CHAPTER IV

COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE PERSONALITY STRUCTURES
OF INSERVICE TEACHERS AND STUDENT TEACHERS

Introduction

The current emphasis upon the qualitative preparations
of teachers requires that increased attention be devoted +to
the nature and types of personality and/or attitude changes
that occur during the teacher preparation process, as well as
those occuring after the completion of professional training.
Because the attitudes exhibited by teachers towards their
étudents and towards teaching are recognized to be in part a
reflection of their own personality organization, it would
appear that increased effort should be devoted over time to
enlargement and verification of evidence concerning the non-
cognitive characteristics of teachers and student teachers
teaching in various streams and subject specialisations. In
a study of factors related +o satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with teaching, Beldsoe and Crafton (1968) concluded that
dissatisfaction apprears to be a functionmof the individual's
Personality. In short, the personality of teacher is g ~
significant variable in the classroom. "Indeed", write
Getzels and Jackson (1963), "some would érgue it is the most

significant varigble."
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Performance of Various Groups on Cattell's Sixteen

Pergonality Factor Questionnaire (16FF) -

Inspite of the fact that a great deal of research has
been doné in the area of teacher edﬁcation, there is particularly
considerable paucity of evidence regarding the differences
between inservice teachers teaching various subjects and
student teachers with specialisations in different subject
areas like Science, Commerce and Arts, to name a few only.
However, very little research is available us ing personality
inventories for this purpose. One of the reasons that seems
understandable is that there are profound differences in what
is meant by different personality inventories. This would,
obviously make some research workers reluctant to use them for
research gsince observations based on one definition will
contradict observations based on another definition. A second
hinderence in'the research is the choice of the instruments.

Some significant research utilizing Cattell's Sixteen
Personality Factor Questionnsire (16PF) has 5eén do{le in thig
érea (Lamke,_1961; Erickson, 1954; Ha&iey, 1954 ; Montross,1957).
Howevéf, +the resulis seenm contradicfory and little research haé
been done with this instrument recently. Getzels and Y ackson
(1963) suggest that the 16PF has two specific advantagés which
warrant its use in this typé of research ¢ (1) it provides
scores on factors that are not purely evaluétiVe;‘and (2) it
derives from an extensive programme of both theoreticai énd

empirical work carried on over a number of years.
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The purpose of thig chapter is +to determine whether
personality differences exist (1) between the total sample of
teachers and student teachers, (2) between inservice teachers
of Science, Commerce and Arts, {33 between student teachers of
Science, Commerce znd Aris, and (4) between inservice teachers
and student teachers when dichotomized on the basis of subject
specialisations.

I+t is extremely important to note that the differences
in the personality and other characteristics of teachers and
student teachers belonging to different specialisations has

been done because all teachers or student teachers cannot be

treated as one lump. Getzels and Jackson (1965) remark
significantly ". iheza,;&_Iua_le—iaiiﬁﬂ~9i—iﬁﬁﬂi-g~iﬁa~—ﬁzﬁ
WWMW

c 1ish d of 8cienc ! OUD.




-1 37 -

SECTION A

(a) PERSONALITY‘STRUOTURE OF INSERVICE TEAGHERS

Caxjg 's g 3ggn Pgrgonaglﬁz Factor Questionnaire (1GPF)
Vas admlnlstered o a total sanple of 180 teachers, spe01a11z1ng
in the teaching of Science? Commerce and Arts subjects. There
Was an equal number of 60 teachers in each group. The first
purpose of +this investigation, as stated in the Chapter I, was

+to determine the pertlnent personality factors of the sample

inservice teachers and glso 40 find out whether there were any
significant differences in the personality factors of these
inservice tegchers belonging 40 different teaching fields, viz.
Science, Arts and Commerce. The following Table 1, shows the
mean scores, standard devigtions, znd the respective ranks of
the sixteen factors for the toﬁal group of inservice teachers,
as measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor Quesiionnaire
(162F). ' '

1t is evident from the Table under reference that
judged by the magnitudes of means of +the different factors,

the inservice teachers are highes+t om factors H (Venturesome),

C (Stablllty) E (Dominance), A (Friendliness) and F (Surgency)
while they are low on factors B (Intelllgence) L (Suspiclous-

ness), I (Sensitivity), Qo (Self~sufflclency) and O (Insecurity).
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Table 1

Means, Standard Devistions snd Rank Order
of Inservice Teachers on 16 PF (N = 180)

Factor Rank Mean 8.D.
A, Reserved Vs. Outgoing v 12.44 3.90
P RS mhbenigent Ve VI 7.52 2.8
c. Less Stable Vs. More Stable II 15.40  4.68
E. Submissive Ve. Dominant IIT 13.10 4.80
F, 8ober Vs. Haoppy-Go-Lucky v 12.11 4.58
G. Expedient Vs. Conscientious X 11.03 3.92
H. 8hy Vs. Adventurous 1 16.09 4.17
I. Toughminded Vs. Tenderminded XIV 10.26 4.45
L, Trusting Vs. Suspicious XV 8.56 271
M, Practical Vs. Imagingtive VIII 11.04 3.97
N. Forthright Vs. Shrewd VI - 11.71 4.31
o. Placid Vs. Insecure XII 10.3% 3.74
Q- Conservative Vs. Expedient X 10.92 4,39
Qo §§§§§C?§§§ndent Vs. Self- X;II 10.29 3.99
Q3' Uncontrollied Vs. Controlled X1 10.59 4,13
Q4- Relaxed Vs. Tense Vii 1.57 4.09

Paraphrased, it wovld mean that the total sample of
180 teachers of this gtudy as a group are adventurous, like to
neet peovle, are friendly, responsive and genial (H+); they are
emotionally mature, calm, unruffled and do not shdw :;'estraint
in avoiding difficulties (C+); again they are assertive, solemn,
often headstrong a=nd admiration demanding (B+); they are also
good natured but easy going, ready to co-—oﬁeréte, like 1o azttend

to people, are warm and soft hearted and trustful (A+); they are
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talkative, happy-go-lucky, frank and cheerful (F+). They are,
however, of low mental ability and unable to handie abstract
problems (B-), but they are tolerant, conciliatory and are
ready %o éécépt personal unimportance (Lw); they are likely

o accept little and though not lacking in taste have few
artistic responses, they are also unaffected by 'fancies' (I-);
they are group dependent, lacking in selffsufficienCy, dépend.
on socigl approval and are conventional (Q2~); and finally they
have ne fears and are given to simple aci:ion; but are also

self-confident and assured (0-).

Discussion

There is a popular belief that teachers are ss diverse
in their psychological trsits as any other occupational group.
This belief made Vernonm (1953) to remark that, "it is falli-
cious %o talk of personaiity és sonething distiﬁct and consis-
tent". Inspite of this observation there is enough evidence
at hénd that demonstrates a relationship between some measures
of personality and teaching effectiveness.

Cattell (1948) has offered some speculative hypothesis
concerning the réle of personality in teacher behaviogr ¢ "the
general clinical knowledge of Cyclothyme - Schizothyms (Faétor
.A) sugges+ts Cyclothyme ﬁandency would be favourgble to téaehing
séccess. Surgency almost would certainly contribute to the
ability to deal quickly with the behaviour and other problems
of children." Again on Cattell's 16PF test, Lamke (1951) in

America found that good teachers were distinguished by F+
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(Happy-Go-Lucky), H+ (Venturesome), B~ (Less Intelligence)
and A+ (Ou{goiné, Warm Hearted) séorés,wﬁhile.poor teachers
tended to have F~ and He scoreé. Hadley (1954) found 'A' grade
teachers low on P and high on G (Conscientious). Again,
Cattell (1955) found teachers significantly higher on Factor A
and low on QQ’(Self—SufficienQy).l The teachers Were signifi=-
cantly higher on Factor L (Suspicious}, M (Bohemisn Unconcern),
0 (Apprehen51ve) Q1 (Radlcallsm) end Q (Psychosomatzc Anx1ety)
The teachers were lower than the sdministrators on H (Venture—
some) . V

’ Start (1966, 1968) in Britain, with mature secondary
school teacheré found Heaémastér's rating of teaching skill
significantly (p < .5) related to A-, B+, C=, B+, H+, L=, M+,
Q4+, and Q3+. ‘Harbur%on, et al (1963)'#ith a large sample in
Britain, found significant positive correlations with @, I and
Q3, With less relations to C and M. Makttson (1968) found &
positively related to rated teacher success at junior lgvel
(.35) but negatively so among senior teachers (-.40). Perhaps,
ﬁersénality correlates, he suggests, must be eiaminéd in
relation %0 teaching level.

In India, XKaul (1974) found eleven factors on Cattell's
16PF test differen%iatiﬁg be%ween popular and unpopular teachérs.
'The'popular teachers were significantly higher on Factors A, B,
¢, G, H, N and Q3 while unpopular teachers were higher on F, i,
O and Q. | |

 Inspite of the clear caution of Goldstein (1967) that

the instrument (Cattell's 16PF) must be considered quite
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sensitive to cultural and national differences, if an effort
were made to determine the positive factors of good teachers
from the studies discussed above and from the point of view of
successful and effective teachers needed in this country, one
would suggest the following thirteen factors or a large number
(if at all) of them to be present in the sample teachers : A+,
B+, C+, E+, G+, H+, L=, M4, N+, Q*s Qs Q3+ and Q4 .

It is real;y encouraglng to note that the sample teachers
here Were very high on Factor H (Venturesome). This factor as,
observed by Start (1966), indicates a resiliénce on the part of
a teacher who is confronting alone a class of 60-~70 children and
this desirable quality provides the teacher a capacity to absorb
shocks in the act of the teaching process every hour and every
day. The sample teachers are not only emotionally stable but
assertive alsQ; they are happy-go-lucky and are gelf-sufficient
too. So far so good but the two most needed personality
characteristics of Factor G and M are comspicuously asbsent
(G and M occupy IX énd VIII rank} respectively). I+ is to be
ﬁoted "bha’c‘ B, which oughf -i:o be on the higher éide, occupies
the bottom fank.

The teachers, perhaps it would be hardly disputed, need
to have a high super-ego strength, be pPerserving, determined,
emotionally disciplined,conscientious and concerned about the
moral standards and rules @ (G+); they showuld also be imaging~-
tive, interested in Arts, én:chr;lled by Immer Creation, in
short o guote Cattell (Handbook, 1976, p.98), have an "intense

subjectivity and inner life," (M+). B- (Less Intelligence) is
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again a dismal factor. It needs no emphasis that teachers, who
are to shape the destiny of this country, need be of higher
mental structure. In this context one cannot but agree with
Yote's (1972) observation made on a different sample @
",..intending teachers have relatively low level of ability

and attainment (in relation +o o+ther professions that is); from
ﬁhis growp ve fgnd evidence of a gsomewhat low level of métiva~
tion, a restricted range of interests, a tendency towards
passive convergent thinking."

In the end it is to Be noted that whiie the sample
teachers are high on E (assertative, solemn, often headstrong
and admirstion demandiné), they are at the same +time low on Q,
(group dependent, 1ackiné in melf-gufficiency, dependent on
sociagl approval more and being conventional. Conceming Factor
Q, - on which the teachers of this sample have a lower (XIII)
renk - Cattell (1957) stated that the high Q, individual would
rather work witﬁ one‘or two assistants than with a committee,
prefers reading 1o classes,does not avoid doing things that
might mske him seem odd, would rather be an artist than a
secretary, is not sfraid of his own ideas just because they
are 0dd .... QQ ind ividuals avoid society, because 1t wastes
time, not because of any emotional rejection, and because
experience has %0ld him his thinking ig well enough organized
t0 solve problems for himself.”

The description of QZ—; contrary to above, is being
group dependent, lacking in self sufficiency, dependent on

gsocial approval more and conventional. Thig facter (Viz. Q2~)
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is more in agreement with a high A (good natured but easy going,
ready to cooperate, soft and Warm—héarted, F+ (talkative, happy-
go-lucky, frank and cheerful) and L- (tolerant; conciliatory

and ready +to accept personal-unimpbrténce) of the 180 sample
teachers of this study. Hovever, further'research is needed to

verify the ggggyegt phenomenon of a high E and low Qz.
inter—-Group Differences Among Teachers

One of the limitations that plagues research on teacher
Personality characteristics as well as teacher effectiveness is
that it is conducted in a "theoretical vacuum" where "hypotheses
are based uéon an oversimpiification of teachér persoﬁaliﬁy and
teaching situations," (Getzels and Jackson, 1963). An eXample
in +this direction is'that of treating teachers aﬂd student
teachers in various fields and speciszlisations - teachers of
Science - Commerce - Arts, English, etc. as a single growp
(Getzels and Jackson, 1963). As a result of such an eXercise
it leads both +to inadequaté methodologynand conclusions which do
not agree with psychological and commonsense considerations.

It was, therefore, one of the purpogses of this investigation to
study whether there are any differences in the personality
characteristics of three groups of teachers and student %eachers
teaching Science, Commerce and Arte in high =nd higher secondary
schools and under training respectively. The following data

and the subsequent interpretation and discussion seek to provide

an answer to this important question.
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(1) Bapk Order of Personality Characteristics
o of Teachers o

In order to make a quick and superficial comparison
of Scienée, Commerce and Arts inservice teachers with each
other an attempt has been made to rank all the 16 Personality
Factors from highest t0 lowest for each group on the basig of
ﬁean scores. The relative position of the different values

thus obtained are given im the following Table 2.

Table 2

Rank Order of 16 PF for Science, Arts
- and Commerce Teachers

Rgnks Science Arts Commerce
Teachers Teachers Teachers
(N = 60) (N = 60) (¥ = 60)
I H (16.00) H (16.40) E (16.45)
11 ¢ (15.29) ¢ (15.43) ¢ (15.50)
III E (14.59) A (13.76) E (13.99)
Iv Q, (12.67) F (13.42) A (13.49)
v N (12.60) Qg (11.77) F (12.95)
VI Q, (12.25) I (11.21) N ( 12.20)
VII Q, (11.23) % (10.85) Q, (11.65)
VIII ¢ (11.05) M (10.84) M (11.50)
IX M (10.75) ¢ (10.70) 6 (11.45)
X Q5 (10.51) 0 (10.45) Q5 (11.05)
XI A (10.35) Q5 (10.15) 0 (10.60)
X1I F (10.00) Q (10.06) Q, ( 9.80)
XIII 0 ( 9.95) ¥ ( 9.40) I (9.50)
XIV L ( 8.55) Q, ( 9.19) Q, ( 9.07)
XV B ( 8.70) I (8.15 ) L ( 8.85)
I

VI ( 8.35) B ( 6.60) B ( 7.35)
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It is obvious from the Table under reference that all
the threé groups of teachers have awarded the I and II ranks to
factor B (Shy Vs. Adventurous), and factor G (Lgss Stable Vs.
More Stable). The Science and Commerce teachers have ranked
factor E (Submissive Vs. Dominant) as ITI while the Arts
teachers ﬁaVe ranked it aé VII. Again'Séience and Commerce
teachers have ranked factorﬂﬁ4 (Relaxed Vs. Tense) as the VII
whereas Arts teachers ranked it V. The Arts and éommerce 4
teachers have ranked factor M (Practical Vs. Imaginative) as
VIII but Science teachers have ranked factor & (Expedient Vs.
Conécientious) as VIII. Once again the Science‘and Commerce
teachers have—given.X‘rank to factor Q3 (Uncon+trolled Vs.
Controlled), whereas Arts teachers have given this rank to
factor O (Placid Vs. Insecure). Factor A (Reserved Vs. Outgoing)
gets XI réhk on the pért of Séienée teachers while Arts and
Commerce teachers have ranked it III and IV respectively. While
factor Q (Conservative Vs. Expediént) has been awarded X1l
rank by Arts and Commerce teachers, the Science teachers have
ranked it VI. The Arts and Commerce teachers have ranked
factor Q. (Group Dependent Vs. Self-Sufficient) as LIV, whereas
Science teachers have awarded it a high rank, %iz. IV. Again,
Factor L (Trusting Vs. Suspicious) has been ranked XV, by Arts
énd Comﬁe;ce teachers, the SCiencé teachers are just near it @
rank IV, The same picture holds +true for factor B (Less
Intelligent Vs. More Intelligent) o which Arts and Commerce
teachers have given the bottom rank viz. XVI, whereas Science

teachers have ranked it as AV. This phenomenon is note—worthy.‘rq

it
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Factor I (Toughminded Vs. Tenderminded) has been awarded XVI
fank by Séience teachers, the Arts and’COmmerce teachers have
awarded it VI_and XIII ranks, respectively. The conclusion
derived from'the aﬁé%é Phenomenon suggests that there are some
variations in the ranking of the Sixteen Personality Factors
on the part of the three groups of teachers. »

(ii) Next, an attempt was made to find out the rank order
éorfelation between the Sixteen Personality Factors for the
three groups of teachers. As already noted ébove the ranking
Was done on the magnitude of means. The rank correlation was
done for the three groups, taking two at a time. Rhos for

different groups are given in Table 3.

Table 3

Rank Order Correlation Between Three Groups
of Teachers on Cattell's 16 FF Test

S.No. Groups compared rho P
1. S8cience and Arts Teachers 0.3%20 s
2e Science and Commerce Teachers 0. 628 <01
e Arts and Commerce Teachers 0.822 .01

1t is obvious from the above Qable that there is no
agreement between Science and Arts Teachers in the ranking of
the Sixteen Personality Factors but that is not the case with
Science and Commerce teachers and alse Arts and Commerce
teachers in whogse case the rhos are substantially significant

at .01 and .01 level, respectively. But the conclusion is
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implicit that there is no perfect correlsition between Science

and Commerce and between Arts and Commerce 4teachers in the

ranking of Sixteen Personality Factors of Cattell's Questionnsire.

(b) ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Whenever in research there are more than two sets of
measurements on the same instrument or the same exXperimental
variable, each under its own set of conditiomns or for different
samples, analysis of variance is the techmnique to test the
significance of difference between the means or other statistics,
in such cases. This procedure not only reduces the amount of
labour involved but is defensible on the robust statistical
reasoning in that, "if we tested each pair separately, we would
ugse an estimate of %he population variance only the dgta from
two samples involved. If we make the null hypothesis apply to
all the samples -~ that fhey arose by random sampling from the
same population - we could use all the data from which to make
a much more stable estimate of the population variance"(Guilford,
1956). Another advantage of the analysis of variance iéﬂthat,
”the;e is ample evidence that marked skewness; departures fron
ﬁormal kurtosis, and extreme differences in varisnce, do not
greatly disrupt the F test as a basis of judging significance in
the analysis of variance" (McNemar, 1962).

Consequently, anélysis of varianée was used +o6 compare
the personality structures of the three groups of Science, Arts
and Commerce teachers and student teachers. But a gsignificant

E tells that there are nonchance varistions aﬁong the meang
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somewhere in the list of sets, it is not known how many or
which Ones are gignificantly different. Therefore, i-test

Was used t0 test the significance of the difference between
any two groups on each personality factor which indicgted
significant“E—ratios. The E-ratios and t-test for gll the
Sixteen Personality Factors.for the three groups of inservice
teachers and three gfoups of student teachers are presented

in Appendix C and D ( Tables I - XVI and XV - XL ). However,
Table 4 gives a summéry of Meéns, S;D-'s and F-ratios on %he

16 PF scales for the three groups of Séience, Arts and Commerce

teachers only.

Table 4 indicated that the three groups of teachers
were significantly different on eight of the gsixteen factors

assessed by the 16 PF Questionnaire. The eight factors were @

(Reserved Vs. Outgoing);

(Low Intelligence Vs. High Intelllgence),
(Subnissive Vs. Dominance);

(Desurgency Vs. Surgency);

(Toughminded Vs. tenderminded);
(Forthright Vs. Shrewd);

Q (Congervative Ve. Radicalism);

Q, ( Group Dependency Vs. Self-sufficiency).

BoH e W

Contd.
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Table 4

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and F Ratios fof
Raw Scores on 16FF 8cales for Three Groups of Teachers

169? Sc%gn:eégﬁachers Gom€§i2e6g§achers A?E§ if%g%ers F-Ratio
Mean 8.D. Mean S.D. Mean 8.0,
A 10,37 3.39 13.49  3.30  13.76 3.32 17.70%
B 8.70 2,34 7.35  2.54 6.60 2.61  9.60%
¢ 15.29  4.34  15.50  4.91  15.43  4.43  0.40
E 14.59  4.54 13,99  4.64  10.85 4.39 11.67%
F 10,00  4.10  12.95  4.16  13.42  4.61  11.13%
G 11.05  3.77 11.45  3.86  10.70 3.80  0.41
H 16.00  4.13 16.45  3.97  16.40 3.98  0.24
I 8.35 3.84 9.50  4.08  11.21 3.70 23.19%
I 8.55  5.82 8.85  3.65 8.15 3.61  0.59
M 10,75 3.61  11.50  4.15  10.84 3.92  0.57
N 12,60  3.44 12.20  3.59 9.40  3.54 11.07%
0 9.95 3.60  10.60  3.59  10.45 3.59  0.47
Q 12.25  3.53 9.80  4.45  10.06 4.00  8.54%
Q  12.67  3.72 9.07  3.32  9.19 5.55 18.81%
Qs 10.51  4.10 11.05  4.00  10.15 3.89  0.64
Q 11.23  4.00 11.65  4.32  11.17 3.89  0.16

* F significant Beyond .01 level
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(c) Tables 5 through 7 contain the summary of the various
i~£est combinations for those“factors with significant E ratios
for the groups of Science-Arts, Science~Commerce snd Arts—
Commerce teachers. ’

An examingtion of Table 5 indicates that Science and
Arts teachers differ on eight of the giXteen factors :

A (Reserved Vs. Outgoing); B (Low Inte;ligence Vs. High
Intelligence); B (Su’bmiséiv-e Vs. Dominance); F (Desurgency
Vs. Surgency); I (Toughminded Vs. Tenderminded); N (Forthright
Vs. Shrewd);—Qﬁ (Conservative Vs. Radicalism) and Qé (Group
DependencyVst Self~3ufficiency). . f

- It is evident from Tabie 6 that Science and Commerce
teachers differ only on four of the Sixteen Factors; A
(Resgrved Vs. Outgoing); F (Desurgency Vs. Surgency); R
(Conservatism Vs. Radiéalisﬁj; and Q, (Group Dependéncy Vs.
Self-Sufficiency).

Again Téﬁle T reveals that Commerce and Arts teachers
differ only on +the three of the Sixteen Factors : E (Submissgive
Vs. Dominance); I (Toughminded Vs. Tenderminded), and N
(For%hxight Vs. Shrewd). And there may be reasons for the

ﬁeted differences.

