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Introduction

Available research indicates that there is a
relationship between teacher style and the effective
teaching of young children. Feeney and Chun (1985), in a
literature review on effective teachers of young
children, mention four areas of importance: personal and
family characteristics, demographicé, situational
factors, and teacher behavior. In the current study,
situational factors, gender, and education of students
are naturally controlled in the university laboratory
setting. Thus, this review is limited to personal and
family characteristics that predict effective teaching
behaviors. The purpose of this research was to examine
personal and family factors related to effective teaching
behaviors of early childhood student teachers.

Personal and family background are important to the
development of effective teaching behaviors because much
of what the early childhood teacher does in the classroom
is related to the caregiving role as well as the teaching
role (Katz, 1981). These factors may be especially
important in examining teaching behaviors of student
teachers because much of what they do in the classroom is

a direct reflection of the ties they continue to have



with their families of origin. The family serves as an
important socialization unit for the individual by
providing patterns of interaction which are learned and
may carry over into other social environments such as fhe
classroom (Peterson & Rollins, 1987). Many studies have
also indicated the importaﬁce of personal characteristics
(McCaulley & Natter, 1980; Kiersey & Bates, 1978; Saracho
& Spodek, 1986). These studies have suggested that
personal characteristics of teachers influence their
interactions with children which determines effective or
ineffective teaching behaviors.

Effective teaching is defined by Yawkey (1974),
Bacmeister (n.d.) and Harvef (1966) as the teacher who
possesses most of the following personal Characteristics:
a positive attitude, a willingness to learn, ability to
motivate, ability to maintain relaxed relationships, and
one who provides a childxbriented atmosphere. Other
behaviors that effective teachers exhibit include warmth,
perceptiveness, flexibility, diversity, a sense of humor,
creativify, and a respect for children. They must also
be in good physical and}mental condition and have’skill
in recognizing problems and growth needs.

Briggs (1987) notes that one of the important
indicators of quality in early childhood programé is the
teaching staff (Nationai Academy of Early childhood
Programs, 1984; Peters, 1984; Phyfe-Perkins, 1981).

Results of several studies suggest that teacher behavior



impacts children's behavior, development and performance
as well as classroom management and discipline (Beller,
1969; Brophy & Evertson, 1976; Kounin, 1977; Phyfe-
Perkins, 1981; Roupp, Travers, Gantz, & Coelen, 1979;
Stallings, 1975). |

Vedel-Peterson (1970) found that students of
teachers who are interested and friendly are more
constructive, more likely to be independent, and
demonstrate leadership qualities. Similarly, Fein and
Clarke-Stewart (1973) determined that teachers and
caregivers who demonstrate understanding, sensitivity,
and responsiveness support productive behavior, task
involvement, cognitive achievement and cooperation in
preschool children.

Although similar characteristics were frequently
noted in various studies, there has been no definite
combination of traits which have emerged to predict the
most effective teacher. Early childhood professionals
seem to know intuitively that such qualities are
important, but a concrete demonstration of their impact
on the quality of children's experience is more
difficult. Despite the difficulties inherent in this
task, attempts have been made to clearly and
systematically determine the qualities of effective early
childhood teachers (Feeney & Chun, 1985).

Briggs (1987) notes several specific groups of

teaching behaviors that are essential in effective



teaching of young children. The effective teacher of
young children maintains a safe, healthy, learning
environment; advances physical and intellectual
competence; supports social competence and emotional
development through positive guidance and discipline;
and, establishes positive and productive relationships
with families. The effective teacher also ensures a
well-managed, purposeful program with a commitment to
professionalism.

One approach to studying teacher effectiveness has
been through the study of personal characteristics of
effective teachers. For example, a series of studies on
teacher personality have used the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (MBTI), an instrument designed to assess
individual styles in judgment and perception based on
Jung's theory of psychological types. Feeney and Chun
(1985) note that data from studies using the MBTI
(McCaulley & Natter, 1980; Kiersey & Bates, 1978) suggest
that the majority of students entering early childhood
education are oriented more to the outer world of people
and things than to the inner world of ideas, who would
rather work with known facts and rely on experience than
look for possibilities and meanings, who base judgment
more on personal values than on impersonal logic, who
have a keen interest in and sensitivity toward
interpersonal relationships, and who like a planned and

orderly way of life.



According to Feeney and Chun (1985), researchers
suggest that this personality type may not be as
effective in meeting the needs of young children as
individuals who are more interested in ideas and
possibilities (intuitive vs. sensing) and who are more
creative and more flexible (perceiving vs. judging).
Yet, the research shows that while many individuals of
this second type are trained to be teachers, they do not
stay in the classroom, but move into teacher training
and/or research positioné. Although the published
research on personality types is not extensive and it is
not uniform in the methods used, there seems to be some
common personality characteristics of effective teachers.

Another measure of personal style which has been
investigated in relétion to teaching effectiveness is a
cognitive style approach used to categorize teachers as
field dependent or field independent (Saracho and Spodek,
1986). This theoretical framework was initiated by
Witkin and associates (Witkin, 1974; Witkin, Hertzman,
Machover, Meissner, & Wapner 1954/1972) who used the
field dependent/indendent constructs to distinguish the
ways in which people cope with various circumstances as
well as the manner in which they provide cognitive
responses to different situations.

Based on research findings, Saracho and Spodek
(1986) conclude that field dependent and field

independent teachers vary in their academic interactions,



in the context of their interactions with pupils, in the
conceptual level of instructional activity, and in the
type of feedback they give to students. For example,
field dependent teachers favor greater interaction and
student involvement in warm, personal learning settings
while field independent teachers minimize interpersonal
relationships and strive to express the cognitive aspects
of teaching, preferring to organize and direct learning.
These results clearly demonstrate the importance of this
line of research.

Rosen's (1968) research focused on autobiographical
essays which the subjects of the study had submitted as
part of their program. The study suggested that residues
of the adults' childhood have important implications for
relationships with children, influencing potential for
empathetic identification with their differing needs and
coping styles and a capacity for relating positively to
children in general. In brief, the study revealed that
the workers felt most positive towards and most competent
in working with children whom they described in ways that
were very similar to those in which they described
themselves as children. They felt least positive toward
and least competent in working with children whom they
viewed as having characteristics diametrically opposed to
those they recalled in themselves. The students who
wrote about their childhood selves with a sense of self-

esteem and who used strong positive affect words in



describing at least some aspect of their early lives were
much more likely to display good teacher-child relations
than were the students who wrote negatively of their
childhood selves and who either omitted or used only
mildly positive affect words in recalling childhood
events.

Rosen's (1968, 1972) studies highlight the need for
the inclusion of information about fAmily background when
examining factors that influence teacher effectiveness.
Other scholars (Hill, 1970; Minuchin, 1985) have
discussed the importance of studying the family for
understanding human behavior. Hill (1970) reports that
as early as the seventies, researchers began to examine
the individual family member within the entire family
system. However, there is little research which includes
family variables in examining effective teaching
behavior. Given the fact that Rosen's (1968, 1972)
studies show the importance of the family in
understanding teaching behavior and Hill (1970) and
Minuchin (1985) emphasize the importance of using the
family for understanding human behavior, it is imperative
for further studies to include family characteristics as
they relate to teacher behavior.

The importance of personal and family
characteristics when examining effective teaching
behaviors has been noted throughout the literature.

However, there is still a lack of conclusive evidence of



specific characteristics that influence teaching
behavior. Based on this lack of information, the
following hypotheses were examined.

1. Student teacher scores on the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicatof (MBTI) will prediet#teaching effectiveness as .
measured by the total score on the Eerly Childhood
Teacher Observation Checklise (ﬁCTOC).

a. Intuitive scores on the MBTI will be predictive ef
total scores on the ECTOC.

b. Perceptive scores on the MBTI will be predictive of
total scores on the ECTOC. |

2. Scores on satisfaction with career choice according
to the Background Information Form will be predictive of
scores for enhancing sociel eompetence as measuredvby the
appropriate section of the ECTOC.

3. Scores on the FACES III will be predictive of scores
on the ECTOC.

4. Student teachers who have the specified personal and
family background will be ﬁredictive of scores on the
ECTOC:

a. Maternal employment ratings will be predictive of
scores on the ECTOC. |

b. Parental support for career choice scores will be;
predictive of scores on fhe ECTOC.

c. Satisfaction with career choice scores will be

predictive of scores on the ECTOC.



d. Maternal employment as a teacher scores will be
predictive of scores on the ECTOC.

e. Paternal employmeht as a teacher scores will be
predictive of scores on the ECTOC.

5. Intuitive scores on the MBTI will be predictive of
career satisfaction.

6. FACES III scores will be predictive of perceived
parental support as rated on the Background Information

Form.

Method

Subjects

The sample for this study is a subsample from an
original group of fifty students from a comprehensive
university majoring in Early Childhood Education. All
fifty were requested to complete the measures used in the
study. The final sample consisted of thirty-nine female
students who completed all of the measures. These were
senior level students completing preschool student
teaching experiences in the university's laboratory
school between Fall 1989 and Fall 1990. Each
participated in one of five classroom situations: (1)
part-day infant/toddler; (2) part-day two-year-olds; (3)
part-day three-year-olds; (4) part-day four-year-olds; or

(5) full-day three through five-year-olds.
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Instruments

Early Childhood Teacher Observation Checklist
(Briggs, 1987). The ECTOC was developed for research
purposes to record observations of teaching behaviors in
group settings for children from approximately 18 months
to 6 years of age. The checklist is composed of 63
teaching behaviors that are related to child development
and learning and effective classroom management and
communication (See Appendix C). The teaching behaviors
are grouped into the following five sections: social,
emotional, physical, cognitive and language, and
management and communication. Items on the ECTOC were
selected from the Child Development Associations'
Credentialing Checklist with key behaviors from relevant
research added. The instrument was field tested by
Briggs (1987) using the "known group method" of testing
validity (Kerlinger, 1979), by observing teachers with
master's degrees in early childhood education in several
early childhood laboratory settings. Through this
process, items were scrutinized for behaviors that did
not occur and for behaviors that did occur frequently but
were not listed. The instrument was tested and revised
to its present form in this manner.

In the present study, the instrument was used by
trained observers who focused on one teacher for 30
minutes during a scheduled time of free play. The

observer recorded both the occurrence and nonoccurrence



of specific behaviors. For behaviors contingent on the
context of the situation the observer recorded both
opportunity for the behavior and its occurrence. When
the observation ended, the observer calculated the
proportion of behaviors to opportunities. Agreement
percents between observers for eight student teacher
observations were as follows: social 96.0%, emotional
93.3%, physical 92.9%, cognitive and language 91.7%, and
management and communication 86.7%. When the instrument
was field tested by Briggs (1987) agreement percents
between 19 observer pairs ranged from 85.6% on social to
95.6% on both emotional and manageﬁent. Briggs (1987)
notes that as more data are gathered by the use of the
ECTOC, more testé of its validity and reliability can be
made and that the test-retest stability of the scores
must be examined.

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (1976). The MBTI is

based on C. G. Jung's (1971) concept of perception and
judgment and the ways these are used by people of
different personality types (See Appendix C). The aim of
the MBTI is to identify, by self-report of easily
recognized reactions, the basic preferences of people in
regard to perception and judgment, so that the effects of
each preference can be established by research and put
into practical use. .

The MBTI contains four separate indices, reflecting

each of four basic preferences that, under Jung's theory,
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direct the use of perception and judgment. The
preferences effect not only what people attend to in any
given situation, but also how they draw conclusions about
what they perceive. The four indices are: (1)
Extroversion-Introversion, (2) Sensing-Intuition, (3)
Thinking~-Feeling, and (4) Judgment-Perception.

For the purpose of this study, the dichotomous
preference scores were treated as continuous scales.
Continuous scores are a linear transformation of
preference scores using the following convention: For E,
S, T, or J preference scores, the continuous score is 100
minus the numerical portion of the preference score and
for I, N, F, or P preference écores, the continuous score
is 100 plus the numerical portion of the preference
score.

