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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND ITS DEVELOPMENT 

Background 

A growing number of the general public are question

ing whether the benefits of public education are commensurate 

with escalating costs. This demand for educational 

accountability has compelled teachers, administrators, 

boards of trustees, and legislators to develop accountability 

systems. Educators have advanced new technologies, such 

as the Keller Plan (PSI) , computer-assisted instruction, and 

2 

self-paced courses, to increase educational efficiency. 

An "instructional revolution" has begun, where the 

instructor is the designer and catalyst for learning 
3 

activities rather than a classroom lecturer or performer. 

Deborah M. Nordh, "Emphasis: Accountability and 
the Community College," Community and Junior College Journal 
41 (March 1971): 3; Bennett Jordan, "Educational 
Accountability: A Crucial Question," Conununity and Junior 
College Journal 41 (March 1971): 23. 

2 
Scarvia B. Anderson et al., Encyclopedia of 

Educational Evaluation (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 
Publishers, 1975), p. 3. 

3 
K. Patricia Cross, Accent on Learning (San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., Publishers, 1976), pp. 56-57. 



No matter what accountability system or technology is 

employed, evaluation of teacher effectiveness must be an 

' ^ -. 4 
integral part of it. 

An increased concern over evaluating teacher 

effectiveness, especially at the community college level, 

has led researchers to analyze those teacher qualities which 

most affect the teaching-learning process. Cohen agreed 

with Sanford that precise knowledge of the influence of 

college instructors upon student learning and development 

remains a "vast and significant area that awaits investi-
5 gation." 

Although research shows that very little is known 

conclusively about the influence of instructor personality 

characteristics on students' learning processes, McKeachie 

strikes an optimistic note. 

Although results continue to be contradictory and 
inconclusive on the whole, results appear promising. 
Multivariate statistical techniques now perrait more 
precise analysis of the sorts of complex inter
action patterns between attitudinai and personality 
variables,which undeniably affect teacher effec
tiveness . 

4 
H. Bradley Sagan, "Faculty Evaluation for Account

ability," Individualizing the System; Current Issues in 
Higher Education, 1976, ed. Dyckman W. Vermilye (San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., Publishers, 1976), pp. 
70-71. ' 

5 
Arthur M. Cohen and Florence B. Brawer, Confronting 

Identity: The Community College Instructor (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-nall, Inc., 1972), p. 103. 

Wilbert J. McKeachie, Research on College Teaching; 
A Review (ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education, Report 6, 
Washington, D.C.: George Washington University, 1970), p. 7 



Increasing student enrollment in community colleges 

and subsequent heavy teaching demands have caused a growing 

emphasis on evaluations of teaching effectiveness. Since 

community colleges generally include students of diverse 

academic backgrounds and talents, the literature indicated 

a need for a more thorough understanding of the factors 

influencing teaching effectiveness. 

General Rationale 

In discussing the teacher-student relationship, 

McKeachie stressed the role of the teacher as a "person," 

that is, the necessity to be self-revealing in ways which 

manifest his humanity beyond a particular classroom task. 

Max Lerner reiterated this concept in an address to a 

junior college teachers' association: "more than teaching 
o 

our subject matter, we teach ourselves." Blocker 

maintained that personality is more important than academic 

preparation in an instructor's adjustment to the community-
9 junior college setting. 

7 
Wilbert J. McKeachie, Teaching Tips; A Guidebook 

for the Beginning College Teacher (Lexington, Mass.: D. C. 
Heath and Co., 1969), p. 51. 

o 

Max Lerner, "Access to Success," Texas Junior 
College Teacher Association Messenger 9 (May 1978): 5. 

9 
C. E. Blocker, President of Harrisburg Area 

Conmiunity College, to Terry O'Banion, National Advisory 
Council on Education Professions Development, Letter, 
October 26, 1971, as cited in Terry O'Banion, Teachers 
for Tomorrow (Tucson; The University of Arizona Press, 
1974) , p. 60. 



Park established in surveys of three colleges and 

Roberts in thirty, that faculty and students most frequently 

ranked "instructor's personality" first when asked to respond 

to the following questionnaire. 

As an instructor, what do you think students 
look for when they enter a class for the first 
time? (What do you as a student look for when 
you enter a class for the first time?) 

Rank 1-7 

Friends in the class 
Number of assignments 
Instructor's personality 
Specific learning objectives 
Instructor's grading system 
Course reading requirements 
Types of tests givenlO 

According to Lerner, the process of creating a 

climate conducive to learning originates with the instructor 

"The teacher is the climate-creator . . . he communicates 

whatever sense of excitement he has in the adventure of 

ideas, and it rubs off on the climate of the .classroom." 

Student ratings of instruction have become an 

increasingly useful method for studying teacher-student 

relationships. Research generally indicated that the 

ultimate measure of a teacher's effectiveness is his impact 

on the student. It has become, therefore, both important 

and necessary to study an instructor's personality 

Young Park, Junior College Faculty; Their Values 
and Perceptions (V^ashington, D.C.: American Association of 
Junior Colleges, 1971), p. 28; Dayton Y. Roberts, 
"Personalizing Learning Processes," Revista/Review 
Interamericana 7 (Spring 1977): 140. 

Lerner, "Access to Success," p. 5. 



processes in view of student ratings to determine how his 

personality structure affects the student and the teaching-

learning process. 

Research studies have shown the reliability and 

12 validity of student evaluation of instruction. Since 

students are directly involved in the teaching-learning 

process, they are in an excellent position to rate its 

impact and effectiveness. Moreover, students are probably 

in a better position to rate teacher effectiveness than are 

administrators or colleagues, for students have extensive 

. . . 13 

opportunities to interact with the instructor. "In 

the final analysis, the raison d'etre for any study of 

faculty-student interaction must be to perceive its 
14 relationship to learning." 

Statement of the Problem 

In evaluating faculty, institutions of higher 

education have been primarily concerned with normative data 

the number of doctorates held by staff members, their 

12 
Kenneth E. Eble, Professors as Teachers (San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., Publishers, 1973), pp. 65-66; 
McKeachie, Teaching Tips; A Guidebook for the Beginning 
Teacher, pp. 213-216; J. E. Crush and F. Costin, "The 
Student as Consumer of the Teaching Process," American 
Educational Research Journal 12 (1975); 55-66. 

13 
George L. Fahey, "Student Rating of Teaching; 

Some Questionable Assumptions," Student Evaluation of 
Teaching; Presentation at a Conference (Pittsburgh: 
University of Pittsburgh, Institute for Higher Education, 
December, 1970), p. 13. 

14 
Cohen and Brawer, Confronting Identity; The 

Conmiunity Col lege Teacher , p . 112. 
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publication record, and research activities. Community-

junior colleges have often equated faculty competence with 

degrees and teaching experience. Even though faculty 

personality characteristics, attitudes, and goals play an 

important role in determining teacher effectiveness, research 

indicated that these elements are seldom analyzed. 

Hence, the specific research problem of this study 

was to determine the relationship between selected 

personality characteristics (Jungian psychological traits) 

of community college instructors and student ratings of 

teaching effectiveness. Further, the investigation sought 

to predict student ratings of instruction from a given set 

of faculty personality criteria. The relationship of 

faculty personality characteristics to teaching fields was 

explored, as well as the relationship between very 

pronounced faculty personality characteristics and student 

ratings of teacher effectiveness. In addition, the 

significance of an instructor's sex and divisional 

affiliation was examined to determine its influence on 

student ratings of instruction. 

Answers were sought to the following questions; 

1. What are the Jungian psychological traits of the 

faculty of a middle-size community college of seven 

thousand students? 

15 
Arthur M. Cohen et al., A Constant Variable 

(San Francisco; Jossey-Bass, Inc., Publishers, 1971), p. 33. 

Ibid., pp. 46-47 . 



2. Do significant relationships exist between 

Jungian psychological traits of faculty and student ratings 

of teacher effectiveness? 

3. How much do faculty psychological traits 

contribute to differences in the ratings instructors receive 

from students? 

4. Do faculty psychological traits and student 

ratings differ significantly among five cormnunity college 

instructional divisions? 

5. Do instructors exhibiting pronounced psycho

logical traits tend to be rated significantly higher or 

lower by students? 

6. Are student ratings of instruction influenced 

by an instructor's sex or divisional affiliation? 

Jungian Psychological Traits 

The reviev; of the literature revealed that the 

personality characteristics of college faculty members may 

be studied and classified in many ways based on sociological, 

economic, or anthropological theories. Nonetheless, an 

increasing interest centers on psychological theory 

grounded in Carl Jung's conceptual framework of psycho

logical types. 

Since Jungian typology offers a theoretical base for 

determining differences in personality, it was selected as 

the theoretical framework for this study. Furthermore, 

Jung's theory of psychological types has been found to be 
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useful in hypothesizing that a particular teacher personality 

17 characteristic is related to a given effect. 

According to Jung's theory, seemingly random 

variation in human behavior is not really due to chance; 

rather it is the logical result of fundamental differences 

18 

in the way people prefer to use perception and judgment. 

These basic differences determine the way people use their 

perceptual mechanisms and judgmental processes. Perceptual 

mechanisms pertain to the manner in which one becomes aware 

of people, things, occurrences, and ideas; judgmental 

processes relate to one's method of coming to conclusions 

about what has been perceived. Jung hypothesized two ways 

of perceiving--intuitive or sensing, and two ways of 

judging—thinking or feeling. Furthermore, he coined the 

terms extravert and introvert to describe the two basic 
19 "attitude" types of his theory. 

Jung theorized that each person possesses the 

attitudes of introversion and extraversion as well as the four 

functions of thinking, feeling, sensation, and intuition. 

Although these psychological traits are present in every 

personality, they are found at different levels of 

consciousness and unconsciousness. Variations in the degree 

•'•'̂ Ibid. , pp. 40-41. 

18 
C. G. Jung, Psychological Types or the Psychology 

of Individuation (London; Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd., 
1923), pp. 569-71, 583-84, 624-25. 

-^^Ibid., pp. 9-14. 



to which each of the psychological traits are consciously 

developed determine the wide range of differences among 

20 
individuals. The dominance of one psychological trait 

over the other leads to the Jungian specification of 

psychological type. Further, type theory holds that 

. . . type differences yield differences in 
interest, values, and problem solving 
techniques. . . . In type theory, the intrinsic 
appeal of any kind of work . . . lies in the 
chance to use the mental processes one likes best, 
in the way one likes to use them. 

Supporting research has expanded and clarified the 

Jungian theory of psychological type. Several instruments 

based on the tyopology have been developed of which the 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) is the best known. "It 

has been widely used by educators, counselors, and 

22 

researchers all over the country." The MBTI provides a 

useful profile on how a person habitually behaves or 

prefers to behave in activities which call for perception 

and judgment, so that the effects of these preferences may 
23 

be established by research and put to practical use. 
20 
Calvin S. Hall and Vernon J. Nordby, A Primer of 

Jungian Psychology (New York: New American Library, 1973) , 
p. 109. 

21 
Isabel Briggs Myers, The Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator Manual (Princeton: Educational Testing Service, 
1962), p. 21. 

22 
Mary H. McCaulley, "Psychological Types in 

Engineering; Implications for Teaching," Engineering 
Education 66 (April 1976); 729. 

23 
Myers, MBTI Manual, p. 1. 
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The MBTI consists of a 166-item self-administering 

questionnaire published in 1962 by the Educational Testing 

Service (ETS). Four pairs of preferences are scored to 

arrive at a person's type; 

1. Extraversion (E)—Introversion (I); The 

Direction of Interest. Does the subject's interest flow 

mainly to the outer world of actions, objects and persons 

(E) or to the inner world of concepts and ideas (I)? 

2. Sensing (S)—Intuition (N): Perception. Does 

the subject attach more importance to the immediate 

realities of direct experience (S) or to the inferred 

meanings, relationships, and possibilities of experience 

(N)? 

3. Thinking (T)—Feeling (F) ; Judgment. In making ». 
i 

judgments, does the subject rely more on logical order and J 

cause and effect (T) or on priorities based on personal 

importance and values (F)? 

4. Judging (J)—Perceptive (P); Life Style: Does 

the subject prefer to live in the judging attitude, 

systematically, planfully, deciding what needs to be done 

and attempting to control events (J) or in the perceptive 

attitude, spontaneously, curiously, awaiting events and 

24 
adapting to them (P)? 

24 
Dayton Y. Roberts et al., Investigating the 

Riddle of Man: A Modular Learning Program (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1974), p. 217. 
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An individual's type is defined by the four letters 

E or ^, S or N, T or F, and J or P. Sixteen possible 

combinations occur, each with its own set of characteristics. 

Types are presented in a conventional order, known as the 

MBTI Type Table (figure 1) with introverts (I) in the top 

two horizontal rows and extraverts (E) in the bottom two; 

sensing (S) types to the left and intuitive (N) types to 

the right; thinking (T) types in the first and last vertical 

columns and feeling (F) types in the middle; and with 

judging (J) types in the top and bottom horizontal rows and 

25 
perceptive (P) types in the middle. 

Judging 

Perceptive 

Perceptive 

Judging 

Sensing 

Thinking 

ISTJ 

ISTP 

ESTP 

ESTJ 

Feeling 

ISFJ 

ISFP 

ESFP 

ESFJ 

Intuitive 

Feeling 

INFJ 

INFP 

ENFP 

ENFJ 

Thinking 

INTJ 

INTP 

ENTP . 

ENTJ 

Introversion 

Extraversion 

Fig. 1. MBTI Type Table 

Figure 2 shows personality characteristics of each 

type preference. The combination of all four psychological 

traits yields a reasonably accurate portrait of the 

individual. 

25 

26 

Myers, MBTI Manual, p. A-9. 

Ibid., pp. 66-67. 
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I 

s 

T 

J 

ISTJ 

Depth and concentration 

Thoroughness and respect 

for detail 

Realism, analysis, logic. 

critical faculty 

Organization 

I 

S 

F 

J 

ISFJ 

Depth and concentration 

Thoroughness and respect 

for detail 

Sympathetic handling of 

people 

Organization 

I 

S 

T 

P 

ISTP 

Depth and concentration 

Realism and observation 

Capacity for analysis 

and logic 

Adaptability 

ESTP 

E Ease with environment 

S Observation, realism 

enjoyment, reliance on 

experience 

T Impersonality, with 

structural and some 

analytical abiility 

P Adaptability 

ISFP 

I Depth and concentration 

S Observation and attention 

to detail 

F Capacity for devotion 

and sympathy 

P Adaptability 

E 

S 

F 

P 

ESFP 

Ease with environment 

Observation, realism. 

enjoyment, reliance on 

experience 

Sociability, no analyt-

cal powers 

Adaptability 

Fig. 2. Contribution made by each personality 
preference to each type. 
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ESTJ 

E Ease with environment 

S Practicality, observation 

reliance on experience 

T Logical, executive, 

decisive, critical, 

efficient 

J Organization 

E 

S 

F 

J 

ESFJ 

Ease with environment 

Reliance on experience, 

observation, no analysis 

Sympathetic awareness of 

people, grasps group 

feeling 

Organization 

I 

N 

F 

J 

INFJ 

Depth and concentration 

Insight and penetration. 

originality, grasp of the 

complicated 

Sympathetic understanding 

and handling of people 

Organization 

INTJ 

I Depth and concentration 

N Insight and penetration, 

originality, grasp of the 

complicated 

T Analysis, logic, 

impersonal critical 

faculty 

J Organization 

I 

N 

F 

P 

INFP 

Depth and concentration 

Insight, ingenuity. 

grasp of the complicated 

Capacity for devotion 

and sympathy 

Adaptability 

I 

N 

T 

P 

INTP 

Depth and concentration 

Insight, ingenuity. 

grasp of the complicated 

Capacity for analysis 

and logic 

Adaptability 

Fig. 2. Continued 
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ENFP 

E Ease with environment 

N Drive for projects, 

invention, initiative 

versatility, ingenuity 

F Enthusiasm, insight into 

people, persuasiveness, 

charm 

P Adaptability 

E 

N 

T 

P 

ENTP 

Ease with environment 

Drive for projects. 

invention, initiative. 

versatility, ingenuity 

Objectivity, analysis. 

some executive ability 

Adaptability 

ENFJ 

E Ease with environment 

N Interest in possibil

ities, facility with 

language, insight 

F Sympathetic awareness 

of people, grasps 

group feeling 

J Organization 

E 

N 

T 

J 

ENTJ 

Ease with environment 

Awareness of possibil

ities, insight. 

ingenuity, bent for 

experiment 

Logical, executive. 

decisive, critical. 

demands efficiency 

Organization 

Fig. 2 Continued 

Definition of Terms 

Selected terms used in this investigation are as 

follows; 

Personality; the pattern of attitudes and behaviors 

that characterizes an individual's typical and habitual 

27 adjustment to his environment. 

27 
Robert F. Biehler, Psychology Applied to Teaching, 

2nd ed. (Boston; Houghton Mifflin Company, 1974), p. 658. 
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MBTI Personality Scores; four bipolar pairs of 

personality preferences scored to arrive at a subject's type 

preference and statistically treated as continuous data 

through conversion to numerical value ranges of 101-161 for 

introverted, intuitive, feeling and perceptive types, and 

33-99 for extraverted, sensing, thinking, and judging types; 

that is, the preference score plus 100 for I, N, F, or P 

28 

or 100 minus the preference score for E, S, T, or J. 

High MBTI Personality Score: for the purposes of 

this study a continuous score on an MBTI personality scale 

that is 3 0 or more points removed from the division point 

of 100. Such a score denotes a definitive personality 
29 

preference. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested in the 

development of this study; 

1. A significant relationship exists between 

student ratings of instruction and faculty personality type 

score on the MBTI extravert-introvert scale 

2. A significant relationship exists between 

student ratings of instruction and faculty personality type 

score on the MBTI sensing-intuitive scale 

28 
Myers, MBTI Manual, pp. 9-10. 

29 
Seminar with Dayton Y. Roberts, Professor of 

Higher Education, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas, 
March, 1976. 
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3. A significant relationship exists between 

student ratings of instruction and faculty personality type 

score on the MBTI thinking-feeling scale 

4. A significant relationship exists between 

student ratings of instruction and faculty personality 

type score on the MBTI judging-perceptive scale 

5. A significant difference exists between the 

student rating of instruction scores of instructors who have 

high scores on the MBTI scales (thirty or more points 

removed from the MBTI division point) and those instructors 

who do not have high scores on the MBTI scales 

6. Significant differences exist in faculty 

personality type score and student ratings of instruction 

among the five instructional divisions 

7. A significant relationship exists between an 

instructor's sex and student ratings of instruction 

Scope and Limitations of the Study 

The participants in this study were drawn 

exclusively from the student body and instructional staff 

of St. Philip's College, a tax-supported community college 

of the San Antonio Union Junior College District. 

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and student 

ratings of instruction were used to measure faculty 

personality characteristics and teaching effectiveness. 

By using these instruments, this study accepted the 

limitations of objective testing, especially in the area 

of complex personality factors. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

The literature related to the specific research 

problem of this study comprised four major areas; (1) 

studies of the relationship of personality and teaching 

effectiveness; (2) studies of the personality character

istics and typology of faculty in higher education; 

(3) Jungian personality tyopology research; and (4) student 

evaluation of instruction in higher education. 

Personality and Teaching Effectiveness 

A pervasive interest in behavioral psychology, 

human creativity, and personal growth has characterized the 

twentieth century. This new interest has stimulated a 

search for knowledge of the individual personality in 

social and occupational situations. In particular, the 

personality of the teacher has come under examination. 