Contd.
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Summary of Mean Comparisons of Science and%Arts Teachers
on Those 16 Personality Factors with Slgnlfld@pt ifrqtmos

s,h.)\i

Factor Mean Mean )

Science Teachers Arts Teachers t P

(N = 60) ( N = 60)
A 10.37 1%.76 5.55 DBeyond .01
B 8.70 6.60 4.67 Beyond .01
E 14.59 10.85 4.56 Beyond .01
F 10.00 13.42 4.28 Beyond .01
I 8.%5 11.21 4.14 Beyond .01
N 12.60 9.40 5.00 Beyond .01
Q 12.25 10.06 3.17 Beyond .01
Q2 12.67 9.19 5.19 Beyond .01
Table 6

Summary of Mean Comparisons of Science and Commerce Teachers
on Theose 16 Personality Factor with Significant i ratios

Factor Mean : Mean
Science Teachers Commerce Teachers ki 2
= 60) (¥ = 60)

A 10.37 13.49 5.12 Beyond .01
B 8.70 T.35 0.91 NS

E 14.59 13.99 0.71 N8

F 10.00 12.95 3.88 Beyond .01
I 8.35 9.50 1.60 NS

N 12,60 12.20 0.6% Ng

Q, 12.25 . 9.80 3.31 Beyond .01

Qs 12.67 9.07 5.63 Beyond .01
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Table 7

Summgry of Mean Comparison of Commerce and Arts Teachers
on Those 16 Personality Factors with Significant % ratios

Factor Mean Mean

Commerce Teachers Aris Teachers k1 iy

(N = 60) (N =_60)

A 1%.49 T 13,76 0.45 N
B 7.35 6.60 1.63 N8
B 13,99 10.85 3.78 Beyond .01
F 12.95 1%.42 0.59 NS
I 9.50 11.21 2.41 .05
N 12.20 9.40 4,30 Beyond .01
Q1 9.80 10.60 0.33% IS
Q2 9.07 9.19 0.19 NS

More gpecifically, the following conclus ions can be

drawn from Tgbles 5, 6, and 7.

(a) Science and Arts Inservice Teachers

1. Science Teachers are more Shrewd (N+), Experi-
menting (Q,) and Self-sufficient (Q,+) than Arte
teachers who are Forthright (N-), Conservative
(Qq=). and Group Dependent (Q,-).

2. Science teachers are more Humble (E+) than Arits
teachers who are Assertive (E-).

3. Science teachers are more Intelligent (B+) than
Arts teachers who are less Intelligent (B-).

4, Arts teachers are more Outgoing, Warmheartéd (A+),
Happy-Go-Lucky (F+), and are more Tenderminded
{I+) than Sciencé teachers who are Reserved (A—),
Sober (F-) and TPoughminded (I )
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(b) Science and Commerce Inservice Teachers
’ 1. Science teachers are more Experimenting (@1+),
and Self-sufficient (Q2+) than Commerce teachers
who are Conservative (Q1-) and Group Dependent
(Qy-).
2. Commerce teachers are more Out-g01ng, Warmhearted
(A+), and Happy-Go-Lucky (F+) than Science teachers
Who are Reserved (A=) and Sober (F-).
3. 8cience and Commerce +teachers are not significantly
different on the Factor B (Intelligence).
4., Science and Commerce teathers are not significantly
different on Factor E (Humble Vs. Assertive) Factor
I (Poughminded Vs. Tendermlnded) and Factor N
(Forthrlght Vs. Shrewd)

(c) Commerce and Arts Inservice Teachers
' 1. Commerce teachePs are more Assertive (E+) and

more Shrewd (N+) then Arts teachers who are
Humble (E-) and Forthright (N-).

2. Arts teachers are more Tenderminded (I+) than
Commerce teachers who are Toughminded (I-).

3. Commerce teachers and Arts teachers are not
significantly different on Factor B (Intelllgence)

4. Commerce teachers and Arts teachers are not
Significantly different on Factor A (Reserved
Vs. Outgoing), Factor F (Sober Vs. Happy~Go-Lucky),
Factor @ (Conservative Vs. Experimenting) and ’
Factor QZ ﬂGroup Dependent Vs. Self-gufficient).

The raw score means of the 16FF Test were plotted as
shown in Figure 1. The graphical repreéentation of the data,
as shown here, clearly demonstrate an overlapping of the 16FF
scales where there were no significant 3 differences between.

the three groups of teachers. Contrary to this, there were
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sharp differences reflected in the curves where there were
. significant % differences. This representation, thus, Lends

; further support to the results arrived at.
Disc i

In general, it seems reasonable %o hypothesize that
the quality of education depends on the personality characteris-—
tics of teachers. Their relationship with individual pupils
and classes, their skills in motivating pupils and managing
classroom gctivities will be shaped and conditioned by their
Personality characteristics. In fact, the effectiveness and
ineffectiveness (Cattell, 1958; Start 1968) popularity and
wnpopularity (Kaul, 1974) will depend on their personality
characteristics. A

A more important point which needs an emphasis, but
has received little research attention, is the fact that
different teaching fields and specialisations call for some
different personality characteristics unique to each field.
For instance, Watson (1963) has pointed out that behavioural
écientists have done very iittle personality research on
students and teachers in sgience’courses. The few extant
studies of Science teachers have not compared this group with
teachers of other subjects. Moreover, a number of interesting
questions, for imstance, have been raised about the Science
teachers personality, but few have been investigated empiri-
cally (Watson, 1963). Mclain (1968) in his study has concluded

that, "it may be that successful teaching in different teaching
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fields calls for personality configuration unique to each
field."

| The results of this study clearly demonstrate the
fact there are differences in the personality characteristng
of~Science, Arts and Commerce teachers. The Science and Arits
teachers differ on eight factors, the Science and Commerce
teachers differ on four factors and Commerce and Arts teachers
differ on three factors, of the Sixteen Factors measured by
Cattell's 16PF test, used in this investigation.

" The Science teachers of this study are (i) more
shrevd (N+), experimenting (Q1+) and self-sufficient (Q2+)
than the Arts teachers who are conservative (Q1~), grou@
dependent (Q,~) and forthright (N-). Again Factor Q1 , and
Factor Q.+ differentiate the Scienée and Commerce teachers
who like the Arts +eachers are again, conservative (Q1-) and
group dependent (QZ‘). However, Science and Commerée téachers
do not differ oanac{or N.

There seems some justification, perhaps, in the
concluvsion that the personglity configuration of Scilence
teachers is in tune with the demands of their discipline, where
gualities of experimentation and self-sufficiency are the prize
possessions. Regarding the importance of Factor Q1+ Catfell
(Handbook, 1976, p.252) observes that, "the results show,
incidentally that Q4+, as vwe have stated, is not =z narrow
political behaviour trait but a broad experimenting personality
characteristic.” Again, it is obvious that a high Q, individual

would work With.one or two assistants than with 5 committee,
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perhaps reading to clagses, does not avoid doing things that
might make him seem odd... he is not afrgid of his own idess
just because they are odd" (Cattell, 1957)., He would be a
gardener than a salesman,“té&put it briefiy.

Science teachers as compared to Arts teachers (but
not Comme:ce teachers) again are significantly low on A. They
(Science teachers) aré regerved, pre—occupying themselves with
%hings and ideas faﬁher than with people. Combined with I-,
Science teachers have some sort of emotional instability which
permits radical restructuring and creativity (Cattell, 1968).
Arts teachers are high on A+ (Outgoing and Wafmhearted and '
Group Dependent, Q,-). Cattell (Handbook, 1976, p.116), on
the basis of second-gtratum factors measwadby the 16BF test,
has shown that A+, E+, F+, H+ and Q,o— demonstrate extiéversion.
In the sample of teachefs'(Séience Vs. Arts) the Arts teachers
show slight extroversion (A+, F+, and Qz-),‘though there is a
clear evidence of contradiction with clear B+ (in favour of
Science teachers) and an sbsence of Factor H. hThe same picture
of extroversion is manifest ir the cése of Commerce Vg. Science
teachers with A+, F+ and Qg-. It is, however, important to
note that there are no significant differences on these factors
between Commerce and Arts teachers of this study.

Again, Cattell (Handbook, 1976, p.116) has shown that
B+, b+, H+, Qqt+ and Qot (second—stratum facﬁoré) are charscter-
istié of "independence aﬁ@ penetration of mindﬁe Most of the
Witkin's (1954) and Thurston's (19%8) perceptual behaviowrs,

sometimes called "field independence aprear 10 be expregsion
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of this factor." The Science teachers as compared 1o Arts
teachers have significantly high B+, Q1 and Qz, and as compared
to Commerce teachers who have high Q4 and Q,. Factors L+ and
M+ are completely absent in a2ll the three groups. _This would,
perhaps, make one to conclude that Science teachers of this
study are somewhat more independent and rasdical than Arts and
Commerce teachers. Concerning the general group differences
(recognizing the limitations of a small gample and other
constraints of this study)‘it could be said tﬁat there is g
tendency for the Science %s. Arts and Commerce dichotomy +o
reflect self-gufficient radicalism and independence Versus
group dependent and subdued conservatism.

It is somewhat significant that out of the Sixteen
Factors there are only three factors on which Commerce gnd
the Arts students, differ, viz. B (Humble Vs. Assertive), I
(Toughminded Vs. Tenderminded) and ¥ (Forthright Vs. Shrewd).
The Commerce teachers are moré assertive and shrewd as agaiﬁst
Arts teachers who are tenderminded. Concerning the group
differences it could be concluded that there is a somewhat
tendency for Commerce Versus Arts dichotomy only between
Shrewd (N+) unsentimental assertion (I+) Versus affection
expecting tendermindedness (I+). “ ‘

One significant phenomenon that needs attention is
that the Scilence teachers are significantly superior to Arts
but not Commerce teachers on Factor B. In short, relatively
high intelligence (B+), a reserved nature (A-) with a high

assertion (B+) and experimentsl attitude (Q1) coupled with
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self-gufficiency which favour creativity and indepeﬁdence of
mind (Q,) on the part of Science teachers can lead to sub-
averége leadership scores and as such they cannot be a great
success, whatever their other merits, as %teaders. Science
teachers, however, are favourably placed as they can inculcate
exXperimental and creatiVe‘a?titudes in their children. They
would be open-~minded and not supress uncomfortable question and
non-conformist attitudes. This would enable the students to
realize thelr potential. This would be their great reward.

Students like friendly outgoing, warmhearted A+,
happy-g -lucky (F+), and tenderminded (I+) teachers as showmn
by Kavl (1974). They will not be only popular teachers but
leaﬁers as Wwell. That is the picture presented by the Arts
and Commerce teachers of this study.

Be that as it may, the results of this study regarding
the Science teachers are in a broad agreement with the study of
Wilcox (Cattell, Handbook, p.183) where "profile for 117 high
school teachers of mathematics aftending‘a summer NSF Institute
shows them to be low om A, F, H and I gnd slightly above average
on N." I+ is +to bg noted tﬁat~Factoi H is absent in the gample
of Science teacherg here. )

The results of the sub-groups of Science, Arits snd
Commerce teachers cannot be, by and large, in sgreement with
other studies in USA and U.K. only because of "cultural and
national differences" which‘have been recognizéd by Cattell
(Handbook, 1976, p.250) but also on account of the fact that

o

no studies uvgsing the sub-groups of teachers were available.
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Besides there is the observation of Goldstein (1967) that
the instrument must be considered quite sensitive té cul tural
differences.

In the end it is important to bear in mind that
since no steps were taken to insvure that each group studied
Was actually representative of a larger section of the teacher
populatioen in the three fields, one is in no posgition +to
generalize from the present results on the mean '-Scores, however,

suggestive they might be.
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SECTION B
(a) PERSONALITY STRUCTURE OF STUDENT TEACHERS

I+t will be recalled that ajtgll'g Sixteen Person-—
ality Facxor ngsi Qa; e (16 PF) was sdministered to a total

of 180 student teachers in the Teachers‘ Colleges situated in
the Ajmer District of Rajasthan. These 180 student teachers
had offere& their specisligation in the teaching of Science,
Commerce and Arts. There was an equal number of 60 gtudent
teachers in eac¢h group. The second purpose of this stuwly,

as stated in Chapter I, was %o determine the pertinent
Personality facﬁors of those sample student teachers and also
to find out if there were any significant differences in the
pgrsonality factors of the three groups. The ravw gscore means,

standard deviagtions and the respective ranks on the sixteen

factors as measured by the §i P i ctor
Questionngire (16PF) are presented in Table 8.

Table 8 re%eals clearly that the first five ranks
have been awarded by the student teachers to H (Venturesome),

B (Domlnance) 0 (Insecurlty) Q (Tenseness) and F (Surgency)
and the last five have gone to B (Intelllgenﬂe) N (Shrewdness)
(Sens1t1v1ty) L (Susplclousness) and M (UnconVentlonallty)

The total sample of 180 stuaent teachers, it would
mean, are adventurous, like 1o meet people, are friendly,
responsive, and genisl (H+); are also assertive, solemn, often

head strong and sdmiration demanding (E+); are insecure,
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Tsble 8

Means, Standard Deviations and Rank Order of Student
: Peachers on 16PF (N=180) -

" Factor Rank Mean 8.D.
A Reserved Vs. Outgoing ViI 11.64 %.95

Less Intelligent Vs. '

More Intelligent XVI 6.11 2.59
¢ Less Stable Vs. More Stable VI 13.09  4.47
E  Subnmissive Vs. Dominant II 14.90  4.90
F Sober Vs. Happy-Go-Lucky V’ 13.42 3,96
G Expedient Vs. Conscientious XI 10.87  4.30
H  Shy Vs. Adventurous I 15,01  4.49
I Toughmind ed Vs.lTenderminded XIV 9.94 %.89
L Trusting Vs. Suspicious XIII 10.36 4,22
M Practical Vs. Imaginative XII  10.60  4.01
N Forthright Vs. Shrewd XV 9.69  4.39
0 Placid Vs. Insecure IIT  14.22 5.35
Q1 éonsgrvative Ve. Experi-

menting X 11.18 4.11
Q2 Group Dependent Vs. '

Self-gufficient VIII  11.37 3.84
Q3 Uncontrolled Vs. Controlled X 11.02 4.26
Qs  Relaxed Vs. Tense 13.99  4.55
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apprehensive, Wo?rying, anxious and easily ovefcome by moods
(0+); are characterized by high ergic tension, are tense,
frus’trated and overwrought (Q4); and are, again, talkative,
happy-go-lucky, frank snd cheerful (F+). They are, hoWwever,
of low mental ability (B=); are for{hright, unpretentious,
with gimple tastes and a blind trust in human nature (N=-);
are, agsin, without illusions, have few artistic responses
and are unaffected by 'fancies' (I-); they also accept
personal unimportance,ﬂare tolérént and conciliatory (Lm);

and are conventional, not absorbed in ideas, though frequently

worried but alert to practical needs (M-).
Discugssion

v

The importance of the personality characteristics that
the student teacher brings with him to the profession cannot
be underestimated. These characteristics would be more central
to the core of the personality and probably less readily
altered. Although studies have not clearly distinguished such
a personality type, it has been suggested by Brookover (1955)
that the core personality of a beginning teacher stands in ‘
opposition to those characteristics he feels pressured to
assume. He describes the neophyte as being introverted; he
has been, again, characterized as "rather marginal in commit-
ment 4o the profession, more incliﬁed to follow than to lead,
with a strong sense of service andAa cooperative, somewhat
resigned, spirit." Some of the most basic work on teacher

Personzlity has béen done By Ryans (1960). The important
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point he emphasized was that the teacher's personal character-
istics would appear o have their sources in both his learned
and uﬁlearned background (p.21).

Cattell (Handbook, i976)'has isolated five characteristics
he considered %o correlate wi%h success in professional occupa-
tions: dominance (E+), lack of inhibition (F+), imaginstion
(M+),’shrewdness (¥+) and liberalism (Q1).ﬂ Warburton and
others (1963) in Britain demonstrated G+ (Conscientiousness),

I (Tendérminéedness), and Control (Q3+) significantly related
at .05 level %o teaching ability. The results of Tarpey's
(1965? investigation, where she studied 120 student teachers
étudyéng in three colleges in Ireland and one college in
England, demonstrated varying results ¢ M was significantly
related to success in teaching in two Irish College glone;
Factors Q,, Q4, N, I and L showed positive but insignificant
felationship in thrée colieges; vhile Factors Qp, O and G
showed negative insignificant relationéhips. Factor G, however,
was gignificant in one college only. ‘

Henjum (1967) reported the personality characteristics
of secondary étudeﬁt teachers. He found that only +two factors
B+ and F+ were related to +teaching success at the secondary
level. GCortis (1969) tested 259 students in Manchester School
of Education and fouﬁd that 16FF Questionnaire related with
Educational Theory but it failed +0 reveal any significant
relationship to practical teaching such as Warburiton, Bubcher
and Forrest (1963) found in case of Factors : Conscientiousness,

Sensitivity snd Self-discipline. Mclain (1968) in his study



-1 64—

found;that superior male students teachers differed gignifi-
Cantlg from inferior ones on nine scales of 16PF (Factors G,
H, L 5Q4, Q> A, B, C and N). In Davis and Satterly's (1969)
study of student teachers, the 'hlgh‘ group was significantly
dlffe;ent than the 'low' on four factors ¢ G, I, O and Q4

;Mitchell (1963b) found significant ﬁersoﬁality factors
assoclated W;th &iffeéept motivations'for entering teaching.
Sourcé traits A, E, F, G, Q3 and Q4 were involved in the
Patterns. De Blassié (1971) reported a study where he
compared foﬁr groups of teaéhers. Eis results indicated that
the four groups differed on E+, I+,~N+, and O+.

j In India an important study by Gupta (i974), who
sdministered 1693 test to 169 Science, Agriéultuée and
Commerce teachers showed that when the sixteen Tactors Were
listed in rank order the first five important factors were
G+, H+, I+, Q3 and Q,+. The last important from +the point of
rank order were F-, Q4~, E- and C-. Again, Raina (1978)
conducted a stﬁdy on 110 B.Ed. students using Cattéll's*16PF
test. He found that the hlgh ability group (+teaching marks)
rated by supervisors of different orlentatlons and background,
bhed B-, Qq=, N+, Q, C+ and M-.

The purpose of reporting in brief the above researches
done with the 16FF test - the instrument used in this stwy -
Was fo demonstrafé the fact that there was no close agreement
of tge personality characiteristics of prospective second ary
teachers. One of the main reason that plagues teacher educa-

tion' research, not only in India but gbroad also, is the absence
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of anfoperational definition of teacher effectiveness. Again
recognizing the importance of the cultural background of
personality (Linton, 1945), the important common factors on
which a broaé consensus séems to be obvious are the following
factors @

B+ (High Intelligence), F- (Sober),

G+ (Conscientious), I+ (Tenderminded),

N+ (Shrewd), Q,+(Expérimenting, and

Q,+ (Self-sufficient).

But the personsality characteristics of the 180 sample
studen% teachers of this stgdy’do not have any positive
characteristics. They, on the‘other hand are venturesome,
assertive, apprehensive, tense:but happy-go-lucky = charascteris-
tics hardly calculated to make'them succegssful in +the teaching
profession or the teaching act. No doubt, a high H (Venture-
some ) may be commendable in that it can act a shock observer
in the classroom teaching, where 60-70, young restless children
are to be handed, but low intelligence, lacking in high tastes,
unaffected by "fancies', acceptance of personal unimportance
and high degreé of con%entionality'accompanied by frequent
worrying, though alert to practical needs, can hardly be
conducive %o successful teachiﬁg either ss a profession or as
an effective teaching act. However, it can be vnderstood that
under the present day conditions of teacher trgining where
the student teacher are subject %o great harassment by the
’college faculty and the facultj evalugtion procedures the
student teachers can feel an inadequacy and sincerely worried,

as well ag apprehensive (O+). But mature student teachers who
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are tense and frustrated will hardly be successful in or
outside the school. The fact of the matter is +that there are
no standard selection and retention procedures. The selection
procedure for B.Bd. in the teachers' colleges in Rajasthan are
unfortunately élerical and not académic. The minimum basic
requirement is forty percent marks in the aggregate at the

graduvating level.
Intergroun Differences Among Siudent Teachers

It was observed in the preceding section A that it was
an escépe or an oversimplification to treat teachers as a
"single group" (CGetzels and Jackson, 1963), when research on
%eadher persoﬁaiity was the éingle aim, ﬁvidence ig now at
hand that all teacheré, may be equal in the eyeg of God and
the laws of the land but they sre hardly in the possession of
the same personality characteristics when specialising in the
teaching of variouvs field like Science, Commerce or other Arts
subjects. Is this true in the case of the student teachers

also? An attempt will be made 4o Present evidence with respect

to this important question.

(1) Rank Order of Personality Character=—
T istics of Student Teachers -

A1l +the Sixteen Personality Factors in the Sixteen
Personality Factoer Qgggtioggairg Wére ranked with respect to
the magnitude of the raw gscore means from the highest to the

lowest for the three groups of Science, Commerce and Arts
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student teachers. The relagtive pogition of the different

values thus obtained are presented in Table 9.

Table 9 !

Rank Order of 16FF for Science, Aris
and Commerce Student Teachers

Ranks 8cience Students Arts Students Commerce Students

(N = 60) (N = 60) (N = 60 )
I E (15.70) B (14.71) B (15.95)
II E (15.31) 0 (14.45) HE (15.94)
111 0 (14.39) F (14.20) ¢ (14.06)
IV a, (13.75) q, (14.14) q, (13.90)
v G (13.04) I (13.40) 0 (13.84)
VI F(12.87) B (13.35) Fo(13.13)
VII Q, (12.25) A (12.20) A (13.01)
VIII Q (12.15) L (11.99) Q, (11.45)
X Qs (11.05) M (11.90) ¢ (11.15)
X I (10.65) ¢ (11.78) Qp (11.14)
X1 ¢ (10.40) ¢ (10.95) Qg (11.11)
XII N (10.15) Q, (10.40) M (10.40)
XIIT A { 9.65) Q ( 9.94) N ( 9.75)
XIV L { 9.50) Q5 ( 9.93) L ( 9.56)
1y M ( 9.45) E ( 9.01) I (9.35)
VI B ( 6.75) B ( 6.06) B ( 6.45)
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i A study of the Table under reference reveals the
fact ﬁhat E(Humble Ve. Assertive) has been given the I rank
by Gommerce and Arts students while Scilence students have
given ;t a 11 rank. The Arts students have awarded Il rank
to O (?lacid Vs. Apprehensive), the Commerce students have
aWardeg it V rank and the Sciénce students the 1II rank.
Commerce students have alloted III rank to G (Affected by
Feelinés Vs. Emotionally Stable}ybut the Scieﬁce students
have alloted it V rank and the Arts students X rank. There
is, ho%eVer, a close agreement between the three groups of
students in glVlng IV rank to Q; (Relaxed Vs. Tense) Factor
i (Toughmlnded Vs. Tendermlnded) occupies V rank on the Part
of Arﬁs students, but the Commerce students and Science
studenﬁs have given it XV gnd X ranks, respectively. The
Arts Qtudents have awarded VI rank to the H (Shy Vs. Venture~
some)ébut the Commerce and ééience students ﬁave given VII
rank Eo A (Reserved Vs. Outgoing), the Science students have
giVenéit XIII, +the Science studeﬁts have slloted VII rank %o
Q (CénserﬁafiVe Vs. Bxperimenting), the Gommerce and Arts
stgﬁeﬂts have given it X and XIII ;anks, respectively. The
Arts students have given M (PréctiCal Ve. Inaginative) X
rank Qut Science and Commerée students have given it XV—and
XII rénk respectively. TFactor G (Expedient Vs. Conscientious)
has béen given X1 rank b& Science’and Arts students but the »
Commerce students have given it IX rank. Arts students have
given XII rank to factor Q, (Grouvaependent Vs. Self-gsuffi-

cient) while Science and Commerce students have given it III
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and VIiI ranks, respectively. Factor N (Forthright Vs. Shrewd)
has been awarded XIIT rank by Commerce students while Science |
and Arts students hQVe given it XII and XV ranks, respectively.
Factor Qs (Undisciplined Self Conflict Vs. Controlled) has
been allo?%éd LIV rank by Arts students but Science and
Commerce studenté have allotted it IX and X1 ranks, respeé—
tively. PFactor L (Trusting Vs. Suspicious) has been given XIV
rank by Séience énd Commerce students but Arts students have
given it VIII rank. All the three groups agree strongly in
awarding B (iess Intelligent Vs. More Intelligent) as the
bottom raﬁk«%iz. XVI. The conclusion that can be‘arrived at,
on the basis of aboﬁe evidence, is th?t there is no large
amoﬁnt of agreement between the three groups of student
teachers in assigning the ranks 40 the 16 personality factors
and there may be obviously reasons for this phenomenon.

