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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, demographics, 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 tQ 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 
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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 the 

classroom (Peterson & Rollins~, 1987). Many studies have 

also indicated the importance 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 Harvey (i966) 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 chil~ oriented atmosphere. Other 

behaviors that effective teachers exhibit include warmth, 

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. 

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 
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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 
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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. 
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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 

andjor 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 some 

common personality characteristics of effective teachers. 

Another measure of personal style which has been 

investigated in relation 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 dependentjindendent 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 
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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 
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specific characteristics that influence teaching 

behavior. Based on this lack of information, the 

following hypotheses were examined. 

1. Student teacher scores ~n the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator (MBTI) will predict teaching effectiveness as 

measured by the. total score on the Early Childhood 

Teacher Observation Checklist (:ECTOC). 

a. Intuitive scores on the ·MBTI will be predictive of 

total scores on the ECTOC. 

b. Perceptive scores OI) the,MBTI will be predictive of 

total scores on the ECTOC. 

2. Scores on satisfaction with career choice according 

to the Background Informatiol) ·Form will be predictive of 

scores for enhancing social competence as measured by 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 predictive 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 the ECTOC. 

c. Satisfaction witp career choice scores will be 

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

predictive of scores on the ECTOC. 

e. Paternal employment 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-d~y 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 
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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 management. Briggs (1987) 

notes that as more data are gathered by the use of the 

ECTOC, more tests 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 a• 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 scores, 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 ability to demonstrate relationships 

and outcomes predicted by theory. According to Myers­

B~iggs (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 
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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 directions 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 Fqrm 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 Adaptability 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, Portner, 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 
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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 respe~tively. 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. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Personal Style Predicting Effective Teaching Behavior 

The proportion of behaviors to opportunities were 

calculated with a possible range of o to 500 for the 

total of all sections (M=375.488, SD=73.036) on the 

ECTOC. When the regression analyses were computed with 
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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=.018). 

Insert Table 2 about here 

Personal and Family Background Predicting Effective 

Teaching Behavior 

Each subject was requested to rate -their level of 

satisfaction with career choice from 1 to 5 with 1 

representing not at all satisfied and 5 representing 

extremely satisfied (:M=4.487, SD=.756). Career 

satisfaction did not predict teaching effectiveness 

(F=1.756; p=.193; R2=.045). 

The proportion of behaviors to opportunities were 

calculated for the enhancement 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 
-

analysis; 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 independent variable and ECTOC total as the dependent 

variable. No significant findings were noted (F=.033; 

p=.856; R2=.001). 

16 



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; R2=.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; 

R2=.104). 

FACES III 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). 
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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 behaviors could be attributed to the following 

factors. First, student teachers at a particular 

university receive very similar if not identical teacher 

training. Second, the results might be a reflection of 

the environment since all observations 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 interpret,ation of training andjor 

supervision rather 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 evaluat~on 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 reported 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. 

21 



References 

Beller, E. K. (1969). Teaching styles and their effects 

on problem-solving behavior in Headstart programs. 

In E. Grotberg (Ed.), Critical issues in research 

related to disadvantaged children. Princeton, N.J.: 

Educational Testing Service. 

Briggs, B. (1987, Fall). Measuring effective early 

childhood teaching behaviors. Child and Youth Care 

Quarterly, 16(3), 196-209. 

Brophy, J. E., & Evertson, c. M. (1976). Learning from 

teaching: A developmental perspective. Boston: 

Allyn and Bacon. 

Feeney, s., & Chun, R. (1985, November). Effective 

teachers of young children. Young Children, 28(6), 

342-352. 

Fein, G., & Clarke-Stewart, A. (1973). Day care in 

context. New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Hill, R. (1970). Family development in three 

generations. Cambridge, MA: Schenkman. 

Jung, C.G. (1971). Psychological types. The Collected 

Works of e.G. Jung. (rev. ed.). (vol. 6). 

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

22 



Kerlinger, F.N. (1979). Behavioral research: A 

conceptual approach. New York: Holt, Rinehart, & 

Winston. 

Kiersey, D., & Bates, M. (1978). Please understand me: 

Character and temperament types. Del Mar, CA: 

Prometheus. 

Kounin, J. s. (1977). Discipline and group.management in 

classrooms. Huntington, NY: Robert E. Krieger 

Publishers. 

Minuchin, P. (1985). Families and individual 

development: Provocations from the field of family 

therapy. Child Development, 56, 289-302. 

National Academy of Early Childhood Programs. (1984). 

Accreditation criteria and procedures. Washington, 

DC: National Association for the Education of Young 

Children. 

Olson, D.H., Portner, J., & Lavee, Y. (1985). Family 

Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales III. 

Olson, D.H., & McCubbin, H.I. (1983). Families: What 

makes them work. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Peters, D. L. (1984). Using Performancejcompetence 

measures to determine readiness for professional 

entry in the field. Paper presented at the National 

Association for the Education of Young Children, Los 

Angeles, 1984. 

23 



Peterson, G.W., & Rollins, B.C. (1987). Parent-Child 

socialization. In M.B. Sussman & S.K. Steinmetz 

(Eds.), Handbook of marriage and the family (pp. 

471-506). New York: Plenum. 

Phyfe-Perkins, E. (1981). Effects of teacher behavior on 

preschool children: A review of the research. 

(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 211 176) 

Rosen, J. L. (1968, September). Personality and first 

year teachers' relationships with children. The 

School Review, 76(3), 294-309. 

Rosen, J. L. (1972, May). Matching teachers with 

children. The School Review, 80(3), 409-431. 

Roupp, R., Travers, J., Glantz. F., & Coelen, c. (1979). 

Children at the center: 

National Day Care Study. 

Abt Associates. 

Final report on the 

(Vol. 1) Cambridge, MS: 

saracho, o. N., & Spodek, B. (1986). cognitive style and 

children's learning: Individual variation in 

cognitive processes. In L. Katz (Ed.), Current 

topics in early childhood education (Vol. VI), (pp. 

177-194). Norwood, N.J.: Ablex. 

stallings, J. (1975). Implementation and child effects 

of teaching practices in Follow-Through classrooms. 

Monographs of the Society for Research in Child 

Development, 40, 7-8. 

Vedel-Peterson, J. (1970). What is a good kindergarten? 

International Journal of Early Childhood, ~' 36-64. 

24 



Wilkinson, L. (1987). SYSTAT: The system for 

statistics. Evanston, IL: SYSTAT. 

Witkin, H. A. (1974). Cognitive style perspective on 

evaluation and guidance. In Proceedings of the 1973 

Invitational Conference· on Testing Problems­

Measurement for·self-understanding and personal 

development, (pp. 21-27). Princeton, NJ: 

Educational Testing Service. 

Witkin, H. A., 'Hertzman, M., Machover, K., Meissner, 

P.B., & Wapner, s. (1972). Personality through 

perception. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press. 

(Original work published ·1954). 

25 



TABLE 1· 

Means and Standard Deviations 
•. 

-----------------------~---------~---------~--------
VARIABLE (possible range of scores) · M SD 
----------------------------------------------------
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 

Sensing vs. Intuitive-(33~167) 91.82 
Judging vs. Perceptive (33-167) 89.46 

Early Childhood Teacher 
Total Score (0-500) 
Cognitive (0-100) 
Emotional (0-100) 
Social (0-100) 
Physical (0-100) 
Management (0-100) 

Observat,ion Checklist 

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

Background Information Fo~ 
Mother Working Outside , 

Home (0-5) , · 
Parental Support: ,( 1-5) 
Career Satisfaction· (1-5) 
Mother is a- Teacher. ( 0-1) 
Father is a Teacher (0-1) 

375.49 
76.56 
83.07 
59.37 
69.16 
87.33 

2.15 

2.97 
4.41 
4.49 

.05 

.10 

23.24 
25.77 

73.04 
18.08 
12.89 
24.Q3 
20.45 
13.69 

.81 

1.22 
.88 
.66 
.22 
.31 
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TABLE 2 

Simple linear regression of predictors of effective 
teaching behaviors 

27 

---------------------------~-----------------------------
Independent Variables 

- (total observation scores) 

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

Family Adaptability and 
Cohesion Evaluation 
Scale III 

Background Information Form 
Mother Working ,Outside Home 
Parental Support 
Career Satisfaction 
Mother is a Teacher 
Father is a Teacher 

.003 

.018 

.001 

.009 

.073 

. 045' 

.006 

.090 

(enhancement of social competence) 
Background Information Form 

Career Satisfaction .,097 

n=39; df=1 

beta 

.050 

.134 

-.030 

.096 

.270 

.213 
-.075 
-.301 

.337 

F 

.093 

.675 

.033 

.347 
2.900 
1.756 

.208 
3.674 

p 

.762 

. 417' 

.856 

.559 

.097 

.193 

.651 

.063 

4.751 .036 
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Literature Review 

What are the distinguishing characteristics of 

effective early childhood teachers? Is there a 

relationship among the personal characteristics and the 

behavior of teachers and does this have an impact 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 (n.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 cpmbination-of traits which emerged 

to predict_ the most etfective teacher. 