The National Commission on Teacher Education and 

Professional Standards reported that what the educator is 

17 



18 

and does as a person is a dynamic variable in every 

educational function with which he is involved.''• 

Getzels and Jackson stressed the importance of 

teacher personality by maintaining that it may be the 

most significant variable in the classroom. 

The educational impact of an Ichabod Crane or 
a Mark Hopkins, of a Mr. Chips or a Socrates, is 
surely not due solely to what he knows, or even 
to what he does, but in a very real sense to 
what he is. 

Moreover, a growing body of evidence has shown 

that teacher personality is directly applicable to teaching 

effectiveness. Symonds hypothesized that "the manner of 

teaching is an expression of the teacher's basic personality 

reactions, and that these reactions constitute the core of 
3 

teaching behavior in the classroom situations." His 

study showed that job satisfaction is closely related to 

teaching effectiveness. Also, feelings of inadequacy. I 
insecurity and inferiority were found to render teachers t 

U 
III 

ineffective. Symonds concluded; ji 

1 ^ 
Margaret Lindsey, ed.. New Horizons for the Teaching t 

Profession (Washington, D.C.; National Commission on Teacher y 
Education and Professional Standards, National Education 
Association, 1961), pp. 27-28. 

2 
J. W. Getzels and P. W. Jackson, "The Teacher's 

Personality and Characteristics," Handbook of Research on 
Teaching, ed. N. L. Gage (Chicago; Rand McNally and 
Company, 1963), p. 506. 

3 
P. M. Symonds, "Teaching as a Function of the 

Teacher's Personality," Journal of Teacher Education 5 
(March 1954): 79. 



19 

. . . that teaching is essentially an expression 
of personality. The teacher adapts himself to 
teaching in a manner that is harmonious with his 
expressions toward life situations in general. 
Methods and procedures learned during college 
preparations may influence teaching superficially, 
but they do not determine the nature of the 
relation of a teacher to his pupils or the 
teacher's basic attitude toward teaching. 

But confusing and insignificant results from the 

majority of studies have failed to pinpoint the nature of 

the relationship between personality and teaching effec

tiveness. Barr (1948) and Domas and Tiedeman (1950) 

found this to be true in a review of more than one thousand 
5 

studies. Later studies by Lamke (1951), Tyler (1954), 

Michaelis (1954), Bendig (1955), and Ryans (1960) had more 

sophisticated research designs than the earlier studies; 

yet, the findings on the whole were inconclusive. One 

element common to these later studies was the use of 

personality inventories to assess non-aptitude traits. 

4 
Ibid., p. 83. 

5 
Arvil S. Barr et al., "Wisconsin Studies of the 

Measurement and Prediction of Teaching Effectiveness: A 
Summary of Investigations," Journal of Experimental 
Education 16 (June 1948); 203-283; Simeon J. Domas and 
David V. Tiedeman, "Teacher Competence; An Annotated 
Bibliography," Journal of Experimental Education 19 
(December 1950); 101-218. 

s 
A study using Cattell's Sixteen Personality Factors Z 

ly 
Test (16PF) was conducted by Lamke at the University of !• 

Wisconsin to determine whether characteristic differences J 

III 

exist between good and poor secondary school teachers. The !• 

data suggested that good teachers tend to be more 

"talkative, cheerful, placid, frank, and quick." They also 
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are more free to show emotional responses, to demonstrate 

strong artistic or sentimental interests, and are found to 

be above average in their tendencies to be "polished, 

fastidious and cool." Teachers who were rated poor scored 

below average in those same characteristics. 

Tyler and Michaelis conducted early studies to 

predict success from personality instruments. Tyler 

criticized the lack of cross-validation studies and the 

inappropriate statistical procedures that mar many studies 
7 

of teacher effectiveness. 

Michaelis' study was one of the most comprehensive 

early studies concerned with the relationship of teacher 

personality and teaching effectiveness, Michaelis inves

tigated the predictive value of the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory (i#lPI) , the Heston Personal Adjustment 

Inventory CHPAI) , and the Minnesota Teacher Attitude 

Inventory (MTAI). 

The results of the multivariate statistical tech

niques showed that none of the scales of the MMPI was 

significantly correlated with the rated success of student 

teachers by their supervisors. One subtest of the HPAI, 

Home Satisfaction, was significantly related to ratings of 

student teachers. However, the most significant statistical 

Tom Arthur Lamke, "Personality and Teaching 
Success," Journal of Experimental Education 20 (1951); 243. 

7 
Fred Tyler, "The Prediction of Student-Teaching 

Success from Personality Inventories," University of 
California Publication in Education 11 (1954); 282. 
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relationship of the study was found to exist between scores 

of the MTAI and the ratings of student teachers at the 

.01 level. Michaelis concluded that a theoretical analysis 

of teacher personality is needed, with an emphasis on 

information about personal traits and characteristics of 
q 

persons who choose teaching as a profession. 

Bendig's research is noteworthy because it represents 

a pioneer effort to study college instructors and distinguish 

between "good" and "poor" teachers. Introductory psychology 

instructors were rated by their students on the Competence 

and Empathy scales of the Purdue Rating Scale for 

Instruction. Instructor scores were obtained from the 

Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (GZTS), the Miller 

Analogies Test, the Iowa Mathematical Aptitude Test, and 

the Cooperative Reading Comprehension Test. None of the 

correlations between the student ratings and the ten trait 

scores on the GZTS were statistically significant. However, S 
lil 

three GZTS scales (Restraint, Ascendance, and Social h 
M 

Interest) showed positive correlations with Empathy that j 
u 

fell just short of the .05 level of significance. h 

Competence ratings were positive and significantly 

C.05 level) correlated with both vocabulary and total 

scores on the Reading Comprehension Test, but did not 

correlate with the Miller Analogies Test or the Mathematical 
p 
John U. Michaelis, "The Prediction of Success of 

Student Teaching from Personality and Attitude Inventories," 
University of California Publication in Education 9 (1954): 
477. 
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Aptitude Test. However, in view of the small sample 

(N = 16), these research conclusions were considered highly 
9 

tentative. 

A much more comprehensive study, the Teachers' 

Characteristics Study directed by Ryans, represents six 

years of research involving more than six thousand teachers 

in seventeen hundred schools. Major objectives included: 

CI) the identification and analysis of patterns of 

classroom behavior, attitudes, viewpoints, and intellectual 

and emotional qualities which characterize teachers; (2) 

the development of instruments for estimating the classroom 

behavior and personal qualities of teachers; and (3) the 

aiding of teacher education programs and social systems to 

identify teachers with characteristics deemed important 

and desirable. 

In lieu of classroom observations or questionnaires, 

the study predicted teacher traits and behaviors from |S 
ID 

correlates, or symptoms, of those behaviors and traits. h 

H 
The Teacher Characteristics Schedule, a self-report < 

u inventory, was developed to consist of three hundred ^ 

multiple-choice and checklist items referring to personal 

9 
A. W. Bendig, "Ability and Personality Character

istics of Introductory Psychology Instructors Rated 
Competent and Empathetic by Their Students," Journal of 
Educational Research 48 (May 1955): 706. 

David G. Ryans, Characteristics of Teachers 
(VJashington, D.C.; American Council on Education, 1960), 
p. 11. 
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preferences, self-judgments, activities, and biographical 

data. Reliability coefficients fell between .70 and .80. 

In one segment of the research, principals classified 

teachers as high, average, or low by observing patterns of 

classroom behavior. Three groups of teachers were 

identified and their scores recorded on certain central 

classroom behavior dimensions of the Teacher Characteristics 

Schedule (friendly versus aloof, systematic versus slipshod, 

stimulating versus dull). Notable differences were evident 

betv;een those teachers categorized in the high group and 

those in the low group. Teachers from the high group were 

generous in appraisals of the behavior of other persons and 

interested in reading and the arts. They participated in 

social groups, enjoyed pupil relationships, preferred 

permissive classroom procedures, and were superior with 

respect to emotional adjustment. Teachers in the low group 

were restrictive and critical in their appraisals of other • 
II 

persons and preferred activities which did not involve close h 
D 

personal contacts. They expressed less favorable opinions i 
U 

of pupils, showed less satisfactory emotional adjustment, |i 

and represented older age groups. 

McClain investigated personality factors that 

predict teaching success for male and female secondary 

•̂ •"•Ibid. , pp. 397-398. 
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12 
school teachers. Using Cattel's Sixteen Personality 

Factors Test, the significant personality factors for men 

were Ego Strength, Venturesome, Trusting, Experimenting, 

and Relaxed. For women, the significant factors were 

Dominance, Venturesome, Happy-go-lucky, and Undisciplined. 

After an extensive review of the literature pertinent 

to teacher personality and characteristics, Getzels and 

Jackson concluded that very little is known for certain 

about the nature and measurement of teacher personality or 

about the relation between personality and teaching 

effectiveness. 

They concurred with the earlier findings of the 

Committee on the Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness of the 

American Education Research Association which stated that '̂ 

research on teacher personality and effectiveness has been t 

conducted in a theoretical vacuum. It advocated that any 

teacher characteristic involved in a research study on 

teacher effectiveness be submitted to the following question; 

On what grounds in learning theory or social-
psychological theory (or any other body of 
theory) can we justify hypothesizing that this 

12 
Edwin W. McClain, "Sixteen P. F. Scores and 

Success in Student Teaching," Journal of Teacher Education 
19 (Spring 1968); 30-31. 

13 
Getzels and Jackson, "The Teacher's Personality 

and Characteristics," p. 574. 
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characteristic of teachers is related to a given 
effect?14 

Personality Characteristics and Typologies 
of Faculty in Higher Education 

The literature revealed that most studies of college 

faculties are primarily concerned with normative data, such 

as the number of doctorates held by staff members, their 

publication record, and research activities, with little 

emphasis on personality characteristics and attitudes. 

However, an interest in the study of faculty personality 

is growing. Various studies in recent decades were concerned 

with defining the characteristics of the "ideal college 

teacher." Bousfield found that students felt that the 

ideal college professor is masterful of subject matter, 

interesting in delivery, intellectual, interested in 

15 students, and helpful. 

In a study by Trabue, several hundred college 
U 

presidents of liberal arts colleges defined the character- ||i 

istics of "ideal" teachers as emotional stability, tolerance, ^ 

sympathy, and stimulation of student thinking. Furthermore J 
the college presidents preferred the type of instructor who 

14 
American Educational Research Association 

Committee on the Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness, "Report 
of the American Educational Research Association Committee 
on the Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness," Review of 
Educational Research 20 (June 1952): 255. 

15 
W. A. Bousfield, "Students' Ratings of Qualities 

Considered Desirable in College Professors," School and 
Society 51 (February 1940): 255. 
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identifies himself as primarily a college teacher rather 

than as a subject area specialist."^^ 

Maslow and Zimmerman's study sought to determine 

whether creativeness (research activities and publications) 

is positively or negatively correlated with quality of 

teaching, and whether the good college teacher is more apt 

to be active in his chosen field. Faculty and students at 

a large college rated instructors on the basis of effec

tiveness as "teachers," as "personalities," and for 

"creativity in their field." The results showed that faculty 

colleagues tend to equate good teaching with creativity, 

whereas students equate good teaching with good personality. 

On the other hand, students and faculty consistently agreed 

17 upon which teachers were effective. 

Recent research has established several systems for 

classifying teachers based upon sociological, economic, 

psychological, or anthropological theories. Gusfield and 

Riesman categorized faculty into pioneer settlers, who see 

their position as permanent; pioneer adventurers, who are 

16 
M. R. Trabue, "Characteristics of College 

Instructors Desired by Liberal Arts College Presidents," 
Bulletin of Association of American Colleges 36 (October 
1950) ; 378. 

17 
A. H. Maslow and W. Zimmerman, "College Teaching 

Ability, Scholarly Activity, and Personality," Journal of 
Educational Psychology 47 (March 1956): 189. 
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attracted to other teaching offers; and job holders, who 

are more concerned with another occupation. 

At the community-junior college level, Friedman 

identified the high schooler, who has secondary school 

experience; the graduate student, who is in a state of 

transition and less committed; and the four-year university 

professor, who sees his position as a definite step down. 

Friedman further classified instructors into subject 

matterist and disciplinarian categories. The subject 

matterist does not typically concern himself with the 

discovery of knowledge in his field, but concentrates on his 

role as a teacher and identifies with his local colleagues. 

The majority of faculty classified as high schoolers are of 

this type. Conversely, the disciplinarian sees research 

as his major purpose and identifies with a national 

association in his academic field. 

Most instructors in Friedman's sample of public 

junior college instructors were subject matterists who 

viewed their professional purpose as transmitting infor

mation about their subject fields. Friedman concluded 

that the prototype of the subject-matterist instructor in 

19 
the public junior college is the high schooler. 

18 
Joseph Gusfield and David Riesman, "Faculty^ 

Culture and Academic Careers," The College Student anci 
His Culture; An Analysis, ed. K. Yamamoto (Boston; 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968), p. 277. 

19 
Norman L. Friedman, "The Subject Matterist 

Orienttation toward Field of Academic Orientation," The 
American Sociologist 2 (February 1967): 13. 
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Brawer placed community-junior college instructors 

into four groups; the end-of-the readers, who view their 

jobs as terminal; the ladder climbers, who will use their 

jobs as a stepping stone to higher positions; the job 

holders, who merely wish to receive a paycheck; and the 

defined purpose routers, who seek to bring their students 

to specific learning objectives. Brawer found the latter 

group to be the ideal because of their sense of identity as 

20 community college instructors. 

Cohen formulated another classification consisting 

of the discoverer, who designs and develops new theories; 

the synthesizer, who repackages the theories of the 

discoverer in his writings; the translator, who transforms 

the ideas of the synthesizer into practice in the 

classroom; the practitioner, who rarely contributes his own 

ideas to the field; and, lastly, the commuter, who operates 

within the boundaries of his discipline as it was taught 

to him in graduate school. Cohen concluded that the 

researcher or synthesizer will not find much support from 

21 
the community-junior colleges. 

20 
Florence B. Brawer, Personality Characteristics of 

College and University Faculty (Washington, D.C.; 
American Association of Junior Colleges, 1968). Bethesda, 
Md.; ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 026 048, 1968. 
pp. 20-21. 

21 
Arthur M. Cohen, et al., A Constant Variable 

(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., Publishers, 1971), 
pp. 41-42. 
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Jungian Personality Typology Research 

A number of studies related to Jungian typology 

have been conducted with selected educational groups. An 

early study by Von Fange sought to determine whether 

education students differed in personality from the general 

population. The results showed that the number of 

introverts and intuitives preparing to be teachers was 

consistently higher than would be expected from the general 

population. Von Fange also found that administrators 

tended to be extraverted judging types and that extraverts 

expressed the most all-around satisfaction with teaching 

22 

as a career. 

Lawrence and DeNovellis studied the relationship 

of teacher personality to classroom behavior. Seventy-nine 

teachers responded to the MBTI and were observed for sj-x 

separate five-minute intervals. Observers used the 

Florida Climate Control Systems and the Coping Analysis 

Schedule for the educational setting. The study showed 

that the classroom atmosphere of sensing teachers was 

teacher-centered, with few instructional alternatives for 

students. On the other hand, intuitive teachers moved 

Erich A. Von Fange, "Implications for School 
Administration of the Personality Structure of Educational 
Personnel," (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, the University 
of Alberta, 1961). Abstract in Bulletin of Research in 
Psychological Types 1 (Summer 1977): 66-67. 
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freely about their classes and tended to have more pupil-

23 
oriented activities. 

Carlyn sought to establish the relationship of 

personality characteristics and teaching preferences. The 

MBTI and the Teacher Preference Questionnaire were 

administered to two hundred pre-service teachers majoring 

in education at Michigan State University. The results 

showed that feeling types were more interested in teaching 

at lower levels than were thinking types. Extraverts and 

thinking types were attracted to administrative functions, 

whereas intuitive teachers were interested in working with 

24 small groups of students. 

Cohen and Brawer examined personality dimensions of 

beginning community-junior college instructors. It was 

hypothesized that; (1) persons identified as intuitive-

feeling types would be rated higher as teachers than would 

persons identified as sensing-thinking types, and (2) 

extraverted-feeling type persons would be more likely to 

be hired for first-time teaching positions than would 

introverted-thinking types. 

23 
Gordon Lawrence and Richard DeNovellis, "Corre

lation of Teacher Personality Variables (Myers-Briggs) and 
Classroom Observation Data," Bulletin of Research in 
Psychological Type 1 (Summer 1977); 69-70. 

24 
Marcia Carlyn, "The Relationship Between Myers-

Briggs Personality Characteristics and Teaching Preferences 
of Prospective Teachers" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, 
Michigan State University, 1976) . Abstract in Bulletin 
of Research in Psychological Type 1 (Summer 1977); 72-73. 
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Although the correlations were in the predicted 

direction, generalizations from this study are inappro

priate since results did not reach the .05 level of 

significance and because the population involved was small 

(fifty-six teachers) and not randomly selected. 

Smith examined the various relationships between 

teaching subject area, psychological type, and preference 

for behaviorally stated teaching objectives to determine 

whether teachers of certain subjects or of certain 

personality types were more likely to employ behaviorally 

stated objectives for instruction. 

Eighty-five teachers from a large suburban school 

district participated in the study and were categorized 

within three major subject-matter areas: the social 

studies-English (SE), science mathematics (SM), and art 

(AT). The MBTI and Instructional Objectives Preference List 

(lOPL) instruments were administered to each participant. 

After a multiple regression equation was applied to all 

MBTI scores and lOPL scores, it was found that no signifi

cant relationship existed between personality type as 

determined by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and prefer

ences for behaviorally stated objectives (lOPL). Also, no 

significant differences were obvious between preferences for 

behaviorally stated objectives among the three groups. 

25 
Brawer, Personality Characteristics of College 

and University Faculty, pp. 18-19. 
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The results indicated that significant differences 

existed between the social studies-English and art combined 

and the science-mathematics group. Significantly, more 

NP (intuitive-perceptive) types were found in the former 

group, as opposed to more S (sensing) and J (judging) types 

in the latter.^^ 

Rudisill also investigated personality factors 

that influence teaching strategies. He examined the 

relationships between mathematics teachers' personality 

types and their preferences for particular teaching 

strategies. Rated by the teachers were the lecture method, 

laboratory approach, self-paced instruction, and questioning 

techniques. 

Sensing mathematics teachers gave higher mean 

ratings to the laboratory approach than did the intuitive 

teachers. Extraverted teachers gave higher mean ratings 

to both the laboratory approach and self-paced instruction 

than did the introverted teachers. On the other hand, 

perceptive mathematics teachers preferred questioning 2 
X 

techniques over the preferences of judging teachers at the H 

27 
.05 level of significance. 

2 6 
Earl P. Smith, "Selected Characteristics of 

Teachers and Their Preferences for Behaviorally Stated 
Objectives," Studies in Art Education 14 (Winter 1973): 45. 

27 
Edwin Murray Rudisill, Jr., "An Investigation of 

the Relationships between Mathematics Teachers' Personality 
Characteristics, as Measured by the Myers-Briggs Type 
Indicator and Their Preferences for Certain Teaching 
Strategies" (unpublished Ed.D- dissertation. The University 
of Florida, 1972). Dissertation Abstracts 34, 1973, 176-A. 
Microfilms No. 73-1553T: 
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The research findings of McCaulley and Roberts 

shed considerable light on the teaching-learning process 

at institutions of higher education. Their research has 

shown that individuals and groups, according to their 

personality type, prefer to teach/learn in specific ways. 