(ii) An attempt Was made to find out the rank order
éorfelation between the Sﬁxteen Personality Factors for the
three groups of student teachers. It may be recalled +that the
ranking was done on +the basis of the magnitude of the raw
scores means. Two groups at a time were taken for the caglcula=-
tion of the rank order coerrelation. BRhos for different groups

are given in Table 10.

Contd.'
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Table 10

Rank Order Correlation Between Three Groups
of Teachers on Cattell's 16 FF Test

8.No. Groups compared rho P
1. Science and Commerce Student

Teachers 0.862 .01
2. S8cience and Arts Student

Teachers . 0.502 .05
3 Arts and Commerce Stuvdent

Teachers 0.600 .05

It is apprarent from the above Table that Whilé there
is a significantly high agreement between Science and Comﬁerce
student teachers, there is not that high degree of agreement
between Science and Arts student teachers and Arts and Commerce
student teachers in ranking of the 16 factors of the Sixteen
Pgiéoga;ity Factor Questionngire. -But the conclusion is
. implicit that there is no perfect correlation between the

Trankings and that is as it should be.

In earlier pages the concept of the analysis of
variance énd ites viability for use in this study was discussed
in brief and needs, perhaps, no repetition. The analysis of
Variance was used to compare the personglity structures of
the three groups of student teachers, specialising in the

methodology of the teaching of Science, Arts and Commerce
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subjects at the B.Ed. level. The L-test was used to test the
significance of %he différences between any two groups on each
of the sixteen persqnality factors which indicated significant
E-ratios. The F-ratios and the f-tests for a2ll the sixteen
factors for the three groups of the student teachers are
Presented in Appendix D (Tables XXV through XL). However,

the following Table 11Lgives a summary of the‘ﬁeans, S.D.'s
and Erratiosmon the 16PF scales for the three groups of~ ”
Scieﬁce, Arts and Commefce student teachers only.

Table 11 indicated that the three groups of student
teachers were significantly different on seven of the sixteen
factors assessed by the 16PF Questionnaire. The seven factors
are ¢ A (Reserved Vs. Outgbing); C (Less S+table Vs. More
Stable); H (Shy Vs. ¥ Adventufous);ll (Trusting Vs. Suspicious);
M (PraCtiCai Vs. Imaginative); Q1 (CoﬁsérVative Ve . Experimen-
ting) and Q, (Group Dependent Vs. Self-Sufficient).

- Tablé 12 through 14 contain the summary 6f the
varilous f-texts combingtions for +those factors with signifi-
cant EF-ratios for the groups of Science-Arts, Science~Commerce
and Aits~Commerce student teachers.

A study of the Table 12 indicated that Science and
Arts teachers differed on six of +the sixteen personality
factorsvt A (Beseryed Vs. Outgoing); HE (8hy Vs. Venturesome);
L (Trusting ?s. Suspicious); M (Préctical Vs. Imaginative);A
Q1“(ConserVative Vs. Experimehting) and Q, (Group Bependeﬁt

Vs. Self-Sufficient).
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1t is obvious from Table 13 that Science and
Commerce étudent teachers differ‘on only one factor Viz.
A (Reserved Vs. Outg01ng)

Again, Table 14 shows that Commerce and Arts student
teachers differ on four factors : C (Less Stable Vs. More
Stable); H (Shy Vs. Venturesome); L (Trus+ting Vs. Susplclous)

P

and M (Practlcal Vs. Imaglnatlve)

Table 11

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and F Ratios for
Raw Scores on 16PF Scales for Three Groups of Student
Teachers

16PF Science Students Commerce Students Arts Students F Ratio

- (N = 60) (N = 60) (N = 60)
Mean S.D. Mean -8.D. Mean s5.0.
A 9.65 3.30 "1%.01 3,82 12,20 3.72 ,13.17%¥
B 6.75 3.23 6.45 2.62 6.06 2.47 1.22'NS
C 13.04 4.46 14.06 4.31  11.78  4.31  5.17*%
E O 15.31 4.5% 15.95 4.64  14.71  4.21  0.33°NS
F 12.87 3.50 13,13 4,09 14.20 3.92 2,50 NS
G 10.40 4.51 11.15 %.49 10.95 4.70 0.4% Ns
H 15.70 4.80 15.94 %.5%  13.35 4,13 T.37*x
I 10.65 %.99 9.35 3.55  9.80 3.88 1.94'HS
L 9.50 4.56 9.56 .89  11.99  3.45 T.17%*
H 9.45 3. 64 10.40 3.70  11.90 4.1%  5.99%x
N 10.15 4.88 9.75 4,19 9.0t  3.95 1.10'KS
0 14.39  4.97 13.84 4.88 14.45 5.91  0.20 NS
Q  12.15 4.11 11.14 4.59 9.94  3.69 - 4.83%
Q, 12.25  3.66 11.45 3.61  10.40 3.93  3.69%"
Q5 11.05 4.01 11.11 4.35 9.93  4.19 0.04 NS

F *gignificant at .05 level  **Zignificant beyond .01 level
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Table 12

Summary of Mesn Comparisons of Science and Arts Student
Teachers on those 16 Personality Factors with Significant

t Ratios

Factor Mean Mean

Science Students Arts. Students t P

(N = 60) (N = 60)
A 9.65 12.20 %.98 Beyond .01
c 1%2.04 11.78 1.58 ]
H 15.70 1%5.35 2.87 Beyond .01
L 9.50 11.99 . %3.36  Beyond .01
M 9.45 11.90 3.45 Beyond .01
Q1 12.15 9.94 5. 07 Beyond .01
Q2 12.25 10.40 2.64 Beyond .01
Table 13
Summary of Mean Comparisons of Science and Commerce
Student Teachers on Those 16 Personality Factors With
Significant 4 "Ratios

Factor Mean Mesn

8cience Students Commerce Students il P

(N = 60) (N = 60)

A 19.65 13.01 5.69 Beyond .01
¢ 13.04 14.06 1.28 NS
H 15,70 15.94 0.31 NS
L 9.50 9.56 0.08 NS
M 9.45 10.40 1.42 NS
Q1 12.15 11.14 1.26 N8

Q2 12.25 11.45 1.27 XS
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Table 14

Summary . of Mean Comparisons of Commerce and Arts Student
Tegchers on Those 16 Personality Factors with Significant

% ratios
Factor j Mean Mesn
Commerce Students Arte Students t 'y
(N = 60) (§ = 60)
A 13.01 12.20 1.17 Ns
C 14.06 11.78 2.89 Beyond .01
H 15.94 13.35 %.65 Beyond .01
L 9.56 11.99 3.57 Beyond .01
M 10.40 11.90 2.08 .05
Q4 11.14 9.94 1t.56 NS
Q2 11.45 10.40 1.52 NS

More specifically, the following conclusions can be

arrived at from Table 12, 13 and 14 *

(a) Science and Arts Student Teachers

T 1. 8Bcience student teachers are more Venturesome
and Trusting than Arts student teachérs who are
Shy and Suspicious. '

2. Science Teachers are more EXperimenting or
Radical and Self Sufficient than Arts teachers
who are Congervative and Group Dependent.

3. Arts student teachers are More Outgoing and
Imaginative than Science student teachers who
are Reserved and Practical.

4, 8cience student teachers and Arts student
teachers do not significantly differ on Factor
¢ (Less Stable Vs. More S+table).
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(v) Science and Commerce Student Teachers

T 1. Science student teachers and Commerce student
teachers are not significantly different on
Factor C (Less Stable Vs. More Stable)

2. Science student teachers and Commerce are not
significantly different on Factors H (Shy Vs.
Venturesome); L (Trusting Vs. Suspicidus) and
M (Practical Vs. Imaginative) '

%. Science student teachers and Commerce student
Yeachers are not significantly different on
factors Q; (Conservative Vs. BXperimenting) and
Q, (Group Dependent Vs. Self-Sufficient).

4. Commerce student teachers are more Outgoing and
Warmhesrted than Science student teachers who
are Reserved and Critical.

(c) Arts and Commerce Student Teachers
c 1. Arts student teachers are more Suspicious and
Imaginative than Commerce student teachers who
are Trusting and Prgctical.
2. Commerce student teachers are More Stable and
Venturesome than Arts student teachers who are
Less Stable and Shy.
3. Arts student teachers and Commerce student
teachers do not differ gignificantly on Factor
A (Reserved Vs. Outgoing).
4. Arts student teachers and Commerce student
teachers do not significantly differ on Factor
Q4 (Conservatism Vs. Experimenting) and Qs
(Group Dependent Vs. Self-Sufficient).

The raw score means of the 16'F test were plotted in
Figure II. The graphical representation of the data, as shown
here, clearly demons+trates an overlapping of the 16PF scales

where there were no significant I differences between the three
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groups of student teachers. Contrary to this there were
sharp differences reflected in the three curves where there
Were significant 1 dilifferences. This representation, thus,

$£ends further support to the results arrived azt.

cugssion

I+t was Ryans (1960), who on the basis of the data
assembled-by the Teacher Chéxacjgr;gjic 8tudy, suggested that
the combination of personal and social characterigtics was not
identical either for elementary and secondary school teachers
or teachers of different subject matter. I+ has been an
important assumption in this study that the personality
characteristics of teachers and student teachers, teaching
differgnt speciglities, differ to a great degree. This
assumption is further reinforced by Mclain's (1968) study
that "successful teaching in different teaéhing fiélds call
for personality configuration unique to each field." The
evidence presented in the previous Section A of thié investi~-
gation, by and large, is in agreement with Mclain's findings
in that Inservice~teachers teaching Science, Arts’and Commerce
specialisations differ on a measure of personality : Cattell's
Sixteen Factor Personality Questionnasire. But is this true i
in the case of student teachers also? h

The conclusions of this study presented above
demonstrate that Science, Arts and Commerce student teachers

differ considerably on the 16FPF +test. The Science and Arts

student teachers; and Commerce and Arts student teachers differ
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on six and four of the sixteen factors, respectively, measured
by the 16PF, but the Science and Commerce student teachers
differ onvénly one of_the gixteen factors.

The Science students as contrasted to Arts student

teachers have +the following factor pattern 3
A-, H+, L=, M-, Q1+ and Q2+

On the other hand the factor pattern of the Arts
student téachers when contrasted %o S8cience student tezchers

is as follows ¢
A+, He, L+, M+, Q1— and Q,=-.

Iﬁ short it W;uld mean that Science student teachers
are reserved, venturesome, suspicious in the sense of being
less dogmatic, practical minded and with an attitude of
expe;imentation or radicalism and a fair gmount of self-
sufficiency and self-dependence. The Arts student teachers
are Varmhesgrted, shy, trusting with a degree of imagingtion.
But they are group devendent also. v
- The above factor pattern for Science student teachers
would suggest a picture of (A-, Q+ and Q,*) marked creativity.
S8tudents who have taken wp %he gstudy of Science and its teaching
are critical, prepared to stand by their ideas, and judge
things in an objective frame of reference. 1t is not an
abnormality certainly but "a temperamental iﬁclination to be
cautions in emotional expréssion“ (Cattell Handbook, 1976
p.81). They are not for sure, devoid of & capacity %o respond

emotionally but have "strong artistic and sentimental interests"
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Cattell (1957, p.193), in short H+. With Q,+ they ave
characterised by an attitude of radicaliem or revolt (not in
the political sense) against the crust of custom and tradition
sanctified by age and custom. With Q,+ they are resolute and
accus tomed to make their own decisions. They will work zglone
rather than in a group/committee and do actions others might
consider odd. In group behaviour "high Q1's are voted poérly
iﬁtegrated in the group" and "high‘QZ's shbw over criticism
and pessimism about group actions butgare not rejected"
(Cattell, Handbook, 1976, .81). Again these student teachers
are less dbgmatic and less c;oée minded, more understanding
and permissive. As Science students they are practical and
have "down to earth'" concerns. |

— The picturé that emerges for the Arts student teachers
is that they are warmhearted, ready to cooperate, and prepared
0 go along the current. They enjoy social recognition.
"There is evidence”, writes Cattell (Handbook, 1976, p.81),
éthat collectionsg 6f A+ persons are *ﬁatural joinefs." Tﬁey
ére prepared to compromise with humaﬁ failings." Witﬁ Q1-,
the Arts student teachers are prepared to take %hings for
granted and have a conservgtive attitude respecting the idess
sanctified by ages and, perhapd by sages. They are prepared
to follow gsocial change and congolidaste it also whether it has
been brought by "ballots or bullets.” With Q,- they are group
dependent and sound followers.” "Q, is a central primary in
invia (extraversion) (Cattell,ﬂﬂaﬁdbook, 1976, p.105). They

are Jjealous, dogmatic, dwelling on frustrstions and irritsble.
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They feel that "children should show more respect‘for their
elders (L+) (Handbook, p.252). The difference in H, it may
be noted; isiéiZable. 1% is; perhaps, instructive to note
Cattell's (1957, p.130) description of a low H person :

"his gr;atér conscienticusness application to school work and
regard for guthority are part of the tendency to more fearful
reactivity i.e. of the belief that 'life is serious', so
lacking in (H+) (nigh H) person. " éhey are, howeVe;, more
interested in Art, Theory snd Basic Beliefs.

Cattell (Handbook, 1976, p.116) on the basis of
second-stratun factors measured by 16PFmtesﬁ has shown that
A=, I- and M~ (for males) demonstrate Pathemis Vs. Cortertia
(an abbreviation for the cortical alertness). It can be
concluded that the Science student teachers are characterised
gome whgt by cortertia which shows azleritness and readiness
to handle problems at a cognitive, objective level. Whereas
those at the pathemic pole (as in the case of Arts student
teachers here) operate at tﬁe nood level, mainly frustration
and depressioﬁ. Hence the observation of Cattell (Handbook,

1976, p.119) "low scoring (pathemic) individuals show a

tendency %o iéﬁl #8 rather than think." I+ needs to be noted,

however, that there is a clear absence-of‘the factor I-.
Perhaps, considering the nature of the two digciplines Science
and Arts, Science has more to do with thinking rather than with
feeling and the results are as they should be.

Concerning the general group differences (recognizing

the limitations of the sample and other constraints) it could be
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said that there is a tendency for Science Versus Arts dichotomy
to reflect self-gufficient radicalism and independence versus
group dependent and subdued conservatism.

The Commerce student teachers as contrasted to Aris

student teachers have the following factor pattern :

Oﬁ the other hand the factor pattern of Aris student
teachers, when contrasted to Commerce teschers, is C-, He, L+
and M+. It would mean that Commerce student teachers ére ’
emotionaliy stable, assertive, trusting and practical while
Arts student teachers are affected by feelings, humble,
gsuspicious, and imaginative.

The picture that would emerge from the above factor
pattern for the Commerce teachers is one of higher ego-strength,
emotional maturity, not annoyed 5y things and people, nor
dissatisfied with the world. In short, Browning is correct
for them : "God in His Heavens and all ié right with the world."
The Commefcé student teéchers are adveniturous, regponsiVe, .
genial gnd carefree, in short, fear no inhibition by environ=-
mental threat, etc. Again they are less dogmatic, openminded,
ready to change with "down t0 earth interests'", concerned with
immediate interests aﬁd issues. A .

The factor pattern for the Arts student teachers would
argue for a picture of instability, easily annoyed with people
and dissatisfied with the world situation, family and life.
They are shy, "tormented by an unreasonable sense of inferio-

rity" (Cattell, Handbook, 1976, p.91). They are, again, rule
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bound, conscientiousness, applying themselves to school work
and have a regard for authority. They are in the habit of
dvelling on frusitrations and are clqse minded. They are,
however, more sbsorbed in ideas, interested in Art, Theory
and Basic Beliefs.

" Cattell, (Handbook, 1976, p.116) on the basis of
second gtratum fac%ors measured by the 16PF +test, has shown
that G-, H-, L+, C+, Qz- end Q+ are characterised by Anziety.
There is a significant mean difference between the Commerce
and Arte student teachers in C-, H~ and L+ but an actual
inspection of the Mean Tables LII‘~ LIV Appendix B clearly
show that the Arts student teaéhers have higher~means on O,
less on Qz and more on Q (though the difference is not
gignificant statistiCally); This would make one to make a
cautioug observation in tﬂat the Arts student bteachers are
gomewhat more anxlety ridden than the Commerce student teachers.
And fﬁis is in agreement with the observations made in the
Preceding paragraphs.

Since Science student teachers and Commerce student
teachers differ on only one factor, viz A. There needs to be
no great discussion +to prove the obvious that under the condi-
tions of +his study the two groups do not have any marked
"personality differences, by and large. Though it does look
puzzling but it needs further verification on larger samples.

In the end it is important to bear in mind that

since no steps Were taken to insure that each group studied
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Was actually representative of a larger section of student
teacher population in the three fields, one is not in
position to generalize from the present results on the

mean scores, however, suggestive the& might be.
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SECTION C

TEACHERS AND STUDENT TEACHERS :

A COMPARISON OF PERSONALITY FACTORS

"Discussion of the teachers' personality”, writes
He&denﬁrOf; (1971), "has been concerned with the ques tion of
Whether the dominant personality of the teacher is formed
prior to or after having acquired sbme teaching experience'.
Some would believe that after having taught for some time fhe
teacher develops o somewhat sloof and dignified manner. But
a reasonable hypothesis seems to be that it is not only the
interaction, extending over a period of time, between the
teacher(s) and students and the influences wrought by public
expectafions and school environment or what Jackson and Gubs
(1957) called a personality change brought about by institu-
$ional pressures of the teaching role, that characterize the
personality structure of the teacher(s) but also inborn or
the "unlearned", (Ryans, 1960), personal characteristics that
manifest as pefsoﬁality structures. I1f the above stand is
congidered tenaﬁle then it would be, éerhaps, in order to
hypothesise that inservice teachers and the fledgelings would
present differences on a measure of personality : the Cattell's
Sixteen Factor Questionpaire. ’

>An attempt would be made in this section to present

evidence relating to the one following significant guestion @
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Are there any significant differences between
the inservice teachers and preservice teachers
of the various teaching fields, viz., Science,
Arts and Commercé, on a measure of personality?

(1) Rank Order of ngsonalizz Cheracterige
’ tics of Teachers and Situdent Teachers

In order to make a quick and superficial comparisonl
of the total samples of inservice teachers and student
teachers; Bcience teachers and Science student teachers;
Commerce teachers and Commerce student teachers and Arts
teachers and Arts student teachers with each other, an sttempt
was made 10 rank all the sixteen personality factors (16EF)
from highest to lowest for the each of the above groups on”
the basis of the mean scores of each factor. The relative
pogition8of different factors thus obtained are presented in

Tables 15 through 18.
ch . d

An ingpection of Table 15 reveals thet factor H
(8hy Ve. Venturesome) has been given I rank by both the
" teachers and studentrteachers. The téachers have awarded II
rank to Factor C (Affected by Feelings Vs. Emotionally Stable)
while student teachers have placed this factor at VI remk.
The student teachers have given III rank to Factor O (Placid
Vs. Apprehensive), but the teachers have givén Factor E
(Humble Vs. Assertive) as the III rank. While the teachers

have given Factor A (Reserved Vs. Outgoing) the IV rank, the
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Table 15

Rank Order of 16 PF for Total Teachers
and Total Student Teachers

Rank 32280 Lotse)
I H (16.09) H (15.01)
I ¢ (15.40) E (14.90)
III E (13.10) 0 (14.22)
1V A (12.44) q, (13.99)
v Po(12.11) F (13.42)
VI N (11.71) ¢ (13.09)
VII Q, (11.57) 5 (11.64)
VIII M (11.04) Q, (11.37)
- ¢ (11.03) Q, (11.18)
X Q, (10.92) Qs (11.02)
XI Q5 (10.59) ¢ (10.87)
XII 0 (10.33) M (10.60)
XIIT Q, (10.29) L (10.36)
XIV I (10.26) I ( 9.94)
XV L ( 8.56) ¥ ( 9.36)
XV1 B ( 7.52) B ( 6.11)
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Table 16

Rank Order of 16 PF for Science Teachers
and Science Student Teachers

Rank ’ Scie?§e=T2%§hers Scienc$NSZu%g?t Teachers
I H (16.00) H (15.70)
IT ¢ (15.29) B (15.31)
III E (14.59) 0 (14.39)
v Q, (12.67) q, (13.75)
v N (12.60) ¢ (13.04)
VI Q, (12.25) F (12.87)
VII Q, (11.23) Q, (12.25)
VIII G (11.05) Q, (12.15)
g M (10.75) Q5 (11.05)
X Q3 (10.51) I (10.65)
xI A (10.37) ¢ (10.45)
XII P (10.00) N (10.15)
XIIT o ( 9.95) & ( 9.65)
XIV I ( 8.55) L ( 9.50)
Xy B ( 8.70) M 9.45)
XVI I ( 8.35) B ( 6.75)
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Table 17

Rank Order of 16 PF for Commerce Teachers
and Commerce Student Teachers

Rank Commerce Teachers Commerce Student Teachers
(N = 60) (N = 60)
1 B (16.45) E (15.95)
11 ¢ {15.50) E (15.94)
ITI B (13.99) ¢ ,(14.06)
IV & (13.49) 2, (13.90)
v F (12.95) 0 (13.84)
VI N (12.20) Fo(13.13)
Vil Q (11.65) & (13.01)
VIII M (11.50) Q, (11.45)
X ¢ (11.45) ¢ (11.15)
X Q5 (11.03) q, (11.14)
X1 0 (10.60) Qz (11.11)
X11 Q, ( 9.80) M (10.40)
XIII I ( 9.50) ¥ ( 9.75)
X1V Q, { 9.07) L ( 9.56)
XV L { 8.85) I ( 9.35)
B ( 7.35) B { 6.45)
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Table 18

Rank Order of 16 PF for Arts Teachers and
Arts Student Teachers

Rank . Arfﬁ ze%g§ers Arts ?gugegg)Teaqhers
I H (16.40) E (14.71)
II ¢ (15.56) 6 (14.45)
111 . A& (13.76) F (14.20)
v Fo(13.42) q, (14.14)
v Q, (11.77) I (13.40)
VI I (11.21) H (13.35)
VII E (10.85) A (12.20)
VIII n(10.84) L (11.99)
X ¢ (10.70) M (11.90)
X o (10.45) ¢ (11.78)
XI Qs (10.15) ¢ (10.95)
X1I Q, (10.06) Q, (10.40)
XIIT ¥ ( 9.40) Q, ( 9.94)
X1V’ Q, ( 9.19) Qs ( 9.93)
XV L ( 8.15) n (9.01)
B ( 6.60) B ( 6.06)

-
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student teachers have given it the VII rank. There is a
perfect agreement between both the gfoups in_ranking Factor

F (Sober ﬁs. Happy-Go-Lucky) as the V. The teachers have
gi%en IV rank %o Factof N (forthright Vs. Shrewd) but the
student teachers have plaoéd at ¥V rank. The teéchers have
again given VII rank to Factor Q4'(Relaxed Vs. Tense) but

the students have given it the IV iank. Factor M (Practical
Vs. Imaginative) has been given VIII rank by the teachers but
the student have given it the XII rank. The teachers have
" given the Factor G (Expedient Vé; Congcientious) as the IX
rank but gtudent te;chers have placed it at 1 éank. Faétor

Q1 (Conservative Ve. Experimenting) has been éiven X rank by
teachers but IX rank by the studen% teachers. The teachers
have given Factor Qg (Undisciplined Self-Concept Vs. Controlled)
as the X1 rénk but thé student teachers have awarded it the X '
renk. Factor Q, (Group Dependent Vs. Self-Sufficient) has been
given XIII rank b& the teachers but the students have given it
the VIIi rank. There is an agreement between the $wWwo groups

in givihg Factor I (Toughminded Vs. Tenderminded) as the XV
rank. Pactor I (Trusting Vs. Suspicious) has been awarded XV
rank by.the teacﬁer and the student teachers have given it
XI1I rank. Both the groups have given Factor B (Less Intelli-~
géﬁf Ve . More Intelligent) as the XVI rgnk. In ghort there is
2 close agreemént between‘the ranking of four factors viz. H,

F, 1 and B.
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c ch Vas. Scienc ud Tescher

Inspection of Table 16 shows it clearly that the
"Science téachers and Science student teachers have given the
I rank to Factor H (Shy Vs. Adventurous). The students have
awarded Factor B (Humble Vs. Assertive) the II rank but the
teachers'have plaéed it ai IIT rgnk.. mAgain Factor O (Placid
Vs. Apprehensive) has been éiﬁen thé III rank by the students
and the teaChersihaVe given it X111 rahk. Factor Q4 (Relaxed
Vs. Tense) has been given the IV“fank by thé students bup
the teachérs have given it the VIl rank. The gstudents have
awarded Factor C (A;fected by Peelings Vs. Emotional Stable)
as V rank but the teachers have given it II rank. Again,
Factor F (Sober Vs. Happy~Go-Lucky) has been given VI rank by
the studeﬁts but the teachérs"haveAgiven it»XII rank; Factor
Q, (Group Dependent Vs. Self-Sufficient) has been given VII
rank by thé students and IV rank by the’teachers. The students
have ranked Q (ConserVati§e Vs. Experimenting) as the VIII
and the teacheré have given it VI rank. The s%udeﬂts have
given Factor Q3 (Undlsclpllned Self Conflict Vs. Controlled)
X rank, but the teachers have given it X rank. Factor I
(Toughminded Vs. Tenderminded) has been given X and XVI rank
By the students and teachers,“respeCtively. Factor G
(Expedient Vs. Conscientious) has been given X1 and VIII by
the students and teachers, réspectively. Factor H(Forthright
Vs. Shrewd) has been given XII and V rank by the s%ﬁdents and“

the teachers. The students'have raﬁked Factor A (Reserved Vs.