Because the MBTI was designed to implement Jung's
(1971) theory of psychological types, its validity is
determined by its abilify to demonstrate relationships
and outcomes predicted by theory. According to Myers-
Briggs (1976), continuous scores correlate in the
expected directions with instruments created by
Spielberger (1983), Campbell and Hansen (1981) and, Kuder
(1968). Type distributions are the common method for
presenting data on groups and provide evidence for
construct validity. When theory predicts one type to be
more interested in a particular occupation and the MBTI

has significantly more of the types predicted by theory



in this occupation, this contributes to construct
validity. For example, Isabel Myers conducted a
longitudinal study on 5,355 individuals who were followed
from admission to medical school until over a decade
later and found their specialty choices were significant
in the directioné predicted by type theory (Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator Manual, 1985).

Background Information Form. This form consists of

nine items which identify personal and family
characteristics (See Appendix C). It includes
information about age, family constellation, level of
parent education, parent occupation, and religiosity.
The Background Information Form was used to determine
whether or not the student teachers mother worked outside
the home, had parental support for career choice, was
satisfied with career choice, and had a parent who was a
teacher.

Family Adaptabiiity and Cohesion Evaluation Scales
III (1985). FACES III is a 20 item scale that measures
dimensions of family cohesion and adaptability (See
Appendix C). Family cohesion is defined as the emotional
bonding between family members while family adaptability
refers to the extent to which family systems are able to
change in response to situational and developmental
stress. The scale measures how the individual perceives
his or her family functioning and places the individual

within the Circumplex Model of Family Systems. This
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rating scale determines the level of family adaptability
and cohesion ranging from low to high. Families are
placed within the model based on their level of
adaptability and cohesion and are rated as Extreme, Mid-
Range, or Balanced.

Reliability for the measure, using Cronbach Alpha,
is reported by Olson, Portne;, and Lavee (1985) as .68
for the total scale. Validity was established for the
instrument with almost zero correlation (r=.03) between
the cohesion and adaptability dimension and with a high
correlation between items within each scale' (adaptability
and cohesion) and the total scale. Items on the scale
were selected from FACES II if they were clearly loaded
on only one factor. Based on the initial factor analysis
and the original subscales, items were eliminated and
revised. Factor analysis was conducted after each step
to maintain the scales' validity and independence of
factors (Olson, Portner, & Lavee, 1985).
Procedures

The subjects were requested to complete the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator during the semester in which they
were enrolled in preschool student teaching. Next,
theywere observed using the EarlY Childhood Teacher
Observation Checklist by one of two trained observers
during the second half of the student teaching
experience. After completing preschool student teaching,

subjects were requested by mail (See Appendix B) to



complete the Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation

Scales III and the Background Information Form.

Results

The results are presented in the following sequence:
personal style predicting effective teaching behavior,
personal and family background predicting effective
teaching behavior, Myers-Briggs Type Indicator predicting
satisfaction with career choice, and FACES III predicting
perceived parental support. All data were analyzed using
the Systematic Statistics (SYSTAT) computer program
(Wilkenson, 1987). Information on each of the measures,
raw data, and statistical analyses are presented in
Appendices C, D, and, E ;espectively. Mean scores and
standard deviations were computed for the sample of 39
student teachers on all measures and are presented in
Table 1. Simple linear regression analyses were computed

for the measures.

Personal Style Predicting Effective Teaching Behavior

The proportion of behaviors to opportunities were
calculated with a possible range of 0 to 500 for the
total of all sections (M=375.488, SD=73.036) on the

ECTOC. When the regression analyses were computed with

15



Myers-Briggs Type Indicator scores as the independent
variables, no significant results were indicated for
intuition (F=.093; p=.762;‘R2=.003) or for perception
(F=.675; p=.417:~R2=.0;8). |

- - — —— . — — —_— — — —— —— -~ ——— — — —

Personal and Family Background Predicting Effective
Teaching Behavior

Each subﬁect was requested to rate"their level of
satisfaction with career choice from 1 to 5 with 1
representing not at éll satisfied and 5 representing
extremely satisfied (M=4.487, SD=.756). Career
satisfaction did not predict teaching effectiveness
(F=1.756; p=.193; R2=.o45{.

The proportion of bghaviors to opportunities were
calculated for the enhancément of social competence with
a possible range of 0 to 100 (M=59.369, SD=24.027). This
proportion was used in a simple linear regression‘
énalysis: the level of satisfaction with career choice
predicted the enhancement of'social competence as
measured by the ECTOC (F=4.751; p=.036; R2=.114).

Analyses were run with total scores on FACES III as
the ihdependent'variable and ECTOC total ‘as the dependent
variable. No significant findings were noted (F=.033;

p=.856; R%=.001).

i6



Simple linear regression analyses indicated that
maternal employment did not predict teaching
effectiveness (F=.347; p=.559; R2=.009). Parental
support for career choice also did not predict teaching
effectiveness (F=2.9; p=.097; R%=.073).

Regression analyses indicated that maternal and
paternal employment as a teacher did not predict teaching
effectiveness (F=.208; p=.651; R2=.006; F=3.674; p=.063;
R2=.090). Further, correlation analysis revealed that
such employment was negatively related to teaching
effectiveness.

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Predicting Satisfaction with
Career Choice

When regression analyses were conducted with
intuition on the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator as the
independent variable, findings confirmed a statistically
significant result with scores on intuition predicting
satisfaction with career choice (F=4.294; p=.045;
R%=.104).

FACES IIT Predicting Perceived Parental Support

Subjects rated their perceptions of parental support
from 1 to 5 with 1 representing no support and 5
representing very supportive (M=4.41, SD=.88). Simple
regression analyses were computed with FACES III scores
as the independent variable. FACES III scores were
predictive of the amount of perceived parental support

for career choice (F=3.974; p=.054; R2=.097).

17



Discussion

Feeney and Chun (1985) note that data from studies
using the MBTI (McCaulley & Natter, 1980; Kiersey &
Bates, 1978) suggest that the majority of students
entering early childhood education are the type of people
who are oriented more to the outer world of people and
things (extraverted), who would rather work with known
facts and rely on experience (sensing), who base judgment
more on personal values (feeling), and who like a planned
and orderly way of life (judging). However, they suggest
that this personality type may not be as effective in
meeting the needs of young children as individuals who
are more interested in ideas and possibilities
(intuitive), and who are more creative and flexible
(perceptive). The results of the current study did not
support the existing literature. Personality type as
measured by the MBTI did not predict effective or
ineffective teaching behaviors as measured by the Early
Childhood Teacher Observation Checklist.

Career satisfaction also did not predict teaching
effectiveness as measured by the Early Childhood Teacher
Observation Checklist. However, career satisfaction did

predict the enhancement of social competence.
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A lot of variability was accounted for on the
teaching effectiveness scores for this group of subjects.
The lack of significant findings when examining effective
teaching behavioré could be attributed to the following
factors. First, student téachers atra particular
university receive very similar if not identical teacher
training. Second, the results might be a reflection of
the environment since all obserVatioﬁs were conducted 'in
the same setting with approximately the same amount of
supervision. Additionally, the student teachers
typically do not perceive themselves as the teacher in
charge of the classroom; many of their decisions may have
been based on their interpretation of training and/or
supervision rathér than on personal style. The same
behavior may not be implemented by the student teacher in
an environment where .she is the lead teacher. The
inclusion of other measures of both effective teaching
behaviors, such as‘planning and evaluation techniques and
personality variables like field dependent/field
independent as discussed by Saracho and Spodek (1986)
might be helpful for future studies.

Satisfaction*with career choice, on the other hand,
could be predicted; those rated as more intuitive
according to the MBTI repofted more satisfaction than
those of other types. Results indicated that
satisfaction with career choice was not significantly

related to effective teaching behavior. Further research
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in this particular area may reveal interaction effects
among personality, satisfaction and teaching
effectiveness.

Students who came from less balanced families
perceived greater parental support for career choice than
did those from more balanced families but no significant
differences were found in their teaching effectiveness.
Further, perceived parental support did not predict
teacher effectiveness. Based on Family Systems Theory,
this might be attributed to the fact that members of more
balanced family systems tend to be more autonomous than
members of less balanced families. The autonomous
offspring would not need as much parental approval for
actions and would not be as sensitive toward support or
lack of support from the family (Olson & McCubbin, 1983).
These findings point to the need for more research in the
area of the individual in the context of the family and
how the family background effects teaching behaviors.

One limitation of this study is the use of the Early
Childhood Teacher Observation Checklist. The instrument
is somewhat intrusive since teacher effectiveness is
measured by having the researcher in the room with the
teacher. However, this may not be a major limitation in
laboratory settings because teachers and student teachers
are probably less affected by the presence of observers.
Another limitation of the instrument is that is has not

been used for the purpose of analyzing differences in
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scores by variability in teachers' levels of education
and experience, teaching situations, or personal teaching
style.

Surprisingly, few individual or family variables
were found to predict teaching effectiveness. Although
limitations in the location of the study and instruments
were noted, it may be that personality characteristics
and family demographics are not significant determinants
of teaching effectiveness. Career satisfaction, by
contrast, was significantly predicted by several family
and personality variables, notably by the intuition scale
of the MBTI. Further research into the relationship of

these variables is suggested.
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TABLE 1

Means and Standard Deviations

VARIABLE (possible range of scores) M SD

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator

Sensing vs. Intuitive- (33-167) 91.82 1 23.24
Judging vs. Perceptive (33 167) 89.46 25.77
Early Childhood Teacher Observatlon Checklist
Total Score (0-500) ' 375.49 73.04
Cognitive (0-100) 76.56 18.08
Emotional (0-100) 83.07 12.89
Social (0-100) 59.37 24.03
Physical (0-100) , 69.16 20.45
Management (0-100) 87.33 13.69

Family Adaptability and Cohesion
Evaluation Scale III (1-3) 2.15 .81

Background Informatlon Form
Mother Working Outside .

Home (0-5) 2.97 1.22
Parental Support (1-5) 4.41 .88
Career Satisfaction (1-5) 4.49 .66
Mother is a- Teacher. (0-1) .05 .22

Father is a Teacher (0-1) .10 .31
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TABLE 2

Simple linear regression of predictors of effective

teaching behaviors

- (total observation scores)

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
Sensing vs. Intuitive .003
Judging vs. Perceptive .018

Family Adaptability and
Cohesion Evaluation A
Scale III .001

Background Information Form
Mother Working Outside Home .009

Parental Support .073
Career Satisfaction .045
Mother is a Teacher ‘ .006
Father is a Teacher .090

(enhancement of social competence)
Background Information Form
Career Satisfaction .097

beta F
.050 .093
.134 .675
-.030 .033
.096 .347

.270 2.900
.213 1.756
-.075 .208
-.301 3.674

«337 4.751

.762
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.856

.559
. 097
.193
.651
.063

.036

n=39; df=1
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Literature Review

What are the distinguishing characteristics of
effective early childhood teachers? 1Is there a
relationship among the personal characteristics and the
behavior of teachers and does this have an impéct on
teacher effectiveness? Available research indicates that
there is a relationship between teacher style and skills
as they relate to effective teaching of young children.
Feeney and Chun (1985), in a review on effective
teachers, mention several areas of importance including
personal and family characteristics, demographics,
situational factors and teacher behavior. The first part
of this review will focus on effective teachers; the
second part will consist of the four categories discussed
by Feeney and Chun.

Effective Teaching

Effective teaching is defined by Yawkey (1974),
Bacmeister (ﬁ.d.) and Harvey (1966) as the teacher who
possesses most of the following personal characteristics:
a positive attitude, a willingness to learn, ability to
motivate, ability to maintain relaxed relationships, and
one who provides a child oriented atmosphere. Other

behaviors that effective teachers exhibit include warmth,
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perceptiveness, flexibility, diversity, a sense of humor,
creativity, and a respect for children. They must also
be in good physical and mental condition and have skill
in recognizing problems and growth needs. Although the
characteristics were frequently noted in various studies,
there was no definite combination of traits which emerged
to predict. the mosf effective teacher.