We know intuitively that these are important 

qualities, but to concretely demonstrate 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 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 concerns the duties, 

responsibilities·, and functions expected of the teacher 

by her clients and herself. The term style, she says, 

refers to that aspect of the teacher's behavior that 

might be called the individual rendering with 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 style 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 

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 privacy 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 pr~ncipals 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 totai 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 teaching which may be foremost in the consideration at 

a given time, an~ (c) characteri~tics 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 study, 

Ryans identified three distinct teacher characteristic 

patterns: (a) Pattern X referring to warm, 

understanding, friendly 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 (~985) suggest that an 

important 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 
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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 measures of 
. I 

classroom atmosphere, by observations of children, and by 

measures of children's performance on achievement and 

intelligence tests. Even within th~se categories, the 

same observation techniques, rating 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 counsel students entering the field. 

Another group of studies deals with the relationship 

between teacher values and beliefs and effective 

teaching. Others focus more directly on the effects of 

teacher behavior and on the impact of the teacher's sex, 

education, and experience (Feeney & Chun, 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 type 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, Mac~over, 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, and self-aware. 

Obviously, these descriptions 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 broadly to individual 

differences, educators can provide greater equality of 

educational experiences to all. 

Although there is a widespread assumption that good 

teacher-class relations promote positive attitudes toward 

learning in young children, teacher personality studies 

have not focused attention on the psychological processes 

that underlie the teacher's ability to relate to 

children. Rosen {1968), made a preliminary 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 

characteristic differences emerged between the better­

liked and the less-liked teachers as follows. 

First, the better-liked teachers were character­

istically described by the classroom observers as 

outgoing toward.the children~ sensitive to an'd supportive 

of their needs, 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 with the 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 prC?b:J..ems. In col)trast, 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 personality 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 natu~al 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 residue~ 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. 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 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-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 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 sevent-ies, researchers began to examine the 

individual family member within the entire family system 

(Hill, 1970). Although general systems theory has been 

employed by other disciplines in their research 

endeavors, comparatively, the use of this theory in 

understanding human.behavior and development is 

relatively recent. 

The basic tenets of systems theory are that within 

each system there are a variety of subsystems. The 

examination of· individuals within these various 

subsystems allow for·much diversity. 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 

becoming 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 Mod~l 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 
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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 styl~s, role 

relationships, relationship rules, and positive and 

negative feedback (Olson, Portner, and Lavee, 1985). 

Family adaptability has also been identified by 

other theorists as important to 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). 

Olson 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. 
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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 andjor 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. 
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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 that research has been 

conducted to examine the effects o~ sex, educational 

background, and years of teaching experience in early 

childhood education. Two studies indicate that a 

positive effect exists on cla~sroom atmosphere and 

achievement when male teachers are present. In a .study 

by Lee and Wolinsky (1973), res~lts suggested that male 

teachers evaluated boys and girls more equally, were more 

likely to assign leadership positions to boys, and formed 

affectional t~es with boys and girls more often than did 

female teachers. 

Gold, Reis, and.Berge~ (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 ~xperience 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, person~lity, and 

social characteristics of teache~s and caregivers are 

related to developmental and performance outcomes of 

children. The evidence from re~earch· suggests that in 

the case of minority group children more favorable 

attitudes and interactions occur with teachers or 

caregivers who are also memb~rs of the same minority 

group. 

Situational Factors 

Teacher effectiveness is influenced not only by 

personal characteristics and demographics but also by 

situational 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. These factors 

include long hours, low pay, and lack of benefits. 

In a similar study on effective early. childhood 

teachers, Maslach and Pines (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, 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. 

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 foste~ed children's attentiveness, 

interest, involvement, and spontaneity. 

Phyfe-Perkins (1981) conducted an extensive review 

of the research on the relatio~ship between teacher 

behavior and children's behavior. Conclusions based on 

her interpretation of the studi~s support the widely held 

contention that the behavior of 'aaults in early childhood 

settings does have an important impact on children. 

Although some findings are contradictory, 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, constructive 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 

53 



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 inc~edibly complex and 

multifaceted. This makes the design bf 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 traditionally. been the concern of 

early childhood educators-the development 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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rnsrn 
Oklahonza State University 

DEP ... RT,\.1E"'T OF FA.\l!L Y RELATIONS 
AND CHILD DEVELOP'v1E"'T 

COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 

Dear Ear·ly Childhood Education Major, 

I STILLWATER. OKLAHO\H -~o-8-•JJ ;-
241 HOME ECONOf\,1/CS WEST 

(405) 624-5057 

I am a master's student in FRCD and am currently doing my thesis on 

63 

the effects of personal style and family background on student teacher behavior. 
I am requesting all student teachers whd completed their 4 credit student 
teaching exper1ence in the Child Development Laboratory between Fall 1988 
and Fall 1989 to partic1pate in this study. 

Ex1sting information which will .be used in this study and was collected 
wh1le you were student teaching in the Child Development Laboratory includes: 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 
Early Chilqhood Teacher Observation Checklist 

Would you please take a few minutes to furthur help me with my research 
by complet1ng and return1ng the following two questionnaires by January 5, 
1990? . 

Background Information Form 
Fam1ly Adaptib1lity and Cohesion Scales III 

All surveys w1ll be kept conf1~ent1al. Each part1cipant 1n the study 
has been assigned a code number. wh1ch w1ll not be used for ident1ficat1on 
purposes. Your part1c1pation is voluntary. By complet1ng and return1ng 
the enclosed quest1onna1res, you are' aqreein9 to partic1pate in the study. 

If you have any quest10ns please contact me at (405) 744-5730. Thank 
you for your help. 

S1ncerely, 

Paige Davis 

1 ... 
..!.!.. ,, 

* CENTENNIAL 
1890 •1990 

:c rlC'l' ...... ~e ~Js· - -- ~:."3' '"'j :. ..-.~ - ~ ~ 



"I , 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 Indic,ator 
Early Childhood Teacher Observation Checklist 

I furthur authorize her to ~se the following two 
questionnaires 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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rnsrn 
Oklahonza State Unh·ersity 

DEP"-RT.\IE'<T OF F.O,\IILY REL-.TIO~S 
AND CHILD DE\ ELOP".IE:-.IT 

COLLEGE OF HO.\IE ECOI'.OMICS 

March 13, 1990 

I 

Dear Early Childhood Education Major, 

STILLWATER. OKLAH0\14 ~~0-8-03r 
241 HOME ECONOMICS >\EST 
(~05) 624-5057 

I am pleased to report that I-have received many 
responses to my request for former COL 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 
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Rev. 4/10/84 Subj. I.D. ____ _ 
Obs. I.D. ____ _ 

~ CHILDHOOD ~ OBS~~VATIONS Date~-------------

Name of Obsener -------------------------------------------------

Place of Observation -----------------------------------------
Program: full day_; half day_ comb._. Time Spu of Observation_ to __ 

Total number of teachers present at beginn1ng ----- at end ____ _ 

Total number of children present at beginnins ------ at end ____ _ 

General description of activl.ties of observed teacher during ob~ervation: 

Unusual conditions or circumstances that may have affected or altered this teacher's usual 
performance during the observat1on: 

I • 

In the observer's opinion, do the scores reflect the eompetenee of this teacher? 
If not, explain. 
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->· 
4. S~>aw• om4un.udLJtt of cllU-!• 

llalt.. ,b,ele.al. ...... utu.. nuc• 
:oe.. cbe ..U WCCDU !Dr cbe 
cl\114a haW • ~ • .., 4oera ~el,.. ncb 
pooarlDt lroe • wa• 'ttdoer). 

!. ,._ u4/or 41..,.._ _, ,..U 
MAl or llodr faacel.ooa vlcll c:ll.l.lu ... 

