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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND ITS DEVELOPMENT 

Background 

The major questions examined in this study were the 

result of a personal and pervasive interest in improving 

the quality of my own teaching and the current public and 

professional criticism of the quality of teaching on the 

college level. The principal investigator of this study 

made no attempt to define "teacher effectiveness." Instead, 

the Piper Professors Program was selected as representative 

of perceived teacher effectiveness because it offered a 

well-established, widely-known, and highly respected program 

which awarded teaching excellence. In short, it offered an 

already established method to deal with perceived teacher 

effectiveness. 

The Piper Professor Award was established in 1958 by 

the Minnie Stevens Piper Foundation "to bring added recogni

tion to outstanding achievement in the teaching profession 

in colleges and universities in Texas" (7). Stressing teach

ing excellence rather than research, publication, or other 

such related activity, the Piper Professor Award is given to 

ten professors during each academic year by the awarding of 

certificates naming them "Piper Professor of ," together 

with a cash honorarium of $1,000 each. Piper Professors 



have been selected from both publicly and privately supported 

colleges and universities, two-year and four-year, and from 

medical and dental branches. 

Statement of the Problem 

The major problem of the study was to compare the char

acteristics, attitudes, and personality traits of the 1974 

Piper Professor nominees with those of a random sample of 

college faculty to determine if there were any significant 

differences between teachers who were perceived to be effec

tive teachers and other college faculty. 

A survey was made of the characteristics, attitudes, 

and personality traits of the Piper Professor nominees to 

determine whether commonalities existed among them. Further, 

a survey of the characteristics, attitudes, and traits of a 

random sample of faculty from selected Texas colleges was 

made to provide a basis for comparison, so that the commonal

ities within each group and differences between these com

monalities of each group might be determined. Lastly, those 

variables which proved to be significant were extracted from 

the total set of data and were tested to determine their 

dependence on and relationships to one another within each 

group. 

The following pertinent questions concerned with per

ceived teacher effectiveness were examined to test certain 



hypotheses related to these questions, and to offer findings 

and recommendations which would aid in the solution of prob

lem areas found through the study: 

1. Do teachers who are perceived to be effective 

exhibit certain traits, characteristics, and 

attitudes which other teachers do not? 

2. Is there a significant difference between selected 

personal data variables of the Piper nominees and 

a random sample of college faculty? 

3. Is there a significant difference between the edu

cational background and training of the Piper 

nominees and a random sample of college faculty? 

4. Is there a significant difference between the Piper 

nominees and a random sample of college faculty in 

regard to attitudes toward change and innovation, 

students, the learning process, evaluation, and 

teacher role? 

5. Is there a significant difference between the per

sonality traits of the Piper nominees and the 

random sample of college faculty? 

Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were tested in this study: 

HYPOTHESIS I: There is no significant difference between 

the Piper nominees and a random sample of college 



faculty in regard to selected personal and professional 

background and experience variables. 

HYPOTHESIS II: There is no significant difference between 

selected educational attitudes of the Piper nominees 

and a random sample of college faculty. 

HYPOTHESIS III: There is no significant difference between 

the personality traits of the Piper nominees and the 

random sample of college faculty. 

Definitions of Terms 

In this study the following definitions of terms were 

used: 

educational attitudes: For the purposes of this study, 

educational attitudes are those responses made by the 

Piper nominees and the random sample of college faculty 

in relation to change and innovation, teacher role, 

students, the learning process, and evaluation, as 

measured by the attitude scale developed for this study. 

perceived teacher effectiveness: For the purposes of this 

study, perceived teacher effectiveness is represented 

by those subjects chosen as the Piper nominees, inclu

sive of the criteria of teacher effectiveness arbitrar

ily chosen by the Piper Foundation for the selection of 

the nominees. 

personality traits: For the purposes of this study, the 

Gordon Personal Profile and the Gordon Personal 



Inventory, two complementary personality instruments, 

were used to measure eight aspects of personality. 

The following traits were interpreted according to the 

definition and criteria established in the Gordon 

Personal Profile (51:34): 

Ascendancy (A): Those individuals who are ver
bally ascendant, who adopt an active role in the 
group, who are self-assured and assertive in rela
tionships with others, and viho tend to make inde
pendent decisions, score high on this Scale. Those 
who play a passive role in the group, who listen 
rather than talk, who lack self-confidence, who let 
others take the lead, and who tend to be overly 
dependent on others for advice, normally make low 
scores. 

Responsibility (R): Individuals who are able to 
stick to any job assigned them, v/ho are persevering 
and determined, and who can be relied on, score high 
on this Scale. Individuals who are unable to stick 
to tasks that do not interest them, and who tend to 
be flighty or irresponsible, usually make low scores. 

Emotional Stability (E): High scores on this 
Scale are generally made by individuals who are well-
balanced, emotionally stable, and relatively free 
from anxieties and nervous tension. Low scores are 
associated with excessive anxiety, hypersensitivity, 
nervousness, and lov; frustration tolerance. Gener
ally, a very low score reflects poor emotional 
balance. 

Sociability (S): High scores are made by indi
viduals who like to be with and work with people, 
and who are gregarious and sociable. Low scores re
flect a lack of gregariousness, a general restric
tion in social contacts, and, in the extreme, an 
actual avoidance of social relationships. 

The following traits were interpreted according to the 

definition and criteria established in the Gordon Per

sonal Inventory (50:3): 



Cautiousness (C): Individuals who are highly 
cautious, who consider matters very carefully 
before making decisions, and do not like to take 
chances or run risks, score high on this Scale. 
Those who are impulsive, act on the spur of the 
moment, make hurried or snap decisions, enjoy 
taking chances, and seek excitement, score low on 
this Scale. 

Original Thinking (0): High scoring individuals 
like to work on difficult problems, are intellec
tually curious, enjoy thought-provoking questions 
and discussions, and like to think about new ideas. 
Low scoring individuals dislike working on diffi
cult or complicated problems, do not care about 
acquiring knowledge, and are not interested in 
thought-provoking questions or discussions. 

Personal Relations (P): High scores are made by 
those individuals who have great faith and trust in 
people, and are tolerant, patient, and understanding. 
Low scores reflect a lack of trust or confidence in 
people, and a tendency to be critical of others and 
to become annoyed or irritated by what others do. 

Vigor (V): High scores on this Scale character
ize individuals who are vigorous and energetic, who 
like to work and move rapidly, and who are able to 
accomplish more than the average person. Low scores 
are associated with low vitality or energy level, a 
preference for setting a slow pace, and a tendency 
to tire easily and be below average in terms of 
sheer output or productivity. 

Piper Professor nominees: Those college teachers nominated 

for the Piper Professor Award from publicly and pri

vately supported universities and colleges, both two-

year and four-year, an honor awarded in recognition of 

outstanding teaching ability and excellence. 

Scope and Limitations of the Study 

This study was concerned only with a comparison of 

selected characteristics, attitudes, and personality traits 



exhibited by the Piper Professor nominees and the random 

sample of college faculty to determine if there were sig

nificant differences between teachers who were perceived to 

be effective and other college faculty. No attempt was 

made to establish causal relationships or to define "teacher 

effec.tiveness" or criteria thereof. 

The study was limited to only the 1974 Piper Professor 

nominees in the selection of a group of subjects to represent 

perceived teacher effectiveness. The use of the Piper nomi

nees incurred additional limitations in that: (1) some free

dom was allowed in the manner of nomination used by partici

pating institutions although the Piper Foundation strongly 

recommended certain procedures; and (2) the study was neces

sarily confined to the characteristics of teaching effective

ness arbitrarily selected and used by the Piper Foundation 

for the selection of the nominees, although it must be 

conceded that there are many other ways to perceive teaching 

effectiveness. 

A further limitation of population used in the study 

concerned the random sample, which was confined to those 

institutions of higher learning in Texas which had partici

pated in the Piper Professor Program in 1974. The random 

sample of college faculty from these participating institu

tions was clustered by type of institution, i.e., university, 

college, community college, both public and private, and 

then stratified by the size of student enrollment. 



8 

Also the study was limited to instruments which were 

self-reports; that is, the Gordon Personal Profile and 

Inventory and the attitude instrument and questionnaire 

developed for use in this study. These instruments were 

therefore susceptible to the possibility of the lack of 

total objectivity inherent to all self-reports. 

By the nature of the data being used and the purposes 

of the study, the study was limited to these basic statis

tical tests of significance: the chi-square test, the 

contingency coefficient, and the T-test. The study, there

fore, has the statistical limitations inherent to those 

techniques. 

Purpose of the Study 

In one form or another, the question "What is a good 

teacher?" has pervaded education for centuries. No one— 

students, parents, researchers, public and private con

stituencies, even teachers themselves—can seem to agree 

on what "good teaching" or "a good teacher" is. 

It has been said that variety adds spice to life. 

Perhaps part of the difficulty in defining what constitutes 

"good teaching" lies in the elusiveness of the great variety 

of forms in which it may manifest itself. William James 

(64:23) observed that "teaching is an art." Every art form 

achieves its impact through the interplay of a variety of 



elements. The mastery of Leonardo da Vinci's Mona Lisa was 

a product of blending a variety of shapes, colors, tools, 

brushes, and tones. Perhaps the art of effective teaching 

is also reached by a combination of various methods, devices, 

techniques, and shades of interpretation. Just as a master 

artist would not produce a masterpiece by adhering to a set 

of numbers or by using one stroke or one color, so also good 

teachers might not be satisfied with one method or approach 

to the art of teaching. 

Just as da Vinci and Michelangelo were master artists 

in one realm of art but were very different in style and 

philosophy from masters such as Picasso and Gauguin, the 

styles, characteristics, and approaches of master teachers 

may be as varied as brush strokes, tones, colors, and shapes 

of a painting. Master teachers may be as different as the 

exciting Anna of The King and I and the good old venerable 

Mr. Chips in Hilton's novel. 

Perhaps good teaching should not omit the spice of 

variety; standards of teaching effectiveness must never be 

reduced to a single set of unvarying laws or rules of pro

cedure which anyone can master if he just reads the direc

tions. The assembly line must be left to industry. We 

need not be crippled by the notion that because there is 

one word called teaching that there is one, single, overall 

criterion of effectiveness in teaching that will take essen

tially the same form whenever teaching occurs. 
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How, then, with this great variety, can educators 

arrive at what teaching effectiveness is? To concede that 

good teaching may come in a variety of forms and may be 

accomplished through a variety of means does not mean that 

good teachers cannot share common traits, characteristics, 

approaches, and attitudes; nor does it mean that these com

monalities shared by effective teachers cannot broaden our 

knowledge of what effective teaching is all about. Perhaps 

one approach toward a better understanding of effective 

teaching is to examine the commonalities of characteristics, 

attitudes, and personality traits shared by teachers who 

are perceived to be effective. Instead of taking the de

ductive approach developing an a priori model or universal 

criterion of what a good teacher should be like, the purpose 

of this study was to take an inductive approach to determine 

what teachers v/ho are perceived to be effective are like 

and what they have in common which other teachers do not. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Preliminary to finalizing a research design and re

search procedures for this study, the literature dealing 

with teacher effectiveness was reviewed to provide a back

drop of research data on the issue. 

Possibly no facet of education has been discussed with 

greater frequency, with as much deep concern, or by more 

educators and laymen than has that of teacher effectiveness: 

how to define it, how to identify it, how to observe and 

measure it, how to evaluate it, and how to detect and remove 

obstacles to its achievement. Recent summaries of research 

on teacher effectiveness, such as those of Morsh and Wilder 

(96), Biddle and Ellena (15), Gage (43), Travers (124), and 

Ebel (36), have revealed that literally thousands of studies 

have been conducted since the beginning of the twentieth 

century. Researchers have analyzed teacher training and 

experience, traits and characteristics, behaviors, atti

tudes, values, abilities, interaction patterns, sex, weight, 

voice quality, and many other teacher aspects. Teacher 

effects have been evaluated by researchers, by students, by 

administrators, by parents, by master teachers, by practice 

teachers, by supervisors, and by teachers themselves. 

11 
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Because of the sheer quantity in weight and volume 

of studies concerned with teacher effectiveness, this 

review of related literature has of necessity been selec

tive, limited to the following topics and format: 

Section I: an historical overview of general and classic 

studies on teacher effectiveness, ending with a discussion 

of the current status of research on teacher competency; 

and Section II: an indepth review of studies of teaching 

effectiveness on the collegiate level which have direct 

bearing on the concerns and issues dealt with in this study 

through the personal and professional data sheet, the atti

tude scale, and the personality instruments. Although the 

studies selected for inclusion in this review take very 

different approaches from the design of the present study, 

they should provide a useful backdrop of research data. 

Section II of this review will be limited to (1) studies 

dealing with teacher effectiveness of the college and uni

versity level; and (2) studies specifically relating to the 

primary concerns of the present study, i.e., certain 

aspects of teacher background and experience, teacher per

sonality, teacher attitudes toward change, role, the stu

dent, the teaching-learning process, and teaching style. 

These limitations required that many aspects of teacher 

effectiveness not be included in this review. It should be 

noted that research reviewed in this study merely illustrates 
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typical concerns, issues, approaches, and results. For each 

study reported, many other of the same type could also have 

been included. 

Historical Overview 

As the behavioral sciences go, research on teaching 

has a respectably long history, but a regrettably inglorious 

one. Nathaniel Gage (43:99) observes that research on 

teaching has been conducted almost as long as research on 

learning, the earliest "legitimate" studies of teaching 

being made in the 1910's and 1920's, and a significant num

ber being made during the 1930's. By the early 1950's, 

substantial reviews and bibliographies of research on teach

ing began to appear. During the last decade and a half, 

the flow of research on teaching has indeed become signifi

cant, at least in terms of weight and volume. 

The earliest research and the most current studies on 

teacher effectiveness hold one element in common: they all 

have grappled with the definition of teacher effectiveness 

and the search for the criteria of measuring and evaluating 

the act of teaching. Any study of ability depends upon a 

conception of what constitutes successful functioning. In 

searching for the criteria of teacher effectiveness, edu

cators are in effect attempting to define the term. In the 

words of the Committee on the Criteria of Teacher Effective

ness: 
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The layman's and the scientist's questions alike, 
the practitioner's as well as the theorist's, in
volve eventually the question of criteria of 
teacher effectiveness for these criteria define 
what we are seeking to understand, predict, and 
control. Until they have been established we do 
not even know for what we are searching. 

(107:238-239) 

Saadeh notes that the following questions summarize 

the basic concerns and directions of past and current re

search on teacher effectiveness: (1) Does the proof or 

the criterion reside in the act itself or outside it? 

(2) If it resides in the act, how can this validity be 

ascertained (113:75)? McNeil and Popham see the issue 

as a differentiation between viewing teacher effectiveness 

as process-based, criterion-based, or outcome-based (93: 

220) . 

The early studies of teacher effectiveness were 

definitely criterion-based, for they attempted to develop 

ultimate criterion measures by evaluating personal and 

professional characteristics of teachers judged to be de

sirable and representative of the "good teacher." Remmers 

and Gage (108:482) divide these desirable characteristics 

into two groups: (1) the teacher's mental ability and 

scholarly success; and (2) his attitudes and interests, 

emotional and social adjustment, and background and environ

ment. It is noteworthy that lists of traits of the model 

teacher were developed first, and then teachers were com

pared against those model traits. 
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Perhaps the most influential and certainly the most 

extended employment of the criterion-based approach to 

teacher effectiveness were the classic, pioneer studies 

of A. S. Barr, who conducted and led studies of this kind 

at the University of Wisconsin over several decades. Fol

lowing is Barr's rationale for his "global criterion" 

approach, which is representative of this segment of re

search, both past and current: 

The lack of an adequate, concrete, objective, 
universal criterion for teaching ability is thus 
the primary source of trouble for all who would 
measure teaching. One typical method of attack 
used in rating scales is to compile a list of 
broad general traits supposedly desirable for 
teachers, with respect to which the rater passes 
judgment on the teacher. This amounts to an ar
bitrary definition of good teaching, which is 
subjective and usually vague, but it does not 
necessarily lead to a definition of it. Only if 
the traits themselves can be reliably identified 
can their possessor be identified as a "good 
teacher" according to the definition laid down 
in the scale. Even when the scale is made quite 
specific, relating not to general but to concrete 
procedure, the fundamental difficulty remains, 
that there is no external and generally accepted 
criterion against which the scale can be vali
dated to establish the significance of its items. 

(8:x-xi) 

In addition to his own criterion-based research, 

Barr (9) summarized 138 investigations of teacher effective

ness completed up to 1948, and two years later, Domas and 

Tiedman (30) and Castetter, Stadlee, and Fattu (25) prepared 

extensive bibliographies on the same problem. Educators who 

have inspected these early studies, such as Ryans (111), 
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Gage (43), Travers (124), Ebel (36), Flanders (40), Biddle 

and Ellena (15), do not feel that these early years paid off 

in solid, replicable, meaningful results that had practical 

or theoretical value or that had provided a satisfactory 

answer to the question, "̂ \̂ at is effective teaching?" 

However, despite this record of inconclusive and insig-

nigicant findings, criterion-based research on teacher 

effectiveness continues to be pursued. Though with modifi

cations in approach and research design, the rationale 

remains very similar to Barr's thinking cited previously. 

Typical of these recent criterion-based studies are the 

works of Verduin (131), Stolurow (121), Strasser (122), and 

Ryans (111). Ryans especially has done considerable research 

on the problem. In the attempts to select the character

istics of the teacher which were assumed to be necessary for 

effective teaching, these studies correlated single traits 

of teachers with one or more criteria. Most often the 

criterion employed was the rating of the teachers, thus 

bringing, in a sense, both the characteristics and the cri

terion into the same dimension. A classic example of this 

approach is the work of Ryans and Wandt (112), as a part of 

the Teacher Characteristics Study. They investigated the 

patterns of teacher behavior that could be identified through 

factor analysis. They concluded that teachers' personal and 

interpersonal behavior can best be described in terms of 
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several clusters of qualities that tend to overlap and to be 

positively correlated. The factors they identified were: 

understanding, sociability, responsibility, control of 

pupil activity, originality, and tolerance. 

Gage, editor of the most definitive study of teacher 

effectiveness. Handbook of Research on Teaching (43) , con

cludes that a review of literature on criterion-based 

research "allows for the selection of five global charac

teristics which seem to be components of effective teach

ing" (44:43-55). The five he selects are (1) warmth, 

(2) organization of the cognitive skills, (3) orderliness, 

(4) indirectness, and (5) problem-solving ability. However, 

Gage concludes that most of the work of criterion-based 

research must be discarded as irrelevant either because the 

criteria of teacher effectiveness have been invalid, de

scribing what should be instead of what iŝ , or because no 

objective measures of teacher behavior have been devised. 

Rabinowitz and Travers (102) observe that the failure 

of the criterion-based approaches is probably due to the 

fact that they are based on a kind of logic that fails to 

recognize that: 

. . . the ultimate conception of the effective 
teacher is neither an empirical nor a statistical 
matter. There is no way to discover the charac
teristics which distinguish effective and inef
fective teachers unless one has made or is 
prepared to make a value judgment. . . . No 
teacher is more effective than another except 
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as someone so decides or designates. Teachers 
are real enough, and methods are available or can 
be improvised to study these real teachers, but 
a single criterion of the effective teacher is 
based on a reasoned value judgment; it does not 
involve discovery but decree. (102:212-213) 

Flanders observes that the so-called "criterion prob

lem" misled a whole generation of researchers on teaching, 

. . . embroiled them in endless and fruitless con
troversy, and lured them into hopelessly ambitious 
attempts to predict teacher effectiveness over vast 
arrays and spans of outcomes, teacher behaviors, 
time intervals, and pupil characteristics, all on 
the basis of predictive variables that had only the 
most tenuous theoretical justification in the 
first place. (36:1424) 

Bellack (11) points out that, faced with the difficul

ties inherent in criterion-based approaches, educational 

researchers were impelled to re-examine their first premises, 

the models by which they guided their efforts. Licking the 

wounds inflicted by past failures, researchers on teaching 

built up a modest literature of "new" conceptual frameworks, 

approaches, and paradigms built around either process-based 

or outcome-based research techniques. 

The outcome-based research is grounded on the premise 

that the ultimate criterion of a teacher's effectiveness 

is his impact on the learner, the success of the outcome, 

the product. Support for this position has been offered by 

numerous individual researchers as well as professional edu

cational organizations. 
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The first definitive study supporting the outcome-based 

approach was conducted by the Comjnittee on the Criteria of 

Teacher Effectiveness created by the American Educational 

Research Association. The results of the deliberations of 

the committee were published in two reports (107). The Com

mittee defined effectiveness as the degree to which an agent 

produces effects. Therefore, teacher competency can be 

evaluated, asserted the Committee, either directly, in terms 

of pupils' achievement of educational goals as measured by 

tests or observed performance. 

More recent studies, such as Astin and Lee (5), Biddle 

and Ellena (15), and Cohen and Brawer (26) provide data 

which support outcome-based research techniques for assessing 

teacher effectiveness, especially in relation to competency-

based behavioral and education objectives and learning activ

ities. In reviewing the literature concerned with teacher 

competence based on the criterion of measured pupil change, 

Ackerman (1) notes that many reservations about accepting 

outcome-based techniques have developed from technical prob

lems in assessing learner growth and from philosophical con

siderations. Chief among the former reservation is the fact 

that v/hen pupil change has been used as the criterion, in 

most cases, the effects measured have been limited to mastery 

of academic subject matter and do not touch on variables in 

the affective domain which can make all the difference. 
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Further, Flanders (36) warns against the inadequacy of mea

sures for assessing a wide range of pupil attitudes and 

achievement at different educational levels and in diverse 

subject-matter areas. Other technical problems in assessing 

pupil change are failure to account for instructional vari

ables the teacher cannot control, as reported by Musella 

(97) and Smith (117), and the inconsistent progress of pupils 

under the same teacher, as reported by Lawler (74). 