We know intuitively that these are important
gqualities, but to concretely demonstrate ;heir impact on
the quality of children's eiperience is more difficult.
Despite the difficulties inherent in this task, attempts
have been made to clearly and systematically determine
the qualities of effective teachers (Feeney & Chun,
1985).

The effectiveness of teachers in early childhood
programs is dependent on both the roles and the styles of
teachers. Katz (1970) defines role as that aspect of the
teacher's behavior that coﬁcerns the duties,
responsibilities, and fuhctions expected of the teacher
by her clients and herself. The term style, she says,
refers to that aspect of the teacher's behavior tﬁat
might be called the individual rendering wifh which the
teacher's role is performed. For example, the role of
the teacher including her functions, duties, and
responsibilities-might be to instruct, But her styie of
instructing might be humorous, warm, authoritarian or

cold.
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In interviews regarding early childhood teachers,
Seifert (1976) found most administrators expressed pride
or contentment with the particular early childhood j
teachers at their schools. They seemed, however, not so
concerned with the teachers' specific skills or training,
as much as with their general personal qualities--warmth,
kindness, love of children--and with their ability to
create a certain atmosphere in class--a happy creative
place to be. Often these descriptions sounded
suspiciously like stereotyped descriptions of traditional
"motherhood". Few comments were made about specific
activities or goals of the early childhood teacher, even
after Seifert probed for them. Nor were comments made
about specific frustrations that the teacher might have
felt in carrying out her job. The latter omission, of
course, may have shown a concern for the pribacy of the
staff, and the desire to "put the best foot forward" in
the interviews. But in conjunction with the rest of
their descriptions, Seifert states that ignorance of the
early childhood teacher's role may also be part of the
cause since very few principals in the study had
significant teaching experience in kindergarten or the
primary grades. |

This lack of knowledge by the principals is
unfortunate as shown by Johnston's (1983) study which
found that the most consistent problem reported by early

childhood educators was relations with their supervisors.
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Teachers reported problems with getting their supervisor
to treat them fairly, respect their professional
judgment, and in getting their supervisor to include them
in the decision-making process for their classrooms.
They also reported problems getting their supervisors to
give them program guidelines or job expectations, and
then to give them feedback about their job performance.

The characteristics administrators deem important
should be placed in the total context of personality and
academics. Perhaps the lack of research on the
relationships among style and skills as they relate to
effective teaching of young children is largely
responsible for the misunderstanding between early
childhood teachers and their supervisors.

For a teacher of young children to be successful,
Bacmeister (n.d.) states several ideas which must become
genuine functioning convictions and a real part of the
teacher's personality. They include realizing that
significant learning and mental growth, as well as
physical and emotional growth, begin long before first
grade. They must understand that children are striving
to grow and it is more important that they are moving
forward than where they are in the growing process.
Finally, the teacher must accept the role of co-worker
with both children and parents.

Ryans (1960), in his Teacher Characteristics Study,

concluded that a person's concept of a good teacher seems
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to depend on (a) his or her past experience and the
attitudes he or she has come to accept, (b) the aspects
of tgaching which may be foremost in the consideration at
a given time, and (c) characteristics of the pupils
taught. According to Ryans, describing effective
teachers involves the social or cultural group in which
the teacher operates, the grade level and discipline
taught, and the intellectual and personal characteristics
of the pupils taught by the teacher. In this étudy,
Ryans identified three distinct teacher characteristic
patterns: (a) Pattern X referring to warm,
understanding, ffiendly versus aloof, egocentric,
restricted teaching behavior; (b) Pattern Y referring to
responsible, businesslike, systematic versus evading,
unplanned teacher behavior; and (c) Pattern Z which
refers to stimulating, imaginative, surgent versus dull,
routine, unimaginative teacher behavior.

It is difficult to generalize about the important
qualities of early childhood educators from available
research because each study varies greatly in both focus
and methodology. Also; there has been little research
based specifically on early childhood educators and
related programs. Feeney and Chun (1985) suggest that an
importapt issue in applying research findings to early
childhood education is that effectiveness has not been
seen as varying with age and other characteristics of the

children being taught. Yet, we know that the roles and



tasks of teachers of young children are quite different
than those of teachers of older children.

Feeney and Chun (1985) also say it is difficult to
interpret data because different outcome measures have
been used in different studies. Effectiveness has been
determined by supervisor ratings, by mgasurés of
classroom atmosphere, by observations of children, and by
measures of childfen's performance/on achievement and
intelligence tests. Even within these categories, the
same observation—téchniqﬁes,hréting scales, and tests are
rarely used.

Two general approaches have been use in research on
teacher effectiveness: (1) experimental design that
focuses on particular teacher variables in controlled
situations and (2) more naturalistic observations of
children's behavior in school settings. A number of
studies on the personal characteristics of teachers may
be valuable to counsél students entering the field.
Another group of studies deals with the relationship
between teacher values and beliefs and effective
teaching. Others focus more airectly on the effects of
teacher behavior and on the impact of the teacher's sex,
education, and experiehce (Feeney & Cbun, 1985).

From all past research, it does appear important
that future early childhood education‘research endeavors
take into account the attitudes and behaviors of those

persons employed in the centers under study. Only
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through the formative analysis of teacher behaviors can
practitioners be aware of what it is that makes a
"successful" program successful.

Teacher's Personal and Family Characteristics

A series of studies on teacher personality has used
the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), an instrument
designed to assess individual styles in judgment and
perception based on Jung's theory of psychological types.
Feeney and Chun (1985) note that data from studies using
the MBTI (McCaulley & Natter, 1980; Kiersey & Bates,
1978) suggest that the majority of students entering
early childhood education are oriented more to the outer
world of people and things than to the inner world of
ideas, who would rather work with known facts and rely on
experience than look for possibilities and meanings, who
base judgment more on personal values than on impersonal
logic, who have a keen interest in and sensitivity toward
interpersonal relationships, and who like a planned and
orderly way of life.

According to Feeney and Chun (1985), the researchers
suggest that this personality typé may not be as
effective in meeting the needs of young children as
individuals who are more interested in ideas and
possibilities and who are more creative and more
flexible. Yet the research shows that while many
individuals of this second type are trained to be

teachers, they do not tend to stay in the classroom, but
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move into teacher training and research positions.
Although the published research on personality types is
not extensive and it is not uniform in the methods used,
there seems to be a few common personality
characteristics of effective teachers.

Saracho and Spodek (1986) have used a cognitive
style approach to categorize teachers as field dependent
or field independent. This theoretical framework was
initiated by Witkin and associates (Witkin, 1974; Witkin,
Hertzman, Machover, Meissner, & Wapner 1954/1972) who
used these terms to distinguish the ways in which people
cope with various circumstances as well as the manner in
which they provide cognitive responses to different
situations.

In the field dependent mode, individuals respond to
the context as a whole. They tend to be sociable;
exhibit a high reliance on the environment, and are
global learners. In‘the field independent mode,
individuals separate the various components of the
situation from one another. They tend to be analytic,
autonomous, socially detached, énd'self-aware;_
Obviously, these descéiptions represent extremes. ' In
reality, everyone possesses some elements of both
cognitive styles.

Based on research findings, Saracho and Spodek
(1986) conclude that field dependent and field

independent teachers vary in their academic interactions,
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in the context of their interactions with pupils, in the
conceptual level of instructional activity, and in the
type of feedback they give to students. For example,~
field dependent teachers favor greater interaction and
student involvement in warm personal learning settings
while field independent teachers minimize interpersonal
relationships and strive to express the cognitive aspects
of teaching, preferring to organize and direct learning.
These results clearly demonstrate the importance of this
line of research.

Saracho and Spodek (1986) suggest that we should
consider the cognitive style of both the teacher and the
student. By responding more bréadly to individual
differences, educators can provide greater equality of
educational experienges to all.

Although there is a widespread assumption that good
teacher-class relations promote positive attitudes toward
learning in young children, teacher personglity studies
have not focused attention on the psychological processes
that underlie the teacher's ability to relate to
children. Rosen (1968), made a preliminéry effort to
identify and generate concepts concerning such processes.
The study was based on data derived from an investigation
in which a group of senior student teachers was assessed
through a battery of personality tests and
questionnaires, and a year later evaluated on their

classroom performance as full-fledged teachers. The
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evaluation of classroom performance included annotated
ratings by observers on the extent to which the teachers
were liked or disliked by the children. A number of
characteristié differences emerged between the better-
liked and the less-liked teachers as foliows.

First, the better-liked teachers were character-
istically described by the classrooﬁ obsgfvers as
outgoing toward the children, sensitive to and supportive
of their néeds, able to have fun with them and enter into
their fantasies without losing their own identity as
adults. In contrast among the less-liked teachers, many
appeared emotionally aloof in the classroom, restricted
the children's spontaneity, sometimes severely, and spoke
to them sarcastically; others competed withvthe children
or played favorites. In their interviews, the better-
liked teachers expressed an enjoyment of’children, a
pleasure in watching them learn new things and grow as
individuals. Such teachers were judged by the
interviewers as intuitively able to understand children
and help them with their problems. In contrast, the less
liked teachers indicated either that they could not
understand how children think and feel, could not warm up
to them and felt uneasy when their class was not engaged
in strictly academic matters, or that they liked all
children and had no problems in their teaching, but, at

the same time, spoke disparagingly of the children and
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blamed them for failing to meet the teacher's academic
 standards (Rosen, 1968).

To gain a psychological understanding of these
contrasting relations with children, two separate parts
of the personalify assessment data were analyzed: the
teachers' written descriptions of their childhood and
their responses to questions bearing on their motivations
to teach children, including their long-range career
goals (Rosen, 1968).

In an effort to explore the psychological processes
in the adult that influence potential for relating to
children and to determine what kinds of children he/she
is likely to work with most effectively, Rosen (1972)
conducted another study. In the group studied, some
students displayed a natural spontaneity with
preschoolers, but became stiff and awkward when
confronted with children in the primary grades; others
readily captured and built upon the interests of a group
of upper elementary children but in a classroom of
preschoolers could find no avenues for effective
communication. Rosen's (1968) research focused on
autobiographical essays which the subjects of the study
had submitted as part of their program. The study
suggested that residues of the adults' childhood have
important implications for relationships with children,
influencing potential for empathetic identification with

their differing needs and coping styles and a capacity
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for relating positively to children in general. 1In
brief, the study revealed that the workers felt most
positive towards and most competent in working with
children whom they described in ways that were very
similar to the ways in which they described themselves as
children. They felt least positive toward and least
competent in working with children whom they viewed as
having characteristics diametrically opposed to those
they recalled in themselves. The students who wrote
about their childhood selves with a sense of self-esteen
and who used strong positive affect words in describing
at least some aspect of their early lives were much more
likely to display good teacher-child relations than were
the students who wrote negatively of their childhood
selves and who either 6mitted or used only mildly
positive affect words in recalling childhood events.
Rosen's (1968, 1972) studies highlight the need for
the inclusion of information about family background when
examining factors that influence teacher behavior. Other
researchers (Hill, 1970; Minuchin, 1985) have discussed
the importance of using the family for understanding
human behavior but there is little research which
includes the family variable in examining teacher
effectiveness. Given the lack of information, it is
imperative for further studies to include family

characteristics as they relate to teacher behavior.
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Both developmental psychology and family studies
have long regarded the family as a focus for
understanding human behavior (Minuchin, 1985). As early
as the seventies, researqhers began to examine the
individual family member within the entire family system
(Hill, 1970). Although general sYstemsftheory has been
employed by other disciplines in their research
endeavoré, comparatively, the use of this theory in
understanding human‘behavior and dévélopment is
relatively recenf.