At the college and university level, intuitives with 

feeling constituted the majority among MBTI samples of 

faculty. Sixty-three percent of the 354 community-junior 

college faculty typed by Roberts were intuitive types. 

Furthermore, 17 percent of these instructors were ENFP, 

or extraverted, intuitive types with feeling and 

perception. The faculty also tended to cluster heavily in 

four other types: 10 percent were ISTJ; 9.3 percent, 

INFP; 9.3 percent, ENFJ; and 9.3 percent, ESTJ.^^ 

Intuitive (N) type persons tend to be attracted to 

college and university teaching. According to McCaulley's 

research, the higher one travels up the academic ladder, 

the greater the proportion of intuitive types are found. 
1) 

McCaulley's findings also indicated that higher education 5 
s 

suits the interest of intuitive types, for it demands that ^ 

one operate at an abstract, theoretical, or imaginative 

29 
level and be involved in complex problem solving. 

2 8 
Dayton Y. Roberts, "Helping Students to Confront 

Themselves," Community College Review 5 (Spring 1978): 21. 
29. 
Mary H. McCaulley, "The Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator and the Teaching-Learning Process," paper presented 
as an Introduction to a Symposium entitled, "Personality 
Variables in the Teaching-Learning Process," Annual Meeting 
of the American Education Research Association, Chicago, 
1974, p. 7. 
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The three preferences which appear to contribute 

the most to academic success are introvert (I), intuitive 

(N), and judging (J). The introvert with intuition (IN) 

is characterized as the most "academic" of the Jungian 

psychological types. The IN types are primarily concerned 

with concepts and ideas (introversion), theory, abstraction, 

31 and complexity (intuition). As instructors, they tend to 

deal with subject matter on an abstract, intellectual plane 

and want their students to grasp relationships and inferred 

meanings. As students, IN types respond more to the 

written and spoken word. Both are easily bored by routine. 

Conversely, 65 to 75 percent of the general American 

population are sensing (S) types, preferring to look at the 

immediate, the real, the tangible and solid facts of 

32 experience. Sensing types learn most effectively through 

active experience and the use of varied multi-media 
K 

33 U 
instructional approaches. iJJ 

h 
In a study of 3,275 freshmen and transfer students ^ 

< 
at the University of Florida, McCaulley found that this JJ 

)• 

^^Myers, MBTI Manual, pp. 43-44, 

McCaulley, "The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 
and the Teaching-Learning Process," p. 7. 

32 
Ibid., p. 6. 

33 
Roberts, "Personalizing Learning Processes," 

p. 142. 
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student population closely matched the general population 

in the percentage of sensing (S) types. Majors attracting 

60 percent of more of the sensing types were childhood 

education, accounting, physical therapy, nursing, building 

construction,and physical education. : 

The MBTI data show a significant dissimilarity 

between the type distribution of college students and 

faculty. From 1,100 college teachers and administrators, 

Roberts selected 354 full-time community-junior college 

teachers for comparison and study. Also collected was a 

sample of 335 typologies of first-term community-junior 

college freshmen. Disparities were found in the sensing 

versus intuitive distribution. Sixty-three percent of the 

instructors were intuitive, as opposed to only 26.5 percent 

of the freshmen. These results are typical throughout the 

United States and indicate that a majority of intuitive 

types are teaching mostly sensing types in community- W 

T, 35 H 

lunior colleges. 

Roberts also reported that MBTI research indicates j{ 

that sensing and judging types prefer to teach and learn 

in an orderly, systematic manner using primarily their five 

senses. They respond positively to varied multi-media 

approaches of instruction, but they do not respond as well 
34 
McCaulley, "The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and 

the Teaching-Learning Process," p. 2 . 
35 
Roberts, "Helping Students to Confront Themselves," 

p. 20. 
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to the written or the spoken word (for example, lectures 

and textbook readings). On the other hand, the intuitive, 

preceptive types, prefer to teach and learn in a flexible, 

unstructured manner. They are more apt to respond 

positively to the written and spoken word—providing that 

they stimulate interest and iconic imagery. Responses to 

such stimuli may range from hunches to creative 

3 6 
discoveries. According to Roberts, the more pronounced 

the score on the MBTI, the clearer these preferences 

37 become. 

Based upon the insights into personality types and 

teaching-learning styles gained from research with the 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Roberts advocated that all 

pre-service and in-service college teacher training programs 

provide experiences relating to theories of personality 

and self-concept. 

American higher education has not accepted K 
completely the premise that teaching is a most ^ 
humane profession--especially at the college ^ 
level—but when it does, exploration of self-
concept theory and the matching of teaching and ^ 
learning styles with personality preferences will K 
play key roles in the humanizing process.-^° f 

3 6 
Roberts, "Personalizing Learning Processes," 

p. 142. 
37 
Seminar with Dayton Y. Roberts, Professor of 

Higher Education, Lubbock, Texas, March, 1976. 
38 
Roberts, "Helping Students Confront Themselves," 

p. 21. 
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Current Status of Student Evaluations 
of Instruction 

The evaluation of teaching effectiveness has become 

a dominant issue in higher education for two major reasons. 

First, students have expressed a desire for a more relevant 

and meaningful educational experience and wish to identify 

39 poor teachers who impede the attaining of such goals. 

Second, and more important, are the financial pressure 

and accountability measures applied by legislatures and 

40 the general public. 

Administrators, colleagues, and students compose 

the principal source groups evaluating faculty, but the 

ratings of students are receiving increasing emphasis. 

Over half the colleges and universities utilize student 

ratings in some form, and the practice is rapidly 

-̂ 41 spreading. 

Researchers have theorized that the ultimate "• 
ft 

criterion of a teacher's effectiveness is his impact upon W 
h 

the learner. Astin and Lee emphasized that students are 
to 

in an excellent position to rate this effectiveness, for K 

George L. Fahey, "Student Rating of Teaching; 
Some Questionable Assumptions," Student Evaluations of 
Teaching; Presentations at a Conference (Pittsburgh: 
Institute for Higher Education, December, 1970), p. 11. 

40-rw^ 11 

Ibid., p. 11. 
•̂''Max S. Marshall, "Academic Anomaly," Liberal 

Education 55 (May 1969) : 279. 
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they are directly involved in the teaching-learning 

42 
process. Furthermore, Cohen and Brawer maintained that 

the opportunity to observe is far more extensive with 
A O 

students than with supervisors or peers. 

In community-junior colleges, student ratings are 

used extensively as tools of faculty evaluation. In 

California, faculty evaluation was mandated by the state 

legislature with passage of the Rodda Bill (Senate Bill 

696) in 1971. Under the law, local governing boards are 

required to adopt evaluation policies and to evaluate 

community college faculty at regular intervals. To allow 

for flexibility, each board is empowered to establish the 
44 procedures and standards that meet its "particular needs." 

In 1974, it was found that student evaluations were 

the most frequently used faculty evaluation technique 

utilized in California. Furthermore, student evaluations 

were: g 

also rated as a very strong influence on the final H 
teacher evaluation and as a fairly effective ^ 

< 
K 42 

A. W. Astin and C. B. T. Lee, "Current Practices 
in the Evaluation and Training of College Teachers," The 
Education Record 47 (1966); 365. 

43 
Arthur M. Cohen and Florence B. Brawer, 

Measuring Faculty Performance (ERIC Clearinghouse for 
Junior Colleges; Washington, D.C.: American Association 
of Junior Colleges, 1970) , p. 111. 

44 
California, California Education Code (1971) , 

Amended Chapter 2.5, Division 185, Article 1, Section 
25490.30. 
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evaluation technique by both deans of instruction 
and presidents of academic senates. 

The California Junior College Association stated 

that it is important for the student to 

. . . evaluate the effectiveness of the teacher 
in stimulating learning, the extent of achievement 
of stated course objectives, the degree of 
interest the course provoked for them, the best 
and worst aspects of the course, their reaction 
to written course materials and to classroom 
styles and format, the need for, or value of, 
special aspects of the course, and to make .^ 
suggestions for consideration by the teacher. 

The Florida Community Junior College Inter-

institutional Research Council recommended that student 

ratings be an integral part of faculty evaluation and that 

the criteria for good teaching be developed by faculty, 

administrators, and students. The Council found that 

in order for the ratings to be effective, 

the results must have significance in the 
incentives for the faculty and in the insti
tutional personnel practices. Similarly, the 
students must perceive that the ratings have 
significance.^' 

45 
William L. Deegan et al., "Evaluating Community 

College Personnel: A Research Report" (Los Angeles; 
University of California at Los Angeles, September, 1974), 
p. 9. 

46 
William L. Deegan, "The Student Role m Evaluation 

of Community College Teaching--A Proposal for Balance 
and Fairness," Proceedings of a Conference on the 
Evaluation of Teaching (Burlingame, California; California 
Junior College Association, April, 1972), p. 65. 

47 
James L. Wattenbarger et al., "Evaluation of 

Faculty by Students," Faculty Evaluation Working Papers, 
1970-71 Revision, Florida Community Junior College Inter-
institutional Research Council, January, 1971, p. 1. 
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Roueche and Hurlburt reported that teachers have become 

more effective in community colleges where student ratings 

48 have been given serious consideration. 

Reliability and Validity of 
Student Ratings 

The reliability and validity of student ratings 

are sometimes questioned. However, research studies have 

shown that students rate classroom instruction with a 

reasonable degree of reliability. Guthrie found corre

lations of .87 and .89 between student rankings of the 

quality of their teachers from one year to the next. 

Moreover, he found that student ratings are more stable 

49 than faculty judgments of teaching quality. More 

recently, Kulik and McKeachie found that student responses 

are both internally consistent and fairly stable. 

Although many instruments of student evaluation 

B are statistically reliable, the question of validity y 
W 

remains to be resolved, mainly because researchers have ^ 
'A 

been unable to define "teacher effectiveness" satisfactorily. ^ 
a 

It is noteworthy that McKeachie, an authority of long * 

4 8 
John E. Roueche and Allan S. Hurlburt, "Research 

on Junior College Teachers," Junior College Research 
Review 2 (March 1968): 2. 

49 
E. R. Guthrie, The Evaluation of Teaching; A 

Progress Report (Seattle: University of Washington, 1954), 
p. 4. 

50 
James A. Kulik and Wilbert J. McKeachie, "The 

Evaluation of Teachers in Higher Education," Review of 
Research in Education, Vol. 3, Fred N. Kerlinger ed. 
(Itasca, 111.: F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1975), 
p. 233. 
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standing on the subject, made this distinction regarding 

validity: "If one accepts as a legitimate educational 

objective the favorable reaction of students, ratings by 

Students have high face validity." 

In a later study, McKeachie, Lin, and Mann 

hypothesized that the major slippage in validity is due to 

the differing goals of teachers and students. Students 

come to class with many different personal objectives, and 

while some of these may coincide with those of the 

instructor, the overlap between these goals is far from 

^ ^ 52 perfect. 

Correlates of Student Ratings 

The results of Remmers' classic research on student 

ratings of instruction, dating from 1920 to the 60's, are 

largely unchallenged by recent research. The findings 

showed that the variables of age, veteran/non-veteran ^ 
u 

status, sex, class standing, major and expected grade or U 

actual grade in a course do not significantly affect y) 
4 

student ratings. j 

51 
Wilbert J. McKeachie, "Student Ratings of Faculty: 

A Research Review," Improving College and University 
Teaching 5 (Winter 1957): 4. 

52 
Wilbert J. McKeachie, Yi-Guang Lin, and William 

Mann, "Student Ratings of Teacher Effectiveness; Validity 
Studies," American Educational Research Journal 8 (May 1971); 
444. 

53 
H. H. Remmers, "To What Extent Do Grades Influence 

Student Ratings of Instructors?" Journal of Educational 
Research 21 (1930); 316; H. H. Remmers, "Reliability and 
Halo-effect of High School and College Students' Judgments 
of Their Teachers," Journal of Applied Psychology 18 (1934): 
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On the other hand, some researchers have found 

weak yet positive relationships between students' grades 

and their ratings of instructors and courses. Treffinger 

and Feldhusen found a correlation of .29, and Rayder 

found an even weaker correlation of .18. 

Rayder's research at Colorado State College further 

corroborated Remmers' results. When the student character

istics of sex, age, grade level, and major were used 

collectively to predict the student ratings of instruction, 

the squared multiple correlations were all less than .02. 

Thus, less than 2 percent ,of the variability in teacher 

ratings were predictable from these student character-

. .. 55 istics. 

Rees' study identified factors which represent 

dimensions of students' points of view in rating college 

instructors and found that students from stable, lower 

socioeconomic class homes are more influenced by their own B 
U 
w 
h 
A 628; H. H. P.emmers, F. D. Martin, and D. N. Elliott, "Are 

Students' Ratings of Instructors Related to Their Grades?" i 
Purdue University Studies in Higher Education 66 (1949): 1 
25; H. H. Remmers, Manual of Instructions for the Purdue « 
Rating Scale for Instruction (West LaFayette, Indiana: 
Purdue University Press, 1960). 

54 
Donald J. Treffinger and John F. Feldhusen, 

"Predicting Students' Ratings of Instruction," Proceedings 
of 78th Annual Convention of the American Psychological 
Association 5 (1970): 622; Nicholas F. Rayder, "College 
Students' Ratings of Instructors," Journal of Experimental 
Education 37 (Winter 1968): 78. 

55 
Ibid., p. 78. 
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56 
predispositions than by teacher behavior. Further, the 

results indicated that students, on the average, rate 

college instructors consistently in a positive direction, 

although conclusions are tentative, due to the small student 

sample involved in the study. 

Research studies have shown that teaching conditions 

can influence the ratings an instructor receives from 

students, although the findings are contradictory and 

inconclusive. Gage reported that teachers with thirty to 

thirty-nine students received lower ratings than did those 

with either larger or smaller classes. Results of his 

study at the University of Illinois indicated that lower 

level courses consistently received less favorable ratings 

than did advanced courses. Likewise, required courses on the 

whole received less favorable ratings than did elective 

57 
courses. 

B In contrast, Heilman and Armentrout reported no ^ 

n 
significant differences between the ratings of students in 

58 
required courses and those in electives. The studies ^ 

y 

Richard D. Rees, "Dimensions of Students' Points 
of View in Rating College Teachers," Journal of Educational 
Psychology 60 (1969) : 481. 

57 
N. L. Gage, "The Appraisal of College Teaching: 

An Analysis of Ends and Means," Journal of Higher 
Education 32 (1961); 20. 

58 
J. D. Heilman and W. D. Armentrout, "The Rating 

of College Teachers on Ten Traits by Their Students," 
Journal of Educational Psychology 27 (1936): 214. 
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of Goodhartz and Solomon found no significant relationship 

between class size and student ratings of instructors. 

The results of the studies concerning the relation

ship of student ratings and instructor characteristics such 

as sex, age, rank, degree, and department affiliation also 

varied. Heilman and Armentrout found no significant 

differences in the overall ratings received by men and 

6 0 
women teachers. Some studies showed a weak positive 

correlation between teachers' experience and academic 

rank and the evaluation they received from students. Gage 

and Guthrie found that student ratings tended to improve 

with the experience or academic rank of the instructor. 

Rayder's study at Colorado State College suggested that 

older, more educated, and more experienced instructors 

were rated lower than were younger and less experienced 

• 4 - 4 - 6 2 instructors. 

B 
59 U 
A. S. Goodhartz, "Student Attitudes and Opinions \u 

Relating to Teaching at Brooklyn College," School and • 
Society 68 (1948); 349; Daniel Solomon, "Teacher Behavior /) 
Dimensions, Course Characteristics, and Student Evaluations ^ 
of Teachers," American Educational Research Journal 3 j 
(1966); 47. 

Heilman and Armentrout, "The Rating of College 
Teachers on Ten Traits by Their Students," p. 213. 

Gage, "The Appraisal of College Teaching," p. 21.; 
E. R. Gurhtie, "The Evaluation of Teaching," Educational 
Record 30 (1949); 113. 

Rayder, "College Students' Ratings of 
Instructors," p. 80. 
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Some evidence showed that an instructor's 

departmental affiliation also contributes to student ratings. 

Rayder found that multiple regression equations that 

included instructor characteristics such as sex, age, 

rank, degree, and department accounted for 15 to 27 percent 

of the variance in mean student ratings, and the department 

63 

was the most important variable for prediction. 

Heilman and Armentrout and Sorey sought to discover 

whether student ratings were influenced by teachers' 

personality traits. Although the results are considered 

highly tentative due to the small samples involved, Heilman 

and Armentrout found no significant relationship between 

student ratings and the personality traits of twenty-five 

college instructors as measured by the Bernreuter 
64 Personality Inventory. 

The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (GZTS)^ ^ 
B 

and student ratings were utilized by Sorey to compare the U 

fifteen highest rated and the fifteen lowest rated college 
A 

instructors in a group of fifty. The findings showed no ' 

significant differences in personality traits on the 

GZTS.^^ 

^^Ibid., p. 79. 

64 
Heilman and Armentrout, "The Rating of College 

Teachers on Ten Traits by Their Students," p. 214. 
Kenneth EldOn Sorey, "A Study of the Distinguishing 

Personality Characteristics of College Faculty Who Are 
Superior in Regard to the Teaching Function," (unpublished 
Ed.D. dissertation, Oklahoma State University, 1967). 
Dissertation Abstracts, 28, 1968, 4916-A. University 
Microfilm No. 68-8502 
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Isaacson, McKeachie, and Milholland studied the 

relationship of student ratings to teacher personalities 

by using two groups of teaching fellows in introductory 

psychology at the University of Michigan. Seventeen 

participated the first year; sixteen the next. The 

personality characteristics were rated by self-reports 

on Cattell's 16 PF, a descriptive adjective inventory, and 

a peer group nomination procedure. These personality 

scores were correlated with student ratings and factor 

scores obtained from factor analysis of the separate items 

of the student rating instrument. 

"Culture" was the personality variable which most 

consistently correlated at the .05 level of significance with 

good ratings by students. A "cultured" person was defined 

as one who is artistic, polished, imaginative, and 

effectively intelligent. Since this factor of "culture" 

was obtained from the peer group nomination procedure, 

no information exists as to whether the teaching fellows 

with superior student evaluations were in fact more 

ft f> 
artistically sensitive or intellectually oriented. 

Peer evaluations of "agreeableness" and "emotional 

stability" also correlated highly with student ratings. 

In addition, student-teacher rapport was positively 

6 6 
Robert L. Isaacson, Wilbert J. McKeachie, and 

John E. Milholland, "Correlation of Teacher Personality 
Variables and Student Ratings," Journal of Educational 
Psychology 54 (1963): 116-117. 
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correlated with the 16 PF score on teachers' "enthusiasm-

surgency." 

Crush and Costin found strong support for the 

hypothesis that students can discriminate between attrac

tion to instructors "as teachers" and "as persons;" that 

is, that they can discriminate between teacher "skill" 

67 
and teacher "attraction or entertainment value." 

In their summary of "The Evaluation of Teachers 

in Higher Education," Kulik and McKeachie pointed to the 

interaction effects as a determinant of variation in 

student ratings of instruction. 

If the instructor teaches for the bright students, 
he will be approved by them and there will be a 
positive correlation between ratings and grades; 
if he teaches for the weaker students, he will 
be disapproved by the bright students and a 
negative coefficient will be obtained. There 
is some evidence that college students with 
different personality traits respond differently 
to highly structured and less structured teaching 
styles. 

Summary 

A direct relationship between the teacher's 

personality and his effectiveness as an instructor is 

shown by studies conducted in the past two decades. 