Philosophical and value differences also pose problems 

for supporters of the outcome-based research approach. 

Brown (21) has studied philosophical questions about the 

selection of desirable changes to be sought in pupils and 

who has the right to make the decisions. Bellack and Davitz 

(12) found that value differences affect which methodologies 

are preferred by teacher effectiveness researchers and thus 

confuse and distort accurate descriptions of what teachers 

do with exhortations about what they should be doing. 

Because of the difficulties and reservations inherent 

in both the criterion-based and outcome-based research ap

proaches, many investigators have turned to a process-based 

approach. McNeil and Popham describe process-based research 

in these terms: 

Although recognizing that the best criterion by 
which to judge teacher competence is a modifica
tion in the learner, many researchers have suc
cumbed to the difficulties associated with assessing 
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such results and have opted to use more readily 
available criteria. By studying certain proce
dures employed by teachers and then assuming that 
these processes are related to pupil growth, the 
investigator gets at a readily assessible pro
cess criterion and hopes it reflects an outcome 
criterion. (93:220) 

The current research of two prominent and highly re

garded educators, B. O. Smith and David Ryans, is represen

tative of the rationale and procedures of the process-based 

research on teacher effectiveness. Smith defines teaching 

as "a system of actions intended to induce learning" (113: 

77), which implies an inherent weakness in the process-based 

position, that is, that teaching can be performed and called 

such without producing learning. Ryans justifies process-

based research by arguing. 

Unless one can eliminate the contribution of all 
variables in the teaching-learning process other 
than teacher behavior that may contribute to the 
variance of pupil outcomes, the use of the product 
as a criterion is of no avail. (113:77) 

Ryans does not argue against the outcome-based approach but 

against using such a criterion in a complex situation where 

variables other than that of the teacher are at work. Thus, 

process-based research attempts to determine how the complex 

interaction between teacher properties and contextual fac

tors in community, school, classroom and student relate to 

teacher effectiveness. In short, it studies teaching effec

tiveness as interaction, for it assumes that the action that 

affects pupil outcomes occurs in the interactive process 

(15:5). 
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Classic process-based research includes Smith (19), who 

interpreted teacher behaviors in the interaction as verbal 

and analyzed the interaction in terms of logical operations. 

Others, like Flanders (40) and Hughes (63) pictured it as 

psychological and analyzed it in terms of emotional control. 

The studies of Gordon (48) picture teaching effectiveness 

as sociological and analyzed it in terms of group leadership; 

Lindvall and Cox (80) viewed it as systematic behavior modi

fication programs and analyzed it in terms of the teaching 

roles of instructional material developers and classroom 

managers of resources. Gage, in his search for a scientific 

and analytical base and process for assessing teacher effec

tiveness, suggests the process of developing "micro-criteria 

of effectiveness" which he describes as follows: 

One solution within the "criterion-of-effectiveness 
approach may be the development of the notion of 
"micro-effectiveness." Rather than seek criteria 
for the over-all effectiveness of teachers in the 
many, varied facets of their lives and roles, we 
may have better success with criteria of effective
ness' in small, specifically defined aspects of the 
teacher's role, . . . a sufficient number of laws 
applying to relatively pure aspects of the teach
er ' s role, if such laws could be developed, might 
eventually be combined, . . . to account for the 
actual behavior and effectiveness of teachers with 
pupils under genuine classroom conditions. (44:120) 

The works of both Biddle (14) and Soar (118) support 

process-based research techniques. Both "distinguish be

tween teacher characteristics and behaviors and pupil mea

sures are determined, and the criteria component, which 
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is a question of selecting the pupil output components con

sidered to be desirable" (36:1422). Also, both support the 

process of the collection of observational data as the most 

direct method of learning about teaching efficiency. 

Research on Measurements of 
Teacher Effectiveness 

Although opinions as to what constitutes good teaching 

and approaches as to how to research teacher effectiveness 

have changed throughout the years, the methods of teacher 

appraisal have remained relatively the same. Ratings by 

superintendents, supervisors, principals, and college per

sonnel have been the most frequently used methods of ap

praising teacher competency. Recently, ratings by students 

have attracted considerable research and attention. More 

research has been done to deteirmine the reliability of col

lege students' evaluations of their teachers than of 

secondary and elementary-school pupils' evaluations. How

ever, the scope and intent of this study does not necessitate 

inclusion of data relative to this problem. 

The thrust of most attempts to appraise teacher effec

tiveness is usually to determine predictors of teaching 

excellence in order to improve instruction, to devise legit

imate methods of rewarding, recruiting, and training faculty, 

and to learn more about the teaching-learning process. Pre

dictors of teaching effectiveness that have been used in 
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research projects of the past decade are very similar to 

those used in the earliest studies on teacher effectiveness. 

These predictors include: (1) inventories of attitude and 

personality, (2) tests of ability, (3) aptitude scales, 

(4) scholastic achievement measures, (5) success in college, 

and '(6) success in practice teaching. Ebel notes. 

In the great majority of the studies carried on 
during the past decade, the investigators were 
interested in determining the predictive value 
of attitude and personality inventories. 

(36:1429) 

Following is a synthesis of the significant research 

that has been done on the measures of teacher effectiveness 

for each of the predictors named above. Specific studies 

pertaining to these measurements will not be included here, 

but will be discussed in Section II if the research relates 

to the scope and intent of the present study. 

Inventories of attitude and personality.--The Minnesota 

Teacher Attitude Inventory, hereafter designated as MTAI, 

was the pioneering effort to meet the needs for a predictive 

tool designed to measure those attitudes of a teacher which 

predict how well he would relate to pupils in interpersonal 

relationships and, indirectly, how well satisfied he would be 

with teaching as a vocation. Several studies, such as Leeds 

(76,77), Collis (28), and Downie and Bell (33), indicate that 

the MTAI has predictive value as an indicator of the quality 
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and extent of human interaction in the classroom. The MTAI 

was the exception; in most research, it was rare to find any 

attitude scale which consistently gave positive reliabili

ties. This is also true of the research on personality 

inventories. Perhaps more research has tested the reli

abilities of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, 

hereafter designated as the MMPI, but the results have been 

largely inconclusive. 

Ability tests.—Ebel (36) observes that the past decade 

has seen very few studies conducted on the relationship be

tween intelligence tests and teacher effectiveness. Studies 

by Lins (81), Jones (65), and Carlile (24) failed to reveal 

significant relationships between intelligence as predictors 

of teaching success. 

Achievement tests.--Recently there has been an increase 

in studies on the relationship between the results of 

achievement tests and success in teaching. Carlile (24) 

made an extensive study of this problem with elementary 

school student teachers that yielded some positive results; 

Knoell (71,72) conducted two studies on the relationship 

between word fluency and teaching effectiveness, but found 

only two coefficients significant out of both studies; Shea 

(114) sought to determine the predictive value of the 

National Teacher Examination, the English Cooperative 
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Examination, the American Council on Education Psychological 

Examination, the Cooperative General Culture Test, and the 

Cooperative Contemporary Affairs Test, but none of the tests 

yielded itself to satisfactory prediction of teacher effec

tiveness. 

Aptitude tests.--Little information is available in 

research literature relative to the validity of standardized 

tests of teaching aptitude (36) . Carlile (24) has done most 

of the study in recent years on the predictive value of 

aptitude tests, but without significant results. 

Scholastic achieven^.ent.—Research shows that there is a 

high positive relationship between teaching effectiveness 

and scholastic achievement in college. This finding is not 

surprising. All fields of endeavor requiring college train

ing attract people who average well above the general popu

lation, and teaching is no exception. Both Carlile (24) 

and Lins (81) found a high correlation between grade points 

in college and grades of students in practice teaching. 

Shea (113) found academic average to be the best single 

predictor of teaching success. 

Current Status of Research on 
Teacher Effectiveness 

Clearly, various views exist about what teacher effec

tiveness is and about what research framework is the most 
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valid to pursue in evaluating and measuring competency in 

teaching. It is little wonder that Berelson and Steiner, 

when they dealt with the subject of teachers' behaviors and 

characteristics in their inventory of scientific findings 

in the behavioral sciences, dismissed the "large number of 

studies" with the single dismal sentence that "there are no 

clear conclusions" (13:441). Likewise, Ryans notes that 

all studies on teaching effectiveness have been largely 

inconclusive, banal, and often contradictory, and few if 

any generalizations have been established. He states: 

Embarrassing as it may be for professional educa
tors to realize, relatively little progress has 
been made in defining effective teaching with the 
details that are necessary for establishing com
petent teaching or the characteristics of effec
tive teachers for a specific situation or cultural 
setting. (111:2) 

Unfortunately, all that can be said conclusively is that 

"researchers studying the problem of teacher effectiveness 

are no closer to the core of the problem than they were two 

decades ago" (25:17). 

In reference to research on measurements of teacher 

effectiveness. Gage (43:97) observes that the inconclusive-

ness and lack of significance of the results of the studies 

may have been caused by the undependable measures and instru

ments used rather than because relationships did not exist. 

Also, if some of the teachers considered effective were not 

really effective, it is obvious that the relationship between 
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any predictive factor and true teaching effectiveness will 

not be revealed. 

Research on Teacher Effectiveness 
in Higher Education 

The effectiveness of college teaching is an important 

issue with a growing literature. Even the university, the 

foremost bastion of the nonteacher in the realm of educa

tion, has become increasingly concerned over questions of 

teaching quality and effectiveness. Unfortunately for the 

profession, however, it was student discontent and protest 

that triggered the current wave of examination of teaching 

in the university. 

In 1960 and 1966, the American Council on Education 

conducted surveys to study methods of assessing teacher 

effectiveness in higher education. The first survey (56) 

obtained responses from 584 institutions; the second (5), 

from 1,110 colleges and universities. These surveys found 

much similarity in procedures for evaluating teaching 

effectiveness in liberal arts colleges, technical profes

sional colleges, junior colleges, and universities. Also 

discovered were similarities in confusion regarding pur

poses of evaluation and a lack of concern reagarding the 

use of apparently invalid methods to gather data on faculty 

members. Gustad observed: 
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It was not assumed, when this study was planned, 
that the situation with respect to faculty evalua
tion would be found to be good. It was no great 
surprise, therefore, to find it as it was. V7hat 
was somewhat surprising was the breadth and depth 
of the chaos. . . . It is apparent that little is 
done to obtain anything that even approaches sound 
data on the basis of which reasonably good evalua
tions of classroom teaching can be made. . . . In 
general, to call what is typically collected or 
•adduced to support evaluative decisions 'evidence' 
is to stretch the meaning of that honored word be
yond reason. (56:210) 

Astin and Lee's 1966 follow-up of Gustad's 1961 survey 

found little change in the five years between studies. In 

evaluating teacher effectiveness, all or most departments 

and institutions used chairmen and dean evaluation, i.e., 

forms of supervisor ratings. Some also collected colleagues' 

opinions and informal student opinions. 

Also, the surveys revealed that, despite their high-

sounding praise of good teaching, there is considerable 

evidence that most universities and a good many colleges dis

tribute the more tangible awards of promotion and tenure to 

faculty who gain national recognition for themselves and the 

institution through publications and professional activities, 

not to mention research grants. The surveys revealed there 

is some merit to the claim that the professor who learns to 

neglect his teaching duties in favor of professional inter

ests is often more likely to be "successful" than his 

classroom-bound colleagues. Astin and Lee concluded that 

"currently most institutions, unwittingly perhaps, engage in 
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evaluation practices which, because they emphasize other aca

demic activities, stand in the way of improving undergraduate 

teaching" (5:307). 

But the coin has another side. Most of the resistance 

to evaluation of college teaching comes from the teachers 

themselves (5). Some professors have used "academic freedom" 

to stop would-be evaluators at the classroom door; others 

refuse to be rated by their students, at least on a formal 

basis. Megas puts it bluntly: "We have not made progress 

in evaluating teacher effectiveness because we do not want 

to" (94:282). 

It is likely that many who complain the loudest that 

research is being overemphasized would be equally vehement 

if teaching effectiveness became the only basis for evalua

tion. A recent study at Tufts University (20) indicated that 

students rate as their best instructors those faculty members 

who have published articles and have received government 

support for research. A scholar who has no qualms about sub

mitting a paper for severe criticism by peers may object 

strenuously, however, to having peers criticize his classroom 

teaching. 

Astin and Lee point out that faculty usually object to 

evaluation of teaching competency on the basis of invalid and 

unreliable assessment techniques. But there is reason to 

believe that evaluation still would be widely opposed even if 
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those techniques were vastly improved. Why should this be 

true in an academic community supposedly steeped in rational

ism? McKeachie provides one explanation: "Because there is 

little factual data to justify the teaching methods we use, 

it is small wonder that we fear the impact of any attempt at 

evaluating them" (91:113). 

Meanwhile, despite complications and frustrations, 

efforts to evaluate college teaching persist, mainly because 

institutions of higher education are under pressure to im

prove instruction and to better reward good teachers. "Good 

teaching" awards are handed out with great pomp and ceremony 

while frustrated professors wonder how points are scored. 

Martin Trow cites a classic example in which, after a few 

years, 

. . . the prize-awarding committees realized that 
their decisions depended more on the skill and per
suasiveness of supporting letters than on consider
ation of teaching skills. Thus, awards were being 
made not for excellent teaching, but for persuasive 
accounts of educational innovations, which are quite 
a different thing. (126:307) 

In short, the assessment of teacher effectiveness in 

higher education is often an inconsistent exercise, archaic, 

and in large measure, unrelated to apparent purpose. After 

visiting numerous classes on representative college and 

university campuses, Paul Klapper described the quality of 

college teaching this way: 
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On the whole, we are justified in characterizing 
the gap between educational intent and actual 
achievement as wide and discouraging. The keenness 
of the disappointment stems from the fact that con
ditions responsible for this wide gap are not new 
and not necessarily associated with the pressures 
of the day, but rather with circumstances that have 
unfortunately prevailed for many years. The large 
classes, the inexperienced teachers, the long teach
ing day, the heavy teaching assignments—these are 
hot the primary causes of ineffective teaching in 
our colleges and universities today; rather, they 
are the secondary causes that have intensified it. 
The fact remains that our teachers in institutions 
of higher education have not been prepared to teach. 
We have persisted in the assumption that good 
teachers are born, hence cannot be made, and fur
ther, that anyone who really knows can teach because 
the converse--he who does not know cannot teach— 
is true. . . . 

Aimlessness is the most important single cause 
of ineffectiveness in teaching and of frustration 
of educational effort. Again and again one looks 
in vain for evidence of purpose in classroom, lec
ture hall, and laboratory. The only apparent pur
pose that the observer can discover in these visits 
is to fill the interval from bell to bell with 
another segment of the subject matter of the course 
which the student, being literate, can and should 
acquire for himself. (70:228-229) 

This depressing appraisal was issued in 1949, but is 

still echoed today. Pullias (101) advances three basic 

causes for this "discouragingly difficult" problem of teacher 

effectiveness. They are: 

. . . the extreme complexity of the problems, the 
inappropriateness or inadequacy of the methods of 
research so far developed, and the tangle of pre
conceptions and misconceptions that have grown up 
around college teaching, distorting its nature and 
confusing its functions. (101:243) 

Dressel agrees, but advances additional concerns: 
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College teaching is so diffuse that research has 
had to deal with parts rather than the v/hole, lead
ing to some woefully inadequate, even conflicting, 
explanations and recommendations. A review of the 
literature calls to mind the legend of the blind 
men attempting to describe an elephant by feeling 
different parts of its body. But the analogy is 
imperfect because an elephant can be described in 
its totality if our vision is clear whereas we have 
no assurance that college teaching can ever be 
fully evaluated even though we know it exists. 
Since the judgments of nankind change, even the 
evaluation of a static function might differ in 
time. This kind of doubt about the reliability of 
evaluation of college teaching causes some people 
to reject efforts to m.ake objective assessments, 
no matter how well designed. (34:299) 

Because of the very nature of college teaching, perhaps 

its evaluation can never be entirely accurate and objective. 

Each approach to research and assessment of teacher effec

tiveness in higher education has its place as well as its 

limitations and shortcomings. Improvement in educational 

research and evaluative techniques will not occur without 

realization of the possibility of improvement and a desire 

for it. Even when the desire is present, however, the route 

to improvement is not altogether clear, as the following 

review of research on college teaching effectiveness quickly 

demonstrates. It should be noted that research reviewed in 

this section merely illustrates typical concerns and results. 

For each study reported, others could also have been included, 

were it not for space limitations. 
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Teaching Styles and Methods 

The bibliography in Buxton's book (23) and the two 

annotated bibliographies on studies of instructional method 

distributed by the Association for Higher Education (35) 

demonstrate that there are significant studies being con

ducted on college teaching styles and methods. Most of the 

research on instructional methods centers around such con

trasts as lecture versus discussion, student versus 

instructor-centered teaching, directive versus non-directive, 

authoritarian versus democratic, and content orientation 

versus affective-value orientation. These concerns typify 

the research design of most of the studies on this aspect 

of the act of teaching. 

McKeachie summarizes the results of four decades of 

research on the lecture versus the discussion method: 

Since discussion offers the opportunity for a 
good deal of student activity and feedback, it 
could, in theory be more effective than the lecture 
method in developing concepts and problem-solving 
skills. However, since the rate of transmission of 
information is slow in discussion classes, we would 
expect lecture classes to be superior in helping 
students acquire knowledge of information. 

Although many studies have been made comparing 
the lecture method with discussion and other methods, 
few have used independent measures of these differ
ent types of outcome. The results of these studies 
are generally in line with our hypotheses but are 
certainly not conclusive. (89:1126) 

In agreement with McKeachie, Trent and Cohen, reviewing 

almost a half-century of research on college teaching methods, 

conclude: 
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Results indicate that the preferred method de
pends on one's goals in teaching. Effects shown 
on tests of factual knowledge are not consistent, 
but in studies that have measured problem-solving 
ability, critical thinking, attitudes or motivation, 
the results have favored the discussion method. 

(125:1028) 

Almost all of the studies demonstrate concern that 

factual knowledge not be sacrificed by use of the discussion 

approach. Buxton observes that "The best guess we can make 

from the weight of the evidence, then, is that students 

who have been taught by discussion, group-centered methods 

have not lagged behind in their achievement as convention

ally defined" (23:208). Beyond this, researchers have re

ported discussion method superior to lecture approaches in 

improved personal adjustment (4); significant gains in 

assuming different social roles, in self-av/areness and self-

insight, and in ability to assume leadership (46); superior 

ability to analyze and understand case material (17,89); 

and improved interpersonal attitudes (66). In short, a 

reasonable conclusion is that it is possible by discussion, 

group-centered techniques to gain in values and attitudes 

other than knowledge without sacrificing knowledge as com

pared with more traditional lecture-, instructor-, or 

content-oriented procedures. 

Beach studied the interactions in small self-directed 

learning groups in a social psychology course at Hope College 

"to determine what types of activities v/ere helpful and 
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which were harmful to learning and to assess other possible 

desirable outcomes which might result from this approach 

to learning" (10). Experimental students in the small learn

ing groups were compared with control students who experi

enced traditional lecture methods. Comparisons were made 

on the basis of data collected from questionnaires answered 

by students at the beginning and end of the course, course 

examinations, the Brown-Holtzman Survey of Study Habits 

and Attitudes, the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal 

Test,and observation of the small groups from behind a one

way mirror. 

Beach reports a significant difference in achievement 

test scores, the control group doing slightly better than 

the experimental group. However, results of the Watson-

Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal Test showed significant 

improvement in critical thinking among the students in the 

experimental group who had participated in the small groups. 

Also, the self-reports of the students in the experimental 

group who had lower grade-point averages indicated that they 

profited considerably from the independent study groups. 

They reported consulting more books in preparing their 

papers than did the control students and they had a greater 

increase in their interest in the course. 

The studies of Hovey, Gruber, and Terrell (62) and Doty 

(31) are typical of those investigations concerning 
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interaction between teaching method and student character

istics. Both studies indicated that students who achieved 

most in conventional lecture situations were characterized 

by moderate achievement and social needs and low creativity. 

Likewise, students characterized by high creativity or by 

high social needs tended to perform best in small discussion 

groups. These findings are consistent with results found 

by Heist (60) indicating that highly creative students may 

be characterized by a high level of curiosity which is not 

satisfied in classes taught by conventional methods. 

Concern about the needs and life experiences of stu

dents, the emphasis of the Lewinian group dynamicists on 

the use of the social setting of the classroom to produce 

and enhance learning, and Rogerian client-centered counsel

ing have interacted and combined to focus research attention 

at the college and university level on student-centered 

teaching methods. The 1960's saw a great many college 

teachers trying methods in which the professor's traditional 

role as an authority-expert figure was altered; also the 

period witnessed the incorporation of T-group or encounter 

group techniques into many college courses. These practices 

led to research attempting to find differences in self-

concept and personality adjustment variables, attitudes 

toward a subject, and class involvement or participation of 

students experiencing student-centered versus instructor-

centered teaching styles. McKeachie concludes: 
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Overall results favor student-centered teaching 
for the more complex educational affective out
comes. These results are so consistent that they 
suggest a greater effort should be made to train 
teachers in the skills of student-centered dis
cussion teaching. (88:2) 

Green's study (54) is representative of research on 

this problem. He compared T-group sensitivity training, 

group discussions of filmed classroom experiences, and in-

school observations of students in human development and 

education classes. The variables to be measured, human 

understanding and self-understanding, were assessed with 

the Personality Orientation Inventory and the Tennessee 

Self-Concept Scale, an interpersonal orientation inventory, 

and an objective checklist. Results indicated that the 

students in the T-groups saw their experience as promoting 

greater changes in the two variables of concern. However, 

interpretation is difficult since Green failed to examine 

control group differences and other possible contributing 

variables. 

