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ABSTRACT
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ranagement was associated with an internal locus of contrel and
cpenness to-new ideas for the education majors. This study has
demonstrated that exper;enced classroom teachers and teacher
education majcrs approach student misbehavior in very similar ways.
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for the ‘education majors. Detailed analyses of these results and
suggestions fcr future research are provided. (Author/CJd)
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Abstract

Classrcom management styles of 158 experienced teachers and 155

. s = s _ . § . . 1 ’ _
education majors were examined using a questionnaire based on the

induction-sensitization paradligm off socialization. WNo significant

differences between the two groups were indicated; however, significant

gender differences were noted with the females of both groups displaying
a more inductive style of classroom management as compared to the males.
The results of four personality measures indicated that the inductive

appreoach to management was associated with an internal locus of control
d

cpernness to new ideas for the education majors. Detailed analyses

of these results and suggestions for future research are drovided.
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Classroom Management Styles and Personality Variables of

Teachers and Education Majors: Similarities and Differences

'Eiassroam management is a frequently discussed concept but one that
researchers have ignored to a great extent (Brophy and Putnam, 1979).
Although teacher effec£iveness has been the focus of many research studies
and several recent reviews (Brophy, 1979: Brophy and Putnam, 1979; Gage, 1978;
Good, 1979) have attempted a synthesis of their results, a teacher's overall
stylie of classr@om:management hasinct been addressed. The majority of these
research studies have emphésized differences in specifie, observable behaviors
between more effective teachers and less effective teachers (in terms of
student achie@ement gains)‘with little attéﬂtian to the individual's overall
approach to classraém béhaviér.

Smith (1978a) emphasized the role of the teacher as a socializing
agent and proposed a model of teaching based on the iﬂduction—52ﬂsitizatian
paradigm of parental Séciaiizaticn developed by Aronfreed (1965). A
questionnaire which assesses the teacher's style of socialization was
develapéd_and validated through classroom observation. The research verified
two distinct styles of classroom management. The inductive style was chardcter-
ized by an emphasis on the child's role and responsibility in behavioral
situations, the use of positive reinforcement, the ignoring of inappropriate
behavior (whénever possible), and techniques to facilitatevthe development
of ;ntérnal controls over behavior. The sensitizing style was‘distinguished
by little attention to the child's motives or responsibilities in the behavioral
situation, an emphasis on the punishment of misbehavior, the ignoring of

appropriate behavior and a reliance on external control of behavior (Smith,
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1977, 1373a). These styles of soclalization are cutlined in greater detall

in Table 1.

Insert Tatle 1 about here

Research with this model (Smith, 1978a) has demonstrated that classroom
teachers were more sensitizing in their response to male students and in

resolving aggressive and dependent behaviors. Recent research (Smith, 1980)
confirmed these results and iadicated that male teachers were more sensitizing
in response to students (especially males) than female teachers.

The source of an individual's soeialization style has not been conclusively
established. One study (Smith, 1978a) indicated that special education
teachers were significantly more inductive than regular classroom teachers.
Learning disabilities teachers were found to be significantly more inductive
than experienced, regular classroom teachers (Smith and Beattiej 1980). ‘In
~addition, Smith (1980) demonstrated that advanced graduate students in school
psychology were *ignificaﬁt;y more inductive than regular classroom teachers.
Differences in training may be ;esponsible for the difference in socialization
style. If training is a key component in approach to classroom management,
undergraduate education majéréb(who are just beginning their training) and
experienced, regular classroom teachers may differ iﬁ their approach to
classroom management.

‘An additional variable that may relate to classroom management style is
one's persanélity. Frequently researched personality variables 4nd ones
that may relate to socialization style include locus of control,” dogmatism,

Machiavelllanism and anxiety. Locus of control refers to the degree to which

&}
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individuals attributé reinforcement to their own behavior or to cire umgtances
beyond their control (Rotter, 19¢0); dogmatism represerits the openness of

individuals to new beliefs or information {Rokeach, 1960); Machiavellianism

L]

- refers to the tendency of individuals to manipulate others in interpersonal

iy

gltuations (Christie'and Geis, 1968); while anxiety has been described a
both a state, a'traﬂsitary condition; and a trait, a more pervasive or

generalized condition {Spielberger, Gorsuch and Lushene, 1970).

