finsal instrument.

The method of paired compearisons.--Upon surveying the

various procedures which could be employed for the mesasure-
ment of annoyance, the method of palred compsarisons was
selected. It was believed that such a procedure would be
especlally effective because the present investigaetion was
essentlally concerned with stimmli esnd responses. Thur-
stone, who 1s credited as beilng one of the major contribu-
tors to the method of peaired comparisons, discussed the
stimulus-response aspects of it by sayilng:
The stimulil whose magnitudes are to be measured
are presented to the subject in paired compsarisons.
For each comparison he decides which of the two is
the stronger. It 1s assumed that each of the stimmli
has an unknown mean magnitude for the group and that
there 1s a standard error of observation for each
stimulus. Every Judgment is assumed to be the result
of four determinable factors, namely, the two stim-
ulus ma%nitudes and the two stendard errors of obser-
vation.

Uhrbrock and Richardson reduction method.--Guilfordl

has indicated that the chief objectlion to the method of

praired comparisons is that it tskes too much time and is

11. L. Thurstone, "The Method of Paired Compearisons
for Social Values," Journsal of Abnormal and Soclal Psych-
ology, XXI (Jeanuary-March, 1927), 397-98.

2guilford, op. cit., p. 235.
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wearylng to the judges. He pointed out that when the
number of stimulil 1s greater than fifteen, the task of
Judging pairs of stimmli becomes long end irksome. Guil-
ford discussed the psychological basis for reducing the
number of palrs of stimuli by saying:

There is nothing sacrossnct sbout peiring each
stimulus with every other one in the series. To do
SO probably does tend to emphasize the unity of the
continuum in question in the minds of the Judges.

And yet some stimulil in long series sre so far epart
psychologically that the proportions of Judgments
approach 1.00; hence the differences sre so unrelieble
as to be useless for the computation of scale values.
Therefore, not every stimulus is a good standard with
which to compare all the stimull of the series. It
is often a proper procedure to select from 2ll the
stimull a limited number to become the standards for
the scale. These should be chosen at spproximately
equel intervals elong the scale and they should be
emong the least ambiguous of the lot.l

Since thirty-five stimull were involwved in the present
Investigation, it was decided that a reduction method

suggested by Uhrbrock and Richardson? be employed. These

investigators suggested a method whereby, in the case of
the present study, the number of pairs could be reduced

from a possible 595 to only 295. In adapting this device
for use in the final annoyance evalustion Instrument, the

writer broke the list of thirty-five pupll behavior items

l1vi4., p. 23s.

2Uhrbrock end Richardson, op. cilt., pp. 141-54,
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into three groups of ten each and one group composed of
the five key 1ltems. The key items were chosen in accord-
ence with the procedure just suggested by Guilford. The
remaining items were arbitrarily assigned to Groups A, B,

and C.1l The following comparisons were meade:

Items Compared Number of Comparisons
Items within Group A with each

other « « » e @ e o 45
Items within Group B with each

other « + s e . 45
Items within Group C with each

other « « o« s o o » e 45
Items within Key Group with

each other . . . . . 10
Key Group items with all remain-

ing jtems « . . o @ o o o o o 150

TOTAL o [ ] ® [ ] [ ] L] [ ] ® [ ] ® L J [ ] 295

Ross method for presentation of psirs.--Ross? devised

a unique method for the presentation of pszirs in paired
comparisons instruments. He summarlzed the objectives of

this method by stating:

It is desireble that the experimental series
should (1) eliminate space and time errors, (2) avoid
regular repetitions which might influence judgment,
end (3) maintain the greatest possible spacing be-
tween pairs involving any gilven member of the stimulus
group.®

1‘I‘he reader will find a 1list of the thirty-five items,
grouped according to the Uhrbrock sand Richardson procedure,
in the Appendix.

2Ross, op._cit., pp. 375-82.

31bid., p. 375.
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It was declded that the Ross method could be appropriately
used in the construction of the final snnoyance evaluation
instrument. In spplying this method to the present invest-
igation, the followling procedures were adhered to:

1. Within the order of the thirty-five behavior
items, pairs involving the ssme member were separated
by & maximum of seventeen pairs and by a minimum of
sixteen peirs. A table prepared by Ross,l which re-
qulires the substitution of pertinent values, was
utilized by the investigator for this process.

2. The serles thus obtained was bealasnced so thsat
any given member would appear an equal number of
times &s the first and second member of a pair.

5. Those pairs were eliminsted which would not

normally occur when the Uhrbrock and Richardson re-
duction method is employed.

SUMMARY

A finel questionnaire consisting of a personsal dsts
inventory, a personsality battery, and an snnoysnce eval-
uation instrument was devised. The personal data inven-
tory contained personsal items which would be required for
the testing of one of the basic hypotheses. The Guilford-
Martin Personality Inventories were selected becsuse of
thelir pertinence to the present investigstion. The peaired

comparlisons method, as modified by the Uhrbrock and Rich-

1vid., p. 379, Teble V.
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ardson reduction method asnd the Ross method for presen-

tation of pairs, was utilized for the construction of the

final annoysance evaluation instrument.



CHAPTER V
COLLECTION AND TABULATION OF DATA
The preceding discussion has been concerned with the
direction taken by the present investigation previous to
the collection of final data. This chapter will deal with
the procedures which were adhered to in order that the

final data might be collected and tabuleted.

SELECTION OF SUBJECTS

The subjects for the present investigstion were se-
lected in such & manner as to include teachers from all
of the twenty-eight schools of Flint, Michigen. Thirty-
seven of the two hundred subjects selected to answer the
finel questionnaire were enrolled in a University of Mich-
igan course in child growth asnd development. These thirty-
seven teachers were distributed smong twenty-seven Flint
schools. In order to secure the coopersation of the remain-
ing teachers, the investigsator went directly to thirteen
of the twenty-eight Flint schools, which were selected st
rendom from that number.

Table IIT indicates the distribution by schools of
8ll the elementary school teachers in Flint, of teachers
selected to answer the final guestionnaire, and of teachers

60
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DISTRIBUTION BY SCHOOLS OF ALL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
IN FLINT (MICHIGAN), OF TEACHERS SELECTED TO ANSWER THE
FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE, AND OF TEACHERS COMPLETING IT

Teachers on | Teachers Selecte Teachers
Name of School Staff to Answer Completing
Questionnaire Questionnaire

Civic Park . . 25% 23 16
Clark e © o o 17 i 1
COdy e o o o @ 17* 13 13
COOK o o o o ° 15 3 2
Coolidge o o« « 13% 12 9
Dewey *® o o o 13 1 1
Dort o« o ¢ o . 18 1l 1
Doyle e o o o 13 1 1
Durent . e o o 14 1 1
Falrview « . 13 3 3
Garfield « « 1% 11 11
Hazelton « « o 21 2 2
Homedale « « 2% 9 9
Jefferson + . 12 2 2
Kearsley « « o o% 9 9
Lewls o « o o 24% 22 22
Lincoln .« « 17% 6 5
Longfellow « . 21 1 h
MCKinley e o o 12 1 1
Martin . « o . 18% 16 16
Oak Street « . 11 1 1
Parkl and e o o 11 2 2
Pierson . « 23% 19 18
Roosevelt . . 13% 12 12
Stevenson . . 11 1 1
Walker o o o o 13% 11 9
Washington « o 23 2 2
Zimmerman . . 20% 14 10

Total « « . 460 200 181

¥3ub jects contacted directly by the investigator.

Re=~

maining subjects were enrolled in a University of Michigen
course in child growth and development.



62

completing it. It should be noted that out of the 234
teachers of the thirteen schools which the investigator
contacted directly, 177 completed questionnaires. It
should also be pointed out that over 90 percent of the
teachers who volunteered to esnswer the finsl questionnsaire
actually completed it.

As was indicated in Chepter I, the subjects for the
present study were confined to Flint, Michigan. It was
contended that Flint is a fairly typicel industrial city
end that it 1s mede up of a cross section of most creeds,
reces, and nationalities. Schools were selected on the
basis of a raendom sampling in order that all types of schools
might be included in the survey. The suthor attempted to
select the subjects in such a manner that those selected
would be representative of the entire teaching staff of

the Flint schools.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE
As a first step in the administration of the final
questionnaire, administrative and supervisory officials
of the Flint schools were contacted and arrangements were
made for the various teacher groups to meet with the in-
vestigator. The thirty-seven teachers enrolled in &

University of Michigan course were met by the investigator
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during a part of three regular clsss periods. At the first
of these meetings, the questionnsaire material was distributed
end directions were given concerning the completion of the
project. At two subsequent meetings, questions pertinent

to the project were answered and completed questionnaires
were then collected.

In order to contect the remaining sub jects, the in-
vestigator obtained permission from the asslstent super-
intendent of schools to visit the principals of the thir-
teen schools discussed above. The writer explained the
nature of the investigsation to these principsals, gave them
semple questionnaires, and arrsnged for meetings with members
of their teaching staffs. These meetings were conducted
in a manner similar to those held with the members of the
University of Michigsn class and an attempt was msde to

carry out a common modus operendl for all meetings.

Instructions to respondents.--Detalled written end

oral instructions were given to the respondents.l In a
brief oral introduction, the nature and purpose of the
project were expleined. The subjects were told that their

cooperation was not obligatory but that a large number of

lrpne reasder will find the written instructions on
peages 1-2 of the final questionnaire in the Appendix.
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respondents would be hlighly desirsasble. The subjects were
informed that the project would teke approximately three
hours and that they could complete the questionnsaire at
their convenlence.

The respondents were asked not to discuss the gquestion-
naire with others before they hed completed it. They were )
instructed to record their answers to the Guilford-Martin
inventories and to the asnnoyance evaluation instrument
on machine asnswer sheets. 1In the case of the annoyance
evaluation instrument, detailed instructions were glven con-
cerning the metﬁod for meking decisions.

Anonymity of responses.-—Fischerl carried out exten-

sive research to discover what effect the use of signatures
on personal questionnaires would have on the results. He
administered the college form of Mooney's Problem Check
List to 102 upperclasss women students in psychology, first
with and then without the use of signatures. Upon analyzing
the data end comparing his findings with those of other
investigators, Fischer concluded that:
e o o it would appear that the use of signatures on
personal questionnsaires (perticularly in the case of
highly personal items or serious problems) might have

a relative inhibitory effect on the honesty end frank-
ness of the people responding to them.Z2

lpobert P. Fischer, "Signed Versus Unsigned Personeal
Questionnaires," Journsel of Applied Psychology, XXX (June,

2Ibid., pe. 225.
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In order to profit from Fischer's findings, all res-
ponses 1n the present investigation were kept strictly enon-
ymous. The following procedures were adhered to in order
to sttaln anonymlty of responses:

l. Esach respondent was given an envelope con-
talning all survey meterial. A code number had been
previously placed on the envelope and on 8ll material
contained therein.

2. Each teacher who volunteered to asnswer the
questionnaire was asked to hand in a "Teacher Ident-
ification Sheet," containing her code number, name,
address, and school. Thlis sheet was turned over im-
mediately to a2 representative of the teachert's group,
who was 1lnstructed to act as an intermediary between
the investigator and each teacher.

3. Teeachers were instructed to hand their com-
pleted questionnalires to another group representstive,
who in turn submitted all gquestionnalires directly to
the investigator.

By means of this procedure, neither the investigator nor
any of the group representatives hed knowledge at any time
of what responses were submltted by a certaln teacher.

Final contacts with sdministrators and teachers.--In

order that the completed questionnaires could be obtained
soon after they were due, "reminder" letters were sent to
those individual teachers who were late in suﬁmittlng their
responses. Also, 8ll teachers received a form 1etter‘of
thanks for taeking part in the project. In addition, letters
of ascknowledgment were sent to the administrative officieals

and school principals who hed aessisted in the project.
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SCORING OF RESPONSES

The responses to the Gullford-Martin inventories and
to the annoyance instrument were machine scored. Machine
scoring stenclls, prepared by Guilford and Martin, were
utilized for the computation of personslity trait scores.
The machine operator adhered to the directions which ac-
companied the stencils, and all raw scores were blaced on
the corresponding asnswer sheets.

In the case of the annoyance instrument, the invest-
igator invented & separsaste machine scoring stencil for
each of the thirty-five 1tems of pupil behavior. The total
score for each of these items represented the number of
times it had been selected as being more annoying than the
items with which i1t hed been compared. Thus, scores could
range from zero through thirty-four for each of the key
items snd from zero through fourteen for each of the group
items. The machine operator re;orded each of the thirty-
five annoyence scores on the corresponding answer sheets.

The personsl dats inventory was hand scored by the
investigator. Since the inventory was constructed in
such a manner that responses could be indicated by a single
check, the scoring process was actuslly incorporated into
the coding procedure, both operations being conducted sim-

ultaneously.
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CODING AND RECORDING OF DATA

All information obtelned from the finsl gquestionnaire
was codifled and recorded on punched cerds. The Guilford-
Martin raw scores were simply tresnsferred unaltered to
these cards. The ennoyance scores were first tranémuted
into annoyeance percenteges, thus a key item score of 14
out of a possible 34 would be equlivalent to an ennoyance
percentage of 41. These annoyance percentasges were then
codified by the process of omitting the "ones" digit. 1In
the case of the annoyence percentsege of 41, for exsmple,
the code number would be "4." Similarly, an snnoyance
percentage of 82 would be codified "8." A numerical code
was also established for the personal data inventory res-
ponses.

Upon completion of the codification process, the
survey materiel was recorded on punched cards. The follow-
ing data were recorded on the eighty columns of these cards:

le Serial numbers of respondents: columns 1-3,
inclusive.

2. Guilford-Martin reaw scores (two columns esach):
columns 4-29, inclusive.

3. Annoyence evalustion coded scores (one column
eech)s columns 30-64, inclusive.

4. Personal dats coded scores (one column each):
columns 65-80, inclusive.



SUMMARY

Two hundred teachers representing ell of the twenty-
elght Flint; Michlgen, elementary schools volunteered to
answer the finsl questionnsaire and 181 sctuslly completed
it. After making arreangements with the proper authorities,
meetings were held with various teacher groups and the
survey materials were distributed. Detalled oral and
written instructions accompanled the gquestionnaire and
all results were kept strictly asnonymous. Routine final
contacts were made with the administrators and teachers
concerned. Responses were machine scored asnd hasnd scored,
eand all responses were codified. Upon completion of the
codification process, the scores were recorded on punched

cards.



CHAPTER VI
ANALYSIS OF DaTal

It 1s the function of this chapter to present sn ex-
plenation of the principal stetistical procedures which
were employed in the analysis of final questionnalire data.
The discussion will be primarily concerned with three phases
of date snalysis: (1) interpretation of responses to the
final inquiry, (2) determination of the significence of
certain coefficients of correlstion, and (3) determination
of the significence of certain correlation ratios.

Interpretation of responses to the finel inguiry.--

In order that the personal data responses might be viewed
in thelr totality, means and standard deviations were
computed for each of the personal data inventory items.

A formule devised by Peters and Ven Voorhis,<? which in-

volves the determination of means from guessed mesns, was

lFormulas for the computation of Pearson r, eta, means,

standard deviations, epsilon, and chi-square, which were
employed in the snelysis of dsta, may be found on the "Hol-
lerith Machine Computation Sheet," in the Appendix.