In terms of approach or style, a number of character

istics have been consistently identified as comprising 

effective teaching. Eble (37) summarizes three sets of 

such characteristics which are highly comparable to one 

another although obtained from independent research. Hilde-

brand and Wilson's study (61) offers another set of char

acteristics obtained from a factor analysis of traits found 
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to distinguish professors at the University of California 

at Davis who were nominated as outstanding teachers. The 

results of this study were comparable to those summarized 

by Eble. Major factors consistent to the four studies were: 

(1) clarity of organization, interpretation, and explana

tion; (2) encouragement of class discussion and presentation 

of diverse points of view; (3) stimulation of students' 

interests, motivation, and thinking; (4) m.anifestation of 

attentiveness to and interest in students as persons; and 

(5) manifestation of enthusiasm (37). 

However, to narrowly define effective teaching to a 

comparison of teaching methods or styles is a gross over

simplification. It is dangerous to develop generalizations 

regarding the comparable effectiveness of lectures, class 

discussion, and so forth, as a result of experimental 

research on college teaching. Nearly all studies on which 

these conclusions are based rely on quantitative measures 

of specific knowledge acquisition obtained by subtracting 

pre-course from post-course test scores, using experimental 

and control groups. They do not measure attitudinal, emo

tional, and affective outcomes. Travers warns that differ

ent teaching methods emphasize different principles and 

neglect others: "There is little likelihood that any one 

is superior to any other when the overall effects of teach

ing are appraised" (124:500). Thus, although we have 
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established some trends, there is little empirical evidence 

to guide a teacher's choice of method. Indeed, even if we 

could determine that a particular method when ideally em

ployed is superior to other methods, one would hesitate to 

urge its widespread adoption because of differences in 

teachers. Ultimately, when asked about the most appropriate 

teaching method, research indicates the best counter would 

be: "For what goals?" 

Teacher Role 

Somev7hat related to research on teaching method is 

research on teacher role, since one's conception of role 

might tend to influence his choice of teaching style. In 

studies conducted by Richard Mann and his associates (82) 

at the Center for Research on Learning and Teaching at the 

University of Michigan, the types of roles college teachers 

assume, how these roles influence teacher behavior, teaching 

style and method, and the influence these different ap

proaches have on various types of students were studied. 

Mann, using the classic descriptive process of observing 

verbal interaction patterns developed by Flanders (4 0), re

ported that verbal interaction patterns that take place in 

a college classroom are related to perceived teacher role. 

Part of the analytical schema used by the Mann team was the 

"teacher as" typology which broke the role of teacher down 
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into smaller components. This breakdown made it possible to 

look at the effectiveness of a teacher in terms of the role 

or roles he chooses to emphasize or de-emphasize. Mann's 

typology consisted of six categories: (1) teacher as expert, 

(2) teacher as formal authority, (3) teacher as socializing 

agent, (4) teacher as facilitator, (5) teacher as ego ideal, 

and (6) teacher as person. Then, applying Rensis Likert's 

(7 9) model of the participatory management structure to his 

"teacher as" typology, Mann tested each role for effective

ness by isolating four major factors of leadership: (1) sup

port, (2) interaction facilitation, (3) goal emphasis, and 

(4) work facilitation. 

Mann's team concluded that the most effective teacher 

roles are those in which the teacher can provide leadership 

along all four factors, thus emphasizing both task and socio-

emotional aspects of the job. 

Brawer (19), whose extensive study reviewed personal

ity assessment, roles, and image of college faculty, devel

oped her own typological teacher role schema comprised of 

end-of-the-roaders, ladder climbers, job holders, and 

defined-purpose routers. She developed this typology after 

combining elements of the role patterns in Gusfield and 

Riesman's (55) typology of teachers as pioneer settlers, 

pioneer adventurers, and jobholders; Adelson's (2) typology 

of teacher role as shamans, priests, and mystic healers; 
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Friedman's (41) organization of teacher role as "subject 

matterists" and disciplinarians (125:1044). 

Other studies, especially sociological investigations, 

stress that the most effective teacher role is that which 

strikes a balance between independence and dependence in 

the classroom (103,120). 

Much of the research on teacher role in higher educa

tion deals V7ith teacher attitudes toward role, role expecta

tion, and role conflicts. Two such investigations were 

conducted by Grambs (52) and Gordon (48). Both concluded 

that the multitude of roles and role expectations experienced 

by every teacher are contradictory and cause role conflict 

and role strain. Their findings include the following 

premises: (1) an adaptation to the conditions of the situ

ation leads the teacher to seek to adjust the various pres

sures in order to protect his personality and identity; 

(2) adjustments tend to be worked out privately or in inti

mate congenial groups because problems of the classroom are 

not shared on a colleague-wide basis because of the compet

itiveness of the status system among teachers; and (3) 

teacher perspective fails to incorporate the reality of the 

social structure in which he works, preventing him from 

seeing problems as general rather than personal and private. 

Perhaps the most comprehensive and thorough investiga

tion of teacher role as it relates to teacher effectiveness 
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is that by Rosencranz and Biddle (110). This study devel

oped a complex model of cognitions held about the role of 

the teacher by teachers, administrators, parents, students, 

and public constituencies. The authors were concerned with 

expectations and values or norms involving the teacher, and 

they stress the point that role conflict, pluralistic ig

norance and other role phenomena form part of the context 

with which all teachers must deal. These determine the 

teacher's ability to survive and produce in school and non-

school contexts. 

The models developed by Rosencranz and Biddle are 

represented visually in Figures 1, 2, and 3. 
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~ Fig. 1.—Proximal variables involved in explaining 
teacher behavior. 
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These models were used as the theoretical framework of 

a research program, the Kansas City Teacher Role Studies, 

conducted by Rosencranz, Biddle and others at the University 

of Kansas City and the University of Missouri, where the 

project moved in 1960. The study greatly contributed to 

literature on teacher role, including empirical studies 

relating to educational roles (110); methodologies designed 

specifically for the study of teacher role (105), as well 

as five volumes of results of the three field studies in 

the Kansas City Teacher Role Studies (110). 

More than one hundred independent findings have been 

reported for the Kansas City Teacher Role Studies, and it 

would be impractical to attempt their summary here. 

Several should be of special interest in connection with 

the evaluation of teacher effectiveness, however. They are: 

1. There exist broad teacher role stereotypes 
that are shared by nearly everyone. This find
ing tends to support the position that teachers 
live in a "goldfish bowl" and that Americans 
are not willing to allow a teacher to relax and 
leave the job—ever. 

2. Despite these broad stereotypes, there are sig
nificant differences among all respondent posi
tions regarding teacher role. Major areas of 
contention are matters of discipline, techniques 
for instruction, teacher self-indulgence, rela
tions with others in the school system, and 
obligations as they relate to teacher role and 
role expectations. 

3. There are also broad differences among types 
of community in roles held for the teacher. 
That is, small communities hold stricter norms 
for the teacher but are better able than large 
cities to predict the actual behaviors of 
teachers. 
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4. Significant differences appear among education 
students, students in other fields, and teach
ers regarding roles held for the teacher. 

5. Accuracy and veridicality of role cognitions 
showed significant differences depending on 
respondent position. 

6. All types of role cognitions, levels of cogni
tion, backgrounds, characteristics, and sen
tient object positions significantly differen
tiated the role cognitions held by respondents. 

(110) 

Dressel (34) is representative of those investigators 

who have attempted to explore several objective approaches 

to teacher effectiveness which, when linked to teacher role 

and function, might achieve a measure for evaluation. 

Dressell identifies six roles which describe the obligations 

of the college teacher. An effort to assess teacher effec

tiveness, he argues, could proceed by examining the extent 

to which these functions are fulfilled and have resulted 

in student change. The proposed technique involves an 

examination of both the process and the results of the 

teaching act. The six roles of functions of the college 

teacher Dressell proposes are: (1) motivating the student, 

(2) demonstrating what is expected to the student, (3) pro

viding the materials on which the student can practice and 

learn, (4) furnishing feedback, (5) organizing the work in 

meaningful sequence, and (6) establishing standards of 

performance (34:299-301). These functions are similar to 

McKeachie's "principles of learning" believed to be impor

tant in affecting student achievement of objectives: 
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motivation, organization, variability, verbalization, feed

back, continuity, and active learning (89:1118-1119). Both 

are related to Tyler's "conditions for effective learning": 

motivation, recognition, guidance, meaningful work, time, 

satisfaction, sequential practice, high standards, and self-

evalaation (129:257-258). 

Teaching-Learning Process 

Although Dressel's behavioral approach to appraisal 

of teacher effectiveness is in line with similar proposals 

by Tyler (129), McKeachie (88), Mayhew (83), Umstattd (130), 

and others, there is disagreement over the relative weights 

to be placed on teacher behaviors (means) and student be

haviors (ends). One school of thought is that the results, 

what students learn, determine the teacher's effectiveness, 

regardless of classroom techniques employed. Goode (47), 

for example, reduces "all kinds of quantitative and quali

tative evaluation of outcomes . . . to one essential demand, 

namely changed student behavior" (47:507). Other researchers 

take the position that results reflect many variables over 

which the teacher has no control and thus cannot fairly be 

used as the sole measuring instrument of teacher effective

ness. The latter approach combines both teacher and student 

performance in evaluation of teaching. 

Even more complicated, and farther beyond the limits of 

existing measurement techniques, is the all-inclusive idea 
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of college teaching as the employment of talents, education, 

experience, and position to create an atmosphere stimulating 

intellectual and personal growth of the student. This line 

of reasoning raises a number of questions regarding the 

proper approach to the assessment of teacher effectiveness. 

Are we concerned with teacher characteristics, the teaching 

process, or observed changes in students? Or combinations 

of these? Does the responsibility for effective teaching 

rest with the teacher alone, or is it shared by students, 

other faculty, administrators, the campus climate, and the 

larger society? 

So broad is this approach to the teaching-learning 

process that it encompasses the student's total learning 

environment, covering all stimuli he encounters during his 

college experience rather than merely the specific inter

actions betv/een him and a teacher in a classroom for a 

certain number of hours a week. Under this definition, 

formal teaching could be evaluated only as one variable 

in the social milieu of curricular and extracurricular 

activities. 

Pullias summarizes this "growth" dimension and its 

pervasive effects as follows: 

The institution as a whole educates perhaps more 
profoundly and more permanently than any specific, 
segmented process, such as single courses or 
teacher influence. Or, the experience of a course. 
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the work of an individual teacher is enriched, re
inforced, deepened, and broadened by the wider 
climate in which it operates. Likewise, effective
ness in college teaching may be obstructed or de
stroyed by significant identifiable negative 
factors in the total college environment. 

(101:245-246) 

As theoretically sound as this pervasive "growth" con

cept may be, to accept it as the criteria for teacher effec

tiveness is to confront an almost impossible practical 

challenge. Even with its sophisticated computerized tech

niques for analysis, social science research has not yet 

reached this Utopian level of development. 

However, representative of the more sophisticated and 

impressive research attempts to develop a framework and a 

set of explanatory principles describing the teaching-

learning process in this growth dimension are the studies 

of Birkin (16) and Biddle (14). Birkin developed a model 

of the instructional system, illustrated in Figure 4, which 

represents a hypothesis-derivation system, the hypotheses 

being derived to account for the relationships among vari

ables, processes, and structures in the teaching-learning 

process. These elements of the model are themselves located 

on a dimension of stability, ranging from highly stable (or 

structural) to highly fluid (or process). Some fifteen 

hypotheses points are located in the model illustrated in ^ 

Figure 4, and in Table 1, an indication of these hypotheses.^ 

is given. ^ ^ 
\ > ^ 

V 
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TABLE 1 

BIRKIN'S RELATIONSHIPS AMONG ELEMENTS OF THE MODEL 
OF INSTRUCTION SYSTEM 

1. Process variables to internal structure. 
2. Teacher population variables to teacher process 

variables. 
3. ̂  Teacher and student process variables to student 

population variables. 
4. (Converse of 3.) Student population variables to 

teacher and student process. Further subdivided 
into: 
a. Student population to student process. 
b. Student process to teacher process. 

5. (In same derivation chain.) Teacher and student process 
to teacher population. 

6. Teacher process to student process. 
7. Nature of process stability. 
8. Nature of stability of structure of student population 

variables. 
9. Similarly for teacher population structure. 
10. Similarly for internal group structure. 
11. Student process to teacher process. 
12. Teacher motivation to teacher personality. 
13. Teacher motivation and personality to teacher cognitive 

variables. 
14. Student motivation to student personality. 
15. Student motivation and personality to student cognitive 

variables. 

(16:124) 

Birkin notes that hypotheses are derived from the model 

in a series of chains or cycles in the following manner: 

Fluid process variables may crystalize into various 
semi-stable internal structural characteristics; 
such structures will directly reflect, in part, 
particular combinations of population character
istics, and will constitute a description of the 
sociopsychological setting. These settings also 
reflect, indirectly, stable external structural^ 
characteristics such as administrative and physical 
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requirements of the school and classroom setting. 
These intrinsic characteristics of the instruc
tional system and the extrinsic characteristics 
of the external environment thus interact in com
plex but as yet largely unknown ways; the precise 
form of any functional relations we postulate 
between them cannot yet be specified. Indeed 
many functions may fit the data and we find it 
difficult to decide betv/een them. 

The most we can say is that the system is a 
closed one: i.e., trends in the population 
variables, v/hich reflect the directive properties 
of past social experience outside the instruc
tional system, will re-enter the system, so com
pleting the cycle. (16:122-123) 

Using this model, Birkin set up an experimental study 

attempting (1) to predict process criteria from population 

variables, (2) to predict product criteria from population 

variables, and (3) to predict product criteria from process 

variables. Results of the attempt to predict process cri

teria from teacher population variables showed that the 

best predictors were personality variables, divergent think

ing variables, attitude variables, and an age variable. Per

sonality and attitude variables entered into predictions 

about equally, with personality playing a slightly greater 

part. 

The prediction of product variables from population 

variables was also highly significant. Again the personal

ity and attitude variables emerged as the best predictors. 

The most obvious difference suggested by these results 

between prediction of process and product criteria from the 

same set of teacher population variables is a difference 

in increasing complexity. The prediction of gains in 
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product criteria from classroom process indices was much 

less successful than the prediction of the same products 

from characteristics of teachers. In no case was signif

icance found. 

Biddle's study (14), based on a Seven-variable Model 

for Teacher Effectiveness, attempts to analyze teacher 

effectiveness by establishing relationships between teacher 

behaviors (independent variables) and teacher effects (de

pendent variables). Biddle recognizes that the problem is 

complex because teacher-student interaction is imbedded in 

historical, social, and physical contexts that constrain 

and interact with it. The problem is further compounded 

when examining both short and long range effects and when 

considering types of teachers or teacher properties rather 

than the specifics of teacher behavior. 

With consideration of these complications in mind, 

Biddle composed a variable system composed of seven classes: 

(1) formative experiences, (2) teacher properties, (3) 

teacher behaviors, (4) immediate effects, (5) long-term 

consequences, (6) classroom situations, and (7) school and 

community contexts. The first five variables are main 

sequence variables and are postulated to form a cause-effect 

sequence, which Biddle states as follows: 

1. Formative experiences, teacher properties, 
teacher behaviors, immediate effects, and 
long-term consequences form a sequence such 
that each variable class in the sequence 
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causes effects in the next variable class 
listed. 

2. The classroom situation imbeds and interacts 
with teacher properties, teacher behaviors, 
and immediate effects. 

3. School and community contexts imbed and inter
act with formative experiences, teacher prop
erties, teacher behaviors, immediate effects, 
and long-term consequences. (14:6) 

Thes'e variables and postulates are represented visually 

in Figure 5. 
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Fig. 5.—A seven-variable-class model for teacher 
effectiveness. Note: Variables listed in each class are 
examples. 

Teacher Characteristics and Traits 

Teacher Personality and Attitudes.—Perhaps the most 

comprehensive study completed during the past decade on the 

relation of teaching success to teacher personality was that 

of Michaelis (95). He investigated the predictive value of 
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the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI), the Minne

sota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), and the 

Heston Personal Adjustment Inventory (HPAI). Supervisors' 

ratings of student teachers were used as the criterion of 

teaching success. Michaelis reports that there was a 

highly significant statistical relationship at the .01 

level between scores on the MTAI and the ratings of student 

teachers, but only one subtest of the HPAI, home satisfac

tion, appeared to have sufficient differential power, and 

none of the scales of the MMPI yielded a significant 

correlation. 

The first study to report on the validity of the MTAI 

to predict interpersonal relationships in the classroom was 

Leeds (76,77). He correlated the MTAI scores with the fol

lowing criteria: skilled observers' ratings of teachers, 

principals' ratings of teachers, and students' ratings of 

teachers, singly and combined. The results of Leeds' 

studies showed a significant degree of relationship between 

teachers' attitudes toward pupils and their behavior as 

indicated by the scores on the MTAI and teacher-pupil rap

port in the classroom as evidenced by the combined ratings. 

Tyler's studies (128) on the predictive value of per

sonality and attitude and their relationship to teacher 

success corroborated the results of Michaelis. Tyler used 

the MMPI and HPAI with a group of 189 men enrolled in 
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student teaching in the secondary schools. In only two 

scales of the MMPI did Tyler obtain differences between the 

means of good and poor teachers that were significant at 

the .05 level of confidence. One of these scales differ

entiated the teachers v/ho were tense, apprehensive and 

insecure; the other, those who were withdrawn and over

sensitive. Three of the subtests of the HPAI, confidence, 

sociability, and personal relations, tended to differentiate 

between good and bad teachers but not to a significant de

gree. Tyler is of the opinion that the unreliability of 

his criterion of teaching success may have been a major 

factor in the results he reported. 

Cattel's 16 Personality Factors Test (16PF) has been 

used in niimerous studies that attempted to answer questions 

regarding the presumed relationships between personality 

and teacher effectiveness. Lamke's study (73) of 146 

University of Wisconsin students enrolled in undergraduate 

educational psychology was representative of those studies 

using the 16PF that reported significant results. Lamke's 

criteria for teacher effectiveness were the opinions of 

"experts" about the subjects' student teaching performances 

and their ratings by the principal and supervisor. The data 

suggested that good teachers are more likley than poor 

teachers to be "gregarious, adventurous, and frivolous"; to 

show emotional responses and strong artistic or sentimental 
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interests; to be interested in the opposite sex; and to be 

polished and "cool." Poor teachers are more likely to be 

"shy, cautious, and conscientious"; to lack emotional 

responses and artistic or sentimental interests; to have 

comparatively slight interest in the opposite sex; to be 

easily pleased; and to be more attentive to people (73: 

217-259). 

An exceedingly meaningful approach examining the rela

tionship of teacher effectiveness and the personality of 

the teacher is that of Symonds (123). He tested the hypoth

esis that "the manner of teaching is an expression of the 

teacher's basic personality reactions, and that these re

actions constitute the core of teaching behavior in the 

classroom situation" (123:180). 

Using a group of teachers whose teaching experiences 

ranged from less than five to more than thirty-five years, 

Symonds had the subjects respond to three kinds of evidence: 

tests, interviews, and observations. The Rorschach tech

nique and the Thematic Apperception Test were administered. 

An average of ten interviews focusing on attitudes were 

conducted and classroom interactions were observed. 

Among the difficulties described as rendering teachers 

ineffective, Symonds cited feelings of inadequacy, insecur

ity, or inferiority. Such responses as overaggression, 

bluntness, bossiness, unfeelingness, and snappiness may 
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constitute reactions to these feelings. Symonds observes 

that since such feelings are neither learned nor unlearned 

in teaching courses but are, rather, the outgrowths of 

basic personality patterns, they should be subjected to 

procedures that encourage change. He observes that docile, 

easy-going attitudes may also be reactions to feelings of 

inadequacy that result in ineffective behavior. The depen

dency needs of teachers may result in outward behavior 

wherein the teacher assumes many responsibilities beyond 

his abilities. Symonds concludes: 

Teaching is at least in part an expression of per
sonality; accordingly, it is important that a 
teacher be free to adopt procedures consistent with 
his basic attitudes and perceptions. Although 
methods and procedures learned during the teacher's 
college preparation may superficially influence his 
behavior, they do not actually determine the nature 
of his relationships with pupils or peers. (123:83) 

There seems to be a sparsity of research in higher 

education on college faculty attitudes toward the teaching 

act and the teaching profession. However, one such study 

was conducted by Gaff and Wilson (42), who surveyed 1,085 

faculty members at six institutions of differing types and 

sizes. They discovered that: (1) the majority of faculty 

members seem to have confused and conflicting perceptions 

of role obligations and expectations; (2) faculty believed 

the quality of teaching was given less weight in pay and 

promotion decisions than it should be; (3) nine out of ten 
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faculty members said teaching was the "major source of 

satisfaction in their lives"; and (4) substantial majorities 

of faculty members had positive attitudes toward such edu

cational reforms as increases in the amount of informal 

interaction and interpersonal relationships between faculty 

and students, in the proportions of students from minority 

groups, in the number of interdisciplinary offerings, in 

the use of independent study, in the proportion of courses 

directed at contemporary social problems, and in the allow

ance of credit for work in community action programs. 