The relationship of personality variables to isolated teaching behaviors
and to certain characteristics of undergraduate education majors has been

examined in a nurber of studies. Porter and Cohern (1977) found that teachers

tephens

with an internal locus of control produced higher achieving students.

‘[u

(1972) suggested that many teaching techniques weré oriented toward the develop-
ment of internal control. Mittag (1978) attempted to relate dogmatism and
attitudes toward disaipline to choice of grade level among female teacher
'édﬁcation majors; Ahmuda (1977) derived norms for the Méchiave@lianism Scale V

from a group of education majors; and Biggers (1977) discovered that low

scorers on a Machiavellianism scale received hlghé“ ratings by their super-
vising teachers on nine of 25 scale However, studies relating these

personality variables to overall style of classroom management could not be
located.

Therefore, the purposes of the present study were (1) to examine approaches
of teacher education majors and experienced, regular classroom teachers to
classroom misbehavior; (2) to compare the two groups on selected personality

variables (locus of control, Machiavelliaﬁiém, dogmatism, state-trait arxiety);

and (3) to examine the relationship of classroom management style to these

personality varlables using the model of teaching proposed by umlth (}977, 1978a).
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Method 7
Subjects. The subjects for this study consisted of 155 teacher education
majors at a university in the Midwest and 152 elementary level, regular class-

room teachers from the same geographical area. The teacher education majors
consisted of students beginning their professional training in teaching. On
the basis of studies previously cited studehts planning to pursue special

education téé%niﬂg were not included in-the sample. The teachers represented
- urban, rural and suburban schools in and around the Minnéap@lis=5£i Pa;lAarea!

Mean ages were 21.5 years for the education majors and 36.5 years fér
the teachers. The classroom teachers' level of téaching experience ranged
. from one year to 52 years with a mean of ibi4.yearsi The teacher education
majors consisted of 50 males and 105 females, whereas the ﬁeaehers consisted
of 30 males anﬁ 128 females. All subjects were asked to participate voluntarily
in the study. Tﬁe nonparticipation rate was minimal.

Procedure. Data for the study were collected during the winter and
spring of 1980. Each :esearch participant completed the Classroom Management
Questionnaire CSmith;,Note 1) followed by one of four randomly assigned
personality inventories: MSgEiavellianism Scale V (Christie and Geis, 1970);
Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (Rokéach; 1960); Internal-External Locus of Control
Scale (Rotter, 1966); and State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (SpiélbergEf;aGﬂ?SQGh
and Lushene, 1970). All instruments were administered according to their
published instruetions, |

The Clazsrocm Llanagement Questionnaire (CMQ) assesses an individual's
style of socialization through the ;se of 36 forced choice items involving 18
male and 13 female studgﬁts engaged in dependent, aggressive and academic

behaviors. The CMQ consists of male and female subscales with 18 items each

T

;
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a3 well as aggressive, dependent and academic subscales with 12 itens each

=

composed

i

(six with male students and six with feﬁale étudéngs)i ‘Each item is
of a behav1afal si;uagigﬂ aﬁd!twa alterna?ives for resolving the situation.
One alternatlve represents a sensitizing ;ppfcach and the other represents
an inductive gﬁbfga?h Tnductive fespansgs are scored positively.

Test-retest rellablllty for the CMQ was reported at 0.85 and tﬁé Kuder-
Eichéfd;on prauedure ylEldEd an internal consistency esti@pie of 0.76 (Smith,

s

19777. Valiéatian.gf the CMQ tbrcugh “direct classroom observation of gfaups
of teachers scoring one standard deviation abgve;and beléw the- mean on the.
oM wés accomplished by using thé;Flanéérs inteiaatign Analysis Categories
System. Statistically siggificant differences in teacher behavior, cgnsistegt
with the induc@i@ngseﬁsitgéation model, were réveale and are discussed in
" detail by Smith (1978b).