-191-

Outgoing) as XIII and the teachers XI. Both the groups have
ranked Féctor*i.(Trusting Vs, Suspicious) as 21V, The students
have given M (Préctical Vs. Imaginative)exv bu% the students
have given it IX rank. Factor B (Less intelligent Vs. More
Intelligent) has been given the XVI and the XV ranks respec-
%inly by s%udents and teachers. Thus it is obvious +that there

is g close agreement on two Factors H znd L between the two

grours .
Commerce Teachers Versus Commerce Student Teachers

The Commerce teachers have given I rank +o Factor H
(Shy Vs. Venturesome) but the Commerce student teachers have
fanked it'gs II. Faétor C (Affected by Feelings Vs. Emotionally
Stable) has been givan 11 aﬁd II1 rank b& teachers and student
teachers respectively. ‘Factor’E (Humble Vs. Assertive) has
been given III gnd 1 rank by the %eachers and students respec—
tively. Thé‘teaChers have given PFactor A (Reserved Vs. Outgoing)
IV rank whereas +the students haVe’given it‘fhe VII rank.
Factor F (Sober Vs. Happy-Go-Lucky) has been awaféed V gnd VI
fank respéctively by the teachers énd the students. Factor ﬁ
(Forthright Vs. Shrewd) has been given VI and XIII ranks by
the teachers and +the s%udents. Again Faétor Q4’(Relaxed Ve .
Pense) has been given VII rank by the teachers and IV rank by
the students. Factor M (Practical Vs. Imaginative) has been
given VIII rank by the teachers and XII rank by the students.

The teachers and the students have givén Factor G (Expedient
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Vs. Conscientious) IX rank. PFactor Qz (Undisciplined Self-
Controlled Vs. Controlled) has been.glven X and XI rank by

the teachers and the s%udents. ¥hile the teachers have given
XI rank to O (Placid Vs. Apprehensive) the student teachers
have given it V rank. The teachers hQVe given Q1 (Conservative
Vs. Experimenting) XII rank but the students have éiven X rank.
Factor I (Toughminded Vs. Tenderminded) has been given XIII
and XV ranks by the teachers and student teachers respectively.
Factof Q2 (Group Dependent Vs. Self-Sufficient) has been given
XIV rank by the teachers and VIII by the students. Factor L
(Trusting Vs. Suspicious) has been given XV gnd LIV ranks b&x
the teachers and student teachers respectively. Factor B (Less
Intelligent Vs. More Intelligent) has been given XVI rank B&

!

Both the groups.
Arts Teschers Versus Arts Situdent Teschers

A study of Table 18 shows that Factor E (Humble Vs.
Assertive) has been ranked I and VII by the teachers and
student téachers respectiveiy. Fééior 0 (Plgcid Vs. Apprehen-~
sive) has been given II rank by student temchers and X rank by
teachers. Factor F (étable Vs. Happy-Go-Lucky) has been given
IIT rank by«studen% %eachers and'IV by the teaéhers. Q4
(Relaxed Vs. Tense) has been given“IV rank by the student
teachers and V by the teachers. Factor I (Poughminded Vs.
Tenderminded) has been given V ané Vi ranké by the student
teachers and'teachers respectively.“ While student teachers

have ranked H (Shy Vs. Venturesome) VI, the teachers have given
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it the I rank. Factor A (Reserved Vs. Outgoing) has been
given VII and III ranks by student teachers and teachers
respec%i%ely. ‘FaCtor L (Trusting Ve. Suspicious) has been
given VIII rankqby stu&eﬁt teachers and £V by thé teachers.
Factor MV(Practical Vs. Imaginative) has been given IX and
VIII rankﬁby the student'teachers aﬁd teachers respectively.
The’student teachers have ranked Factor € (Affected by Feelings
Vs. Emotionally Stable) X and thehteachers have ranked it II.
Factor G (Expedient Vs; Conscientious) has been awarded XI énd
IX ranks by the student teachers and feachers respectively.
Factor Q, (Group Dependent Vs. Self Sufficient) has been given.
XII rank by the sfudent teachers and XIV by teéchers. However,
Q1'(Conservative Vs. Experimenting) gets XIII and £II rénk at
the hands of student teachers and feachers respectively. QB
(Undisciplined Self Control Vs. Controlled) has been awarded
XIV rank by the students bgt?XI by the teaéhers. Factor N
(Férthright ¥s. Shrewd) has beén avarded XV gnd XIII ragnk by
tﬁe student teachers aﬁd teachers respectively, bﬁt Factor B
(Less Intelligent Vs. More Intelligent) has been ranked XVI by
béth the student teachers gnd teachers; The conclusion is
obvious that both the groups are in complete agreement with
each other on Factor B only.

(1i) Next an atbtempt was made to find out the rank order
corfelation between the Sixteen Personeglity Factors for the
four groups of totsl teachers and total students; Science

teachers and Science students; Commerce teachers and Commerce
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gtudents and Arts teachers and Arits students. As already noted
elsevwhere the ranking was done on the magnitude of the raw
score means. The rank correlztion was done for the four groups

taking two at a time. Rhos for different groups are given in

Table 10.
Table 19
Rank Order Correlation Between the
Four Groups on Cattell's 16FF Test
S JNo. Groups compared rho P
1. Total Teachers and Total Student
Teachers 0.637 .01
2 Science Teachers and Scilence
Student Teachers 0.55% .05
3, Commerce Teachers and Commerce
Student Teachers 0.747 .01
4., Arts Teachers and Arts Student
Teachers 0.589 .05

It is evident from the above Table that there is a
substantial agreement in the ranking of the factors of +the
16 YF test between total teachers and total student teachers
and Commerce teacﬁers and Commerce student teachers. But the
degree of agreement between Science teachers and Science
© student teachers, between Arts teachers and Arts student

teachers the agreement is not that high.
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Gomparison of Teschers and Situdent Teachers

The sémple of this investigaﬁbn congisted of 180
inservice and 180 stuwdent teachers. &he comparison of all the
teachers and all the student teachers was done, irrespective
of the subject specislization. Accordingly, the comparison
for the two groups was done by using the t test (Guilford,
1956). The results of the means, S.D.'s and % ratios are

presented in Table 20.

Table 20

~ Bummary of Means, Standard Deviations and % ratios for
Raw Scores on 16PF SBcales for Total Teachers and Total
" 8tudent Teachers '

Factor Total Teachers Total Students E e P
: (N = 180) (N =_180) ,

Mean S.D. Mean - S.D.
A 12,44 5.90 11.64 3.95 1.02 1.92 N8
B T.52 2.81 6.11 2.59 1.18 4.95 Beyond .01
c 15.40 4.68 1%.09 4.47 1.09 4.78 Beyond .01
E 13.10 4.80 14.90 4.90 1.14 3.67 Beyond .01
F 12.11 4,58 13,42 %.96 1.34 2,917 DBeyond .01
G 11.03% %492 10.87 4.30 1.21 0.37 NS
H 16.09 4,17 15.01 4,49 1.16 2.37 .05
I 10.26 4.45 9.94 3.89 1.3%1 0.73 N8
L 8.56 571 10.36 4,22 1.29 4,350 DBeyond .01
M 11.04 %.97 10.60 4,01 1.02 1.04 NS
N 11.71 4.3 9.69 4.39 1.03% 4.39 Beyond .01
0 10.33 374 14,22 5.35 2.05 8.00 Beyond .01
Q1 10.92 4.39 11.18 4.1 1.14 0.60 NS
Qy 10.29 3.99  11.37 3.84 1.08 2.61 .01
Qs 10.59 4.13  11.02  4.26 1.06 0,95 &S
Q 11.57 4,09 13.99 4.55 1.24 5.32 Beyond .Of
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I+ is obvious from Table 20 that the +two groups differed
on ten of the sixteen factors : Viz. B (Intelligence); C
(Stability); E (Dominance); F (Surgenéy)} H (Ventureéome);
L (Sus91016USﬁess); N (Shrewdness); O (Insecurity); Q
(Self-sufficiency) and Q (Tenseness).
f More specifically the following conclusiong can be

arrived at from the Teble under reference

1. The ingervice %teachers are more in%elligent and
emotionally stable than the student teachers who
are less intelligent and affected by feelings.

2 The inservice teachers are more humble and emo-
tionally stable than the student teachers who are
agssertive and happy-go-iucky.

%, The inservice teachers are more venturesome and
trusting than the student teachers who are shy and
suspicious.

4, The inservice teachefs are more shrewd and placid
than the student teachers who are forthright but
apprehensgive.

5e The inservice teachers are more group dependent
and relaxed than the student teachers who gre self-
sufficient but tense.

And perhaps there may be reasons for the results arrived

at.
Discussion

"The realities of control", writes Waller (1967) "do
not reside in the theoretical structure of the school, buf in

the interaction that takes place within that structure." It

is then, perhaps, correct to assume that the experienced
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teachers and the inexperienced student teachers have two
entirely different institutional structures where they have
the opportunities to allow the interaction of thelr persona-
1ity characterigtics - both "learned and unlearned" - to take
Place. The experienced teacﬁers have achieved gome gort of a
set and a balance whereas the neophyte is in +the process of

a struggle in that direction in an entirely different type of
an institution. From this, presumably it would be g fair
conclugion to draﬁ that the two groups of teachers would
Pregsent somewhat dissimilar personality configurations unique
to themselves}

The conclusions presented above have dewmons trated that
the inservice teachers and student teachers differ on ten of
the sixteen factors of the 16PF. The experienced +teachers
when contrasted to inexperiencéd young student teachers have

the following factor pattern @
B”*" C+y E-, F-, H+a L“‘s N'*', 0"" Q2"’9 Q4“'

The gbove factor pattern would argue for o picture
that the inservice teachers are intelligent and imsightful;
emotionally mature, calm and uvnruffled; but obedient, submissive
and dependent. They are sober, glow znd cgutious with an
amount of adventurousnese in that they are not shy but like
o meet peopie etc. They are trusting, tolerant and their
traits of obedience and submigsiveness have taught them, over
the years, %0 acceDdt personal unimportance and, if need arises,

be conciliatory. They are shrewd and polished but it should
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not be "confused with intelligence" (Cattell, Handbook, 1976,
p.100).' With L-, it is not surpriéiﬁg that people with N+
have é sort of’"survival ethos" (Cattell, 1976) in that they
are "kindly tolerant of ﬁ;st péople and theilr failings." They
are éheerful, self-confident and given %0 simple actions; not
in a pogition to work zlone but in a group and not to do
anything that may seem different from the norm or something
odd. They will not aveld working in groups becCause eXperience
has taught them, perhaps, that their thinking is not well-
organized to solve the problems themselves. Finally they are
relaxed and composed and "do not take a poor %iew of the
degree of group unity andhits orderliness" (Cattell, 1976).
The student teachers as contrasted fo ingervice *

teachers have the following factor patterm @
B-, C~, B+, F+, H-, L+, N~, O+, sz Q4+

The picture suggested by +the above factor pattern
would be that the student teachers gre less-intelligent, unagble
t0c handle sbstract problems, worrying and emotional when
frustrated. But they are assertive, independent-minded and
unconventionai, guick gnd alert. They are shy, apt to be
embittered, dwelling on frustrations, suspicious of inter-
ference and dogmatism. Again, they have self-assurance. They
are likely to "feel overfatigued from exciting situations”,
and "feel inadéquate to meet the rough daily demgnds of life"
(Cat%ell, 1976). They feel some sort of self-gufficiency, ‘
ﬁrefering their own decisions and prepared +to work slone with

one or two student teachers +than a large group. The are
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mindless of doing things which may appear odd +o others.
Finglly, they are tense, overwrought and take a "poor view of
(presumably in part through their own inner dissatisfaction)
of the group unity, its orderliness” (Cattell, 1976, p.108).
The %tension, once again, may be due*ﬁb complex "level of ’
situational, environmental frusitration and difficulty."

In terms of second order factors the student téaChers
shovw considersble anxiety : (C-, H=, L+, O+, Q4+)though one
has to note the absence of only ome factor Qz—. Again, they
are gomeWhat independent as judged on the basis of +the second
factors : (B+, L+, Q2+) though H+ and Q1+ are not present at
21l. The inser%ice teéchers oﬁ»the contrary are wWell adjusted,
but gomewhat subdued and somewhat intelligent : B+.

Concerning the genersl group differences.the igssve seen
to center around the pmla?ities of mature, shy, group depenient,
submission, on the one hand and somewhat frustrated, anxious,
gself-gufficient independence, on the other hand. The polarity
of the sample inservice experienced teachers compares somewhat
favourably with that of Merrill (1960) who described his sample
of experienced science teachers és obéequious, eternally
patient, meek, and with less achievement and individugl drive
than other groups. Jackson and Guba (1957) had suggested that
the "meek" pattern (or humble'subordinatioé) of practicing
teaciers ﬁay be theAresult of occupationsl érocess, or a
Personality change brought about by the institutional pressures
of the teaching role. This is, perhaps, more itrue in the case

of an authoritarian based cultural ethog of India where
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subordination is prized above all.

The polarity of the sample inexperienced young student
teachers may be due to the objective conditions of the training
colleges where there is a pfemium on conformity rather than on
diversity and creativity. The student teachers lascking
magturity, are fighting a battle of survival because of subjec~-
tive evaluations and - particularly in practice teaching
procedures, they are congidered as faceless members of no
gignificance. Their youthful sssertion, independence,
unconventionality and self-sufficiency, which otherwise are
Prize possessionsg, are not understood properly and consequently
app?eciated fully. Smegll wonder that they become emotionsal,
frustrating, tense ;ﬁd lacking in self-agsurance. The problem
becomes pronounced when young student teachers are not of high
intellectual standards that could enable them to analyse the

Present and find solutions to +the complex situations.

Comparison of the Personality Configu-—
rations of Teachers and Siudent Teschers
Belonging to Different Teaching Fields

1f the observation of Morrison asnd McIntyer (1973)
that "among secondary school specizlists, values, in%eres%s
and aﬁilities tend o refliect the subject taught; student
teachers of Science and English, for example, having attributes
more in common With reseasrch scientists and novelisis respec—
tively than with one another" is deemed tenable, then the

inservice +eachers and prospective teachers of vagrious fields
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like Science, Commerce and Arts should have no similgrities on
2 measure of pérsonality. The purpose of this sub-section,
more specifically, is o provide evidence relating to the
question : what is the extent of agreement / disagreement of
the teachérs and student teachers of different subject
specializations on a2 measure of personality : Cattell's
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire? ,

' The 16 EF %aé aéministered, it would be recalled, to
180 inservice teéchers and 180 student teachers belonging to
Science, Commerce and Arts subjects. Each group of teachers
and student teachers in the three areas of gpecislisation
consisted of 60 subjects. The means, standard deviations and
% ratios are presented in Tables 21, 22 znd 23.

Table 21 indicated that the Science inservice teachers
and Science student teachers were significantly different on
seven of the sixteen factors measured by the 16 YF test. They
were : B (Less Intelligent Vs. More Intelligent), C (Affected
by Feelinés Vs.'Emotionally Stable), F (Sober Vé. Hgppy-Go-
Lucky), I (Toughminded Vs. Tendermindéd), N (Forthright Vs.
Shrewé),'0>(Placid. Ve. Apprehensive), and Q4_(Relaxed Vs.
Tense); ‘ «

’ I+ is obviouws from Tsble 22 that the inservice Commerce
teachers and Commerce student teachers were significantly
different on six of the sixteen factors measured by the 16 FF
test. They are B (Less Intelligent Vs. More Intelligent), E~
(Humble Vs. Assertive), N (Forthright Ve. Shrewd), O (Placid
Vs. Apprehensive), QZ‘(Groﬁé Dependent Vs. Self—éufficient),

and Q, (Relaxed Vs. Tense).
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Table 21

[ )
Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and i1 Ratios on

16PF Scales for Science Teachers and Science Student

Teachers

Factor Hcience Meachers Science Student F L P

‘ (N_= 60) o e R0 ‘

Mean 5.D. Hean S.D.

A 10.37  3.39 9.65 3.30  1.06 1.17 NS
B 8.70  2.34 6.75 3.23  1.91 3.82 Beyond .01
¢ 15.29  4.34  13%.04 4.46 1,06 2.78 Beyond .0t
B 14.59  4.54  15.31 4.53  1.00 0.86 NS
F 10.80  4.10  12.87 3.50  1.37 4.10 Beyond .O1
G 11,05  3.77  10.40 4,51  1.4% 0.84 NS
i 16,00  4.13  15.70 4.80  1.35 0.37 &S
I 8.35 %3.84 10.65 %.99 1.08 %.19 Beyond .01
L 8.55  3.82 9.50 4.56  1.42 1.25 N3
i 10.75 3.6 9.45 3.69  1.02 1.94 N
N 12.60  5.44  10.15 4.88  2.01 3.18 Beyond .01
0 9.95  3.69  14.39 4.97  1.81 5.44 Beyond .01
Q, 12,25 3.5% 12.15 4.1 1.36 0.14 NS
Q 12,67  %.72  12.25 3.66  1.05 0.62 NS
Q5 10,51 4,10  11.05 4,01  1.05 0.72 NS

. 11.23 4,00  13.75 4.35  1.18 3.27 .01

Beyond
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Table 22

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and i Ratios on
16PF Scales for Commerce Teachers and Commerce Situdent

Teachers

Factor Commerce Teachers Commerce Student F % P
- Teachers

Mea;N = 6§?D. Meég - 60&.3.
& 13,49  3.30 15,01  3.82  1.34 0.7 NS
B T.35 2,54 6.45 2,62  1.14 2.11 .05
c 15.50  4.91 14.06 4.3 1.30 1.69 XS
B 13.99  4.64 15.95  4.64  1.00 2.31 ,05
F 12,95  4.16 13.13  4.09  1.03 0.24 NS
G 11.45  3.86 11.15  3.49  1.22 0.44 NS
i} 16.45 . 3.97 15.94  3.53  1.26 0.74 K8
I 9.50  4.08 9.35°  3.53  1.34 0.21 N9
L 8.85  3.65 9.56  3.89  1.14 1.05 NS
N 11.50  4.15 10.40  3.70  1.26 1.53 NS
i} 12,20  3.59 9.75  4.19  1.36 3.40 Beyond .O1

10,60  3.59 1%3.84  4.88  1.85 4.10 Beyond .01
Q, 9.80  4.45 11.14  4.59  1.06 1.61 NS
Q, 9.07  3.32 11.45  3.61 1.18 3.72 Beyond .O1
Qs 11.05  4.00 11.11  4.35  1.18 0.08 NS
Qy 11,65  4.32 13,90  4.39  1.03 2.81 Beyond .O1
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Table

e3

Sumnmary of Means, Standard Devisitions and 1 Ratios on
16PF Scales for Arts Teachers and Arts Student Teschers

Factor Arts Teachers  Arts Student E t P
. Tenchers :
Meg =82 ?D. Ivieg = §O§ .

A 13,76  3.32 12,20  3.72 1.25 2.40 .05

6.60 2.61 6.06  2.47 1.12 1.15 NS
c 15.56  4.43  11.78  4.31 1.06 4,67 Beyond .O1
B 10.85 4.39  14.71  4.21 1.09 4.89 Beyond .O1
F 1%.42  4.61 14.20 3.92 1.38 0.99 N8
G 10,70 3.80  10.95  4.70 1.53 0.32 Ns
H 16.40 3.98  1%.%35  4.1%3 1.08 4.07 Beyond .Of
I 11.21  3.70  13.40  3.62 1.05 3.27 Beyond .01
L 8.15 3.61  11.99  3.45 1.09 5.91 Beyond .01
M 10.84 3.92  11.90  4.13 1.11 1.42 &S
N 9.40  3.54 9.01  3.95 1.25 0.57 &S
0 10.45 3.59  14.45  5.91 2.71 4.44 Beyond .Of
Q 10.06  4.00 9.94  3.69 1.18 0.17 K9
Q, 9.19  3.55  10.40  3.93 1.23 1.75 NS
Qs 10,15  3.89 9.9%  4.19 1.16 0.28 NS
Q 11.77  3.89  14.14  4.99 1.65 2.89

Beyond .01
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Table 2% revealed that the inservice Aris teachers
and Arts student teachers differed significantly on eight of
the sixteen factors measured by the 16 PF test. The factors
were A (Reserved Vs. Outgoing), C (Affected by Feelings Vs.
Emotionally Stable), E (Humble Vs. Assertive), H (8hy Vs.
Venturgsome), I (Téughmindea Vs. Tendermin&eé), L (Trusting

- Vs. Suspicious), 0 (Plgecid Vs. Apprehensive), and Q4 (Relaxed

Vs. Tense). - :
More specifically, the following conclusions can be

dravwn from Tables 21, 22 and 23.