Gaff and Wilson came to this conclusion as a result 

of their study, as interpreted by Trent and Cohen: 

In general, faculty members who favored reform had 
more contact with students outside the classroom 
and were more likely to be from junior ranks, polit
ically liberal, and nonreligious. Such faculty 
members were more likely to see the purpose of a 
college education as promoting self-development of 
the student and were more likely to emphasize per
sonalization in the educative process. In addition, 
such faculty members were more likely to be discur
sive, analytic, and integrative and were more at
tuned to encouraging student participation and to 
employing less structured evaluation of procedures 
in the classroom. The opposite was generally true 
of faculty members who opposed educational change. 

(125:1052) 

A similar study, with emphasis on organizational change 

in colleges and universities, its causes, characteristics, 

and results, are underway by the Environment for Teaching 

program of Stanford's Center for Research and Development 

in Teaching (6). Using a representative national sample 
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of 321 colleges and universities, more than 17,000 faculty 

were sent questionnaires that ask about the teacher's role 

in important policy decisions in his institution. Results 

are not yet completed, but this type of research is sig

nificant, because as Trent and Cohen observe: 

Teachers' perceptions of their effectiveness in 
influencing policies greatly affect their teach
ing, work satisfaction, and willingness to con
tinue in the teaching profession. More important, 
these teacher attitudes affect student behavior, 
learning patterns, and satisfaction with their 
educational experience. . . . Moreover, the analy
ses should reveal links between 'political' deci
sion activities in institutions and the teaching 
that occurs in them. (125:1053) 

Cohen and Brawer, in their summary of the review of 

current research on teacher personality as it relates to, 

or may be predictive of, teacher effectiveness, observe: 

The literature is vast, the approaches are varied, 
and the techniques are diffuse. The answers, how
ever, are far from determined. The question of 
criteria is a particularly important one and ac
counts for much of the disparity that exists 
between numbers of studies and results of studies. 

(26:27) 

McKeachie, however, strikes a slightly optimistic note 

in summarizing research on teacher personality and attitudes 

Although results continue to be contradictory and 
inconclusive on the v/hole, results appear promising. 
Multivariate statistical techniques now permit 
more precise analysis of the sorts of complex inter
action patterns between attitudinal and personality 
variables which undeniably affect teacher effective
ness. (88:7) 
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Scholarly Productivity and Experience 

One of the questions which frequently arises in con

nection with the appointment and promotion of university 

and college faculty is that of the relationship between 

scholarly productivity and teacher effectiveness. Studies 

such* as Astin and Lee's (5) indicate that quality of teach

ing does not weigh heavily in the making of appointments 

and promotions, but that research resulting in publication 

is what counts. The implication of such studies is that a 

good researcher or a good scholar is not necessarily a good 

teacher; indeed, the implication is that outstanding scholars 

are just as likely to be poor teachers as they are to be 

good ones. The lack of correlation between peer and stu

dents' ratings of instructors and academic ranks is some

times cited as evidence of the lack of relationship between 

quality of teaching and quantity and quality of research 

(86). In contrast, however, the fact that many outstanding 

institutions known for the high scholarly productivity of 

their faculties also have the reputation of being outstanding 

in teaching can be cited as evidence that quality of scholar

ship and teaching are related. 

This concern was the focus of several studies attempt

ing to obtain a composite picture of the ideal college 

teacher, such as the research of Ahern (3), Hall (58), 

McGrath (84), McKeachie (89), Rayder (104), and Yamamoto 
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and Dizney (135). The findings were generally contradictory. 

Ahern's study found proportionately more outstanding teachers 

were mature, tenured, married males who had published one or 

more articles compared to the less outstanding professors. 

On the other hand, Rayder and McKeachie's results indicated 

less experienced, younger, often unpublished instructors 

rated higher than the older, more academic, experienced, 

published professors. McGrath's results consistently rated 

the younger faculty as friendlier, more understanding, sys

tematic, responsible, stimulating, imaginative, and enthu

siastic. 

Bresler's studies (20) revealed that faculty members 

who received grants and who published widely V7ere also rated 

as better teachers by their students than those who did less 

of both. However, Voeks (132) found no relationship between 

the total number of publicatons and teacher effectiveness 

in any academic area as determined by students' performances 

on achievement tests, evaluations by colleagues and student 

opinion. 

Also, the notion that experience in teaching and com

pletion or noncompletion of the requirements for teacher 

certification might be related to teacher effectiveness was 

also investigated by a number of researchers. Turner and 

Wade (127) examined the apparent effects of training and 

experience on the performance of simulated teaching tasks. 
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The results indicated a significant advance in performance 

among prospective teachers between the beginning of the 

methods courses and the end of student teaching. Collater

ally, teachers with one to three years of experience showed 

performance significantly superior to that of the prospective 

teachers at the end of student teaching. The performance 

of experienced teachers leveled off after the third year of 

experience and showed significant effects attributable to 

type of school-system setting. 

Most of the research on teacher preparation and types 

of professional experience for college teaching center 

around the merits of the teaching assistantship as the 

vehicle for phasing graduate students into college teaching 

careers. Studies on this problem, of which those made by 

Heiss (59) and Hagiwara (57) are typical, reveal that while 

the assistantship is highly criticized for its tendency to 

reinforce poor teaching, it is accepted as better, at least 

more practical, than anything that has been suggested as a 

replacement. 

Specialized models for college teacher-improvement 

programs have emerged in research for a variety of reasons, 

but primarily (1) to aid new instructors in gaining a 

broader picture of curriculum, teaching methods, and the 

needs of students than that usually afforded in a graduate-

school, subject-matter-centered program; and (2) to provide 

V 
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continuing in-service training to develop instructors' aware

ness of new strategies and skills. Typical of these models 

are those of Cohen (27), Singer (115), and Gage (44). 

Gage's research on "micro-teaching" developed in the Stan

ford teacher education program has probably attracted more 

scholarly attention and research than the other models. 

The "micro-teaching" model consists of getting the trainee 

to teach a scaled-down teaching exercise; it is scaled down 

in terms of a) time, because it lasts only five to ten 

minutes; b) class size, because the intern teaches a group 

of not more than five students; and c) the task, because the 

intern attempts to perform only one skill in any single 

microteaching session. The sessions are recorded in video

tape and the intern gets to see and hear himself immediately 

after the session, and simultaneously receives feedback from 

supervisors. 

Teacher Traits 

Many of the scales now being used to measure relation

ships between teacher traits and college teaching effective

ness are statistically reliable, but their validity leaves 

much to be desired. For instance, wide agreement on whether 

a teacher possesses certain qualities provides no evidence 

whatsoever that those qualities really make a difference in 

helping students acquire certain competencies. No observable 
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classroom behavior of teachers has yet been identified as 

conducive to pupil gain. Like so many others, in a recent 

effort to identify characteristics of effective college 

teaching directed by McKeachie, the findings were incon

clusive (92). This study used a peer group nomination 

procedure, a descriptive adjective inventory, and the Insti

tute for Personality and Ability Testing Sixteen Personality 

Factors Questionnaire on tv70 groups of teaching fellows in 

an introductory psychology course at the University of Mich

igan. The only teacher trait which consistently correlated 

with good ratings was the peer group evaluation of the teach

ing fellows' general "cultural attainment." 

Davies (2 9) found only two measures among twenty-five 

teacher traits to be significantly related to patterns of 

teaching observed with the ten Flanders categories. These 

two traits, warmth from the Cattell 16PF Tests and the 

total MTAI score, were associated with responsive teacher 

behavior as statistically significant. 

Ringness and his associates (109) compared observation 

scores of college instructors with measures of self-concept 

as teachers, measures of security, and measures of anxiety. 

Although there were significant relationships among the 

self-perception scores, the measures were not significantly 

associated with observed overt behavior while teaching. 

Bowie and Morgan (18) tested relationships between 
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teachers' values and their verbal behaviors. After confirm

ing some of the relationships and not others, the authors 

cautioned that common sense assumptions about the relation

ships between teacher values and traits need to be tested 

empirically before research in this area is valid. 

Obviously, little that is conclusive or even practical 

may be gleaned from such results on what teacher traits are 

most desirable and most conducive to teacher effectiveness. 

The major problem probably lies in the fact that in dealing 

with a teacher, all that can be measured directly is overt. 

Observers can agree that a teacher is sloppily or neatly 

dressed, tall or short, that he is speaking loudly in a 

harsh tone or softly and melodiously, that attention is 

given or withheld; observers can determine age, sex, skin 

color, physical states, and so on, in a direct manner. But 

all the really fascinating, and probably meaningful, aspects 

of the situation, both in terms of psychology and sociology, 

must be surmised from evaluating an overt, observed event 

or from a pattern of similar events. Bluntly, this is due 

to the fact that the behavioral sciences, in their present 

stage at least, simply do not have the techniques to deal 

with the complexity of human behavior. 

Recent Research Trends 

It is neither profound nor astute to observe that the 

field of teacher effectiveness, so long a focal point of 
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interest for so many researchers, has produced few results 

acceptable either to teachers or to those who judge them. 

When all is said and done about the importance of im

proving the quality of college teaching and the need of 

developing better techniques and interpretive data in the 

evaluation of teacher competency, the fact still remains 

that the greatest need is a more precise definition of what 

is meant by good teaching in each subject. In a subject 

such as freshman English, is "good teaching" that which helps 

students to \«7rite better? What about American government, 

or chemistry, or art, or psychology? Does each teacher know 

what is meant by good teaching in each field? Should the 

student learn facts and concepts, solve problems, develop 

scientific attitudes, enjoy a new intellectual experience, 

learn awareness and grov/th as a person, begin to appreciate 

something which he has not appreciated before? In short, 

part of the inconclusiveness and confusion in the field of 

evaluation of teacher effectiveness is that we are not 

exactly sure what we want to measure. The criterion problem 

which plagued the earliest researchers on teacher effective

ness is still an anathema to contemporary investigators. 

However, certain optimistic trends in current research 

are discernible when work of the last decade is compared to 

previous efforts. One such trend is the research devoted to 

the development of more powerful observaton techniques which 
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help in the analysis of what actually takes place in the 

classroom. Research is underway to develop tools to make 

systems of interaction analysis more flexible and to form 

clusters of categories which would permit the selection of 

a particular dimension of interaction to be recorded and 

tabulated (124). These tools will provide new possibilities 

for assisting a teacher to assess and make use of particular 

patterns of teacher influence. In turn, these patterns can 

be evaluated in terms of learning outcomes. 

Another research trend, which began in the research 

activities of Gage and Flanders and continues to gain momen

tum in the current studies of McKeachie, Biddle, Bellack, 

and others, is a more active interest in the development of 

models and theories which may be used to conceptualize the 

interactive nature of the teaching-learning process. Data 

gathered in these studies will, in turn, help to specify 

and to suggest methods of quantifying research variables 

more systematically. Trent and Cohen express this trend 

this way: 

McKeachie's framev7ork, which studies the complex 
interactions of the college environment, personal 
traits of teachers and students, instructional 
methods and outcomes, is a most promising line of 
research. Process-descriptive studies such as 
the Solomon, Rosenberg, and Bezdek (100) study 
aimed at finding out what actually transpires in 
the classroom might well be elaborated. 

(125:1055) 
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Travers believes "the m.ost salient and important re

search trend to emerge recently has been the systematic 

investigation of the interaction between student and environ

mental characteristics" (124:1056). Travers might well have 

added that, in relation to research on teacher effectiveness, 

we also need to know about interaction between teacher and 

environmental characteristics. There is a trend upward in 

interest in the determinants of teacher role-expectations, 

the stability of teacher role-expectations, the conditions 

under which change and stress occur, the relationship between 

an individual teacher's role-expectation and other personal

ity variables, the relationship between teacher character

istics and student characteristics, between teacher goals 

and student goals, and finally between a teacher's concept 

of the teaching role and of his performance as it is ob

served by others and as it affects student performance. 

These concerns, if properly defined, designed, and conducted, 

could represent progress in providing more comprehensive 

research and a better base for the evaluation of teacher 

effectiveness. 

All of these research trends add up to the fact that, 

although certainly progress has been made, the assessment 

of college teaching is a very complex business and the same 

old problems continue to plague us. But the very complexity 

of the problems is the source of its challenge to creative 

minds. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Descriptive-Comparative Study 

The research design of any investigation is determined 

by the purpose, intent, and nature of the research project. 

The major purpose of this research project was to compare 

the characteristics, attitudes, and personality traits of 

the Piper Professor nominees with those of a random sample 

of college faculty to determine if there v/ere any signif

icant differences between teachers who were perceived to be 

effective and other college faculty. Therefore, the re

search design was descriptive, in the sense that the study 

existed for the purpose of describing "what is," which in 

this case was perceived teacher effectiveness as represented 

by the Piper nominees, through a comparison with the random 

sample of college faculty. 

Consequently, the descriptive-comparative study model 

involving an adaptation of the four cell study model* was 

selected as the class of inquiry which provided the strongest 

utility and suitability for the purposes of this research 

project. Because of the extreme complexity and idiographic 

*The author of this research design is heavily indebted 
to J. H. McGrath's discussion of classes of inquiry, espe
cially the four cell study model and the causal-comparative 
study model (84:78-89). 
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nature of the variables involved in a study of teacher ef

fectiveness, the descriptive-comparative study model best 

meets the criterion of utility. Suitability as a criterion 

for selection of the class of inquiry for research rests 

on two conditions: internal validity and external validity. 

Internal Validity 

Essentially, internal validity is derived from control 

of variables. The descriptive-comparative study model, by 

its very nature, provided a built-in procedure for control 

of variables through matching the two groups being compared 

on the basis of the same selected variables involved in the 

study of teacher effectiveness. Each group was analyzed and 

compared in regard to the same variables, then the direction 

and magnitude of differences and similarities within and 

between the groups were examined. In addition, the selection 

of the Piper nominees as representative of perceived teacher 

effectiveness, as well as the use of the random sample for 

comparative purposes, made control more feasible and further 

increased the internal validity of the descriptive-

comparative study model. 

External Validity 

External validity is accomplished primarily through 

sampling for representation; it is the condition allowing 

"the generalization or inference of the sample findings to 
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the population from which the sample was drawn" (53:76). 

The study, as a class of inquiry, is used primarily when 

"the attainment of external validity is essentially impos

sible, impractical, or noncritical" (53:84). 

Since the Piper nominees represented a unique group 

and since the purpose of the study was not to establish 

causal relationships or to make inferences, the requirement 

of external validity was noncritical and irrelevant. 

However, some degree of external validity was attained 

by the randomized sampling of other college faculty used as 

a comparative control for the Piper nominees. These sampling 

procedures are described later in this chapter. 

The Descriptive-Comparative 
Four Cell Study Model 

The model represented visually in Figure 6 consists of 

four cells and presents a graphic picture of the process of 

the study design used in this research project. The sub

jects perceived to be effective college teachers, i.e., the 

Piper nominees, were sorted into Cell A. Cell B was filled 

with a random sample of college faculty. Through the three 

research instruments, the questionnaire, the attitude scale, 

and the personality instruments, the characteristics of both 

groups were compared. Those characteristics and variables 

held in common by A were sorted into Cell C , the code 
^ a 

representing commalities within Cell A. Those characteristics 



73 

CELL A 
PIPER SAMPLE 

CELL C 
a 

TRAITS HELD IN 
COMMON inTtilU A 

CELL B 
PvAKDOM SA>[PLE 

CELL C^ 

TRAITS HELD IN 
COMMON V;iTHIN B 

Fig. 6.--Descriptive-Comparative Four Cell Study Model 
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and variables held in common by B were sorted into Cell C, . 

Through the comparison of the two groups in regard to C and 
a 

C,, those variables and characteristics held in common by 

both groups were sorted into Cell C , ; those held by A but 

not by B, and vice-versa, were sorted into Cell D, repre

senting differences between the commonalities of both groups 

The variables and characteristics in Cell D would be offered 

as possible or plausible distinctions between the teacher 

perceived to be effective, the Piper nominees, and the 

random sample of college faculty. 

Population Samples 

The population participating in the study consisted 

of two groups of subjects: (1) the 1974 Piper Professor 

nominees, and (2) a random sample of college faculty in 

selected colleges and universities in Texas. 

Piper Professor Nominees Sample 

The 1974 Piper Professor nominees were selected for 

this study to represent a group of teachers perceived to be 

effective because the Piper Professor program is probably 

the most prestigious, widely-known award for teaching 

excellence in Texas. Further, it is the one program in 

which most of the institutions of higher learning in Texas 

participate. The Piper Professor Award was established in 

1958 "to bring added recognition to outstanding achievement 
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in the teaching profession in colleges and universities 

in Texas" (7). 

The Minnie Stevens Piper Foundation, through the Piper 

Professors Program, honors ten professors during each 

academic year by the awarding of certificates naming them 

"Piper Professor of 1974," together with a cash honorarium 

of $1,000 each. Piper Professors have been selected from 

both publicly and privately supported colleges and univer

sities, two-year and four-year, and from medical and dental 

branches. In 1974, there were a total of 162 Texas college 

faculty nominated for the Piper Professors Award. 

According to Michael Balint, the author and originator 

of the Piper Professors Program: 

The purpose of these awards is to give recognition 
to the teaching profession rather than to research, 
publication, or other such related activity, al
though these criteria will also be considered. . . . 
the program seeks to honor dedicated professors for 
their recognized teaching ability and effectiveness, 
outstanding scholarly, academic, or scientific 
achievements, and specifically for their profound 
and lasting effect on the lives of thousands of 
young men and women. (7) 

The nominations for the Piper Professor Award were 

accepted on the basis of the full-time equivalent student 

enrollment of each institution: 1,000 and below students, 

one nomination; 1,001 to 3,000 students, two nominations; 

3,001 and above, three nominations. Table 2 illustrates the 

number of Piper nominees chosen from educational institu

tions of various sizes in Texas. 
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TABLE 2 

SELECTION OF 1974 PIPER PROFESSOR NOMINEES 

Type of Size of Nuit±>er of Partici- Number of 
Institution Institution pating Institutions Piper Nominees 

Public senior 15,001-40,000 5 15 
colleges and 5,001-15,000 9 25 
universities 100-5,000 8 14 

Independent 5,001-11,000 3 9 
senior colleges 1,001-5,000 14 32 
& universities lOC-1,000 5 5 

Public 5,001-10,000 8 22 
community 1,001-5,000 17 38 
colleges 100-1,000 2 2 

In requesting nominations, the Piper Foundation encour

aged wide faculty participation. Peer selection, either by 

faculty committees or by vote of the entire faculty, was the 

most frequently used method of selection of colleagues to be 

nominated for the Piper Professor Award. Many schools also 

conducted student polls in selecting candidates for nomi

nation. 

After all nominations were received, a selection com

mittee composed of outstanding educators carefully reviewed 

each nomination to choose the ten professors to be honored. 

The 1974 Piper Professor nominees represented a variety 

of teaching styles, educational philosophies and attitudes, 

educational background and training, and personality types. 
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What they shared in common v;as that they were perceived to 

be outstanding teachers. 

Random Sample of College Faculty 

The random sample of college teachers v/as selected by 

a clustered stratification of the institutions of higher 

learning in Texas which participated in the Piper nomina

tions on the basis of type of institution and size of 

student enrollment. Institutions were clustered into three 

types: (1) public senior colleges and universities; (2) in

dependent senior colleges and universities; and (3) public 

junior colleges. Each type was then stratified by size of 

student enrollment as represented in Table 3 below. Then, 

from the Piper Foundation roster of the seventy-one insti

tutions in Texas which participated in the Piper nominations, 

an institution which was representative of each stratifica

tion was randomly selected. In Table 3 the number in 

parentheses under the size of the institution denotes the 

number of institutions participating in the Piper nomina

tions from which the representative institution was randomly 

selected. Next, a proportionate number of faculty members 

from each randomly selected institution was chosen by assign

ing each faculty member a number and by using the chart for 

random numbers. Table 3 illustrates which institutions were 

randomly selected and the sample size of faculty randomly 

selected from each institution. 



78 

TABLE 3 

SELECTION OF THE RANDOM SAMPLE 

Type of 
Institution 

Public senior 
colleges and 
\iniversities 

Independent 
senior colleges 
and universities 

Public 
community 
colleges 

Size of 
Institution 

15,000-40,000 
(5) 

5,000-15,000 
(9) 

100-5,000 
(8) 

5,000-11,000 
(3) 

1,000-5,000 
(14) 

100-1,000 
(5) 

5,000-10,000 
(8) 

1,000-5,000 
(17) 

100-1,000 
(2) 

Randomly Selected 
Institution 

North Texas State 
University 

Texas A & I 
University 

Tarleton State 

Texas Christian 
University 

Howard Payne 

Le Tourneau College 

Eastfield College 

South Plains College 

Vernon Junior College 

Sample 
Size 

119 

108 

48 

88 

35 

22 

45 

40 

12 

Total of Both Samples 

The random sample of college faculty chosen from the 

total population of Texas college faculty was 252. The total 

number of 1974 Piper nominees was 162. The total of both 

samples v/as 414. 

Participants of Both Samples 

Of the 162 total sample of the 1974 Piper nominees, 126 

subjects responded, giving a response of 78 percent. Of the 

file:///iniversities
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252 subjects in the random sample, 143 subjects responded, 

giving a response of 57 percent. Therefore, out of the 414 

total sample of both groups, a total of 269 participants 

responded, giving a total response of 65 percent. 