The basic tenets of systems theory are that within
each system there are a variety of subsystems. The
examination of individuals Qithin these various
subsystems allow for much divegsity. For instance, one
can examine the subsystem of the extended family in
relation to the individual as well as the individual in
the context of the immediate family who is cohabitating
(Minuchin, 1974). |

Although the study of families from a systems
perspective has a relatively short history, it is
becomlng an increasingly useful approach for examining
family interaction (Holman & Burr, 1980, Thomas & Wilcox,
1987). Based upon systems theory, Olson, Russell, & -
Sprenkle (1979) created the Circumplex Model of Family
Systems to examine variations in tYpes of family systems.

The circumplex model provides a determination of each
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family's level of cohesion, adaptability, and family
communication.

Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell (1979) have defined
family cohesion as consisting of two major components.
They are (a) the level of emotional bonding among family
members and (b) the degree of individual autonomy a
person experiences in the family system. The Circumplex
Model determines which of four levels of cohesion in
which the family participates, ranging from high to low
cohesion. At the extreme high level, enmeshment, there
is an overidentification with the family resulting in
extreme bonding and limited individual autonomy.
Disengagement, the low extreme, is characterized by low
bonding and high autonomy from the family. The two
moderate or balanced levels of cohesion have been labeled
separated and connected. It is hypothesized that a
balanced degree of family cohesion is the most conducive
to optimum individual development and effective family
functioning, while the extremes, disengaged and enmeshed
are primarily seen as problematic (Olson, Portner, and
Lavee, 1985; Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell, 1979). Within
the Circumplex Model, some of the specific variables used
to assess the degree of the cohesion dimension include:
decision-making, coalitions, time, space, friends,
recreation, interests, bonding, and independence.

Throughout the literature, theorists and therapists

have independently concluded that the level of family
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cohesion is critical in understanding family functioning
and individual development within the family context.
Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, and Wilson (1983)
state that the significance of the cohesion dimension,
which subsumes approximately forty concepts, is attested
by several different disciplines including: psychiatry,
family therapy, family sociology, small-group theory,
group therapy, social psychology, and anthropology.

After reviewing the literature from various fields,
the value of the cohesion dimension as related to
families becomes apparent. For this reason, Olson,
Russell, and Sprenkle (1983) have included cohesion as
one of the two central dimensions for developing the
Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems.

Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell (1979) have defined
family adaptability as the extent to which the family
system is flexible and able to change. This includes the
ability of a marital or family system to change its power
structure, role relationships and relationship rules in
response to situational and developmental stress. Within
the Circumplex Model, there are four levels of family
adaptability ranging from extreme low adaptability to
extreme high adaptability. The four levels are: rigid,
structured, flexible, and chaotic. The two balanced or
moderate levels of adaptability are identified as
structured and flexible. It is hypothesized that when

there is more balance, there will be a mutually assertive



type of communication, egalitarian leadership, successful
negotiation, positive and negative feedback loops, role
sharing and role making, and rule making, with few
implicit rules and more explicit rules. The extreme area
are seen as problematic for couples and families over
time (Olson et al., 1983). Within the circumplex Model,
some specific concepts used to diagnose and measure the
adaptability dimension are: family power structure
(assertiveness and control), negotiation styles, role
relationships, relationship rules, and positive and
negative feedback (Olson, Portner, and Lévee, 1985).

Family adaptability has also been identified by
other theorists as important t6 consider. Clark Vincent
(1966) maintains that this aspect of the family is vital
to highly changing societies since it serves as the
mediating function between individuals and other social
structures. Kieren and Tallman (cited in Olson et al.,
1983) define this dimension as an individual property:
"a spouse's ability to deal effectively with a
problematic situation by changing roles and strategies in
terms of new or modified assessments of the situation to
which he/she is confronted".

Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell (1983) have identified
the family adaptability dimension as the second central
dimension of the Circumplex Model of Marital and Family
Systems because of the considerable interest to family

theorists and therapists.
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Communication is viewed as the third critical
dimension in the Circumplex Model. The authors of the
Circumplex Model maintain that communication is the
mechanism families utilize to share their changing needs,
preferences, and feelings. Communication is viewed as
the facilitating dimension of the Circumplex Model, the
dynamic component considered critical in aiding the
movement of families on the cohesion and adaptability
dimensions. While positive communication facilitates
movement to different levels of family organization; a
lack of communication skills or negative communication is
believed to inhibit the family system's ability to change
levels of cohesion and adaptability (Barnes and Olson,
1985) .

There are two specific hypotheses linking
communication to balanced types and change on cohesion
and adaptability. It is hypothesized that balanced
couples/families will tend to have more positive
communication skills than Extreme families. It is also
hypothesized that positive communication skills will
enable Balanced couples/families to change their levels
of cohesion and adaptability more easily that those at
Extremes (Olson et al., 1983).

Oyson et al. (1983) maintains that communication is
generally accepted as one of the most crucial facets of
interpersonal relationships. It is recognized as the key

element in the functioning of families.



The four levels of cohesion: disengaged, separated,
connected, and enmeshed combined with the four levels of
adaptability: rigid, structured, flexible, and chaotic
make it possible to identify 16 types of marital and
family systems (Barnes and Olson, 1985). According to
Olson, Portner, and Lavee (1985), four of these 16 types
are moderate on both the cohesion and adaptability
dimensions (Balanced). Eight types are extreme on one
dimension and moderate on the other (Mid-Range) and four
types are extreme on both dimensions (Extreme).

Of the three more general types, Balanced families
fall in the central area of both dimensions representing
the optimal family type. These families are viewed as
being more free to change levels of cohesion and
adaptability to meet their needs. While these families
are typically located at the central region of the model,
they are able to experience the extremes for short
periods of time. They may temporarily reorganize to
extreme levels on cohesion and/or adaptability for short
periods of time (Anderson, 1986).

Extreme families are those exhibiting high or low
levels on both cohesion and adaptability. These families
are viewed as more limited in their potential range of
family organization and resources with which to cope with
the challenges of family life (Barnes and Olson, 1985).

One of the major goals in developing the Circumplex

Model was to provide a framework that could be used by
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clinicians to make a more systematic diagnosis and to
establish more specific treatment goals for families.
Another goal was to integrate the diversity of concepts
in the fields of family theory and family therapy into a
model that could be used by researchers (Olson et al.,
1979).

Several studies have been conducted which
specifically tested the hypotheses derived from the
model. In a study by Sprenkle and Olson (cited in Olson
et al., 1983), results supported the curvilinear
hypothesis that shared leadership (balanced adaptability)
was related to better marital‘functioning. In studies
conducted by Russell (cited in Olson et al., 1983),
results indicated that high-functioning families were
more balanced on both family adaptability and cohesion,
while low functioning families had extreme scores on
these two dimensions. These findings supported the
hypothesis regarding family functioning. Russell also
demonstrated and validated independence of the
adaptability and cohesion dimensions.

Results from a study by Barnes and Olson (1985),
clearly supported the hypothesis that Balanced families
would have more positive communication than Extreme

families. Anderson (1986) also found this to be true.
However, the results were more consistent for the

cohesion dimension than for the adaptability dimension.

47



The Circumplex Model of Family and Marital Systems
has become a useful tool for studying the family and the
individual within the family context. Previous studies
seem to indicate general support for the model.
Demographics

Feeney and Chun (1985) report thaf research has been
conducted to examine the effects of sex, educational
background, and years of teaching experience in early
childhood educatiop. Two studies indicate that a
positive effect exists on classroom‘atmosphere and
achievement when male teachers are present. In a study
by Lee and Wolinsky (1973), results suggested that male
teachers evaluated boys and girls more equally, were more
likely to assign leadership positions to boys, and formed
affectional ties with boys énd girls more often than did
female teachers. | ”

Gold, Reis, and -Berger. (1977) found that boys'
mathematical achievement scores improve more and their
behavior was evaluated more favorably when they were
taught by a teaching team with a male member. However,
the boys' gender identification, self confidence and
enjoyment of school were unaffected.

A study by Seefeldt (1973) on the relationship
between formal education and experience on teacher
effectiveness revealed that the more formal education,
prior teaching experience, and training completed by the

teacher, the greater the pupil achievement. The older
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teachers who had completed the most training and
education and had the most experience, were found to be
the most effective. The fact that a female teacher had
produced children of her own did not appear to effect her
ability to teach another's child.

In a review of research;by Oyemade' and Chargois
(1977) it was reported that ethnic, personality, and
social characteristics of teachers and carégivers are
related to developmental and performénce outcomes of
children. The evidence from‘research‘suggests that in
the case of minority group chiidren ﬁore favorable
attitudes and interactions occur with teachers or
caregivers who are also membérs of thé same minority
group.

Situational Factors

Teacher effectiveness is influenced not only by
personal characteristics and demographics but also by
situationai factors. Whitebook and Howes (1980) report
that their study on working conditions, demonstrated job
structure and job satisfaction having situational factors
which teachers cannot control, contribute to'physical and
psychological stress and teacher burnout. Theée factors
include long hours, low pay, and lack of benefits.

In a.similar study on effective early childhood
teachers, Maslach and Pihes (1977) cited staff-child
ratio, hours of work, amount of direct contact with

children, number of staff meetings and the program
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structure as contributing factors in teacher
effectiveness. Prescott and Jones (1969) found teacher
behavior within a center to be associated with quality of
the physical space, size of center, characteristics of
staff, and responses of children.

In the Edmonton study (Alberta Department of
Education, 1976) it was observed that the following
factors inhibit or facilitate teachers' performance: (1)
the number of children, (2) availability of resources in
the community, (3) parent involvement, (4) the existence
of support systems, and (5) the presence and skills of
other professionals in the program.

Teacher Behavior

Briggs (1987) notes that one of the important
indicators of quality in early childhood programs is the
teaching staff (National Academy of Early Childhood
Programs, 1984; Peters, 1984; Phyfe-Perkins, 1981).
Results of several studies suggest that teacher behavior
impacts children's behavior and development and
performance as well as classroom management and
discipline (Beller, 1969; Brophy & Evertson, 1976;
Kounin, 1977; Phyfe-Perkins, 1981; Roupp, Travers, Gantz,
& Coelen, 1979; Stallings, 1975)

Vedel-Peterson (1970) in a review of the
characteristics of kindergarten teachers and the effects
on children noted several relationships. First, the

attitudes of the teacher in charge affects the
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institution's emotional tone and methodology. Second,
trained teachers have more positive contacts with
children than do untrained teachers. Finally, teacher
styles which manifest leadership independent of
personality affect the behavior of children.

Vedel-Peterson (1970) also found that students of
teachers who are interested and friendly are more
constructive, mofe likely to be independent, and
demonstrate leadership qualities. Similarly, Fein and
Clarke-Stewart (1973) determined that teachers and
caregivers who demonstrate understanding, sensitivity,
and responsiveness support productive behavior, task
involvement, cognitive achievement and cooperation in
preschool children.

Prescott and Jones (1969) obtained data for their
study of patterns of teacher behavior in preschool
programs by observation of teacher-child interaction and
supplemented by interviews with directors and teachers.
The group of variables examined were: teacher
performance, structural factors, and staff
characteristics. They disclosed four patterns of teacher
behavior: (1) activity level, (2) emphasis on working
with children individually or in groups, (3) frequent use
of either encouragement, with accompanying lessons in
consideration and creativity, or‘restriction, and (4)
lessons in control and restraint. Few teachers made

extensive use of both encouragement and restriction;
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rather, they utilized one in the‘absence of the other.
Teachers who used a lot of encouragement and emphasized
individuality fostered children's attentiveness,
interest, involvement, and spontaneity.

Phyfe~Perkins (1981) conducted an extensive review
of the research on the relationship between teacher
behavior and children's béhévior. éonclusions based on
her interpretation of the studiés supportytheﬂwidely held-
contention that the behavior ofyadults‘in early childhood
settings does have an imporéant impact on children.