(a) Bcience Teachers and Science Student Teachers

o 1. 8cience teachers are more intelligent than
Science student teachers who are less
intelligent.

2. Science teachers are more emotionally stable
and shrewd than Science student teachers who
are affected by feelings but are nevertheless
forthright.

Z. Science student teachers are more happy-go-
lucky and tenderminded than Science teachers
who are sober but toughminded.

4, Science student teachers are more apprehensive
and +tense than Science teachers who are placid
and relaxed.

(v) Commerce Teachers and Commerce Student Teachers
ST 1. Commerce %teachers are more intelligent than
Commerce student teachers who are less
intelligent.
2. Commerce teachers are more shrewd than Commerce
student teachers who are forthright.
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3. Commerce student teachers are more assertive
and apprehensive than Commerce teachers who
are humble and placid.

4. Commerce gtudent teachers are more gelf-
sufficient and tense than Commerce +teachers
who are group-dependent and relaxed.

(c) Arts Teachers and Arts Student Teachers
i 1. Arts teachers are more outgoing than Arts
student teachers who are reserved.

2. Arts teachers are more emotionalily stsble and
Venturesome than Arts student teachers who are
affected by feelings and shy.

3. Arts student teachers are more assertive and
suspicious than Arts teachers who are humble
and trusting.

4. Arts student teachers are more tense than
Arts teachers who are reserved.

The ravw score means of the 16 PF test were plotted

in Figures III, IV, V and VI. The graphical representation of

thexdata, as'éhown here, ciéarly demong trate an overlapping

of the 16 PF scales where there were no i} differences between

the two groﬁps of student teachers gnd inservice teachers.

Contrary to +thig +there were sharp differences reflected in

the two curves where there wWere significant L differences.
5;This representation, thus, Lends further support o the resulis

i arrived at.

Discussion

Waller (1967) has a point when he remarks that “it

would be incorrect 40 assume that teaching inevitably develops
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the same character traits in all teachers." Teaching a
Particular subject mgkes the teacher. Betﬁeen good teaching
and bad, it would be agreed, there is a~great difference, but
none in this that itg most pronopnceﬁ effect is upon the
teacher. The occupationsl patterns of teachers of %arious
specialisations and teaching fields is such that one has

to conform his personality to a Procrustean bed. PFPerhaps,
each teaching field and specialisation calls for g distinct
personality configuration as was evidenced by the results
Presented in the previous pages. From these observations it
would not be, perhaps, untenable té speculate that there would
not be a great degree of agreement between the personglity
structures of those who are in the teaching profession and
those who have not taken to the teaching job itself but are
-only aspirants at the moment. Is it true in the case of
teachers and would be teachers of the various teaching fields
studied in this investigation?

(i) .The conclusiong presented above show that inservice teachsu
écience student teachers differ on seven of the sixteen factors
of the 16 PF, The factor pattern of the inservice Science
teachers was B+, C+, F-, I-, N+, O, Q,~. Thig factor pattern
would argue fﬁr a pic%ure that Science teachers are more
intelligent, insightful and intellectually adaptable, emotion-
ally mature, are not easily annoyed by things and people nor
the restrictions of life, ebtc. Again, they are sober and

reflective, self-reliant, acting on practical, logical evidence;
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shrewd, kindly +tolerant of most people and their failings.
They are self-confident, not fatiguved from exciting situations
or worried with fears but composed and relaxed.

The factor pattern for +the Science student teachers
is ¢ B=, Cey, F+, I+, N=, O+, Q4+. This suggests a picture
that tﬁe Bcience student teachers are less intelligent, and
of low mental ability; easily perturbed znd worried, neverthe-
less talkative and frank and expecting affection, help and
sympathy. They have 2 blunt trust in human nature and are not
skilled enough to analyze the motives, nor alert to masmners or
10 social obligations, worried anxious and depressed easily.
Finaglly they are tense and frustrated. They have an amount of
anxiety as Q4+ is "one of the three highest lozded factors in
general anxiety (QII)", (Cattell, Handbook, 1976).

(ii) The Commerce teachers and Commerce student teachers
differ on six of the sixteen factors of the 16 PF. The factor
pattern of the Commerce teachers is B+, E~-, N+, O-, Q,~ Q=
Paraphrased, it would mean %that the Commerce teachers are more
intelligent and insightful; submissive, conventional and
conforming; shrevwd, kindly, tolerant of most people and their
failings. They are self-confident, not fatigued from exciting
gitvations or worried with fears but group dependent with an
amount of extra-version because "Q,- is a central primary in
lgzlg (extraversion) second ordef factor QL", (Cattell, Handbook,
{976).’ They are reiaXed, unfrue trated and éomﬁosed.

‘ The factor pattern for the Commerce student teachers

is B-, B+, N-, O+, Q 4, Q4~. This would point to a picture
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where the Commerce students are : less intelligent, unable
to handle abstract problems but éssertiVe, unconventsional
and independent-minded. They are unskilled to analyze the
motives of others and have a blind trust in human nature and
content with what comes. Though they feel apprehensive,
insecure and lovely, yet they feel self-sufficient in that
they prefer their own decisions. They are tense, overwrought
and somewhat anxious. On the basis of gecond-stratum factors
measured by the 16 PF test Commerce student teachers are
someWhst independent“as evidenced by E+ and Q.+ which are
ﬁighly loaded factors in Independence (QIV).
(1i1)  The results point to the fact that Arts teachers and
Artsﬁstudent teachers differed on eight of the gixteen factors
of the 16 PF test. The factor pattern for the Arts +teachers
was : A+, C+, E~; H+, I-, L=, O-, Q -- This would lead %0 a
picture of Arits teéchers aé : outgoing, wWarmhearted; submissive,
dependable and humble. They are not assailed by a sense of
inferiority nor are slow in exXpressing themselves. Again they
are unsentimental with few artistic responses; accept personal
unimportance are tolerant and conciliatory, given to simple
actions, and are relaxed and composed.

The factor pattern for the Arts student teachers is
A=, C—=, E+,‘H«, I+, L+, O+, Q4+. It would argue for a picture
that the Arts studen%s are reserved, prone to sulk; affected
by feelings and easily perturbed, in short a worrying type who
ig annoyed by things and dissatisfied by family life, etc.

However, they are independent minded and unconventiongl, but
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shy and withdrawn. They seek gffection, sttention, help and
sympathy but are dogmatic and irritsble ét the same time.
Again they are apprehensive, insecuref tense and fretful.

In terms of second=-order factor (QII : Aﬁjustment
Ve. Anxiety) the Arts stulemt teachers show considersble
overall anrlety (Cey Hey Tty Oy Q4+} though only one factor
viz Q3- is absent. {I}he teachers, on the other hand, have
worked out anhadgustment that is at once satisfying.

The conclusion implicit from the above discussion

seems t0 be that there are broad differences in the personality

. configurations of teachers and student teachers belonging to

different teaching specialisations ¢ Science, Commerce and
Arts. This is, perbaps, because those who follow certain
specisglisations are continually thrown into certzin kinds of
unique situations demanded by the respective fieids of specia-
lisations. These situations are best met by a certain kind of
reactions on the part of the individual(s). These reactions
produce certain shocks or trauma. Thesé éhocks or penaliies are
a means Qf enforcing conformity to the new demands of the
situations. However, the teachers of all the three specigliga-
tions‘studied~here have, with their years of employment and
regular payments developed a self-assured, cheerful, relaXed"
and composed attitudes (O—, Q4-) which, from the point of

effective teaching, are the prlze p0333351ons of the pr0f9531on.

/For all the student teachers a pOSsible, but speculative

explananation of a high level of anxiety and tenseness (0+,Q4+}
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would be that they are young adults fighting a battle of
‘survivgl in their Colleges of Educétion uwnder authoritarian
faculties, as pointed by Raina (1969), snd as unemployed
Persons they have the fear of aﬁ.expésure to the hazsrds of

making a living in the low paid %eaching profession.
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SECT?ION D

COMPARATIVE STURY OF INSERVICE TEACHERS AND
STURDENT TEACHERS- ATTITUDE TOWARDS TEACHING

Introduction

In his writings, Thorndike (1945) observed that,
the attitude or set or adjustment of a man is a chief
determiner not only of what he thinks and does, but also of
what he will become or rejeet - of what will satisfy or
annoy him. More specifically, in the asrea of teacher
edvcation, Cox (1960) stated, "first of all the teacher's
attitude will 1limit in a Very real Way her progress in ’
leerning %o teach. I+ will determine the kinds of modifica-
tions that she is willing to attempt in her +teaching; energy
with vwhich the charges are pursued and the learning that
takes place."

Natﬁrally, therefore, the attitudes of teachers -
along with teacher personality, creativity and interests have
long been the object of study of those interested in under-—
étanding teachers and in predicting teacher effectiveness.

In persuing this particular line of enguiry, it 1ls assumed
either implicitly or explicitly that a teacher's personality,
creative abilities and attitudes will effect his behaviour
and in turn make their mark on the pupil. I+t is, therefore,
enphesized that incregsed attention may be devoted to the
attitude changes during the preparation process, as wWell as

those occuring after the completion of the professional
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training when the student teachers become fullfledged teachers
as regular members of the profession.

But it may be pointed that the studies of non-cogni-
tive factors of teacher behaviour still have not yielded
consigtent resulits. This may be due both to between - and
Within ~ gubject variations and 4o the variety of measurement
techniques (Cook, LeBold and Linden, 1963; Linden and Kathryn,
19643 Allen, 1968; Bledsoe and Crafton, 1968). '
Performance of Ingervice Teschers
and Siudent Teachers on the Minnesota
Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTATI)

In the light of the unsettled state of art referred
to above, it was decided to study the attitude towards teaching
of inservice teachers and student teachers. Specifically, as
stated in Chapter I, it is +the purpose of this section to
determine whether differences in attitude towards +teaching
exists (1) between total sample of teachers and student teachers,
(2) between inservice teachers of Science, Arts and Commerce,
(3) between Student teachers of Science, Commerce and Arts,
én& (4) between Inservice teachers snd Student teachers when
dichotomised on the basis of subject specialisations.

The Min cher itude In ory (MTATL
Cook, Leeds and Callis (1951) Was adminiétered 0 iSO iﬁservice
teachefs and 180 studen% teaéhers speciglizing in +the tesching
of Science, Arts and Commerce subjecté. Bach group consigted
of 60 subjects. The Means, Standard Devigtions and % ratios
of 511 the group compositions referred to above are presented

in Table 24 through 33.
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Table 24

Means, Standard Deviations

and 1 ratios of

Inservice MTeachers and S+tudent Teachers on
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI)

Group N Mean S.D. E kA P
Inservice :
Teachers 180 97.37 14.89
’ ' 1.18 5.51 Beyond .01
Student- . -
Teachers 180 106.40 16.17
Table 25
Méans, Standard Deviations and 1 ratios of
Inservice Science and Arts Teachers on
Minneso+ta Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAL)
Group N Mean S.D. F t P
Inservice ; )
Science 60 96.00 16.00.
Teachers
1.26 0.8% NS
Ingervice ‘
Arts 60 98.3%3% 14.28

Teachers




Means, Standard Deviations and % ratios of
Inservice SBciencé and Commerce Teachers on
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI)
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Table

26

Group N Mean S.D. E 1 P
Inservice : :
Science 60 96.00 16.00
Teachers
1.16 0.20 NS
Inservice
Commerce 60 97.84 13.27
Teachers
Table 27 _
Means, S8tandard Devigtions and % ratios of
Inservice Arts =and Commerce Teachers on
Minnesotsa Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAIL)
Group N Mean s.b. B % P
Inservice :
Arts 60 98.%3% 14.28
Tegchers
1.45 0.70 NS
Inservice
Commerce 60 97.84 13.27

Teachers
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Table 28

Means, Standard Deviations and i ratios of
Science and Arts Student Teachers on
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI)

Group | - Mean "8.B. F t P
Science .

Student” 60 114.50 12.5%

Teachers

1.51 4.52 Beyond .01

Arts
Shtudent” 60 102.80  15.39
Tegchers
Table 29

Means, Standard Deviations and % ratios of

Science gnd Commérce Student Teachers on

Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAIL)
Group N Mean 8D B L P
Science
Student 60 114.50 12.5%
Teachers

1.64 4.98 Beyond .01

‘Commerce
Student - 60 101.30 16,06

Tegchers
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Table

30

Means, Standard Deviations and % ratios of
Arts and Commercé Student Teachers on
Minnesots Teacher Attitude Inventory {MPAI)

GI’OU.P N (Mean ’ S-Do .F_ . i :,,E.
Arts : . '
Student - 60 102.80 15.39
Teachers

1.09 0.52 NS
Commerce ’
Student 60 101.%0 16.06
Pegchers

Table 31

Means, Standard Deviations and % ratios of
Inservice Science Teachers and Science Student
Teachers on Minnesota Teacher Attitude

Inventory (MTAL)

Group ‘ N Mean S.D. B t P
Science-
Teachers. 60 96,00 16.00

‘ 1.63 6.98 Beyond .01
Science '
Student- 60 114.50 12.53

Teachers
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Teble 32

Means, Standard Deviations and % ratios of Inservice
Arts Teachers and Arts Student Teachers on Mlnnesota
Teacher Attitude InVentory (MTAI)

Group N = Mean s.n. E + iy
Arts .
Teachers 60 08.33% 14,28

. 1.16 1.64 Ns
Aris -
Student 60 102.80 15.39
Tegchers

Table 3%

Means, Standard Deviations and t ratios of Inservice
Commerce Teachers and Commerce Student Teachers on
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory(MTAI)

Commerce
Teachers 60 97.84 1%.27
1.47 1.28 NS
Commerce
Student” 60 101.%0 16,06

Tegchers
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A study of Table 24 indicates that there is a
significant differences between, total inservice teachers and
total student teachers on the MTAL scores. The mesn differ-
ence of 9.03 in the MTAI scores is in favour of student
teachers : % being significant beyond .001 level of signifi-
Cance.

Inspection of Tables 25, 26 and 27 indicate that
between ingervice Science teachers and Arts teachers, betWeeg
inservice Science téachers and Commerce teachers and between
inservice Arts teachers and Commerce teachers there are no
gignificent differences at alls The % ratio is less +than
unity in all +the comparisons, uniformly.

Tables 28, 29 and 30 demonstrate that between Science
student teachers and Arts student teachers, between Science
student teachers and Commerce student teachers, betvween Arts
student teachers and Commerce student teachers, there are no
significant differences between Arts student teachers and
Commerce student teachers only. In the first two groupings
(Science-Arts and Science~Commerce) the differences are
actually large and significant beyond .001 level of confidence.
The gain in scores is in favour of Science student teachers in
both the comparisons.

A study of Tables 31, 32 and 33 indicate that out of
the three sub-group comparisons + inservice Science teachers -
Science student teachers; ingervice Arts teachers - Art student
teachers and ingervice Commerce teachers -~ Commerce gtudent

teachers, it is only the first sub-group (inservice Science
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teachers - Science student teachers) that yielded a 1 ratio
significant beyond .001 level of siénificance. The Science
student teachers have a significant edge over the inservice
Science teachers.

The overall comparison of various groups of inservice
teachers and student teachers hsve been made by plotting Ogives
of gscores on Minnesots Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAL). They
have been plotted in Figures VII through £II. Some interesting
observations can be made from the various figures.

In Figure VII the Ogives for total inservice teachers
and total student teachers have been plotted for MTAL raw
scores. The Ogive representing the student teachers lies
markedly to the right to that of total inservice +teachers, thus
indicating that there are differences in +the performance of
total inservice teachers and total student teachers on the
MTAL gcores.

In FPigure VIII g11 the Ogives almost converge indica-
ting that there are no differences_in the MTAI scores of
ingservice teachers of Science, Arts and Commerce. Figure IX,
which represents Ogives for the student teachers of Science,
¢ommerce and Arts on MTAL, ghows that the Ogives of the Science
student teachers lies markedly to the right of the Ogives of
Commerce and Arts student teachers. The two Ogives for
Commerce student teachers and Art student teachers almost
converge. This demonsitrates that there are differences between
the Science student teachers on the one hand and Commerce and

Arts student +teachers on the other.
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In Figure X the Ogives representing scores made by
inservice~Science teachers and Science student teachers on the
MTATI scores have been plotted. The Ogives for the student
teachers lies sufficiently to the right of the inservice
teachers indicating that there are differences between the
verformance of the two groups.

In Pigures X1 gnd XII the Ogives for inservice
Commerce teaéhers and Gommefée student teachers, =nd Arits
inservice teachers and Arts student teachers have been plotted
for the MTAIL scores. They are very close to each other
indicating thgt there are no significant differences in the

scores Whatsoever.
Discussion

"By far +the mogt popular ingtrument" write Getzels
and Jackson (1963), "for the measurement of teacher attitudes
is the Minneéota éeaéher Attitude Inventory (MTAL). A sizeable
number of regearch studies in India snd gbroad aré reported in
literature. According %o its authors, "it is designed to
measure those attitudes of a teacher which predict how well he
will get along with pupils in interpersonal relationships,
and indirectly how well satisfied he will be with teaching as
a vocation" (Cook,'Leeds snd Callis, 1951).

(i) One of the~most important resulté of this section has
5eén that the student teachers as a group have demonsgtrated a

more favourable attitude towards teaching as compared o those

teachers who are Well placed in +their jobs for some years now.
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A normal reasonable expectation would have been the reverse
only because the mature, experienced inservice teachers, who
have received a degree in education (B.Ed.), are occupationally
as Wwell as otherwise well-settled in'iife.‘ The performance of
student teachers, with an uncertain future, struggling agains+t
heavy odds and restrictions inside and outside their colleges
of education, apparently seem surprising.

Be that as it may be, the more favourable attitude
towards téaching on the part of student teachers would mean
that they, -as a group, are able to maintain a state of
harmonious relations with their pupils characterized by mutual
affection ond sympéthetic understanding. They enjoy the
teaching job without facing discipliﬁary problems. They allow
a free atmosphere where the pupiles can think freely, act and
speak their mind with mutual respect for feelings, rights, and
abilities of others. The gtudent teachers have o fair amount
of humour, justice and honesty. The teaching would be pupil
centred; student teachers being mostly engaged in pupil talk
and pupil participation in the processes of learning.

On the other hand the comperatively low scores of the
total group of inservice teachers would argue for a picture
where they attempt to dominate the classrooms, rvle with an
iron rod{ creating an atmosphere of +ension, fearNand submission.
It is possible that they are nervous, fearful and digtraught
in a classroom characterized by frustration, restlessness,
inattention, lack of respect and a host of disciplinary

problems. In either case both the teachers and pupils dislike
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school work. Ridicule, sarcasm gnd sharp tempereé renmarks
would be common. The teachers think in terms of their sitatus
and infallibility in all matters in the classroom. They
emphasize the subject matter to be covered than in terms of
pupil needs and other things. They emphasize teacher talk and
ngturally there would be confusion and lack of pupil partici-
pation.

What are the reasons responsible for +the more
favourable attitude towards teaching scores and comparatively
low gttitude towards teaching séores on the part of student
teachers and inservice teachers, respectively. One is regarding
the nature of schooling in the present day schools in Rajasthan.
Emphasis is on course coverage in the schools and the pass
percentage. Certification of schools, as shown by Wanchoo and
Raina (1979) is done by the Board of Secondary Hducation,
Rajasthan, én the basis of examination results. Running and
Permanent shields are awarded 4o the deserving schools. I+t is
the top ten gchools, on the basis of examingtion results, that
are listed in the Boards publications. The Board also lists
the names of the séhools whose results are pborer than the pass
Percentage of private candidates.

This all goes to point to +the fact that where the pass
vercentage is the one and sole criterion of a teacher's compe-
tence, the teachers do not need all these'ldeal’ traiﬂing
college principles taught +t¢ them in the éiilosgphiCal and
Sociological Basis of Education, Pgsychology and the Methodology

0f Teaching their respective gubjects of gspecigliisgtions.
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Besides, the schools, as argued by Perry (1969) provide a
hsecond training" where the teachers have'to uﬁlearn whatAthey
learnt in their %eachers colleges. Experience, pPerhaps, has
taught them that - these principles do net work in- the schools
as organized these days.: ‘

The training colleges have been opened with the
specific purpose that the student teachers would acquire
desirable attitudes, habits, skills and ideas towards children
and the schooel work. The gtudent-teaching experiences with
their day +to day contact with children and various school
problems are sure to influence the value judgements and
attitudes of tﬁe student teachers favoursbly. The sample
student teachers, who are having their initistion into teaching
seem t0 have been favourably influenced, perhaps, by the
expogsure. to the training colleges campus and off campus
programmes and experience. They are not haunted by course
coverage or certification on the basie of pass percentage of
the students they happen 30 teach in their coeperating schools.

Whether these student teachers would continue to own
these favourable attitude towards +teaching, is based more on
faith than on empirical evidence. DBesides, one limitation to
which Loree (19713 has made =z mentiﬁn is that "a person's
behavibur ané hisnbelief stateménts may not cofrespond,hthe
teacher who is very restrictive may report that children should
be allowed more freedom in the classroom." However, the results,
ags presented here on the part of the studént teachers, might

Very well be examined for leads to the development of recruitment
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and entrance criteria.
(ii? The next résult,arrived at regarding the Science;
Arté and Commerce inservice, teachers is that there are
absolutelj ne differences discernable in their attitude towards
teaching. And an explanation seems difficult to speculate.
However; in case one is inclined to agree to the conclusion
of Racchio and Kearney (1956) that "apparently, the attitudes
measvred by MTAi are basiq aﬁd dgepiy rooted in the personality
of a teacher," fhen Science, Arts and Commerce, +teachers who
have demonstréﬁed sharp differences in +their personality
configurations as measured by Cattell's Sixteen FPersonality
Factor Test, ought to show differenceé in the extent of théir
éﬁtituﬁes towards +teaching as measured by M;Q;gsgia_mgagggx
Attitude Inventory. But it is not so. A plaussble eXplana;
%ion that.éeems tenable, perhaps, is that considering the
objective demands the three groups of inservice. teachers
uwniformly, are more pragmatic in forgetting higher objectives
of education like the development of the total personality of
" their pupile in thé classroom and concentrating on course
coverage. |

Perhaps, it may be also due to the fact that the
ingervice teachers are primarily conCerped with their teaching
of their special subjeéts (8cience, Arts, Commerce) for a very
short duration of a single‘period in a day. Kearnéy and
Rocchio in an earlier study in 1955 studied tﬁe differences
,in MTAL scores between 587 elementary school teachers who

taught all subjects 4o the same pupils (self-contained class-
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rooms) and 52 teachers who taught different pupils in art,
home econcmics, industrizl art, music gnd physical education
(specislist classrooms). The respective MTAI scores for the
two groups were 41 and 28, differing significantly at .01
level. The investigators expléined the findings ag follows ¢

Teachers who have pupils for longer pveriods

during the day are interested not only in

the pupil's acquigition of subject matter, -

but also are concerned with the pupil's whole

personslity which demands knowledge of the

pupil's home background, his physical and

mental health, and his outside activities.