ZCharles C. Peters and Walter R. Van Voorhis, Statis-
ticel Procedures and Thelr Mathematical Bases, p. 47.
New York:s McGraw-Hill Book Compeny, inc., 1940.
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utilized for this operation. Another formmla, suggested by
the same suthors,l was utilized for the computation of
stendard deviations. Both of these formles were selected
beceuse of the fact that they can be easily edapted to
Hollerith machine computation.

Personality inventory responses were also carefully
analyzed. Means and standard deviations, computed in the
manner Jjust described, were obtained for sll treit scores.
The significence of the differences between the means of
these scores and the norms estseblished for the Guilford-
Mertin inventories was tested by the criticsl ratio on t.

A formle suggested by Garrett? was employed for this
procedure.

The annoyance evaluation responses were interpreted
in terms of sceale values. Scale values are merely the mean
proportion of times that a certain behavior was evaluated
es more annoying than the behavior with which it was paired.
A method of obtaining these values suggested by Guilfordd
was utilized in this operation. Standard deviations of esch
of the scale values were computed in the sasme manner as for

the personal data responses.

1ibid., p. 72, formils 28a.
2Garrett, op. cit., p. 198, formula 29.
S@uilford, op. cit., pp. 225-35.
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Determinetion of the significance of certein coefficients

of correlation.--The product moment method of correlstion

was used to determine the linear relationship between esach
of the thirteen Guilford-Martin trait scores and easch of
the annoyence eveluation scale values end personsl data
responses. A method devised by Dwyer,l which involves the
computation of moments with cumulative totals, was chosen
for this phase of the date analysis. The Dwyer method was
especially sdeptaeble to the present investigation because
it assumes that computation can be done by Hollerith mach-
ines. Dwyer expleaeined the theoreticsl sspects of his
method by steting:
It 1s possible to apply the cummlative technique
in getting product moments involving two varisbles.
e ¢ o« When Hollerith machines ere used, it 1s only
necessary to sort the cards for x and to wire the
machine to give cumulations on verisbles x, y, 2,
etec. If the machine 1s adjusted to tske totals with
each change in X, the tspe records simultsesneously the
values of C(xx), C(yy), C(2z), etce With a summary

punch 1t 1s possible to form successive cumulations
easily.?2

In the adaptation of the Dwyer procedure to the present
investigation, the following values were obtalned by mesans

of Hollerith machine computation:

lpaul s. Dwyer, "The Computation of Moments With the
Use of Cumulative Totals," The Annals of Mathematical Statis-
tics, IX (December’ 1938)’ 288-304,

2fbid., p. 301l.
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l. Zx = Cumuletion of the devietions of the
personality tralt scores from their meen.
2. £y = Cumulation of the devietions of the
ennoyance evaluation scale values and the personsl data

responses,

3« £ xy = Cumulation of the product of these two
devietions.

4. £x2 = Cumulation of the squares of the devi-
ations of the personslity trait scores from their meene.

5. £y2 = Cumulation of the squares of the devi-
ations of the annoyence evalustion scale values and
the personal data responses from their mesan.

6. Z L (N) = Number of cases.

After these values had been computed, they were substituted
in a formula for the calculation of coefficients of corre-
lation which was suggested by Dwyer.l

The rellebllity of each coefficient of correlation
thus obtained was tested sgainst the null hypothesis, which
implies that no true difference exists between two varisbles.
Garrett? proposed a method of testing the significance of
an r which allows one to interpolate the level of signif-
icance directly from a table.® In the spplication of this

method to the present investigation, the first step was to

lLoc. clt.

“Henry E. Garrett, Statistics in Psychology and Ed-
ucation, pp. 299-302. New York: Longmens, Green snd Co.,
1947,

351bid., p. 299.
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determine the number of degrees of freedom. Since the quan-
tity (N-2) represents this number, snd since N was 181 for
the present investigation, the number of degrees of freedom
was found to be 179. By means of the Garrett procedure,

the .05 and .01 significence levels were determined to be
147 and .192, respectively. This meens that only five
times in one hundred trials would an r as lsrge as 3 .147
appear by accidents of sampling if the populstion T were
actually .00; end only once in one hundred triasls would

ean r of 4 .192 sppear 1f the population r were .00,

Determination of the significance of correlsastion

retios.--It was suspected that the relationship between
the Guilford-Martin treit scores snd the annoyance values
snd personal date responses might be non-linear. In order
to determine the linearity of regression for each of these
relationships, correlation ratios were computed.

Since a correlation ratio (eta) equels the standerd
deviation of the mesns of the columns or rows divided by
the standeard deviation of the entire distribution, it can
be computed by merely extending the Pesarson product-moment
calculations. A formuls, proposed by Peters and Ven Voor-

his,l was utilized for the computation of eta in all those

lpeters and Van Voorhis, op. cit., p. 317.



73

determine the number of degrees of freedom. Since the quan-
tity (N-2) represents this number, snd since N was 181 for
the present investigation, the number of degrees of freedom
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the Guilford-Martin treit scores asnd the annoyance values
end personal data responses might be non-linear. In order
to determine the linearity of regression for each of these
relationships, correlation ratios were computed.

Since a correlation ratio (etsa) equals the standard
deviation of the means of the columns or rows divided by
the standerd deviation of the entire distribution, it can
be computed by merely extending the Pearson product-moment
calculations. A formula, proposed by Peters and Vaen Voor-

his,l was utilized for the computation of eta in sll those

lPeters and Van Voorhis, op. cit., p. 317.
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ceses where a curvilinear relationship was suspected. It
should be pointed out that since the curvilinear relation-
ship was expected to occur only in the personality score
varliebles, 1t was not necessary to compute eta in terms of
annoyence and personel data scores.

As was indicated above, the chl-square test was used
to determine the linearity of regression. Thilis test was
chosen becesuse 1t represents a method of evaluating experi-
menteally determined results against an expected hypothesis.
Peters and Van Voorhisl explained that it had formerly
been customary to test the slignificance of the depearture
of eta from r by means of the Bleskeman test. However,
these authors hold that the inadequacy of the Blskeman
test 1s now recognized snd that the chi-squere test 1s
more pertinent. They presented a formula? for the compu-
tation of chi-square which was used for the present invest-
igetion and the results were interpreted in terms of sig-

nificance levels with the sid of the Elderton table.o

lrbid., pp. 318-19.
21bid., p. 319, formula 176.

3Tbid., p. 498, table XLVIII.



75

Peters and Van Voorhis have pointed out thet, "Un-
fortunately eta 1s affected by the number of items in the
several classes as well aé by the inherent extent of cor-
relation."l 1In order to rectify this discrepancy, these
suthors suggested that epsilon, a correlation ratio with-
out blas, be computed. Epsilon was used in the present
investigation to test ets against the null hypothesis.
For this purpose, epsilon was first determined by the
"correction for biss formuls."2 By mesns of the Griffin
tabled it was then possible to determine the significeance
of this number at the .01 and .05 levels. This procedure
allowed one to conclude whether or not the null hypothesls

had been refuted, and whether or not epsilon was significent.

SUMMARY
Means snd standard deviations were computed for esach
of the persongl data inventory and personality inventory
items. The significance of the differences between the
mean of the personaelity scores snd their norms was tested

by the criticsal ratio on t. Scale values and stsandard

1Ib1do’ Pe 319.

21bid., p. 323.
3Ibld., PP 49497,
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deviations were determined for each of the snnoyence eval-
uation responses. The method of cumulstive totsals was
employed for the computation of product-moment correlstions
between each of the personslity trsesit scores =snd each of
the annoyance evsaluation scale values snd the personsl
data responses. The reliaebllity of each coefficient of
correlation thus obtained wes tested agasinst the null
hypotheslis. Since curvilinear relstionships were sus-
pected to exist, correlation ratios were csalculated and
the chl-square test of linearity of regression was saspplied.
Epsilon was computed in order to obtain a correlation

ratio without bilas.



CHAPTER VII
FINDINGS OF THE PRESENT STUDY
This chapter will be concerned with the presentation
end interpretation of the data obtained from the finsal
inquiry. The discussion willl be concerned with the snalysis
of the responses to the inquiry, and with the determination
of the significance of certain correlations between these

responses.

ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES TO FINAL INQUIRY

Personal data responses.-=-Tgbles IV to XIII are con-

cerned with responses to the personsl data inventory. The
mean age of the respondents, as indicated in Table 1V,

was 43.60 years. It should be noted that only eight of

the sub jects were twenty-four years of age or less, and
that only three had reached the age of sixty. The age span
from thirty-five to fifty-four years included 131 of the
181 respondents.

Teble V 1s concerned with the marital status of the
respondents. The categories "married" snd "single" in-
cluded over 90 percent of the subjects.

In Teble VI, data are presented concerning the number
of chlildren of the respondents. Iess than one-third of the
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TABLE IV
AGES OF RESPONDENTS (N=181)

Age Frequency
24 years or under . 8
20-29 years « « o o 19
30=34 years « « o 7
35-39 YeaArs « ¢ o o 24
40-44 ye8YrS « o o o 35
45-49 Jeers e« o o o 28
o0-54 TEBI'S o o ¢ o 44
55~-59 years « « .« o 13
60 years or over . S

Mean = 43,60
Standard Deviation = 9,90

TABLE V

MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS

___Status Frequency “Percent
Single o« ¢ « « 69 38
Married . « « o 95 53
Divorced « « o o 13 7
Separated . o o 0 0
Widowed . . . & 4 2

Total « « & ° 181 100




NUMBER OF CHILDREN OF RESPONDENTS

TABLE VI

79

Number of Children Frequency Percent
NOf married e o o @ 69 38
None e e o o e o o 62 34
ONE o ¢ o o ¢ o o o 24 13
TWO o ¢ o o o o o ® 19 11
Three o« o o o * o o S5 3
More than three e o 2 1

Total e ®© e o o 181 100
TABLE VII

TYPES OF HIGHER EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

ATTENDED BY RESPONDENTS

Type of Institution Frequency _ —_Percent
Unfversity e ® o o o 26 14
Teachers' college . 136 75
Other colleges « « » l8 10
Other types of insti-
tutions e o o o o 1 1
Totel « « o« * e e 181 100
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subjects had children, end only 15 percent had more than
one child.

According to the dasta presented in Teble VII, it may
be concluded that 75 percent of the teachers had attended
teachers! colleges. The educational attasinment of the sub-
jects, discussed 1n Teble VIII, was in general below the
mastert's degree. More than one-third of the respondents
had started work toward that degree, however. It should
be emphasized that 30 percent of the teachers had no degrees.

Tables IX to XII are concerned with teaching loads
and teaching experience. Table IX indicaestes that the teach-
ing assignments of the subjects were almost evenly divided
between the flrst six grades. However, a few of the tesach-
ers were sssigned to lower or upper platoons within these
grades. According to the evidence presented in Tables
X and XI, it may be concluded thet a majority of the
teachers taught thirty to thirty-nine pupils for six hours
per day. Tsable XII presents data concerning the extent
of teaching experlence. Since the mean was elghteen years,
it would seem reasonable to conclude that the subjects
were relatively experienced. Further evidence of thls 1s
provided by the fact that while only three of the subjects
were in their first year of teaching, fifty-nine hed

teught over twenty-flve years.
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TABLE VIII

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF RESPONDENTS

Educeational Atteinment Frequency Percent

One year of higher educeation . . . 2 1
Two years of higher education . . 6 3
Three years of higher educsastion . 16 9
Over three years of higher ed-

ucation, no degree « « ¢ ¢« o o o 30 17
B. A. or B. S. degree, no graduste

WOIrK o o o ¢ » e o o 9 e o o e @ 47 26
Started work toward M. A. degree . 70 39
Haeve M. A. degree, no further work 6 S
Started work toward doctoraste . . 4 2
Have doctorate « « « o e o o e o o (0] (0]

Total--........... 181 100

TABLE IX

GRADES TAUGHT BY RESPONDENTS

Grede Frequency Percent

ONe o« 2 o ¢ o o e & o e o & o o e 30 1o
TWO L J e ® [ J L J L J [ ® L J ] ® L ] [ ] [ ] [ 26 14
Three ® © o o e ® e ® & 6 o o e @ 21 12
Four ® [ [ ] [ * [ ] [ ] L g * L 4 [ ] L ] * L J 25 14
Five * * L J *® L [ ] L] L J [ ] L J L ] - *® ® 25 13
Six [ 2 [ ] [ 2 [ J [ ] [ [ ] * * L J L ] L] L L J L J 23 13
Lower platoon (grades 1-3) . . . 10 5
Upper platoon (gredes 4-6) + . . 23 13

Toterl ¢« ¢ o o ¢ ® @ 6 o 8 o = @ 181 100




TABLE X

MEAN DAILY TEACHING LOAD OF RESPONDENTS

82

" Teaching Load Frequency Percent
Flve hoursS e« o o o o o1 17
Six hours e o o o o 102 56
Seven or more hours 48 27

TOt&l e o o o o o 181 100

TABLE XI

MEAN HOURLY PUPIL LOAD OF RESPONDENTS

Pupil Losad Frequency Percent
Less then 20 pupils 10 5
20-29 PUPllS ¢ ¢ o o 19 10
30-39 puplls « ¢« o o 113 63
40-49 pupils e o o o 21 12
50 puplls or more . 18 10

Total ®e © & o o o 181 100




TABLE XII
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YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE OF RESPONDENTS (N = 181)

Years Experlence Frequency
Less then 1 year . . . e 3
1-4 Years e o ® o o e o 18
5-9 Yyears e o o o o o o 19
10-14 yoears * °» ¢ o o o 15
15-19 years e o o o o o 29
20=25 years e o o o o o 38
Over 25 YEArsS o« « o o o 59

Mean = 18.50

Standard Devietion

TABLE XIIT

COLLEGE SEMESTER HOURS CREDIT EARNED
IN FIVE AREAS OF INSTRUCTION

Semester Hours

Area of Instruction [ 0-4 [5-9 | 10=- | 16- | 20= | 25= | Over | Mean
14 19 24 29 29

History and principles

of education « « .« « 65 66 23 12 15 o) 0 7.75
Educationel psychology

and statisties . « « | 104 50 20 ) 2 o) (o) 5.12
Methods snd practice

teaching « « ¢ ¢ o & 26 69 36 32 18 o o) 10.54
Child growth and de-

velopment, child end

genetic psychology . 77 37 47 19 0 1 o) Te33
Other psychology

courses e o e o o ® 14 36 50 29 19 11 22 15.43
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The reader will find evidence in Teble XIII concerning
the smount of college credit obtailned by the respondents
in five areas of instruction. The amount of work completed
in educational psychology and statistics was cbnsiderably
less than that in the other areas. Credit in psychology
courses would sppear to be qulte extensive, but it should
be kept in mind that this area of instruction includes all
courses in psychology except genetic psychology. Infor-
mation is lacking in this table as to how much work had
been done in guldance, but only a few of the teachers had
had eny IiInstruction in this saresa.