Although some findings are éontradictory, research
on the direct effects of teachers' behavior "presents a
picture of a successful teacher as one who encourages
independent activity, plans a variety of'activities, and
is involved with the children but does not need to direct
their behavior. He or she uses criticism and negative
commands sparingly, is aware of several activities at
once, can maintain two activities simultaneously and
effects smooth transitions". In addition, such a teacher
tends to arrange classroom space well and maintains a
relatively high level of‘teacher-child verbal
interaction. Children taught by adults exhibiting these
behaviors have been shown to be high on measures of task
involvement, language comprehension, social
participation, constructivé use of materials,
spontaneity, creativity, sympathy, and independence, and

low on dominative and hostile behaviors.
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The nature of competence is integrative rather than
additive--competence is a synthesis of knowledge,
attitudes and skills, rather than a collection of these.
They are formed, and interact with each other, to promote
facilitative behavior according to the Edmonton, Alberta
Early Childhood Services Task Force (1976). This task
force constructed a set of guidelines for observing
teachers behavior in supporting families and in the care
and education of young children. The areas studied were
(1) design and implementation of the program, (2)
personal competence, (3) interpersonal competence. The
most significant dimension that emerged was the teachers
ability to observe and interact with children
individually (Feeney & Chun, 1985).

Summary

It would seem reasonable to assume that research on
teacher effectiveness could give us helpful guidelines
for teacher education and selection (Feeney & Chun,
1985). Getzels and Jackson (1963) conclude in their
review of numerous studies bearing on the subject, "Very
little is known for certain about the nature and
measurement of teacher personality, or about the relation
between teacher personality and teaching effectiveness".
More than twenty-five years later, this statement still
holds true. While educational researchers and early
childhood practitioners grapple with these questions and

often provide speculative responses to these provocative



54

and crucial queries, in fact, there continues to be a
definite lag in the development of empirical data for
evaluating teacher influence and effectiveness in
classroom and learning environments.

Teaching young children is incredibly complex and
multifaceted. This makes the design of research
difficult. If future studies are to help improve teacher
effectiveness they must not overlook the nuances of
effective teaching or prescribe formulas to improve
children's specific skills or behaviors. Instead they
must look to what has traditionallyvbeen the concern of
early childhood educators-the deveiopment of the whole
child (Feeney & Chun, 1985). After reviewing the
literature, there is an obvious need for more
comprehensive studies and standardization of instruments

so studies can be replicated.
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Oklahoma State University s o e
(405) 624-5057

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONS
AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS

Dear Early Childhood Education Major,

I am a master's student in FRCD and am currently doing my thesis on
the effects of personal stvle and family background on student teacher behavior.
I am requesting all student teachers who completed their 4 credit student
teaching experience in the Child Development Laboratory between Fall 1988
and Fall 1989 to participate in this -study.

Existing informat{on which will be used in this study and was collected
while you were student teaching in the Child Development Laboratory includes:

Myers-Briggs Tyoe Indicator .
Early Childhood Teacher Observation Checklist

Would you please take a few minutes to furthur help me with my research
by completing and returning the following two questionnaires by January 5,

19907
Background Information Form
Family Adaptibility and Cohesion Scales III

All surveys will be kept confidential. Each participant in the study
has been assigned a code number which will not be used for identification
purposes. Your participation is voluntary. By completing and returning
the enclosed questionnaires, you are agreeinqg to participate in the study.

If you have any questions please contact me at (405) 744-5730. Thank
you for your help. :

Sincerely,

Paige Davis

on-

’

CENTENNIAL

1890« 1990
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n_ . , hereby authorize
Paige Davis to use the following existing information which
was collected while I was student teaching in the Child
Development Laboratories:

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator

Early childhood Teacher Observation Checklist
I furthur authorize her to use the following two
guestionnaires which I will complete and return to be used
in a Master’s Thesis." These are:

Background Information Form

Family Adaptibility and Cohesion Scales III
The questionnaires which will take approximately twenty
minutes to complete will be kept confidential. Each
participant in the study has been assigned a code number
which will not be used for identification purposes.
Findings will be reported for the group and not for the

individual. ’

This information is being collected as part of an
investigation entitled “Effective Early Childhood Student
Teachers: Personal and Family Characteristics." The
purpose of this study is to examine personal and family
factors related to effective teaching behaviors of early
childhood student teachers.

"I understand that participation is voluntary, that there is
no penalty for refusal to participate, and that I am free to
withdraw my consent and participation in this project at any
time without penalty after notifying the project director.

I may contact Paige Davis at telephone number (405) 744-5730
should I wish futher information about the research. I may
also contact Terry Maciula, University Research Services,
001 Life Sciences East, Oklahoma State University,
Stillwater, OK 74078: Telephone: (405) 744-5700.

I have read and fully understand the consent form. I sign
it freely and voluntarily."

Date . _Time (a.m./p.m.)

Signed

(signature of subject)
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Oklahoma State University STILLWATER, OKLAHON 7406055

241 HOME ECONOMICS WEST
(405) 624-5057

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONS
AND CHILD DE\ELOPMENT
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS

March 13, 1990
Dear Early Childhood Education Major,

I am pleased to report that I have received many
responses to my request for former CDL student teachers to
complete the Background Information Form and Family
Adaptability and Cohesion Scales III. In order to increase
the quality of my research, it is important for me to get
even more responses. Would you please take a few minutes to
complete the enclosed questionnaires? I will be able to
include your information if you can have it postmarked by
March 24, 1990.

If you have any questions, I will be glad to talk with
you. Please call me or Dr. Donna Couchenour at (405) 744-
5730. If we are not available, please leave a message and
your phone number and we’ll call back. ’

Thank you for your help!

Sincerely,

Paige Davis

o»-

o

B

!

CENTENNIAL

1890 » 1990

Teecr1rq -e Sast Srepar g ‘or e Future
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Rev. 4/10/84 Subj. I.D.
Obs, IDe
EARLY CHIIDHOOD TEACHER OBSERVATIONS Date

Name of Observer

Place of Observation

Program: full day ; half day comb. » Time Span of Observation to
Total number of teachers present at beginning ; at end

Total number of childrea present at begiﬁning s at end

General description of activities of observed teacher during observation:

Unusual conditions or circuzmstances that may have affected or altered this teacher's usual
performance during the observation:

In the observer's opinion, do the scores reflect the competence of this teacher?
If not, explain,
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“snagevent and Gomsunicatioa Skills

1.

S.

Looked at vrittea plsas or records
and/or consultad wvith othar staff
about childrea, schedule, procedure,,
and/or activicies.

Appesred to be svare of the scheduls
and plans by sowatizes taking inicia-
tive and/or showing Lleadership ia
scrivitiee sad traasitioms.

Ves usually positicned 30 that she/be

could see 20st of the childree at one
cime,

Oftea visually scassed the eacire
scen.

Attended to tve (or more) sctivities
sisultanecusly wvitheut losing the
tlow of either {tied cue child's shee
vhile discussing the aertwark of
ssothee child: gave directioes to ¢
steff sember viile sssiscing a chtld
wvith dressiog). - -

Vas “suthorttative™ vith the childres
when aecessary (msse directive state-
sentss gave lascructionss et
limtts).

Gave directions or set limivs
clearly. «

Gave directions or set liates
poattively.

Spoke to and listened to childres at
thetr eye level.

Made eye contsct vith children and
sctaff vhes speaking and listentng.

Shoved plessurs/eajoysent/humor/play~
Culness dy laughting or seiling while
tacacaceing vith childres and scaff.

Spoke wvith s plessaac, discincc,
vell-sodulated veice (varied ia tones
oetther too soft noc too louds
axpressive).

Ooportanity

Qbservee

8

Subje Leue

Corments ..

89
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Snhancing Zsotsonal Jealth and Self-concepe  Qooortuntty Observed 5 Comments
A —

I
H

1. Used children's nrames when talking to
thea.

LT

2. Greeted or acknoviedged the jresence
of childrea upoa arrival 2o school or
to the zeacher's area.

3. Showed friesdlinsess and affectioa to
eyildrea through physical contscet and
pleasant facial expreseions.

& E "

with chtldren.

3. Alloved and escowrsged childrem to
ke their owva decistons and chotces
vhen appropriste.

6. Praised/ecknoviedged childrea for
Andependence L8 saking decisions
and/or self-nelyp.

T. Acknowledged and shoved positive
sttitude ctoverd (ndividusl differ-
ences ia chtldren’s physicsl sppesr~
ance, culcural heritage, sbdilictes,
sad ioterescs.

8. (Liscened actantively cto childrea’s
conversations (dade eye contact: re-
sponded spproximacely).

9. Listened sctively/showed To —
children as they expressed wesocions
("YTou are upset vith hima™: "You suse
be excited adout your aevw boocs™;
"You aiss your dad”).

I0. Foscered childrea’s seass of sride ta
cheir 1{sheents/ prod ("You
fintsbed 16", ‘Tou sust de proud of
thet good jab”;.

11. Hefrsined froe comparing chiliren -_—
unfavorably (Yot——e"You dida’t 40 _it
as well as she d14": “She vas the
oaly good one”; "Try to zaxe yours as
aice as hers"),

L. Aefrsined {wce discussing children
snlgvoraoly with staif or ocher -
sduits <snea cne ciatildren vere presenc
and could hesr.

0L
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Zahancing P rsical Competence, Health and Ooportuntty

.s'

1

Challeoged childrea to try, practice
or Laprove large sotor skills (“Tey
1t agata”; “Sew Lf yow cam do tt

Laster™: TVow try to skip instesd of
hop™).

Challenged children to try, Jractice
or taprove ssall socor sktlls (™Hold
the scissors this vay instead”; “Put
ths striag Chrowgh che saall hole
this ctime”; “Draw anothar one fust
lika te”; “"Do 1t agatn”).

Gave the childres time to accomplisk
wotor tasks. ZRefrained from saying,
“Burey up” or frow stapping is tvo
soom).

Showed underscanding of childrea's
l1isteed ohystcal capabilicties (dute
toned the small bduttous for the
ehtld: hald 2 hesvy door: halped wvith
pouring fros s large ptecher).

Yased and/or discussed dody parets
and/or body functioss vith childresm.

Encoursged the childrem to use good
health and sanizatios practicas

(using cissues: covering souths for
coughing or snessing; <ashing hands
st sppropriate tizest using the toi-
lec; (llushing the toilet; YSrushing
teeth: dressing foc cthe westher:
kewpiog objects out of mouths).

“odeled 3ood “ealth jractices (vsshed

Observed

hsnds st appropriace =ises; used
tissues: iressed for the weather).

Showed aswareness of and ascted oo
remove health “azards ia the eaviroe-
sent {removed or cleaned itess that
had Yeem Lo douwthsy 4isposed of tise
sueg: disposed of dispers jroperly;
€lusned totlecs: clessed tables).

Showed concers for chillres’s  hysi-
cal coafort and wvell-detng (tied
noes: adjusted clothing: asdjusted
room tespersture: srranged cosfort-
able seating: shecked injurtes; at-
tendet to Lilresses).

Enforced salety rules (encoursged
welking iastead of ruaning 1is coa~
fine¢ aress; lisited nusders using
large 30tor equipsent: discouraged
recilessness).

|

€

Subj. I.De

Comments

R —————————
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<es svare of aod resoved safety o=
2ards in the esvironseat (resoved or
closely supervised the use of sharp
objectss removed of cauticned chil-
dres about drokea objects; kept extits
cleer; potacted out dangers of elec~
crical outlets and appliances).

Pezticipated 1n snacks or 3eels by
steeing vith the chlldrea and escing.

pted to szetncain s 1 and
uzscressful atzosphere during sasks
or seals (iatroduced and encowrsged
coaversatioa; alloved childres to
take their tise; miaiaized the Lapor-
tance of spills; «ept children calsg
appeared cals and inscressed).

Discussed the healehful or
nutritional aspects of che food
served during sascks or aeals.

Subj. I.D.
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Ipnancing Soctal Cospetsoce

1.

1a.

Alloved or escouraged childrea ¢o
help Jeess or to help with routtne
group tasks (clesning up the room,
3aking snacks, Jassing cut napkins,
holding foors, «asning teoles,
curning on lignts, dressing).