6. ~·••• tile tblldr• to ·- ,.,.. 
b.altb ud MA1tatloa prece1c•• 
(u.ua ttuv••z co .. ertoa .-..~ for 
cauJ.b.i.al or ...... u,: ....... .,., ha&lte 
at approprtat• u.-., u•1111 t:lle tat­
lee: n .. bl.at t.~• toilet: ~ruolll.at 
tHth: dr•s.lnl tor tile v•tb•r: k"''"' otJeets ... ,r .. uu.). 

r. ~-~- ~- 'eelcll ,reetlc .. ( ... -
b.u4a at epproprU.te u ... , uM 
Uslqe'l :tres.-4 tor W weac.b•r). 

1.. 5~ ewere.... of Ud ICC.. te 
r ..... hu.lt.b ._..,.d• tJI the •••troe­
:ouc <•-·• or d.-• it- tllet 
.,.. )- l.a ,......,., ~hpo- of eta-
.,..., 4hpo•• of Uapero ,roperln 
l! ......... u .... c.!-- tobl••>· 

9. Shoved -or• lor tbll.:r .. ' • "''"• 
C.ll coefort - well•bdat ( •~• 
1-1 odj,..CM dot.'liat: edju& .. 
ro• c-..racur•• artaat" coaCOI't­
Ul• ... ct.at; ::seck.M !.AJ1ll't.-a ac­
teadH. co Lll.a ..... ). 

10. WoreOMI •leer ru1.. (eiOCOU"ea• 
,..llUnt lut ... of reuiet la e­
Ua.. .. ... , Llalt• .......... uu .. 
WI• Mtor ~ul-ltl 41JICOOinl .. 
reddN.tnH•)~ 
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11. ,._ avuo of ..,. •-•-« oaf.o:r M­
UI'U lJI 1:U OPUO-~ ( •-•o4 or 
c.1oM1f ""poroue« tile UN of aharp 
objoc"' •-•-« or e811C108o4 cllU­
uoe .-c brokOB •'Jocu, up~ atu 
c.Loer: potato4 ""t du1••• of oloc­
trlca1 011tloco ud appll.ucu). 

U. l'uU..tpoto4 Ill ..-. or uolo br 
nct11t1 vtcls w c!ltldroa u4 .. ua,. 

U. AU~o4 co allltalll • ,loeaac aM 
.... u ... tlll. •"""•P"-•• durtftl saaU 
or -'-• ( llltrod11Co4 eod ooc..,..alo4 
coe•eructoat ollo- c.IIU4rea to 
cake tlletr t&at lllataued ctso upor­
tuce of eptll.ot copt cliU4roa c:ai.Jit 
opp-nol celJI u4 ..,..c .. ooo4) • 

u.. au.:...., t~~e !lnlt.~hl fir 

macrttl.oul -u of .. ~ f­
"'""" dl&rtol IAKU fir -,u. 
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!eltat~c1as Soctol Coepeca&ee 

1. .Ula".d ar OKOUtiiH dU.ld..... CO 
to.elp ,.,..., or to :,alp "'tt.b routtne 
eroup tuk.a ( c.leutna up the rooe,. 
-.1U.a.1 snac.k1. f'•••lnl o•t naplctna. 
holcUa.a ojoor•, o~aant.nc caoh•. 
t"rtUJII oa li1nu. dre .. L•Il. 

~- C!ltl~:-ea tor ho1p1BI ud/or 
hr baiat o:. .. u,attul. 

]. Ellcftnt.d dU.ldroa to UJ&e turae 
vtt.:l. mdJ or '~bare equipMn' or 
•tar'L&.la. 

"· Pnts.dl kl<Aawl.dt.d e1Uroa for 
w.t..21 t..1 ru an4/ or slla.t1.nl. 

5.. C.•• chtld.reo tbe til --ork CNC • 
~ro~l• ..,., ~1·•• (refra111.d 
t~ ltiPPLDI l:t too 1ooe vh.en t.!le 
ch.1.ldrea .... ,.. ca~ele. 

Oppo~tUft tty ~~ .. ,..,.., 

n 
' -- --! 
I I 

i - ~ 

I I 
[ ---~ --- -T--m - ul 

I I I 
t. -el.d -=1-allr appropriate •are co I 

..,ho tacarpononal ,ro_l_ ( :alk.d I I 
racber rul..t. trabbM • .,, 'l1t: focu ... on 
ttehaYt.ar ratb.,. thaa d\aractac), r 

~--------------~ 
7. u.:a.ant.d eiiUdrea ta •orbellr U• 

,,... ~!\a.lr "'eecit aad/ or ! .. u:aca to 
atbara ("\.lk - :o .,. •• lt to FfiU"/ 
~ell "'S.. r•• vue a tW"II auc. .. : 
-r'ell !"ar •ou c.ae't ..... : !ell ht.e 
you are an1rr": "--:'ell "'er rou U.ke 
~r IJld 4Jit "ler to plar .. ) .. 

5. !:scauraaft c...\J.l.i~rea to ll•tan to one 
uoellor ("lie' I <rUIIJ tO toll 10U 
vh.ac .,. waa~.J '9: .. tl~t•D to 'ler w:alk ...... ,. 

9. .\ttMpte4 ::2 '\elp , .. ,. gader•t•nd 
uc:JI oebar"• t.ace.1t1an•. t .. lial•• 
.ad a..-d• (~e's ad :Jeca\lJI• ,ou toorc 
t"te alue he "u ua1n1 •) ~ 

10. .:ou.d cl>11dr.. u a putld ;out ta 
tbell' actt•it!.•• u a !ac111ucor. 
a.oc. a da.Ulac.or ) • 
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\\'h1ch Jll~wcr lOlllC\ clo-.c~t l? lclllllg ho1• :ou u~u.JII~ feel or Jet'' 

Does folloMng a schedule 
(A) appeal to you, or 
(B) cramp you' 

Do you usually get along better w1th 
(A) 1magmame people, or 
(B) rc~hmc people' 

If strangers are swrmg at you m a crowd, 
do you ' 
(A) often become ~ware of It, or 
(B) seldom GOtiCe It: 

~ Are you more careful Jbout 
(A) peoples fechngs, or 
(B) thctr nghts' 

Are you 
(,\) mdmcd 1<1 cnJoy J,c1dmg tlungs, or 
(8) JUn .1~ t!JJ.J lO hJ.\C CtrCUin\tJ.nt.C'i 

c.lt..cld.: .a matter lor you: 

6 When ~ou .ue With a group 'of people, would 
you usu.tlly rather 
(A) J<lln •n the tall.. ot the ~'Toup. or 
(B) tall.. tndi\IUUJI!\' 1\lth p•uplc 

\'OU J..nnw \\CIP 

i \\ hc.n \ nu h:1' c more h.no'' ledge ur ~"-zll tn 

somethmg thJn thc-peopk •rnund you, "It 
more sanstvmc: 
(A) 10 gu.1rd your supcrwr l..ntmlcdgc, or 
(8) to share It \\Ith tho~c \\ho \\.lOt 

to le.~.rn' 

8 When you ha' e done all vuu c.1n to remcd> 
a troublesome stru.tqnn, .1rc vou 
( -\) able tn stop \\nrrvmg Jhout It, or 
(B) sull more or less h.1untcd bv 11: 

9 If you \\ere asl.ed on a SJturda~ mornmg 
1\h~t you were gom~ to do thJt 1.i.ly, · 
\\tWhJ VUU 

· (A) be .1ble w tell prctt\' wtll, ur 
tBl h~t t\\kc: too m.ln\ thmg,, a1r 

(() h,l\C: to \\,llt .1nd 'c.c: 

10 Do you thml. on the \\hole that 
'(A) children have the best of 11, or 
(B)' hfe IS more ,mterestmg for grown-ups' 

11. In domg somethmg th.lt many other people 
do, does 11 appeal to you more to 
(A) do It m the accepted way, or 
(B) m>ent a way of your own: 

12 When you were small, d1d yuu 
(A) feel sure of your parents' love 1.nd 

dcvouon to you, or 
(B) feel that they adm~red Jnd Jppro\ed 

uf some othe; ch1ld murc than thcv 
d1d of yuu' ' 

13. Do you 
(A) rather prefer to Jo thmp at the l•>t 

mmut-e. or 
(C) find th•t hard un the ncnc•' 

I~ If a l>reJI..down or m1~-up h•ltcd J J"U nn 
\\hu.h )UU .mJ J hH of othl..r\ \\Ul' '"orh.mc. 
would 'tour am pulse be w 
(A) enjuv the l>rcJthm~ spell, ur 
(8) loolo.. for' some p.1n ot the ''ork ''here 

}OU could sull m•kc progrc.s. nr 
(C) Jrun the 'troublc·~lwotc..r~~: .. uho ''ere 

\Hcsthng '"nh the Jitliudt\: 