Although the findings about the nature of this 

J. E. Crush and F. Costin, "The Student as 
Consumer of the Teaching Process," American Educational 
Research Journal 12 (1975); 64. 

^^Kulik and McKeachie, "The Evaluation of Teachers 
in Higher Education," p. 221, 
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relationship are inconclusive, clear trends point to the 

increased effectiveness of certain teacher characteristics. 

Studies of the personality characteristics and 

typologies of faculty in higher education compose the 

second major area of the literature review. Early studies 

attempted to define the "ideal college teacher," whereas 

recent research has established more indepth classifi

cations of faculty based upon sociological, economic, 

psychological, or anthropological theories. 

The third major area of the literature review 

features Jung's theory of psychological types and its use 

in analyzing personality processes. Jungian typology has 

been implemented in this study with the Myers Briggs Type 

Indicator (MBTI), which has been used as a research 

instrument in a number of studies relating to teacher 

personality, job preferences, classroom behavior, and 

type distribution among teachers and students. 

The final section of the review deals with student 

evaluation of faculty in higher education. Evaluations have 

become more important because students desire a method 

to rate their teachers and because the government and 

general public are demanding educational accountability. 

Furthermore, recent studies indicate that student ratings 

of instruction are reliable and valid. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

This study was designed as an exploratory field 

study. Kerlinger defined such a study as "an ex post 

facto scientific inquiry aimed at discovering the relations 

and interactions among sociological, psychological and 

educational variables in real social structures." 

Correlational statistical techniques were utilized 

in the study with student ratings of instruction as the 

key dependent variable. The MBTI personality scores of 

faculty on the extraversion-introversion, sensing-intuitive, 

thinking-feeling, and judging-perceptive scales were the 

principal independent variables. To establish a prediction 

equation for the student ratings of instruction, the 

statistical technique of multiple regression was used. The 

optimuiTi set of predictors was defined to be the set at 

which the standard error of estimate was the lowest in the 

stepwise regression analysis. 

Fred Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research 
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1964), p. 387 

49 
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The Pearson product-moment technique was employed 

to determine correlations between individual items of the 

student rating instrument and the MBTI faculty personality 

variables. In addition, the Pearson correlation coeffi

cients were used to determine whether groupings occurred 

intrinsically among the items of the student ratings of 

instruction questionnaire. 

T-tests and a one-way classification analysis of 

variance were other parametric statistical procedures used 

in the study. T-tests were employed to determine the 

hypothesized difference between the student rating scores 

of instructors with very pronounced MBTI personality scores 

(30 or more points removed from the division point) and 

those instructors who did not have pronounced MBTI 

personality scores. Finally, a single classification 

analysis of variance was performed in order to study the 

differences between the means of the student ratings and 

faculty personality scores of the five instructional 

divisions. 

Subjects and Instruments 

Eighty-eight full-time instructors at St. Philip's 

College, San Antonio Union Junior College District, San 

Antonio, Texas, participated in this study. Each subject 

responded to the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator at a faculty 

in-service workshop and allowed the researcher to administer 

student evaluation of instruction questionnaires (appendix 
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A) one week prior to final examinations in a randomly 

selected class. 

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) has been 

proven reliable and valid by a number of studies. Internal 

consistency measures (split-half reliability) showed 

correlations in the .70 and .80 range for MBTI continuous 

scores, comparable to those of other leading personality 

2 

inventories. Also, internal consistency reliabilities for 

MBTI scales extravert-introvert (EI), sensing-intuitive 

(SN), thinking-feeling (TF), and judging-perceptive (JP) 
3 

ranged from .74 to .90. 

Concerning the construct validity of the MBTI 

instrument, Carlyn analyzed the psychometric properties of 

the MBTI and found strong support for the validity of the 

instrument. Furthermore, she reviewed numerous corre

lation studies that compared MBTI scores with scores of 

other instruments and concluded that the results of these 

studies corroborated the validity of the MBTI instrument. 

The findings of Mendelsohn also support the 

validity of the MBTI as a research tool: 

2 
Norman D. Sundberg, "Review of the Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator," in The Sixth Mental Measurement Yearbook 
ed. Oscar K. Buros (Highland Park, N.J.: The Gryphon 
Press, 1965), p. 322; Isabel Briggs Myers, The Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator Manual (Princeton, N.J.: 
Educational Testing Service, 1962), p. 20. 

3 
Myers, MBTI Manual, pp. 20-29. 
4 
Marcia Carlyn, "An Assessment of the Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator," Journal of Personality Assessment 41 
(October 1977): 471. 
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The conclusion is based on the findings which 
indicate that type scores relate meaningfully to 
a wide range of variables including personality, 
ability, interest, value, aptitude and performance 
measures, academic choice, and behavior ratings. 
. . . Few instruments appear to provide as much 
information as can be derived efficiently from the 
MBTI.^ ^ 

The second test instrument utilized in the study 

was the student evaluation of instruction questionnaire. 

A review of the literature showed that questionnaires 

are excellent data-collecting devices for measuring student 

perceptions of teaching effectiveness. Since St. Philip's 

College had no uniform college-wide student rating of 

instruction questionnaire, the student rating instrument 

used jointly by the departments of mathematics, foreign 

languages, and health careers was chosen for this study. 

Measures of reliability (split-half) on the student rating 

instrument ranged from .88 to .96. Studies conducted by 

the mathematics department supported the validity of the 

student rating of instruction instrument. 

The student evaluation of instruction questionnaire 

(appendix A) was composed of twenty-five items, twenty-two 

of which were related to instructor variables and three to 

student variables. Specifically, the questionnaire 

provided a five-point scale for rating the following aspects 

of the instructor's personality: voice and communication 

5 
Gerald A. Mendelsohn, "Review of the Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator," in The Sixth Mental Measurement Yearbook, 
ed. Oscar K. Buros (Highland Park, N.J.: The Gryphon 
Press, 1965), p. 322. 
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ability, enthusiasm, general attitude toward students, 

awareness of students' feelings, tolerance, and sense of 

proportion. An additional sixteen items dealt with 

specific teaching skills, and three items solicited student 

biographical data. 

Data Collection and Procedures 

The administration of St. Philip's College granted 

permission to administer the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 

(MBTI) at a college in-service workshop. Of the 126 

workshop participants, 97 were full-time instructors. 

Eighty-eight instructors, forty-three males and forty-five 

females, from the workshop chose to participate in the 

study. 

The identity and division designation of each 

participant were coded to maintain anonymity and to 

facilitate computerization of the data. The researcher 

arranged the St. Philip's College departments into the 

division of social sciences (Code 01), which included the 

departments of social sciences, psychology, and business 

administration; humanities and communications (Code 02), 

which encompassed the departments of English, reading, 

foreign languages, speech and drama, and music/fine arts; 

health careers (Code 03), which included the departments 

of health careers, vocational nursing, and physical 

education; vocational-technical education (Code 04), which 

included the departments of business technology and 
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technical-industrial education; and finally, science and 

mathematics (Code 05), consisting of the departments of 

chemistry, biological sciences, and mathematics. 

Student ratings of instruction were administered 

by the investigator the week following the workshop and 

one week prior to spring semester final examinations. 

Therefore, each student had had one or two semesters' 

experience with the instructor. 

Before distributing the rating sheet to the students, 

the researcher read the following statement to the class: 

Your instructor has volunteered to participate 
in a research study. You are asked to cooperate 
by completing these student evaluation of 
instruction questionnaires. In order to keep the 
evaluations anonymous, please do not sign your name. 
The results of the evaluation will be given to 
your instructor after he/she has reported your 
final semester grades to the Office of the 
Registrar. Your ratings of instruction will be 
used exclusively for research purposes, and will 
not be utilized for supervisory or promotional 
purposes. 

The researcher then read the directions of the 

instruraent to the students, who read silently from their 

copies. During the administration of the instrument, which 

took approximately ten minutes, the researcher remained in 

the classroom and placed the completed rating sheets in 

the appropriate coded envelope. 

Treatment of the Data 

Ten scoring keys were utilized by the Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator to determine instructors' Jungian personality 

traits. 
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. . . one each for E, I, S, N, T, F, J, P, plus 
separate male and female keys for T and F. Items 
carry weights of one or two points and the scorer 
simply totals the points for the eight preferences. 
The larger score of each pair is assumed to 
represent the preferred process and the extent of 
spread represents the clarity of preference. The 
preference score is obtained by subtracting the 
lesser from the greater preference, doublina the 
answer and adding or subtracting one point." 

To obtain the mean and standard deviation for each 

of the four bi-polar variables (extraversion-introversion, 

sensing-intuitive, thinking-feeling, judging-perceptive), 

the preference score was converted into a continuous score 

and treated as if on a continuum, a system customary in 
7 

data analysis with MBTI. A standard procedure is followed 

in computing continuous scores, with 100 as the division 

point on the scale. Scores below 100 are to the left of 

the division point and identify E, S, T, and J, and those 

over 100 are to the right of the division point and repre

sent preferences for I, N, F, and P. Continuous scores 

initially were tabulated by the Typology Laboratory of the 

University of Florida at Gainesville. The computerized 

MBTI researcher's report specified the continuous scores of 

each instructor. 

To tabulate the 1,134 student rating of instruction 

questionnaires, the researcher developed a single criterion 

Mary H. McCaulley,"Description of the Myers-Briggs 
Type Indicator." A paper presented at the Dean's Symposium, 
College of Education, University of Florida, November, 1971. 
(Mimeographed, p. 1.) 

7 
Myers, MBTI Manual, p. 9. 
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measure for each instructor's rating scores which would 

be independent of the number of students in his class and 

the number of student responses to each question. Thus, 

the following method was used to tally the student rating 

scores for the twenty-two items related to instruction. The 

total number of "1" (superior) responses for the overall 

twenty-two items was determined and multiplied by a 

weighting factor of 5. Likewise, the rating of "2" (above 

average) was assigned a weighting factor of 4; the rating of 

"3" (average) a weighting factor of 3; the rating of "2" 

(below average) a weighting factor of 2; and the rating of 

"1" (poor) a weighting factor of 1. The total number of 

responses for the twenty-two items on "2," "3," "4," and 

"5" was determined and multiplied by the appropriate 

weighting factor. The grand total of weighted responses 

was then divided by the total number of responses to the 

twenty-two items. The resulting number represented the 

mean of the average rating per item which was multiplied by 

100 for computational simplicity. Furthermore, the three 

items of the student rating questionnaire pertaining to 

student biographical data and expected course grade were 

also tabulated. Missing values for incomplete responses 

were coded "0" and identified in the computer program. 

Descriptive Jungian type tables were constructed 

which showed the distribution and percentage frequencies 

of instructors by psychological type and division. The mean 
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and standard deviation of each of the four personality 

variables (EI, SN, TF, JP) were determined for the five 

divisions. 

Following the descriptive tables of MBTI type data, 

each of the seven hypotheses was tested and the results 

analyzed. The MBTI personality scores and the student 

ratings scores were submitted to the statistical technique 

of multiple regression to study the hypothesized relation

ship between them. Data were placed on IBM cards and used 

with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), 
o 

second edition. The means, standard deviations, multiple 

Rs, and intercorrelations were obtained from the multiple 

regression computer program. The correlations were 

treated for statistical significance at the .01 and .05 

levels by entering correlation tables at the appropriate 
9 degrees of freedom. 

g 
Norman H. Nie et al., Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences, 2nd ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 
1975). 

9 
Joe D. Cornett and V7eldon Beckner, Introductory 

Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences (Columbus, Ohio: 
Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1975), pp. 269-272. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS, AND INTERPRETATION 

OF THE DATA 

Jungian Psychological Traits of a 
Community College Faculty 

Table 1 shows that the selected group of community 

college faculty preferred extraversion, sensing, thinking, 

and judging among the Jungian personality variables. 

Specifically, the sample of eighty-eight instructors were 

more extraverted (53.4 percent) than introverted (46.6 

percent), more sensing (59.0 percent) than intuitive (41.0 

percent), more thinking (51.1 percent) than feeling (48.9 

percent), and more judging (67.0 percent) than perceptive 

(33.0 percent). A predominant number of the instructors 

(fifty-nine) preferred the systematic and orderly approach 

to life favored by the judging types. These data also 

indicate that 49 percent of the instructors were detail-

minded and systematic sensing judging (SJ) types, and 

40 percent were logical thinking judging (TJ) types. 

From table 1 it can be seen that the community 

college instructors were distributed in 15 of the 16 cells 

on the type table, with 17 of the 88 subjects classified 

in one particular cell, ISTJ. The dominant processes that 

58 
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TABLE 1 

DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGE FREQUENCIES OF JUNGIAN 
TYPES OF EIGHTY-EIGHT COI^IUNITY 

COLLEGE INSTRUCTORS 

All Divisions 
N = B8 

ISTJ 

17 
19.3% 

ISTP 

0 
0.0% 

ESTP 

4 
4.5% 

ESTJ 

7 
8.0% 

ISFJ 

9 
10.2% 

ISFP 

3 
3.4% 

ESFP 

2 
2.3% 

ESFJ 

10 
11.4% 

INFJ 

1 
1.1% 

INFP 

4 
4.5% 

ENFP 

10 
11.4% 

ENFJ 

4 
4.5% 

INTJ 

5 
5.7% 

INTP 

2 
2.3% 

ENTP 

4 
4.5% 

ENTJ 

6 
6.8% 

E 
I 

S 
N 

47 
41 

52 
36 

53.4% 
46.6% 

59.1 
40.9 

T 
F 

J 
P 

45 
43 

59 
29 

51.1% 
48.9% 

67.0' 
33.0 

TJ 
SJ 

FP 
ST 

= 35 
= 43 

= 19 
= 28 

39.8% 
4 8.9% 

21.7% 
31.4% 

unify the life of the ISTJ are sensing and thinking. As 

ST persons, 

their main interest focuses upon facts, because 
facts are what can be collected and verified 
directly by the senses . . . and they approach 
their decisions regarding these facts by impersonal 
analysis, because what they trust is thinking. 

Isabel Briggs Myers, Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 
Manual (Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1962), 

54. 
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As introverts, they tend to be engrossed with the inner 

world of concepts and ideas. Furthermore, the ISTJ types 

are the most thorough of all types, painstaking, systematic, 

hard-working, and patient with detail and routine. Their 

extreme preserverance tends to stabilize everything with 

2 
which they are connected. 

Two cells had the second largest number of types, 

ENFP and ESFJ, with ten subjects in each type. The ENFP 

personality types are characterized as enthusiastic, 

insightful persons who enjoy working with people. "Their 

best chance of success and satisfaction lies in work which 

involved the unfolding of possibilities, especially 
3 

possibilities for people." They excel in nurturing the 

young at an abstract, intellectual level and are often 
4 

found in teaching careers at the college level. 

The ESFJ types, like the ENFP, tend to be very 

friendly, and sociable. These people "radiate fellowship, 

valuing harmonious human contacts above all things and 
5 

think best when talking with people, and enjoy talk . . . ." 

2 3 
Ibid., p. A-6. Ibid., p. 55. 
^Mary H. McCaulley, "The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 

and the Teaching-Learning Process," paper presented as an 
Introduction to a Symposium entitled, "Personality Variables 
in the Teaching-Learning Process," Annual Meeting of the 
American Education Research Association, Chicago, 1974, 
p. 7. 

5 
Isabel Briggs Myers, Introduction to Type 

(Swarthmore, Pa.: Isabel Briggs Myers, 1970), p. 8. 
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They are most successful in fields where their personal 

warmth can be applied to a concrete situation. 

The third largest group was the ISFJ, with nine 

instructors classified in this type. The dominant processes 

of the ISFJ group are introverted sensing, combined with a 

judging manner of dealing with the outside world. The 

ISFJ types, 

. . . like everything put on a factual basis, 
clearly stated and not too unfamiliar or complex. 
They do not enter into things impulsively, but 
once in,gare very hard to distract, discourage 
or stop. 

Seven individuals were classified in the fourth 

largest group, ESTJ. As sensing-thinking persons with a 

judging attitude, they tend to be practical, realistic, 

and matter-of-fact. These people are considered to be 

the most pragmatic of the types, interested only in theory 

9 

if it has an inmiediate application. 

The INTJ and ENTJ cells contained five and six 

subjects, respectively. These intuitive types with thinking 

prefer working at an abstract, theoretical, or imaginative 

level. The ENTJ types have a ". . . curiosity for new ideas 

as such, tolerance for theory, taste for complex problems, 

insight, vision, and concern for long-range possibilities. "-̂ ^ 

6 7 
Myers, MBTI Manual, p. 54. Ibid., p. 62. 
p 
Myers, Introduction to Type, p. 11, 
McCaulley, "The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and 

the Teaching-Learning Process," p. 7. 

Myers, Introduction to Type, p. 6. 
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ENTJ people tend to be efficient and organized and 

can be very logical and decisive executives. Likewise, 

the INTJ types can be efficient executives, rich in ideas. 

The INTJ people are considered the "most individualistic 

and most independent of all types" and "trust their own 

intuitive insights as to the true relationship and meaning 

of things, regardless of established authority or popularly 

11 accepted beliefs." 

The four cells of ESTP, INFJ, ENFJ, ENTP each 

contained four subjects. ESTP subjects can be described 

as matter-of-fact people who are patient with details and 

12 technical work. Even when there are standard ways and 

guidelines to solve problems, ESTP people generally dislike 

problem-solving. 

On the other hand, the intuitive INFP, ENFJ, and 

ENTP like to use their imagination and insight to solve 

new problems. The governing force that unifies the lives 

of the INFP types is feeling, the manner in which they deal 

with the outside world is perceptive, and the auxiliary 

process is intuition. Myers said that INFP types are 

13 
"likely to have a gift of expression . . . ." The ENFJ 

people, as well, tend to have a facility with language. 

Moreover, ENFJ types are at ease with the environment 

and have a sympathetic awareness of people and a grasp 

11 12 
Myers, MBTI Manual, p. A-8. Ibid., p. 70. 

13 
Ibid., p. A-4. 
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of group feelings. Unlike the ENFJ, ENTP people are 

"more independent, more analytical and critical of their 

inspirations, more impersonal in their relations with 

people, more project-oriented than people-oriented.-"-^ 

Among the community college instructors, there were 

three ISFP, two INTP, two ESFP, and one INFJ. These 

groupings were not considered numerically significant. 

The type of ISTP was not represented in the sample. To 

sum up, these data indicate an uneven distribution of 

personality types among the eighty-eight community college 

instructors. Further, these data show a clustering of 

subjects within particular personality categories, and yet, 

indicate a considerable diversity of personality types 

among the faculty. Four cells (ISTJ—19.3 percent, ENFP— 

11.4 percent, ESFJ—11.4 percent, ISFJ—10.2 percent) 

contain 52.3 percent of the sample. These data also show 

a predominant number (forty-three) of sensing judging types, 

which accounts for 48.9 percent of the instructors' sample. 

In addition, these data indicate a large number (thirty-

five) of thinking judging (TJ) types, which accounts for 

39-8 percent of the sample. 

Jungian Types Among the Divisions 

Table 2 shows that the sample of thirteen instructors 

of the social-science division preferred extraversion (76.9 

percent), intuition (69.2 percent), thinking (61.5 percent). 

•"•"̂ Ibid., p. 67. •'•̂ Ibid., p. A-7. 
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and judging (53.9 percent). Specifically, the instructors 

were extremely extraverted (76.9 percent) as compared to 

introverted (23.1 percent). Furthermore, they were consider

ably more intuitive (69.2 percent) than sensing (30.8 

percent). The cell with the largest number of subjects (23.1 

percent) was ENTJ. The Jungian psychological traits were 

randomly distributed among the faculty of the social science 

division. 