Thanked citldren for helping and/or
tor being thougneful.

Encoursged children to taxe turns
with and/or share equipsent or
saterials.

Pratsed/acknoviedged children for
takiag ctarns and/or sharing.

Gave children ctize to work out &
stobles asong chemselves (refrained
from stepping (2 too sooa vhen the
children <ere capasle.

Vodeled soclally appropriate vays to
solve tacerjersonsl jrobless (:alked

racher yeiled, gradbed, or “t; focused on

Sehavior rather than character).

Eocouraged children to verdelly ex-
aoress their teeds and/or feelings to
others (“isk Yim %o pass it to yeu”/
~ell Y1 you veat a cturn oext”:
“Tell >eor vou can’t see”; Tell him
you  are angry”: “Tell Yer you like
“er and <ant Yer to play”).

Sacouraged chiliren to listen to one
another (“"He's trving to tell you
what 7e vasts™; “ULlscen to her ctalk
aow. '),

Aczempted I3 ‘“elp peers understand
esch other's inceacions, feelings,
and needs ("Z¢'s 28d decause you ook
tae glue he vas usting').

Jotned childres as s perticigent fin
cheir activities as a factlitator,
not a domraacor).

Opportunity

Joserved

|

e

|

—
b

|

—

———
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l

Subj. I.D.

Comments
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Wiich answer comes closest to telling how you usually feel or 1wct?

Dues following a schedule 10 Do you think on the whole that
(A) appeal to you, or . "(A) children have the best of 1t, or
(B) cramp you? s (B)' hfe1s more interesung for grown-ups®
Do you usually get along better with 11. In doing something that many other people
(A) maginative people, or - do, does 1z appeal to you more to
(B) realistic people® N (A) do 1t 1n the accepted way, or
' ' (B) invent a way of your own?®
If strangers are suring at you tn a crowd, :
do you ' 12 - When you were small, did you
(A) often become aware of 1t, or + (A) feel sure of your parents’ love and
(B) seldom notice 1t? ) - devotion to you, or .
o (B) feel that they admired and approved
Are vou more careful about of some otrncf' child more than they
: . did of you®
(A) people’s fechings, or ;
(B) thar nghts® )
=" 13. Doyou
(A) rather prefer to do things at the last
Are you minute. or i
(A) inchned to enjoy deciding things, or (B) find that hard on the nerves®
(B)  just as glad to have circumstances
dectde a matter tor you®
. ‘L 14 If a breakdown or mix-up halted a job on
. " which you and a lot of vthees were working
When you are with a group of people, would - would your impulse be to ‘
you usually rather (A) enjoy the breathing spdl, or
(A) jownin the tath ot the group, or (B) look for some part ot the work where
(B) talk individually with people you could stll make progress. o
vou hnow well? B (C) . yoin the ‘trouble-shooters™ who were
wresthing with the ditficuley ®
When vou have more hnowledge or shiil in
something than the people around you, 151t 15 Do you usually .
more sanstving : (A)  show your feelings freclv, o
(A)  to guard your superior hnowledge, or (B) keep your feelings to v oursclf?
(B) to share 1t with those who want . ' N ;
to learn 16 When you have decided upon 1 course ot
action, do vou
When you have done all vou can to remedy (A) reconsider it 1f unforescen disadvan-
a troublesome situation, are vou tages are pointed out.to vou, or
(A) able to stop worrving about 18, of (B} usually put e through to a tinish
(B) sull more or less haunted by 1¢? - hower er 1t may inconvenience vourself
and others?
If you were ashed on a Saturday morming
what you were going to do that day,” L7 In reading tor pleasure, do vou

wauld vou

be able to tell pretiv well, or
list twice too many things, or
have to wait and see?

(B)
(o}

(A)  enjov odd or orimnal wavs ot saving
things, or
(B)Y  like writers to sav ev ety what

they means
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20

21

o
"

23

“24

27

28

In anv ol the ordiman cmerdencies of
evervday e do vou prater to

(\) tahe orders and be hedptul or
(B)  gne orders and be responable?

At parties do vou
(A) someumecs get bored, or
(B) aiwave have fun?®

Is 1t harder for vou to adapt to
(A) rouune, or,
(B) constant change®

Would vou be more willing to take on a

heavy load of extra work for the sake of

(4) extra comforts and luxuries, or

(B) achance to achieve-something
important?®

Are the thimgs vou plan or undertahe

(\) almost alwavs'things vou can finish, or

(B) often things: that prove too difficult to
carry through? '

Are you more attracted to .

(1) aperson with a quick and brilhant
mind, or

(B)  a pracucal person with a lot of
common scnsc?

Do you find people 1n general

(A)  slow to appreciate and accept 1dcas
not their own, or

(B) reasonably open minded?

When you have to meet strangers, do you

find 1t

(A)  pleasant, or at least casy, or

(B) somecthing that tahes a good deal
of effore?

Are you inchined to
(A) salue senument more than logic, or
(B) aluc logic more than sentiment?

Do vou prefer to

(A) arrange dates, partics, etc well in
advance, or

(B) be frec to do whatever looks like fun
when the ume comes?

in making plans which concern other people,

do you prefer to

(A) take them into your confidence, or

(B) hcep them in the dark unul the last
possible moment?

29

30

31

33

34

35°
‘week, do you

36

37

38

Is 1t a mgner compument to be aalled
€AY aperson of raal tedhing or
(B) a consistently reasonable person®

When vou have a decsston to make, do

you usually

(A) make it nght away, or

(B) wait as long as vou reasonably can
_ before deciding®

When you run into an uncxpected difficulty

in something you are doing, do vou feel it

to be '

(A) apicce of bad luch, or

(B) anusance, or

(C) allin the day's work?

Do you almost alwavs

(A) . enjoy the present moment and mahe
the most of it or

"(B) " fecl that something just ahcad 1s

' more important? ’

Arc y’ou . R
(A) casy to get to hnow, or
(B) hard to get to hnow?

“With most of the people you hnow, do you

- (A) .fecl that they mean what they say, or

(B) fecl you must watch for a hidden
¢ mcaning?® ’

When you start a big project thatis ducina

(A) tahe umec to hist the separatc things to
be done and the order of doing them,
. or
(B) plungein?

In‘solving a personal problem. do vou

(A) feel more confident about 1t if you
have ashed other people’s advice, or

(B) feel that nobody else 1s in as good a
position to judge as you are?

Do you admire more the people who are

(A) convenuonal enough never to mahe
themselves conspicuous, or

(B) too original and individual to care
whether they are conspicuous or not?

Which mistake would be more natural

for you - o

(A)  to dnift from one thing to another all
your life, or

(B) to stay in a rut that didn’t suit you?

Go on to the next page
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39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

When you run across people who are
mustahen in thair beliefs, do you feel that
(A) 1215 your duty to set them right, or
(B) 1tis their privilege to be wrong?

When an attractive chance for leadership

comes to you, do you

(A) accept it if 1t 1s something you can
really swing, or

(B) sometimes let 1t shp because you are '
too modest about your own abilitses,

(C) or doesn't leadership ever attract you?

Among your friends, are you

(A) one of the last to hear what 1s going
on, or

(B) full of news about everybody?

Are you at your best

(A) when dealing with the unexpected, or

(B) when following a carefully worked-
out plan?®

Does the importance of doing well on a test

make 1t generally

(A) casier for you to concentrate and do
your best, or

(B) harder for you to concentrate and do
yourself jusuce?

In vour free hours, do you

(A) very much enjov stopping somewhere
for refreshments, or

(B) usuallv want to use the time and
money another way?

At the ume 1n your hife when things piled

up on vou the worst, did vou find

(4) that vou had gotten into an impossible
situation, or

(B) thar by doing only the necessary
things you could work your way out?

Do most of the pcople you know

(A) take their fair share of praise and
blame, or ,

(B) grab all the credit thev can but shift
anv blame on to somconc else?

When you are in an embarrassing spot, do

you usually

(A) change the subject, or

(B) turnitnto a johe, or

(C)  davs later, think of what vou should
have smd®

48

49

50

51

52,

53

54

55

56

57

77

Are such emotional “ups and downs™ as you .
may feel

(A) very mrhed, or

(B) rather moderate®

Do you think that having a dailv routine 15

(A) acomfortable way to get things done,
or

(B) painful even when necessary>

Are you usually
(A) a‘‘good mixer”, or
(B) rather quiet and reserved®

In your early childhood (at six or eight),

did you

(A) feel your parents were very wise
people who should be obeyed, or

(B) _ find their authonity irhsome and
escape 1t when possible®

When you have a suggestion that ought to be

made at 2 meeting, do you

(A) stand up and make it as 2 matrer of
course, ot

(B) hesitate to do so?

Do you get more annoyed at
(A) fancy theones, or
(B) people who don't lihe theories®

When vou are helping 1n a group undertah

1ng, are you more often struch by

(A) the cooperation, or

(B) thencfficiency,

(C)  ordon’t you get involved in group
undertakings®

When vou go somewhere for the day, would
you rather

(A)  plan what you will do and when, or
(B) just go*

Are the things you worrv about
(A) often reallv not worth 1t, or
(B) alwavs more or less serious®

In deciding something important, do you

{A) find you can trust vour feching about
what is best to do, or

(B) think you should do the logical thing,
no matter how you ted abour s



59

60

61

62

63

64

65

Do vou tend to nave

(\) deep triendships with a very tew
people or

(B)Y  broad fricndships with many
different people? '

Do vou think vour friends
(4) feel you are open to suggestions, or
(B)  hnow better than to try to talk you
out of anvthing vou've decided to do® .«

Dues the 1dea of making a hist of what you
should get done over a weeh-end ’

(1) appeul to you, or
(B) leave you cold, or
(C) positively depress you? )

f

In traveling, would vou rather go

(A)  with 4 compamon who had made the
trip before and ““hnew the ropes™, or
(B) alone or with someonc greener at 1t

than y ourself?

Would you rather have

(A) an opportunity that may lead to
bigger things, or
(B) an experience that vou are sure

to enjoy ?

Among your personal beliefs, are there
(A) some things that cannot be proved, or
(B) only things than can be proved®

\

Would you rather

_(A) support the cstablished methods of
doing good. or
(B) analyze what s still wrong and attack

unsolved problems?

Has 1t been your experience that you

(A) often fall in love with a notion or
project that turns out to be a dis- |
appointment—so that you *‘go up ke
a rochet and come down like the
stck”, or do you -

use enough judgment on your enthus-
1asms so that they do not let you
down?

(B)

0o

67

68

69

70

71

78

‘

Do vou think vou et

(A)  more entnusiastic about things than
the average person or '
(B)  less enthusiastic about things than

the avcrage person?

f vou dinided all the people vou hnow into .
those you like, thosc you dishike, and those

_toward whom you feel indifferent, would

there be more of

(A) those you like, or

(B) those you dishke? ,

.

[On this next question only, if two aniswers
are true, mark both ] - :

5 ‘
v

In your daily work, do vou

(A) rather enjov an emcrgency that mahes
you work against time, or

(B) . _hate to work under pressure, or

(C) usually plan vour work so you won't
need to work under pressure?

'

Are you more likcly to speak up in
(A) praisc, or
(B) blame?

Is 1t higher praise to say someone has
(A) ' vision, or
(B) common sense? ,

When playing cards, do vou enjoy most

(A) the socuabihity,

(B) the excitement of winning,

(C) the problem of getting the most out
of each hand,

(D) the nisk of plaving for stakes,

(E) ordon't you enjoy playing cards®

Go on to the nevt page
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74

75

76

78

79

80

81

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

(1)

(A)

(1)

(1)

1)

(A)

(1)

(1)

(A)

(A)

(A)

(1)

(A}

(A)

(A)

(\)

(A)

(A)

(A)

(1)

(A)

(A)

(\)

(A)

Which word 1n cach pair appeals to y ou more?