The Christie-Geis Machiave ll“anlsm Scale V measures the tendency to
manipulate others through the use of 20 items with which th% individual
aé;ees or disagrees.

The Rokeach Dogmatism Scale measures the extent to which a person's mind
is open or closed to new alternatives or ideas through the use of %tems with
whieh the individual agfées or disesgrees, |

g
The Internal- External Locus of Control Scale measures generalized

expectancy for internal or external control through use of forced choice
ltems.

The State=Trait Aﬂxietj Inventory measures state anxiety and trait
anxlety throurh the use of separate self-report scales.
Resg;ﬁs
Qne§wayégNDVAs were performed on the inventory results with participant

group (education major or teaéher) as the independent variable and scores on

o
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the inventéries as the dependent variables. Within group ANOVAs were dompleted

for each gr@uﬁVwith:gender as the independent variable. Pearson product-moment

correlations between-the CMQ total scafe,aﬁd the personality measures were
- N rst - R . ® * P
- |

! ) N 3 = =
computed for each grodp. Significance

=

evels were set at .05 for all analyses

- with the exception of the subscales of the CMQ in which .JL significance levels

i

were used. This was done in order to minimize the possibilities of Type I

errors as .a result of the large number of significance tests.

=
Results indicated no significant differences vetween the-.experienced

—

~ classroom teachers and the teacher education majors in overall styles of

classroom management, response to dependent and academic behaviors or in '
response to the behaviors of male and female students. A trend, F (1,311) =
4.23; géf .DA, was noted in approach to aggressive behavior with the teachers
displaying a more iﬁdqcti;e style. These results are presented in Table 2.

Insert Table 2 about here
- s .

Significant gender differences on the CMQ and its subscales wepe
indicated for both grours. For the teachers significant differences were

noted in approach to male students with F (1,156) = 7.90 and p < .006 and

strong trends were present in response to dependent behavior with F (1,1%56)

< ,07.

2.85 and p < .09 and on the Full Scale with F (1,156) = 3.26 and

ro

In all cases female teachers selected inductive techniques more frequently

than males. Detailed results are presented in Table 3.

Insert Table 3 about here

The teacher aducatlon majors displayed cansiderably stronger gender

i
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differences. Si ~nificant differences were noted on the Full Scale with F
(1,153) = 17.63 and p < .001; in response to male students with F (1,153) =

27.00 and p < .00l and female students with F (1,153) = 5.74 and D < .01;

and in resolving dependent behavior with Ef(lQliB) 11.47 and p < .001 and

agzre:

er |

gressive tehavior with ¥ (1,153) = 22.03 and p < .00L. A strong irend was

noted on the academic subscale with F (1,153) = 4.39 and p < .04. In all

o

cases female education majors selected inductive techniques more frequently

than males. Detailed results are presented in Table 4.

the experienced teachers and the eduzation ﬂagars on the Rokeach Dogmatism

Scale,}i (1,72) = 8.72, p < .005, and trends were indicated on trait anxiety,
F (1;3@) = 3.02, p < .09; and locus of control with F (1,78) = 2.66 and p < .10.

The experienced teachers were less dogmatic, less anxious and exhibited a more

internal locus of control. These results are presented in Table 5.

Insert Table 5 about here

iié There were no significant gender differences for either group on the

personality measures Those results are presented in Tables 6 and 7.

Insert Tables 6 and 7 about here

- Pearson prcduct momﬂnt coffelatlonﬁ betwepn overall style of classroom
management and the personality variables of dogmatismi locus of control,

Machiavelllanism, state anxiety and tralt anxiety were computed for each group.
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Style of classroonm mana?ewent as measured by the CMQ was negatively correlated

= EQ.J’?, D = -QD;S)

H
M

with 1ocus of control (r = -0.25, p < .08) and dogmatism (

s]

fcr the teacher education majors. Thus, the inductive style of manaxement

efs for the teacher education majors. There were no significant

\H'-

of bel
correlations between style of classroom management and the ?érspnality
variables for the experienced teachers. These correlational results are

presented in Table S.