Data Collection 

Before considering the development, selection, and 

choice of the instruments to be used in collecting the data, 

the researcher first obtained permission from the Piper 

Foundation to use the 1974 Piper Professor nominees as the 

primary subjects of the study. This v/as accomplished by 

an introductory letter outlining the request and the pro

posal for the study, which is attached as Appendix A. The 

return letter from Michael Balint, author and originator of 

the Piper Professors Program and Assistant Director to the 

Piper Foundation, granted the researcher full cooperation 

and support, and arranged a conference at Piper Foundation 

headquarters to discuss the specific details of the program 

in depth. It v/as in this conference that the researcher 

received permission for access to information concerning the 

Piper Professor nominees, especially information regarding 

procedures and criteria used by the Piper Foundation in the 

nomination and selection of the Piper Professors awards. 

Scheduling the collection of data was taken into con

sideration, for the timing would affect the respondents who 
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would provide the data. Therefore, the data-collection 

instruments were received by the respondents approximately 

a week prior to the break for the Easter holidays. This 

gave the respondents ample time to complete and return the 

data before getting overwhelmed by their end-of-the-semester 

final reports, obligations, and duties. 

Efforts were made to encourage each subject to feel an 

obligation to participate in the study by completing and 

returning the data-collection instruments. These efforts 

included: (1) a letter of endorsement from the Piper Foun

dation for the research project was obtained and included 

with the cover letter and instruments sent to the Piper 

nominees; and (2) a brief cover letter giving concise ex

planations of the study, justification of the need for the 

study, instructions for returning the instruments, and 

assurance of anonymity for each respondent. A copy of the 

letter of endorsement from the Piper Foundation is attached 

as Appendix B; a copy of the cover letter sent to the Piper 

Professors nominees is attached as Appendix C; a copy of the 

cover letter sent to the random sample of college faculty is 

attached as Appendix D. All of these letters were printed 

by off-set printing on original letterheads; all addresses 

and salutations were typed in individually; and each letter 

was signed by the researcher by hand. 
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Approximately a week after the mailing of the data-

collection instruments, a reminder letter was mailed to each 

participant who had not yet responded. This follow-up 

letter thanked those who had already responded to and re

turned the instruments and reminded and further encouraged 

those who had not yet responded to do so. A copy of the 

reminder letter is attached as Appendix E. 

Instrumentation 

In order to compare the characteristics, attitudes, 

and personality traits of the Piper nominees and the random 

sample of college faculty, three methods of data collection 

were selected as the most suitable and practical ways for 

obtaining the necessary data: (1) a questionnaire in regard 

to personal and professional background and experience; 

(2) an attitude scale; and (3) two complementary personality 

instruments. All three of these measurements are self-

reports. 

Construction of the Questionnaire 

In order to obtain data in regard to the selected per

sonal and professional background and experience variables, 

the researcher compiled from a review of the literature a 

list of teacher characteristics, traits, and qualities be

lieved to be held in common by outstanding teachers. Many 

of these traits were attitudinal or personality variables 



82 

and were considered in the development and selection of 

those instruments; others were discarded which were ambigu

ous, irrelevant, impractical to assess, or otherwise faulty. 

Also, much consideration was given to the personal and pro

fessional data requested by the Piper Professors program 

in order to receive matching information on these variables 

from the random sample. 

After compiling this list of possible personal and 

professional data, the researcher selected only those vari

ables which might contribute to perceived teacher effective

ness and which could be properly measured in a self-reporting 

instrument. The following personal and professional char

acteristics were selected as pertinent to the purpose of this 

study: (1) identification of respondent, (2) type of last 

degree earned, (3) three most important reasons for continu

ing to teach on the college level, (4) sex, (5) age, (6) num

ber of years teaching experience on the college level, 

(7) number of years in present position, (8) faculty rank, 

(9) tenure, (10) types of teaching experience prior to pres

ent position, (11) number of hours of education courses, 

(12) types of non-teaching professional recognition, and 

(13) types of teaching innovations. All items, with the 

exception of Items 2 and 3, were stated in the closed form 

so that tabulation would be facilitated by (1) allowing for 

quantification of each response, (2) minimizing the chance 
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of ineffective communication, and (3) providing specificity. 

A copy of the questionnaire is attached as Appendix F. 

Construction of the Attitude Scale 

The fundamental steps in the construction of the atti

tude scale were as follows. First, the researcher reviewed 

the literature on teacher effectiveness in regard to teacher 

attitude in order to (1) become familiar with previous re

search regarding teacher effectiveness as influenced by 

attitude; (2) develop an item pool of statements encompassing 

a wide range of attitudes; and (3) gather these diverse 

statements into major categories of attitudes toward educa

tional issues and concerns. 

Next, the researcher arrived at five categories which 

related to perceived teacher effectiveness. These cate

gories were teacher attitudes toward (1) teacher role, 

(2) change and innovation, (3) evaluation of student growth, 

(4) students, and (5) the teaching-learning process. 

With these categories being used as organizational 

devices, the statements in the item pool were allocated to 

the proper categories. Then the item pool was carefully 

edited to eliminate (1) statements that were factual or 

capable of being interpreted as factual; (2) ambiguous, 

irrelevant, or faulty statements; (3) statements which were 

likely to be endorsed by almost everyone or by almost no one; 
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(4) statements which were emotionally toned; and (5) state

ments which contained more than one complete thought. 

The items that withstood the scrutiny of editing were 

further pared by a consideration of the length of the in

strument and the attainment of some balance between the 

number of items in each category. Although there was some 

overlapping between the five categories of attitudes, there 

were approximately seven items in each category, and each 

category contained at least two matched-pair statements to 

test the consistency of response. The format of the instru

ment itself does not reveal these categories or matched-

pairs, but the researcher made a conscious effort to provide 

the respondent with a variety of choices in each category. 

Specifics concerning categories and paired statements are 

included in Chapter IV. 

Then the items were re-edited from a grammatical and 

semantic point of view. Every effort was made to insure 

that each item was (1) stated in language that was clear, 

simple, and direct; (2) short, rarely exceeding 20 words; 

(3) unambiguously worded; and (4) devoid of statements con

taining universals, such as "all," "always," "none," and 

"never." 

These editing guidelines to be used in the construction 

of attitude instruments were taken primarily from Edwards' 

Techniques of Attitude Construction (38). However, 
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suggestions presented by Remmers (106), Oppenheim (98), and 

McGrath (85) pertaining to the construction of attitude and 

questionnaire instruments proved very helpful resources in 

the development of this instrument. 

After completion of the editing and selecting processes, 

the attitude statements were drawn up in the form of an atti

tude scale, with each item having a Likert-like multiple-

choice rating scale. This scale included the following 

choices: (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) no strong 

feeling, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree. The statements 

were constructed in a manner which would elicit extremes at 

both ends of the scale approximately half of the time. A 

copy of the attitude scale is attached as Appendix G. 

Testing the Attitude Scale 

A pilot test of this attitude scale was administered 

to fifteen students in a graduate class in educational tests 

and measurements in order to examine the instrument for 

validity and clarity. All of the students were or had been 

full-time teachers. The final version of the attitude scale 

was constructed from the feedback which followed the pilot 

test. It was determined that each statement in the attitude 

scale shov/ed evidence of the basis for an instrument which 

could establish reliability and validity. 
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Selection of the Personality Instruments 

After reviewing Euros' Mental Measurements Yearbook (22) 

and after perusing several personality instruments, the re

searcher selected the Gordon Personal Inventory (50) and the 

Gordon Personal Profile (51) as the instruments v/hich would 

provide the greatest utility and suitability for the pur

poses of this study. 

The Gordon Personal Inventory and the Gordon Personal 

Profile are tv/o complementary instruments measuring a total 

of eight personality traits: The Profile measures: (1) As

cendancy (A)--dominance and initiative in a group situation; 

(2) Responsibility (R)—persistence and reliability; (3) Emo

tional Stability (E)—freedom from anxieties and tension; and 

(4) Sociability (S)—general gregariousness. The Inventory 

measures: (5) Cautiousness (C)—reluctance to take chances; 

(6) Original Thinking (0)—enjoyment of creative or intel

lectual activity; (7) Personal Relations (P)—patience, 

understanding, and tolerance; and (8) Vigor (V)—ability to 

work rapidly and energetically. 

Both the Profile and the Inventory are self-administer

ing, easily scored, and interpreted. Respondents normally 

could complete each instrument in from ten to fifteen min

utes. The reviews in Euros (22) noted that few other instru

ments obtained as broad a picture of self-reported personal

ity as these instruments in less than thirty minutes. 
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Both the Profile and Inventory consisted of descriptive 

phrases or tetrads; each of the four traits or factors mea

sured by the instrument was represented by one of the 

phrases in each tetrad. For each tetrad, the respondent 

was asked to mark one descriptive phrase as being most like 

himself and one phrase as being least like himself. Gordon 

maintains that through the use of this forced-choice approach, 

respondents are, in effect, making rankings within the four 

traits measured by each instrument (51:11-12). The forced-

choice technique, according to Kerlinger (6 8) and some of 

the reviewers in Euros (22), is believed to be less suscep

tible than is the conventional questionnaire format to dis

tortion by individuals who are motivated to make a good 

impression; that is, the technique reduces the opportunity 

for "faking" responses. 

Gordon reports considerable data to support his con

tention that the measures in his instruments are both 

"significant" and "reliable." Split-half reliability coef

ficients for the Profile are: A, .88; R, .85; E, .88; 

S, .84. Coefficients for the Inventory are: C, .83; 

0, .83; P, .83; V, .80. Test-retest coefficients have aver

aged well above .80, according to Gordon. However, these 

statistics are based on a relatively small population of 

college students and adults in vocational counseling and 

selection. 
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Copies of the personality instruments are attached as 

Appendix H. 

Statistical Treatment of the Data 

In order to examine the first and second null hypoth

eses, the non-parametric or distribution-free test of chi-

square was selected to test the variables in the question

naire and attitude scale since the data in those sections 

were expressed in frequencies and were dichotomous. The 

chi-square technique, according to Kerlinger, measures 

"the departure of obtained frequencies from the frequencies 

expected by chance" (68:152). 

Contingency tables containing the obtained frequencies 

for the Piper nominees and the random sample on all items 

of the questionnaire and attitude scale were constructed 

and chi-square was computed. If differences were found at 

or above the .05 level of confidence, the null hypotheses 

were rejected and the existence of a dependent relationship 

between the variable and the sample was inferred. Thus the 

commonalities of each group were established. 

Those variables for which statistical significance at 

the .05 level were found then were cross-tabulated by chi-
( 

square for both groups with the attitude scale and the eight 

personality traits to determine relationships between these 

variables. This step was undertaken to provide insight into 

the possible relationships between variables. 
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Secondary statistical treatment of data hypotheses-

tested by the chi-square included the contingency coefficient 

and analysis of frequencies and percentages. 

To examine the third null hypothesis, a T-test was used 

to find the degree of difference between the mean scores of 

each group for each of the eight personality traits in the 

Gordon Personal Inventory and Profile. Secondary statisti

cal techniques used in conjunction with the T-test included 

the F-test and Pearson correlation. 

The following chapter presents analyses and interpre

tations of the statistical treatment of the data. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS, AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

This chapter presents the results of statistical 

analyses of data collected to identify significant differ

ences between the 197 4 Piper nominees and a random sample 

of college faculty in regard to (1) selected personal and 

professional characteristics, (2) selected educational 

attitudes, and (3) personality traits. A questionnaire was 

used to elicit responses from both groups regarding the 

selected personal and professional characteristics; an 

attitude scale was the instrument used to compare the 

responses of both groups regarding the selected educational 

attitudes; and the Gordon Personal Profile and Inventory 

were the instruments used to compare the personality traits 

of both groups. In order to provide an identical base for 

comparison of responses, all three of these instruments, 

the questionnaire, the attitude scale, and the personality 

instrument, were designed to obtain the same kind of data 

from two different samples, the Piper nominees, and the 

random sample of college faculty. 

To test the hypotheses of this descriptive-comparative 

study, each instrument was used to determine (1) character

istics held in common within each group, and (2) differences 

between the commonalities which emerged within each group. 

90 
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Because the items were not cumulative or additive in nature, 

each item in all three instruments was hypothesis-tested 

separately. 

Analysis of Questionnaire 

The questionnaire, which is attached as Appendix F, was 

used to elicit information from both the Piper nominees and 

the random sample of college faculty concerning selected 

personal and professional background and experience charac

teristics, thus providing an identical base for comparison 

of responses. The following variables concerning the per

sonal and professional background and experience of the 

subjects in both groups were selected as pertinent to the 

purposes of this study: (1) identification of respondent, 

(2) type of last degree earned, (3) three most important 

reasons for continuing to teach on the college level, 

(4) sex, (5) age, (6) number of years teaching on the college 

level, (7) number of years in present position, (8) faculty 

rank, (9) tenure, (10) types of teaching experience prior to 

present position, (11) number of hours of education courses, 

(12) types of non-teaching professional recognition, and 

(13) types of teaching innovations. 

Item 1.—Item 1 was not used in any way in the analyses 

and comparisons made in this study. The information was 

used only for the mailing of reminder letters and for sharing 

results with the respondents. 
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Item 2.—Item 2 was a five-part item, of which only 

part one, the type of last degree earned, was analyzed. The 

other four parts were included for possible use in secondary 

statistical analyses, and on the basis of the initial find

ings, it was decided that these items would not shed any 

light on the purposes and intent of the study and were there

fore deleted. 

Item 2 was stated in the open form, then the responses 

were grouped into three categories: (1) bachelor's degree, 

(2) master's degree, and (3) doctorate. No effort was made 

to differentiate between types of doctorates, master's, or 

bachelor's degrees. 

As shown in Table 4, Item 2 revealed a significant dif

ference between the Piper sample and the random sample; 

61.9 percent of the Piper sample had earned the doctorate 

as the last degree; 51.0 percent of the random sample had 

earned only the master's degree as the last degree. Also, 

there were no Piper nominees who had a Bachelor's degree 

as the last degree earned, v/hereas 2.8 percent of the random 

sample had only a master's degree. 

Hypothesis 1 stated no significant difference in the 

personal and professional background and experience of the 

Piper nominees and the random sample of college faculty. 

The data presented in Table 4 were tested by chi-square, 

2 
resulted in a x of 12.10003 with 4 and revealed a difference 
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between the two groups at the .05 and .02 levels of sig

nificance. 

TABLE 4 

TYPE OF LAST DEGREE EARNED 

Groups 

f 
Piper Sample ^ 

f 
Random Sample ^ 

Item 3.--Item 3 of the 

B.A. 

0 

0.0 

4 

2.8 

M.A. 

46 

36.5 

73 

51.0 

questionnaire was 

Doctorate 

78 

61.9 

66 

46.2 

stated in the 

open form and requested each respondent to state his three 

most important reasons for continuing to teach on the col

lege level. The researcher believed that the open form 

would provide a more spontaneous, less contaminated response 

than would a closed form for this type of information. As 

the responses were received, they fell naturally into eight 

ideational categories which covered all responses. These 

eight categories were: (1) enjoyment of college students; 

this category included such responses as enjoyment of the 

college age-group, pleasure of student interaction, concern 

for student growth, and the like; (2) preference for a 

particular discipline or intellectual pursuit; this response 

generally dealt with an emphasis on intellectualism, content 
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of a discipline, or a life of ideas; (3) preference for an 

atmosphere of or opportunity for creativity, freedom and 

growth; (4) preference for association with professional 

colleagues and opportunity for professional growth; this 

category primarily included responses concerning enjoyment 

of associating with people having similar intellectual and 

cultural viewpoints and life-styles; (5) a personal commit

ment to service to society through the educative process; 

this category included the feeling of making a positive 

contribution to others through using one's own ideas, 

talents, and competencies, and the belief that education 

is a service to mankind; (6) a desire for security and for 

professional benefits; (7) a desire for prestige and status; 

this category included responses concerning the enjoyment 

of the professional image and of the ego-gratification 

associated with higher learning; and (8) desire for ample 

time and opportunity to pursue one's ovm interests, educa

tion, and research projects. These eight categories grew 

naturally from the responses themselves, and the same eight 

categories were used for tabulating all three reasons each 

respondent gave for continuing to teach on the college level 

In Table 5 is the summary of responses of both groups 

to the first reason given for continuing to teach on the 

college level. The numbers 1-8 across the top of the table 

correspond to the eight categories described above. 
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TABLE 5 

FIRST REASON FOR CONTINUING TO TEACH ON THE COLLEGE LEVEL 

Categories 

Groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Piper f 66 34 13 0 12 0 1 0 
Sample % 52.4 27.0 10.3 0.0 9.5 0.0 0.8 0.0 

Random f 24 57 13 7 15 10 9 8 
Sample % 16.8 39.9 9.1 4.9 10.5 7.0 6.3 5.6 

The analysis of the data in Table 5 resulted in a sig

nificant difference between the two groups: over half of 

the Piper sample, 52.4 percent, gave as their first reason 

an enjoyment of students, or category 1. On the other hand, 

the largest percentage of the random sample, 39.9 percent, 

gave their first reason to be a preference for a discipline, 

or intellectualism, category 2. 

Another significant observation revealed by the analy

sis was that, whereas the largest commonality among the 

Piper nominees was in category 1, this same category was 

for the random sample the second largest percentage of re

sponse, 16.8 percent. The same was true of the random 

sample's largest commonality, category 2. For the Piper 

nominees, category 2 was the second largest percentage of 

response, 27 percent. In short, both groups had their two 
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largest percentages of response in categories 1 and 2, but 

the majority of these responses were in opposite categories 

Another differentiating aspect of this data concerned 

categories 6, 7, and 8. In those categories, the Piper 

sample had only one response, or .8 percent, whereas the 

random sample had a total of 18.9 percent response in those 

categories. 

In Table 6 is the summary of responses of both groups 

concerning the second reason given for continuing to teach 

on the college level. 

TABLE 6 

SECOND REASON FOR CONTINUING TO TEACH 
ON THE COLLEGE LEVEL 

Groups 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

f 
% 

f 
% 

1 

41 
32.5 

19 
13.3 

2 

44 
34.9 

24 
16.8 

3 

15 
11.9 

29 
20.3 

Categories 

4 

11 
8.7 

22 
15.4 

5 

4 
3.2 

8 
5.6 

6 

3 
2.4 

14 
9.8 

7 

2 
1.6 

5 
3.5 

8 

6 
4.8 

22 
15.4 

Once again, largest number of common responses of the 

Piper sample clustered around categories 1, with 32.5 per

cent, and 2, with 34.9 percent, giving a total of 67.4 

percent of the total Piper sample responding to those two 
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categories as their second reason for continuing to teach on 

the college level. Conversely, the responses of the random 

sample do not reveal the same degree of clustering tendency, 

but are scattered among categories 2, with 16.8 percent; 

3,with20.3 percent; 4, with 15.4 percent; and 8, with 15.4 

percent. Also, the total percentage of responses in cate

gories 5, 6, 7, and 8 was 12.0 percent in the Piper sample, 

whereas the total percentage random sample responses for 

those categories was 34.3, well over twice as large as that 

of the Piper sample. 

In summary, the responses concerning the second reason 

for continuing to teach on the college level revealed that 

the commonalities of Piper sample clustered in categories 

1 and 2, significantly differing from the random sample, 

which showed scattered commonalities in categories 2, 3, 4, 

and 8. 

Data concerning the third reason given by both groups 

for continuing to teach on the college level is presented 

in Table 7. These data showed that the largest commonality, 

31.7 percent, of the Piper sample responded to category 3; 

the random sample, on the other hand, placed its largest 

percentage of response, 31.5 percent, in category 6. Other 

than these large percentages, both groups were somewhat 

scattered among categories, but an important difference can 

be seen in the pattern of these scattered clusters. For the 
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TABLE 7 

THIRD REASON FOR CONTINUING TO TEACH 
ON THE COLLEGE LEVEL 

Groups 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

f 
% 

f 
% 

1 

15 
11.9 

6 
4.2 

2 

24 
19.0 

4 
2.8 

3 

40 
31.7 

28 
19.6 

Categ< 

4 

12 
9.5 

23 
16.1 

Dries 

5 

14 
11.1 

8 
5.6 

6 

13 
10.3 

45 
31.5 

7 

1 
0.8 

11 
7.7 

8 

7 
5.6 

18 
12.6 

Piper sample, the largest clusters were in categories 2, 

with 19.0 percent, and 1, with 11.9 percent, totaling 30.9 

percent. The random sample had only a total of 7.0 percent 

in categories 1 and 2. On the other hand, for the random 

sample, the largest clusters were in categories 3, with 

19.6 percent; 4, with 16.1 percent; 7, with 7.7 percent; 

and 8, with 12.6 percent. In contrast, the Piper sample 

had a total percentage of response in categories 7 and 8 

of only 6.4 percent in comparison with the total random 

sample percentage of 20.3 percent in those categories. 

Generally, then, the responses of both groups to all 

three reasons for continuing to teach on the college level 

indicated a major distinction between the groups: the 

commonalities of the Piper sample showed a consistently 
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high frequency of response to categories 1, 2, and 3; con

versely, the commonalities of the random sample showed a 

consistently high frequency of response to categories 6, 7, 

and 8, and a lower frequency to categories 1 and 2 than did 

the Piper sample. 

Hypothesis 1 stated no significant difference in the 

personal and professional background and experience of the 

Piper nominees and the random sample of college faculty. 

The data presented in Tables 2, 3, and 4 were tested by 

chi-square and revealed a difference between the two groups 

at no less than the .05 and up to .001 levels of signifi

cance in all three categories. Table 8 presents these 

figures: 

TABLE 8 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ITEM 3 

Item 3 X df Level of Significance 

First Reason 
Table 5 

Second Reason 
Table 6 

Third Reason 
Table 7 

56.29689 

40.03526 

55.32904 

05 
01 
001 

05 
01 
001 

05 
01 
001 

= 

= 

=r 

= 

= 

zz 

= 

= 

r= 

14. 
18. 
24. 