IS Do you usu~llv 
(A) shu" your feehngs frcclv, ur 
(B) J..eep your fcclmgs tn 'ourself' 

16 When you h~\ e dee1dcd upun J C<>urse ut 
action, do vou 
(A) rcconnder 11 1f unf•>resccn d"Jd\an· 

tages Jre pumt~d out. to\ tlU, or 
(8) U\UJII\ put tt thrnut:h ttl J. tmt\h 

hu\\C!' cr H mJ.\ &n\..on,cmcnc..c 'rOur,df 
J.nd uthcrs::: 

1,7 In rc;u.lmg hlr, pleasure, du "IU 

(A) enjO\ oJJ nr un~'ln.1l \\J.\'5 ut ~.1\ m~ 

thmglli, or 
<Bl ld,c \Hifcrs to :r.J.\ ""' h .. th \\hJt 

tnc\ nH:J.n; 
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I:-. In .HI\ ut rilL llrdmir\ c..llllf!.!'LII~H .... ol 

L\Lr\d.J\ IIIL do \lllJ rrc..ltr to 

t \) t.J.h.L ordc..r' J.nJ hc.. hc..lptul ,,r 

IIH 1!1\C orJc..rliO anJ he rc"P'.'"''hlc: 

19 \t partoes du vou 
(:\) \Omcumc~ get bored. or 
(II) JI\\J\'< ha'c fun' 

20 hIt hJrJer for \'uu to adJpt to 
( -\) rouune. ur 
(8) constant change> 

21 \\ uuld vou be more \\llhng to tal.e on a 
hcJ\Y lnad of C'I.D'a \\o-rl. fur the sake of 
( -\) e'l.tra comforts and luxuroes. or 
<II) J chance tu achocvc-somethong 

1mport.1nt:l 

~2 \rc the thmgt;; \ nu pl.m ur UndertJkc 
< \) •lmn<t Jh\J\'S-tlun~; vou can fim<h, or 
(II) often thm~<·that p~uvc too dofficult to 

carr\ through' ' 

23 \rc you mnrc attrJctcd to 
( \) J J'ICN>n \\lth ~ quocl. and brolloant 

mmJ. ur 
(II) J f'rJCIIcJI J'ICr<un \\lth J lot of 

cummnn scn~e:l 

- 2~ Du > uu fmd people m general 
(r\) ;hm tn apprecoate and accept odeas 

not theu O\\ n. or ' 
(8) rcJ,unahly oren mmdcd' 

25 \\hen you ha.e 10 meet strangers, do you 
fond u 
(-\) plcJ<anl, or at least ea<y, or 
(8) somethong that tal..cs a good deal 

of effort' 

26 Are you mchned to 
(r\) \alue scnument more than logoc, or 
(8) \alue log1c more than.senument:l 

27 Do vou prefer to 
(r\) Jrrange dates, par toes, etc \\ell on 

ad\ance, or 
(B) be free to do \\hate•er lool..s hl..e fun 

\\hen the ume comes' 

28 I~ makong plans whoch concern other people, 
do you prefer to 
(A) tJI.e them onto your confidence, _or 
(8) l..ccp them m the dart.. unul the last 

rwsMble moment' 

_!l) (,It .J. llll!lllf L0111p11ll1CIH lo lJL L .• dlc..J 
( .\ l ..1 pc..r,on ot rc...ll ILLhnc or 

(IU d COtlSJiiOlcnth rCJSdO.Jbic pcntHl: 

30 When vuu h.t\C J dcC'!.Inn to mat..e. do 
you usuJIIV 
(A) mJI..e ot roght a\\ay, or 
(8) \\aot a< long as vou reasonably cJn 

b~fore dccodmg' 

31 When you run mto an unexpected dofficulty 
m somethmg you Jre do mg. do \'OU feel ot 
to be ' 
(A) a poece of bad lucl... or 
(8) a nu1sancc, or 
,(C) all on the day's \\orl..' 

3 2 Do you Jlmost al\\a\'S 
(A) enJII)' the present moment Jnd mJI..e 

the most of,u or 

'(Ill' feel that sumerhong JUS! Jhc•d" 
more 1mpor~nt: 

33 Are you 
(A) ea<y ul get to l..nnw, or 
(8) tiara to get to t..no"' 

34 '\\ oth mu<t of the rcoplc you l..no\\' do \ uu 

(A) , feel that the)' mean \\hat they SJ)', or 
(8) Jed ynu must watch for a hodden 

~ mcamhg' 

3 5 When yuu start a bog prnJeCt that os due on a 
- week, do you 

(A) tal..e ume to lost the separate thongs to 
be done and the order of doong'them, 
or 

(8) plunge m' 

36 In 'solvong a pcrsonJ.l problem. do \'ou 
(A) feel more confident about It of you 

have asl.ed other people's ad\lc,e, or 
(8) feel that no bod~ else os mas good a 

pomoon to JUdge as you arel 

3 7 Do you ad more more the_ people "ho are 
(A) conventoonal enqugh never to mal..e 

rhcmselves consptcuous, or 
(8) too ongmdl and m.dl\ odual to care 

whether they are conspocuous or not> 

38 Whoch_mJStake would be more naJural 
for you -
(A) to dnft from one thmg to ~nother all 

your hfe, or 
(B) to •taY, m a rut that dodn 't suot )'OU' 

Go 011 to rlze next page 
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39 When ~ou run •cro.s people \\ho Jre 
miSial..en m theJr beliefs, do~ ou feel that 
(A) It IS your duty to set them nght, or 
(B) tt IS the1r priVIlege to be y,rong' 

40 When an attracuve chance for leadershtp 
comes to you, do you 
(A) accept tt tf It ts somethmg you can 

really mmg, or 
(B) somettmes let tt shp because you are 

too modest about your own abilities, 
(C) or doesn't leadershtp a·er atttact you' 

41 Among your fr~ends, are you 
(A) one of the last to hear what IS gomg 

on, or 
(B) full of news about everybody' 

42 Are you at your best 
(A) when deahng w11h the unexpected, or 
(B) "hen followmg a carefully worked· 

out plan' 

43 Does the tmportance of domg well on a test 
make 11 generally 
(A) easter for you to conccntute and do 

your best, or 
(B) harder for you to concentrate and do 

yourself JUSUce' 

44 In vour free hours, do you 
(A) very mu<h cn1ov stoppmg somewhere 

for refreshments, or 
(B) usuallv "ant to use the ttmc and 

muncy another way' 

45 At the ume m your hfc \\hen thmgs ptled 
up on vou the worst, dtd 'ou find 
( -\) thdt \llU had gotten mto •n tmposstblc 

sJCu..atton. or 
(B) that by domg onlv the necessarv 

thmgs you could work your "'ay out' 

46 Do most of the people you know 
(,.\) tal..e their fair share of praiSe and 

blame, or 
(Bl grab all the credll thev can but shtft 

an\' bl.1me on to someone cbc' 

47 When you are man embarrassmg spot, do 
you usually 
(A) change the subjeet, or 
(B) turn 1! mto a JOI..e, ur 
(C) da\'s l•ter, thml.. of what vou should 

h:l\ c s.ud": 

48 Are such emorwn.1i "ups .md Jowns" as you 
may feel 
(A) very m •rked, or 
(B) rather mnder>te' 

49 Do you thmk that h•vmg a datlv rouune IS 

(A) a comfortable way to get thmgs dune, 
or 

(B) pamful even when necessary' 

SO Are you usually 
(A) a "good mtxer", or 
(B) rather qutet and reserved' 

Sl In your early childhood (at stx or etght), 
dtd you 
(A) feel your parents were very wtse 

people "ho should be obeyed, or 
(B) _ find thetr authortty trksome and 

escape tt \\hen posSible' 

52. When you have a suggestion that ought to be 
made at a meeung, do you 
(A) stand up and ma~e 1t as • matter of 

course, or 

(B) hcsttate to do"'' 

53 Do you get more annoyed •t 
(A) fancy thcnrtcs, ur 
(8) , people "hu don't hl..e th<ort<s' 

54 When vou •re hclpmg m • group undertal.. 
mg. arc you more often otrucl.. by 
(A) the coopcrJuon. ur 
(B) the mcffictencv, 
(C) or don't you get tmol\ed m !!'""I' 

undcruk.mg:'i: 

55 When vou go somewhere fur the d•y. \\Uuld 
you rather 
(A) plan what ~ou wdl do and "hen, or 
(B) JUSt go: 

56 o\re the thmgs you "urrv •bo u t 
(A) often reallv no< worth 11, or 
(8) ah\aV~ more or less ~cnous: 