Insert Table 8 about here

=

Classroom manazement stvle. This research has demcrst dted that the

approach to classroom management of experienced teachers and teacher educa ion
majors is remarkably similar. The scores obtained by both groups wefé
consistent with the scores obtained by éxperienced teachers in cher'studiég

; using the CMQ (Smith, 1978a, 1980). .

Although gender differences were present for both groups, they were

=,

: considefé%ly stronger for the education majors. I, all‘%nstan;esj however,
males displayeﬁ»aééare sensitizingjappfaach to classroom management. Préviaus
research (Smith, 1973b) indicated that teachers using this approach to manage-
ment emélayed more;punisﬁment and verba;kreprimands than téachéfs using the
inductive approach. Additionai research (Aronfreasd, 1968; Heffman, 1977) has
3'357 sted that such approaches are largely 1ne£fect1ve in the preventlan of

v

future misbehavior. Consequently, male teachers and education majors may

need additlonal guldance in the development of effec*ive management strategies.

H

L



Since the gender differer es were not as strong for experlerced teachers,

there is a possibility that classroom experience may serve to reduce the use

£

of sensitizing technigques by males. Inspection of the data in Tables 3 and 4

1L

indicates that the scores of female teaéhers and education majors were quite
consistent, while the scores of male teachers were somewhat more inductive
than!£heir undergraduate counterparts. Longitudinal research, however, is
needed to validate thi§,hyp@thesis.

The teacher education majors in this study were just beginning their

Yormal training in teaching and had Eot yet been exposed to instruction in

classraam manaEEPent, and yet‘i§E1r approach to classroom misbehavior did not

[¥]

differ significantly from experienced teachers. It is possible that one's
style of classroom management is not :1gn1flcaitly affected by teacher education
Erainings GOf course, longitudinal research s needed to verify this explanation.
In such research the style of classf@qm management should be assessed upon entry
into traininz programs, at c@mpleticﬁ of training and after receiving experience
in the field. 'Sgcg research is currently béing developed.

The current research does raise the possibility that aﬁ individual's
approach to classroom misbehavior may be dété?mined by factors other than

sroom management techniques. For example, an individual's

\I:ﬂw

training in ¢

E]

style of socialization may be greatly influenced by the childrearing appfcach

5 :
of théegndividual's parents.  Numerous researchers (e.g. Hoffman and Saltzstein,
1967; Aronfreed, 1968; Maccoby and Jacklin, l??é; Cherry and Lewis, 1976)

have documented gender diffefences in regard to disciplinary practices of

parents. Boys are usually déscribed as receiving more physical punishment,
less verbal interaction and lesg affecticn than girls. Ausubél, 5u1liyan and’

Ives (1?80) concluded that several stud, es indieaté that fathers direct more



" the present study suggest that caution be used in’interpreting studie

Iw-“u‘
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vigorous diecipline toward sons th&ﬁ:tewer&fdeughtere and are less-affectionate

e

to sons. These etudies suggest that melee are’ exposed to mere eeneitieing
gtyles of socialization than Females who experlence more inductive appro ehre-

Therefore, male teeehere‘mey edcpt a more sensitizing etyle 6T'eleeeroom

management on the beeie of their own exﬁeriencee.

¥

: Frequently, reeeereh studiés involv;ng teeehere and/or education majors

consist of femele participants only. The geﬂder differences est bliehed in

of

(1]

teacher behavior or classroom management that do not involve both male and-.

female participants.

Personality variables. In the present study the teacher educ on megere

diepleyed a elgnlfleantly greater degree of dogmatism then the exper;eneed

teeehere Prev vious research (Vietor and Dtle, 1978) has euggeeted that

i

dogmet sm in preeer”i ce teachers is “eleted to teacher etudent eeelal dletenee

7 and empheele on subject matter as demonstrated by such teacher behe iors as

leee expression of wermth— less use of peeitive reinforcement and displaying

little enthusiasm,- Another etudy (Reppepert, 1979) using co ge undergraduates

: i ieated thet the dogmatic individuelsie more threatened than the low dogmatic

individual when faced with the need to integrate nev beliefe into their belief

system. Finally, McCann and Hamilton (1978) eone%gded that the higher the

degreevof degmetiemnthe higher was the satisfaction with directive as egpoeedzw

to nendifeetive.inetfuetien in a?eemplerof college uﬁde’g”duetee, -Thr,;'