Think what the words mean, not how thes look or how they sound

firm-minded
imagnative
systematic
congenal
theory
party

build
analvze
popular
benefits
casual
actne
uncritical
scheduled
convincing
reserved
statement
sott
production
forgne
hearty

who
impulse
speak
affection

punctual

warm-hearted

(B)

matter-of-fact (B)

sponmneous
effectine
certainty
theater
nvent
sympathize
inumate
blessings
correct
intetlectual
critcal
unplanned
touching
talkatne
concept
hard

design
tolerate
quu.‘t

what
decsion
writce
tenderness

leasuredy

(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)

(B)

98
99
100

101

104
105
106
107
108
109
110
1
112
113

114

(A)

(4)

(A)

(A)

(A)

(A)

(1)

(A)

(1)

(A)

(A)

(1)

(A)

(G

1)

(A)

(R V)

(A}

(A)

(A)

(A)

(4)

(A)

(A)

(R Y]

\)

sensible
changing
determined
system
facts
compassion
concrete
Justice
calm

make

wary
orderly
ﬂppr()\c
gende
foundation
quick
thinking
theors
soclable
sign

sy stematic
literal
peacemaher
accept
agree

eacLuinge

fascinaung
permanent
devoted
zest

1deas
foresight
abstract
mercy
Iinely
create
trusttul
cas -gong
question
tirm

spire
carctud
feehng
C\perienee
detached
sy mbol
casual
figuratine
judye
change
discuss

seholar

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B}

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

8

79
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126

131

132

133

134,

Which answer comes dosest to telling how vou usualiv teel or act’

Do vou find the more routine parts of
your day

(A)  restful or
(B) boring?

If you think you are not getting a square

deal 1n a club or team to which you

belong, is 1t better to

(A) shutup and tahet, or

(B) use the threat of resigning if
necessary to get your rights?®

Can you

(A) aalk easily to almost anyone for as
long as you have to, or

(B) find a lot to say only to certain
people or under certain conditions®

When strangers notice vou, does 1t

* (A) make you uncomfortable, or

(B) not bother vou at all?

If you were a teacher, would you rather
teach

(A)  fact courses, or

(B)  courses imvolving theory?®

When something starts to be the fashion,
are you usually i

(A) onc of the first to try 1¢, or

(B) not much interested?®

In solving a difficult personal problem,

do you )

(A) tend to do more worrying than is
useful 1n reaching a decision, or

(B) feel no more anxiety than the
situation requires?

If pcople seem to shight you, do you-

(A) tell yourself they didn’t mean any-
thing by 1t, or

(B) distrust their good will and stay on
guard with them thereafter?®

When you have a special job to do, do you

like to

(A) organize it carefully before you start,
or

(B) find out what is necessary as you go
along?

Do you feel 1t 1s a worse fault
(A) to show too much warmth, or
(B) not to have warmth enough?

When you are at a parry, do you like to

(A) help get things going, or

(B) let the others have fun in therr
own way?

135

136

137

138

139

‘140

141

142,

143

When a new opportunity comes up, do vou

(A) decide about it fairly quickly, or

(B) ' sometimes miss out through taking
too iong to mahe up your mind?

In n;znagmg ‘your ife. do you.tend to
(A)’ undertahe too much and getinto 3
ught spot, or -

" (B) hold yourself down to what you can

comforwablv handle?®

When vou find vourself definitely in the

wrong, would you rather

(A) admit you are wrong, or

(B) not admit it, though everyone
hnows 1t, ‘

(C) ordon't you ever find vourself in
.the wrong? -

Can the new people vou meet tell what vou
arc interested 1n
(A) nghtaway, or
(B) only after they really get to
hnow you?

In your home hife, when you come to the
end of some undertaking, are you
(A) clear as to what comes next and ready
. totacke1t, or
(B) glad to relax untl the next mspirauon
hits you? ' '

Do you think 1t more important to

(A) be able to see the possibilities in 2
""" siuaton, or .
(B) be able to adjust to the facts as
they are?

Do you feel that the people whom you
know personally owe their successes more to

‘(A) ability and hard work, or

(B) luch, or
(C) bluff, pull and shoving themselves
ahead of others?

In getting a job done, do you depend upon

(A) starting early, so as to fimish with ume
to spare, or.

(B) the extra speed you develop at the
last minute?

After associating with superstitious people,

have you '

(A) found yourself shightly affected by
their superstitions, or

(B) remained enurely unaffected?

Go on to the next page
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145.

146

147

148

149

150

151

152

153

154

155

When you don't agree with what has just
been said, do you usually

(A) letitgo, or

(B) put up an argument?

Would you rather be considered

(A) apracucal person, or

(B) an ingenious person?

Out of all the good resolutions you may
have made, are there

(A) some you have kept to this day, or
(B) none that have really lasted?®

Would you rather work under someone
who 1s

(A) always kind, or

(B) always fair?

In a large group, do you more often
(A) nroduce others, or
(B) ‘getntroduced?

Would you rather have as a friend someone
who

(A) 15 always coming up with new 1deas, or
(B) has both feet on the ground?

When you have to do business with

strangers, do you feel

(A) confident and at ease, or

(B) a htde fussed or afraid that they
won't want to bother with you?

When 1t s settied well in advance that you
will do a certain thing at a certain ime, do
you find 1t

(A) nice to be able to plan accordingly, or
(B) alittle unplcasant to be tied down?

Do you feel that sarcasm

(A) should ncver be used where it can
hurt people’s feelings, or

(B) 1s too effective a form of speech to be
discarded for such a reason?

When you think of some httle thing you

should do or buy, do you

(A) often forgetat ull much later, or

(B) usually get it down on paper to
remind yourself, or

(C) always carry through on 1t
without reminders?

Do you more often let
(A) your heart rule your head, or
(B) your head rule vour heart?

In histening to a new 1dca, are you more

anxious to
(A)  find out all about it, or
(B)  judge whether 1t is night or wrong?

156

157

158

159.

160

161

162

163

164

165

166.

81

Are you oppressed by
(A) many different worries, or
(B) comparauvely few?

When you don't appruve of the way a friend
is acung, do you

(A) wait and see what happens, or

(B) do or say something about 1>

Do you feel 1t 1s a worse fault to be
(A) unsympatheuc, or
(B) unreasonable®

When a new situation comes up which
conflicts with your plans, do you try first to
(A) change your plans to fit the

situation, or . .
(B) change the situation to fit your plans®

Do you think the people close to you hnow

how you feel

(A) about most things, or

(B) only when you have had some special
reason to tell them®

When you have a serious choice to make,

do you )

(A) almost always come to a clear-cut
decision, or

(B) sometimes find 1t so hard to deude
that you do not wholchcartedly
follow up either chuice?

On most matters, do you
(A) have a pretry defintte opimon, or
(B) like to keep an open mind®

As you get to know peoplie better, do vou

more often find that they

(A) let you down or disapporint vou in
some way, or

(B) improve upon acquaintance®

When the truth would not be polite are vou
more likelv to tell

(A) apolite lie, or

(B) the impolite truth?

In your way of living, do vou prefer to be
(A) ongmal, or
(B) conventional?®

Would you have liked to argue the meaning
of

(A) alot of these questions, or

(B) onlya few?



BACKGROUND INFORMATION FORM ID ¢

1.

2,

3.

What 1s your date of birth?

Day Month Year

————

Where have you resided most of your life? (Check appropriate space).
1. Fam

2. Non-farm rural residence/village

3. Small town (Population under 2,500)

4. large town (Population 2,500-25,000)

5. Small city (Population 25,000-1C0,000)

NEREN

6. Large city (Population over 100,000)

Please identify all persons who lived in the above household.

Household Members

Write in the title of each person (e.g. Mother, father . . . see list below*)

Person Age Sex
(Write In) (Circle)

1. self M_F
2. M _F
3. M F
4, M _F
S. M F
6. M _F
7. M F
8, M F
9, M_F
10. M F

*Self = you; Others include Mother, Father, Sister, Brother, Aunt, Uncle, etc,
Please indicate their relationship to you.

82
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What i3 the highest grade or level of education your parents

completed and the highest that you expect to complete?

—_— I ___ﬁ_k 1. Graduate o:kprqfesaiOnal education
—_— — e 2. Graduate of four year college
—_— —_— ___ 3. Some coll‘ege

— — — 4, Intermediate or pre-univgrsi:y
—_ - 5. High school ‘

—_— —_— — 6. Grade school

— — ___) 7. ANo ed\;\ca:ion

- —_ 8, Don't know

What is the current occupation of your parents?

Mother Father

1. Professional Other Than Teacher (Doctor,
Lawyer, Nurse, Manager)

7 2. Teacher

8, Works In The Home
9. Retired

10. Unemployed

3, Skilled/Construction Trades (Carpenter,
Electrician, Brick Layer)
4. Clerical, Technical (Secretary, Clerk,
Computer Operator)
5, Llaborer/Factory Worker (Field worker,
' Waitress)
’ 6. General Service Employees (Maintenance,
Operator)
"7. Student

11. Other (please specify)

AR R R



6.

10.

11.

:efore you were 18, how many years did your mother work outside the
ome?

1. 0 years

2, 5 years or less
3. Between 5 and !0 years

4, Between 10 and 15 years

R

5. Over lSlyears

In making the selection of your career in early childhood education, how
much emotional support have your parents provided? (Circle Number)

Very Supportive Some Support , No Suppoert

5 V 4 3 2 . 1
Presently, how satisfied are you with your decision to be an early
childhood teacher? (Circle Number) :

Extremely Satisfied Satisfied Not at all Satisfied
S 4 3 2 1

How religious would you say that you are?

1. Very Religibus 2. Somewhat Religious

|

3. Not Religious 4, Opposed to Religion

How religious would you say that your mother is?

1. Very Reliéious 2. Somewhat Religious

3. Not Religious . 4, Opposed to Religion-

How religious would you say that your father is?
1. Very Religious ' 2. Somewhat Religious
3. Not Religious "4, Opposed to Religion

84
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FACES III

2 4

1 2 3 5
ALMOST NEVER  ONCE IN A WHILE  SOMETIMES  FREQUENTLY ALMOST ALWAYS

INSTRUCTIONS: The following statements describe common family situations. Using the 5 responses listed
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above, please place the NUMBER (1-5) that you believe. best describes your family of
origin.

Family members ash each other for help.

In solving problems, the childrens's suggestions are followed.
We approve of cach other’s fricnds.

Children have a say in thair disciphne.

We like to do things with just our immediate farr}nly. )
Different persons act as leaders in our famuly.

Family members fcel closer to other family members than to people outside tl;:c family.
Our family changes its way of handling tasks.

Family members ihe to spend free time with each other.

Parent(s) and children discuss punishment together. o

Family members feel very close to each other.

The children make the decisions tn ’our family.

When our family gets logczhrcr for activities, everybody s present.

Rules change 1n our famiiy. )

We can easily think of things to do together \as a family.

We shift household rcponsibilitics fro;n person to person.

Family members consuit other fanuly members on their decisions.

It 1s hard to identify the leaderts) in our famuly.

Family togetherncss is very important.