Personality inventory responses.--TeblesXIV to XXVII

present the results of scores obtained by the respondents
on the thirteen scales of the Guilford-Martin Inventories.
As was indicated in Chapter VI, the significence of the
differences between the means of these scores and the norms
established for the Gullford-Martin Inventories was tested
by the critical ratio on t. The results of these sig-
nificance tests are presented in Table XIV. From this
table it appears that the respondents scored significantly
above the norm for the cycloid dispositlon, objectivity,
agreeableness, and cooperativeness traits, thus indicating

a tendency toward good mental health. The subjects head



TABLE XIV

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF SCORES

OBTAINED BY RESPONDENTS ON THE GUILFORD-MARTIN SCALES
AND NORMS ESTABLISHED FOR THOSE SCALES

Guilford-Martin
Scale Mean Norm t

Social introversion-

extraversion « « . 20,97 22. 50 l.34
Thinking introver-

slon-extraversion 34,02 40,00 5.92%
Depression « « o« o o 17.54 28.50 9.79%
Cycloid disposition 21.22 26.50 4,03%
Rhathymia . . e o 35.12 34.00 « 97
General activity o o 9.8%7 12.50 5.26%
Ascendance-submission 15.30 20.50 Be76%
Masculinlity-feminin-

1ty o o . “ o e 12.92 18450 9.30%
Inferiority feelings 33.93 34.00 .08
Nervous tenseness . 26.52 25.50 1.04
Objectivity o« o o 51,35 45,00 4.57*%
Agreeableness . . . 40.39 34,00 6. 20%
Cooperativeness . . 67.75 59.00 4,.81%

*Significent at .01 level.
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scores significantly below the norm for the thinking intro-
version-extraversion and depression traits, but it nmst be
remembered that low scores for these traits are more indic-
ative of good mental health than are high scores. The res-
pondents were also below the norm for the general activity,
ascendance-submission, sand masculinity-femininlity trait,
Guilford and Martin have pointed out that sbout 92 percent
of the females in the norm group scored below the mean;
thus since 13 percent of the respondents scored above the
mean for this trait (see Table XXII), the results of this
t test should be somewhat discounted. Since the t values
for the social introversion-extraversion, rhathymia, in-
feriority feelings, =snd nervous tenseness trelts were not
even significant at the .05 level, the differences between
our respondents! mesns and the norms for these traits might
be interpreted as the result of chance.

Table XV is concerned with socisl introversion-extra-
version scores. A low raw score on this trasit is supposed
to indicsaste sociebility and good mental health. A high
raw score (above 40) indicates shyness. It would appesar
that the scores of the respondents were distributed felrly
symmetrically throughout thils range.

Scores for the thinking'1ntroversion—extraversion

factor are presented in Table XVI. A low raw score for thils



8%

TABLE XV

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE SOCIAL INTROVERSION=-EXTRAVERSION SCALE
OF THE GUILFORD INVENTORY OF FACTORS STDCR

Raw Score Interval Frequency
45-49 4
40-44 4
39-39 9
30-34 24
20-29 14
20-24 26
15-19 52
10-14 39

5-9 9
O-4 0
TABLE XVI

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE THINKING INTROVERSION-EXTRAVERSION SCALE
OF THE GUILFORD INVENTORY OF FACTORS STDCR

Raw Score Interval Frequency
55=-59 1
50~-54 9
45-49 16
40-44 24
35-39 39
30~-34 36
25-29 29
20-24 16
15-19 10
10-14 | 1
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treit indicates a lack of introspectiveness, and a high

raw score (sbove 54) indicates an inclinstion to meditstive
thinking. A score 1n the middle renge (32-37) would be
most desiraeble for mental heslth.

The depression treit i1s the subject of Tseble XVII. A
low raw score on this trsilt is indicative of good emotionsal
ad justment snd freedom from depression. A person scoring
high on this tralt (above 46) 1is likely to be chronicslly
depressed.

In Tsble XVIII, the reader will find a frequency chart
for the cycloid disposition scores. A low raw score for
this trait suggests stsesble emotionsl reactions and moods,
end freedom from cycloid tendencies. A high raw score
(ebove 53) indicates the presence of cycloid tendencles.

Table XIX presents rhathymia scores for the subjects
of the present study. A high score (sbove 64) for this
trait indicates a "heppy-go-lucky" disposition; a2 low score
indicates an inhibited disposition. Both extremes may rep-
resent psychologicel maladjustments, end a score 1n the
middle renge (38-43) i1s most desirsble for mental health.

The general activity scores sare presented in Table
XX. A high score (sbove 22) would suggest a tendency to
engage in vigorous overt action; & low score indicates a

tendency to inertness and a disinclination for motor



TABLE XVII

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE DEPRESSION SCALE OF THE GUILFORD
INVENTORY OF FACTORS STDCR

Raw Score Interval Frequency
50-54 2
45-49 2
40-44 6
36=-39 8
30-34 8
26-29 15
20-24 . 20
15-19 30
10-14 35

o=-9 37
O-4 13

TABLE XVIII

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE CYCLOID DISPOSITION SCALE OF THE
GUILFORD INVENTORY OF FACTORS STDCR

Raw Score Interval Frequency
55=-59 1
S50=-54 4
45-49 2
40-44 8
35-39 11
30-34 11
256-29 23
20-24 33
1o9-19 33
10-14 31

5-9 22
0-4 2




TABLE XIX

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE RHATHYMIA SCALE OF THE GUILFORD
INVENTORY OF FACTORS STDCR

W

Raw Score Interval Frequency
70-74 1
65-69 1l
60-64 o)
55=-59 3
50-54 10
45-49 20
40-44 28
35=39 33
30-34 37
256-29 16
20-24 17
15-19 9
10~-14 6

TABLE XX

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

TEACHERS ON THE GENERAL ACTIVITY SCALE OF THE
GUILFORD-MARTIN INVENTORY OF FACTORS GAMIN

Raw Score Interval Frequency
22-23 1
20-21 4
18-19 5
16-17 15
14-15 20
12-13 18
l10-11 20

8-9 37
6-17 28
4-5 25
2=3 6
O-1 2
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activity. Thus a score in the middle range (12-13) would
be most indicative of good adjustment.

Results for the ascendsnce-submission factor sre in-
cluded in Taeble XXI. High scores (sebove 33) for this trait
imply sociel leadership; low scores suggest socisl psssive-
ness.

Masculinlty-femininity is the subject of Tsble XXII.

A high score (sbove 28) on this tralt indicetes masculinity.
A low score for thls factor indicates femininity.

Teble XXIII 1s concerned with inferiority feelings.

A score sbove 45 for this trait is supposed to indicate
self-confidence; a low score indicates lack of confidence.

Nervous tenseness is the subject of Teble XXIV. A
score of 38 or above indicates a tendency to be calm and
relexed; a low score is indicative of extreme nervousness.

Table XXV is concerned with the objectivity treait of
the Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory. Scores sbove 68
for this factor suggest a tendency to view onet's self and
surroundings objectively. Conversely, low scores indiceate
2 tendency to be subjective and hypersensitive.

The sgreeableness trait is dealt with in Table XXVI.

A high score for this factor (ebove 53) indicates a lack
of quarrelsomeness and a lack of domineering quelities.
Low scores for this trait suggest a tendency toward a bel-

ligerent, domineering attitude.
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TABLE XXI

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE ASCENDANCE-SUBMISSION SCALE OF THE
GUILFORD-MARTIN INVENTORY OF FACTORS GAMIN

Raw Score Interval Frequency
~ 30-31 1
28-29 3
26-27 3
24-25 5
22=-23 16
20-21 24
18-19 22
16-17 19
14-16 18
12-13 17
10-11 17
8-9 12
6-7 13
4-5 8
2=3 2
O=-1 1
TABLE XXII

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

TEACHERS ON THE MASCULINITY-FEMININITY SCALE OF THE
GUILFORD-MARTIN INVENTORY OF FACTORS GAMIN

Rew Score Interval Frequency
26-27 3
24-25 2
22=23 3
20-21 9
18-19 14
16-17 20
14-15 31
12-13 24
10-11 24

8-9 25
6=-17 18
4-5 5
2-3 S




TABLE XXIII

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE INFERIORITY FEELINGS SCALE OF THE
GUILFORD-MARTIN INVENTORY OF FACTORS GAMIN

Raw Score Interval Frequency
46-47 8
44-45 5
42-43 13
40-41 18
38-=39 28
36-37 19
34-35 14
32=33 16
30-31 13
28-29 13
26=27 . 9
24-25 6
22=-23 1
20-21 6
18-19 4
16-17 5
14-15 1
12-13 1
10-11 1

mmm‘» N
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TABLE XXIV

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

TEACHERS ON THE NERVOUS TENSENESS SCALE OF THE
GUILFORD-MARTIN INVENTORY OF FACTORS GAMIN

Rew Score Interval Frequency
42-43 3
40-41 4
38-39 11
36=-37 12
34-35 12
32-33 13
30-31 18
28-29 17
26=-27 11
24-25 14
22=23 12
20-21 11
18-19 15
16-17 10
14-15 10
12-13 3
10-11 0]
8-9 2
6-7 2
4-5 1
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TABLE XXV

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE OBJECTIVITY SCALE OF THE GUILFORD-
MARTIN PERSONNEL INVENTORY

Raw Score Interval Frequency
70-74 7
65~69 18
60-64 33
55-59 26
50-54 23
45-49 25
40-44 18
35-39 8
30=-34 10
25-29 6
20-24 )
15-19 2

TABLE XXVI

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE AGREEABLENESS SCALE OF THE
GUILFORD-MARTIN PERSONNEL INVENTORY

Raw Score Intervsal Frequency
60-64 2
55=-59 15
50~-54 20
45-49 24
40-44 38
35-39 33
30-34 21
25-29 18
20-24 7
15=-19 1
10-14 2
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The reeder will find a distribution of cooperstive-
ness trait scores in Table XXVII. Scores sbove 89 for
this faector indicate willingness to accept things and
people as they are and a generally tolerant attitude.
Low scores lndicate an overcriticalness of people and
things and an intolerant attitude.

Annoyance evaluation scores.--In Teble XXVIII, the

reader will find a 1list of scele values and stendard de-
viations for the snnoyance evaluation responses submitted
by the respondents. The scale values ere simply percentsages;
they were obtained by determining the percentage of times

a certaln behavior waes evalusted 2s more annoying than the
behavior with which 1t was pasired. It should be pointed
out that the scale values are quite evenly spread from high
to low. The scale values for the key items are also dis-
tributed evenly throughout the entire range. The reader
should note that the score veriations, indicated by the
standard deviations, remained rather constent throughout

every item of the distribution.

CORRELATION OF FINAL INQUIRY VARIABLES

Correlation of Guilford-Martin scores with pupil be-

havior scale values.-~-Product-moment coefficilents of cor-

relation were determined between each of the thirteen Guil-

ford-Martin trailt scores snd each of the thirty-five
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TABLE XXVII

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OBTAINED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS ON THE COOPERATIVENESS SCALE OF THE
GUILFORD-MARTIN PERSONNEL INVENTORY

Raw Score Interval Frequency
95-99 8
90-94 13
85-89 13
80-84 12
75=79 13
70-74 24
65-69 27
60-64 i8
55-59 16
50-54 11
45-49 6
40-44 10
35-39 3
30-34 5
26-29 0O
20-24 1
15-19 1
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98

SCALE VALUES® AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ANNOYANCE EVAL-
UATION RESPONSES SUBMITTED BY 181 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

TEACHERS FOR THIRTY-FIVE ITEMS OF PUPIL BEHAVIOR

Pupil Behavior ItemP Scale Stendard
Value Devisation
CLies when being questioned sbout
misconduct « ¢« ¢ o o o ® & o o @ 69.3 10.%7
Is a tattle~-tale ® ®© o o o ® o o @ 6%7.2 19.9
Picks on younger children ., . . 65.4 22.0
Disturbs other pupils during study
periods e o o e ® ® o o o e 63,2 17.8
Defeces library books e o s ¢ o o 62,0 20.8
Bullies other pupils on the plsy-
ground « ¢ o o e o . e o o 61.9 23.0
Crowds ahead of others in line o 58.2 18.7
Demands attention from the teacher
even when she 13 busy =« o« o o 56.7 23.2
Teases other children . « « ¢ « o S56.3 24.5
Coples another pupil's answers . . 56.0 21.6
CDoesn't pay attention to class
discussion ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ® o e e e o 54,7 17.2
Shows off when visitors enter the
classroom Y e o o e e e o 54,6 23. 0
Is impolite to other pupils . « 54.1 23. 2
Interrupts quring class discussions| 51.4 23.3
Gets out of line during fire drills| 50.7 20,0
Falls to obey a safety patrol boy 49.2 27.8
Is tardy frequently e o o o - 48. 2 2.7
Makes noises during study periods 48,0 20.2
Has bOdy odor e o o e o @ o o 46,9 27.2
Mekes a disturbance when the teaoh-
er leaves the classroom . « « o 44,5 25.0
CWon't start work without being
prompted e o o . o o 44,0 18.2
Neglects to do his assignment e 40.8 19.8
Never gets things done on time . o« 39.9 20.4
Hands in papers that aren't neat . 39.8 19.6

8percentage of times a behavior
more annoying than the behavior with

was evaluated to be
which it was paired.

Ppehavior items are listed in the order of thelr an-

noyance reank.

CKey behavior item.
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TABLE XXVIII (Continued)

Pupil Behavior Item Scale Standard
Value Deviation
Blows bubble gum in the classroom 39.0 27.0
Picks hilis nose « « » * IS . 38.6 27.1
CCoughs without covering his face 38.1 227
Has dirty face and hands « « o « o 35.4 22.6
Reads comiec books during study
periods e © o e @ o ® ® e o o @ 34,3 23.9
Chews gum in the classroom o o 29.7 26.6
Wastes paper while doing assignment 2646 19.5
Forgets to bring school supplies
tO ClBSS o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ @ o ¢ o o o 263 17.7
Slouches down in his seat . . o« 17.7 9.5
Wears dirty clothes e e o & o o o 1l6.8 8.7
CHas a cluttered desK ¢ e ¢« ¢ o o o 10.8 4.6

CKey behavior item.

annoyence evaluation scale values. The resulting correlation
coefficlents are presented in Taeble XXIX. As was indicated
in the previous chsepter, the values 4+ .147 end ¢+ .192 were
used as the .05 and .01l significance levels, Each coeffic-
ient which meets either of these levels is identified in
Teble XXIXe In interpreting the date thus presented, the
reader should keep in mind that high raw scores for the
Guilford-Mertin Traits "sS" (soclial introversion-extra-
version), "D" (depression), and "C%"(cycloid disposition) are
least desirable for good mental heslth; on the other hand,

high rew scores are indicative of good mental health for all
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but three of the remeaining traits.l Thus negative coefficients
for traits "s" (social introversion-extraversion), "D" (de-
pression), end "C" (cycloid disposition) would in effect be
positive, and, conversely, positive coefficients should

be interpreted as being negative.

In the case of behavior items 4 (Won't start working
without being prompted), 7 (Reads comic books during study
periods), 12 (Teases other children), 14 (Has dirty face
and hands), 15 (Wastes paper while doing assignment), 17
(Neglects to do his assignment), 19 (Copies another pupilts
snswers), 24 (Has body odor), 25 (Interrupts during class
discussions), 26 (Forgets to bring school supplies to class),
and 27 (Msaskes noises during study periods), no significent
linear relationship with personality trait scores was con-
sistently discovered. However, many of the coefficlents
for these behavior ltems were near the .05 level of sig-
nificance.