57 In dectdmg somethmg Important, do vou 
(A) tind you can trust\ our feehng ~bout 

what JS best to do. or 
(8) thml.. you shnuld dn the log1c.J/ thutg, 

no matter h,H\ \ nu h.d .1bnut n: 
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~1'1 Do\ uu ILih.J ttl 11.1\L 

( \) lh .. \.p trll..lld\lllp\ \\Hh .& \Cf'\ IC\\ 

pLnpl\. or 
c 8 l brn~d ir~end,Jup< \\lth man\ 

•J.fferent people' ' 

59 Do vou thml. vour fr1ends 
( -\) feel you are open to <uggesuons, or 
(8) l.nn\\ better than to try to tall.. you 

nut nf an\·thmg \ou\e dec1ded to do' 

60 Ones the Jdea of mal..mg a hst of what you ' 
should get done o• er a "eel.. -end 
( -\) appc~ to you, or 
(8) leave you cold, or 
<C) poSJtl\el) depress you' 

61 In tr~vehng, \\ould vou rather go' 
( -\) \\lth ~ cnmpamon \\ho had made the 

tr1p before and "l..ne\\ the ropes", or 
( 8) alone or "nh someone greener at Jt 

th.1n ) our.eiP 

62 \\nuld you r.1rher have 
(,\) an nrpnrrunlt)' that m.ly lead to 

b1~~er thmg•. or 
(II) Jn e'l.p<mnce that \ou are <ure 

tn CnJU)) 

63 Among your per<onal behefs, are there 
(A) <nme thmgs that cannot be proved, or 
(8) onl) thmg< th.an Colli be proved' ' 

64 \\ould you rather 
(A) support the estabhshed methods of 

dmng good, or 
(8) analyze \\hat ts sull wrong and attack 

un<ohed problems' 

65 Has 1t been your exper~ence that you 
( -\) often fall m lo•c '"th a nouon or 

project that turns out to be a d1s• , 
appomtment~o that you "go up hke 
a rocl.et and come do" n hke the , 
st1ck", nr do you 

(8) u<e enough judgment on your enthus­
Iasms so that they do not let you 
dm•n' 

00 l>o \UU thmh_ \OU !,!ll 

(,\) morL cntnu'l"'""" J.bnm th111!.!' tn.m 
the J.\ Cr.J.~\. J1Cr~on nr 

(8) less cnthu<J~<uc about tnmgs th~n 
the a• erage person' 

67 :u vou dl\1dcd all rhe people vou ~no" mto 
those • ou hl.e, those vou d1shl..e. and those 
toward "hom vou fe~l mdtfferent, \\ould 

'there be more ~f 
(A) those you hl..e, or 
(8) those you d1shke' 

jOn th1s next quest1on o11iy, 1f two ans"~rs 
are true. m.lrl.. bnth J 

68 In your dally worl., do vou 
(A) rather enJOV an emergency that mal.es 

you work agamst ume, or 
(8) , _ J;late to worl.. under pressure, or 
{C) u<u.ally pl•n • our "uri.. ·~ ) ou "on r 

need to \\orl. under pre<Sure' 

69 Are you more hl.ely to sre.al. up m 
(A) praiSe, or 
(8) blame' 

70 Is It' h1gher praiSe to say someone has 
(A) ' \ISJOn, or 
(8) common sense' 

71 \\hen playmg cards, do vou enjoy most 
(A) the SOC1ab1htv, ' 
(8) the excneme~t of \\Jnnmg, 
(C) the problem of gcttmg the most out 

of each hand, 
(0) the nsk of pla ... mg for stal.es, 
( E) or don 't you en JOY pia ymg cards' 

G? on to tile 1/C\1 page 
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\\'h1ch \\Ord m e.1ch pa1r appeals ro ~ ou more: 

Thmk "'hat the \\Ords mean. not ho"' the\ look or hoM the' sound 

12 ( -\) fnm-mondcd \\J.rm-hearted (8) 98 (A) scns1ble fa,cmJtmF: (ll) 

7 3 (A) om.>.gmanve matter-of-fact (B) 99 (-\.) changmg pcrm.mcnr 

74 (-\) sysrePJatlc spontJneou< (8) 100 (A) determmed de1 a ted (B) 

7 5 ( -\) congenoJl effectl\e (B) 101 (A) svstem zesl (8) 

76 ( -\) theory certaonty (B) 102 (A) faciS odea• (8) 

77 (Al part\ !healer (B) 103 (A) compJssoon foresoght (8) 

78 (A) buold ln\Cn£ (8) I 0-1 (-\.) con crete absrracl (B) 

79 ( -\) analvze sympJthoze (8) 105 (A} JUSIICe mercy (B) 

80 ( -\.) popuiJr mtom>te (8) 106 ( -\.} calm h1cl\ (fl) 

81 (A) benefns bic;songs (B) !07 (A) make creJte (Bl 

82 ( -\.) casu.1l corrcc1 (B) 108 (Al ".>.r> lru<rtul (H) 

83 (A) ac!l\c onrcllcctual (B) 109 ( ·\) order!\ ea\\ -~omg (ll) 

l!-1 ( -\.) uncmocJI cnucal (Bl 110 (-\.) apprmc que"'"" (II) 

1!5 (AI \Chululcd unpiJnncd (H) Ill ( \) ~<ntlc t~rm Ill) 

!!(> ( \) commcm~ tou,hong (8) 112 ( \) foundJtmn 'P"c (!!) 

87 (AI rnened tJikJ!I\e (8) 113 (A) quock <Jrt!ul (8) 

Ill! lA) statement con<ept (8) (HI 

89 ( \) ><>It hJrd (Bl 115 (-1.) thL·nn c..'fH.ru .. nu.'" Ill! 

90 (,.\) producuon deso~n (Bl 116 (A) SO<Uble JctJched (ll) 

91 (-\.) forgl\< tolerate (8) IIi (A) Sign "mbol (!!) 

92 (A) heart\ quoet (8) 118 (A) <\<ICmJtiC CJ<Ual (8) 

119 (-\) hteral fo~urJti\C (ll) 

9-1 (-\.) 1mpuhe Jcct!fi.IUO (B) (!!) 

95 (Al sptak \HHC (B) 121 (A) accept ch.lll\!e' IBl 

96 ( \) affcctwn tcnderneu (8) 12~ ( \) (tl) 

97 ( -\.) (Ill 1 ~ 3 ( " <Ill 



I\ had a .111~" er u•me' du~c't to t.:llmg ho\1 'uu u'u.ill\ tecl or act' 

12~ Do HIU fmJ the more ruuune parts of 
\our da) 
(A) restful or 
(B) bormg> 

I 25 If you .than I. you :Ire IJOI gcmng a square 
deal m a club or team to \\haeh )OU 
belong, as 11 bener to 
(A) sl!ut up and tal..e 11, or 
(B) usc the threat of rcsagnmg af 

necess.1ry to get your raghts> 

126 C.m you 
(A) tall. casdy to almos! anyone for as 

long as you ha• c to, or 
(8) fmd a lot to sa~· only to certam 

people or under certam eondJUons> 

127 \\hen strangers nouce you, does 11 

-- ( o\) mal..e you uncomfor~able, or 
(B) not bother you at alP 

t28 If you were" teacher, \\ould you rather 
tC.lCh 
( o\) f.1ct COUf<CS, or 
(B) cnur<d amol\lng theory> 

129 When smnctlung <tarts to be the fashaon, 
.Jrc yuu usu.&lly ~ 

(A) nne of the farst to tr) 11, or 
(B) not much mtercstcd> 

13 0 In sol\ mg a d•ff•cult personal problem, 
do yoa. 
(A) tend to do more worrymg than as 

useful 1n rcachmg a deciSion, or 
(B) feel no more anxaery than the 

saruauon requarcs> 

I 3 I If people seem to slight you, do you­
(A) tell your<clf they d1dn 't mean any­

thmg by 11, or 
(B) dastrust thear good wall and stay on 

guard \\lth them thereafter> 

132 \\hen you ha•e a speeaal JOb to do, do you 
hlo.eto 
(A) orgamze at carefully before you start, 

or 
(B) find out what as necessary as you go 

along> 

133 Do you feel 11 as a worse fault 
(A) to show too much warmth, or 
(B) not to have \\armth enough? 

I 34. When you are at a parry, do you hl..e to 
(A) help get thmgs gomg, or 
(B) let the others have fun m thear 

o"n "ay' 