14. 
18. 
24. 

14, 
18. 
24. 

.067 
,475 
.322 

.067 

.475 

.322 

.067 

.475 

.322 
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On the basis of chi-square computations presented in 

Table 8, H I was rejected for Item 3 of the questionnaire. 

Item 4.—Item 4 of the questionnaire identified the 

sex of each respondent by requesting each subject to check 

(1) if male and (2) if female. Data revealed that both the 

Piper sample and the random sample of college faculty had a 

similar breakdown in male to female ratio; the Piper sample 

having 7 3.8 percent male to 26.2 percent female, and the 

random sample having 7 6.2 percent male, compared to 23.1 

percent female. Because the commonalities shared within 

each group also were shared between groups, there was no 

significant difference as computed by the chi-square. Thus, 

H 1 was supported for Item 4. 

Item 5.--Item 5 dealt with the approximate age of each 

respondent. The item was stated in closed form, with each 

subject checking the age bracket which was most accurate. 

The age brackets were: (1) 20-25, (2) 26-33, (3) 34-45, 

and (4) 4 6 or over. 

Table 9 summarizes the responses of both groups in 

regard to approximate age. 

Analysis of the data in Table 9 revealed that the most 

significant commonality in age in the Piper sample was that 

over half, 57.9 percent, of that group was 46 years of age 

or over, whereas the random sample had only 35.7 percent in 
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APPROXIMATE AGE 
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Groups 20-25 36-33 34-45 4 6 or Over 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

Q. 
•o 

% 

0 
0.0 

1 
0.7 

12 
9.5 

27 
18.9 

41 
32.5 

64 
44.8 

73 
57.9 

51 
35.7 

the 4 6 year old or over age bracket. The largest commonality 

in age in the random sample, 44.8 percent, was in the 34-45 

year age bracket. Another difference between the commonal

ities of the groups was that the random sample had twice as 

large a percentage in the 2 6-3 3 year old age bracket as the 

Piper group, 18.9 percent, as compared with 9.5 percent of 

the Piper sample. 

Using the chi-square as a test of significance on the 

data presented in Table 9, H^l was rejected in that the 

Piper sample and the random sample differed in age levels 

at no less than the .05 and up to the .01 levels of signif

icance, computed on a chi-square of 14.69490 with 3 degrees 

of freedom. 

Item 6.—This item of the questionnaire dealt with the 

number of years of teaching experience on the college level 

held by the respondents to determine commonalities within 
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each group and differences between the groups in regard to 

college teaching experience. Each subject checked the 

bracket of years which corresponded to the number of years 

of college teaching experience. These brackets were: (1) 

1-3 years; (2) 4-8 years; (3) 9-13 years; (4) 14-18 years; 

and (5) 19 years or more. Data summarizing the responses 

of both groups to the number of years of college teaching 

experience is presented in Table 10. 

TABLE 10 

RANGE OF YEARS OF COLLEGE TEACHING EXPERIENCE 

Groups 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

f 
% 

f 
g. 

1-3 
Years 

4 
3.2 

14 
9.8 

4-8 
Years 

30 
23.8 

60 
42.0 

9-: L3 
Years 

25 
19. 

30 
21, 

.8 

.0 

14--18 
Years 

15 
11. 

18 
12, 

,9 

,6 

19 or 
More 

52 
41. 

21 
14. 

Years 

3 

7 

The data in Table 10 revealed that the majority of the 

Piper sample had 19 years or more experience teaching at the 

college level, while the majority of the random sample had 

only 4 to 8 years college teaching experience. In terms of 

percentages in those categories, 41.3 percent of the Piper 

group had had 19 or more years experience, compared with 

14.7 percent of the random sample in that same category. On 
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the other hand, 4 2 percent of the random sample had experi

enced 4-8 years on the college level, compared with only 

23.8 percent of the Piper sample in that category. Other 

than this distinct difference between the groups, the other 

categories generally showed that both groups were more 

similar than different. 

Analyzed by the chi-square, the data in Table 10 

resulted in a chi-square of 28.48660 with 4 degrees of 

freedom, which was significant at no less than the .05 and 

up to the .001 levels. Therefore, H 1 of no significant 

difference between the Piper sample and the random sample 

in years of college teaching experience was rejected for 

Item 6. 

Item 7.--Item 7 concerned the number of years experi

ence in the present position at the college at which the 

subject is presently employed. This item, like Item 6, was 

stated in closed form and each subject responded to the 

appropriate bracket of years corresponding to the number of 

years employed in his present position at the college at 

which he is presently employed. These brackets were: (1) 

1-3 years, (2) 4-8 years, (3) 9-13 years, (4) 14-18 years, 

and (5) 19 years or more. 

Table 11 presents the data regarding Item 7. The data 

in Table 11 revealed that although the highest percentage 
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TABLE 11 

NUMBER OF YEARS IN PRESENT POSITION AT THE COLLEGE AT WHICH 
THE SUBJECT IS PRESENTLY EMPLOYED 

Groups 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

f 
% 

f 
% 

1-3 
Years 

22 
17.5 

30 
21.0 

4-8 
Years 

40 
31.7 

68 
47.6 

9-13 
Years 

19 
15.1 

25 
17.5 

14-18 
Years 

12 
9.5 

8 
5.6 

19 
Mo; 

or 
tre Years 

33 
26.2 

12 
8.4 

of response in both groups falls in the 4-8 year category, 

the Piper sample had a much higher percentage of subjects 

having experience of 19 years or more in their present posi

tion at the college at v/hich they are presently employed than 

did the random sample, 2 6.2 percent, compared to 8.4 percent. 

Otherwise, categories 1, 3, and 4 showed similarity between 

the groups. 

These data, v/hen tested by the chi-square, produced a 

computation of 18.90938 with 4 degrees of freedom. Thus the 

two groups were different at no less than .05 and up to .001 

levels of significance, necessitating a rejection of H^l 

for Item 7. 

Item 8.—Item 8 requested each of the respondents to 

describe his faculty rank by checking one of the following 

categories: (1) instructor; (2) assistant professor; 
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(3) associate professor; and (4) full professor. The data 

on this item is summarized in Table 12. 

TABLE 12 

FACULTY RANK 

Groups Instructor Asst. Prof. Assoc. Prof. Full Professor 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

f 
% 

f 
% 

22 
17.5 

34 
23.8 

13 
10.3 

43 
30.1 

21 
16.7 

36 
25.2 

70 
55.6 

30 
21.0 

The data presented in Table 12 revealed that only the 

Piper sample expressed a significantly large commonality in 

regard to faculty rank. Over half of the Piper sample, 55.6 

percent, were full professors, with the remainder fairly 

evenly distributed among the other three ranks. The re

sponses of the random sample, on the other hand, clustered 

evenly among all four ranks, with no one ranking appearing 

as a major similarity. 

This difference between the two groups was computed by 

the chi-square to be 37.66629 with 3 degrees of freedom, 

which was significant at no less than the .05 and up to .001 

levels. Because the groups showed a significant difference 

concerning faculty rank, H i was rejected for Item 8. 
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Item 9.—Tenure was the topic of Item 9. It required 

a "yes-no" response to whether or not the respondent held 

tenure. In Table 13 the responses are tabulated and sum

marized. 

TABLE 13 

TENURE 

Groups Yes No 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

% 

Q. 

97 
77.0 

78 
54.5 

29 
23.0 

65 
45.5 

As might be expected from the data concerning faculty 

ranking from Table 12, the Piper sample had a larger per

centage of subjects holding tenure than the random sample, 

77.0 percent, compared to 54.5 percent, respectively. 

Tested by chi-square, the difference between the two 

groups regarding tenure was significant at the .05 up to 

the .001 levels. The chi-square was computed to be 

15.22134 with 2 degrees of freedom. Consequently, H^l of 

no significant difference between the two groups was re

jected for Item 9. 
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Item 10.—This item dealt with types of teaching ex

perience which the respondent had before his present 

position. The item was structured so that, in effect, each 

respondent gave a "yes-no" reply by checking any or all of 

the following: (1) teaching assistantship in college, 

(2) public school experience, (3) community college experi

ence, (4) four-year college experience, and (5) university 

experience. 

A 2 X 2 contingency table was constructed for each of 

these five possible responses for determining commonalities 

with each group differences between groups regarding types 

of teaching experience of the respondents, as shown in 

Table 14. 

TABLE 14 

TYPES OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE PRIOR TO PRESENT POSITION: 
TEACHING ASSISTANTSHIP IN COLLEGE 

Groups Yes No 

Piper f 71 55 
Sample % 56.3 43.7 

Random f 74 68 
Sample % 51.7 47.6 

Analysis of these data regarding experience as a teach

ing assistantship in college indicated that there was no 

difference between the two groups, the majority groups both 
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having a positive response and both groups having a similar 

percentage of negative responses. An analysis of the data 

on the other categories of Item 10, i.e., public school 

experience, community college experience, four-year college 

experience, and university experience, followed exactly the 

same pattern as that illustrated in Table 14 regarding expe

rience as teaching assistant. There was no significant 

difference between the two groups in any of the categories 

regarding types of teaching experience. Therefore, null 

hypothesis 1 was supported for Item 10. 

Item 11.—Item 11 provided data on the formal training 

of each respondent in teaching methods and evaluative pro

cedures. Each respondent checked the appropriate category 

concerning the approximate number of hours of education 

courses in curriculum, instruction, and/or evaluation he 

had taken. The categories were: (1) 3-9 hours, (2) 12-18 

hours, (3) 21-27 hours, (4) 30-36 hours; and (5) over 36 

hours. 

Data computed from a chi-square contingency table re

sulted in no significant difference between the two groups 

concerning formal education courses. The null hypothesis 

was therefore supported for Item 11. 

Item 12.—This item collected responses concerning the 

types of non-teaching professional recognition received by 
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the respondent during his career. The item was stated in 

closed form; each subject checked one or all types of non

professional recognition which he had received. These types 

of recognition included: (1) fellowships, (2) grants, 

(3) research stipends, (4) work under an influential scholar, 

(5) leadership role in a professional organization, and 

(6) other. 

Analysis of the data collected on Item 12 revealed no 

significant difference between the two groups, although in 

most of the six categories of types of non-professional 

recognition the Piper sample registered higher percentages 

than the random sample of college faculty. Because no sta

tistically significant difference was found between the two 

groups on Item 12, H 1 was supported on that item. 

Item 13.--This item dealt with the types of teaching 

innovations the respondent had developed. The item was 

stated in closed form, each respondent checking any or all 

of the types of teaching innovations listed as: (1) devel

opment of new course designs; (2) innovative instructional 

strategies and methods; (3) development of audiovisual mate

rials; (4) innovative use of audiovisual materials; (5) de

velopment of individualized, self-paced units of instruction; 

and (6) other. 

Analysis of the data collected on Item 13 revealed that 

the Piper nominees and the random sample of college faculty 
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were significantly different in the development of two of 

the six types of teaching innovations: innovative instruc

tional strategies and methods and development of individual

ized, self-paced units of instruction. In these two 

categories, the Piper nominees had a significantly larger 

percentage of respondents than did the random sample. 

Table 15 presents the data regarding the development of 

innovative instructional stragegies and methods. 

TABLE 15 

INNOVATIVE INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES AND xMETHODS 

Groups Yes No 

Piper f 
Sample % 

Random f 
Sample % 

Data presented in Table 15 revealed that a significant 

majority of Piper nominees, 73.0 percent, had developed 

innovative instructional stragegies and methods, compared 

with only 49.6 percent of the random sample, which was 

split almost evenly on the item. The item requested that 

the respondent give the number of each type of innovation 

he developed, but this information was not analyzed because 

the majority of respondents ignored the instructions and 

merely checked the appropriate types. 

92 
7 3 . 0 

71 
4 9 . 6 

34 
2 7 . 0 

72 
5 0 . 4 
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Table 16 summarizes the responses of both groups regard

ing the development of individualized, self-paced units of 

instruction. 

TABLE 16 

INDIVIDUALIZED, SELF-PACED UNITS OF INSTRUCTION 

Groups Yes No 

Piper f 
Sample % 

Random f 
Sample % 

60 
4 7 . 6 

41 
2 8 . 7 

66 
5 2 . 4 

102 
7 1 . 3 

An analysis of data in Table 16 showed that the Piper 

sample was split, 47.6 percent positive to 52.4 percent 

negative, regarding the development of self-paced instruc

tional units. Conversely, a large majority of the random 

sample, 71.3 percent, had never developed a self-paced unit 

of instruction. 

On the basis of the data presented in Table 15, the 

Item dealing with the development of innovative instruc

tional methods resulted in a chi-square of 15.73209 with 

2 degrees of freedom, which proved to be significant at 

the .05 up to the .001 levels. The responses dealing with 

the development self-paced units of instruction was tested 

by chi-square to be 11.54710 with 3 degrees of freedom. 
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resulting in no less than .05 up to .01 levels of signifi

cant difference between the two groups. On the basis of 

these chi-square tests of significant difference, the null 

H i was rejected for Item 13. 

Analysis of Attitude Scale 

The attitude scale, v/hich is attached as Appendix G, 

was the instrument used to collect data to determine com

monalities within each group and differences between groups 

regarding attitudes of the respondents toward selected edu

cational issues and concerns. These issues and concerns 

were grouped into five categories: teacher attitudes toward 

(1) teacher role, (2) change and innovation, (3) evaluation 

of student growth, (4) students, and (5) the teaching-

learning process. Although the format of the attitude scale 

did not reveal these categories, there were approximately 

seven items in each category and each category contained at 

least two matched-pair statements to measure the consistency 

of response. In Table 17 is a chart of the item.s of the 

attitude scale, showing how the items were divided into 

categories and how pairs were matched according to more 

liberal versus more conservative extremes in attitude in 

relation to each of the categories. All items in each cate

gory did not have matching pairs. 
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TABLE 17 

ATTITUDE CATEGORIES AND PAIRED ITEMS 

Attitudes Toward Teacher Role 

More Liberal Pairs More Conservative 

Items 22, 30, 33 22-39 
30-11 

11, 29, 35, 39 

Attitudes Toward Change: Innovation 

More Liberal Pairs More Conservative 

Items 16, 17, 37, 25 16-24 
37-24 

4, 14, 24 

Attitudes Toward Evaluation 

More Liberal Pairs More Conservative 

Items 27, 34, 32 27, 34-7 
32-40 

7, 21, 40 

Attitudes Toward Students 

More Liberal Pairs 

Items 5, 12, 2 12-6 
5-35 

More Conservative 

6, 35 

Attitudes Toward the Teaching-Learning Process 

More Liberal Pairs 

Items 1, 10, 13, 15, 
18, 19, 20, 23, 
28 

1, 13, 20-9 
23-26 
28-31 
18-8 

xMore Conservative 

8, 9, 26, 31, 
38, 42, 35, 36 
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A Likert-type multiple-choice rating scale, ranging 

from (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) no strong 

feeling, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree, was used on 

each item to measure and compare the attitudes of the 

respondents. Each item of the attitude scale was analyzed 

individually by constructing a contingency table and uti

lizing the chi-square test of significance to determine 

commonalities of attitude within each group and differences 

between groups. 

Summary of Attitude Responses 

An analysis of each item in the attitude scale revealed 

that, with the exception of Items 1 and 36, the Piper sample 

and the random sample of college faculty did not differ 

significantly from one another in their attitudes toward 

the five selected educational issues and concerns. Almost 

every item of the attitude scale revealed a similar cluster

ing pattern of responses common to each group. 

Typical of the thirty-eight items which revealed no 

significant difference in attitudes between the two groups 

was Item 12. This item stated: "The content of a course 

is never more important than the needs and interests of 

students." In Table 18 is a presentation of the responses 

of both groups to Item 12. 
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Groups 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

f 
% 

f 
% 

TABLE 18 

ATTITUDE SCALE 

SD 

1 
0.8 

7 
4.9 

D 

40 
31.7 

49 
34.3 

ITEM 12 

NF 

13 
10.3 

13 
9.9 

A 

50 
39.7 

49 
34.3 

SA 

22 
17.5 

25 
17.5 

Table 18 indicated that both groups are almost evenly 

split between the "disagree" and "agree" categories on this 

issue. Whereas the Piper sample had 39.7 percent, its 

largest percentage of response, in the "agree" category, 

the random sample showed an even split of 34.3 percent in 

both the "agree" and "disagree" categories. Generally, 

however, the weight of response of both groups in each 

attitudinal category was more similar than different. This 

was the general pattern of response in 38 out of the 4 0 

items in the attitude scale. 

Moreover, one of the two items which resulted in sig

nificant chi-square computations revealed more commonali

ties between the groups than differences. Following is a 

discussion of Items 1 and 36, the only two items resulting 

in significant differences between the two groups. 
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Item l.--This item v/as stated as follov/s: "In a democ

racy, teachers should help students understand not only the 

meaning of democracy, but also the meaning of the ideologies 

of other political systems." In Table 19 the responses of 

both groups are summarized. 

TABLE 19 

ATTITUDE SCALE ITEM 1 

Groups 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

f 
Q. 

f 
Q. 

SD 

0 
0.0 

2 
1.4 

D 

3 
2.4 

2 
1.4 

NF 

3 
2.4 

17 
11.9 

A 

49 
38.9 

51 
35.7 

SA 

71 
56.3 

70 
49.0 

Analysis of these data in Table 19 revealed that the 

commonalities within each group generally correspond be

tween groups, the differences being in magnitude of response 

rather than in direction of attitude. For example, both 

groups have the largest percentage of response in the 

"strongly agree" category, but the Piper sample has a 56.3 

percent response, compared to the somev/hat smaller 4 9 per

cent of the random sample. The pattern of response of the 

two groups in the "agree" category was similar, v;ith the 

Piper sample having only a slightly larger percentage of 

responses. The most glaring difference between the groups 
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was in the "no strong feeling" category, with the random 

sample having an 11 percent response in that attitude, com

pared with the Piper sample's 2.4 percent. 

Item 36.—This item revealed more difference between 

the attitudes of the two groups than did any other item 

in the attitude scale. Item 36 was stated as follows: "To 

improve learning, the college instructor should be primarily 

concerned v/ith his o\-7n expertise, subject matter, and 

methods." In Table 20 is a summary of the attitudinal re

sponses of both groups to Item 36. 

TABLE 2 0 

ATTITUDE SCALE ITEM 3 6 

Groups 

Piper 
Sample 

Random 
Sample 

f 
% 

f 
Q. 

•o 

SD 

7 
5.6 

10 
7.0 

D 

59 
46. 

43 
30. 

8 

1 

NF 

12 
9.5 

18 
12.6 

A 

39 
31. 

50 
35. 

0 

0 

SA 

9 
7.1 

22 
15.4 

The major difference between the two groups was that 

the largest percentage of Piper nominees, 46.8 percent, 

disagreed with the item, as compared with 35.0 percent, 

the largest percentage, of random sample agreed with it. 

Also, the second largest commonalities in attitude within 

each group were diametrically opposed between the groups: 
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the Piper sample had a 31 percent response in the "agreed" 

category; the random sample had 30.1 percent in the "dis

agreed" category. 

By combining the "strongly disagree" with the "dis

agree" and the "strongly agree" with the "agree" categories 

of the attitude scale, a clear distinction may be seen 

between the overall attitudes of the two groups on Item 36: 

the combination of percentages of these categories results 

in the majority of Piper nominees, 52.4 percent, disagreeing 

and 38.1 percent agreeing with the item. The responses of 

random sample present almost exactly the opposite pattern, 

with the majority of that group, 50.4 percent agreeing and 

37.1 percent disagreeing with the item. 

The chi-square, degrees of freedom, and levels of sig

nificance of Items 1 and 36 is summarized in Table 21. 

TABLE 21 

COMPARISON OF PIPER SAMPLE AND RANDOM SAMPLE 
ON ITEMS 1 AND 3 6 

Item Groups Compared Chi-Square df P 

1 Piper Sample and 12.02075 5 .05 
Random Sample 

38 Piper Sample and 10.01602 4 .05 
Random Sample 
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Hypothesis 2 stated that there would be no significant 

difference in selected educational attitudes between the 

Piper nominees and the random sample of college faculty. 

This hypothesis was supported for all items on the atti

tude scale except Items 1 and 36. These items, as indicated 

by Table 21, revealed a difference in attitude between the 

two groups at the .05 level of significance, thus rejecting 

null hypothesis 2 for these two items. 

Summary of Responses on the 
Personality Instruments 

The personality instruments, composed of two comple

mentary measures, the Gordon Personal Inventory and the 

Gordon Personal Profile, measured a total of eight person

ality traits. The T-test was applied to the responses of 

both groups on each of the eight traits and revealed that 

the two groups were significantly different on only one of 

the eight personality traits measured, cautiousness. As 

shown in Table 22, Piper nominees perceived themselves as 

less cautious than did the random sample of college faculty 

at the .05 level of significance. 