In general, the trend of relationship for those be-
hevior items in which significant correlations were obtained
remained consistent throughout each of the Guilford-Martin
traits. In other words, when a particuler item of pupil
behavior was significantly related to one trait, there was

also likely to be a similar relationship between theat

lpor traits "o (thinking introversion-extraversion),
"R" (rhathymia), and "G" (general activity), rew scores in
the middle range are most desireble for good mental health.
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behavior l1tem and the remaining traits. Such results might
be subject to question, in view of the fact that the inter-
correlation between the Gulilford-Martin trsit scores 1s
expected to be low. However, it should be pointed out
that the correlations presented in Teble XXIX vary consider-
ably from a numericel standpolnt, even though they eare part
of a noticeable trend.

The reader should notlice that significant negative
relationships exlist between certaln behavior items eand
most or all of the Guilford-Martin treits. This type of
relaetionship is to be noted for behavior items 2 (Has a
cluttered desk), 5 (Doesn't pay attention to class dis-
cussion), 8 (Demaends attention from the teacher even when
she is busy), 9 (Chews gum in the classroom), 10 (Hands
in paspers that aren't neat), 16 (Wears dirty clothes),
20 (Picks his nose), 22 (Makes a disturbance when the teach-
er leaves the classroom), 29 (Blows bubble gum in the

classroom), 31 (Slouches down in his seat), 32 (Shows off

when visitors enter the classroom), and 34 (Never gets things

done on time). It would thus sppear that there is a sig-
nificant negetive relationship between high sasnnoysance scale
values for each of these behavior i1tems and good mental
health scores.

Significant positive relationships exlst between

certain other behavior items aend most or all of the Guil-

\
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ford-Martin traits. Such a relationship is to be found

for behavior items 1 (Lies when being questioned sbout mis-
conduct), 3 (Coughs without covering his face), 6 (Crowds
shead of others in 1line), 11 (Gets out of 1line during fire
drills), 13 (Is tardy frequently), 18 (Falls to obey a
safety patrol boy), 21 (Disturbs other pupils during study
periods), 23 (Is impolite to other pupils), 28 (Is a tattle-
tale), 30 (Defaces library books), 33 (Plcks on younger
children), snd 35 (Bullies other pupils on the playground).
Thus it may be concluded that there is s significent pos-
itive relaetionship between high annoyence scale vsalues for
these behavior items and good mental health scores.

It should be pointed out that the coefficlients of
correlation listed in Table XXIX are uniformly low. How-
ever, out of the 455 correlations, eighty-four are signif-
icent at the .05 level, and 163 are significant at the .01
level. It may therefore be stated that the null hypothesils
was partially or wholly refuted in over half of these cases.

As was previously indicated, all correlastions were
tested for linearity of regression. Those cases where cur-
vilinear relastionships possibly exist are indicated in
Table XXIX. These correlations will be discussed in connection
with Table XXXI.

Correlation of Guilford-Martin scores with personel

data responses.--The genersl discussion concerning corre-
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lations, Jjust presented, is applicable for the most part

in the case of the correlations between Guilford-Martin
scores and personal data inventory responses. The letter
correlations are presented in Table XXX. These data in-
dicate that there is little or no significance in terms

of relationship between the Gullford-Martin scores and per-
sonal data ltems 1 (Age), 3 (Number of children), 5 (Tesach-
ing losd), 8 (When undergraduate work was completed), 9
(Grade teught), 10 (Pupll load), 12 (Courses in history

end principles of education), 14 (Courses in methods),

end 15 (Courses in child psychology). Some of these corre-
lations are significent, but no general trend is notice-
eble.

Varying degrees of significant negative relationships
are to be found iIn the case of personal date items 2 (Marital
status), snd 11 (Years teaching experience). In the case
of 1tem 2, 1t would eppear that there 1s a negative re-
lationship between being divorced or widowed and having
good mental health scores. The data for item 11 would seem
to indicate that there 1s 2 negetive relaetionship between
having much teaching experience and having good mental

health scores.
A significent positive linear relatlionship 1s to be

found between most or all of the Guilford-Martin traits

and the following personsl dsta items: 4 (Educational
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status), 6 (Higher educetionsal institution attended),

7 (Last credit obtalined), 13 (Courses in educstionsal psych-
ology end statistics), and 16 (Other psychology courses).
This indicates that there 1s a positive relationship be-
tween good mental health scores and the following cate-
gories of personal data: (1) high educetionel achievement,
(2) attending a teachers! college, (3) not having taken
courses for credit during the past twenty years, (4) com-
pletion of much work 1ln educatlional psychology send stat-
istics, and (5) completion of much work in psychology.

As was the case for the pupll behavior correlstions,
the personal data correlations were quite low. However, out
of the 208 correlations, twenty-nine were significant at
the 05 level and forty-four were sigﬁificant at the .0l
level. This would indicete that the null hypothesis was
partially or wholly refuted in over one-third of the cases.

Correlation ratios.--In Chapter VI, it was indicated

that all variables were tested in order to determine whether
or not their relationship was linear. The correlation ratio
was computed for each of the 663 correlations and the chi-
square test was used to determine whether or not the re-
gression was linear. Since only eleven ceases of posslble
non-linesasrity were detected, it was not deemed necessary to
present the complete results of this test. In Teble XXXI,

the reader will find evidence concerning these eleven pairs
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TABLE XXXI

DETERMINATION OF THE DEGREE OF REGRESSION AND THE STATISTICAL
SIGNIFICANCE FOR CERTAIN FINAL INQUIRY
VARIABLES (N = 181)

Variables®

Trait
Treit
Tralt
Trait
Trait
Tralt
Trailt
Tralt
Treait
Treit

HQuuodHEH®

work was completed"

end behavior item 185
and behsavior item 17
and behavior item 34
end behavior item 12
and behsavior item 13
and behavior item 20
and behavior item 22
and behsavior item 35
Co and behavior item 7
R and “p‘upil load® , .
Trait G and "when undergradua

Y b “0 x‘d t.ae
e o| <05 .26 12.01f |.035
3 L'y -007 .22 8-12f 0027
e o| 02 .23 10.01f|. 032
e o] .01 .25 11.48%f [.030
« o] .06 .28 14.56% |, 049B
e o] 202 .27 13.08T|,038h
e o .02 .26 12.35T |, 035
e o] .02 .29 15.838 |, 053h
e o »01 25 11.48f |.030
e of 13 <30 13.45T |, 056R
te
c o o o o|=.08 .40 33,068, 1271

8Key: Trait S -

sociel introversion-extraversion, Trait

T -~ thinking introversion-extraversion, Trait D - depression,
Trait R - rhathymia, Treit G - genersl activity, Trait I -
inferiority feelings, Trailt Co - cooperativenss.

study

Behavior items: 15 -~ wastes paper while doing
asslignment, 17 - neglects to Ao his assignment, 34 - never
gets things done on time, 12 - teases other children, 13 -
is tardy frequently, 20 - picks his nose, 22 - makes a dis-
turbance when the teacher leaves the classroom, 35 - bullies
other puplls on the playground, 7 - reeds comic books during

periods.
by . correlation

CN - correlation
d = goodness of
® £°_ correlation
fpifference from

€pifference from

coefficient.

ratio.

fit.

ratio without bias,

rectilinearity significant at .05 level.
rectilinearity significent at .0l level.

Boorrelation ratio significsnt at .05 level.

1correlation ratio significent at .01 level.
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of varisbles. In only one case is the difference from
rectilinearity significent at the .01 level. Thus it would
appear that there 1s little evidence to indicate an exten-
sive trend toward non-linearity for the eleven pairs of
varisbles.

The last column of Table XXXI is concerned with epsi-
lon, a correlation ratio without biss. According to these
dats, only four of the correlation ratios were significant

at the .05 level, and one was significant at the .0l level.

SUMMARY

A detalled snalysis was made for all responses to the
final inquiry. The following information was obtsined con-
cerning the respondents: (1) thelr mean age was 43,60,
(2) over 90 percent were "married" or "single," (3) only
one-third had children, (4) nearly 211 had attended a
teachers! college, (5) thelr educational attaesinment was
generally below the master's degree, (6) thelr tesching
assignments were nearly evenly divided between the first
six grades, (7) a majority taught thirty to thirty-nine
pupils for six hours a day, (8) thelr mean years of ex-
perience was elghteen, and (9) they had obtained varying
numbers of college semester credit hours iIn five areas of

instruction. Significent differences were discovered between
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the meens of scores obtalned by the respondents on nine
Guilford-Martin scales and norms esteblished for those
scales. Scale values for the annoyance evaluations were
evenly spread from high to low, snd annoysnce score varia-
tions remalned rather consistent throughout every item of
the distribution. A consistent pattern of significant
positive and negative linear relationships wss found be-
tween the Guilford-Mertin scores and certain pupil behavior
and personal data items. In general, there was little evi-

dence of non-linearity of regression.



CHAPTER VIII
FINAL CONSIDERATIONS
This chapter wlll include a summary of the present

investigation and reflections concerning the entire study.

SUMMARY OF THE INVESTIGATION
This Investigation 1s an attempt to examine two
hypotheses, namely: (1) that there 1s a significant re-
lationship between the personality traits of teachers, as
measured by the Guilford-Martin Personality Inventories,
and the teachers'! annoyance evalusations of objectionable
pupil behavior; and (2) that there 1s =& significent relation-
ship between the personslity tralits of teschers, sas measured
by the Gullford-Mertin Personality Inventories, and such
factors as the teachers!'! sge, maritsl and famlily stsetus,
training, teaching asnd pupil loads, snd years of experience.
A review of literature pertinent to the study revealed
that no similsar investigetion hed been conducted. A total
of 179 items of objectionsble pupll behavior, obtained from
eleven previous studies, was utilized in the construction
of & preliminsry questionnaire. This preliminary instru-
112
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ment was desligned to measure both item occurrence snd item
ennoyance, end 1t was administered to a selected group of
seventy-two Flint, Michigan, elementary school teachers.
Thirty-five pupll behavior items were thus obtsasined for
use in a final snnoyance evaluation instrument.

The final ingqulry consisted of a personal date in-
ventory, the Guilford-Martin Inventories, and a paired com-
parisons measure of pupil snnoysnce. A total of 181 Flint,
Michigan, elementary school teachers completed this in-
quiry, and the responses thus obtsined were machine-scored,
codified, snd recorded on punched cards.

A frequency distribution was prepared for each item
of the final inquiry. The method of cumilative totels
was employed for the computation of correlation coefficients
eand correlation retios between each of the personality
trait scores and each of the snnoysnce and personal data
scores. Each coefficient of correlation wes tested for
significance against the null hypothesis, snd the chi-
square test of linearity of regression was applied in ell
cases. Epsilon was computed in those instances where non-
linearity was discovered, in order that the significence
of the correlation ratios might be determined.

Data obtalned from the final inquiry may be summerized

as follows:
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l. A majority of the respondents were in the age
span from thirty-five to fifty-four years, the mean age
being 43.60 (Table 1IV).

2. The majority of the respondents were married
(Teble V), but less than one-third had children (Table VI).

S. Seventy-five percent of the sub jects had ettended
teachers' colleges (Table VII), end their level of ed-
ucational attalnment was in general below the master's
degree (Teble VIII).

4. The teaching assignments of the respondents were
almost evenly divided between the first six grades (Table
IX); & majorlty taught thirty to thirty-nine pupils for
six hours a day (Table X and Teble XI); and the mean for
teaching experience was eighteen years (Table XII).

5. The amount of course work cbmpleted by the res-
pondents 1In educetional psychology and statistics was
considereably less than 1in other sareas of instruction; more
courses hed been completed in psychology then in any other
area (Teble XIII).

6. The respondents obtained significantly better
mental health scores than the norm for the cycloid dispo-
sition, objectivity, agreesableness, cooperestiveness, think-
ing introversion-extraversion, and depression traits of
the Guilford-Martin Inventories; they obtasined significent-

1y poorer mentel health scores then the norm for the gen-
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eral activity end ascendence-submission treits; the mascu-
linity-femlininity scores were rather inconclusive becsuse
ell respondents were women; and the scores for the remsin-
ing traits 4id not differ significantly from the norm
(Table XIV).

7. The snnoyeance scele values for the thirty-five
items of pupil behavior were gquite evenly spread from high
to low, end scale variaetions remained rather constant
throughout every item of the asnnoyance evaluation instru-
ment (Teble XXVIII).

8. No significant linear relstionship was discovered
between eleven puplil behavior items (won't start working
without being prompted, reads comic books during study
periods, tesses other children, has dirty faece asnd hsands,
wastes paper while doing sassignment, neglects to do his
assignment, coplies snother pupilt's answers, has body odor,
interrupts dQuring cless discussions, forgets to bring school
supplies to class, and makes noises during study periods)
end the Guilford-Martin treits (Teble XXIX).

9. A significant negative linesr relstionship wes
discovered between each of twelve pupil behavior items
(has a cluttered desk, doesn't pay attention to class
discussion, demands attention from the teacher even when
she is busy, chews gum in the clessroom, hands in psapers

that aren't neat, weears dirty clothes, picks his nose,
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makes 2 disturbance when the teacher leaves the classroom,
blows bubble gum in the classroom, slouches down in his
seat, shows off when visitors enter the classroom, and
never gets things done on time) end the Guilford-Martin
traits (Teble XXIX).

10. Significaent positive linear relationships were
discovered between twelve pupil behavior items (lies when
being questioned about misconduct, coughs without covering
his face, crowds ashead of othersin line, gets out of line
during fire drills, is tardy frequently, falls to obey a
safety patrol boy, dlsturbs other pupils during study
periods, 1s 1mpolite to other pupils, is a tattle-tale,
defaces library books, picks on younger children, end
bullies other puplls on the plasyground) and the Guilford-
Mertin traits (Table XXIX).

1l. There was little or no significance between
nine personal data items (age, number of children, tesasch-
ing load, when undergraduate work was completed, grade
taught, pupil load, courses in history and principles of
education, courses in methods, and courses in child psych-
ology) and the Guilford-Martin traits (Teble XXX).

12. Varying degrees of significant negative linear
relationships were discovered between two personsl data
items (marital status end years teaching experience) and

the Guilford-Martin tralts (Taeble XXX).
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13 A slgnificant positive linear relationship exist-
ed between each of five personal data items (educational
status, higher educational institution attended, last credit
obtained, courses in educational psychology snd statistics,
and other psychology courses) and the Gulilford-Martin traits
(Table XXX).

14. Only eleven cases of non-linearity were discover-
ed smong the €663 pairs of variebles. These were: (1)
soclel introversion-extraversion asnd wastes peper while
doing assignment, (2) thinking introversion-extraversion
and neglects to do his assignment, (3) thinking introver-
sion-extraversion and never gets things done on time, (4)
depression and teases other children, (5) rhathymia and
is terdy frequently, (6) rhathymia and picks his nose,

(7) general activity end makes a disturbance when the teach-
er leaves the classroom, (8) inferiority feelings snd
bullies other pupils on the playground, (9) cooperstive-
ness and reads comlc books during study periods, (10)
rhathymia eand pupil load, end (11) genersl activity and

when undergraduate work was completed.