I 3S When a nc" oppo"unll) comes up, do You 
(A) deCide about 11 faarly qu•cl..ly, or 
(B) ' sometames mass out through tal..ang 

too long 19 mal..e up your,mmd> 

I 36 1.;- ..;anagmg'your hfe:. do you;t,end to 
(A) undertal..e too much and get mto a 

tagh t spot, or . 
(B) hold yourself do" n to what you -can 

comfortabl~ handle> 

137 When you find vours~lf definatcly an the 
\\rang. \\auld you rather 
(Al admat you arc wrong, or 
(B) not admat 11, 'though everyone 

knows u. ' 1 

(C) or don't you ever fmd Yourself m 
.the "Tong> '' 

13 8 C.ln the new people You meet tell what vou 
arc mterested m 
(A) r~ght a\\ay, or 
(B) llnly after thC) really get to 

l..nowyou> 

13 9 In your home hfc, "hen you come to the 
end of some undcrtal..mg. arc you 
(A) clear as to what comes next and ready 

to taciJe 11, or 
(B) glad to rela>. unrd the next msparauon 

hats you> 

140 Do you thml..at more amportant'to 
~~)' tie able 111 see the possabahues an a 

satuataon, or 
(8) be able to adjust to the facts as 

they are> ' 

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

'(A) abahry and hard work, or 
(B) lucl.., or 
(C) bluff, pull_and shO\IIJg themselves 

ahead of others> 

142. In genmg a JOb done, do you depend upon 
(A) startmg early, so as to fimsh wath ume 

to spare, or. 
(B) the extra speed you develop at the 

last minute> 

143 After associaung \\llh supersmaous people, 
have you ' 
(A) found yourself shghtly affected by 

thear supersmaons, or 
(B) remamed enurcly unaffected> 

Go 011 to the /leTt page 
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I~ When you don't agree w1th what has JUSt 156 Arc you oppressed by 
been sa1d, do you usually (A) many d1ffercnt wornes, or 
(A) lct•t go, or (B) comparatively fe"') 
(B) p~t up an argument> 

157 When you don't appro•~ of the nay a fnend 
145. Would you rather be cons1dered is actmg, do you 

(A) a practical person, or (A) wa11 and sec what happens, or 
(B) an mgemous person: (B) do or say somethmg about 11> 

146 Out of all the good resolutions you may 158 Do you fccl1t 1s a worse fault to be 
h,lVc made, are there (A) unsympathetic, or 
(A) some you have kept to th1s day, or (B) unreasonable' 
(B) none that have really lasted' 

When a new s1tuat1on comes up "h1ch 159. 
147 Would you rather work under someone 

confliCts wuh your plans, do you try first to 
who IS 

(Al change your plans to fit the 
(A) always kind, or satuanon, or, 
(B) always fa~r> 

(B) change the s1ruat1on to fit }our plans> 
148 In a t .. rge group, do you more often 

160 Do you thmk the people dose to you !-now (A) mtroduce others, or 
how you feel (B) get mtroduccd' 
(A) about most thmgs, or 

149 Would you rather have as a fr~end someone (B) only when you h"' c had some spec1al 
who rc..Son to tell them' 
(A) IS always commg up wuh new 1dcas, or 

161 When you have a ser1ous chmce to make, (B) has both feet on the ground; 
do you 

ISO When you have to do busmess with 
(A) almost ah\ays come to J clear-cut 

strangers, do you feel 
deCISIOn, or 

(A) confident .md at case, or (B) sometimes find It so hard to dcc1de 
(B) a htdc fussed or afra1d that they that you do not nholchc.mcdl\ 

"on 't want to bother with you? 
follow up euhcr dunce' 

151 When It IS settled well m advance that you 
162 On most m.&cters, dn ynu wdl do a ccrtam thmg at a certam time. do 

(A) have a pretty definite opmwn, ur 
you find It 

(B) hkc to keep an open mmd' 
(A) mce to be able to pl~n accordmgly, or 
(B) a htdc unpleaunt to be ued down> 163 o\s you get to kno\\ people better. do \ ou 

Do you feel that sarcasm more often find that thev 152 
(Al let you donn ur d1So1ppmnt \ou m (A) should ne\Cr be used "here It can 

hurt people's feehngs. ur some way. or 

(B) IS too cffccm·e a form of speech to be (B) 1mprovc upon acquamtance: 

d•scardcd for such a reason' 164 When the truth,would not be pohte are vou 

153 nhcn you thmk of some httlc thmg'you more hkclv to tell 

should do or buy, do you (A) a polite he, or 

(A) often forget It tdl much later, or (B) the 1mpohtc truth' 

(B) usually get It down on paper to 165 In your way of h•mg, do vou prefer to be 
rcmmd yourself, or (A) ongtnal, or 

(C) always carry through on It (B) conventional' 
\\lthout rcmmdcrs? 

Would you have ht..ed to argue the meamng 166. 
154 Do you more often let 

of 
(A) your heart rule your he:~d, or 

(A) a lot of these qucstwns. or 
(B) your he:1d rule vour heart' 

(B) onlv a few> 
ISS In hstemng to a nen 1dea, arc you more 

J.O"(IOUS tO 

(Al tin<.J out all abnut 1t. or 
(8) JUdge '"hethcr 1t l'ii r•ght or \Hong' 



BACKGROUND I~FO~~IO~ FO~~ ID D ____ _ 

1. What is your date of birth? 

Day ___ _ 
Month----- Year-----

2. Where have you resided most of your life• (Check appropriate space), 

1. Fal"'ll 

2. Non-farm rural residence/village 

3. Small town (Population under 2, SOO) 

4. Large town (Population 2,S00-2S,OOO) 

s. Small city (Population 25,000-100,000) 

6. Large city (Population over 100,000) 

3. 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. I M F 

3. M F 

4, II F 

s. M F 

6. M F 

7. M F 

e. M F 

9. M F 

o. M F 

*Self • you; Others include Mother, Father, Sister, Brother, Aunt, Uncle, etc. 
Please indicate their relationship to you. 
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4. 

5, 

What is the highest grade or level of education your parents 

completed and the highest that 

~ ~ 

---
-,.,-

What is the current occupation 

you expect to complete? 

.?.!..ll 

of your 

l. Graduate or professional education 

2. Graduate of four year college 

3. Some college 

4. Intermediate or pre-university 

s. High schooi 

6. Grade sc:hool 

7. No educst ion 

8. Don't know 

parents? 

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

2. Teacher 

3, Skilled/Construction Trades (Carpenter, 
Electrician, Brick Layer) 

4. Clerical, Technical (Secretary, Clerk, 
Computer Operator) 

S. Laborer/Factory Worker (Field worker, 
Waitress) 

6. General Service Employees (Maintenance, 
Operator) 

7. Student 

8, Works In The Home 

9, Retired 

10. Unemployed 

11. Other (please spectfy) 
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6. Before you were 18, how many years did your mother work outside the­
home? 

--- 1. 0 years 

2. 5 years or less 

3. Between --- 5 and 10 years 

- 4, Between lCl and 1 s je&l'B 

5. OVer 15 years 

7. In making the selection of your,career in early childhood education, how 
much emotional support have your parents provided? (Circle ~:umber) 

Very Supportive Some Support No Support 

5 3 

8. Presently, how satisfied are you with your decision to be an early 
childhood teacher? (Circle Number) 

Extremely Satisfied Satisfied Not at all Satisfied 

5 4 3 2 

9. How religious would you say that you are? 

1. Very Religious 2. Somewhat Religious 

3. Not Religious 4, Opposed to Religion 

10, How religious would you say that your mother is? 

l. Very Religious 2. Somewhat Religious 

3. Not Religious 4, Opposed to Religion· 

11. How religious would you say that your father is? 

1. Very Religious 2. Somewhat Religious 

3. Not Religious · 4. Opposed to Religion 
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1 
AL~!OST NEVER 

2 
ONCE 1:\ A \\ HILE 

FACES III 

3 
SOMETI~iES 

4 
FREQt:E;"~oiLY 

5 
ALMOST ALWAYS 

l~STRUCTI0?\5: The followmc st~tc:ncnt~ dcscr1be common fam1ly s1tuat1ons. Using the 5 responses ltsted 
above, plea~e piDce the \ t.:\IBER (1-Sl that you belt eve. best describes your famtly of 
or1g1n. 

1. Fam1ly members ask ench other for help. 

l. In solvmg problem~. the chlldrens's suggestions arc followed. 