The maximum possible score on the personality trait 

of cautiousness was 40 points. Since the mean score of 

the Piper nominees was 31.1111, compared with a mean of 

36.5874 scored by the random sample, the Piper nominees may 

be interpreted as being more impulsive, more willing to act 
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TABLE 22 

COMPARISON OF THE PIPER SAMPLE AND RANDOM SAMPLE 
ON EIGHT PERSONALITY TRAITS 

Personality 
Trait 

Cautiousness 

Original 
Thinking 

Personal 
Relations 

Vigor 

Ascendancy 

Responsibility 

Emotional 
Stability 

Sociability 

Groups 
Compared 

Piper Sample 
Random Sample 

Piper Sample 
Random Sample 

Piper Sample 
Random Sample 

Piper Sample 
Random Sample 

Piper Sample 
Random Sample 

Piper Sample 
Random Sample 

Piper Sample 
Random Sample 

Piper Sample 
Random Sample 

Mean 

31.1111 
36.5874 

34.0238 
37.8112 

30.9921 
34.8112 

32.2540 
36.0419 

28.0635 
31.3077 

32.3889 
35.3217 

30.1984 
33.6224 

24.8175 
28.7832 

Standard 
Deviation 

17.296 
25.064 

16.400 
24.459 

17.316 
25.821 

16.765 
25.244 

18.201 
23.721 

16.843 
22.282 

17.590 
23.080 

18.962 
24.575 

T-Value 

-2.11 

-1.51 

-1.44 

-1.46 

-1.27 

-1.23 

-1.38 

-1.49 

Note: N = 126 for Piper Sample. 
N = 143 for Random Sample. 
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on the spur of the moment, more trusting of themselves to 

make snap decisions, more willing to take risks and 

chances, and more seeking of excitement than the random 

sample. Scoring higher on this personality trait, the ran

dom sample of college faculty may be interpreted as being 

individuals who are more highly cautious, who consider mat

ters more carefully in making decisions, and who are 

less likely to take chances or run risks than the Piper 

sample. 

Interestingly, the Piper nominees scored a lower mean 

score than the random sample on all eight personality traits, 

but only the trait of cautiousness resulted in a significant 

difference between the groups at the .05 level. This find

ing supports research reported in the Review of Literature. 

Therefore, hypothesis 3, which stated that there was no 

significant difference between the personality traits, was 

supported for all personality traits except cautiousness. 



CHAPTER V 

SUr'L?-lARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOI'LMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter was to provide a brief 

summary of the study and its findings, to draw conclusions 

based on the findings, and to offer recommendations and 

inferences v.-hich grew out of the study. 

Summary of the Study 

Every college instructor daily faces the reality of 

his OV.T1 teaching behavior. He continually experiences real, 

honest feelings about his teaching effectiveness, or lack 

of it. He continuously acts, behaves, interacts, and reacts 

in the classroom. In addition to this reality, however ful

filling or painful it may be, most instructors carry within 

themselves another reality that can be a nagging, confusing 

burden. This inner reality is composed of misconceptions, 

myths, and over-idealized, if not contradictory, notions 

about what a college professor should be like, how profes

sors should behave, what qualities an effective teacher 

should exhibit. These myths emerge and grow from various 

sources: from college courses, from observing teachers, 

from supervisors, from literature about teacher effective

ness, and from students, parents and colleagues, to name 

a few. Often the myths bear little resemblance to the 

teacher's daily reality. They secretly whisper to the 

122 
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teacher a barrage of "should's" and "should-not's." These 

myths, which are often contradictory, add immeasurably to 

the task of teaching. The teacher must cope not only with 

the reality of teaching, which may be difficult enough, but 

also with those inner voices of uneasiness, such as, "I am 

not being what I should be," "Good teachers aren't supposed 

to do this—or that." 

Unfortunately, a review of the mountains of literature 

dealing with teacher effectiveness reveals that precious 

little, if any, scientific data is in hand when judgments 

are rendered to differentiate "good" teaching from the poor 

or mediocre. The vast majority of studies on teacher effec

tiveness illustrate that there is still no one acceptable 

definition of "good teaching" and that educators, both in 

the classroom and in research, do not agree on what teaching 

effectiveness is. Most of the literature dwells on what 

"should be" rather than on what "is" in regard to effective 

teaching. In an unpublished manuscript, Diane Peters suc

cinctly points out a major flaw in studies of teaching 

effectiveness in this statement: "One cannot either pre

scribe or proscribe that which one cannot describe" (99). 

The present study, therefore, is an attempt to describe 

rather than prescribe or proscribe what is; that is, to de

scribe the characteristics, attitudes, and personality traits 

of the Piper nominees, who represent perceived teacher 
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effectiveness, and then to compare these qualities with those 

of a random sample of college faculty selected at Texas col

leges and universities to discern if there are significant 

differences between the two groups. 

The subjects participating in the study included tv70 

groups, (1) a total of 126 Piper professor nominees for 1974, 

and (2) a total of 143 college faculty of selected Texas 

educational institutions chosen by random sampling. 

Data for comparison of the two groups were obtained by 

three instruments: (1) a questionnaire on personal and pro

fessional background and experience characteristics, (2) an 

attitude scale measuring selected educational attitudes, and 

(3) two complementary instruments measuring eight personal

ity traits. 

The data collected from the respondents were utilized 

to (1) determine the commonalities existing within each 

group, and (2) identify the differences between these com

monalities of each group. 

Conclusions of the Study 

Affirmation or Rejection of Hypotheses 

H 1. There is no significant difference between the 
O 2 

Piper nominees and a random sample of college faculty in 

regard to selected personal and professional background and 

experience variables. This null hypothesis v/as supported for 

Items (4), (10), (11), and (12) of the questionnaire. It was 
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rejected at the .05 level of confidence for Item (5), at the 

.02 level of confidence for Item (2); rejected at the .001 

level of confidence for Items (3), (6), (7), (8), (9), and 

(13). 

H^2. There is no significant difference between se

lected educational attitudes of the Piper nominees and a ran

dom sample of college faculty. This null hypothesis was 

supported for all Items of the attitude scale except Items 

(1) and (36), for v;hich H 2 was rejected at the .05 level of 
o 

significance. 

H 3. There is no significant difference between the o ^ 

personality traits of the Piper nominees and the random sam

ple of college faculty. This hypothesis was supported for 

seven of the eight personality traits. It was rejected at 

the .05 level of significance for the personality trait of 

cautiousness. 

General Conclusions 

1. The 1974 Piper nominees and the random sample of 

college faculty were more different than they were alike in 

regard to selected personal and professional background and 

experience variables. Significant differences emerged be

tween the two groups on eight out of the twelve variables on 

which the groups v.-ere compared. 

2. The two groups v/ere significantly different in re

gard to the type of last degree earned. A large majority of 



126 

the Piper nominees (62 percent) held doctorate degrees, com

pared with just over half of the random sample holding the 

master's degree as the last degree earned. 

3. Perhaps the most significant, and certainly the 

most consistent, difference between the two groups occurred 

in regard to their three most important reasons for contin

uing to teach on the college level. 

Generally, the major distinctions between the responses 

of both groups regarding their three reasons were: the com

monalities of the Piper sample showed a consistently high 

frequency of response to enjoyment of students, preference 

for a discipline, and preference for an atmosphere of cre

ativity, freedom, and growth, and a consistently low fre

quency for a desire for security and professional benefits, 

a desire for prestige and status, and a desire for ample time 

and opportunity to pursue one's own interests and research. 

Conversely, the responses of the random sample showed almost 

exactly the opposite pattern. The commonalities of the ran

dom sample revealed a consistently high frequency of response 

to the reasons having the low frequencies of the Piper group 

(i.e., desire for security, desire for prestige, and desire 

for time to pursue one's own interests). Also, the random 

sample indicated a lower frequency of response to enjoyment 

of students and preference for a discipline than the Piper 

sample. As their first and most important reason for teaching 
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on the college level, the majority of Piper nominees (52 

percent) gave the reason of enjoyment of interaction with 

students; a majority (33 percent) gave the same response 

as their second reason. This pattern differed from the 

random sample, whose responses were scattered in their 

choices among these reasons: preference for an atmosphere 

of or opportunity for creativity, freedom, and growth (2 0 

percent); preference for a particular discipline (17 per

cent) ; preference for association with professional col

leagues and opportunity for professional growth (15 percent); 

and desire for ample time to pursue one's ov/n interests and 

research (15 percent). Also, the two groups revealed dif

ferences in their third reason for continuing to teach on 

the college level. The largest commonality of responses 

of the Piper sample (32 percent) gave preference for an 

atmosphere of or opportunity for creativity, freedom, and 

growth, whereas the random sample stated its largest per

centage of response (32 percent) as a desire for security 

and for professional benefits. 

4. As a group, the Piper nominees were older than 

the random sample of college faculty, over half (56 percent) 

of the Piper group being 4 6 years old or over, compared with 

45 percent of the random sample falling in the 34-45 year 

age bracket. 

5. The Piper nominees revealed more experience in 
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college teaching than the random sample of college faculty. 

The majority of the Piper sample (41 percent) had 19 years 

or more experience teaching at the college level, whereas 

the majority of the random sample (42 percent) had only 

4 to 8 years of college teaching experience. 

6. Over half (56 percent) of the Piper nominees held 

the rank of full professor, whereas the random sample of 

college faculty were evenly distributed among all four 

faculty ranks of instructor, assistant professor, associate 

professor, and full professor, with no one ranking appearing 

as a major commonality. 

7. As a group, significantly more Piper nominees (77 

percent) held tenure than did subjects in the random sample 

(55 percent). 

8. Generally, the Piper sample had had more experience 

than the random sample in the development of teaching inno

vations. 

A significantly larger percentage of the Piper nominees 

(73 percent) had developed innovative instructional strate

gies than had the random sample (50 percent). Although 

the Piper sample was split in half (48 percent positive to 

52 percent negative) regarding the development of self-paced 

instructional units, a large majority (71 percent) of the 

random sample had never developed a self-paced unit of 

instruction. 
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9. There were more similarities than differences 

between the Piper sample and the random sample of college 

faculty regarding their attitudes toward teacher role, 

change and innovation, evaluation of student growth, 

students, and the teaching-learning process. 

LO. With the exception of the personality trait of 

cautiousness, the Piper nominees and the random sample did 

not differ significantly from one another in their person

ality traits. The only difference in personality traits 

of the two groups was that the responses of the Piper 

nominees indicated that as a group, they were less cautious 

and more willing to take risks than was the random sample. 

Recommendat ions 

General Recommendations 

1. In view of the inconclusiveness of research on 

teacher effectiveness, it is recommended that present efforts 

to improve the assessment of teacher effectiveness be ex

tended and expanded in order that more equitable and effec

tive forms of rewarding good teaching may be developed. 

2. In order to develop improved techniques for assess

ing and rewarding effective teaching suggested above, it is 

suggested that more concern and attention be given to the 

affective domain of teaching. Because of the highly sig

nificant differences between the Piper nominees and the 
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random sample which emerged regarding their reasons for 

continuing to teach on the college level, several inferences 

may be made which might serve college personnel in assessing 

effective teaching: (1) teachers who enjoy interaction with 

students, v;ho put concern for students before concern for 

course content or a particular discipline, and who receive 

pleasure and fulfillment from student growth, are perceived 

to be effective teachers; (2) teachers who rate as relatively 

important the following concerns are not perceived to be 

effective teachers: a) a desire for security and for pro

fessional benefits; b) a desire for prestige and. status; and 

c) a desire for ample time and opportunity to pursue one's 

own interests, education and research projects. It is recom

mended that, in the assessment of teaching effectiveness, 

more attention be given to a teacher's feelings and atti

tudes about the act of teaching, his reasons for doing it, 

and the goals, values, and sources of satisfaction he holds 

regarding the act of teaching. 

3. Since a much larger percentage of Piper nominees 

were found to hold the doctorate degree than did the random 

sample, college administrators might examine these questions 

in assessing teacher effectiveness: Are teachers perceived 

to be effective because they hold a doctorate, the highest 

degree? Or does the process of earning a doctorate degree 

contribute to the growth, fulfillment and effectiveness of 

the teacher? 
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4. As a group, the Piper nominees were found to be 

older, to have higher faculty rankings, to be tenured, and 

to have had more years of college teaching experience than 

the random sample of college faculty. With these facts in 

mind, college administrators might give consideration to 

these questions in assessing teacher effectiveness: Does 

the quality of teaching improve with maturity, experience, 

and the security brought by high faculty ranks and tenure? 

Or do these qualities influence maturity, experience, high 

rank and tenure or perceptions of teacher effectiveness? 

5. The comparison of personality traits revealed that 

the Piper nominees tended to be less cautious and more will

ing to take risks than was the random sample of college 

faculty. This fact, coupled with the fact that the Piper 

nominees had been much more active in developing innovative 

teaching techniques than had the random sample, might serve 

as a signal to college personnel to consider these questions 

regarding teaching effectiveness: Is there a relationship 

between perceived teaching effectiveness and risk-taking? 

Is there a relationship between cautiousness and a willing

ness to accept and to take a lead in educational change and 

innovation? Does the willingness to develop educational 

innovations influence our perceptions of teaching effec

tiveness? 

6. Some implications toward the assessment of teacher 
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effectiveness ought to emerge from the fact that the Piper 

nominees were found to be less cautious than the random 

sample; and Piper nominees were older, more experienced, 

tenured, and held higher faculty ranks. When considered 

together, these two facts might lead educators to consider 

these questions: Does the security of high faculty ranking 

and tenure allow the college teacher the freedom to try new 

approaches and techniques in teaching? Because of one's 

maturity and m.any years of experience, might the teacher 

feel more secure, and thus become more willing to risk in 

developing innovative teaching methods? 

7. The comparative lack of cautiousness of the Piper 

group, coupled with their lack of concern for security and 

professional benefits, for prestige and status regarding 

their reason for teaching on the college level, might sug

gest these questions relating to teacher effectiveness: 

Might a willingness to risk at least partially indicate a 

positive, strong self-concept? If so, is there a relation

ship between a positive self-concept and teaching effective

ness? Does a lack of concern for security and prestige 

indicate a corresponding lack of cautiousness? Is a lack 

of concern for one's own security and prestige related to 

teaching effectiveness? 

Recommendations for Further Study 

The following recommendations are suggested as areas 

for further study regarding teacher effectiveness: 
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1. A study, based on the questions suggested for con

sideration in the preceding section of recommendations, to 

examine the affective domain of teaching, i.e., the feel

ings, attitudes, values, satisfactions, frustrations, and 

goals of college teachers concerning the act of teaching. 

2. Further studies to develop a more precise definition 

of what is meant by good teaching, thereby making it possible 

to formulate criteria by which to measure and to evaluate 

teaching effectiveness. 

3. Further research in the development of a) more 

effective observational techniques to help analyze what 

actually takes place in the classroom; b) models and theories 

of teaching to conceptualize the interactive and fluctuating 

nature of the teaching-learning process; and c) systematic 

investigations of the interaction between student, teacher, 

and environmental characteristics. 

4. A comparative study to identify the policies, prac

tices, and criteria used in the selection of teachers to 

receive awards for teaching excellence. 

5. More studies to identify distinguishing character

istics of teachers perceived to be outstandingly effective. 
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MIDLAND COLLEGE 

March 15, 1974 

CO 

Mr. Michael J. Balint 5 
Assistant Director ^ 
Minnie Stevens Piper Foundation ^ 
201 North St. Mary's Street ^ 
San Antonio, Texas 78205 5 

Ui 

Dear Mr. Balint: ffi 

I am a doctoral candidate in Higher Education at Texas Tech ^ 
University. I am interested in investigating some aspect of ^ 
teacher effectiveness as a topic for my dissertation, and I 
would like to ask you to consider allowing me to use the Piper "^ 
Professor Program as an integral part of my research. IS 

As a college English teacher, I have long been concerned that t̂  
few rewards and little recognition is given to excellence in teach- ^ 
ing. I first became acquainted with your program when I was chosen >. 
as the Midland College nominee for the Piper Professor Award in 1973. ^ 
Since then, after checking into other awards in Texas for teaching H) 
excellence, I have become convinced that your program is the only pj 
one which clearly rewards excellence in the classroom, rather than ^ 
scholarly production, research, and other non-teaching duties. "̂  

If you would be willing to consider the possibility of per- ,_, 
mitting me to use the 1974 Piper nominees as primary subjects to 
investigate perceived teacher effectiveness, please let me know 
and I will provide more specific information for your consideration. Q 

Thank you very much, 
Ln 

Cordially, g 
rf:^ 

00 

Ms. Margaret Hatcher a>> 
2121 7th Street 
Lubbock, Texas 
744-1713 
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M I N N I E STEVENS PIPER FOUNDATION 
p . O . BOX t l 3 7 

SAN ANTONIO. TEXAS 78294 
AREA COOC 0 1 2 / 2 2 7 - a i lO 

W I U J A H C. «ri l0K«MOlJ>, U . D. 
t U C U T t V r OIBCCTO* 

MICMATL i . a / lUMT 
AactsTAMT omccToa 

March 28, 197^ 

Piper Professor Nominees of 197^ 
As Addressed 

Dear Professors: 

With financial assistance from the Minnie Stevens Piper Foundation, 
Ms. Margaret Hatcher is conducting a study of college teachers who are 
perceived to be effective, hence nominated for the 197^ Piper Professor 
Awards, and those of a random sample of Texas college teachers. 

We have provided Ms. Hatcher with a list of names and addresses 
of the 197^ Piper Professor nominees to assist her with her study, a part 
of her doctoral dissertation, and we should greatly appreciate your assist
ance In this endeavor. 

Regarding the Piper Professors of 197^. selection was made by our 
Piper Professor Selection Cofmittee earlier this month and official an
nouncement will be made on April I5th. Your participation in this study 
could have no possible connection with the selection committee nor their 
deliberations and decisions. 

We assure you that the results of her study will In no way In
fluence the operation and administration of the Piper Professor Program, 
and we wish to give you assurance, further, that we have provided only 
a list of names and addresses to Ms. Hatcher. Your dossiers remain con
fidential and are available to only the Piper Professor Selection Com
mittee. 

Thank you, and kind regards. 

Yours very truly, 

MINNIE STEVENS PIPER FOUNDATION 
Assistant Director 



APPENDIX C: 

COVER LETTER SENT TO THE PIPER NOMINEES 

WITH INSTRUMENTS 



152 

Texas Tech University 
T h e Junior College Center for Professional Development 

P.O. Box 4719 

Lubbock. Texas 79409 

Office of the Director April 12, 1974 Phone (8oe) 74a-7i39 

With the full approval and cooperation of the Minnie Stevens Piper Founda
tion, I am conducting a study of teacher effectiveness by taking a current and 
accurate reading of personal traits and attitudes of college faculty perceived 
to be outstanding teachers, such as yourself. As a nominee for the prestigious 
Piper Professor Award and as the primary subject of this study, your participa
tion will make an important and valuable contribution to the establishment of a 
needed data base concerning the characteristics of effective teaching, an area 
of Increasing concern among instructional faculties and instructional leaders-

The enclosed opinionaire and personal traits instruments are designed for 
quick and easy completion and allow an anonymous response on your part. The 
only Identification made in the results of the study will be that of a Piper 
Professor nominee. I can assure you that this information will be treated con
fidentially by code number, not by name. The study is concerned with group 
attitudes and traits, not with an individual teacher. 

You can make a valuable professional contribution by participating in this 
research project. Being a college teacher, I know about busy schedules and what 
I am asking of you, but I hope you will be willing to devote the minimal tir^ 
needed for this important project. Time is very important at this point, and I 
urge you to return the enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope. Thanic you for 
your help. Let me know if you would like to receive the results of the study. 

Cordially yours, 

MARGARET HATCHER 
English Teacher (on leave) 
Midland College 
P. 0. Box 4719 
Lubbock. Texas 79409 

Enclosures 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Kenneth H. Freeman, Director, Chaimvin J. Knox Jones, Dean. Graduate School 
Clenn E. Bamett, Executive Vice President Lawrence L Craves, Dean, College of Arts and Sciences 
S. &1. Kennedy, Vice President for Academic AHairs Cordon C Lee, Dean, College of Education 
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Texas Tecii University 
The Junior College Center for Professional Development 

P.O. Box ••719 
Lubbock. Texas 79409 
April 12, 1974 

Ofncc of the Director Pho^^ (8O6) 7*2 7i39 

Because of the collegiate level and area in which you teach, you have been 
specifically chosen to be a participant in a study of the characteristics of 
effective college teachers. As a professional, you know of the public interest 
In the issue of teacher effectiveness; as a college teacher, self-improverrent is 
a daily personal goal, a challenge we face each time we prepare for and meet a 
class. These pervasive concerns, plus a personal feeling that the research de
signed to broaden the data base in teaching effectiveness should be done by a 
college teacher, led me to chose this area for study. 

The enclosed opinionaire and personal traits instruments are designed for 
quick and easy completion and allow an anonymous response on your part. I can 
assure you that this information will be treated confidentially by code nunber, 
not by name. The study is concerned with group attitude and traits, not with an 
individual teacher. 

You can make a valuable contribution by participating in this research pro
ject. Being a college teacher, I know about busy schedules and what I am asking 
of you, but I hope you will be willing to devote the minimal time needed for this 
Important project. 

Time is very important at this point, and I urge you to return the data at 
your earliest convenience in the enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope. Thank 
you for your help. Let me know if you would like to receive the results of the 
study. 

Cordially, 

MARGARET HATCHER 
English Teacher (on leave) 
Midland College 
P. 0. Box 4719 
Lubbock, Texas 79409 

Enclosures 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Kenneth H. Freeman, Director, Chairman J. Knox Jones, Dean, Graduate School 
Clenn E Bamett, Executive Vice President Lawrence L. Craves, Dean, College of Arts and Sciences 
S. U. Kennedy, Vice President for Academic Affairs Gordon C Lee, Dean, College of EUiucation 
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Office of the Director 

Texas Tech University 
The Junior College Center for Professional Development 

P.O. E40X 4719 

L4Jbbock. Texas 79+09 

April 24, 1974 Phone (806) 7*2 7139 

A few weeks ago you received a request to p a r t i c i p a t e in a study deal ing 
with the cha rac te r i s t i cs of e * fec t i ve co l lege teachers together w i th personal 
t r a i t s instru.-ients and a CLestionnaire from me.- Since the value of th i s study 
w i l l bo g rea t l y increased by wide p a r t i c i p a t i o n of col lege facL. ' l t ies, and 
because the resu l ts of t h i s study should have ccnsicerable meaning fo r a l l of 
us who are concerned about teaching e f f ec t i veness , I an honing t : iat a l l selected 
pa r t i c i pan ts w i l l respond. The i n i t i a l response has been g r a t i f y i n g . 