REFLECTIONS CONCERNING THE INVESTIGATION
Significant linear relationships were found to exist
between the Guilford-Martin traits snd certein pupil be-

hevior and personal data items; thus the two working
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hypotheses were partially supported. However, there was
but little evidence to indicate an extensive trend toward
non-linearity.

The csasuses of the linesr relationships were not de-
terminable from the data, nor were they part of the present
problem. It would therefore seem pertinent to suggest that
further research might profitebly be concerned with the
causes of such relationships.

It might 2lso be suggested that a correlation could
be made between personel data inventory responses snd sceale
values obtained from a refined ennoyasnce evesluastion instru-
ment. Such an operation should provide valusble informa-
tion, but 1t was deemed to be beyond the scope and purpose
of this study.

The findings of the present investigation should be
of asslistance to guldence workers, sdministretors end
supervisors, and to teachers themselves. In order to spec-~
ulate as to the value of this study for such persons, let
us aessume that the faculty members of "School A" have full
knowledge of the above findings. Purther, let us assume
that "Pupil L" has been reported to the school principal
by "Teacher Y" because he hed displayed certain behavior
disorders. The school counselor might be called into the
case by the principel in order to make a routine counseling

contaect with the pupil. Upon surveying the facts of the
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case 1t might be found that "Pupil L" had been héving no
difficulties with other teachers. In 1light of the find-
ings of the present investigation, the counselor might
discover a fundamental difference in the personsality
traits of "Teacher Y" as opposed to the other teachers in-
volved. He might further speculate that there was & sig-
nificant relationship between the rersonality tralts of
"Teacher Y" and her ennoyance csused by the behavior of
"Pupil L."™ All of these circumstence could conceivebly
result in a better understanding concerning the actions
of "Pupil L" and remedial steps could be taken in light
of this new orientation.

It has not been intended that all problems pertaining
to pupill-teacher relastionships would be solved as a result
of this study; however, it is hoped that first steps have
been tsken toward their solution, by identifying certain
pupil behaviors which are snnoying to teachers on the one
hand, and relating them to personslity factors of the

teachers concerned on the other.
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SrANcE IATETT N T e e e TTAR ~> T TIATA TTITT N Tt e mnemem -
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J. CLAZE, 1435 JOVIURZITY TTRACT, NI BTTCR, L0 IO

w¥ S I7I273 7O CIR0I0 s e IL TZaAVIOR

You have been selected to euprass your opinion concerning pupil
lehavior because of your extensive experience and training in the
gicld of cnhild growth and develop.ent. The author of this study
@ill be very grateful for such an oninion. When the study is con-
flcted, you will te furnished with a suluary of the findings.

Directions for Comnpleting the Opinionnaire

1. ‘ere is a ligt of pupil tehavior items. You are asked to
swer the following two guestiong concerning each item:

a. (FRTUTNCOV JUDZINT) How often have you encountered
this kehavior among vour npupils during the present
gchool year:

E. (ITT. TVALUATICYT) Does thig behavior annoy you?
2. In making the FRT.UTJIC/ T & TNT3, encircle the numter whicnh

hdicates how often vou have eacountered the benavior item during the
resent school year. Use this scale:

O - Never

L - Very Infrequently

2 - Freqguently

5 - Very Freguently

4 - 2ost of the tize

3. FRILITHCY TUDGTUTS ghould =mot pe rag2d upon the bhehavior
lsolated individuals. For €xamnple, you zi-ht find that the

thavior, "tells imaginative taleg," ig exhibvitcd by a particular
poil all of the tiame tut that this behavior oxcurg very infreguently

the group as a whole. In thig cage, rou shousld record a FRZI.UZNCY
GLNT of "1." In other words, your FRIQIIIICY JUD%.E&.'T3 should be
£sed upon the bLehavior of your class as a whole, not upon igolated
dividual cages.

4. In making the ITT T7ALUATICZTS, encircle "YT3" if a behavior
likely to arnoy you in any degrae. Tnzircle "NO" if a behavior
€2 13 never zanioying Lo you. Tuacirele “2' if you are aouttful ag
P "hether or not the kehavior isg likely to aunoy you or if you do
Pt clearly understand the item.

5. For the purposes of this ooinionnaire, oupil behavior is
isidered to include any behavior exhitited in the scnool, i. e. in
}¢ classroomn, on the playground, in the hallg, etc.

6. 4t the end of the opinionnaire space 1is »rovided for you to
d and evaluate any other behavior items wnich vou btelieve should Le
¢cluded in a list of thig sort.
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. udaTIC may be

- (
3 - - e T
2ok oRrC 0 JUNCY JIDGAINTS.

7. =egardlesg of what your I
" or T27), ke surc to corplets

{ 3. Tlease do not discuss ths oninionnaire with others hefore
0, have coapleted it. Do not sign your naane--your regponses will
®-12in strictly anonymous.

“valuations and Judgments

LD JTHCY TUD G TNT
“ow often nhave you
encountered this
CLchavior aaong your
aupills durinz the

LRV VI "2V ISV OV S §

presaent schocl ’ TT .
year? VLU LT IoY
2THLY ISR R Docs thi
IT- . ; [rd o o ' behavior
: o ~ A annoy you?
P s e
T
= — = 42
; e 2
- - o~ i
=4 P R O
<, o
) ) s +2
~ " 0] ) 9]
2 = - >,
ithdraws froa a zroup « + .+ « . b0 L 2 5 4 T3 NU 2
xa:.gerates injury from anothar ‘
nupill t e e e e 4 e e e e 2 1 2 5 4 N0
Farng very slowly . . . . . . . 2 1 2 3 4 v Uo o %
imolite to other pucils . . O 1 2 3 4 I3 NO 2
ars dirty clothes . . . . . . J 1 2 3 4 23 NG ?
inks slowly .+ v o o « o« o o & o 1 2 3 4 YZI3 NO 2
btemots to show off nis phvsizal
strength ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢« o + ¢ v . 0 1 2 3 4 Y-3 MO
oops in desks of other puoils O 1 2 3 4 Y- 10
Bsseg notaeg in the classroon . o 1 2 ) 4 YT L0
uffleg in the hallg ¢ < e o e o 1 2 3 4 73 NO
Poy) acts likse a s133Y o « « . O 1 e 3 4 YZ3 NO
les easily « o o v ¢ 4 ¢ ¢ o . 0O 1 2 5 4 YZ3 NC
b3 tody odor e o o+ 4 s s e« o o O 1 2 2 4 Yoz U0
p always too dressed up to do !
I Physical work . « o o o o o D 1 2 3 4 PO RN 0
gcals another pupil's luach . . o 1 2 5 4 o5 w0 2
okeg on school preaises . . . . 0 1 2 3 4 YZ3 WO 2
plks aloud to gelf .+ v ¢ o o . o 1 2 3 4 YZ3 NO 2
rowg ersgers in the classroom I 0 1 2 3 4 Y.3 NC 2
Bscs profane language . . . . . ' 0 1 2 3 4 vos NG 2
lkg without parmigsion during
| study periods .« o ¢ o o o o & .0 1L 2 3 - YZ3 NO 2
steg paper while doing assiga~ ;
MENL o 6 4 4 o o o o o o o o o Lo 1 2 3 4 Y:=3 NO 7
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TG ICR ITE p T UOTHNCY TG AT ! ITC
. TVLLULT IO
Sucks his thuab « « « « « « & O 1 2 3 4 Yos NO 7
Digturkts other pupils during

study periods « « .+ ¢ « o o "0 1 2 3 4 Y3 NO ?
Gives silly answers to serious

guestions « « o ¢« + ¢ o o o O 1L 2 3 4 YZs NO ?
shows off when vigitors enter :

the classroom « « s o o o« & O 1 2 3 4 POs B ?
“hoxg ¢xXce€sslve interegt in ~

ooposite se€x . . o . . . o 1 2 3 4 ¥vir N0 7
rreaks school windows . « « o -0 1 2 3 4 Yoz e 2
‘volds physical contact gares -0 1 2 3 4 _ Yoy N0 R
icts shy among othrrs « « « & 0 1 2 3 4 . /3 NC 2
flays martles for kerps « o« » . O 1 2 3 4 Y3 NC 2
Forges glgnatures « ¢« o« o & & -0 1 2 3 4+ Y5 XNC ?
Fights on the playground . . | O 1 2 2 4 YI3 NO 2
akes a disturtance when thea

teacher leaves tha classrooa O 1 2 % 4 ; 23 NO 2
Yon't coopsrate with a agiroup e 1 2 3 4 i Y3 NO ?
Jlouches down 1in his scat . . 0 1 2 3 4 Y3 NO 2
fasturbates . ¢ 6 s o6 0 . o . O 1 2 3 4 . Y73 NO 7
Bites finger nails . . « . . -0 L 2 3 4 i >3 NO 2?2
Trips another punil . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4 't YI3 NO ¢
“‘histles in the classrooa . . o) 1 2 3 4 . YI3 NO 2?2
sttrects attention of a groun 0 1 2 3 4 ; Y53 NO *?
llakes ercuseg for his aisconduct O 1 2 3 4 : -3 NO ?
Copies another pupil's angwer 0 1 2 3 4 ! Y3 NO %
Plows kuttle gum in the class- f

FOOM &« o & o« o o « o« o« o« o O 1 2 3 4 ' ¥Cs NO  ?
Plays »oractical jokes on the : ’

te€acner o« ¢ & o « ¢ o < o o -0 1 2 5 4 Y3 N0 2
takes nolges during study :

DTPLOAS + v e e 4 e e v e o 1 2 3 4 Y3 HO 2
“rites on the lavatory wall , O 1 2 3 4 . Y3 WO 2
shoots spit balls in the claszsg- : f

POODM &« & 4 o o o o « o o & 0 1 2 3 4 YZ3 NO 2
(Cirl) acts like a toztoy « . O 1 2 3 4 ; 5 NO  ?
Otjects to physical work . . O 1 2 3 4 i Y:Is JO 2
Interrupts durinz class dis- ' :

CUSSIONS o o 5 o o s o o o 0 1 2 3 4 ; Y23 HO 2
durts animals « « « « + + 4 & 0 1 2 3 4 . YIs J0 ®
tulls another pupil's hair . 0 1 2 3 4 . ¥YZT3 NO ?
fldicules clothes of anothar : ,

PUPLL v v v . e e e e e e o 1 2 3 4 L YZI ONO 2
Refuges to anawer questions e 1 2 3 4 ! o HO 7
Chews gum in the classrooan ., 0 1 2 3 4 ' Y¥:s w0 ?
Is a tattle-tale o o o o o & 0 1 2 3 4 ' YC3 NO ?
always wante to te tihe loader O 1 2 3 4 ! YC3 NO 2
Doesn't pay attention to class

discugsion v « o o ¢ o o o 0 1 2 3 4 3 N0 2
Picks on younger children . . e 1 2 3 4 Yeos N0 0?2
Sulks after teing punished . . O 1 2 3 4 YZ3 NO %
§ta1":n€l"s ¢« o & 3 @ s o o * e O 1 2 3 4 Y:S Y ?
ntfugcs to adait mistakss . . 0 1 2 3 4 Y3 NO ?
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eoAMY ICE IT . FRTLITNCY JUDG TLT ITRu
' CVLLULTION

E i scli-conscious wnlle in a

gr’oup * 8 o & e+ e e e e s+ o o a 0 1 2 3 4 Y_9 NO ?

Bl ffc »2nswer to question .+ . . . . O 1 2 3 4 25 NO 2

Fllico other pupils on the play-

Poround @ L v i s h i e h e .. O 1 2 3 4 3 10 ?

fbr~<ts to tring school supplies

B0 Clas5 o « o 2 o o o v o o o O 1 2 3 4 Y8 NO ?

Bfaccs litrary books o« ¢ 5 o » » O 1 2 3 4 Y>3 NO 2
ins school o 4w ¢ v 4 4 s 0 . .0 1 2 3 4 YOS NO 2
lsncrs during study perilods . . O 1 2 3 4 G T O B
qu-hs unnccessarily during class

Bliscussions « o ¢ o o o 2 ¢ &« ¢ 0 1 2 3 4 T3 NO 0?2
Bnts to lknow hig examination

gnark cofore other punilsg arc

fciven theirs o o o o o o & ¢ o 0 1 2 3 4 Y3 MO ?

Pn't start workins without

fteing nrouwptesd v ¢ v s e v 4 W . O 1 2 3 4 Yo3 40 2
Hows scxual intcrect in persons

80f his oWn 892X 4 4 ¢ 3 o ¢« o« o O 1 2 3 4 Y3 NO %
gver und-retands a Joke . o v . O 1 2 3 4 ¥Y°3 NO 2
Betendg he dozen't hoar the '

ftcacher o . o v 4 v s 4 4 e . . O 1 2 3 4 YI3s NO 2
Busts a disturtance during :

fasscally prograzs o ¢« o 6 o o o« O 1 2 3 4 Z3 NO %
gncs in papers toat aren't ncat 0O 1 2 3 4 YCS NO ?
in 't gpeak to p-rsons he dis-

tlikes . . . ) 1 2 5 't Y3 NO ?
8¢ s the ooooait«: of what the

teacher tells him @ o o 5 o & o O 1 2 3 + Y3 NO  ?
In't Le depondcd on to do an

[lmoortant joh v v 4 4 4 e e e . e) 1 2 > 4 Y3 NO 2
uffles hig frot while 4a1xlqg . 0 1 2 3 4 Y3 NO ?
its like a babvy . . < - 0 1 2 ) 4 Y¥~3 NO 2
fresscg worry atout seclool worl 0 1 2 3 4 Y3 NC 7
00wl s ahsad of oth:zrs in linu . 'O 1 2 ) 4 Y23 NO 2
oteéstg length of assigmmint e« » O 1 2 > 4 3 NO *?
s mad whcn nig tcam loscs . e 1 < 3 4 23 NO ?
§/5 he won't study tecause he

floesn't likc the gubject . . .0 1 2 3 4 ¥73 N0 2
g 20 apple polighér 5 o 4 o o« « O 1 2 ) 4 Y3 JO ?
tltes smutty noies « o v o & o o O 1 2 3 4 Y3 NO 7
‘irms 1 hig s€at & o« 6 & o o o 0 1 2 3 4 Y3 NGO ?
8 2 cluttered desk o o o & o » O 1 2 3 4 ¥Y°3 40 2
€3 when bcing guestioned about |

ligconduct ¢ o 5 o o o & » « &« O 1 2 3 4 Y-3 NO ?
LS péncils in hig mouth . « ¢« « Q 1 2 3 4 YZ3 O NO O ?
ltérg around school after hours O 1 2 3 4 Yos 30 ?
fizlaing to the teacher whaen he .