It 1s hard to tcil who does which household chores. )

>

Jusciopea at the Luiversity of Minuesuia oy David H. Olson, Joyce Poriner & Yoav Lavee



APPENDIX D

VARIABLE CODES

RAW DATA

DESCRIPTIVE DATA
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CODE
OBSTOTAL

OBSCOG

OBSEMOT

OBSSOC

OBSPHYS

OBSMGMT

MBTI2

MBTI4

FACESIII

WORK
SUPPORT
SATISFY
MTEACH

FTEACH

87

VARIABLE CODES

VARTABLE_NAME

Early Childhood Teacher Observation
Checklist Total Score

Early Childhood Teacher Observation
Checklist Score for enhancing cognitive
development

Early Childhood Teacher Observation
Checklist Score for enhancing emotional
health and self-concept

Early Childhood Teacher Observation
Checklist Score for enhancing social
competence

Early Childhood Teacher Observation
Checklist Score for enhancing physical
competence, health and safety

Early Childhood Teacher Observation
Checklist Score for management and
communication skills

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Score for
Sensing vs. Intuition

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Score for
Judging vs. Perception ’

Family Adaptability and Cohesion
Evaluation Scale III

Mothers working outside the home
Perceived parental support
Satisfaction with career choice
Mother is a teacher

Father is a teacher



CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
" CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE

WOWOWOWOOOONNNNOAONOAOAVIONNOUHEDLLEBWWWWONNOLONE R

CODENUM

OBsSsOC

WORK

COHESION
3.000

33.330
4.000

34.000 -

4.000
25.000
1.000
33.000
5.000
22.220
1.000
40.000
7.000
50.000
5.000
34.000
8.000
66.670
4.000
33.000
9.000
87.500
2.000
41.000
10.000
62.500
3.000

MBTI2
OBSPHYS
SUPPORT

APAPT

97.000
45.450

3.000
30.000
109.000
58.330
~ 4.000
28.000
79.000
55.560

5.000
23.000
73.000
90.000

5.000
31.000

97.000

70.000
4.000
23.000
89.000
83.330
4.000
22.000
81.000
'90.000
5.000
29.000
93.000
40.000
4.000
13.000
79.000
80.000
5.000
31.000
79.000
1 85.710
5.000
125,000
101.000
57.140
5.000
35.000
37.000
85.700
5.000
14.000
73.000
83.330
5.000

MBTI4
OBSMGMT
SATISFY

75.000
52.840
5.000

93.000
100.000
5.000

97.000
71.430
4.000

73.000
85.710
. 4.000

75.000
83.330
5.000

61.000
80.000
5.000

121.000
87.500
5.000

97.000
75.000
5.000

111.000
100.000
5.000

99.000
100.000
4.000

77.000
77.780
5.000

45.000
100.000
*5.000

59.000
100.000
5.000

0BSCOG
OBSTOTAL
MTEACH

45.450
235.400
0.000

18.180
251.510
0.000

66.670
299.210
0.000

91.670
409.050
0.000

91.670
395.000
0.000

83.330
417.490
0.000

100.000
415.000
0.000

91.670
378.340
0.000

58.330
384.160
0.000

75.000
407.850
0.000

63.640
351.890
0.000

/ 100.000
.477.300
0.000

91.670
463.890
0.000

OBSEMOT
FACESIII
FTEACH

58.330
2.000
0.000

50.000
3.000
1.000

83.330
3.000
0.000

91.670
2.000
0.000

83.330
3.000
0.000

83.330
3.000
0.000

75.000
2.000
0.000

91.670
2.000
0.000

83.330
2.000
0.000

90.000
3.000
0.000

83.330
1.000
0.000

91.600
1.000
0.000

100.000
3.000
1.000
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CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE

CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE

CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE

155.000
94.440
5.000

89.000
93.750
4.000

83.000
92.860
5.000

119.000
100.000
5.000

105.000
64.710
5.000

83.000
1 52.940
5.000

55.000
75.000
3.000

© 129.000
' 94.440

5.000

81.000
87.500
5.000

55.000
85.710
3.000

87.000
61.110
4.000

71.000
85.700
5.000

147.000
100.000
4.000

57.000
94.120

5.000 -

93.000
88.890
4.000

75.000
364.890
0.000

75.000
422.920
0.000

75.000
371.220
0.000

83.330
445.550

0.000

81.820
319.860
0.000

58.330
217.680
0.000

58.330
267.500
0.000

83.330
391.100
0.000

83.330
399.780
0.000

66.670
346.020
0.000

50.000

256.580

0.000

83.330
390.460
0.000

83.330
458.330
0.000

72.730
341.850
0.000

66.670
312.500
1.000

100.000
2.000
0.000

91.670
1.000
0.000

91.670
1.000
0.000

83.330
.3.000
0.000

83.330
2.000
0.000

58.330
2.000
1.000

66.670
3.000
0.000

83.330

3.000
0.000

81.810
3.000
0.000

63.640
3.000
0.000

58.330
1.000
0.000

100.000
1.000
0.000

100.000

3.000
0.000

75.000
2.000
0.000

75.000
1.000
1.000
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CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE
CASE

45.000
46.000
33.330

4.000
47.000
'48.000
20.000
4.000
37.000
49.000
50.000
3.000
47.000
50.000
100.000
3.000
47.000
51.000
88.890
1.000
48.000
52.000
71.430
5.000
45.000
53.000
50.000
3.000
48.000
59.000
80.000
3.000
34.000
64.000
75.000
3.000
32.000
76.000
100.000
3.000
31.000
78.000
40.000
2.000

47.000
100.000
3.000

85.000
66.670
2.000

78.000
93.750
4.000

81.000
100.000
4.000

116.000
94.000
5.000

122.000
100.000
4.000

115.000
78.570
5.000

80.000
100.000
4.000

79.000
94.440
5.000

100.000
100.000
5.000

94.000
93.750
5.000

83.330
356.290
0.000

45.550
257.220
0.000

66.670
392.090
1.000

100.000
481.670
0.000

91.600
441.150
0.000

91.670
454.000
0.000

75.000
343.570
0.000

91.670
457.380
0.000

100.000
434.580
0.000

100.000
491.670
0.000

66.670
342.090
0.000

81.200
2.000
0.000

75.000
3.000
0.000

91.670
2.000
0.000

91.670
1.000
0.000

83.330
1.000
0.000

100.000
2.000
0.000

90.000
1.000
0.000

100.000
3.000
0.000

83.330
3.000
0.000

91.670
2.000
0.000

75.000
3.000
0.000
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N OF CASES
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
MEAN
STANDARD DEV

N OF CASES
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
MEAN
STANDARD DEV

N OF CASES
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
MEAN
STANDARD DEV

N OF CASES
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
MEAN
STANDARD DEV

TOTAL OBSERVATIONS: 39

CODENUM

39
3.000
78.000
32.000
20.295

OBSSOC

39
20.000
100.000
59.369
24.027

WORK

39
1.000

5.000 -

2.974
1.224

COHESION

39
17.000
48.000
39.410

6.773

MBTI2

39
37.000
149.000
91.821
23.240

'OBSPHYS
39
23.080
100.000
69.158
20.451
SUPPORT

39

1.000 .

5.000

4.410

0.880
ADAPT

39

12.000

42.000
27.026
7.132

MBTI4

OBSMGMT

SATISFY

0BSCOG

39
45.000 18.
155.000 100.
89.462 76.
25.769 18.
" OBSTOTAL

39
52.840 217.
100.000 491,
87.332 375.
13.694 73.
MTEACH

39
2.000 0.
5.000 1.
2.487 0.
0.756 0.

OBSEMOT

39
180 50.
000 100.
555 83.
075 12.
FACESIII

39
680 1.
670 3.
488 2.
036 0.
FTEACH

39
000 0.
000 1.
051 °  o.
223 0.

39
000
000
074
890

39
000
000
154
812

39
000
000
103
307
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APPENDIX E

REGRESSION ANALYSES
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DEP VAR:0BSTOTAL N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .050 SQUARﬁD MULTIPLE R: .003
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .000 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 73.923
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT 361.021 48.836 0.000 1.0000000 7.393 0.000
MBTI2 ‘ 0.158 0.516 0.050 1.0000000 0.305 0.762

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES = DF MEAN-SQUARE F;RATIO P
REGRESSION 509.469 1 509.469 0.093 0.762
RESIDUAL 202192.544 . 37 5464.663
DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL N: 39  MULTIPLE R: .134 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .018
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .000 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 73.350
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT 341.552 42.947 0.000 1.0000000 7.953 0.000

MBTI4 0.379 ‘0.462 0.134 1.0000000 0.822 0.417

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES DF MEAN-SQUARE F-RATIO P
REGRESSION 3631.147 1 3631.147 0.675 0.417
RESIDUAL 199070.866 37 5380.294
DEP VAR: OBSSOC N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .337 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .114
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .090 STANDARD ERROR -OF ESTIMATE: 22.922
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT 11.288 22.361 0.000 1.0000000 0.505 0.617
SATISFY 10.715 4.916 0.337 1.0000000 2.180 0.036

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SOURCE  SUM-OF-SQUARES  DF MEAN-SQUARE  F-RATIO P

REGRESSION 2496.447 1 2496.447 4.751 0.036
RESIDUAL 19440.902 37 525.430
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DEP VAR:0BSTOTAL N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .030 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .001
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .000 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 73.983

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TaIL)
CONSTANT 381.302 33.954 0.000 1.0000000 11.230 0.000
FACESIII -2.699 14.774 -0.030 1.0000000 -0.183 0.856

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SOURCE SUM~OF-SQUARES DF MEAN-SQUARE F-RATIO P
REGRESSION 182.711 1 182.711 +0.033 0.856
RESIDUAL 202519.302 37 ., 5473.495
DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL N: 39 MULTIPLE R:' .096 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .009
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R:  .000 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 73.671
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF‘TQLERANCE‘ T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT . 358.379 31.336 0.000 1.0000000 11.437 0.000
WORK 5.752 9.760 0.096 1.0000000 0.589 0.559

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES DF MEAN-SQUARE F-RATIO P
REGRESSION 1885.160 1 1885.160 0.347 0.559
RESIDUAL 200816.854 37 5427.483
DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .270 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .073
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .048 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 71.276
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT 276.827 59.052 0.000 1.0000000 4.688 0.000

SUPPORT 22.371 13.137 0.270 1.0000000 1.703 0.097

ANATYSIS OF VARIANCE
SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES ' DF MEAN-SQUARE F-RATIO P

REGRESSION 14731.460 1 - 14731.460 2.900 0.097
RESIDUAL 187970.554 37 5080.285
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SQUARED MULTIPLE R:

DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL "N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .213 .045
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .020 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 72.320
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT 283.262 70.550 0.000 1.0000000 4.015  0.000
SATISFY 20.553 15.509 0.213 1.0000000 1.325 0.193
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SOURCE  SUM-OF-SQUARES DF MEAN-SQUARE  F-RATIO P
REGRESSION 9185.387 1 9185.387 1.756 0.193
RESIDUAL 193516.627 37 5230.179
DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL N: 39 MULTIPLE R: . .075 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .006
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .000 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 73.809
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT 376.742 12.134 0.000 1.0000000  31.048 0.000
MTEACH -24.447 53.583 -0.075 1.0000000 =-0.456 0.651
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE.
SOURCE  SUM-OF-SQUARES DF MEAN-SQUARE F-RATIO P
REGRESSION 1134.004 1 1134.004 0.208 0.651
RESIDUAL 201568.010 37 5447.784
DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .301 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .090
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .066 ~ STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 70.594
VARIABLE  COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT 382.813 11.933 0.000 1.0000000 32.081 0.000
FTEACH -71.418 37.260 -0.301 1.0000000 =1.917 0.063
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SOURCE  SUM-OF-SQUARES DF . 'MEAN-SQUARE F-RATIO P
REGRESSION 18309.671 1 18309.671 3.674 0.063
RESIDUAL 184392.343 37 4983.577
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DEP VAR: SATISFY N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .322 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .104
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .080 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 0.726
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT 3.523 0.479 0.000 1.0000000 7.350 0.000
MBTI2 0.010 0.005 0.322 1.0000000 2.072 0.045
' ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES DF MEAN-SQUARE F-RATIO P
REGRESSION 2.261 1 2.261 4.294 0.045
RESIDUAL 19,483 37 0.527
DEP VAR: SUPPORT N: 39 MULTIPLE R: - .311 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .097
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .073 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 0.848
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT STD ERROR . STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL)
CONSTANT 5.137 0.389 0.000 1.0000000 13.206 0.000
FACESIII =0.337 0.169 -0.311 1.0000000 -1.994 0.054
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES DF MEAN-SQUARE F-RATIO P
REGRESSION 2.855 1 2.855 3.974 0.054
RESIDUAL 26.581 37 0.718
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