TABLE 2 

DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGE FREQUENCIES OF JUNGIAN TYPES 
FOR DIVISION OF SOCIAL SCIENCE 

(N = 13) 

ISTJ 

2 
15.4% 

ISTP 

0 
0.0% 

ESTP 

1 
7.7% 

ESTJ 

0 
0.0% 

ISFJ 

0 
0.0% 

ISFP 

0 
0.0% 

ESFP 

0 
0.0% 

ESFJ 

1 
7.7% 

INFJ 

0 
0.0% 

INFP 

1 
7.7% 

ENFP 

2 
15.4% 

ENFJ 

1 
7.7% 

INTJ 

0 
0.0% 

INTP 

0 
0.0% 

ENTP 

2 
15.4% 

ENTJ 

3 
23.1% 

E = 10 76.9% 
1 = 3 23.1% 

S = 4 
N = 9 

30.8% 
69.2% 

T = 8 
F = 5 

61.5% 
38.5% 

J = 7 
P = 6 

53.8% 
46.2% 

When the personality preferences of social science 

instructors were compared to those of the total sample 

population, it was found that 76.9 percent of the social 

science instructors were extraverted, as compared to 53.4 
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percent of the total sample population. Moreover, 69.2 

percent of the social science instructors were intuitive, 

as compared to only 40.9 percent of the total sample 

population. 

As is illustrated in table 3, the sample of eleven 

instructors from the humanities-communications division were 

more introverted (54.5 percent) than extraverted (45.5 

percent), more feeling (54.5 percent) than thinking (45.5 

percent), and more judging (63.6 percent) than perceptive 

(36.4 percent). Intuition (N) was the strongest preference 

indicated with 72.7 percent of the instructors preferring 

this process to sensing (27.3 percent). Even though the 

personality types of the humanities-communications 

instructors were randomly distributed among the MBTI types, 

the two cells ENFJ and ISFJ each contained 18.2 percent 

of the sample. 

Like the social science instructors, the humanities-

communications instructors were highly intuitive in contrast 

to the total sample population's preference for sensing. 

On the psychological trait judging-perceptive (JP), the 

humanities-communications instructors closely resembled 

the percentage frequencies of the total sample population. 

However, the humanities-communications instructors slightly 

preferred introversion and feeling, as compared to the 

total sample population's preferences for extraversion 

and thinking. 
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TABLE 3 

DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGE FREQUENCIES OF 
JUNGIAN TYPES FOR DIVISION OF 

HUMANITIES-COI^UNICATIONS 
(N = 11) 

ISTJ 

1 
9.1% 

ISTP 

0 
0.0% 

ESTP 

0 
0.0% 

ESTJ 

0 
0.0% 

ISFJ 

2 
18.2% 

ISFP 

0 
0.0% 

ESFP 

0 
0.0% 

ESFJ 

0 
0.0% 

INFJ 

0 
0.0% 

INFP 

1 
9.1% 

ENFP 

1 
9.1% 

ENFJ 

2 
18.2% 

INTJ 

1 
9-1% 

INTP 

1 
9.1% 

ENTP 

1 
9-1% 

ENTJ 

1 
9.1% 

E = 5 45 .5% S = 3 27 .3% T = 5 45 .5% J = 7 
1 = 6 54 .5% N = 8 72.7% F = 6 54 .5% P = 4 

63.6' 
36.4! 

Inspection of table 4 shows that the instructors 

of the health careers-physical education division were more 

sensing (59.1 percent) than intuitive (40.9 percent), more 

feeling (63.5 percent) than thinking (36.4 percent), and 

more judging (63.1 percent) than perceptive (36.4 percent). 

The instructors were evenly divided between extraversion 

(50.0 percent) and introversion (50.0 percent). Approxi

mately two-thirds of the instructors were clustered in 

four cells; ENFP and ISTJ each contained 18.2 percent and 

ESFJ and ISFJ each contained 13.6 percent. 
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TABLE 4 

DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGE FREQUENCIES OF JUNGIAl̂ J 
TYPES FOR DIVISION OF HEALTH 
CAREERS-PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

(N = 22) 

ISTJ 

4 
18.2% 

ISTP 

0 
0.0% 

ESTP 

1 
4.5% 

ESTJ 

0 
0.0% 

ISFJ 

3 
13.6% 

ISFP 

1 
4.5% 

ESFP 

1 
4.5% 

ESFJ 

3 
13.6% 

INFJ 

0 
0.0% 

INFP 

1 
4.5% 

ENFP 

4 
18.2% 

ENFJ 

1 
4.5% 

INTJ 

2 
9.1% 

INTP 

0 
0.0% 

ENTP 

0 
0.0% 

ENTJ 

1 
4.5% 

E = 11 
I = 11 

50.0% 
50.0% 

S = 13 59.1' 
N = 9 40.9' 

T 
F 

8 
14 

36,4 
63.6 

J 
P 

14 
8 

63.6' 
36.4' 

The preferences of the sample of instructors from 

the health careers-physical education division closely 

resembled those of the total sample population. Both groups 

preferred sensing to the same degree (59.1 percent) and 

were within 4 percent of each other in their preference 

for extraversion and judging, that is, the total sample 

population was extraverted (53.4 percent) and judging 

(67.0 percent), and the health careers-physical education 

instructors were extraverted (50.0 percent) and judging 

(63.6 percent). However, the health careers-physical 
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education instructors preferred feeling (63.6 percent), 

as compared to 4 8.9 percent of the total sample population. 

Table 5 indicates that the instructors of the 

vocational-technical division strongly preferred sensing 

(82.1 percent) and judging (75.0 percent). Moreover, the 

instructors showed a preference for extraversion (57.1 

percent) and were evenly distributed between thinking 

(50.0 percent) and feeling (50.0 percent). Over 57 percent 

of the instructors were classified in the following three 

cells; ISTJ (21.4 percent), ESTJ (17.9 percent), and ESFJ 

(17.9 percent). 

When the MBTI types of the vocational-technical 

instructors were compared to the total sample population, 

it was found that the ISTJ type was predominant in both 

groups; that is, 19.3 percent of the total sample population 

and 21.8 percent of the vocational-technical instructors. 

However, the vocational-technical instructors were 

considerably more sensing (82.1 percent) than the total 

sample population (59.1 percent). 

As is illustrated in table 6, the instructors of 

the mathematics-science division showed strong preferences 

for thinking (71.4 percent) and judging (71.4 percent). 

They were also more introverted (64.3 percent) than extra

verted (35.7 percent) and more sensing (64.3 percent) than 

intuitive (35.7 percent). The cells of ISTJ (28.6 percent) 

and ESTJ (14.5 percent) contained more than 42 percent 

of the divisional sample. 
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TABLE 5 

DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGE FREQUENCIES OF JUNGIAN 
TYPES FOR THE DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL 

EDUCATION 
(N = 28) 

ISTJ 

6 
21.4% 

ISTP 

0 
0.0% 

ESTP 

2 
7.1% 

ESTJ 

5 
17.9% 

ISFJ 

3 
10.7% 

ISFP 

1 
3.6% 

ESFP 

1 
3.6% 

ESFJ 

5 
17.9% 

INFJ 

1 
3.6% 

INFP 

0 
0.0% 

ENFP 

3 
10-7% 

ENFJ 

0 
0.0% 

INTJ 

1 
3.6% 

INTP 

0 
0.0% 

ENTP 

0 
0.0% 

ENTJ 

0 
0.0% 

E = 16 57.1% S = 23 82.1% 
I = 12 42.9% N = 5 17.9% 

T 
F 

14 
14 

50.0 
50.0 

J 
P 

21 75.0% 
7 25.0% 

Like the vocational-technical sample and the total 

sample population, the ISTJ type predominated in the 

mathematics-science division. When the preference for 

thinking was compared between the groups, it was found that 

the mathematics-science instructors strongly preferred 

thinking (71.4 percent) to that of the total sample 

population (51.1 percent). Furthermore, the mathematics-

science instructors were considerably more introverted 

(64.3 percent) than the total sample population (46.6 

percent). 
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TABLE 6 

DIVISION AND PERCENTAGE FREQUENCIES OF JUNGIAN 
TYPES FOR DIVISION OF MATHEMATICS-SCIENCE 

(N = 14) 

ISTJ 

4 
28.6% 

ISTP 

0 
0.0% 

ESTP 

0 
0.0% 

ESTJ 

2 
14.5% 

ISFJ 

1 
7.1% 

ISFP 

1 
7.1% 

ESFP 

0 
0.0% 

ESFJ 

1 
7.1% 

INFJ 

0 
0.0% • 

INFP 

1 
7.1% 

ENFP 

0 
0.0% 

ENFJ 

0 
0.0% 

INTJ 

1 
7.1% 

INTP 

1 
7.1% 

ENTP 

1 
7.1% 

ENTJ 

1 
7.1% 

E = 5 35.7% S = 9 64.3% T = 10 71.4% J. = 10 71.4 
1 = 9 64.3% N = 5 35.7% T = 4 28.6% P = 4 28.6 

A chi-square (x) test of independence between the 

five division categories and the sixteen personality types 

was conducted. The results of the chi-square analysis 

revealed that 99 percent of the cells had frequencies of 

five or less. According to Cornett and Beckner, when this 

occurs, the distribution of chi-square differs markedly 
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from the theoretical chi-square distribution, thus producing 

erroneous statistical decisions. 

A solution to this problem is to collapse adjacent 

cells until sufficient frequencies are obtained and apply 

17 the Yates' correction formula. However, due to the 

discreet nature of the categorical definitions of the 

sixteen MBTI personality types, the indiscriminate 

compression of cells may likewise lead, in this case to 

erroneous decisions, thus, the Yates' correction formula 

was not applied. However, these data indicate that the 

sixteen personality types appear to be randomly distributed 

among the divisions. 

The following summary (table 7) is descriptive of 

MBTI type distribution among the five instructional 

divisions. All five divisions indicated a preference for 

the judging (J) attitude. Not only was there a preponder

ance of judging types in the divisions of vocational-

technical (75.0 percent) and mathematics-science (71.4 

percent), but very strong preferences were also indicated 

in the divisions of health careers (63.6 percent) and 

humanities-communications (63.6 percent). Certainly, 

judging was the strongest preference for the total group. 

Joe D. Cornett and Weldon Beckner, Introductory 
Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences (Columbus, Ohio: 
Charles E. Merrill Publishing Company, 1975), p. 195. 

•'•''ibid., p. 195. 



72 

w 
pq 
< 

to 

o 
M 
CO 
M 
> 
H 
Q 
t^ 

< 
t 
I 
Z 
o 
H 
E H 
D 
CQ 
H --̂  
cc; CO EH 00 

0 
4-> 
•H 
W 
O 

e 
o 
u 

- 1 -

o 
•H 
•P 
(0 

e 
JG 
4-> CO 
IT3 

u 
C 
(D 
H 
U 

n 
iH 
(0 iH 

o o 
•H -H 
-P C 
fO ^ 

u u 
O Q) 
> H 
I o 
C« -H 
U -P 
0 fd 
<D U 
u :3 

u w 
•P ra 
-H U 
(d -H 
<D U) 

iH (U 
rd U 
•r̂  c 
U Q) 
O -H 
CO u 

CO 

Q) 
rH 

fd 
•H 
u 
<d 
> 

dp 

rn 
m 

dp 
VO 

• 

rH VO 

dP 

CN cr> 
in in 

dP 
as 

m 

VO o 

rH 

in rH 
«T in 

dP 

as 
• 

ro 00 

O 

cri r^ 
in VO 

dP 
O 

CTv ro 
CN cn 

dP 

in IT) 
ro 

ro 

as ^ 
VO 

eN3 
ro 

as -^ 
VO 

dP 

• 
lo in 

ro 

dP 

• 
O rH 
rH [̂  

dP 
VO 
• 

'5}< 00 
CN 

dP 

9 

O r-\ 
rH r-> 

dP 
VO 

CO 
CN 

dp 

VO r^ 
iH in 

dP 

as 

CN CN 
rH '̂ r 

dP 
iH 
• 

ro CN 
CN 00 

dP 

cn 

in r^ 

CAP 
o 
• 

•^ o 
rH in 

dP 

o 
• 

rr o 
rH in 

dP 
o 
• 

rH in 
CN r^ 

dP 
O 
• 

in 

.0
%

 

o 
in 

dP 

o 
rH O 
rH in 

dP 
rH 

m as 
iH in 

dP 

as 

as o 

dP 

CO VD 
ro 

0>P 

VO 

•^ ro 
rH VO 

dP 
VO 

-̂  ro 
rH VD 

CAO 

• 
CO VD 

ro 

dP 
in 
• 

in in 

dP 
in 

VO 'sT 
in 

dp 
ro 

ro r-
CN 

dP 

CO rsi 

dP 
in 
• 

in in 

o\P 
in 

VO •;J' 
in 

dP 
VO 
• 

r> ro 
VO 

dP 

'̂ J' VO 
ro 

dP 

as 

O VO 

dP 
rH 
• 

ro ro 
CN 

dP 
00 
• 

•̂  o 
ro 

dP 
CN 
• 

as as 
VO 

dP 
in 

00 
VO 

dP 

un 
• 

in 00 
ro 

dP 
00 
• 

r-> ro 
in 

dP 
CN 

VO VO 

W H CO Cn 04 



73 

for fifty-nine of the eighty-eight instructors (67.0 

percent) indicated this preference on the Myers-Briggs 

personality instrument. 

After examining the MBTI type tables, the next 

basic step is to analyze the means and standard deviations 

of the MBTI faculty personality scores. It is standard 

procedure in most data analyses with the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator to use the MBTI continuous scores and to treat the 

18 
scores as if they are on a continuum. The division point 

between the two ends of each of the bi-polar personality 

variables is 100. Continuous scores above 100 are to the 

right of the division point and identify introversion (I), 

intuitive (N), feeling (F), perceptive (P); while scores 

below 100 are to the left of the division point and identify 

extraversion (E), sensing (S), thinking (T), and judging 

(J). 

Table 8 shows that the eighty-eight instructors had 

a mean of 97.22 on the EI variable, which indicates a slight 

preference for extraversion. Using the standard deviation 

of 24.74, it can be seen that 68 percent of the instructors 

scored between 73 and 121 on the EI variable. On the 

sensing-intuitive variable (SN), the scores indicate a 

preference for sensing, with a mean of 91.88 and a standard 

deviation of 28.53. A slight preference for thinking is 

18 
Myers, MBTI Manual, p. 9. 
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noted by the thinking-feeling (TF) variable with a mean of 

97.75 and a standard deviation of 21.72. 

TABLE 8 

MEANS AND STAlvIDARD DEVIATIONS OF FACULTY PERSONALITY 
SCORES AND STUDENT RATINGS FOR EIGHTY-EIGHT 

COMMUNITY COLLEGE INSTRUCTORS 

Continuous Scores 

Extraversion-introversion (EI) 
X 97.22 
SD 24.74 

Sensing-Intuition (SN) 
X 91.88 
SD 28.53 

Thinking-Feeling (TF) 
X 97.75 
SD 21.72 

Judgment-Perception (JP) 
X 86.77 
SD 30-65 

Student Rati^ngs of Instruction 
X 441.09 
SD . 39.98 

The judging-perceptive (JP) scale registers the 

most pronounced personality preference. It is noteworthy 

that the mean score of 86.77 of the JP variable is farther 

removed from the division point of 100 than any of the 

other Jungian variables of table 8. The standard deviation 

of 30.65 for the JP variable indicated that its range of 

scores is greater than those of the other Jungian 

variables. 

Table 8 also specifies the mean and standard 

deviation of the student ratings of instruction for the 
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eighty-eight community college instructors. The mean score 

of the student ratings is 441.09 with a standard deviation 

of 39.98. 

Differences Among the Instructional 
Divisions 

Table 9 displays the means and standard deviations 

of the four Jungian psychological variables and student 

evaluations of instruction for the five divisions. The 

chart shows that the five divisions were generally widely 

dispersed in their personality preferences. On the SN 

variable, there is a difference of approximately 33 points 

among the means of the five groups. On the TF and EI 

variables, there are differences of approximately 21 points 

and 2 0 points, respectively. The JP variable shows the 

least spread of points (18 points) among the means of the 

five divisions. 

Table 9 illustrates a notable spread of points 

between the divisions of social science and mathematics-

science on the EI variable. The mean of 87.92 for the social 

science instructors shows a decided preference for extra-

version while the mean of 107.71 for the mathematics-science 

instructors indicates their preference for introversion. 

The most pronounced spread of points among the five 

divisions on the four personality variables appears in the 

sensing-intuitive (SN) classification. The instructors of 

the humanities-communication division had a mean of 111.00 
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which indicates a decided preference for intuition. On the 

other hand, the vocational-technical division instructors 

showed a strong preference for sensing, with a mean of 

77.59. The spread of 33.43 points on the SN scale between 

these two groups denotes the greatest difference among the 

five divisions on the psychological variables. 

On the thinking-feeling (TF) variable, the 

huamnities-communications and the health careers division 

had means of 106.09 and 103.63, respectively. Thus, these 

two groups ranked highest on the feeling variable. 

Conversely, the social science and mathematics-science 

divisions had means of 85.30 and 87.57 which show their 

preference for thinking. 

In order to test hypothesis six "Significant 

differences exist in faculty personality type score and 

student ratings of instruction among the five instructional 

divisions," the statistical technique of analysis of 

variance was utilized. Hypothesis six was accepted, for 

significant differences were found among the five instruc

tional divisions on the sensing-intuitive and thinking-

feeling personality variables, as well as the student 

ratings of instruction. However, no significant differ

ences were found among the divisions on the 

extravert-introvert and judging-perceptive variables. Only 

significant findings have been reported in this section. 
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The overall mean for the five instructional 

divisions on the sensing-intuitive variable was 91.88 

(table 9), which indicates a preference for sensing (S). 

However, faculty of the humanities-communications 

division were found to be highly intuitive (X = 111.00), 

as compared to the highly sensing vocational-technical 

division (X = 77.57). 

As is illustrated in table 10, differences among the 

divisions on the sensing-intuitive (SN) psychological trait 

prove to be significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

TABLE 10 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE SN 
VARIABLE BY DIVISION 

Source 

Within 

Between 

Total 

df 

83 

_J_ 

87 

SS 

59,182.01 

11,634.80 

70,816.81 

MS 

713.04 

2,9 08.7-0 

F-ratio 

4.08* 

*Signifleant at .05 level, 

Regarding the thinking-feeling (TF) variable, the 

five instructional divisions had an overall mean of 97.75 

(table 9), which demonstrates a slight preference for 

thinking (T). Nonetheless, the five instructional 

divisions differed significantly on the TF variable, which 

is indicated by the significant F-ratio of 3.0336 (table 11) 
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TABLE 11 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE TF 
VARIABLE BY DIVISION 

Source 

Within 

Between 

Total 

df 

83 

_4 

87 

SS 

35,820-27 

5,236.96 

41,057.23 

MS 

431.57 

1,309.24 

F-ratio 

3.03* 

*Signifleant at the .05 level. 

Table 12 shows significant differences among the 

five instructional divisions on student ratings of instruc

tion. The eighty-eight instructors had an overall mean of 

441.09 (table 9). An F-ratio of 2.76 (table 12) shows a 

significant difference among the five divisions at the .05 

level of confidence on student ratings of instruction. 