1s givern a 1ow Mark « « o » o« o O 1 2 3 4 Y23 HO ?
Ive g lnitials on hig désk « « o O 1 2 3 4 773 30 2
VY dreamg fre: Uucntly » ¢ ¢ ¢ o o O 1 2 3 4 ; Y3 NO ?
E«lrtj face and hands .+ « o « O 1 2 3 4 Y3 NO 2
“vaténg to hurt other pupils .+ O 1 2 3 4 Y3 NO 2
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CoHAVIOR ITT roiCLuTNCY JUDG TNT ITZ
' V,LLU.TICN

LV BV BRIV IR NS N IS )

D
Forbs arguncnts atout alnor points O 1 2 3 4 -3 NO 2
ver wantg to g0 to the playgrournd O 1 2 3 4 . 3 WO ?
B nts his nose at othcrs « ¢ & o o O 1 2 3 4 1 Y_3 NO 2
g overconfidcnt about nls abvility
¥ .o do an assignacnt . . . .« .0 1L 2 3 4 ¥°s NO ?
B nds so much tlmt checking hlc
work that he can't finish his f
B ocsignmint . . . e o o ¢ o 2-0'0 1 2 3 4 i YZ3 NO 2
B chce pupils into thClP scats <« . O 1 2 3 4 Yo NO %
buchs without covering his face -0 L 2 3 4 , e NMOo?
{ym telittling picturcs of othcrs O 1 2 3 4 ’ Yoz 0 2
pils to obey a safcty pmatrol hoy 0 1 2 3 4 ! YO8 HNO 2
tg out of line during {fire drills O 1 2 3 4 ; YO 0W ?
cks his nose ¢ e o o v e e o 2 .0 1 2 3 4 ' Y3 MNC R
¥Fads conic boolzg during study g 1
B Driods o« ¢ o o o ¢ o « s s « o . 0 1 2 3 4 ; Y3 YO 2
foy) pulls up girlg' skirts . + ' 0 1 2 3 4 ; Y3 S0 2
ents to oot a drink right alfter i !
M he has had onc c 2 o o o v o e < 0 1 2 3 4 . Y8 NO °?
bn't hang up his clothes o + ¢ « 4.0 1 2 3 4 i YL3 90 2
imays playg with hig ovn cligue 10 1 2 3 4 i Yis NC  ?
ags atout his achicvcacnts o o -0 1 2 3 4 , 23 NGO ?
mands attcntion froan the tcacher ! '
cven when she is tusy o o o & o« 0.0 1 2 3 4 I YCS NO  ?
liches othir pupils o ¢ o o ¢ o +.0 1 2 3 4 [ Y-S NO *?
ffics the tcacher to carry out ~ i
@hcr proposcd punishonnt » & o « <0 L 2 3 4 ¢ YOS NO ?
ivents falsc storics atcut the ; |
@conduct of other pupils o & ¢« » o O 1 2 3 4 . ¥Z3  HO
2cks dirt into the classroom . . O 1 2 3 4 ot o]
glects to do hig assignaint » « .:0 1 2 3 4 Y23 N0
ays cards on school prcmiscs . .00 1 2 3 4 Y'3 N0
esips atout oth.r pupils . o « .10 1 2 3 4 I YIS NO
ver gctsg thingg done on timc . !0 1 2 3 4 1 Y35 YO
tardy frcguently . .« + & & « « ..0 1 2 3 4 Y23 Y0
ages othqr children + o « & o ¢ .0 1 2 3 4 | ¥YZs N0
llg imaginative 3128 v v o o o o O 1 2 3 4 I ¥OUs ND
t6 hig pants « v v o ¢ o o o o D 1 2 3 4 ; 3 N0
€asily distractcd from onc nroo-|
lem to_znother . . + . . . .. .0 1 2 3 4 | yos 0 2
DD T IOV .L & WIOR ITC 3 J i
0 1L 2 3 g . YIs NO 2
20 1 2 2 4 YZ3 WNO 2
O 1 2 3 4 Y3 NO 2
o 1L 2 3 4 | ¥I3 nNOo 2
0 1 2 3 4 Y3 HdO 2
0 1L 2 3 4 . Y.3 HNO 2
0O 1 2 3 4 . YZ3 NO ¢
0 L 2 3 4 © Y2S NO 2

¢ back of this gh:iit to list morc itcms.)

B\ - —_— -~ s & e - N - - e - oy — o — - —n ey m - ; -— o—
N YOU 5.VZ ¢C JLZTTD THIS O LIIOUN. IRT LT 37 RITUAN IT? TO ZL.ZR J.

CLioil, 1435 UYIVIRSITY T7°2.¢7, 477 "RT23, ICHIG N.
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GROUPING OF BEHAVIOR ITEMS FOR FINAL ANNOYANCE INSTRUMENT
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE UHRBROCK AND

RICHARDSON METHOD

Item Group
Behavior Item Number

Lies when being questioned sbout

misconduct « ¢« o ¢« o & * ¢ o o o 1 Key
Has & cluttered desk ¢« o o o o o o 2 Key
Coughs without covering his face . 3 Key
Won't start working without being

prompted ® ® ® o & @ ¢ o e 2 e 4 Key
Doesn't pay attention to class

discussion , « ' ® o o o o ) Key
Crowds 2head of others in line ., . 6 A
Reads comic books during study

perlods............ 7 A
Demands attention from the teacher

even when she 18 busy . « « » » 8 A
Chews gum in the classroom . . . 9 A
Hands 1in papers that arent't neat . 10 A
Gets out of 1line dQuring fire drills 11 A
Teases other children . « « « o » 12 A
Is tardy frequently e o o o o o o 13 A
Has dirty fece snd hands . . . . 14 A
Wastes peaper while doing assignment 15 A
Wears dirty clothes . . « s o o 16 B
Neglects to do his assignment o o 17 B
Falls to obey = safety patrol boy 18 B
Coples another pupilil's esnswers . . 19 B
Plcks his nose « o« « « e o 20 B
Disturbs other pupils during study

periods » o ® © e o © o s ® ® @ 21 B
Mekes & disturbasnce when the tesch-

er leaves the classroom . . . e 22 B
Is 1mpolite to other pupils . . . 23 B
Has Dody odOr o o o o o o o o o o 24 B
Interrupts during class discussions 25 B
Forgets to bring school supplies to

class e e e o e ® 8 o ® o ® ® @ 26 C
Meakes nolses during study periods 27 C
Is a tattle=-tale * o ® s @ s o o 28 C
Blows bubble gum in the classroom 29 Cc
Defaces 1ibrary booksS o« « « o o o 30 C
Slouches down in his seat . . . . S1 Cc
Shows off when visitors enter the

ClBsSSroOm o« o o o o e o o o o o 32 C
Picks on younger children . « o » 33 C
Never gets things done on time . . 34 C
Bullies other pupils on the play-

ground ® & o o 5 o 5 & o6 o e o+ ° 35 C




APPENDIX III
Final Survey Meterial:

Personal Data Inventory

Survey of Teacher Opinion

Envelope sticker, Teacher
Identification sheet

Gullford-Martin Tempersasment
Profile Chert




Code Number

PER30HAL DMTA INVANTORY

ge at lest birthdey: g,
24 vesrs or under

25-29 years

30-34 years

35-39 years

40-44 years

45~-4G years 9,
50-54 yeers

50-99 years

60 years or over

o]

T~

X3
) femsle
) male

"arrisge stetus: 10.
( ) divorced

( ) married

( ) sep=sreted

() sinsle

Number of children:

( ) no children

( ) one child

( ) two children

( ) three children

( ) more then three children

If you have one or more child- 1l.
ren, list =ge(s) et lest birth-
dey:

BEducational stetus (check hich-

est sttainment):

( ) have no deeree

( ) have 32 or 33 degree, hsve
done NO greduete work

( ) heve started work towsrd MA 12.
degree

( ) have MA degree, have done NO
further graduete work

( ) heve sterted work toward
doctorate

( ) have doctorste

Jhet is your averesge teesching

load per day? 13.
) four hours or less

) five hours

) six hours

) seven or more hours

——— — —

129

Nrme eond locertion of hirgher
educetionsl institution sttend-
ed most:

If you heve NO degree, how mrny
yerrs of higher educetion heve
you hed? (Do not snswer if you
have s degree)

( ) 1 yeer

{ ) 2 yeers

( ) 3 yesrs

( ) over 3 yesrs

LLST took courses for credit
beyond undergreduste work (Do
not answer 1f you heve not com-
pleted undergredurte work):

) heve not trken more courses
) em now tekinr courses

) 1-4 yeers =go

) 5=9 yeesrs ego

) 10-14 veers sgo

) 15-19 veers ego

) 20-30 veers s£go

) over 3C yesrs ego

PN N S TN N P T

pleted undergrrduste work:
ot comnleted

O0-4 verrs £go

L=D Teers £go

1C-14 yeers Pgo

15-19 yerrs 2gO

20=-30 yerrs ego

over 30 yeers °£go

O

C
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

T N N Mt N o 2 g

+shet grrde do you now meinly
teech?

) grade one

) grede two

) grede three

) grede four

) grede five

) grede six

P W Wan W a W W

vhet is your everege pupll
lo»2d per hour?

) less then 20 Dupils

) 20-29 puvils

) 30-39 pupils

) 40-4S pupils

) 50 purils or more

e Y e W Wy N



gers of teaching experience:
first year

l-4 yeers

-9 years

10~-14 years

15-19 years

20-25 years

over 25 years

15.

]
X0

Y
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

ihet

P

sre your future vocotion-

21 Dlens%

) not do educ-stionrcl work

) teech =t present grede
level

) be an edministrrtor or
surervisor

) other plens (stete brief-

(
(

(
(

1y):

L. In the chsrt below, check the epproximete number of college semester
hours credit you heve in #EACH area of instruction listed.

PRBE OF IN3TAUCTION

None | 1-4 j

5-9

i NUNBoR O COLL-Go S:MI3ToR HOUNS

| Over

10-14 15-19 | 19

LDUCATION COUns=3
istory end princioles
f educeation -
ducetional sdministrs-
lion end supervision
ducetionel psychology
nd statistics

e e ! —

uidance

eaching

her educetion courses,
ot listed sbove
PSYCROLOGY COUnoLo
enerel theoryv of psych- ! ;
logy |

entzl hygiene an? geb- |
ormel psychology i

+
|

_ S R
ethods and practice ’
hild growth end de- ‘“*‘—“‘““T‘ f
elopment } l

esting and quentitative

ild #nd genetic psycii-
oLy

pcisrl n3ychology,
ociology

ther psvchology courses,
ot listed cbove
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A OSURVZY OF TwACHZR OFINION CONCwRNING FUPIL BrHAVIOR
Dlmer Je. Cleris

You heve been selected bhecsuse of jyour evtensive treining end
perience in the field of teecher-rnupil reletionships to contribute
o ¢ survey of tescher opinion concerninge mupil behavior. The suthor
f this study exoresses his gretivude for vour cooreretion., You will
e furnished with a summery of the survey uvon its completion.

Generzsl Directions

l. This survey is divided into three perts. Pert I derls with
rsonel dats, Part II consists of the Guilford-dMertin Inventories,
d¢ Part III is an sannoyence evelurstion instrument. IT I3 IITORTANT
!T YOU COPLeTm ALL THREW PARTs OF THn SURVEY.

. Please do not discuss the survey with others before you hrve
ted it.

2
=
]

ompl

3. Do not sign your name to the survey meterirl--your responses
11 remain strictly anonymous. However, for strtisticel purposes
u have been essigned a code number. In order thet the ruthor might
ontect you in the future, you are ssked to hend in e TELCHZR IDGNTIFI-
LTION SHooT containing your code number, name, =ddress, snd school.
representative of your groun will keep this informetion snd will not
llow other persons to heave access to ite.

FLAT I. FuRSONZL DIFTAR

Dircetions

Unless otherwise directcd, cliec *We rmpmrorrictz rcsnonse to eech
the items on the sccomrrnvins PEas0. L J/TE 1oV INTORY. In rsnswer-
g item 1, for exemple, if your ase rt last hirthdsy wes 26 you should
ace 2 check (x) inside the prrenthesces bcfoﬁe the response, "25-29
ErS e n .

PERT Il. GUILFO:D-MLRTIN INVINTORIZS

Directions

l. Complete the thres Guilford-lMartin Inventories es directed.

2« Record your results on the snswer sheets which rre provided
r each inventory, pleese do net write on the inventories themselves.

3. It is important thst you USE ThE PENCIL PrOVIDED rnd thet you
NOT FOLD THE ANS~ER 3SHEETS.

4. UNLESS £LL IT:=ils ARE ANS/ErbD, YOUR nESPONSES JILL BE OF NO
LUE TO THE AUTHOR.
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PART III. ANNCY/NCE LVELUSTICN INSTIULENT

Directions

l. Here ore severcl peirs of punil behevior items. You rre
bsked to eveluste each peir of items end to indicete which member of
he pair is more likely to annoy you.

2. HRecord your snnoygegnce evalustions on the rnswer sheet- merked
tpinnoyance Evelustions." /hen you have decided which membher of erch
air is more likely to ennoy you, blecken the corrcsponding sprce on
the answer sheet with the pencil provided. In eveluecting thc first
gir of beheviors, for exsmple, plece s mark below "T" if you decide
that "Lies when being guestioned sbout misconduct" is more 1likely to
ennoy you than "Has a cluttersd desk." Likewise, mlece 2 merk below
et if you decide thest "Hesgs 2 cluttered desk" is more likely to ennoy
you then "Lies when being guestioned sbout misconduct." MEKE ONE AND
ONLY ONz MARK FOR LACH ITEM.

3., For the rurncses of this instrumcnt, puril behsvior is con-
sidered to include =ny hchavior exhiibited in the school, ic¢ e. in the
clessroom, on the pleyground, in thce hells, ctc.

4, In rnnoyins behsvior 1g considered to be o behevior which
irritetes or disturbs s person in 2ny wWrvVe.