3. We appr~ve of each other's fncnds. 

4. Children have a say tn thm diSCipline. 

5. We l1ke to do thmcs wuh JU)t our 1mmed1ate family. 

6. Different persons act as leaders tn our famtly. 

7. Fam1ly members feel closer to other famtly members th~n to people outside the family. 

8. Our famtly changes ItS "ay of handling task~. 

9. Famtly member) ltke to ~rend free 11me With each other. 

10. Puent(s) and chtldren d1~cu~~ pun1shment together. 

11. Famtly members feel Hry close to each other. 

12. The chtldren make the dec1~1ons tn our famtly. 

13. When our famtly :;ct~ to~cther for actlvtues, everybody IS present. 

14. Rules change m our f~mliy. 

1 S. We can easily thmk of thmgs to do together as a fam1ly. 

16. \Ve shtft household rcpon~ibtlttle~ from person to person. 

17. Fam!ly member) comult other family members on their dectSIODS. 

18. It IS hard to 1denttfy the leadcml tn our family. 

19. Fam1ly togethernes~ IS ver) Important. 

20. It IS hard to tell "ho doc' "htch household chore,, 
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APPENDIX D 

VARIABLE CODES 

RAW DATA 

DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
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OBSTOTAL 

OBSCOG 

OBSEMOT 

OBSSOC 

OBSPHYS 

OBSMGMT 

MBTI2 

MBTI4 

FACESIII 

WORK 

SUPPORT 

SATISFY 

MTEACH 

FTEACH 

VARIABLE CODES 

VARIABLE NAME 

Early Childhood Teacher Observation 
Checklist Total Score 

Early phildhood 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 
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CODENUM MBTI2 MBTI4 OBSCOG OBSEMOT 

OBSSOC OBSPHYS OBSMGMT OBSTOTAL FACES III 

WORK SUPPORT SATISFY MTEACH FTEACH 

COHESION ADAPT 

CASE 1 3.000 97.000 75.000 45.450 58.330 
CASE 1 33.330 45.450 52.840 235.400 2.000 
CASE 1 4.000 3.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 1 34.000 30.000 
CASE 2 4.000 109.000 93.000 18.180 50.000 
CASE 2 25.000 58.330 100.000 251.510 3.000 
CASE 2 1.000 4.000 5.000 o.ooo 1.000 
CASE 2 33.000 28.000 
CASE 3 5.000 79.000 97.000 66.670 83.330 
CASE 3 22.220 55.560 71.430 299.210 3.000 
CASE 3 1.000 5.000 4.0.00 0.000 0.000 
CASE 3 40.000 23.000 
CASE 4 7.000 73.000 73.000 91.670 91.670 
CASE 4 50.000 90.000 85.7l0 409.050 2.000 
CASE 4 5.000 5.000 4.000 0.000 0.000 

'CASE 4 34.000 31.000 
CASE 5 8.000 97.000 75.000 91.670 83.330 
CASE 5 66.670 70.000 83.330 395.000 3.000 
CASE 5 4.000 4.000 5.000 0.000 o.ooo 
CASE 5 33.000 23.000 
CASE 6 9.000 89.000 61.000 83.330 83.330 
CASE 6 87.500 83.330 80.000 417.490 3.000 
CASE 6 2.000 4.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 6 41.000 22.000 
CASE 7 10.000 81.000 121.000 100.000 75.000 
CASE 7 62.500 90.000 87.500 415.000 2.000 
CASE 7 3.000 5.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 7 47.000 29.000 
CASE 8 11.000 93.000 97.000 91.670 91.670 
CASE 8 80.000 40.000 75.000 378.340 2.000 
CASE 8 ,3.000 4.000 5.000 0.000 0.000 
CASE 8 37.000 13.000 
CASE 9 12.000 79.000 111.000 58.330 83.330 
CASE 9 62.500 80.000 100.000 384.160 2.000 
CASE 9 1.000 5.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 9 40.000 31.000 
CASE 10 13.000 79.000 99.000 75.000 90.000 
CASE 10 57.140 85.110 100.000 407.850 3.000 
CASE 10 2.000 5.000 4.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 10 38.000 <25. 000 
CASE 11 15.000 101.000 77.000 63.640 83.330 
CASE 11- 70.000 57.140 77.780 351.890 1.000 
CASE 11 2.000 5.000 5.000 o.ooo 0.000 
CASE 11 46.000 35.000 
CASE 12 17.000 37.000 45.000' 100.000 91.600 
CASE 12 100.000 85.700 100.000 477.300 1.000 
CASE 12 5.000 5.000 '5,000 0.000 o.ooo 
CASE 12 17.000 14.000 
CASE 13 18.000 73.000 59.000 91.670 100.000 
CASE 13 88.890 83.330 100.000 463.890 3.000 
CASE 13 2.000 5.000 5.000 o.ooo 1.000 
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CASE 13 40.000 26.000 
CASE 14 19.000 147.000 155.000 75.000 100.000 
CASE 14 50.000 45.450 94.440 364.890 2.000 
CASE 14 5.000 5.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 14 35.000 12.000 
CASE 15 20.000 149.000 89.000 75.000 91.670 
CASE 15 62.500 100.000 93.750 422.920 l.OOO 
CASE 15 3.000 5.000 ,4 .000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 15 45.000 31.000 
CASE 16 21.000 89.000 83.000 75.000 91.670 
CASE 16 57.140 54.550 92.860 371.220 1.000 
CASE 16 3.000 5.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 16 31.000 17.000. 
CASE 17 24.000 95.000 119.000 83.330 83.330 
CASE 17 90.000 sa·. s9o 100.000 445.550 ,3 .ooo 
CASE 17 _3. 000 4.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 17 37.000 25.000 
CASE 18 25.000 131.000 105.000 81.820 83.330 
CASE 18 50.000 40.000 64.710 319.860 2.000 
CASE 18 3.000 3-.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 18 29.000 26.000 
CASE 19 32.000 93.000 83.000 58.330 58.330 
CASE 19 25.000 23.pso 52.940 217.680 2.000 
CASE 19 4 .ooo· 5~000 5.000 o.ooo l.OOO 
CASE 19 41.000 33.000 
CASE 20 33.000 59.000 55.000 58.330 66.670 
CASE 20 30.000 37~500 75.000 267.500 3.000 
CASE 20 1.000 1.000 3.000 o.ooo 0.000 
CASE 20 40.000 26.000 
CASE 21 34.000 lOS·. 000 129.000 83.330 83.330 
CASE 21 50.000 80.000 94.440 391.100 3.000 
CASE 21 5.000 '4.000 5.000 o.ooo 0.000 
CASE 21 40.000 24.000 
CASE 22 36.000 97.000 81.000 83.330 81.810 
CASE 22 57.140 , 90.000 87.500 399.780 3·.000 
CASE 22 3.000 5~000 5.000 o.ooo 0.000 
CASE 22 42.000 26.000 
CASE 23 37.000 55.000 55.000 66.670 63.640 
CASE 23 50.000 80.000 85.710 346.020 3.000 
CASE 23 3.000 3.000 3.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 23 34.000 23.000 
CASE 24 39.000 '• 93.000 87.000 50.000 58.330 
CASE 24 30.000 57.14-0 61.110 2s6:sso 1.000 
CASE 24 2.000 4.000 4.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 24 47.000 31.000 
CASE 25 40.000 87.000 71.000 83-.330 100.000 
CASE 25 71.430 50.000 85.700 390.460 1.000 
CASE 25 3.000 5.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 25 48.000 38.000 
CASE 26 41.000 121.000 147.000 83.330 100.000 
CASE 26 100.000 75.000 100.000 458.330 3.000 
CASE 26 2.000 4.000 4.000 o.ooo 0.000 
CASE 26 42.000 30.000 
CASE 27 44.000 77.000 57.000 72.730 75.000 
CASE 27 33.330 66.670 94.120 341.850 2.000 
CASE 27 2.000 5.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 27 45.000 21.000' 
CASE 28 45.000 97.000 93.000 66.670 75.000 
CASE 28 44.440 37.500 88.890 312.500 l'. 000 
CASE 28 s.ooo 5.000 4.000 l.OOO 1.000 
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CASE 28 45.000 42.000 
CASE 29 46.000 59.000 47.000 83.330 81. 200 
CASE 29 33.330 58.430 100.000 356.290 2.000 
CASE 29 4.000 5.000 3.000 0.000 o.ooo 
CASE 29 47.000 25.000' 
CASE 30 48.000 57.000 85.000 45.550 75.000 
CASE 30 20.000 50.000 66.670 257.220 3.000 
CASE 30 4.000 5.000 2.000 0.000 0.000 
CASE 30 37.000 28.000 
CASE 31 49.000 121.000 78.000 66.670 91.670 
CASE 31 ?0.000 90.000 93.750 392.090 2.000 
CASE 31 3.000 5.000 4.000 1.000 0.000 
CASE 31 47.000 27.000 
CASE 32 50.000 78.000 81.000 100.000 91.670 
CASE 32 100.000 90.000 100.000 481.670 1.000 
CASE 32 3.000 5.000 4.000 0.000 0.000 
CASE 32 47.000 39.000 
CASE 33 51.000 85.000 116.000 91.600 83.330 
CASE 33 88.890 83.330 94.000 441.150 1.000 
CASE 33 1.000 4.000 5.000 0.000 0.000 
CASE 33 48.000 40.000 
CASE 34 52.000 114.000 122.000 91.670 100.000 
CASE 34 71.430 90.900 100.000 454.000 2.000 
CASE 34 5.000 5.000 4.000 0.000 0.000 
CASE 34 45.000 26.000 
CASE 35 53.000 100.000 115.000 75.000 90.000 
CASE 35 50.000 50.000 78.570 343.570 1.000 
CASE 35 3.000 4.000 5.000 o.ooo o.ooo 
CASE 35 48.000 40.000 
CASE 36 59.000 100.000 80.000 91.670 100.000 
CASE 36 80.000 85.710 100.000 457.380 3.000 
CASE 36 3.000 4.000 4.000 0.000 o.ooo 
CASE 36 34.000 21.000 
CASE 37 64.000 92.000 79.000 100.000 83.330 
CASE 37 75.000 81.810 94.440 434.580 3.000 
CASE 37 3.000 3.000 5.000 o.ooo 0.000 
CASE 37 32.000 23.000 
CASE 38 76.000 103.000 100.000 100.000 91.670 
CASE 38 100.000 100.000 100.000 491.670 2.000 
CASE 38 3.000 5.000 5.000 0.000 o.ooo 
CASE 38 31.000 21.000 
CASE 39 78.000 90.000 94.000 66.670 75.000 
CASE 39 40.000 66.670 93.750 342.090 3.000 
CASE 39 2.000 5.000 5.000 0.000 0.000 