TABLE 12 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR STUDENT 
RATINGS OF INSTRUCTION BY DIVISION 

Source 

Within 

Between 

Total 

df 

83 

_4 

87 

SS 

122,753.01 

16,346.21 

139,099.21 

MS 

1,478.95 

4,086.55 

F-ratio 

2.76* 

*Signifleant at the .05 level. 
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Prediction of Student Ratings from Jungian 
Psychological Traits 

The data were analyzed to determine the effective

ness of the Jungian psychological traits in predicting 

student rating of instruction scores. A multiple regression 

equation was applied to all Myers-Briggs personality scores 

and student rating scores. The overall student rating 

score for each instructor was then used, in turn, as the 

dependent variable in a stepwise multiple-regression 

analysis in which the four personality variables were 

potential independent variables. The optimum set of 

predictors was defined to be the set at which the standard 

error of estimate was lowest in the stepwise analysis. 

The intercorrelations among the student rating of 

instruction scores and the four Jungian psychological traits 

are found in table 13. 

TABLE 13 

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG JUNGIAN PSYCHOLOGICAL TRAITS 
AND STUDENT RATING OF INSTRUCTION SCORES FOR 

ALL DIVISIONS 
(N = 88) 

Variable 

EI 

SN 

TF 

JP 

Student Ratings 

-.07 

.06 

.11 

.16 

EI 

-.18 

-.11 

-.27* 

SN 

.04 

.38* 

TF 

.43* 

JP 

•Significant at .01 level. 
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As table 13 shows, the correlations between the 

student ratings of instruction and personality variables 

of EI, SN, TP, and JP are low. However, some significant 

intercorrelations at the .01 level of confidence appear 

among the Jungian psychological traits. Judging-perceptive 

(JP) and thinking-feeling (TF) show a significant inter-

correlation of .43. Also, judging-perceptive (JP) and 

sensing-intuitive (SN) and extravert-introvert (EI) have 

significant intercorrelations of .38 and -.27, respectively. 

The JP variable appears to be a strong deteirminer for 

both the TF and SN variables. A negative relationship 

appears to exist between JP and EI, that is, the scores 

of the second variable decrease as the scores for the first 

variable increase. 

The application of the step-wise multiple regression 

procedure yields a raw score regression equation of: 

Y = .15860 X, + -.05172 X^ + .01902 X^ 

+ .11231 X^ + 419.63192 

in which Y = predicted student rating score 

X, = JP score 

Xp = EI score 

X^ = SN score 

X. = TF score 4 

Constant = 419.63192 

A complete summary of related data is found in 

table 14. 
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TABLE 14 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE—ALL DIVISIONS 
(N = 88) 

Personality 
Variables 

JP = X, 

EI = X^ 

SN = X3 

TF = X4 

Raw Score 
Coefficient 

.15860 

-.05172 

.01902 

.11231 

Beta 
Coefficient 

.12157 

-.03200 

.01357 

.06103 

Model Indices 

Multiple R 

R square 

Standard error 

F-ratio 

Value 

.17383 

.03022 

40.31756 

.64652 

An analysis of the regression model yielded a 

2 
multiple R of .17383 and a R of .03022. In other words, 

only 3.022 percent of the variance in the student ratings 

of instruction are attributable to this linear combination 

2 

of predictor variables. The relatively low value of R 

and the large standard error of 40.317556 indicates that 

this combination of predictor variables proved ineffective 

in predicting the student ratings. 
The above conclusion is also substantiated by the 

application of analysis of variance techniques used to 
2 

test for the significance of the achieved R . The obtained 

F-ratio of .64652, when compared to an Ftable with 4 and 

83 degrees of freedom, does not exceed the critical table 

value for the .05 level of significance. Thus, hypothesis 

one, two, three, and four of this study are not supported 

by statistical data from the multiple regression analysis. 

Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS). 
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From an analysis of the Beta weights found in 

table 14 and the step-wise procedure used to determine the 

best possible regression equation, it is evident that the 

best single predictor is judging-perceptive (JP). Its 

effectiveness as a predictor may be related to the fact 

that it had the largest standard deviation of the Jungian 

psychological traits and was the most strongly indicated 

preference on the faculty MBTI personality scores (table 8) 

Prediction of Student Ratings for the 
Social Science Division 

The intercorrelations between the student ratings 

and the Jungian psychological traits for the social science 

division are found in table 15. 

TABLE 15 

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG JUNGIAN PSYCHOLOGICAL TRAITS 
AND STUDENT RATING OF INSTRUCTION SCORES 

FOR THE SOCIAL SCIENCE DIVISION 
(N = 13) 

Variable 

EI 

SN 

TF 

JP 

Student Ratings 

.23 

.34 

-.34 

.07 

EI 

-.24 

-.12 

-.36 

SN 

.08 

.48* 

TF 

.46 

JP 

•significant at .05 level. 
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Table 15 indicates some relationship between the 

JP variable and the other three Jungian psychological 

variables. JP and SN show a significant intercorrelation 

of .48. Furthermore, JP and TF and JP and EI show inter

correlations of .46 and -.36, respectively. However, very 

low intercorrelations are indicated for EI,. SN, and TF. 

For social science instructors, the psychological 

trait which has the highest positive correlation with 

student ratings is SN with a correlation of .34. Further

more, 69.2 percent of the social science division sample 

was found to be intuitive (N of table 2). On the other hand, 

TF with a correlation of -.3 4 appears to be negatively 

correlated with student rating scores. 

The application of the step-v̂ /ise multiple regression 

procedure yields a raw score regression equation of: 

Y = .18035 X, + .50654 X^ + .35416 X^ + -0-45904 X^ 

+ 378.00776 

in which Y = predicted student rating score 

X, = JP score 

X^ = EI score 

X^ = SN score 

X. = TP score 

Constant = 378.00776 

A complete summary of related data is found in table 

16. 
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TABLE 16 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUI^MARY TABLE FOR THE 
SOCIAL SCIENCE DIVISION 

(N = 13) 

Personality 
Variables 

JP = X, 

EI = X^ 

SN = X3 

TF = X^ 

Raw Score 
Coefficient 

.18035 

.50654 

.35416 

.45904 

Beta 
Coefficient 

.24654 

.35782 

.34799 

-.44575 

Model Indices 

Multiple R 

R square 

Standard error 

F-ratio 

' 

Value 

.61665 

.38025 

24.04748 

1.22713 

Table 16 shows that an analysis of the regression 
2 

model yields a multiple R of .61665 and a R of .38025. 

Thus, 38.025 percent of the variance in the student ratings 

of instruction can be attributed to this linear combination 

2 

of predictor variables. It is noteworthy that the R of the 

social science division sample is considerably higher than 

that of the total sample population (.03022). However, the 

F-ratio of 1.22713, when compared to a F table with 4 and 

8 degrees of freedom, is not significant at the .05 level 

of confidence. 

An analysis of the Beta weights of table 16 

indicates that TF (thinking-feeling) is the best single 

preaictor for the social science division. A comparison of 

the Beta weights for the best single predictor variable 

for the social science division and the total sample 

population shows that the TF Beta weight for the social 
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science division (.44575, table 16) is considerably larger 

than JP (.12157, table 14) for the total sample population. 

Prediction of Student Ratings for the 
Humanities-Communications Division 

The intercorrelations between the Jungian psycho

logical traits and the student ratings for.the 

humanities-communications division are displayed in table 

17. 

TABLE 17 

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG JUNGIAN PSYCHOLOGICAL TRAITS 
AND STUDENT RATING OF INSTRUCTION SCORES FOR THE 

HUMANITIES-COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION 
(N = 11) 

Variable 

EI 

SN 

TF 

JP 

Student Ratings 

.03 

-.43 

.11 

-.33 

EI 

-.32 

.11 

.34 

SN 

-.23 

.25 

TF 

.49 

JP 

*None are significant at .05 level. 

Table 17 illustrates some relationship between the 

JP psychological trait and the other three Jungian trait 

variables. Although JP and TF show a positive inter

correlation of .49, it is not significant at the .05 level 

of confidence. JP and EI and JP and SN show intercorre

lations of .34 and .25, respectively. Very low 

intercorrelations are indicated for EI, SN, and TF. 
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For humanities-communications instructors, the 

personality factor which has the highest positive corre

lation with student ratings is TF, with a correlation of 

.11. Conversely, SN and JP, with correlations of -.43 and 

-.33, appear to be negatively correlated with student 

rating scores. 

In applying the multiple regression procedure to 

the data generated by the humanities-coimnunications division, 

the following raw score regression equation was formed: 

Y = -.10051 X^ + .01411 X^ + -0.06351 X^ 

+ .06682 X^ + 477.46977 

in which Y = predicted student rating score 

X, = JP score 

Xp = EI score 

X- = SN score 

X. = TP score 

Constant = 477.46977 

A complete summary of related data is found in 

table 18. As shown in table 18, the multiple regression 

2 
analysis yields a multiple R of .52100 and a R of .27144 

In other words, 27.14 percent of the variance in the 

student ratings of instruction can be attributed to this 

2 
combination of predictor variables. The R of the 

humanities-communications division is considerably higher 

2 
than the R of the total sample population (.03022). On 

the other hand, the standard error of the humanities-
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communications division (7.44066) is substantially less 

than that of the total sample population (40.3175556). When 

compared to an F table with 4 and 6 degrees of freedom, the 

F-ratio of .55885 is not significant at the .05 level of 

confidence. 

TABLE 18 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE FOR THE 
HUMANITIES-COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION 

(N = 11) 

Personality 
Variables 

JP = X, 

EI = X^ 

SN = X3 

TF = X^ 

Raw Score 
Coefficient 

-.10051 

.01411 

-.06351 

.06682 

Beta 
Coefficient 

.40908 

.06115 

.25196 

.24424 

Model Indices 

Multiple R 

R.square 

Standard error 

F-ratio 

Value 

.52100 

.27144 

7.44066 

.55885 

JP (judging-perceptive) is shown to be the best 

single predictor for the humanities-communications division 

by an analysis of the Beta weights Jisted in table 18. 

Likewise, JP is the best single predictor variable for the 

total sample population. It is noteworthy that the JP 

Beta weight for the humanities-communications division 

(.40908, table 18) is considerably larger than the JP Beta 

weight (.12157, table 14) for the total sample population. 
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Prediction of Student Ratings for the Health 
Careers-Physical Education Division 

The intercorrelations among the student rating of 

instruction scores and the Jungian psychological traits 

for the health careers-physical education division are 

found in table 19. 

TABLE 19 

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG JUNGIAN PSYCHOLOGICAL TRAITS 
AND STUDENT RATING OF INSTRUCTION SCORES FOR 

THE HEALTH CAREERS-PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
DIVISION 
(N = 22) 

Variable 

EI 

SN 

TF 

JP 

Student Ratings 

-.25 

.24 

.29 

.25 

EI 

-.22 

-.43* 

-.52** 

SN 

.14 

.35 

TF 

.44* 

JP 

*Signifleant at .05 level. 
**Signifleant at .01 level. 

Table 19 indicates a small degree of relationship 

between three Jungian psychological traits and the student 

ratings of instruction. The high negative correlations 

between JP and EI and TF and EI are noteworthy. JP and 

TF are positively correlated at .44, which indicates a 

.05 level of significance. 

For health careers-physical education instructors, 

the Jungian psychological trait, which has the highest 
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correlation with student ratings is TF, with a correlation 

of .29. Moreover, 63.6 percent of the division sample 

were found to be of the feeling type (table 4). On the 

other hand, EI with a correlation of -.25 appears to be 

negatively correlated with student rating scores. 

The application of the step-wise multiple regression 

procedure to the data of the health careers-physical education 

division yields the following raw score regression equation: 

/\ 

Y = .04951 X^ + -.16752 X^ + .23016 X^ 

+ .37830 X^ + 384.00892 

/̂  

in which Y = predicted student rating score 

X, = JP score 

Xp = EI score 

X^ = SN score 
X. = TF score 4 

Constant = 384.00892 

Table 20 presents a complete summary of related data 

for the health careers-physical education division. The 

multiple regression model shown in table 20 has a multiple 
2 

R of .36652 and a R of .13434. Thus, 13.434 percent of 

the variance in the student ratings of instruction can be 

attributed to the combination of the Jungian psychological 
2 

traits. Like the previously mentioned divisions, the R 
of the health careers-physical education division is higher 

than that of the total sample population. The standard 
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error of 43.66095 of the multiple regression model of the 

health careers-physical education division is very close 

numerically to that of 40.31756 of the total sample 

population. The F-ratio of .65955, when compared to an F 

table with 4 and 17 degrees of freedom, is not significant 

at the .05 level of confidence. 

TABLE 2 0 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUr4MARY TABLE FOR THE 
HEALTH CAREERS-PHYSICAL EDUCATION DIVISION 

(N = 22) 

Personality 
Variables 

Raw Score 
Coefficient 

Beta 
Coefficient Model Indices Value 

JP 

EI 

SN 

TF 

= X. 

= X. 

= X. 

= X 

04951 

16752 

23016 

37830 

43961 

10595 

17166 

19734 

Multiple R 

R square 

Standard error 

F-ratio 

.36652 

.13434 

43.66095 

.65955 

An analysis of the Beta weights of table 20 shows 

that TF (thinking-feeling) is the best single predictor for 

the health careers-physical education division. TF was 

also found to be the best predictor for the social science 

division. However, the TF Beta weight for the social 

science division (.44575, table 16) is considerably larger 

than the TF (.19734, table 20) Beta weight for the health 

careers-physical education division. 
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Prediction of Student Ratings for the 
Vocational-Technical Division 

Table 21 displays the intercorrelations among the 

student rating scores and the Jungian psychological traits 

for the vocational-technical division. 

TABLE 21 

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG JUNGIAN PSYCHOLOGICAL TRAITS 
AND STUDENT RATING OF INSTRUCTION SCORES FOR THE 

VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL DIVISION 
(N = 28) 

Variable 

EI 

SN 

TF 

JP 

Student Ratings 

-.36* 

.12 

.06 

.24 

EI 

-.09 

-.16 

-.42* 

SN 

.34* 

.34* 

TF 

.53** 

JP 

*Signifleant at the .05 level. 
**Signifleant at the .01 level. 

It was apparent from the findings shown in table 21 

that significant relationships exist between the JP 

psychological trait and the other three psychological 

traits. JP and TF show the highest intercorrelation of 

.53 at the .01 level of significance. Moreover, both JP 

and SN and TF and SN show significant intercorrelations of 

.34. A high negative intercorrelation exists between JP 

and EI which indicates that the score of the second 

variable decreased as the score for the first variable 

increased. 
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These findings, related to the intercorrelations 

between the Jungian psychological traits for the vocational-

technical division, were found to be very similar to the 

findings of the composite of the total sample population 

(table 10). In both groups, JP is predominant and has 

significant positive intercorrelations with TF and SN. 

Further, JP in both groups has a significant negative 

intercorrelation with EI. Moreover, the judging attitude 

is shown to be preferred by 67 percent of the total sample 

population (table 1) and by 75 percent of the vocational-

technical sample population (table 5). 

For vocational-technical division instructors, a 

significant negative relationship exists between the EI 

psychological trait and student ratings of instruction. 

However, the JP psychological trait positively correlated 

with student ratings at .24. SN and TF have low corre

lations of .12 and .06, respectively, with student ratings 

of instruction. 

When the step-wise multiple regression procedure 

was applied to the data from the vocational-technical 

division, the following raw score regression equation was 

formulated: 

Y = .20062 X, + -0.60970 X2 + .16605 X^ 

+ -0.21569 X. + 496.99565 
4 

in which Y = predicted student rating score 
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X, = JP score 

X2 = EI score 

X^ = SN score 

X- = TF score 

Constant = 496.99565. 

A complete summary of the data related to the 

multiple regression model is found in table 22. 

TABLE 22 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUI4MARY TABLE FOR THE 
VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL DIVISION 

(N = 28) 

Personality 
Variable 

Raw Score 
Coefficient 

Beta 
Coefficient Model Indices Value 

JP 

EI 

SN 

TF 

X. 

= X, 

= X. 

X 

20062 

60970 

16605 

21569 

.12599 

-.31229 

.08117 

-.08677 

Multiple R 

R square 

Standard error 

F-ratio . 

.38315 

.14680 

41.79699 

.98936 

Table 22 displays a multiple regression model with 

a multiple R of .38315 and a R^ of .14680. Thus, 14.680 

percent of the variance in the student ratings of 

instruction can be attributed to this linear combination 
2 

of predictor variables. When the R and the standard error 

of the regression model of the vocational-technical division 

(table 22) are compared with that of the total sample 
2 

population (table 14), the R and the standard error are 
shown to be greater for the vocational-technical division. 
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The F-ratio of .98936, when compared to an F table with 4 

and 23 degrees of freedom is not significant at the .05 

level of confidence. 

An analysis of the Beta weights shown in table 22, 

indicates that EI (extraversion-introversion) is the best 

single predictor for the vocational-technical division. A 

comparison of the Beta weights for the best single predictor 

variable for the vocational-technical division and the total 

sample population shows that the EI Beta weight for the 

vocational-technical division (-.31229, table 22) is 

negative and considerably larger than JP (.12157, table 14) 

for the total sample population. 

Prediction of Student Ratings for the 
Mathematics-Science Division 

Table 23 displays the intercorrelations among the 

student rating of instruction scores and the Jungian 

psychological traits for the mathematics-science division. 

Table 23 shows that the personality factors EI and SN 

have some relationship with the student ratings of 

instruction. Moreover, the relationship between EI and the 

student ratings is significant at the .05 level. 

Some positive intercorrelations are indicated among 

the Jungian psychological traits. The JP variable appears 

to be a determiner for both the SN and TF variables. JP 

and TF and JP and SN have positive intercorrelations of .42 

and .41, respectively. 
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TABLE 23 

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG JUNGIAN PSYCHOLOGICAL TRAITS 
AND STUDENT RATING OF INSTRUCTION SCORES FOR THE 

MATHEMATICS-SCIENCE DIVISION 
(N = 14) 

Variable 

EI 

SN 

TF 

JP 

Student Ratings 

.46* 

-.37 

-.07 

-.02 

EN 

-.25 

.15 

.12 

SN 

-.15 

.41 

TF 

.42 

JP 

*Signifleant at the .05 level. 

When the step-wise multiple regression procedure 

was applied to the data from the mathematics-science 

division, the following raw score regression equation was 

formulated: 

Y = .41722 X, + .62819 X^ + -.63860 X^ 

+ -.69794 X^ + 441.17142 

in which Y = predicted student rating score 

X, = JP score 

X^ = EI score 

X- = SN score 

X, = TF score 
4 

Constant = 441.17142 

A complete summary of related data is found in 

table 24. 
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TABLE 24 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE FOR THE 
MATHEMATICS-SCIENCE DIVISION 

(N = 14) 

Personality 
Variables 

JP = X 

EI = X^ 

SN = X3 

TF = X4 

Raw Score 
Coefficient 

.41722 

.62819 

-.63860 

-.69794 

Beta 
Coefficient 

.22241 

.37125 

-.41397 

-.28057 

Model Indices 

Multiple R 

R square 

Standard error 

F-ratio 

Value 

.58238 

.33917 

47.18249 

1.15480 

An analysis of the regression model yields a 

multiple R of .58238 and a R^ of .33917. Thus, 33.917 

percent of the variance in the student ratings of instruction 

are attributable to this linear combination of predictor 

variables. When the amount of variance accounted for by 

the regression model in each division is compared, the 

mathematics-science division with 33 percent is shown to 

be second only to the social science division with 38 

2 

percent. Moreover, the R of the mathematics-science 

division, as well as the standard error, is greater than 

the total sample population of eighty-eight instructors. 