5. BE 5URE TO ANSIWzi ALL ITLS.

Evolunections

+ Te Lies when being questioned '"e Te Picks his nosc
2bout misconduct , T1ls to obey o sefcty
F. Has a cluttered desk petrol bey
2. T. Bullies other ovupils on the 8. Te Copics enother pupilts
playground ANSTEYTS
P. Coughs without covering his 7. Lies vhoen being questioned
face ebout misconduct

. Hes o cluttercd desk

. T. Never gcts things done on time 9. T
¥ F. Coughs without covering

. Won't start working without

being prompted his fece
4, 7. Picks on vounger childrcn 16. T. Won't stert working without
F. Doesn't pay sttention to cless bzing prompted

. Bullics other opupils on the
pleyground

discuszion

5. T. Mekes 2 disturbence when the )
teechcr leoaves the classroom 1le. Te. Doesn't pey sttention to

Fs Jeers dirty clothes clress discussion
' T, Never gets things done on
8. T. Disturbs other pupils during timc
study periods ’
F. Neglects to do his assign- 12. T. Weers dirty clothes
ment - @, Is immolitec to other nupills

132



3
« Doesntt pey rottention to
cless discussion
. Hrs o cluttcred desk

3, T« Neglccts to do his essign- 25, T
ment

F. Meakes & disturbence when the

teacher leaves the clescroon

i

“0e Te ‘Jeoars dirty clothes
4, T. Falls to obcecy a. sefety petrol 7 Interrupts during cless
boy discussions 7
F. Disturbs other pupils during _
study period 27. T. Ncglects to do his essign-
ment
5. Te Copies anothcr pupilts . Hss body odor
BNsSWEIrsS
F. Picks his nose 28, T. Fails to obey o scfety
petrol boy
5. Te Courhs ~without covering his F. Is impolite to othoer pupils
face
P Lies when being guestioncd 9. T. Copics enothcr vunil's
about misconduct ocNnN3wers
@, Mexos e disturbence when
7. T. Jon't stert working without the teecher leeves the class:
being »romntaed room
Pe Hrs o cluttered doesk
30, Te Picks his nosc
18, Te Bullies othcr pupils on the F. Disturbs othecr murils dur-
plrygeround ing study reriods
FP. Doesn't pey estteontion to
cless discussion 31, T. Won't stert working without
being vnromptcd
9. T. Has body odor F. Lies vhen being questioned
'« JWears dirty clothes sbout misconduct
0. Te Is imrolite to othecr rurnils %>, T, Doesn't ory sttcntion to
F. Neglccts to do his essiin- clesz Giscussion
ment F. Cou-~hs without covering his
. focu
l. T. Makes a disturbencc when the
teacher lceves the classrcom 33. T. Hrs ¢ cluttered desk
F. Foils to obey & safety neotrol P. Crowds ghced of others in
boy line

2¢ T Disfurbs other pupils during 324,

., Interrupts during cless
study veriods discussions
F. Cories another pupil's F. Nuglccts to do his essign-
£NsSwers moent
3¢ Te Lics when being questioncd 35, T. Heus body odor
cshout misconduct @, Feils to obey £ sefcty
F. Picks his nosc patrol boy
4, T. Coughs without covcring %6, T. Is impolite to other puvrils
his face F. Corics rnother punil's
7. Non't start working without ansvers

being prompted
133
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T Mekes ¢ disturbsnce when the 5C T Interrupts during cless
tescher lesves the classroom discussions
F Picks his nose F Copics esnother pupil's
enswers

T Lies when being questioned

sbout misconduct 51 T Hes body odor
F Disturbs other puplls during B Picks his nose
study periods .
52 T Is impolite to other pupils
g T won't stert working without F Disturbs other pupils during
bcing prompted study periods
F Doesn't pay attention to class
discussion 53 T Lies when being guoestioned
sbout misconduct
0 T Crowds shead of others in line F Mskes 2 disturbrnec when the
F Coughs without covering his teacher lesves the classroom
face
54 T Doesn't pey ettention to
1 T Rcads comic books during study cless discussion
periods F Crowds shesd of others in
F Hes a cluttered dcsk line
2T Feils to obey a safety patrol 55 T Won't stert working without
boy being prompted
F Interrupts during class dis- F Resds comic books during
cussions study periods
3T Copies snother pupil's eznswers ©6 T Demends rttontion from the
F Hss body odor : teecher even when she 1s busy
F Coughs without covering his
4 T Picks his nose fece
F Is impmolite to other pupils
57 ¢ Chcws gum in the clessroom
5 T Disturbs other pupils during - P Hes o cluttered desk
study periods
P Makes & disturbencc when the 58 T Piclzs his nose
tcacher leaves the clzssroom F Intcrruvnts during cless dis-
cussions
6 T Doesn't pay attention to class
discusslon 59 T Disturbs other pupils during
F Lies when being questioned about study periods
misconduct 7 Has body odor
T Crowds rhcad of others in line 60 T Mekcs e disturbsnce when the
F Won't start working without teachcer lerves thc clessroom
being prompted ¥ Is impolite to other pupils
8 T Coughs without covering his 61 T Crowds sheed of othcrs in
face line
F Reads comic books during study F Lics whon being guestioncd
periods sbout misconduct
9 T Has » cluttcred desk 62 T Reeds comic books during
F Demends ottention from the study periods
teacher even when she is busy . F Doesn't pey sttention to

cless discussion
134 |



B T Won't start working without
being promptcd

F Demands attcntion from the
tecachcr cven when she is busy

B: T Couchs without covering his
' fece

F Chews gum in thce clessroom
clu

S T Hos o t
inp

® Hends
nu?t

tered desk

pers thet arcnt't

Bo T Intcrrupts during cless dis-
cussions

F Disturhbs other pupills during
study periods ‘

87 T Has body odor
F Mekes o disturbonce whon the
tescher leaves the clessroom

B8 T Lies when bcing questioncd
' sbout misconduct
P Is 1mprolite to other rupils

P9 T Rcads comic books during study

N pcriods

F Crowds rh-ad of othurs in 1line

0 T Docsn't pay cttention to cless
discussion

F Demends rttcntion from theo

teachcr cven when she is busy

Fl T Chcws gum in the clsssroom
F Won't stert working without
being nrompted

{2 T Coughs without covcring his
fece

F Hends in pspers thest sron't
neet

§3 T Gets out of linc during firc
drills
F Hes 2 cluttered desk

[4 T Mekes a disturbsnce when the

: teecher leaves the clessroom

F Intcrrupts during cless dis-
cussions

ST Is imnolite to othoer pupils
F Has body odor

77

78

79

F3
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80 T

81

83

84

85

86

87

88

135

o

7 3 "3

Hj -3 1T = B B =

=

!’IJ

' 5
R.eds comic bo~ks during
study periods
Iilcs when bcecing gucstioned
rbout misconduct

Crowds rherd of others in line
Domends ottcocntion from the
tercher even when she is busy

Chews gum in thc clessroom
Doesn't pey rsttention to

cless discussion

don't stert working without
becing promnted

Hands in pepers thet sroen't
neat

Gets out of linc during firc
drills

Coughs without covcring his
facc

Hes a cluttered desk
Tceascs other children

Intcrrupts during cless dis-
cussions
Is imrolitc to other nurils

Lics when being questioned
ebout misconduct
Has body odor

Demends ettention from the
tcecher even when she is busy
Reads comic boocks during study
periods

Chcws gum 1In the clessroocm
Crowds echced of othecrs in
line '

Docsn't nry sttention to closs
discussion

Hends in pepcrs thet
ncat

srcn't

Gots out of line during fire
drills

Won't stert working without
being promptcd

Cougrhs without covering his
frcec

Tceses othier chiildren

1



fEQI‘Is terdy frequently
i F Has a cluttered dosk

'ngq'Has body odor
F Interrupts during cless dis-
cussions

91 T Demands attention from the
tecacher even when she is busy
F Lics when being questilcned

about misconduct
92 T Rcads comic books during
study periods
B Chews gum in the clessroom
93 T Hoends in peners thet arcn't
ncet
I Crowds shced of others in
line
94 T Gets out of lince durineg fire
drills
F Doesn't pery ottention to class
discussion

956 T won't stert working without
bcing promptcd
F Teascs other children

goc T Is terdy frequently
f F Coughs without covering his
face

[97 T Has a cluttercd desk
: F Has dirty fecce and haads

98 T Lies when being guestioncd
ebout misconduct

F Interrupts during class dis-
cussions

99 T Demends attcntion from the
tcachcer even when she is busy
F Chcws gum in the clessroom

100 T Hands

’ ncat

F Rceds
study

in pepers thet arent't

comic books during
pcriods

101 T Crowds shead of othcrs in line
F Gets out of linc during fire
drills

102

103

104

105

108
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111

112
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136
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Docsn't pey ettention to cless
discussion
Tcases othecr children

Is terdy frcquently
Wontt stert working without
bcing rrompted

Hes dirty fecc end hends
Coughs without covering his
face

Westcs peper whilc doing
agssignment
Hes a cluttcred desk

Chcws gum in thce clessroom
Iies whcn being questionced
csbout misconduct

Demends rcttention from the
tcecher ¢ven when she is busy
Hands in pepcecrs thet srentt
ncat

Gets out of line during fire
drills

Rerds comic books during
study poeriods

Tceses other children
crovds eh.ed of others in line

Is terdy frequently
Dousn't pey sttcntion to
cless discussion

Jon't stert werking without
bcing prompted
Hes dirty faco and hends

Coughs without covcring his
feoce

Westcs peper vwhilce doing
rgsignment

Hrs o cluttered dcsk
Wears dirty clothcs

Lies when bceing questioncd
sbout misconduct

Forgets to bring school
supplics to cless

Hends in pepers thet erent't
nert
Cncws gum in the clessroom
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125

126

127

128
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Gets out of line during fire
drills

129

F Demands attention from the

teacher c¢ven when she is busy

Reads comic books during studyl130
periods
Tcasces other childrcn

Crowds chced of others
Is terdy frcquently

in linel31

Doesn't pey rttention to class
discussion : 132
Ees dirty frce ond hends
drstes vpeper while doing
p3signment

don't start workine without
bcing promptced

133

#Wears dirty clothes
Coughs without covering his
fece

134

Necgleects to do his assignment
Has a2 cluttcred desk 135
Forgets to bring school sup-
rlies to class

Mekcs noiscecs during study
pceriods 136

Hends thet arcn't
ncat
Lics whcen being gquostioncd

about misconduct

in papcrs
137

Chews gum in the classroom
Gecios out of line during firc
drills

Tcases other childroen
Demands sttention from the
teocher even when she is busy

Is tardy frequently
Reads comic books during
study periods

140

Has dirty fece and hands
Crowas ahcad of othcers in
linc

141
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Westcs peper while doing
£ssignment
Docsn't pey ettcontion to
cless discussion

Won't stert working without
being prompted
Wecers dirty clothes

Coughs without cevoring his
frcce
Neglccts to do his essignment

Hes o cluttercd desk
Fells to obey o sefety
pctrol boy

Is ¢ tettle-trle
Forgcts to bring school
supplics to cless

Mekcs noises during study
periods

Lics when being yuestioncd
about misconduct

Hends in pepcecrs thet srentt
ncet
Gets
firc

out of linc during
drills

Chcws gum in the clrssroom
Tueses other children

Demrnds rttention from the
tcachor cven whon she is busy
Is trrdy froquently

Reeds comic books during
study periods

Hes dirty fecc ond hends
Crowds ehced of othcrs in
line

Westes pepcr while doing

essignment

Doecsn't pay sttention to
class discussion
Wears dirty clothes

Ncglects to do his rssienment
Won't stert working without
being prompted
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Fells to obcy o sefcty petrol 155
boy

Coughs without covecring his

facc

Has a cluttcred desk
Copics eanothcr pupil's answers

Forgcts to bring school sup-
plies to class

Blows bubble gum in the class-
room

157

G

Is = tettlc-tnle'
okcs nolses during study

pcriods

158

J

Lics when being questioncd
sbout misconduct

Gets out of line during fire
drills

159

Teescs other children
Hends 1n pepers thet
ncat

srentt

Is taerdy frcgucntly
Chcws gum in thc clazocroom

Has dirty facc ond hrnds
Dcemends attention from the
tcecher even when she ias busy

162

T Westcs pepcr while doing ossign-
ment 165

F Rcnds comic books during study
periods

Ncglects to do his assignment
Doesn't poy cttintion to closs 164
discussion

Frils to obey a sefcty petrol

boy 155
Won't stert working without

being prompted

Coughs without covcring his 166
face

Coplecs anothcr pupil's enswers
Picks his nosg 167

Ees ¢ cluttered dcesk

138

i -3

T

};\

5o o I~ B = B3 B o6 hj -]

3

=]

a3

o 3

8
Defeccs library books
Forgets to bring school
sunnlics to cless

Mekcs nolscs during study
pcriods -
Blows bubble gum in the
clessroom

Is » tettlc-trlc
Lies whoen being gucstioned
ebout misconduct

Gets out of l1line during fire
drills
Te¢escs other children

Hends in prpcrs thet erent't
necat
Is terdy frcquently

Chews gum in the clessroom
Hes dirty fece ond hends

Dcmends fsttontion from the
tercher cven whcen she is busy
Wirstes neper whilc doing
crasignnmont

Docsn't pry rttention to
cless discussion

Frils to obeoy o sefcty
prtrol boy

Wontt stert working without
being prompted

Coples rnother pupil's
ENSWLIS

Coughs without covering his
facce

Picks his nose

Erc ¢ cluttorced dcesk
Disturbs othcr prupils dur-
ing study ncriods

Slouches down in his scrt
Forgets to hring school
supplies to clrss

Mskcs noiscs durlng study
pcriods .
Dcfeces librery books
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Blows bubble gum in thce cless~-181
room
Is ¢ tettle~trle
1o

Lies wnen being gquestioncd
about misconduct
Tcascs other childron

. 183
Is terdy froquontly
Gotes out of line during fire
drills

Hes dirty focl. tnd h-nds 184
Hrnds in popers thret srentt
ncet ‘

Wrstco prper while doing 185
fssiegnment
Chews Fum in the clesssroom

Copies egnother ovupil's snswors
Doesn't pey sttention to class 186
discussion

Picks his nosc
Jont't start working without
bcing promptcd 1537/

Disturbs othcr pupils during
study pcriods 188
Couchs without covering his

foce

Mrkes a disturbhenc. . on thc 1724
tcrcher lerves tro clerzaroom
Hea =2 cluttercd d.sis

forgets to brinc school sup-
plica to clras 120
Shovws off when visitors enter

the clessroom

191
Mekos noiscs during astudy
pcriods
Slouches down in his scnt

192

Defeoees librory books
Is n tattle~-tole

Blows bubblec gum in the clesa-193
room

Lics when boing guestioncd

~fbout misconduct 194

139

T

ey

a4

o

1

o

&

i£s|

e M3 £/

l"(_}

a3

£ 1 - B = Bt 5

+3

o
¢ childrcn
rcgucntly

3 oth
rdy f
v fece =nd hrnds
of line during
lls

Hends in pepers thet srentt
ncet

drstes pepcr while doing
£ssifnment

Doesn't pey rittention to
cless discussion
Picks his nos

Wonit strrt working without
being prompted

Disturbs othar nurils during
study reriods

Coughs without covering higs
frze

Merkes r disturbence when the
tercher leerves the clrssroom

s o cluttered desk
s im~olite to other rupils

Picks on younger children
£ s to bring school
surnlizs to clrss

Srows off when visitors enter
Vi cleossronm

Liiies nolses during study
meriod.s

Slouches down in his sert
Is = trittle-terle

31lcws bubble gum in the
clessroom
Qufrces librery hocks

t

ies when beinfg questioned
rbout misconduct
Is trrdy frequentl:

Hes dirty frce -nd hrnds
Terses other children

IR O]

dcstes y}per whilce doing
£coignment

Gcts cat of line during fire
Arilis
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Disturbs other vrupils during
study periods

Doesn't prey ottention to
clrss discussion

Mrkes » disturbcnce when the
tescher leeves the claossroom
WJon't stert workine without
being vrrompted

Is impolite to other pumils
Coughs without covering his

frce
£s body odor

Hes & cluttered desk

Forgets to bring school

plies to class

sup -

209

210

212

Never gets things done on time

Mekes noises during study
periods
Picks on younger children
Is ¢ trttle-tnle
Shcws off when
the clrssroom

3lows bubble gum in the cless-o

room

Slouches dovm in his sert
Defeces libreory books
ILies when becinge gnestioned

rbout miscoriduct

Is terdy frequently
irs dirty face ond heonds

Terses other children
Wwestes prper while doing
assignment
Doesntt pey ettention to
discussion