On the other hand, teachers of "specigl"

subjects think in terme of the subject matter

t0 be covered rather the development of a

self-directing personality in their pupils.”

Perhaps, this may also be true here in the case of
the specialist teachers of Science, Arts snd Commerce who
constitute the sample of this study. In short, a1l the
inservice teachers, irrespective of subject specialisations,
have submitted themselves +to what Jackson and Guba (1957)
called "institutional pressures.”
The third result arrived at regarding the attitude
differences is that while Science student teachers have a
significant edge over Arts and Commerce student teachers, no
such differences exist between Arts and Commerce gtudent
teachers. The only pléusable explanatien seems to reside in
the personality configuration of the Science student teachers
who have not as yet embarked on a regular teaching assignment
in the schools. Therefore, they are not unduly influenced by

the 'institutional pressures', (Jackson and Guba, 1957). The

- ~ -
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faétor pattern of +the Science student teachers on Cattell's
SiXteen Personality Pactor Test is : A=, Q+ and Qu+, vhich

is characterize& 5y marked créativi%y. The Science student’
teachers are critical, preparéd to stand by their ideas, and
doing things in an objective frame of reference. They have

an attitude of radicalism/experimentation and are not suffering
from hide bound conservatism. They are less dogmatic, and

less close m;nded, more uvnderstanding and more permissive.

The Science student teachers are characterized by what Cattell
callg "Cortertia" which indicates alertness and readiness to
handle problems at the cognitive, objective level. They do
not suffer from frustrations and depression. They think rather
than feel. In short the Science student teachers are charagc-
terized by sélf-sufficient radicalism and independence, and
democratic attitudes. _

Therefore, it is obvious that the Science student
teachers as compared +to other groups would be able 10 maintain
a state of harmonious relations with the pupils characterized
by mutual affection and understanding. Situations requiring
disciplinary actions would rarely arise. The Scilence student
teachers will work with a feeling of security growing from a
Permissive atmosphere of freedom %o think, znd sct and speak
one's mind with mutual respect for the feelings, rights and
abiiities of others. DBoth Science student teachers and their
students will take nothing for granted, will forge new solutions
to diffigglt’siﬁuations on an equal partnership basis. The

Science gstudent teachers, with a creative approach will no+t
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dominate, condemn, create an atmosphere of tension, restless-—
ness and frustration. There will be no scope for redicule,
sarcasm, sharp tempered remarks or the use of the rod or other
forms of brutal punishment. The Science gstudent teacher will
think of vwhat the pupils need, feel, know and can do. Therefore,
it is not surprising that the Science student teachers have
demonstratedtfavourable attitude towards teaching as compared
to other groups. Incidentally, (Raina, 1972) has shown that

a negative relatioﬁship exists bétween an au%horitarian
personality structure as measured by the F-scale (adorno, et al,
1950) and the MTAL. The Science student teachers’with the ir
markéd creativity and democratic attitudes have sghown better
attitudes towards teaching. The lack of any difference between
Science student teachers gnd Commerce student teachers in the
MTAL, perhaps, indicates no major personglity configuration
differences. '

(iv) Lastly, the results reveal that it is Science student
%eaéhers ﬁho have expresged more favourable attitudes towards
teaching than the inservice Scilence teachers. But there is

no significant difference between the attitude scores of
inservice Arts teachers and Arts student teachers and between
inservice Commerce teachers and Commerce gtudent teachers.

A reference 10 personslity configuration differentisl would

not be tenable only because in the discussion earlier (i) it
Wwas found that the inservice teachers ss g group were mofe

Pragmatic and being subject to the institutional pressures were
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more worried on account of whst Rocchio and Kearney (1956) write
"subject matter o be covered rsther than inbterms of wha% the
pupils need, feel, know and can do." Science student teachers
are free from ingtitutional pressurés and course COvVerage and
naturally as teachers college students, with an exposure to
campus snd off campus experiences, are likely +0 eXpress more
favourable attitudes as compared *o inservice teachers. But
the explanation, if tenable, would then show Commerce student
teachers and Arits student teachers o have an edge In attitude
tovards teaching over Commerce inservice teachers and Arts
inservice teachers, respectively. But it is not so. In fact
there is an absence of any difference between the attitude
means of these groups. Though it does look puzzling, it needs

further verificgtion on lsrger gamples.
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SECTION B

COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE CREATIVE POTENTIAL
OF - INSERVICE TEACHERS AND STUDENT TEACHERS®

Introduction

Considerable attention has been devoted by creativity
research workers to the identification and development of
creative talent in scientists (Taylor and McKeen, 1968),
architects, mathematicians, writers, junior ;{:hrough hié;h
school gtudents, but the study of creative talent, its identi-
fication and development, in no less an important person, the
teacher has been profoundly neglected. In fact Yamamoto (1963)
and recently Raina (1972) have lamented the paucity of séienti-
fic systematic research in this important field. In Indié it
is primarily the artistic personality that hes been studied
rather intensively. There is no denying the fact that some
beginning at the masters and doctoral levels has been made but
the field lacks up~to-date, comprehensive and indepth studies.
Only studies of limited objectives exist.

Again, Ryans (1960), has stressed the identification
of "behaviour styles" énd tﬁeir effect on ‘'information-
traﬁsmission' in the field of teacher effeétiveness. 1t is
now an estabiished fact (Kendle, 1963) that the creativity
Potential and divergent %hinking are important part of the
behaviour styles that effect the process of information-

transmission in the classrooms. I+ should be, therefore, an
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urgent concern of research workers and others to devote
sﬁstained and vigorous attention to this important field.
Besides this there is the warning of Toynbee (1964) +that,
hif society fails to make the most of this (créativity) asset,
or if, worse still, it perversely sets itself to stifle it...
man is throwing away his birthright of being the lord of the
creation and is condemning himself to be instead, the least

effective specimen on the face of this planet.”

Performance of Various Groups on
Khotena's Something About Myself(SAM)

Inspite of the fact that éome researches on teachers
(Raina, 1970; Welberg, 1967; Raina, 1970) and student teachers
(Ralna, 1970; Goyal, 1973; Samar, 1974) have been reported not
much research ev1dence is available regardlng the differences,
if any, between inservice teachers teaching various subjects
and stndént teachers with specialigations in different teaching
fields like Science, Commerce and Arts, to name a few only.
The problem of creativity résearch ig further complicated by
a lack of an agreement on the pért of research workers on
the definations of creativity and +the criteris to be used in
the evaluation of creative endeavours. The criterion problem
is, perhaps, central to the study of creativity. It is
‘because of an absence of an universally operational definition
of creativity and the criterion that there is some sort of
contradiction in the results arrived at. Moreover, the nature

of creativity depends fundamentally on the culture in which
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the creator has grown‘up. "For example", writes Nash (1966)
“"no BeethOVen could arise among the Australlan aborlglnes, no
Shakespear among the Eskimos, no Einstein in New Guinea."
However,-the?e is a remarksble agreement on the fact tha% all
men snd women are potentially creative. And this has a hope
for mankind and teachers and student teachers especially.

Ehatena's 8o ei.;gg Ahggﬁ_ﬂxaﬁlw (SAM) has three
specific advantages that warrants its use 1n creat1v1ty
research 3

1e it is an autobiographical instrument and has
found support in that it is an efficient way
of identifying creative talent (Taylor, 1958;
Roe, 1963). The use of biographical inventory
techniqgues to predict success in artistic,
literary and scientific creativity has been
confirmed by (Schaefer and Anastasi, 1968;
Anastasi and Schaefer, 1969),

2. - it is .an easily comprehensible autobiogrsphical
checklist which is easy to score,

3 its realiability and validity are satisfactory.

The purpose of this chapter is to determine whether
there are differences in creative potential : (1) between total
sample of teachers and student teachers; (2) between ins ervice
teachers of Scieﬁce, Commerce and Arts, (%)rbetWeen student
téachers of Scienee, Commerce and Arts, énd (4) betﬁeen

inservice teachers and student teachers when dichotomized on

the basis of subject specialisations.
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Creative Potentisl of Ingservice Teachers

-The use of various autobiographical instruments in
the form of checklists,«questionnaires and inventories have
found increasing favour with researchers in the identification
of creative potentisl. The recent studies using the biographi-
cal inventory technique to‘predict success in artistic,
literary and scientific creativity confirm this view (Schaefer
and Anastasi, 1968; Anastasi and Schaefer, 1969; Taylor,
Ellison and Tucker, 1966). Accordingly, Khatena's Something
About Myself (SAM) was administered to a total sémple of 180
inservice tea;he#s specialigzing in tye teaching of Science,
Commerce and Arts subjects. There was an equal number of 60
teachers in each éroup. The second purpose of this investiga=-
tion as stated in Chapter I, was %o determine the cregtive
potential of these 180 inservice teachers and also %o find out
whether the three groups of inservice teachers, specialiging
in the teaching of the fields stated above, differed in the
extent of creative potential ?nd the six factors measured by
SAM. The following Table 34 shows the mean scores, standard
devigtions, and the respective ranks of the six factors for
the total inservice teachers, as measured by sgggigggg;agggi
Myself (SAM). ' ' |
; , It‘is obvieus from the Table under reference that
judged by'the magnitude of means of the different factors, the
180 inservice +teachers are higher on Factor IV (Intellectuality)
followed by Factors III (Self-Strengtﬁ), Factor I (EMVirenmentai
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Sen31t1v1ty) Factor V (Ind1v1dua11ty) Factor II (Inltlatxve)
and Factor VI (Artlstry)

Table 34

Means, Standard Deviations and Rank Order
of Inservice Teachers on SAM ( N = 180 )

Factor Degcription ' " Rank Mean S.D.
I " Environmental Sensitivity III 3,46 1.61
1T Initiative v 2.17 1.39
111 Self-strength II 4.87 2416
v Intellectuality I 5.16  2.39
V- Individuality v 2.78 1.56

VI Artistry VI 2.03 1.31

The picture that would emerge from the above rank
order results would be that the sample inservice teachers are
Ss with an (1) ;njgllg_x_al_ggg;_s;jx enjoying challenging
tasks with 1maginatlon and } 11ke doing things and ideas to
form something different. Besides, they possess (2) gelf-
gtrength and have self~eonfidence, are resourcefmi,#vefsatile
and even prepared %o take risks and have orgasnisational ability.
They are (3) environmentslly sengitive in that they are open
o the ideas of others, are interested in the beautiful and .
humorous aspects of experience and are sensitive to meaningful
relations. They have (4) individusality and prefer to work
alone than in g group,ﬂsée-thémselvéé as self-starters, are

critical of others, and are prepared +to work for long hours
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without getting tired. They have (5) initiptive and can
produce and play lead roles in drama%ics and ﬁusical produc-
tions and are prepared to bring about changes in procedures

and organisation. Lastly, they have (6) artistry in that they
can produce objects;Vmodels, paintingé,“carvings, compose music,
produce stories, plays, poems and other literary pileces, etc.

etc.

Digcusgion

MacKinnon (1960) has reported intensive studies of
highly effective individuals and suggested two variables as
centrally determinative of effective functioning : (a) emotional
stability or personal soundness, and (b) originality or
creativity of thought and action. The role of original,
creative thinking in teaching-learning processes seems 1o be
far more important than it has léng been believed. But there
is considerable evidence (Jex, 1959; Taylor, 1960; Gétzels and
Jackson, 1962; Raina and Raina, 1971; Raina, 1971) at hand,
fhat creative personalities tend to0 be estranged ﬁy their ‘
teachers or bosses and are not very well liked by them. Against
this indictment it is important to note that the sample teachers
of this stuvdy have awarded the first rank to intellectual
curiogsity and the enjoyment of doing challenging tasks with
imagination. They do not like the crusty rigidity of executing
things in a prescribed fashion or follow g routinized way of
doing things. In order to accomplish this they have the

necessary self-confidence, resource~fulness and versatility to
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do this. What is more significant is the fact that they are
prepared to take risks. But all these qualities, so laudable
and commendable in themseives, will gather no moss because
they lack individuality (rank IV) and are not prepared to work
alone or be critical of 6thers;ﬂﬂln the realisation of their
ideas and ideals, if they are aékéd to work for long hours with
concentration they get tired. 1t would mean that they are more
gregarious, less autonomous, ané prefer working with people to
Working with things. This phenomenon of being dependent on
the group is in close agreement of the low rankA(XIII) that
has been awarded by these teachers to Q, (Self-sﬁfficiency) on
Cattell's WWW digcussed
elsewhere in section A. A hlgh Q, 1nd1vidual would rather work
alone or with one or two assistants than with s committee and
is not worried of his own ideas just because they are odd.

The authors of the ﬁg,_gdaxx_E___ai;gn_ggmm;gs_ug
(1953) have observed that the flrst requislte in this connec-
tlon is to develop +the capaclty for clear thinking and
receptivity to new ideas," (emphasis added). It is gratifying
to ﬁoté %héf fhe sampléitéa;hers are open fo the ideas of
others and would, hopefully, inculcate the same virtue in their
students. But it is not passive reéceptivity of ideas alene
that is sufficient. One has to be critical of the ideas of
others also. "Genuine creatiye accomplishment, however'" writes
Torrance (1963), "requires not only independence of thinking
but indepéndenée in judgement." Independence of judgement will

lead one not to conform but criticize also. A truly creative



=237~

Person, if critical of others, would bring himself into sharp
conflict with the establishment and get himself isolated and
alienated which, indeed, needs great courage. With Individu—
ality at the fourprank the gsample teachers do not seém to be,
pérhéps, ready to do so.

1t is satisfactory to note that the sample teachers
have organizationsl abilities (rank II) but they lack the
coursge to bring gbout organisétiongi énd procedural changes
(rank V). They, perhaps, believe it safe to stick 40 the
.ﬁiddle'éf the road, keep the giatus guo intact gnd what may
be characterized as the maritiﬁe anologies, "keeping things on
the even keel, not rocking the boat and not ﬁaking Waves"
(Mars, 1969). “
' It‘is to be noted, again, that the sample teachers
have Tated intellectual curiosity and the enjoyment of
challenging tasks very favourably (rank I). But these qualities
wiil run‘to seed and aridity if thé iﬁdi&&duai does not step
outside the protecting but limiting circles and teke the
initiative (rank V) to do the unfamiliar and uncommon. Perhaps,
the phenomeﬁon has‘a psychosocial explanation : "the family

-~

life (in India) tends to develop an acute sense of dependencé
with ; stfong éense of security, and a clear sense of responsi-
bility without an accompanying sense of personal initiative or
decision” (Taylor, 1948) and this explanation has 5een confirmed
by Spratt (1966) and Kakar (1978).

Gﬁe of the iﬁportaﬁt charaéteristics of +the creative

Person is that out of his creative strivings must emerge some
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products like objects, models, paintings, carvings, musical
compositions, storigs, plays, poems and literary pieces, in

a word Artistry (Knatena, Manual, 1971). The sample teachers
have given it thé-bottom rank and that’is\the state of art in
the present day teaching professien. The teachers who attach

no importance to such creative endeavours would hardly encoursge,
much less iﬁspire, their students +o updertake such joyous
exercises of creation. Such acfivities are calculated to
interfere with the course coverage and threat of failure at the
examinagtions znd are to be viewed with disfavour and discourage=-

ment.

One of +the important observations made earlier in t@is
study Washthat research on teacher charascteristics suffered
because of treating "teachers - msle and femgle, young and old,
Primary gra@e and in%ermediate gradey teéchers of English and
Science - as a single group,"” (Getzels and Jackson, 1963).
Cognizance, however, is no% %aken of +the faét that diffefences
within the teaching profession may obscure the very differences
that need to be revealed. Sections A, B and C of this
imvestigafien hgve, by and large, suypofted the assumption that
there are differences in the personality configurations of the
inservice teachers and student teachers specialiging in the
teaching of the various fields. Is it true in the case of
creative potential of various groups of teachers and student

teachers who constitute the sample of this study? The following
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data and the subsequent interpretation and discussion seek +o
Provide -an ansver -to this significant question which constituted

the third purpose of thig study.
(1) Rank Order of Creative Potential of Teachers

For the gake of a superficial and quick cemparison of
Science, éommerce and Arts teachers with each other an attempt
was made to rank all the factors of S_ggxh_ng_Ahggi_ﬂygg_i (SAM)
-from the highest +to the lowest for each group on the bases of
mean scores. The relative position eof the different values

thus obtained is given in Table 35.

v

Table 3?

Rank Order for SAM Factors for Science,
Arts and Commercé Teachers

Ranks 8cience Teachers Arits Teachers Commerce Téachers

(N = 60) (N = 60) (N = 60)

Factor - Factor - Factor .
1. Iv (6.30) Iv (4.70) IIT (5.20)
2. IIT  (5.03) ITI  (4.63) IV (4.76)
F 3. v (3.01) I (3.14) I- (3.20)
4. I (%.00) VI (2.34) v (2.86)
5. II (1.73) v (2.27) II  (2.00)

6. VI (1.57) 11 (2.24) VI (1.57)

¥

It is evident from the Table under reference thgt
while Soiénce and Arts teachers have awarded the firs+t rank

to Factor II (Intellectuality), the Commerce teachers have
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avarded it the second rank. Agaln, Factor III (Self-Strength)
has been ranked seconﬁ by Science and Arts teachers, the
Commerce teachers have ranked it first. Factor I (Environmen=-
tal Sensitivity) has been given the third'rank b& Arts and
Commerce teache;s vniformly but the Science teaschers have
ranked it as fourth.ﬁ The Commerce teachers have given Factor
V (Individuality) fourth rank '{m‘!; it has received +third rgnk
on the part of Science teachers and £ifth rank on the part of
Arts teachers. The Science teachers gnd Commerce teachers have
ranked factor II (Initiative) as fifth while the Arts teachers
have swarded it the bottom, rank, viz. sixth. Factor vi
(Artistry) has been given sixth tank by Science teachers and
Commerce teachers but the Arts teachers have awarded it the
fourth rank. The conclusion warranted by the above phenomenon
is' that there are some variations in the ranking of the six

factors of SAM on the part of teachers.

(ii) Next an attempt was made to find out the rank order
éoréelatibn between the six facter of SAM for the three groups
of teachers. MAs already noted elgewhere the‘ranking was done
on the mazgnitude of means. The rank correlation was done for
the three groups, taking two at a time. BRhos for different

groups of teachers are Presented in Table 36.

Contd.
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" Pable 36

Rank Order Correlation Between Three Groups
of Teachers on SAM

3 .No. Groups compared I rho - e
1e Science and Arts Teachers 0.715 B
2e Science and Commerce Teachers 0.886 <85
3 Arts and Commercg Teachers 0.772 NS

I+t is obvious from the above Table that there is no

agreement whatsoever between the ranking of the six factors of

&
P T I e,

Something About Myself (SAM) between inservice Science and
inservice Arts teachers, between Arts and Commerce teachers,
while there is a moderate agreement between Science inservice

teachers and Commerce inservice +teachers.
Analysis of Variance

The concept of analysis of varignce gnd its feasibility
in this study vwas indicated earlier gnd needs no repetition.
The analysis of variance was used to compare the creative
potential of +the three groups’of teachers ¢ Science, Commerce
and Arts. The %t test was, hoﬁever, used to test the signifi-
cance of the differences between any two groups on each of six-
factors which indicated significant F ratios. The F ratios and
I tests for the six factors are Presented in Appendix F Tgbles
iVIII through IX. However, Table 37 Presents a summary of
ﬁeaﬁs, 8.Dg. aﬁd F ratios on the gix factors of Something About
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Mzgglg (SAM), +the creatlvlty ingtrument used in this study.

) Table 37 indicated +that the three groups of imservice
teachers were significantly di:ferentvon three of the six
factors assessed by SAM. The three factors are ¢ Factor IV -
Intellectuality; Factor V - Individuality; Factor VI - Artistry.

Table 37

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and B
ratios on SAM for Three Groups of Teachers

SAM Science Teachers Commerce Teachers Arts Teachers F ratio

(N = 60) (¥ = 60) (X = 60)
Wean .. 8.D.  Hean.  8.D.  Mean  S.D.
I 3.00  1.74  3.20 1.78  3.14  1.74 0.3
II 1.73 1.45  2.00 1.62 2,24 1.61  1.97
III 5.03 1.96  5.20 2.1% 4.65 2.51  1.10
Iv 6.30 2.49  4.76 2,24 4.70  2.18  B.15%*
v 3,00 1.73  2.86  1.84  2.27  1.56  3.34%

VI 1.57 1.23  1.57 ° 1.54 2.34  1.73  T.56%%

P* gignificant at .05 level
- ¥¥gignificant beyond .01 level

Tables 38, 39 and 40 contain the summary of the
various t~test combinations for those factors with significant
E ratios for Science-irts, Science~Commerce and Arts-Commerce

~

ingservice teachers.
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Table 38

Summary of Mean Comparisons of Science and Arts Teachers
on Those Factors of SAM with Significant £ ratios

SAM 8cience Teachers  Arits Teachers 4 ratio P
: N = 60) (N = 60)
._Mean ~Mean -
v 6.30 4.70 3.72  Beyond .01
v 3. 00 T 2,27 2.43% .05
VI 1.57 2.34 2.75  Beyond .01
Table 39

Summary of Mean Comparisons of Science and Commerce
Teachers on Those Factors of SAM with Significant % raties

SAM 8cience Teachers Commerce Teachers 1 ratie D
) (N = 60) (N == 6@) -
Mean - - Mean -
v 6.30 4.76 %.58 Beyond .01
v 3,00 " 2.86. 0.42 NS
VI : 1.57 1.57 0.00 JOR
Tablew 40

Summary of Mean Comparisons of Arts—and Commerce. Teachers
.on Those Factors of SAM with Significant i ratios

8AM  Commerce Teachers Arts Teachers ‘% ratio he]
(N = 60 (N = 60) -
Mean . _Mean -
v o 4,76 4,70 . 1.46 NS
v 2.86 2.27 1.90 NS

VI 1.57 2.34 2.57 .05
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It is evident from Table 38 that Science and Arts
teachers differed on three factor, viz. Factor IV (Intellectu-
' ality); Factor V (Individuslity) and Factor VI (Artistry).

It is agalﬁ clear frem Table 39 that 801ence and
Commerce teachers4differed only one factor, viz. : IV
(Intellectuality). '

A study(of Table 40 revealed +that Commerce and Arts
teachers differed on only one factor viz. Factor VI (Artlstry).

More specifically, the following conclu51on can be

arrived at from Tables 38, 39, and 40.

(a) . Science and Arts Teachers

- 1. Science teachers have more intellectuality
than Arts teachers.