The F-ratio of 1.15480, when compared to an F table with 4 

and 9 degrees of freedom, is not significant at the .05 
level. 

An analysis of the Beta weights in table 24 reveals 

that EI (extraversion-introversion) is the best single 
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predictor for the mathematics-science division, as well as 

for the vocational-technical division. However, the EI Beta 

weight for the mathematics-science division (.37125, table 

24) is considerably greater than the negative EI Beta weight 

(-.31229, table 22) for the vocational-technical division. 

t-Tests of the Mean Student Rating Scores 
of Jungian Type Combinations 

In order to test hypothesis five, "A significant 

difference exists between the student rating of instruction 

scores of instructors who have definitive scores on the 

r-IBTI scales (30 or more points removed from the MBTI division 

point) and those instructors who do not have definitive 

scores on' the MBTI scales," the statistical technique of 

the t-test was utilized. Furthermore, this investigation 

sought to answer the question of whether definitive scores 

on one or more Jungian psychological traits significantly 

affected student rating of instruction scores. 

Three groups were defined in studying the difference 

between the mean student rating scores of instructors who 

had high MBTI scores on the judging-perceptive scale and 

those instructors whose MBTI personality scores clustered 

close to the division point on the judging-perceptive 

scale. The high-scoring judging group was defined as those 

instructors whose MBTI judging score was 30 or more points 

removed from the division point on the judging-perceptive 

scale. The high-scoring perceptive group was composed 

of instructors whose MBTI perceptive score was 3 0 or more 
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points removed from the division point. Lastly, the JP 

mid-group consisted of those instructors whose scores on 

the judging-perceptive scale clustered within 30 points 

of the division point. 

The student ratings for each of the three distinct 

groups were determined and analyzed, and all possible paired 

comparisons between mean student ratings were conducted. 

Table 25 displays the means, standard deviations, t-values, 

and number of subjects for each of the three groups. 

TABLE 25 

t-TEST OF MEANS BETWEEN DEFINITIVE JUDGING 
AND PERCEPTIVE GROUPS AND JP MID-GROUP 

Variables 

High J group 
High P group 

High J group 
JP mid-group 

High P group 
JP mid-group 

N 

34 
11 

34 
43 

11 
43 

X 

433.58 
443.81 

433.58 
442.93 

443.81 
442.93 

Standard Deviation 

39.24 
36.14 

39.24 
43.15 

36.14 
43.15 

t-Value* 

-.0735 

-.9737 

.0627 

*A11 t-values failed to reach the .05 level of 
significance. 

When the mean student rating of the high-scoring 

judging group is compared with that of the high-scoring 

perceptive group, the achieved t-value of -.0735 indicates 

no significant difference between the means of the two 

groups. When the mean student ratings of the high-scoring 

judging group is compared with the JP mid-group, the 
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achieved t-value of -.9737 indicates no significant differ

ence between the means of these two groups. Likewise, a 

comparison of the high-scoring perceptive group with the 

JP mid-group indicates no significant difference with a 

t-value of .0627. 

In studying the difference between the student 

rating scores of instructors who have definitive personality 

scores on either sensing (S) or intuitive (N) and those who 

do not have definitive scores on these variables, three 

groups were defined. The same criteria used in the previous 

t-test for the judging-perceptive groups were utilized; that 

is, a definitive personality score was defined as a score 

30 or more points removed from the division point on the 

MBTI scale, and a mid-group score was one within 3 0 points 

of the division point. Table 26 illustrates the means, 

standard deviations, t-values, and number of subjects for 

each of the three groups. 

When the mean student rating of the high-scoring 

sensing group is compared with that of the high-scoring 

intuitive group, the obtained t-value of .4985 indicates 

no significant difference between the means of the two 

groups. When the mean student rating of the high-scoring 

sensing group is compared with the SN mid-group, the 

achieved t-value of 1-088 shows no significant difference 

between the means of these two groups. A comparison of 
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the high-scoring intuitive group with the SN mid-group also 

indicates no significant difference with a t-value of .2119. 

TABLE 26 

t-TEST OF MEANS BETVJEEN DEFINITIVE SENSING 
AND INTUITIVE GROUPS AND SN MID-GROUP 

Variables 

High S group 
High N group 

High S group 
SN mid-group 

High N group 
SN mid-group 

N 

23 
10 

23 
55 

10 
55 

X 

447.32 
439.50 

447.32 
436.42 

439.50 
436.42 

Standard Deviation 

36.60 
50.12 

36.60 
40.86 

50.12 
40.86 

t-Vaiue* 

.4985 

1.088 

.2119 

*A11 t-values failed to reach .05 level of significance. 

Using the forementioned criteria and procedure for 

defining a definitive group and a mid-group, the following 

three groups were delineated for the extraversion-

introversion variable: the high-scoring extraverted group, 

the high-scoring intraverted group, and the EI mid-group. 

Table 27 displays the means, standard deviations, t-values, 

and number of subjects for each of the three groups. 

No significant difference is indicated by the 

t-value of .4137, which resulted from the comparison of the 

mean student rating of the high-scoring extraverted group 

with that of the high-scoring introverted group. Further

more, a comparison of the high-scoring extraverted group 

with the EI mid-group shows no significant difference, with 
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a t-value of .9215. Lastly, a comparison of the high-

scoring introverted group with the EI mid-group indicates 

no significant difference, with an achieved t-value of 

.3508. 

TABLE 27 

t-TEST OF r̂ EANS BETWEEN DEFINITIVE EXTRAVERTED 
AND INTROVERTED GROUPS AND EI MID-GROUP 

Variables 

High E group 
High I group 

High E group 
EI mid-group 

High I group 
EI mid-group 

N 

12 
10 

12 
66 

10 
66 

X 

449.33 
442.40 

449.33 
437.51 

442.40 
437.51 

Standard Deviation 

38.71 
39.66 

38.71 
41.22 

39.66 
41.22 

t-Value* 

.4137 

.9215 

.3508 

*A11 t-values failed to reach .05 level of significance. 

Similarly, three groups were defined, using the 

forementioned criteria and procedure for the Jungian 

psychological variable of thinking-feeling. Table 28 

illustrates the means, standard deviations, t-values, and 

number of subjects for each of the three groups. 

The data of table 28 displays significant differ

ences between the means of specific groups. The 

high-scoring thinking group had a mean student rating of 

433.90, as compared to a mean student rating of 468.83 for 

the high-scoring feeling group. When a t-test was used, the 

achieved t-value of 2.084 indicates a significant difference 
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TABLE 28 

t-TEST OF MEANS BETWEEN DEFINITIVE THINKING 
AND FEELING GROUPS AND TF MID-GROUP 

Variables 

High T group 
High F group 

High T group 
TF mid-group 

High F group 
TF mid-group 

N 

10 
6 

10 
72 

6 
72 

X 

433.90 
468.83 

433.90 
436.96 

468.83 
436.96 

Standard Deviation 

39.26 
13.42 

39.26 
41.70 

13.42 
41.70 

t-Value 

2.084* 

-.218 

1.854* 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

r 

between the two groups at the .05 level of confidence. A 

significant difference is also indicated between the high-

scoring feeling group and the TF mid-group. VJhen the mean 

student rating of 468.83 of the high-scoring feeling group 

is compared with that of 43 9.96 of the TF mid-group, the 

obtained t-value of 1.854 indicates a significant differ

ence at the .05 level. 

On the other hand, no significant difference is 

seen between the means of the high-scoring thinking group 

and the TF mid-group. The achieved t-value of -0.218 

between these two groups indicates no significant differ

ence at the .05 level. 

To determine differences in student ratings of 

instruction scores between those instructors who had 

definitive MBTI personality scores on two or more Jungian 

psychological traits and the remainder of the faculty 
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sample, the statistical technique of the t-test was 

utilized. Thirty-seven subjects were found to have 

definitive MBTI scores on two or more Jungian psychological 

traits. On all possible combinations of variables, only 

those subjects with high scores on sensing and judging (30 

or more points removed from the division point) constituted 

a sufficient sample for statistical analysis. No other 

combination of high MBTI scores on two or more Jungian 

psychological traits occurred in over five subjects. 

Two groups were defined in order to study the 

differences in mean student ratings. Those instructors 

who had scores 30 or more points removed from the division 

point on both the sensing and judging psychological traits 

constituted the high-scoring sensing-judging (SJ) group. 

The remainder of the faculty sample who did not have high-

scoring SJ personality combinations constituted the 

second group. Table 29 displays the means, standard 

deviations, t-values, and number of subjects for each of 

the two groups. 

Table 29 shows that the high-scoring SJ group had 

a mean student rating of 442.00, as compared to a mean 

student rating of 437.04 for the other Jungian type 

combinations group. The achieved t-value of .3948 

indicates that no significant difference was found between 

the means of the two groups. 
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TABLE 29 

t-TEST OF MEANS BETWEEN DEFINITIVE SJ GROUP 
AND OTHER JUNGIAN TYPES 

Variables 

High SJ group 

Other Jungian 
types 

N 

13 

75 

X 

442.00 

437.04 

Standard Deviation 

32.62 

43.11 

t-Value* 

.3948 

*t-value failed to reach .05 level of significance. 

Finally, the mean student ratings of all possible 

combinations of two Jungian psychological traits were 

tested with the t-test for independent samples. Only 

significant results at the .05 level of confidence are 

reported. 

The mean student rating scores of those instructors 

with the combination of feeling-perceptive (FP) were 

compared with the mean student rating scores of the 

remainder of the faculty sample. Table 30 displays the 

means, standard deviations, t-values, and number of subjects 

for each of the two groups. 

Table 30 shows a significant difference between the 

mean student ratings of the two groups. A mean student 

rating score of 452.22 is indicated for the FP group, as 

compared to a mean student rating score of 4 33.9 0 for the 

other Jungian types group. The achieved t-value of 1.738 

is significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
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TABLE 30 

t-TEST OF MEANS BETWEEN FEELING-PERCEPTIVE 
GROUP AND OTHER JUNGIAN TYPES 

• 

Variables 

FP group 

Other Jungian 
types 

N 

19 

69 

X 

452.22 

433.90 

Standard Deviation 

30.53 

43.30 

t-value 

1.738* 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

To sum up, a pattern emerges from the results of the 

t-tests. The high-scoring feeling group, when compared to 

the high-scoring thinking group and the TF mid-group, shows 

significantly higher student ratings. In addition, the 

feeling-perceptive group, when compared to the remainder 

of the faculty sample, also exhibits a significant t-value. 

Thus, there appears to be a significant positive relation

ship between student ratings and the Jungian psychological 

trait of feeling. 

Relationship of Instructor Variables and 
Items of Student Rating Instrument 

In order to test for possible relationships between 

selected instructor variables and individual items of the 

student rating of instruction questionnaire, the Pearson 

correlation technique was used. Significant positive 

relationships were found to exist between the instructor 

personality variable of feeing (F) and more than half of 

the student rating of instruction questionnaire items. The 
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instructor personality variable of perception (P) was also 

found to be significantly correlated with more than one-

third of the student rating items. These significant 

findings corroborate the results of the t-tests regarding 

the feeling and perceptive traits and are displayed in table 

31. 

In analyzing the correlations of the Jungian 

psychological traits with the individual items of the 

student rating of instruction questionnaire (table 31), 

these personality variables should be interpreted as 

bi-polar pairs due to the nature of the MBTI instrument. 

For example, if an item of the student rating of instruction 

questionnaire is found to have a high positive correlation 

with one Jungian psychological trait, it should have a high 

negative correlation with the other member of the pair. 

This tendency can be observed in the data of table 31. 

To illustrate, item 3, "Presentation of Subject Matter" 

of the student rating of instruction instrument (appendix A), 

strongly detected the judging-perceptive (JP) personality 

parameter; that is, a significant negative relationship 

(r = -.27) is seen between judging (J) and item 3 and a 

significant positive relationship (r = .30) between 

perceptive (P) and item 3. In other words, instructors 

who preferred the P psychological trait tended to be rated 

favorably by students on "Presentation of Subject Matter." 

y^m^-. 
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Further analysis of table 31 shows that item 3 is 

significantly correlated at the .05 level of confidence with 

the personality variables of extraversion (E) and feeling 

(F). Thus, a pattern emerges from the data which suggests 

that instructors who preferred the EFP personality variables 

tended to be rated positively by students on item 3. 

Moreover, the data indicate that significant 

positive relationships exist between the personality 

variable of feeing (F) and twelve items of the student 

evaluation of instruction questionnaire. Feeling shows a 

significant correlation at the .01 level of confidence with 

items 4, 10, and 18; that is, "Classroom Activities," 

"Provision for Drills and Practices," and "Awareness of 

Students' Feelings." At the .05 level of confidence, feeling 

significantly correlates with items 3, 5, 6, 7, 11, 13, 14, 

16, and 21; "Presentation of Subject Matter," "Stimulation 

of Thinking," "Tolerance and Liberality," "Assignment of 

Classwork and Homework," "Instructor's Ability to Relate 

Subject Matter to Everyday Life," "Oral Communication 

Ability," "Achievement of Course Objectives," "Course 

Tests," and "Punctuality and Attendance," respectively. 

The data indicate that significant positive 

relationships exist between the personality variable of 

perception (P) and eight items of the student rating 

instrument. The following items correlate with the P 

variable at the .01 level of significance: item 3, 
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"Presentation of Subject Matter;" item 4, "Classroom 

Activities;" item 15, "Ability to Stimulate Student 

Interest;" and item 16, "Course Tests." At the .05 level 

of significance, four items of the student rating question

naire correlate with the P variable: item 5, "Stimulation 

of Thinking;" item 6, "Tolerance and Liberality;" item 13, 

"Oral Comraunication Ability;" and item 18, "Awareness of 

Students' Feelings." 

It is noteworthy that the combination of feeling-

perceptive (FP) was found to be significant on seven of the 

student rating items. In all instances, with the exception 

of one item, the P variable of the FP combinations (table 31) 

had the larger Pearson product-moment correlation coeffi

cient. Only nineteen instructors (21.7 percent) of the 

total sample population were FP types (table 1). These 

findings suggest that the FP teachers were rated signifi

cantly higher by students. As table 31 illustrates, the 

personality variables of introversion (I), sensing (S), and 

judging (J), were overwhelmingly negatively correlated with 

items of the student rating instrument. These data indicate 

that students tended to rate teachers with ISJ personality 

traits lower than the remainder of the sample population. 

The Pearson product-moment correlation technique 

was also used to test hypothesis seven, "A significant 

relationship exists between an instructor's sex and student 

ratings of instruction." Table 31 shows no significant 
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correlations between the variable of instructor's sex and 

the individual items of the student rating questionnaire. 

The data of table 31 indicate that the divisional 

affiliation of faculty is not related to the student ratings 

of instruction. Moreover, twenty of the Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficients are negative in direction. 

It should be noted that a significant negative relationship 

(r = -.21; p < .05) exists between item 11, "The 

Instructor's Ability to Relate the Subject Matter to 

Everyday Life," and divisional affiliation. The results 

show that instructors of the mathematics-science division 

tended to receive lower student ratings on item 11 than 

the other divisions. 

Table 32 indicates that the mean student ratings 

of female instructors (440.89) and male instructors (441.29) 

were very similar numerically. The mean student rating 

of 441.09 for the total sample population of eighty-eight 

instructors was also extremely close numerically to the 

male and female groups. The data of table 32 reveal that 

male instructors had more definitive preferences for 

sensing (S) and judging (J) than the female instructors 

did. 
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TABLE 32 

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF FACULTY PERSONALITY 
SCORES AND STUDENT RATINGS FOR MALE AND 

FEMALE INSTRUCTORS 

Variable 

EI 
X 
SD 

SN 
X 
SD 

TF 
X 
SD 

JP 
X 
SD 

Mean student 
ratings 
X 
SD 

Male Instructors 
(N = 45) 

98.39 
22.34 

84.06 
26.65 

94.30 
18.60 

83.79 
28.22 

441.29 
39.66 

Female Instructors 
(N = 45) 

96.11 
27.04 

99.35 
28.54 

101.04 
24.09 

89.62 
32.86 

440.89 
40.74 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The major purpose of this study was to determine 

the relationship between Jungian psychological traits of 

community college instructors and student evaluations of 

instruction. This investigation sought to identify the 

Jungian psychological traits of a community college faculty 

and to determine whether faculty psychological traits 

differed significantly among the instructional divisions. 

Through multivariate statistical techniques, the study 

sought to predict the most efficient set of faculty 

psychological traits for student ratings of instruction. 

Further, the relationship between very pronounced faculty 

Jungian type score and student ratings was investigated. 

Finally, the influence of an instructor's sex and 

divisional affiliation on student ratings was examined. 

A review of the related literature showed that 

little is known conclusively about the nature of relation

ship of teacher personality to teaching performance. 

Furthermore, the literature indicated that a major approach 

to studying the relationship between instructor personality 

113 
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characteristics and teaching effectiveness has been to 

analyze these characteristics in the light of teacher-

student interactions and student ratings of instruction. 

To secure a precise analysis of these complex interaction 

patterns, multivariate statistical techniques were utilized. 

It was assumed by this study that the ultimate measure of 

an instructor's effectiveness is his impact on the student. 

The conceptual fraraework of Jungian typology provided the 

theoretical base for studying teacher personality. 

Eighty-eight community college instructors—forty-

three males and forty-five females--participated in the 

study. Two instruments were used to collect the data to 

test the hypotheses. The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 

was used to measure the Jungian personality traits of the 

community college instructors, and student ratings were 

gathered from the student evaluation of instruction 

questionnaire. These instruments were administered one 

week prior to the spring semester final examinations at 

St. Philip's College, San Antonio Union Junior College 

District. 

The data from the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and 

the student ratings were submitted to the statistical 

technique of multiple regression. A step-wise regression 

model from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) was used to determine the Jungian personality 

traits that contributed to the prediction of student 
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ratings. Alpha levels of .01 and .05 were established as 

the levels of confidence required for statistical 

significance. 

The Pearson product-moment technique was employed 

to determine correlations between individual items of the 

student rating instrument and the Jungian type variables. 

In addition the Pearson correlation coefficients were used 

to determine whether groupings occurred intrinsically among 

the items of the student rating of instruction question

naire. 

T-tests were utilized to analyze the hypothesized 

difference between the mean student rating scores of 

instructors with high MBTI scores and instructors with 

MBTI scores that clustered close to the division point. 

Moreover, t-tests were used to determine the difference 

between the mean student ratings of groups of Jungian 

type combination. Finally, a single classification 

analysis of variance was performed in order to study the 

differences among the five instructional divisions. 

Summary of Major Findings 

For the purposes of this study, the analysis of the 

collected data was made in four major stages. In the first 

stage, the Jungian psychological traits of eighty-eight 

community college instructors were identified and 

described. The data from the MBTI Type Table showed that 

the instructors most frequently preferred the psychological 
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traits of extraversion, sensing, thinking, and judging. 

Specifically, the total sample population was more extra

verted (53.4 percent) than introverted (46.6 percent), 

more sensing (59.0 percent) than intuitive (41.0 percent), 

more thinking (51.1 percent) than feeling (48.9 percent), 

and more judging (67.0 percent) than perceptive (33.0 

percent). Of the eighty-eight instructors, seventeen 

(19.3 percent) were the ISTJ type. A predominant number 

of the instructors (fifty-nine) preferred the systematic 

and orderly approach to life favored by judging types. 

These data indicated that 4 9 percent of the instructors 

were detail-minded and systematic sensing judging (SJ) 

types, and 40 percent were logical thinking judging (TJ) 

types. 