Merlzes 2 disturbrnce when the
teacher lesves tlhie classroom

wWoni't stert workinge without
beinge promnted
Is immolite to other —unils

isitors enter

)
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cless
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10

Coughs without covering his
frce

T
T e e
FocR AN

body odor

Hes ¢ cluttered desk
Interrunts durine clrss
discussions

Bullies other runils on the
vleyeround

Forgets to bring school
suppliies to clrsa

Never gets things done on
time

lirkes noises during study
periods

Picks on younger children
Is = tettle-trle

Shows off when visitors enter
the clessroom

Blows bubble gum in the
cleassroon

Slouches
Dafreces

down in his sest
librery »ooks

Lies when being
rbout misconduct
Hes dirty fece rnd hends

questioned

Is trrd; freguentlw
‘ 5 wrrer while doling
Fasisrmment

Lrate

38 1lupolite to other pupils
oesn't ory sttention to
ls3s discuszion

irs body odor
wontt strrt worlking without
being prompted

Interrupts durings cless dis-
cussions

Coughs without covering nis
frce

Forrets to bring zchool sur-
plies to cless

Hes o cluttered desk
irkes noises during
neriods

Pullies other murils on the
nleryground

study
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230

232

233
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Is ¢ tettle-tele 55 T
Never gets things done on time
E1

Blows bubble gum in the cless-
room
Picks on younger children 3G T
Defesces librery books oy
Shows off when visitors entecr
the classroom

237 T
Slouches down in his sesnt
Lies when being gquestioned ¥
shout misconduct
Jlrstes prper while doing 238 T
~3gsignment
Hres dirty face mmd hends F
Doesn't pery ettention to
clerss discussion 232 T
Hra body odor F
Wontt stert working without 240 T
being prompted
Interrurts during clnss o
discussion
Coughs without covering his 241 T
frce w
Forrets to bring school sup-
vlies to cleass

242 T
Hes n cluttered desk F
Mnkes noises during study
periods =243 T
Bullies othepr puoils on the B
plrysround
Is 2 teottle-tcle

244
Never gets things done on
time P
Rlows bubble gum in the cleoss-
room

245 T
Pickzs on voungcer cnildren
Defeces librery boous F
Shows off when vigitors entecr
the clossroom 245 T
Slouches down in his seat

F

141

11
Lies when being questioned
sbhout misconduct
Wrastes proer while doing
£ s3ignment

Interrunts during cless
discussions

Doesn't pry sttention to
cless discussion

Forgets to hring school
surrlies to clruos

Ylon't stert workine without
being prompted

Mekes noises during study
neriods

Coughs without covering his
frce

Is =2 tettle-teole

Hes e cluttecred decsk

Blows hubble gum in the
clessroom

Bullics other puprils on the
pleyground

Defecas 1ihr-ry hooks
MNever gets things “ocne on
time

Slouchcs down in his
Picks

gert
on younger children

Shows off when visitors
enter the cleassroom

Lies when being questioned
rbout misconduct

Doezsn't pry rttention to
clrse discuscion
Forgets to bring
sunnlics to cless

school

Jontt strrt working without
beiny prompted

Piehies noises during study
periods

Coughs without covering his
fece
Is & tettle-trle



Hes 2 cluttered desk
Blows bubble gum in
classroom

Bl =3

the

48 T Bullies other purnils on the
playground

Defaces libr=ry books

49 T Never gets things done on
time

3louches down in his sect

'z}

Ficks on younger children
Shows off when visitors enter
the clessroom

o =3

51 T Lies when being questioned
sbout misconduct

desrs dirty clothes

52 T Mrkes noises during study
reriods

Doesn't pey ettention to
clrsa discussion

Is e trottle-tele
dgon't stert working
being prompted

without

Blows bubble
clessroom
Coughs without covering
frce

gum in the

his

Defrces librery bocoils
Hes o cluttered dce

3louches down in hais
Bullies other runils
pleyground

ot ot
o3

G u
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0]

Shows off when visitors genter
the closaroom
Never gets things

time

done on

Picks on younger children
Lies when being questioned
ebout misconduct

()]
<O

wWweers dirty clothes
Neglects to do his rsssignment

a»
o
e ]

£ I

Doesntt pry ettention to
class discussion
Iz » tettle-trle
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“lontt stert working without
being proupted
R2lows bubble gum in the
clrssroom

Coughs without covering his
frce
Defeces 1ibrrry books

Hes ¢ cluttered desk
S3louches down in his sert

Bullies other runils on the
pleyground
Shows off when visitors cnter

the clessroon

Never gcets things donzs on
tirc
Picks on vounger children

Iics whaen being guestioncd
sbout misconduct
Ncglects to do his essignment

Feila to obey £ seofety prtrol
bow

icers dirty clothes

5leovie bubble in the
clrsuroosl

Doesn't pry rttention to.
cless diacussion

mem

Defreos librery books
s“on't strrt working without
bein; prompted

‘3louches dorn in his secrt
Coughs without covering his
frce

shows off when vicitors enter
the clesaroom
Hrs » cluttcred dcsk

Picks on voungcr chiliren
Bullics othur murils on the
plrycround

Ncver gets things done on
time

Iics when being gucstioned
rbout misconduct
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Neglects to do his
Frils to obey ¢
boy

e3signment
scfety veatrol

Weers dirty clothes
Covies efnother puvil's enswers
Defrces library books

Dovsn't ney esttention to

cirss discussion :

slouch.3 dovn in his sea
don't stert working without
heing rromepted

Shows off when visitors cntcr
the clessroom

Courhs without covering his

on younger children
cluttered desk

o a iy

Bullics other mupils on tlie
vloysround

Never gets things done on
time

Lies when being questionced
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ENVELOPE STICKER

Code Number

BiroiE YOU HAND IN THIS ENVELOPE, PLEASE CHECK:

1. Heve you completed fLL enswuers on the four rnswer sheets ~nd on
the Personal Date Inventory#% -

. Have you returned the following metcriesls?

a. Completed Fersonsl Date Inventory.

b. The Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory, with completed enswer
sheet (150 answers).

c. The Guilford-Martin Inventory of Factors GAMIN, with completed
enswer sheet (186 answers).

d. £2n Inventory of Fsctors 3TDCR, with completed enswer sheet
(175 enswers).

€. Completed =answer sheet for Annoysnce Eveluection Instrument
(295 enswers).

fo. Pencil for merking enswer sheets.

T=ZACHER IDENTIFICATICN SHEET

Code Number

IName

Address

(Street ond Number) (City) (Stete)

School

la4
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THE GUILFORD-MARTIN TEMPERAMENT PROFILE CHART

How to Use the Chart

) For .each trait indicated by the letter at the top of the column, find the class interval below in which the raw score for that particular trait falls and
encircle in colored pencil or in ink the pair of scores representing that class interv. '

. k al. When ail the traits are designated on the profile in this way, a line
should be drawn connecting the circles for each aeighboring pair of circles.

‘l"he C-'sc':ores (scaled scores) are indicated at the extreme left and vight of the chart in an 11-point scale, O representing the lowest 1% of the 500 cases
used in deriving these norms, | the next 3%, 2 the next 79, 3 the next 129, 4 the next 179%, 5 (middle C-score) 20% of the cases, 6 the next 179, 7 the
next 129%, 8 the next 799, 9 the next 3%, and 10 the highest 19 of the cases. Because the distribution of scores for trait M is bimadal, C-score 4 on the chart
for trait M represents 20% of the cases, C-score 5, 14%, and C-score 6, 209

Interpretation of the Scores on the 13 Temperoment Traits

From Guilford’s Inventory of Factors STDC R

$ — Social Introversion-Extraversion.—A high C-score indicates sociability, a tendency to seek social contacts and to enjoy the company of others. A low
C-score indicates shyness, a tendency to withdraw from social situations and to be seclusive. A high C-score is more desirable for mental health than is
3 low C-score. A very low C-score on S indicates a need for guidance directed toward increased social participation.

T — Thinking Introversion-Extraversion.—A high C-score indicates a lack of introspectiveness and an extrovertive orientation of the thinking proéesses. A low
C-score indicates an inclination to meditative thinking, philosophizing, analyzing one’s self and others, and an introspective disposition. The middle

range of C-score is more desirable for mental health than either extreme on trait T. Each extreme, however, may have its value for certain types of
occupation.

D — Depression.—A high C-score indicates freedom from depression, a cheerful, optimistic disposition. A low C-score indicates a chronically depressed mood
including feelings of unworthiness and guilt. The higher the C-score on trait D, the better is likely to be the emotional adjustment of the individual.

C — Cycloid Disposition.—A high C-score indicates stable emotional reactions and moods, and freedom from cycloid tendencies. A low C-score means the
presence of cycloid tendencies as shown in strong emotional reactions, fluctuations in mood, and a disposition toward flightiness and instability. The

higher the C-score on trait C, the better will be the emotional adjustment of the individual, except that scores that are too high may indicate a colorless,
inert individual.

R — Rhathymia.—A high C-score indicates a happy-go-iucky or carefree disposition, liveliness, and impulsiveness. A low C-scare indicates an inhibited dis-
position and an overcontrol of the impulses. Both extremes of C-scores may represent psychological maladjustments and a C-score in the middle range
is desirable for mental health.

From the Guilford-Martin Inventory of Fuctors G AMI N

G — General Activity.—A high C-score indicates a tendency to engage in vigorous overt action. A low C-score indicates a tendency to inertness and a dis-
inclination for motor activity. An extremely high C-score on trait G may represent a manic tendency while an extremely low C-score may be an indication
of a hypothyroid condition or other causes of inactivity. Thus, for good mental heaith a C-score on G in the middle range is usually most desirable.

A — Ascendance-Submission.—A high C-score indicates social leadership and a fow C-score social passiveness. The C-score of a person on trait A must be
interpreted in the light of his other characteristics of temperament as shown on the profile chart, and no general rule can be set forth as to what C-scores
on trait A are most desirable for mental health, However, there is emphasis in our culture on the general desirability of a high C-score on trait A. Females
tend to have distinctly lower C-scores on A than do males.

M — Masculinity-Femininity.—A high C-score on this trait indicates masculinity of emotional and *emperamental make-up and a low C-score indicates femi-
ninity. The C-scores of the majority of males are above 5 and the majority of females have C-scores below 5. Males whose C-scores are very low are
sometimes found either to lack their fufl quota of male hormones or to have an oversupply of female hormones.

| — Inferiority Feelings.—A high C-score indicates self-confidence and a lack of inferiority feelings. A low C-score indicates a fack of confidence, under-

evaluation of one’s self, and feelings of i quacy and inferiority. The higher the C-score on trait I, the better for mental heaith, with the exception of

extremely high cases in which clinical investigation may reveal a superiority p tion for hidden inferiority feelings. Many psychoneurotics have very
low C-scores an trait |.

N — Nervousness.—A high C-score indicates a tendency to be calm, unrutfled, and relaxed; a low C-score indicates jumpiness, jitteriness, and a tendency to
be easily distracted, irritated, and annoyed. The higher the C-score on trait N, the better for mental health unless there are clinical indications that an
overly sluggish and torpid condition is the basis for an extremely high C-score. Extremely low C-scores in some cases may involve a lack of calcium in the
blood. In many cases, 3 mental conflict may be the basis for the emotional tension expressed in jitteriness and irritability.

From the Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory |

O — Objectivity.—A high C-score on this trait indicates a tendency to view one’s self and surroundings objectively and dispassionately. A low C-score indicates .
a tendency to take everything personally and subjectively and to be hypersensitive. The higher the C-score on trait O, the better for mental health. Patho-
logical cases may develop paranoid ideas of reference and delusions of persecution.

Co—Cooperativeness.—A high C-score indicates s willingness to accept things and people as they are and s generally tolerant attitude. A low C-score indi-
cates an overcriticalness of people and things and an intolerant attitude. The higher the C-score on trait Co, the better for mental health uniess the
C-score on G or clinical signs indicate a torpid and sluggish condition to be the basis of the lack of criticalness. Overcriticalness is often compensation
for hidden feelings of inadequacy. Pathological cases may exhibit a paranoid projection of their conflicts and impulses.

Ag—Agreeableness.—A high C-score indicates an agreeable lack of quarrelsomeness and a lack of domincering qualities. A fow C-score indicates a belligerent,
domineering attitude and an overreadiness to fight over trifles. Very low scores on trait Ag indicate an extreme craving for superiority as an end in
itself developed as a compensation for some chronic frustration and in pathological cases may lead to paranoid delusions of grandeur, It is possible that
@ sadistic component may occur in some of the pathological cases. Further investigation should be made of the psychological structure of extremely low
C-scores on traits O, Co, and Ag, as the paranoid area of temperament which they cover is predisposing toward troublemaking behavior in industry,
marriage, and other social situations.

Copvright 1948 bv Sheridan Supply Co.. Bevarls Hills Calif
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APPENDIX 1V
FPinal Contact ILetters:

Letter to Selected Teachers

Letter to Teachers Holding
Code Number

Letter to Principsals



1435 University Terrsce
Ann fArbor, Michigen
Msay 10, 1648

To Selected Teeschers of the ®lint Public Schools:

Thank you for volunteering to teske pert in the
survey of teecher opinion concerning pupil behsvior.
I reelize thet you ere especislly busy 2t this time of
year. However, the study should provide velusble in-
formation concerning the working conditions of teechers.

If you have not elready completed the survey, I
should like to emphesize thet you should snswer o11
items in 211 the inventories. Since your responses
will be mechine scored, it is especielly imnortent
thet you follow the directions sccompenying the in-
ventories.,

ihen you have comnleted the survey, plecse hrnd
your envelope to the person who hes been designeted to
collect it. Your envelope is due on or before Msy .

Thenk you ggain for sssisting in this project.
Sincerely yours,
2l IS

Zlmer J. Clerk

147
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1435 University Terrace
Ann Arbor, Michigan
May 19, 1948

To the Teacher Holding Code Number H

I have not yet received your "Survey of Teacher
Opinion" envelope. Since I must submit the answer sheets
for machine scoring within s few days, would you Please
mail your envelope to me at the address sbove? DO NOT
MAIL THE THIRTEEN-PAGE DOCUMENT ENTITLED, "A SURVEY OF
TEACHER OPINION CONCERNING PUPIL BEHAVIOR." Send only
the material l1isted on the outside of the envelope.

You will find twelve cents ($ .12) postage enclosed.
Thenk you for your cooperation in this project.

Sincerely yours,

Elmer J. Clerk

Enclosure.
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1435 University Terrsace
Ann Arbor, Michigen
June 5, 1948

Miss o
Principel, School
Flint, Michigen

Deegr Milas H

I should like to thenk you for asssisting me in ob-
taining information concerning the reaction of
School teachers to pupil behavior. Your teschers completed
the survey promptly and they were very cooperstive. The
date thus obteined should be of much value to me.

You and your teachers will receive a summary of my
findings next fall.

You will find a copy of my dissertation on file at
the Unilversity of Michigaen after the study has been
completed, 1f you would be interested in it,

Thenk you sagein for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Elmer J. Clark
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Hollerith Machine Computation Sheet
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