?beheviorel eerreletee of highly degmatie 1ndividuele are consistent- with key

a

ifdimenelene of the eeneitlzing style of eeeielieatien Cleerly such behev1efe

eould distance the eeeielizing agent - (teecher) frem the learner :deneequeﬁtiy\'

theee individuele ‘would appeer te benefit from etruetured eppreaehee/progreme

[ 5 . - 3 K
s i . = - H
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that provide knowledge and practice in developing more effective interpersonal

skills. These behavioral descriptions also suggest that the dogmatic behavior

could be a result ef anxiety, especially in interpersonal situations. In ‘the
present etedy there Wee a trend for the ﬁeeeher education majors to be'ﬁore-
anxious than the exper rienced classroom teachers as measured by the trait - a
anxiety eeele;

- There was a trend for the experleneed .classroom teachers to be more

interﬂelly eriented on the locus of control measure. The scores for both

, the teachers and the teacher education majors were somewhat higher (more

&
b

external) byt well within the range of reported means for other American

 populations. For example, Rotter (1966) reported student mean scores of 8.2

for males and 8.3 for females; Rethberg (1980) reported mean scores of 8.29

for corporate executives; and MEreldo and Fleehmeler (1 S)Vreierted student

mean scores of 11.4. Studies (e.g, Hart and Libb, 1%77; Pittmen and Pittman,

1979) thet heve divided populations into internal and external groups have

£

eﬂd less as the iﬁt%fﬁel cutoff. Thus, both groups in the current reeeereh

fall eleerly W1thin the average range. Consequently, the practical signifi-

‘cance of the difference in scores may be minimal.

No eighifieent differences were evident between the ‘teacher education

majors end,experieneed elaeeroem teachers on Machiavellianism and state anxiety.

%

The scores obtained by the par i 2ipants in thle study were consistent with

those repcrted by athef euthors on Machiavellianism (Biggers, 1977 .and Ahmuda,

1977) and etete anxiety (Reppepert 1979; Splelberger, Gorsuch and L\ix.;hemaj

1970), end fe 1 in the middle range for theee personality meeeﬁree_

The leek of gendgr differences on the persorality measures for both

a . i

Cesh,

bt
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teachers and education majoré was consistent with previous studi§§=,F under-
graduatértéachef éduéatian majors (e.g. Eiggérs, 1977). However, the-majarity
Dﬂ-sﬁudies examining gender d;fferencés on these personality variables have |
usged undérgraduate populatioﬁs rather than teacher education majcrs;-and
studies with teacher education majors have frequently used female participants

only (€.g. Elmore and Ellett, 1978; Mittag, 1978). Consequently there is a

continuing need to explore this issue with-male and femalenteacﬁggs and

educatién majors.

Classroom management style and personality variables. The correlational

data obtained in the present study were somewhat confusing. For the teacher
education majors classroom management style was negatively correlated with
locus of control (p < .08) and dogmatism (p < .005). An internal 1 ocus of

control énd flexib ity/@penness in belief systems were associated with an
_ iﬁductife approach to classroom management. An external ;ocus of control
and d@gma£ic attitudes were associated with a sensitizing approa h to class=
room management. These results are consistént with,agpreliminary study of
fhese variables (Smith, 1977) and are conceptually cohgruenigé