Four cells contained 52.3 percent of the total 

sample population: ISTJ—19.3 percent; ENFP—11.4 percent; 

ESFJ—11.4 percent; and ISFJ—10.2 percent. ENFP and 

ESFJ each claimed ten instructors, and nine were ISFJ 

types. 

The Jungian personality types of the faculty of 

each instructional division were described and analyzed. 

The major findings of the first stage of data analysis 

are listed below. 

1. The Jungian personality types were randomly 

distributed among the divisions. 
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2. The sample of thirteen instructors from the 

social science division preferred extraversion (76.9 

percent), intuition (69.2 percent), thinking (61.5 percent), 

and judging (53.9 percent). The cell with the largest 

number of subjects (23.1 percent) was ENTJ. The social 

science instructors were highly extraverted and intuitive 

in comparison to the total sample population. 

3. The eleven instructors of the humanities-

communications division preferred introversion (54.4 

percent), intuition (72.7 percent), feeling (54.5 percent), 

and judging (63.6 percent). The ENFJ and ISFJ cells 

contained 36.4 percent of the divisional sample. The 

instructors were highly intuitive in comparison to the 

total sample population. 

4. Although twenty-two instructors of the health 

careers-physical education division were evenly distributed 

between extraversion (50.0 percent) and introversion 

(50.0 percent), they preferred sensing (59.1 percent), 

feeling (63.6 percent), and judging (63.6 percent). 

Approximately two-thirds of the instructors clustered in 

four cells: ENFP and ISTJ each contained 18.2 percent, 

and ESFJ and ISFJ each contained 13.6 percent. The 

preferences of the instructors of the health careers-

physical education division closely resembed those of the 

total sample population, with the exception of the 

psychological trait of feeling. 
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5. The sample of twenty-eight instructors from the 

vocational-technical division were evenly distributed on the 

Jungian psychological traits of thinking (50.0 percent) 

and feeling (50.0 percent). However, the sample preferred 

extraversion (57.1 percent) and strongly preferred sensing 

(82.1 percent) and judging (75.0 percent). , Over 57 percent 

of the instructors were classified in the cells of ISTJ, 

ESTJ, and ESFJ. Compared with the total sample population, 

the instructors of the vocational-technical division were 

highly sensing and judging. 

6. The sample of fourteen instructors from the 

mathematics-science division showed strong preferences of 

71.4 percent for both thinking and judging. The instructors 

also preferred introversion and sensing (each at 64.3 

percent). The cells of ISTJ and ESTJ contained more than 

42 percent of the divisional sample. The mathematics-

science instructors preferred thinking to a much higher 

degree than did the total sample population. 

7. The one-way analysis of variance by collegiate 

division showed that the five divisions were significantly 

different at the .05 level of confidence with regard to the 

sensing-intuitive (SN) and thinking-feeling (TF) variables. 

8. A majority of sensing types clustered in the 

vocational-technical division, whereas the divisions of 

social sciences and humanities-communications were 

composed largely of intuitive types. The divisions of 
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social science and mathematics-science were dissimilar 

in their instructors' strong preferences for extraversion 

and introversion, respectively. The thinking types were 

predominant in the mathematics-science division and social 

science division, whereas the feeling types were predominant 

in the health careers-physical education division. All 

five divisions had a predominant number of judging types. 

9. The one-way analysis of variance by collegiate 

division showed that student rating of instruction scores 

were significantly different at the .05 level of confidence. 

The instructors of the humanities-comraunications division 

were rated highest by the students, with a mean student 

rating of 469.73. The following divisions are listed in 

descending order of their student rating scores: 

vocational-technical, social science, and health careers-

physical education. Mathematics-science instructors were 

rated lowest by the students, with a mean student rating 

of 422.55. The overall average of student ratings for the 

total sample population was 4 41.09. 

In the second stage of data analysis of the study, 

the data from the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and the 

student rating of instruction questionnaire were submitted 

to the statistical technique of multiple regression. The 

major findings are as follows: 

10- The predictive relationship between the 

personality scores of the sample of eighty-eight community 
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college instructors on the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and 

the student ratings of instruction was negligible. A 

multiple R of .17 was found from a combination of Jungian 

psychological traits, which accounted for only 3.02 percent 

of the variance in the student ratings. Factor JP (judging-

perceptive) was found to be the best single predictor of 

student ratings for the composite of the five divisions. 

11. A moderate predictive relationship existed 

between the personality scores of the sample of thirteen 

social science instructors on the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator and the student ratings of instruction. A 

multiple R of .61 was found from a combination of the 

predictor variables, and 38 percent of the variability in 

student ratings was accounted for by these variables. 

Factor TF (thinking-feeling) was the best single predictor 

for the social science division. 

12. In regard to the humanities-communications 

division, a low predictive relationship was found between 

the personality scores of the sample of eleven divisional 

instructors on the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and the 

student ratings. A multiple R of .52 resulted from a 

combination of the Jungian psychological traits, which 

accounted for 27 percent of the variance in student 

ratings. Factor JP (judging-perceptive) proved to be the 

best single predictor of student ratings for this division. 
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13. A low predictive relationship was established 

between the personality scores of the sample of twenty-two 

health careers-physical education instructors on the 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and the student ratings. 

From a combination of the Jungian personality variables, 

a multiple R of .37 was obtained, which accounted for 13 

percent of the variance in student ratings. The personality 

variable of TF (thinking-feeling) was found to be the best 

single predictor of student ratings for the division. 

14. For the vocational-technical division, a low 

predictive relationship was found between the MBTI 

personality scores of the divisional sample of twenty-eight 

instructors and the student ratings. A multiple R of .38 

was obtained and accounted for 14.7 percent of the variance 

in student ratings. Factor EI (extraversion-introversion) 

was the best single predictor of student ratings for this 

division. 

15. A moderate predictive relationship was found 

between the MBTI personality scores of the sample of fourteen 

mathematics-science instructors and the student ratings. 

An analysis of the multiple regression model yielded a 

multiple R of .58, which accounted for 33.9 percent of the 

variance in student ratings. Factor EI (extraversion-

introversion) was the best single predictor of student 

ratings for this division. 

In the third stage of the data analysis, t-tests 

were utilized to determine whether significant differences 
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existed between the mean student rating of instruction 

scores of each Jungian type combination group. 

16. The results of the t-tests on the psychological 

traits of extraversion, introversion, sensing, intuition, 

judging, and perception showed that the mean student rating 

scores of those instructors with high MBTI scores (30 or 

more points removed from the division point) did not differ 

significantly from those instructors who did not have high 

MBTI scores. However, the high-scoring feeling group, when 

compared to the high-scoring thinking group, and the 

thinking-feeling mid-group were rated significantly higher 

at the .05 level of confidence on the mean student rating of 

instruction. These results suggested a significant positive 

relationship between student rating scores and the psycho

logical trait of feeling. 

17. Faculty with feeling-perceptive (FP) personality 

types, when compared to the remainder of the'MBTI faculty 

sample, were rated significantly higher at the .05 level 

on mean student ratings of instruction. Thus, these 

findings suggested that a significant positive relationship 

exists between student ratings and the personality 

combination of feeling-perceptive. 

In the fourth and last stage of the data analysis, 

the statistical technique of the Pearson Product-Moment 

Correlation was utilized. 

18. An analysis of the Pearson Product-Moment 

Correlation coefficients indicated that a number of 
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significant correlations existed between the items of the 

student rating of instruction instrument and the selected 

instructor variables. Twelve items of the student rating 

instrument were significantly correlated at the .05 level 

of confidence with the Jungian psychological trait of 

feeling. These results corroborated the findings of the 

t-tests and indicated that the students viewed the 

personality parameter of feeling in a highly positive 

manner. 

19. Neither the sex nor the divisional affiliation 

of the instructor was found to be significantly correlated 

with the student ratings of instruction. 

Conclusions of the Study 

Affirmation or Rejection of Hypotheses 

H, . A significant relationship exists between 

student ratings of instruction and faculty personality type 

score on the MBTI extravert-introvert scale. The hypothesis 

was rejected because the F value obtained as a result of 

the multiple regression analysis failed to reach the .05 

level of significance. 

Hp. A significant relationship exists between 

student ratings of instruction and faculty personality type 

score on the MBTI sensing-intuitive scale. The hypothesis 

was rejected because the F value obtained as a result of the 

multiple regression analysis failed to reach the .05 level 

of significance. 
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^3* A significant relationship exists between 

student ratings of instruction and faculty personality type 

score on the MBTI thinking-feeling scale. The hypothesis 

was rejected because the achieved F value of the multiple 

regression analysis failed to reach the .05 level of 

significance. However, findings of the Pearson product-

moment correlation indicated that significant positive 

relationships existed between the feeling trait and over 

half of the items of the student rating of instruction 

questionnaire. 

H^. A significant relationship exists between 

student ratings of instruction and faculty personality type 

score on the MBTI judging-perceptive scale. The hypothesis 

was rejected because the F value obtained from the 

multiple regression analysis failed to reach the .05 level 

of significance. However, the judging-perceptive variable 

was found to be the best single predictor of student ratings 

of instruction for the total sample population. 

Hj.. A significant difference exists between the 

student rating of instruction scores of instructors who 

have high scores on the MBTI scales (30 or more points 

removed from the MBTI division point) and those instructors 

who do not have high scores on the MBTI scales. The 

hypothesis was accepted because significant differences 

were found between high-scoring feeling types and high-

scoring thinking types, and between high-scoring feeling 

types and the thinking-feeling mid-group. 
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Hg. Significant differences exist in student 

ratings of instruction scores and faculty personality type 

score among the five instructional divisions. The hypothesis 

was accepted for significant differences in student ratings 

were found among the instructional divisions. Furthermore, 

significant differences were found on the sensing-intuitive 

and thinking-feeling type score among faculty of the five 

divisions. 

H^. A significant relationship exists between an 

instructor's sex and student ratings of instruction. The 

hypothesis was rejected because the findings of Pearson 

product-moment correlation showed no correlation coefficients 

significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

Implications of the Study 

Evidence of this study, which cites the impact of 

the feeling type teacher on the student, points to the 

need of educators at the community college level to 

emphasize the affective domain of learning. Despite 

current trends, which focus on educational technology 

and self-paced courses, this study signifies the importance 

of the teacher-student relationship. 

The findings of this study have implications for 

all levels of education. If teachers would serve as 

mentors for students, the climate for learning would be 

significantly enhanced. According to Jung, the subject 

matter of the curriculum provides, at most, only half the 
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meaning of education; "the other half is the real psycho

logical education made possible through the personality 

of the teacher." Furthermore, Jung urged teachers to 

adopt the personal approach with students. He believed that 

educators should focus on making students into "real men 

and women . . . each student properly conscious of 

himself."^ 

Likewise, each teacher should seek self-knowledge 

and function honestly according to his Jungian psychological 

type. Conflicts may arise when a person behaves in ways 

that are not consistent with his basic personality. For 

example, if an instructor readily accepts the open door 

policy of community colleges and finds the institutional 

goals consistent with his basic personality, he should be 

in an excellent position to instruct community college 

students. On the other hand, those teachers who attempt 

to accept institutional goals without first examining 

their preferences and attitudes, sometimes find themselves 

in conflict with the teaching strategies and goals of 

the community college. This situation is obviously not a 

good one, and in some cases, it can cause antagonism. 

It is crucial for community college administrators 

to consider personality traits when selecting faculty. In 

C. G. Jung, Psychology and Education, translated 
by R. F. C. Hull. Extracted from the Collected Works of 
C. G. Jung, Volume 17 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press, 1954), p. 46. 

2 
Ibid., p. 46. 
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addition to the conventional biographical data and personnel 

interviews, the following should be considered: interest 

inventories, previous vocational/non-vocational activities, 

and data gathered from personality instruments. However, 

administrators should not test candidates themselves, or 

have direct access to personality or interest inventories. 

Instead, personality data of faculty candidates should be 

collected by placement bureaus or college counseling centers 

and profile reports be given to administrators. Equipped 

with such data, administrators would be better informed 

in making faculty selections. 

As soon as a new faculty member joins the teaching 

staff, his in-service developmental program should begin. 

Each faculty member should submit a plan of professional 

and personal growth activities. In conjunction with each 

individual plan, faculty groups should participate in 

programs that present various self-concept and personality 

theories. Furthermore, all community college faculty should 

be exposed to Jungian personality typology and its appli

cations for teaching. 

Training in human relations skills is another 

important area for faculty development. Teachers should 

become more sensitized to their own needs and the needs of 

others. An excellent way to help instructors improve 

interpersonal functioning is to offer workshops in 

sensitivity training or the increasingly popular 
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transactional analysis (TA) techniques. By helping each 

instructor to relate better to himself and to others, the 

quality of teaching might well be significantly improved. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

Based on the findings from this investigation, the 

following recommendations are suggested as areas for further 

study: 

1. More studies to investigate the affective domain 

of the teaching-learning process, that is, the feelings, 

attitudes, desires, and motivations of the individuals 

involved in the teaching-learning situation. 

2. Further research in the development of models 

and theories of the teaching-learning process that 

conceptualize teacher-student interaction. 

3. More studies to identify the similarities 

and differences in the way that individuals learn most 

effectively and how this relates to their Jungian psycho

logical traits. 

4. Further research to study the effects of group 

training experiences in a variety of learning tasks, 

particularly in the area of interpersonal and intra-

personal effectiveness. Also, more studies about the use 

of group experiences in combination with other educational 

methods. 
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5. Further testing of the findings and conclusions 

of this study, using a larger group of community college 

instructors and students. 
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APPENDIX A: STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION 

St. Philip's College 

The instructor desires your honest opinion to help him/her 
improve instruction. Read the items carefully and mark 
all responses by circling the appropriate number which best 
expresses your view of this course and the way it has been 
taught. 

A. ORGANIZATION OF 
(1) (2) — 
Well 
organized 

THE COURSE: 
•(3) (4) 
Roughly 
organized 

-(5) 
Unorganized 

B. PREPARATION OF 
( D — (2)-
Always 
prepared 

INSTRUCTOR FOR 
(3) 
Usually 
prepared 

CLASS 
-(4) — 

MEETINGS: 
(5) 
Seldom 
prepared 

C PRESENTATION OF 
(1) (2) — 
Clear and 
forceful 

SUBJECT MATTER 
(3) 
Sometimes 
not clear 

(4) • ( 5 ) 
Mostly 
indefinite 

D. CLASSROOM A C T I V I T I E S : 
(1 ) (2) (3) 
Using Changing 
various approach 
activities sometimes 

(4) (5) 
Using 
same activity 
everyday 

E. STIMULATION OF 
(1) (2)-
Demanding 
critical and 
independent 
thinking 

THINKING: 
(3)- (4) 
Indifferent 
to critical 
thinking 

•(5) 

Discouraging 
critical 
thinking 

F. TOLERANCE 
(1) 
Welcoming 
different 
opinions 

AND LIBERALITY: 
.(2) (3) ( 4 ) -

Sometimes 
impatient with 
opposition 

•(5) 

Easily aroused 
to temper by 
opposition 

139 
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G. ATTITUDE TOWARD STUDENTS: 
(1) (2) — 
Has an attitude 
of friendliness 
and interest in 
students 

.(3) (4) 
Approachable 
but 
indifferent 

•(5) 
Curt, 
impatient , or 
unapproachable 

H. ASSIGNMENT OF 
(1 ) ( 2 ) -
Clear with 
examples 

CLASSWORK 
(3)-

AND HOMEWORK: 
(4) 

Sometimes 
not clear 

•(5) 
Mostly not 
understood 

METHOD OF 
(1) 
Fair and 
reasonable 

GRADING: 
(2) •(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
unreasonable 

•(5) 
Often 
unreasonable 

PROVISION FOR DRILLS AND PRACTICES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) -
Daily or weekly Sometimes 
drills with practices 

•(5) 
Seldom 
do exercises 

K. INSTRUCTOR'S ABILITY TO RELATE SUBJECT MATTER TO 
EVERYDAY LIFE: 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Often Sometimes Totally 
related related unrelated 

KNOWLEDGE 
(1) 
Broad and 
accurate 

OF SUBJECT MATTER: 
. (2) (3) (4) 

Lacks sufficient 
knowledge at 
times 

•(5) 
Plainly 
deficient 

M. 

N, 

ORAL COr^MUNICATION 
(1) (2) 
Clear and 
understandable; 
good speaker 

ABILITY: 
-(3) (4) 
Sometimes 
difficult to 
understand 

ACHIEVEMENT OF COURSE OBJECTIVE(S): 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Objectives, stated Objectives 
and personal, partially 
fully achieved fulfilled 

ABILITY TO STIMULATE STUDENT INTEREST 
(1) (2) (3) (4 ) 
Usually stimulates Arouses only 
strong interest mild interest 

•(5) 
Difficult to 
understand; 
voice volume 
too low or 
too high 

•(5) 
Objectives not 
stated and not 
satisfied 

•(5) 
Classes drag 
and students 
are indifferent 



141 
COURSE TESTS: 
(1) (2) (3) (4) — 
Questions are clear,Questions very 
thoughtful and factual and 
covered the required little 
subject thought 

ENTHUSASIM IN 

CD (2)-
Extremely 
enthusiastic 

TEACHING THIS COURSE: 
(3) (4) — 
Sometimes 
enthusiastic 

•(5) 
Questions poorly 
planned and 
unrelated to 
subject 

-(5) 
Not 
enthusiastic 

R. AWARENESS OF STUDENTS' FEELING 
(1) (2) C3) (4) — 
Very aware of Sometimes aware 
feelings and of feelings 
emotions 

•(5) 
Almost never 
aware of feelings 

USE OF AUDIOVISUAL MATERIALS, 
EXPERIMENTS: 
(1) (2) (3) 
Almost always; Sometimes 
very often 

DEMONSTRATIONS, OR 

(4) •(5) 
Almost never 

ABILITY TO RELATE 
(1) (2) 
Almost always 
gives or 
demonstrates 
practical 
applications 

THEORY TO PRACTICE 
— (3) (4) 

Sometimes gives 
practical 
applications 

•(5) 
Seldom gives 
practical 
applications 

U 

V. 

PUNCTUALITY AND 

CD (2) — 
Always prompt; 
attendance is 
very high 

ATTENDANCE: 
(3) (4) 
Sometimes tardy 
and seldom absent 

RECORD KEEPING: 
(1) (2) 
Very exact and 
precise attention 

•(3) 
Adequate 
attention 

(4) 

STUDENT INFORMATION 

"(5) 
Always tardy; 
frequently 
absent 

ATTENTION TO ROLL CALL, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND 
RECORD KEEPING: 

•(5) 
Little or no 
attention 

W. 

X, 

MY CLASSIFICATION IS: 
(1) Freshman (2) Sophomore (3) other 
MY OVERALL GRADE POINT AVERAGE AT ST. PHILIP'S COLLEGE IS: 
(1) 4.0-3.1 (2) 3.0-2.1 (3) 2.0-1.0 (4) Less than 1.0 
(5) Unknown 
MY FINAL GRADE IN THIS COURSE WILL PROBABLY BE: 
(1) A (2) B (3) C (4) D (5) F 



APPENDIX B: INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE STUDENT EVALUATION 

OF INSTRUCTION QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 

In order to determine the internal consistency of 

the student evaluation of instruction questionnaire, inter

correlations between all twenty-two items were determined. 

The findings of the Pearson product-moment correlation 

(table 33) showed that the questionnaire items are highly 

correlated. With few exceptions, correlations between items 

are significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
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