2. Science teachers have more ;ng;v1ggal 1y
than Arts teachers.

3. Arts teachers have more prtigtry than Science
teachers. ‘

(b) Science and Commerce Teachers
o 1. 8cience teachers have more ;njgllg_iga;_jx
than Commerce teachers.

2. Science teachers and Commerce teachers do
not differ significantly on the factor of
individuslity.

3. Science teachers and Commerce teachers do
not differ significantly on the factor of
artigtry.

(c) Commerce and Arts Teachers
) 1. Commerce =nd Arts teachers do not differ
significantly on the factor of intellectuslity.

2. Commerce and Arts teachers do not differ
significantly on the .factor of individuglity.
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%+ Arts teachers have more of artistry than
Commerce teachers.

The raw score means of the Somethi ng Agoui Myself (SAM)
Were plotted in Figure XIII. The graphical representatlon of

the data, as shown here, clearly demonstrate an overlapping of
the SAM factors where there Were no significant i differences
between th§ three groups of %eachers. Contrary éo this there
Were sharp;differences reflected in the curves where there were
significa,n':h i differences. This representation thus, lends

further support to the results arrived at.
Discussio ;

In the light of the sbove results it may be observed
that Science teachers but not Arts teachers have a higher degree
of iﬁtelleétuality. They enjoy challenging tasks with imsgina-
tion and a?e not routine bound. They would like 40 reconstruct
things andzideas to form something different. Again, they are
Prepared to work alone rather than in groups, and view themselves
as self st;rters, gre critical of others, think for themselves
and are prépared to work for long hours without getting tired.

The Arits teachers but not the Science teachers have 13
higher deéree of artistry, in that they can produce objects,
models, paﬁntings and carvings, they can compose nusic, produce
s tories, pﬁays, poems and other literary pieces.

The marked superiority of the ~Avtd - teachers compared

to Scienawteachers in the creative orientation of grtistry as

symbolise& by the capacity to produce stories, plays, poems snd
|

i
H

i
i
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other literary pieces etc. etc. may be explgined, again, by
the very nature of Science Vs. Arts. The Arts teachers have
an advantage in that their subjects (Arts) offers greater
gscope for an exXpression, delineation: perhaps, 2z little of
polish of language a2lso but the Science teachefs do not have
these necessary pre-requisites and nsturally cannot come up to
the required level of artistry of the Arits teachers. Kirkman
(1967), for imstance has demonstrated that, "it is an exception
rathef than the rule to find a young engineei or scientist who
can write plainly and readily on specialist or general topics.”
In short, the education of the Science teachers, (there may be
exceptions) upto their masters level has not apparently equipped
them fully,well with the capacity to write stories, plays, poems
and musicel compogitions, etc. etc. This seems to be, Perharps,
the only plaugable explanation of +he phenomenon noted above.
The Science teachers, again, have a significant edge
over +the Commerce teachers in intellectuality. The Science
teachers as compared +o Commerce teachers are more intellectually
curioug, enjey challenging tasks with imggingtion, have a
preference for adventure over routine and dislike to do things
in a conservative fashion. These results are in agreement with
the relative performance of Science and Commerce teachers on
the Cattell s S;zieenﬁ_ﬁxs~ga_"i1_Ea~i_x_Q_sﬁijganaéxa digcussed
elsewhere in Section A, where the 301ence teachers have expressed
themselves as free thinking, eXperimenting, analytical radicals
and glso self sufficient, resourceful persons prefering their

own decisions. The Commerce +teachers, on the other hand are
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conservative people, respecting established ideas and ideals,
never atbtempting to deviate from the golden mean which wouwld,

no doubt, bring them into conflict with outside awthority.
Naturally they cannot, as group dependent people, like adventure
or do things in a novel way. .

The explanation of the obvious Science Vsg. Commerce
&ifference in ecreative potential, perhaps, is due 10 Personszlity
configuration of Science and Commerce teachers and zlso the
subject specialisation of Commerce which does not, so it seems,
allow greater scope for experimentation and adventure as compared
to Science.

The results also indicate that Arts teachers are
favourably placed in Artistry ¢ producing objecits, models,
stories, plays, poems and other literary pieces. Once again
the plausable explangtion that seems, perhpps, 6 be in order
is that, the deficit of Commerce teachers in this important
potential may be due to differentisl subject / cultural

opportunities of the Arts teachers and Commerce teachers.
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SECTION F

CREATIVE POTENTIAL OF STUDENT TEACHERS

The development of fully functioning individuals,
wrote Torrance (1964) has long been an avowed purpose of
education. But*the %eacher educators and their student teachers,
who talk enthusiastically about the development of +the unique
capacities of the individugl, have been primgrily concerned with
ingtruction. The emphasis has to shift to a creative approach
both on the part of professors of education and student teachers
because creative teaching, it is believed,‘aims to achieve a
liberalisation of teaching and learning processes.

It may be observed that the creativity of future
teachers has been either nourished or stifled in homes, schools
and different communities as those young people were growing up.
It would be, therefore, desirable to understand the creative
Personglity characteristice of student teachers and the way they
think or the kind of thinking sitrategies they employ and the
products that emerge as a result of their creative strivings.

It was with this purpose that Khatena's creativity
instrument Something About Myself (SAM) was administered to 180
student teachers specialising in the teaching of Science, Arits
and Commerce subjects at their B.Ed. level. What are the
creative characteristics of these student teachers and are
there any significant differences between student teachers
gspecializing in the teaching of +the three disciplines. The

following data, their interpretation and discussion seeks to
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Table 41

Means, Standard Deviations and Rank Order
of Student Teachérs on SAM ( N = 180 )

Factor ’ Rank Mean 3.D.
I Environmental Sensitivity I1T 5.219 1.02
II  Initiative v 2.04  1.30
III  Self Strength I 5.77 2.24
IV Intellectuality II 5.61  2.26
v Individuality Iv 3.34 ( 1.60

VI Artistry VI 1.93 1.22

The raw score means, standard deviations and the
respective rank order of the six factors for the 180 student
teachers as measured by the Something About Myself are presented
in Table 41. I+t is evident frdm the Table under reference that
the student teachers have awarded first rank to Factor III (Self-
Strength), second rank to Factor IV (Intellectuality), and third
Tank to Factor I (BEnvironmental Sensitivity). Again‘the student
teachers have éwarded fourth reank to Individuality, fifth rank
to Initiative and the bgttom rank, viz. sixth to Artistry.

| The picture that would argue from the above rank order
would be that the sample student teachers (1) possess self-
confidence in matching talents against othérs, are resourceful,

willing to take risks, and have a desire 10 excel and have
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organizational ability. They have also (2) intellectual
curiosity, enjoying challenging tasks, have preference for
adventure over routine, and dislike dcingkthings in a prescribed
and reuﬁine~Way. They are (3) environmentally sensitive people
who are open to the ideas of 6thers, are interested in the
beautiful and humorous aspects of experience, and have sensiti-
vity to meaningful relations. They would like (4) to work alone
rather than in groups, see themselves as self-starters, critical
of others and think for themselves. In case need arises they
'afe prepared to work for long hours without feeling tired. They
are people who are willing (5) to direct, produce snd/or play
lead roles in dramatic and ﬁuéical productions, produce new
formulas or products and bring about change in organizational
procedures. And lastly, they can (6) produce objects, models,
paintings, compose music, produce étéries, pPlays, poems and

literary pieces.
Discugsion

The personality characteristics of creative people
have been the subject of a number of studies. I+t appears that
creative persons are as complex as the creative process itself.
There seems to0 be no single and congistent picture which
researches can draw as a prototype of the highly creative
individual. There are, no doubt, contra@ictions and incongrui-
ties among them. I+ is wrong to think that there is one stable
set of characteris%ics to0 be considered when one is studying

the creative individusls. However, recognizing the relevance
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of these observations, MacKinnon (1963) described +the persona-

lity characteristics of creative persons as :

"intelligent, original, independent in thought

and action, open %o experience both of +the

inner self and outer world, intuitive, gestheti-
cally sensitive and free from crippling restrainits,
they have high energy level, a persistent commit-
ment to creative endeavour and a strong destiny
which includes a degree of resoluteness and a
measure of egoism.”

Lf one were to study the personality characteristics of creative
persons given by Taylor (1964), hé would find that there is a
considerable overlapping“between the two lisbs.

In the light of the gbove observations it is somewhat
encouraging to note that the student teachers have ranked self
confidence at the top. They possess sufficient self confidence,
are resourceful, willing to take risks and have a desire to make
a mark in organizational work. DBesides this, they have intellec-
tual curiosity, enjoy challenging tasks, do not like g life of
routine conformism but have a passion to reconstruct and recreate
things and ideas into something different and navigate uncharted
seas. They are environmentaslly sensitive people in that they
are open to the ideas of others and do not suffer from paraly-
zing dogmatism. They have a high level of sengitivity 3
interested in +the begutiful, etc ete.

In short they share the creative characteristics of
MgcKinnon (1963) : "intelligent, original, independent in
thought. ... sesthetically sensitive and far from crippling

restraints." But o moments reflection would suggest that a
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Creative person has not only to dream but must have a "strong
commitment to creative endeavours and a sense of destiny"
(MacKinnon, 1963). This strong commitment suggests the posse—
ssion of initiative. It is not only a subjective willingness
but the objective capacity +to take risks, though they may only
be what McClelland (1964) called as 'calculated rigks'. These
'calculated risks' éanno{ be actualized or realized if fhe
individual initia%ive ig lacking or absent ¢ initiative has been
given the fifth rank by the sample student teachers. They are
not willing or, perhaps, capable to produce new formulsg or
products .

The student teachers, besides lack individuality :
(rank fourth) are not prepareé to work alone but in groups, do
ﬁot see themselves as gself-starters, are not prepared to be
critical of others, because that would isolate them from the
group norm or the mean. It igs easy to follow the thoughts of
others but difficult to think one's own thoughts and this the
student teachers do not seem to héve rated favourable. They
are also not prepared to work for long hours without getting
tired. They lack what MacMinnon (1963) and others have
charascterized as a "high energy lével.ﬁ In ghort, one must give
"evidence of g kind‘of courage and autonomy that makes it
poss ible for them to try the new, the unusual,” (Hughes, 1962).
The comperstive lack of individuality gathers éd&itional suppért
in the XV rank given to factor N (Forthright Vs. Shrewd) by the
sample student teachers. They are; (N-) : "gregarious, content

with what comes" with a "blind trust in human nature," Catiell,
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(Handbook, 1976)._
a The créative orientation : Artistry, has been given
the b?ttom rank, sixth, by the student teachers. They, perhaps,
lack the zest or more understandably the capacity to produce
objects, mcdelé, paintings, storigs;ﬂpoems, Plays and other
literary pieces.. The whole educative process through which
- ¥he student teachers have undergone is at war with the nurtur-
~ence of such desirable qualities. The teachers colleges
themselves seem to fear any deviations and it is only the
academically achieving students who find g mention on their
roll calls of honour. Mechanical course coverage is the death-
knell of creativity. In short, a weak student body ‘educated’
by a weak faculty cannét be expected to lead to the ;emergenCé
of the originsl and of individuality" (Anderson, 195é). |
Tntersroup Differences Among Student Teachers

- The evidence presented in Sections A, B, C and D of
this study has, by end large, lent some signifiéant suppért
to the observation . that there are diffe?ences between teachers
and students teachers of 8cience, Arts and Commerce in the
personality configuration. The inservice teachers differ in
the extent and nature of creative orientations. Is this true
in the case of student teache;shpreparing to teach in +the
methodologies of Science, Arts and Commerce? The following

daia, interpretation gnd discussion seek to provide agn answer

to this question. It would be recalled that Khatena creativity

instrument Something About Myself (SAM) was administered to 180
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student teachers - 60 each in the subject of Science, Arts

and Commerce.
(1) Rank Order of Creative Potential of Student Teachers

In order to have a gquick and superficial comparison of
Science, Arts and Commerce student teachers with each other an
attempt was made o rank all the six factors of Something About
Myself (SAM) from the highest to the lowest for each group on
the basis 0% mean scores. The relative position of the different

factors thus obtained is presented in Table 42.

Table 42

Rank Order of SAM Factors for Science, Arts
and Commerce Student Teachers

Rank Science Students Arts Students Commerce Students
Factor Factor Factor

I IV (6.94) I (5.05) IIT  (6.10)

1T III  (6.65) IV (4.93) I (5.44)

II1 I (5.4%) IIT (4.77) IV (5.10)

v vV o (3.86) v (3.03) v (3.14)

v 1T (1.87) VI (2.20) IT (1.97)
vI VI (1.53) IT (1.64) VI (1.37)

A study of this Table reveals that while 8cience student
teachers have awarded first rank to factor IV (Intellectuality),
the Artes and Commerce student teachers have awarded this factor

second gnd third ranks, respectively. Again, the Commerce
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student teachers have ranked Factor I (Envirommental Sensiti-
vity) as second, the Science and Arts student teachers have
awarded it third and first ranks, respectively. Arts student
teachers have awarded third rank to Factor III (Self-Strength)
but Commerce and Science teachers have fankéa_it ags first and'
second, respectively. Factor V (Individuality) has been ranked
fourth by all t@e studeﬁt teachers of the threé faculties. The
Science teachers have ranked Factor II (Initiative) as fifth
but the Arts and Commerce gtudent teaéhefs have given it VI agnd
V ranks, respectively. Lastly, Factor VI (Artistry) has been
given the gixth rank by Science student teachers, fifth by Arts
student teachers and again VI by Commerce student teachers.
(ii) Next an attempt Wéé made to find out the rank order
éorfelation between the six factors of SAM for the three groups
of teachers. As already noted above the ranking was done for
the three groups, taking two at a time. BRhos for different

groups of teachers are presented in Table 43%.

Table 43
Rank Order Correlation Between Three Groups of Teachers
on SAM
S Jo. Groups Compared rho P
1. Science and Arts Student Teachers 0.772 NS
Ze Science and Commerce Student Teachers 0.829 .05
3. Arts and Commerce Student Teachers 0.770 NS

The above Table indicates that while there is no

agreement between Science and Arts student teachers, betvween
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Arts and Commerce student teachers, there is a moderate

agreenent between Sclence and Commerce student teachers.
Anzlysis of Variance

The concept of analysis of varignce and its suitability
in this study was discussed in detail in Section 4 of +this
chapter and its reproduction would, consequently, serve no
purpose. In brief, the analysis of variance was used to compare
the creati&e potential of the three groups of student teachers
specializing in the teaching of Science, Arts and Commerce.

The % test was, however, used 40 test the significance of the
differences between any two groups on each of the six factors
which indicated significant E ratios. The E ratios and % tests
for the six factors are presented in Appendix F Tables IXI
through LXIII, Bu@, Table 44 presents a summary of Means,
StandardADeviations, and E ratios of the six factors of Something
About Myself (SAM) used in this study.

Tabie 44 indicated that the three groups of student
teachers were significantly different on four of the six factvors
of SAM. They were : Factor III (Self-Strength), Factor IV
(Intellectuality), Pactor V (Imdividuality} and Factor VI
(Artistry). ' '
~ Tables 45, 46 and 47 contain the summary of the
various 1 test combingtions for these factors with significant
E ratios for Science-Arts, Science-Commerce and Arits-Commerce

student teachers.
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Table

57~

44

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and E ratios
for Three Groups of Student Teachers on SAM

8cience Students Commerce Students Arts Students

SAM F
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Q.

1 5.4%5  1.36 5.44 .12 5.50  1.14  0.23

IT  1.87 1.6 1.97 1.50  1.64  1.54 0.93
IIT  6.65  1.84 6.10 2.08  4.77 2.49  11,99%%
v 6.94 1.77 5.10 2.42 4.9% 2.19  18.55%x%
Vo 5.86  1.73  3.14 1.34  3.03  1.78 3.84%.
VI 1.5% 1.%4 1.37 1.28  2.20  1.46  4.98%%

F * gignificant at .05 level

**Beyond .01 level

Table

45

Summary.of Mean Comparison of Science and Arts Student
Tegchers on Those SAM Fgctors with Significent % ratios

SAM Science Students  Aris Students i P
Mean Mezn :

111 ' 6.65 4,77 4.70 Beyond .01

IV 6.94 4.93 1.83 NS

v 3.86 3,03 2.59 .05
1.5% 2.20 2.58 .05

VI
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Toble 46

Summary of Mean Comparisons of Science and Commerce
Student Teachers on Those SAM Factors with Significant

£ ratios

SAM Science Students Commerce Students i P
Mean Mesn -
ITI 6.65 6.10 1.49 NS
v 6.94 5.10 4.72 Beyord .01
v %.86 3.14 2.57 .05
Vi 1.53 1.37 067 ng
Table 47.

Summary of Mean Comparison of Commerce and Arts Students
Peachers on Those SAM Fapctorg with Significant % ratios

SAM Commerce Students Arts Students I P
Mean Mean
111 6.10 VKL 3.17 Beyond .01
v 5.10 4.9% 0.40 NS
v 5,14 5.0 0.39 S
1.37 2.20 %3.46 Beyond .01

VI
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It is clear from Table 45 that Science student teachers
and Arte student teachers differed on three factors, viz
Factor III (Self-Strength), Factor V (Individuality), and
Factor VI (Artistry). - B ‘

’ 'I% is, again, obvious from Table 46 that Science
student teachers and Commerce student Teachers differed on two
factors, viz : Factor IV (Intellectuality), and Factor V
(Individuality). -

E

Lastly, a study of Table 47 indicated that Gommerce
student téachers and Arts student teachers differed, again on
two factors, viz : Factor III (8elf-Strength) and Factor VI
(Artistry). - o ' ‘

’ More sﬁecifically, the following conclusions can be.

arrived at after a study of Tables 45, 46 and 47.

(a) Science and. Arts Student Teachers
1. Science student teachers have more gelf-
gstrength than Arts student teachers. ‘
2. Science student teachers have more individuality
than Arts student teachers. '
" 3. Arts student teachers have more grtistry than
" Bcience student teachers.

(v) Science and. Commerce Student Teachers
T 1. Science gtudent teachers have more intellectuslity
than Commerce student teachers. “
- 2. Science student teachers have more individuality
than Commerce student teachers.
3. Science student teachers and Commerce student
teachers do not differ significantly on the

factors of gelf-strength and griistry.
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(c) Commerce and Arts Student Teachers
o 1. Commerce student teachers have more of gelf-
strength than Arts student teachers.
2. Arts student teachers have more zriisiry than
Commerce student teachers.
3. Commerce student teachers and Arts student
teachers do not differ significantly on +the
factors of Jintellectuslity and individuality.

1

The raW“scores means of Something About Myself (SAM)
wers plotted in Figure XIV. The graphical representation of
the data, as sho&p here,-blearly demonstrates an overlapping
of the SAM factors where there were no significant i differ-
ences. Contrary to this there were sharp differences reflected
in the curves where there were significant % differences. This
representation thug, lends further support to the results

arrived at.
Discussion

In the light of the results the picture that would
energe fof the Science gstudent teachers is that they possess
self-confidence in maitching talents against others, are
resourceful and versabtile with g willingness 0 take risks and
have a desire to exXcel in organisational gbility. They also
prefer to work alone rather than in groups and see themselves
as gelf-starters. They are critical of others, prepared to
work for long hours without getting fatigued. Inspite of the
Tact that the Arts student teachers do not view +themselves

favourably on these two factors of creative orientations they
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have their undoubted merit in that they can produce objects,
models, stories, plays, poems and other literary compositions.
There seems 40 be some sort of corroborative evidence of the
radicalism and self-sufficiency of Science teachers in their
significantly higher mean on Q) and Q, of the Cattell's
Sixteen Personality Factor Ouestionnasire discussed eailier.
It may}be noted that‘higher Q persons are more radical,
ézperimenting, analytical and free thinking. They "express more
interest in Science than religipn, in more analytical +thought,"
(Cattell, Handbook, p.104). LAgain high Q, Persons -are self=-
sufficient, rescurceful aﬁd, what is wmore important, prefer
their own decisions. They are no committee men but prefer to
Work alone. Therefore, the creative orientations of the Science
student teachers and Arts student teachers are as they should
be. The Arts student teachers have a favourable edge on the
factor of Artistry and it seems that Arts gubjects have made
them proficient in expressing a desire in writing stories,
Plays, producing models and +the like. But a cardinal point
that needs sttention is that both the growps do not differ at
all in the creative potential of Initiative (Factor II of SAM),
which enables a person to make his potential, actual. l
Science student teachers as compared to Commerce
student teachers have higher intellectual curiosity, enjoy
challengiﬁg tasks with imagination, do not want %o be routine
bound and like reconstructing things and ideas to form something
different. Again, they prefer to work alone rather than in

groups, see themselves as eccentric and are critical of others,
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Prepared 4o work for long hours without getting tired. In
cagse intellectuality and individuslity are considered by far
the most important characteristics of the creative potential
than the poverty of Commerce student teachers on these two
orientations may, perhaps, be due to "herediatry reasons,
experience from birth %o adolescence,Ainfluence within the
home, at school snd college or in the fastnesses in their
minds, " (Hudson, 1976), or alternatively this marked deficit
nay be'due, perhaps, %o their low socio-economic status from
which the Commerce student teachers generally hail. If
differential socio-economic status implies differential
cultural opportunities then the deficit of the Commerce student
Yeachers in these 4wo orientation may, Perhaps, be due +o +this
reason as shown by Ogletree and Uglaki (1973).

The Commerce student teachers as agéinst Arts student
teachers possess self-confidence in matching talents against
others, are resourceful, versatile and willing to take risks
and excel in organisational ability. The Arts student teachers
on the other hgnd have favourably viewed themselves on Artistry:
production of stories, plays, literary pileces and objects etc.,
etc. A reference to Table 14 clearly shows that the Commerce
student teachers are in possession of C+, H+, L~, and M- factor
Pattern on the Cattell's g;&iaen__ﬁxs9nal“ix_EamiQm_Q_ﬁaiiQnaa;na
as compared to Arts student teachers. A high G person is
emotionally mature, unruffled and faces reality calmly; a high
H person is adventurous (Parmia), while a high I person is

dogmatic, dwelling upon frugstrations and irritable. But along
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with it a high M person is more interested in art, theory,
basic beliefs and sbsorbed in ideas, Cattell (Handbook, p.98).
The Arts student teachers, it may be noted ha%é L+ and M+ as.
compared to Commerce students teachers. The results of
Commerce student teachers and Arts student teachers, as
symbolized by the two ingtrument 16 PF agnd SAM on the two
creative orientations seem to be coméiementary, at least for

these two samples and under the conditions of this study.



-264~

SECTION G

TEACHERS AND STUDENT TEACHERS :
A-COMPARISON OF CREATIVE POTENTIAL

Creativity has long been considered the highest form
of mental functioning and human achievement ($tiles, 1970).
But the field of creativity functioning has received practically
écant atfention on the part of those responsible for guiding
the destinies of children in and outside the clagssroom. The
teachers no less than the parents are averse to recognize the
great potentislities lodged in the children that awgit =2
release. It is not creativity that rules but conformity that
holds +the supreme position. But the truth is that the creative
mind is unafrsid of the unkno%n, such a frame of mind instead
tolerates and welcomes the unfamilisr as a source of opportunity
and ingpiration. In fact as far as creativity is concerned,
teaching and learning are closely interrelated -~ Crgtive teachers
performance tends to stimulate creative learning with the result
that both teachers and students expand potentialities for
creativity (S+tiles, 1970). It would be, therefore, fruitful
to see 10 what extant a sample of inservice teachers aznd
student teachers possess this great potential and whether there
are any similarities or dissimilarities in the various creative
orientations between +the two groups as measured by a mezssure

of creativity : here Khatena's Something About Myself (SAM).
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Briefly an attempt would be made in this section
to presenf evidence relating to one significant question
Are there any significant differences between the inservicé
teachers and student teachers of the various fields, viz.,

Science, Arts and Commerce, on a measure of Creativity?