TOTAL OBSERVATIONS: 39 

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 

CODENUM 

39 
3.000 

78.000 
32.000 
20.295 

MBTI2 

39 
37.000 

149.000 
91.821 
23.240 

OBSSOC ·OBSPHYS 

39 
20.000 

100.000 
59.369 
24.027 

39 
23. o8·o 

100.000 
69.158 
20.451 

WORK .SUPPORT 

39 
,1.000 
5. 000 ' 
2.974 
1.224 

COHESION 

39 
17.000 
48.000 
39.410 

6.773 

39 
1.000 
5.000 
4.410 
0.880 

ADAPT 

39 
12.000. 
42.000 
27.026 

7.132 

MBTI4 

39 
45.000 

155.000 
89.462 
25.769 

OBSMGMT 

39 
52.840 

100.000 
87.332 
13.694 

SATISFY 

39 
2.000 
5.000 
4.487 
0.756 

OBSCOG 

39 
18.180 

100.000 
76.555 
18.075 

OBSTOTAL 

39 
'217 .680 
491.670 
375.488 

73.036 

MTEACH 

39 
0,·000 
1.000 
0.051 
0.223 

OBSEMOT 

39 
50.000 

100.000 
83.074 
12.890 

FACESIII 

39 
1.000 
3.000 
2.154 
0.812 

FTEACH 

39 
o.ooo 
1.000 
0.103 
0,307 
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APPENDIX E 

REGRESSION ANALYSES 
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DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .050 SQUARED 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 OF MEAN.i.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 ~TANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 73.350 

VARIABLE 

CONSTANT 
MBTI4 

COEFFICIENT 

341.552 
0.379 

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES 

REGRESSION 
RESIDUAL 

3631.147 
199070.866 

STD ERROR 

42.947' 
0.462 

STD COEF TOLERANCE 

0.000 1.'0000000 
0.134 1.0000000 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

OF MEAN-SQUARE 

1 
37 

3631.147 
5380.294 

F-RATIO 

0.675 

T P(2 TAIL) 

7.953 0.000 
0.822 0.417 

p 

0.417 

DEP VAR: OBSSOC N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .337 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .114 
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: • 090 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 22.922 

VARIABLE 

CONSTANT 
SATISFY 

COEFFICIENT 

11.288 
10.715 

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES 

REGRESSION 
RESIDUAL 

2496.447 
19440.902 

STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE 

22.361 
4.916 

0.000 1.0000000 
0.337 1.0000000 

ANALYSIS OF' VARIANCE 

DF ME:AN-SQUARE 

1 
37 

2496.447 
525.430 

F-RATIO 

4.751 

T P(2 TAIL) 

0.505 0.617 
2.180 0.036 

p 

0.036 
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DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .030 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .001 
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .000 STANDARD ERROR OF-ESTIMATE: 73.983 

VARIABLE 

CONSTANT 
FACESIII 

COEFFICIENT 

381.302 
-2.699 

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES 

REGRESSION 
RESIDUAL 

182.711 
202519.302 

STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL) 

33.954 
14.774 

o.ooo 1.0000000 11.230 o.ooo 
-0.030 1.QOOOOOO -0.183 0.856 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

DF MEAN-SQUARE 

1 
37 

182.711 
5473.495 

F-RATIO p 

0.033 0.856 

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 ERRO~ STD COEF TOLE~CE T P(2 TAIL) 

CONSTANT 358.379 31.336 o.ooo 1.0000000 11.437 o.ooo 
WORK 5.752 9.760 0.096 1'.0000000 0.589 0.559 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES OF 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: 3.9 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 

ANALYSIS 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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DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL · N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .213 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .045 
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .020 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 72.320 

VARIABLE 

CONSTANT 
SATISFY 

COEFFICIENT 

283.262 
20.553 

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES 

REGRESSION 
RESIDUAL 

9185.387 
193516.627 

STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE 

70.550 
15.509 

o.ooo 1.0000000 
0. 213 l. 0000000 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

DF M~-SQUARE 

1 
37 

9185.387 
5230.179 

F-RATIO 

l. 756 

T P( 2 TAIL) 

4.015 0.000 
1.325 0.193 

p 

0.193 

DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL N: 39 MULTIPLE R: .075 , SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .006 
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .000 . STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 73.809 

VARIABLE 

CONSTANT 
MTEACH 

COEFFICIENT 

376.742 
-24.447 

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES 

REGRESSION 
RESIDUAL 

DEP VAR:OBSTOTAL 

1134.004 
201568.oio 

N: 39 
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: 

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT 

CONSTANT 382.813 
FTEACH -71.418 

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES 

REGRESSION 
RESIDUAL 

18309.671 
184392.343 

STD ERROR STD.COEF.TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL) 

12.134 
53. 583' 

0.000 1.0000000 31.048 o.ooo 
-0.075 1.0000000 -0.456 0.651 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE . 

OF ~EAN-SQUARE 

1 
37 

1134.004 
5447.784 

F-RATIO p 

0.208 0.651 

MULTIPLE R: .301 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: 
.066 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 

STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE 

1l.933 0.000 1.0000000 
37.260 -0.301 1.0000000 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

DF, '~EAN-SQUARE F-RATIO 

1 
37 

18309.671 
4983.577 

3.674 

T 

32.081 
-1.917 

p 

0.063 

P(2 

.090 
70.594 

TAIL) 

o.ooo 
0.063 
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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 

CONSTANT 
MBTI2 

COEFFICIENT 

3.523 
0.010 

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES 

REGRESSION 
RESIDUAL 

DEP VAR: SUPPORT 

2.261 
19~483 

N: 39 
ADJUSTED SQUARED MULTIPLE R: 

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT 

CONSTANT 5.137 
FACESIII -0.337 

SOURCE SUM-OF-SQUARES 

REGRESSION 2.855 
RESIDUAL 26.581 

STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE 

0.479 
0.005 

0. 000 1. 0000000 
0.322 1.0000000 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

DF MEAN-SQUARE 

1 
37 

2.261 
0.527 

F-RATIO 

4.294 

T P( 2 TAIL) 

7.350 o.ooo 
2.072 0.045 

p 

0.045 

MULTIPLE R: , .311 SQUARED MULTIPLE R: .097 
.073 STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATE: 0.848 

STD ERROR STD COEF TOLERANCE T P(2 TAIL) 

0.389 o.ooo 1.0000000 13.206 o.ooo 
0.169 -o. 311 1.0000000 -1.994 0.054 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

OF MEAN-SQUARE F-RATIO p 

1 2.855 3.974 0.054 
37 o. 718 
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