However, I have not yet received your response and would l i k e very much 
t o have your p a r t i c i p a t i o n since i t is very irrDortant to the study. Your r e 
sponses w i l l be t reated as s t r i c t l y con f i den t i a l and the f i n a l report w i l l not 
single out any ind iv idua l facu l t y re-ber or his responses. 

I f you have not yet mailed your completed copy of the quest ionnaire and 
personal t r a i t s i n s t r u r e n t s , w i l l you please do so at your e a r l i e s t convenience? 
I f you have already mailed your response, please disregard th is reminder. 
Thank you very much f o r your time and i n t e r e s t i n t h i s matter . 

Sincerely, 

MARGARET HATCHER 
English Teacher (on leave) 
Midland College 
P. 0. Box 4719 
Lubbock, Texas 79409 

EXECLTIVE COMMITTEE 

Kenneth H. Frerman, Director, Chairman 
Glenn t Bamett, Executive Vice President 
S. M. Kennedy, Vice President for Academic Affairs 

J. Knox Jones, Dean, Graduate School 
Lawrence L. Craves, Dean, Collcce of Artsaiid Sciences 
Gordon C. Lee, De^n, College of Education 
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BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 

2. a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

TYPE OF LAST DEGREE EARNED_ 
DATE OF LAST DEGREE EARNED_ 
MAJOR OF LAST DEGREE EARNED 
MINOR OF LAST DEGREE EARNED' 
NAME OF INSTITUTION FROM WHICH YOU EAR̂ JED YOUR LAST 
DEGREE 

3. Please list in ranked order (number one indicating your 
first choice, etc.) your top three reasons for continu
ing to teach on the college level: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Please respond to the follov/ing items by checking the one 
which most accurately applies to you: 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

SEX: 
1. 
2. 

Male 
Female 

APPR0XII4ATE AGE: 
1. 
2. 

NUMBER 
LEVEL: 
1. 
2. 
3. 

20-25 
26-33 

OF YEARS OF 

1-3 years 
4-8 years 
9-13 years 

3. 
4. 

TEACHING 

4. 
5. 

34-45 
4 6 or over 

EXPERIENCE ON THE COL 

14-18 years 
19 years or more 

NUMBER OF YEARS IN YOUR PRESENT POSITION AT THE COLLEGE 
AT WHICH YOU ARE PRESENTLY TEACHING: 
1. 1-3 years 4. 14-18 years 
2. 4-8 years 5. 19 
3. 9-13 years 

years or more 

8. WHAT IS YOUR FACULTY RANK? 
1. Instructor 
2. ^Assistant Professor 
3. ^Associate Professor 
4. Full Professor 
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9. DO YOU HAVE TENURE? 
1. Yes 
2. N̂o 

10. TYPES OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE YOU HAVE HAD BEFORE YOUR 
PRESENT POSITION: 
1- teaching assistantship in college 
2. public school experience 
3. community college experience 
4. four-year college experience 
5. university experience 

11. APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF HOURS OF EDUCATION COURSES IN 
CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION AND/OR EVALUATION YOU HAVE 
TAKEN: 
1. 3-9 hours 4. 30-36 hours 
2. 12-18 hours 5. over 36 hours 
3. 21-27 hours 

12. TYPES OF NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONAL RECOGNITION YOU HAVE 
EXPERIENCED IN YOUR CAREER: 
1. fellowships 
2. grants 
3. research stipends 
4. ŵork under an influential scholar 
5. leadership role in a professional organization 
6. Other 

13. PLEASE INDICATE THE NUMBER AND KIND OF TEACHING INNOVA
TIONS YOU HAVE DEVELOPED WITHIN THE LAST FIVE YEARS BY 
PLACING THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER IN THE BLANK CORRESPOND
ING TO TEACH TYPE LISTED BEL0V7: 
1. development of new course designs 
2. innovative instructional strategies and methods 
3. development of audiovisual materials 
4. innovative use of audiovisual materials 
5. development of individualized, self-paced units 

of instruction 
6. Other 



APPENDIX G: 

ATTITUDE SCALE 



161 

PERSONAL ATTITUDE SCALE 

INST'RUCTIONS: The following items concern what you, the 
coTlege instructor, think and believe about the teaching-
learnir^g process. The best answer to each statement 
below is your personal opinion. Many different points 
of view are covered; whether you agree or disagree with 
any statement, you can be sure that many others feel 
the same as you do. An attitude scale is set up for you 
to follow. Please circle the one answer that best de
scribes how you feel personally about each of the state
ments. Please mark every statement. 

ATTITUDE SCALE: 1. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
2. DISAGREE 
3. NO STRONG FEELING 
4. AGREE 
5. STRONGLY AGREE 

EXAMPLE: Test scores are the best source 
for determining student grades. 

1. In a democracy, teachers should help 1 2 3 4 5 
students understand not only the 
meaning of democracy, but also the mean
ing of the ideologies of other politi
cal systems. 

2. Students have an innate curiosity and 1 2 3 4 5 
need to learn. 

3. An impersonal college environment and 1 2 3 4 5 
teaching practices often lower the 
intellectual aspirations of students. 

4. Higher education must return to the 1 2 3 4 5 
basic principles of excellence in a 
discipline and high academic standards. 

5. The student is the most important vari- 1 2 3 4 5 
able in the learning process. 

6. Students generally lack the competence 1 2 3 4 5 
to make significant decisions concern
ing their own learning. 
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7. The best measure of a student's abil
ity is his performance. 

8. Some subjects are so important that 
all students should take them. 

9. Teaching is mainly telling a student 
what he needs to know. 

10. There is no place for emotions in 
the college classroom. 

11. A high degree of student-teacher inter
action outside the classroom usually 
doesn't result in much educational 
benefit. 

12. The content of a course is never more 
important than the needs and interests 
of students. 

13. Learning is experimental; the student 
should be taught to test alternatives 
before accepting them. 

14. Most of the innovations of the past 
have proved to be nothing more than 
ineffective fads that produced little 
of lasting worth. 

15. Confidence in self is an important 
variable in the learning process. 

16. Diversity in student ability may best 
be handled by allowing students to 
proceed at individual rates without 
the artificial boundaries of semesters 
and grades. 

17. An instructor can be fair to all stu
dents without requiring everyone to 
be tested over the same material. 

18. More than a knowledge of subject 
matter, the college student needs to 
see the relevance of higher learning 
to the quality of his life in relation 
to the new kinds of judgments he now 
makes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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19. Errors are necessarily a part of the 
-learning process; they are to be 
expected and sometimes desired, for 
they contain information essential 
for further learning. 

20. Learning is personal and idiosyncratic; 
it is a synthesis of each individual's 
experience with the world. 

21. Silence on the part of the student is 
usually a good indicator that learning 
is taking place. 

22. The college instructor should function 
more as a resource person than as an 
expert or authority in a discipline. 

23. College instruction should begin at 
the level of competence and experience 
of the individual student. 

24. Good teachers are too busy with things 
that work well to worry about new 
things that somebody thinks will work 
better. 

25. Classes should be taught with textbooks 
used primarily as references rather 
than as the basic material. 

26. Providing education for the lowest 
achievers who are really not "college 
material" uses up important resources 
needed to better educate our academ
ically talented. 

27. Objective measures of performance may 
be the most reliable measures of a 
student's learning. 

28. The quality of being is more important 
than the quality of knowing; knowledge 
is a means of education, not an end. 
The final test of an education is what 
a man is, not what he knows. 

29. The college instructor should serve 
primarily as a conserver and trans
mitter of our culture. 
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30. Too few college instructors allow stu
dents to get to knov7 them as persons. 

31. Education is achieved v;hen learning is 
so arranged that the student gradually 
builds up a storehouse of knowledge 
that he can use in the future. 

32. The most helpful evaluative tool is 
periodic feedback activities which 
simultaneously allow the instructor 
to check student progress and make 
the necessary modifications in learn
ing tasks and activities. 

33. Most contemporary college students 
lack enduring comjnitments, a sense 
of belonging, and purpose; one role 
of the college instructor is to give 
students direction and help in these 
areas. 

34. Those qualities of a person's learn
ing which can be carefully measured 
are not necessarily the most impor
tant. 

35. Due to his perspective and experience, 
it is the instructor's responsibility 
to select the materials to be learned 
and the activities to be experienced 
by students. 

36. To improve learning, the college in
structor should be primarily concerned 
with his o\'m expertise, subject matter, 
and methods. 

37. Many college instructors v;ould reject 
a new idea or a new v/ay of teaching 
even if they had proof that it produced 
superior results. 

38. Building attitudes toward a discipline 
is not as important as teaching the 
facts and concepts of a discipline. 

39. The primary role of a college instructor 
is to serve as an expert, at least 
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within defined areas of his discipline; 
his presumed expertise underlies his right 
to be in the classroom. 

40. The best evaluative feedback on student '. 
progress is that which measures student 
gain at the end of a unit of material. 



APPENDIX H: 

GORDON PERSONAL INVENTORY AND GORDON PERSONAL PROFILE 
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GORDON PERSONAL INVENTORY 

By Leonard V. Gordon Percentile 
Rank O P 

Name. 

D a t e _ 

Age. Sex 

Marital Status 

School or Firm 

Grade or Occupation 

City ^ State. 

99-j 

95-

90-

75-

50-

25-

10-

5 -

1- . . . 

-

Score -*-
Percentile 
Rank -•-

Norms used. 
Directions: 

In this booklet arc a number of descriptions of personal characteristics of people. These descriptions are grouped 
in sets of four. Vou are to examine eacii set and find the one deseriptioii that is nutst like ijoti. Then make a solid 
black mark lx?l\veen tlie pair of dotted lines following that statement, in tiie c-oiunin iieaded M (Most). 

Ncvt examine the other three statements in the set and finil the one description that is hast like ijoii; then make a 
solid black mark between the pair of dotted lines following; that statenient, in the column headed L {Least). Do 
not make any marks following the two remaining statements. 

Here is a sample set: prefers to get up early in the morning. 

doesn't care for popular music 

has an excellent command of Engli.sh.. 

obtains a jxKjrly balanced diet 

M I 

Suppose that yon have read the four descriptive statements in the sample and have decidctl that, although several 
of the statements ma\ apply to \<)ti to some decree, " obtains a poorly haianeetl diet " is /»ir»re like i/ati than anv of the 
Others. You wouUl fill in the space following that statement in the ailumn hi-adetl .\I (Most), as shown in the sample. 

You would then e\nniine the other three statements to decide which one is Irtnt like ijnii. Suppose that " pref<rs to 
get up early in the morning ' is / r « like ijaii than the other tuo. Vou would fill in the space following that statement 
in the column headed I. {Least}, as shown in the s;»mple alxive. 

For CAcrv set you should ha \c o;ic antl on/// one mark in the M {Most) cnlunm, and one and only one mark in the 
L (Least) column. Tliere shoidd \)C no marks following two of tlu* statements. 

In some cases it mav be difficult to decide uhicl . statements you should mark. .Make the l)cst <!ecisions \x)u can. 
Rcineml>er, this is not a test: there are no riviht or wrong answers. You arc to mark certain stat<'nKnts in the wav in 
which tliev most ne.irlv rz/'/j/i/ to ijoii. Be sure to mark one statt nient as being iiins/ like ijou and one as being ku^t 
like tjou, leaving two statements unmarked. Do this for every set. Turn the booklet over and Ingm. 

fMultrH l>:t. Coi<t'iiklf!) / a w . lifihy lltfrourt. RrnttM. il'trlil. lie. .S'nr Vari. Ml riikll rfrrrri. Tka rrpro^-4^itn •/<•>» pvi t/ Uu /•»•• ty rnxmrm^iripK. 
itei^^n^, *r itktuy »4Jk*r mcy, mktJkcr U« r«prajw«(»tf>u a/« »cid m- art fttrK^tkni Irtt ior u*4, u « no/o/wM tf ike €mflfri-jki U r . (1 
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Storf with thii page. Mark your answers /n cofumn A 

a very origin.nl thinker 

a somewhat slow and leisurely person , 

tends to be critic-al of others 

makes dtxisions only after a great deal of thought., 

believes that cxervone is cssentiallv hones t . . . 

likes to take it relatively easy at work or play. 

has a very inquiring attitude 

tends to act on impulse 

a very energetic person 

doesn't get angr)- at other people 

dislikes working on complex and difTictdt problems.. 

prefers gay parties to quiet gatherings 

enjoys philosophical discussions 

gcti tired somewhat easily 

considers matters very carefully before acting 

does not have a great deal of confidence in peop le . . . 

h'kes to work primarily with ideas 

does things at a rather slow pace 

very cnreful when making a decision 

Ends a nimiber of people hard to get along with. 

a great person for taking chances 

becomes irritated at other j>cople ([uifc readily 

can get a great deal done in a short time 

spends considerable time thinking of new ideas 

a very patient person 

seeks thrills and excitement 

able to keep working for long stretches 

would rather can) ' out a project tlian plan it 

feels very tired and weary al the end of the day 

iiKlined to make hurried or snap judgments 

doesn't get resentful toward other people 

has a great thirst for knowlcilgc. 

does not act on the spur of the moment 

becomes irritated by faults in others 

lacks interest in doing critic.d thinking 

prefers to work rapidly 

inclined to become very annoyed at people 

LVcs to keep " on the go ' all the time 

would rather not lake chances or run risks 

prefers work requiring little or no original thought. . 

Turn f/ie paga aitd go on. 

A 
M L 

M L 

M L 

M I 

M L 

M I 

M L 

M L 

M I 

M L 

http://origin.nl
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Mark your answers in cofymn B 

a very cautimis person 

prefers to work r.ilher slow ly 

very tactful anil tliplomalic 

would rather not occupy the mind with de<-p thoughts. 

loses patienc-e readilv with people 

lu s somewhat less endurance than most people 

tends to be creative ami original 

doesn't care much for excitement 

leiuls to act on hunches 

has a great dial of vigor and drive 

doesn't t nu t pi-ople until they prove themselves 

enjovs questions involving c-onsiderable thought 

doesn't like to work al a fast pace 

has great faith in people. 

tends to give in to the vv ishes of the moment 

enjoys working out complicatitl problems 

a x-erj' eiu'rgetic worker 

accepts criticism widi verx- good gr.ice 

dislikes problems retpiiriug a great <leal of reasoning.. 

inclined to act first and think afterward 

spi-aks nothing but the best about other people 

vcr)* cautious Ixfore proceetling 

not interested in thought-provoking discussions 

does rK>l huny in going from place to place 

doesn't have an inquiring mind 

doesn't act on impulse 

generally bursting vvith energy 

becomes irritated bv weaknesses in other people 

able to get more things done than other jx^ple 

cnj(J)-s taking chances just for the excitement 

takes offense when subjecti-d to criticism 

would rather work w ith ideas than things 

vcrv' trustful of other people 

prefers work that is routine and simple 

docs things on the spur of the moment 

full of vigor and vitality 

makes decisions much too «iuickly 

has a great liking for e\ erx IMKIV 

maintains a livily p.ice at work or play 

docs not luvc a gruit interest in act]uiring knovvU-dgc. 

B 

M L 

M L 

M I 

M I 

M I 

M L 

M I 

M L 

M I 

M L 

A 
M L 

M L 

M L 

M L 

!• !: 

M I 

M I 

M L 

: t :t 

:: i: 

M L 

M L 

II ii 

M L 

ii ii 

;• i! 
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GORDON PERSONAL PROFILE 

By Leonard V. Gordon Percentile 
Rank 

Name 

Date . 

A^c. Sex. 

Marital Status 

School or Firm 

Grade or Occupation 

Citv Statt 

-55: 

95n 

90 

75-

25-

10-

5 -

1 
Score-^ 

Percentile 
Rank -•• 

Norms used. 
Directions: 

In this booklet arc a number of descriptions of personal civaracteristics of people. These descriptions arc grouped 
in sets of four. Vou are tc) cvamine each sit and find the one description (hat is must like ijnn. Then make a solid 
black mark between the pair of dntti-d lines fallowing that.statement, in the ttilumn headed .\I {.Most). 

Next examine the other three siatrmints in the set and find the one descriptirm that is least like i/ou; then make a 
solid black mark between the p.iir of dotted lines followiui; that statement, in the column headed L {Least). Do 
not make anv marks following the two remainiii'' statements. 

Here is a sample set: has an excellent appetite 

gets sick very often 

follows a well-balanced diet, 

doesn't get enough exercise.. 

M L 

i 
1 

Suppose that you have read the four descriptive statements in the s;uiiple and have d w d e d that, althouch several 
of the statements may applv to vou to some i!e'.:rie, "* doesn't c ît enough excreisc " is more like ijan than anv of the oth-
c n . You would fill in tin- space following that st.itemeiit in the column heaileil M {Most), as .shown in the sample. 

You would then examine the o'lier thrcx- st.itinu-nts to <licide which one is hast like ijoii. Suppose that "gets .sick 
very often" is /rsv like tjoii than t!ie other two. Vou would fill in the space following that statement in the c^>Iunm 
headed L (Lcuit), as shown in the .sample alxjve. 

For every set you should have nnr and onlij one mark in the .M (Most) c-olumn. and one and onlij one mark in the 
L (Least) colunui. There should Ix* no marks following two of tiie statements. 

In some cases it may be difTietilt to decide whieh statements you should mark. Make the l>est decisions vou can. 
Rcmcml>er. this is not a te^t; there are no ri^ht or wroim answers. Vou are to mark certain stafemenls in the vv.n- in 
whieh thev most nearlv ni'j'l'J to i/ini. He sure to mark (iiir statement as IKMIT^ most like rjon anil tiiic as In-ing Inist 
like tjou, leaving twr) statements unmarked. Do this for every set. Turn the Ixxiklet over anil begin. 

fvWH4.wr icr. C'rfri-jklOt9'<-1. ( i ; ; . »»//n>T-«<-l. Hr.,r^X W-^^. l-r . Str y..L. Ml n.,kt, trttnil. r t . rrr<~'/>rfl>« • / • • • T m r f - / U " / • ' a * • Mt< 
me •« 4 « 9 mikrr • i | l . vk.Utrr Ikt rrf4r^,^t\immt art mj.l . r *r» /mrmttXeH frrr f.^ i..^, 14 ^ riW.i/K.^ mf Ik* r- .rs*^/*' Itr. 

pk. k'rt^r^rk. 
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start with ihii page. Mark yot/f answers in column A •• 

a good mi.ver socially 

lackinj? in self-confidenc-c 
i : 

thorough in any work undertaken 

tends to l>c somew hat emotiorul !| 

M 
not interested in being with other people ' 11 

free from anxieties or tensions 

quite an unreliable person ' 

takes the lead in group discussion 

M 

acts somewhat jumpy and nervous 

a strong influence on others 

does not like social gatherings 

a very persistent and steady worker 

M 
firuls it easy to make new accjuaintances 

cannot slick to the same task for long 

easily managed by other people \\ 

maintairis self-control even when frustrated 

M 
able to make important decisions without Iiclp.. 

does not mix easily with new people !i 

iiKlined to l>c tense or high-strung jj 

sees a job through despite diflictdties jj 

M 
not too interested in mixing socially vvith people. . 

doesn't take responsibilities seriously 

steady ahd composed at all times jj 

takes the lead in group activities !! 

M 
a person who can Ix; relietl upon j: 

easily upset when things go wrong ij 

not too sure of own opinions !! 

prefers to be around other people ij 

M 
Bnds it casv to influence other people || 

' ii 
gels the job done in the face of any olwtaclc jj 
limits social relations to a select few j! 

ii 
tends to be a rather nervous pcrsim 11 

il 

M 
doesn't make frienils very readily ji 

takes an active part in group alfairs 

keeps at routine duties until ctunpletcd y 

not too well-balancx'd emotionally jj 
Turn the page and go on. r 
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Mark your answers in eolumn B 

assured in relationships vvith others 

fcH l̂ings arc rather easily hurt 

follows wcll-devclo[X-d work habits 

would rather keep to a small group of friends. 

becomi's irritated somewhat readily . 

capable of handling any situation 

docs not like to convene vvith stranc;ers. 

thorough in any work performed 

prefers not to argue with other people.. 

unable to keep to a fixed schedule 

a calm and uncxcitable person 

inclined to Ix; highly sociable 

free from worry or care 

lncV:s a sense of responsibility 

not interested in mixing with the opposite 

skillful in handling other people 
set. 

finds it easy to be friendly with others. . . 

prefers to let others take the lead in group 

teems to have a vvorr)ing nature 

sticks to a job despite any difficulty 

acttv 

able to sway other people's opinions. . . . 

lacks interest in joining group activities. 

quite a nervous person 

very persistent in any task undertaken.. 

calm and easygoing in manner 

cannot stick to the task at hand . . . . 

enjoys having lots of people around. 

not too confident of own abilities... 

can be relied upon entirely 

doesn't care for the company of most pcopl 

finds it rather difHcidt to relax 

takes an active part in group discussion. — 

doesn't give up easily on a problem. . . . 

inclined to be somewhat nervous in manner 

lacking in self-assurance 

prefers to pass the time in the company of others 

e. 

itv 

B 
M L 

M I 

M I 

M L 

M I 

M L 

M L 

M L 

ii 

M L 

A 
M I 

M L 

M I 

M L 

M I 

M I 

M L 

M L 

M I 

A R E S 