Bank Order of Cresative Potential
of Meachers and Student Teachers

In order to make a quick and superficial comparison

of the to%al gample of inservice teachers; Science teachers and
Science student teachers; Commerce teachers and Commerce student
teachers; and Arts teachers and Arts student teachers with each
other, an attempt was made to rank all the six creative orienta-
tions (factors) (SAM) from highest to lowest for each group of
the above groups on %he basis of the mean scores of the various
factors. The relative pogition of different factors thus

obtained sre presented in Table 48 through 51.

Table 48, where the rank order of the six factors of
SAM have been presented, revéaled that while thé total teachers
have given first rank %o factor IV (Intellectuality) the total
student teachers group has given éeéond rank to thié factor of
Intellectuality. Factor III (Self-Strength) has been ranked
first by the student iteachers but second by the teachers. Both
the teachers and student teachers have uniformly awarded third

renk to Factor I (Environmental Sensitivity), fourth rank to
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Table 48

Rank of SAM Factors for Total Teachers

and Total Student Teachers

Rank Factor Teachers Factor Student

. (N=180) Teachers

. (N= 180)
I IV (5.16) III (5.77)
II IIT (2.87) v (5.61)
111 I (3.16) I (5.213
v v (2.78) v (3.34)
7 11 (2.17) 11 (2.04)
VI VI (2.03) VI (1.93)

Mable
Rank Order of SAM Factors for Science
Teachers and Science Student Teachers

Rank Factor Science Factor Science
Teachers S+tudent

(N = 60) Teachers

_ ) (N = 60)
I IV (6.%0) v (6.94)
IT 111 (5.03) III (6.65)
III v (3.01) I (5.4%)
IV I (%.00) v (%.86)
v IT (1.73) II (1.87)
VI (1.53)

VI (1.57)

Vi

v
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Table 50

Rank Order of SAM Factors for Commerce
Teachers and Commerce Student Teachers

Rank Factor ‘Commerce Factor Commerce

. Teachers . Student

(N = 60) Teachers

) ) (N = 60)
I IIT (5.20) IIT (6.10)
II v (4.76) I (5.44)
111 I (%3.20) v (5.10)
v v (2.86) v (3.14)
v IT (2.00) II (1.97)
VI VI (1.57) VI (1.37)

Teble 51

Rank Order for SAM Faoctors for Arts
Teachers and Arts Student Teachers

Rank Factor Arits Factor Arts
T Taeschers S+udent
(N = 60) Teachers
(N = 60)
I Iv (4.70) I (5.055
11 III (4.63) Iv (4.9%)
111 I (3.14) 11T (4.77)
v VI (2.34) v (3.0%)
v 7 (2.27) VI (2.20)

VI 11 (2.24) 1T (1.64)
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Factor V (Individuality), fifth rank to Factor II (Initiative)
and sixth rank to Factof VI (Artistry). In short éxcept a "
slight deviation in factor III (Self-Strength) and Factor IV
(Intellectuality) there is perféct agreement éetWeen the two
groups (teachers and student teachers) in ranking Factor I
(Environmental Sensitivity), Factor II (Initiative), Factor V

(Individuality) and Factor VI (Artistry).
cienc cher d Scienc U - Teacher

In Table 49 are presented the rank order resulis, of
the six factors of SAM, on the part of the Science teachers and
Science student teachers. An ingpection of this Table revealed
that both the teachers and student teachers hsove uniformly
ranked factors IV (Intellectuality) and Factor III (Self-
Strength) as first‘énd second, respecitively. The teachers have
awarded third rank to Factor V (Individuslity) but the student
teachers have awarded it the fourth rank. The <teachers have
awarded fourth rank to Factor I (Environmental Sensitivity) but
the student teachers have given it third rank. Factor Il
(Initiative) hag been ranked uniformly fifth by the teachers
and student teachers and Factor VI (Artistry) has given sixth

rank by both the teachers.and students .
Co c cher nd_Commerc v 1 Teachers

The resulits of the rank order of the six factorg of
SAM for Commerce teachers and Commerce gstudent teachers are

pregented in Tgble 50. It is evident from the Table thet
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Factor III (Self-8trength) has been given the first rank by
the Commefcé teachers and Commerce student teachers. While
Factor IV (Intellecﬁuality) has been ranked second by the
Commerce teachers, the Commerce student teachers have ranked

it third. Factor I (Environmental Sensitivity) has been ranked
third by Commerce teachers but the Commerce stﬁdent teachers
have given it second rank. There is a great agreement between
the ranking of Factor V (Individuality), Factor II (Initiative)
and Factor VI (Artistry) between the Commerce teachers and ’
Gommérce stﬁdeﬁt teachefs. Both teachers and student teachers

have ranked them as fourth, fifth and sixth.
r ch f k¥ cher

In Table 51 are presentgd the ranking of the gix
factors of SAM on +the part of Arts‘teachers and Arts student
teachers. An inspection of the Table revealed that while Arts
teachers have awarded firs+t rank to factor IV (Intellectuality),
the Arts student teachers have awarded it the second ramk.
Factor III (Self—Strength) has been given second rank by the
teachers and fourth rank Ey the students. Factor I (Environ-
mental Sensitivity) has been ranked third by Gommerce teachers
but firs+t by the sfudent teachers. TFactor VI (Artistry) has
received fourth rank at the hands of Commerce teachers but
fifth at the hands of student teachers. Factor V (Individuality)
has been ranked fifth and fourth by the Gommerce teachers and ﬁ
student teachers resvectively. DBoth the teachers a=nd student

teachers have ranked factor II ( Initiative ) as the sixth.
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(ii) ~ Next an attempt was made to find out the rank order
6orfelation between the six factors of Something pbout Myself
(SAM) for the four groups of total’teacgers and total student
%eacﬁers, Science teachers and Science student teachers,
Commerce teachers and Commerce student teachers, and Arts
teachers and Arits student teachers. As already noted above
the ranking was done on the magnitude of the raw scores means.
The rank correlation was done for the four groups taking two

at a time. Rhos for different groups sre presented in Table 52.

Table 52

Rank Order Correlation Between the Four Groups on SAM

3 .No. Groups compared rho P
1. Total Teachers and Total Student

Teachers 0.940 .01
2. Science Teachers and Science

Student Teachers 0.940 .01
3 Commerce Teachers and Commerce

Student Teachers 0.940 .01
4, Arts Teachers and Arts Student

Teachers 0.770 N3

A study of the above Table clearly indicates that
there is a substantial agreement between the ranking of the six
factors of Something About Myself (SAM) between total teachers
and total student teachers, between Science teschers and Science
student teachers, between Commerce teachers and Commerce
student teachers while no such phenomegon is evident in the

cagse of Arts iteachers and Arts student teachers.
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Compariscon of Teschers snd Student Teschers

It would be recalled that the creativity instrument

Something About Myself was administered on 180 inservice

teachers and 180 student teachers belonging to the three fields

of Bcience, Arits and Commerce. Bach group had 60 members. The

comparigson of all the teachers and all the student teachers Was—

done irrespective of subject specialisation.

Accordingly, the

comparison for the two groups was done by using the 4 test for

samples of equal size (CGuilford, 1958). The results of the

means, Standard Deviations, and 4 ratios are presented in

Table 53,

Table 53

Summary of Means, Standard Devistions and 1 ratio of
Total Teachers and Total Student Teachers on SAM

Factor MTotal Teachers Total Student

Teachers - ki) P
(N_= 180) (¥ = 180)
Mean S.D. Mean  8.L.
I %.16 1.61 5.21 1.02 1.50 14.43 DBeyond .01
It 2.17 1.39 2.04 1.30 1.14 0.86 ~ NS
I1I 4,87 2.16 5.77 2.24 1.0 3.88 Beyond .01
Iv- 5.16 2.39 5.61 2.26 1.07 1.86 =~ NS
v 2.78 1.56 %34 1.60 1.05 %2.41 Beyond .01
Vi 2.03% 1.31 1.93 1.22 1.15 0.75 NS
Total 24,68 4.34 2757 5.99 1.18 6.59 Beyond .01




YA

An inspection of the Table under reference revealed
that the two groups of inservice teachers and student teachers
differed on three factors of the creativity instrument : SAM.
There Was a significant difference in the total scores of the
scale in favour of the student teachers. The factors on which
differences were noticed were : Factor I (Bnvironmental
Sensitivity), Factor III (Self-Strength), and Factor V
(Individuslity ). "

. More épecificélly the following conclusions can be

arrived at from the Table under reference :

1. The student +teachers are more environmentally
sensitive than inservice teachers.

2e The student teachers hagve more self-strength
than inservice teachers.

3 The student teachers have more individuality
' than inservice teachers.

4. The student teachers have an over all significant
edge over the inservice teachers in creative
potential.

The raw score means of Something About Myself were
plotted in Figure XV. The graphical representation of the
dgta, as shown here cléarly demonstrates an overlapping of
the SAM factors where there were no significant t differences.
Contrary to this there were sharp differences reflected in the
curves where there were significant % differences. This
representation thus lends further support to the results

arrived at.
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Walter (1957) observes that "the social situation
surrounding the practice of any occupétion is set to inflict
upon the individusl whose occupational behagviour is eccentric
certain shocks, or trsuma.”" PFrom this it is, perhaps right
to generalize that these sﬁocks or penglties or compulsions
are the means of enforecing conformity to social/occupational
codes. The inservice teachers over the years have, because
of the préssures and perhaps shocks, developed a personality
configuration to which the new recruits, wﬁatever their
qualities, have not been as yet exposed. They do not as yet
know how %0 teach though they may, of course, know what to
teach. The student teachers, in short, are ready +to teach but
not yet formed by teaching itself. It is not, therefore,
untenable to conclude from the above observations that the
ingervice teachers and student teachers would present dissimiler
responses t0 a measure of personality or creative orientations,
unique to themselves.

The conclugiong presented above hove demonstrated that
the inservice teachérs snd student teachers differ on the three
of the six factors (fifty percent) of the SAM used in this .study.
I+% is obvious that %here are no significant differences between
the teachers and student teachers on the factors of Initiative,
Individuality and Artistry but it is the student teachers who
score significantly moxé than the teachers on the factors of

environmental sensitivity, self-strength and individusglity.
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Besides, the student teachers have a significantly higher mean
En the total creativity scale than the inservice +teachers.

1+t would mean that the student teachers are open to
the ideas of others, sre interested in the beautiful and
humorous aspects of experienpe and have gsensitivity o meaning-
ful relations. Again, the student teachers~possess self-
confidence, are resourceful, versatile and willing to take risks,
and have a2 desire 10 excel in organisational gbility. Lastly
they prefer +o0 work alone rather than in groups, see themselves
as self-starters, are eccentric and critical of others. They
think for themselves and are prepared to work for long hours
without getting tired. Overall the student teachers are more
creative also. The teachers thus suffer a marked deficit and
infirmity in these cresgtive orientations.4

" The main reason responsible for these results is,
Perhaps, the lack of teaching experience on the part of the
young student teachers. I+t is not improbable that the inservice
teachers once upon s time.- at the time of their entersnce to
the teaching profession -~ had their unique creative orientations
which under ingtitutional pressures rusted, perhaps, corroded.

The schools, it has been pointed out by Perry (1969)
consider the teacher education programmes as damaging becausé
they are irrelevant. He, therefore, argues that the young
teachers, having been ‘'inefficiently' trained at college in
some aspects of teaohiﬁg and not at éll in others, enters =
second training system when he becomes g full +time teacher, a

training system which although not congciously planned is
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nonetheless highly ‘efficient'. Perry (1969) comments that
both the goals and the training methods, are of the same type
as those involved in training for a craft such as carpentry.
The training colleges, on the other hand emphasise qualities
such as openmindedness, self-criticism, roboust optimism that
enables one to rush into the difficult and the unfamiliar
sitvations, pessimism that makes one to analyze a Problem with
cool detachment and self-confidence. It is during the "second
training" that the creative orientation receive a crippling
blow. Wﬁo knows what will the future write upon these student
teachers once they take to teaching as a lifelong career.
Besides Gowan (1955) who has carried several investi-
gations with K scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (MMPI) with teachers has suggzested that it (MMPI)
indicates "some degree of social anxiety overlaid with reasction
formation in which emphasgis is directed towards control of self
and adapbation to the needs and demands of others." "Thus
teachers in general," write Morrison and McIntyre (1973), "may
be more inclined thaﬁ mogst to behave in conformity with‘social
pressures Wwhich they eXperience.” The gocial pressures under
an authoritarian and dogmatic Inéian gocial gystem, where the
teachers have to scumb, leaves hardly any scope for creativity
and originality. ZFremium is put on conformity and subordination
in the educational institutions as argued by Raina (1978). The
young student teachers are singularly free from such social

Pressures as yet. But how long?
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Comparigon of the Crestive Potentisl
of Teachers and Student Teachers
Belonging %o Different Teasching Fields

"There is in no case complete consistency," writes
Waller (1§67), " but there is a sufficiently heavy éggregation
of one éort éf personglity type in a given profession to Justify
the sssumption of a selectivity affecting the composition of
the professional populgtion." PFrom this it would, perhaps
follow that between those who are already in the profession gnd
those who are yet to enter the profession there are significant
differences in the various parameters that constitute the
professional personslity configuration or type. One important
point that needs attention, but has received little, are the
differences between the subject specialisation gnd the heavy
cultursl / institutionsl differences between the Veteran
teachers and the novices who are yet to take to the teaching as
a life occupation. In case the observebtions are deemed tensble
than +there may, perhéps, be differences in the creative orienta~-
tions of the inservice teachers and student teachers belonging
0 the three fields of subject gpecizlisation, Science, Arts
and Commerce +taken up for study here.

The purpose of this sub-gection, more gpecifically,
ig to find evidence relating to the question : What is the
eXtent or agreement / disagreement of the teachers and student
teachers of different subject specislisastions on a measure of

creative orientations : Khatena's Something About Myself (SAM)?
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It would be recalled that Something About Myself (SAM)
was administered to 180 inservice teachers and 180 student( .
teachers belonging to Science, Commerce and Arts subjects. Bach
group of +teachers and student teachers congisted of 60 gubjects
each. The means, stsndard deviations and 1 ratios are presented

in Tables 54, 55 and 56.

Table 54

Svmmary of Means, Standard Devigtions and 1 ratios for
Science Teachers snd Science Student Teachers on SAM

Fgoector 9Ycience Teachers Science Student

(N = 60) Te?ﬁhir%o) E ; .
Moan 5.0, Tean  S.D.

I 3,00 1.74  5.4%  1.36 1.64 8.38 Beyond .OI
II 1.7% 1,43  1.87  1.61 1.27 0.48 IS
III 5,03 1.96  6.65  1.84 1.14 4.71 Beyond .01
IV 6.30 2.49  6.94  1.77 1.98 1.60 NS
v 3,00 1.73  3.86  1.73 1.00 2.69 Beyond .Of
VI 1.57 1.23  1.53  1.34 1.19 0.16 NS
Total  24.68 4.49  27.70  3.75 1.4% 3%.99 Beyond .Of

Contd.
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Table 55

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and i ratios for
Commerce Teachers and Commerce Student Teachers on SAM

Foctor Commerce Teachers Commerce Student

. Teachers ‘ ¥ e P
(N = 60) (N = 60) .
Mean SADO Mean g.D.
I 3.20 1.78 5.44  1.12 2.53 8.62 Beyond .01
11 2.00 1.62 1.97 1.50 1.16 0.0%3 NS
III 5.20 2.1% 6.10 2.08 1.05 2.31 .05
v 4,76 2.24 5.10 2.42 1.17 0.81 NS
v 2.86 1.84 3.14 1.34 1.89 0.88 NS
VI 1.57 1.54 1.37 1.28 1.45 0.77 NS
Total  24.43 4.14 26.25 %.95 1.10 2.46 .05
Table 56

Summary of Means, standard Deviations and % ratios
for Arts Teachers and Arts Student Meachers on SAM

Fgetor Arts Teachers Arts Student

Teachers E t P
(N_= 60) (N = 60)
Mean S.D. Mean 8.D.
I 3.14 1.74 5.50 1.14 2.34 9.08 Beyond .01
1T 2.24 1.61 1.64 1.54 1.09 0.67 S
IIT 4,63  2.51 4,77 2.49 1.02 0.30 NS
v 4,70 2.18 4.9% 2.19 1.00 0.58 NS
v 2.27  1.56 3.0%5 1.78  1.30 2.5 .05
VI 2.34 1.7% 2.20  1.46 1.40 0.70 NS

Totel 24.92 4.4  28.77 3.92 1.28 5.05 Beyond .01
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Inspection of Table 54 indicated that Science teachers
and Science student teachers vwere significantly different on
the six factors measured by SAM. They were factor I (Environ=-
mental Sensitivity), Factor III (Self-Strength) and Factor V
(Individuality). ‘

' It is evident from Table 55 that Commerce teachers and
Commerce student teachers differed significantly on two factors:
Factor I (Environmenial Sensitivity) and Factor III (Self-~
Strength). '

‘A study of Table 56 again revealed that the Arts
teachers and student teachers differed on two factofs. They
were : Factor I (Environmental Sensitivity) and Factor V
(Individuality). ‘

Again it was evident from Tables 54, 55, and 56 that
the teachers uniformly are significantly different from the
student teachers on the total creative orientations (50 items)
of the SAM.

More specifically, the following conclugions can be

drgwn from the Tables under reference 3

(a) Science Teachers and Science S8tudent Teachers

’ 1. Science student teachers are more environmentally
sengitive than inservice teachers.

2. BScience student teachers have more gelf-strength
than Science inservice teachers.

%. Science student. teachers have more individuality
than Science inservice teachers.
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(p) Commerce Teachers and Commerce Student Teachers
1. Commerce student teachers are more environmentally
sensitive than inservice Commerce teachers.
2. Commerce student teachers are more environmentally
sensitive than inservice Commerce teachers.
3. Commerce student teachers have more self-~gtrength
than inservice Commerce teachers.

(c) Arts Teachers and Arts Student Teachers

1. Arts student teachers are more environmentally

sengitive than Art inservice teachers.

2. Arts student teachers hagve more individuality

than Arts inservice teachers.

The student teachers of g1l the three specialities
(Science, Arts and Commerce) score significantly higher mean
scores on the 50 items creativity measure - 80 hin bou
Myself (SAM), +han the inservice teachers.

The raw score means of Something About Myself (SAM)
were plotted in Figures XVI, XVII and ZVIII. The graphical
representation of the data, as shown here, clearly demonsitrate
an overlapping of the SAM factors where there were no signifi-
cant £ differences. Contrary to this there were sharp
differences reflected in the curves where there vere signifi-
cant 3 differences. This representation thus, lends further

support to the resulbds arrived at.
isc io
The importance of creative potential and its actusliza~-

tion carnot be minimized because, "the urge to cresite is one

with the urge for self—expressiOn,“ (Harold Rugg). The teachers
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and prospective teachers play a significant role in shaping
the destiny of a country in her classroom. Creative potential
in this study is based on the rationale that it is "reflected
in the personality characteristics of the individusl, in the
Way he thinks or the kind of thinking strategies he employs,
and in the products that emerge as a result of his creative
strivings" (Khatena, Manual, 1971).

éhé“results arrived at in this study have demons trated
that all the inservice teachers irrespective of gubject specia-
lisations, are significantly less creative as compared to the
student teachers. The reason paritly for this phenomenon, as
pointed out by Drake (1961), is that with the institutionaliza-
tion of education a Certaiﬁ amount of restriction may have
curtailed the %teachers' freedom "to seek truth wherever he ﬁay
find it." Partly the explanation may be due to the creeping
authoritérianism and dogmatism of teachers who have 40 reflect
the social ethos which is, t0 say the least, authoritarian
preventing freedom or what Riesman (1955) called "gutonomy" or
what Fromm (1947) called "spontaneify." The phenomenon can be
explained, perhaps, better in the speculation of Soderbergh
(1964 )  Yand we camnnot deny that there is abundant evidence to
support the suspicion that arteries znd opinions hardens pari
Passu." The inservice teachers are experienced aged men while
the student teachers arve novices, yet to make a beginning in
the profession.

Be that as it may, the implications are not flattering.

Can pupils in the classrooms develop their creative potentisl
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under the supervision of the teachers who themselves are not
in possession of a favourable creative perception? And what
guarantee is there that the student teachers would not be
discouraged to teach creatively once they enter +the teaching
profession. Can the nevw entrant dare/to gwWwim ggainst +the
current? And if the did, would they be not elbowed out at the
earliest opportunity because they "breathed" curiosity and
originality in the classrooms. Will they not be fired for not
teaching the "fundamentals", like the teacher encountered by
Steinbeck (1955). '

] The seéond result arrived at was that Science, Commerce
and Arts student teachers are uniformly more environmentally
gsensitive as compared to Science, Commerce and Arts Inservice
teachers. It would mean that the student teachers of all the
‘specializations gre more open to the ideas of others, relate
ideas +to what can be seen, touched or heard, are interested in
the beautiful and humorous aspect of eXperience and have
sensitivity to the meaningful relations azs compared to the
ingservice %teachers. The Science and Commerce student teachers
have more of self-gtrength as compared +to inservice Science and
Commerce teachers. The picture that would argue 1s that these
student teachers are self-confident,; resourceful, versatile,
willing to take risks with a desire 10 excell in organizational
abili%ies. The Science and Arts student teachers aéain, have
more of individuality and prefer to work alone rather than in

groups, see themselves as self-starters, are critical of others
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and think for themselves. They are prepared +to work for long
hours without getting tired, as compared to Science and Arits
ingservice teachers.

1t is satisfying that all the student teachers are
prepared to have "an open mind, receptive to new ideas and not
confined within the prison walls of out-moded customs, tradi-
tions and beliefs" KReport of the Secondary Education Commission,
1953). Such g frémé of mind will not only tolerate dissent but
encoﬁrage dissent also. But an important point to note is that
Teceptivity to the ideas of the others (openness to the ideas
of the others) must be accompanied by iﬁdependence of judgement
or else the individugl would be at the receiving end without
contributing anything unique and original. The Science and
Commerce student teachers are not doubting souls but can Peel
ahead with self confidence and as youngmen they are ready %o
take 'calculated risks.' .
ﬂ The Science ané Arts student teachers are not group
devendent but self-sufficient, %ith a Capacity to criticise and
not easily fatigued. They have a high energy level. "But what
ig more important," writes MacKinnon (1960), "for their
(creative individuéls) creative accomplishﬁents is the persis-
Yent high level of energy with which they work. And this secems
Possible because, thelir work is aglso their play. They do not
need to retreat from the work 40 be refreshed but find refresh-
ment and recreations for themselves in it." The inservice
Science and Arts teachers suffer a marked deficit in this

direction and the consequence need not be emphasized.