Althcégh'the directions of co relations for classroom management Stylé
and ﬁersonality measures are thé same for,experieﬁced teachers and education
majors? no significant correlations were obtaine ‘ or the te a’h r-group.
Analysis of the disﬁribution of scores on the CMQ for the teachers and education

majors campletlng the dogmatism scale and the locus-of controi scale reveals
marked differences in the two groups. Al though thé'rangeof scores and mean
scores on the CMQ are similar, the teachers' scores are markedly skeﬁed toward

the higher end of the digpribdtioni (The skewness is éDi342 fof the teachers

‘M

and +0.68 for the edu ga,i n major: campleting the dogma ism-.scale and -0.102

B
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for the teachers and -0.579 for the education majors completing the locus of
control scale)iﬂ This finding along with the relatively small number of subjects
ma§ agc@untifar the failure to establish significant 39rreiations between
elassraomrmanagement style and thé,persanality measures for the teacher group.
It 1is alsa possible that the teacher gréup is not representative o? teachers
in géﬁeral on ‘these personality variables. A review of the literature did not
reveal any studies examining these variables within an experienced, elémentafy
tééchér population, The personality charactefistics of the teacher education
majors were ccnsistent with prev usly reparted studles for such populations.
An alternative explanation for these results is that one's classroom

mAnagement or socialization style is not related to personality variables but

evelops as a result of one's own socialization experiences and/or experience

[ [»M

n

[ =

sing management techniqueg that the individual finds effective. 1t1311y
an individual may ‘select classroom maﬁagem nt s£rategies that are ccnsistent
with one's pETSﬁna;ity chgracteriétics! As the individual gain, exper ienée
in the;classrocm; the§3élée£ioﬁ’;f classroom management techﬁiqﬁes may bé\
iﬂfluénced to a greater degree by environmental factors. The influence of :
fellcﬁ téachérs,.one's own exﬁeriences and(fhe popular lftératufe for teachers;ﬂ(
?7=_ may assume greater roles.,ngt the presenf ti%e:this éxplénation is_iéntétive»f

t does suggest, h@wever, tﬁgt teachérs may not have a consistent, organized

=4

-

- approach to classroom managemEEt when they enter the field.
The correlatlanal fesqlt or the teacher educatlan maJors indi:atE»:
that'thE‘sensitiziﬁg approach to classroom management is associated with
" more externélly oriented and more- dogmatic individuals than the iﬁduﬁtive

approach. In other words, the undergraduate educatiaﬁkmajor who is somewhat

- rigid and lésschen to new ldeas and who attributes success and failure to
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factors that cannot be cantral%éd by the individual is more likely to use the
; sensitizing approach to élassr@émfmanagément.

‘Teacher training

This study suggests £hst male teaehers and undergr ad"tés prefer techniques
that are ﬁare;Eensitizing/punitive;than female teachers. Thé’ghili development
and teacher effectiveness literature indicates that séch approaches are
genéfélly ineffective in p?eventing future misbehaviorg’ Therefore, teacher
training programs should, perhaps, focus additianél attention on ‘this popula-
tion (male teacher education majors), and provide increased apportunities for

préserv1ce teachers to develcp alternatlve appraaches to classroom managément

indicate that sensitizing‘techﬂiques are most likely to be directed toward
boys in the classroom by ma ale t aihérs " Trai ning programs at both the PPE;
service and inservice level could be developed to emphasize;this target group’
through the use of %gtual classrdom incidénts and practice in &evelcging ‘ ;

réalistii;ralternativé:techniqﬁes-for resclutién of 'misbehavior.:

prev1cusly dlscuSSed this study suggests that preservice programs
should con51der additional tralﬂingAin interpersonal skills. Such programs
may be useful in cvercamlng the "d;st, clng behaV1or aSsoclated w1th thé*hlgle:
dogmatic ind;v;dual, In additlon, completlon of suech programs may bolster the
Eanfidénce of preservice teaehérs in interpersanal interactlons and reduée

anxiety level. Singe anxiety may lead to thé adoption of SéﬂSltiEing styles
of classroom management for they focus on the teacher's gontral of the class-
room by emphasizing the role of the teacher nd his @r_her power in the

classr room, a reduction in anxiety may aliow the teacher to consider le s rigid

appraacheg tﬂ the classra@m and Interaect with ﬂtudents ‘on a more individual basis.
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Future research

This study has raised a number of questions that need to be examined in

future étudies, including the stability or change in personality variables and

classroom management siyles of teaehér education majors. A longitudinal study °

=

involving a measure of classroom management style Eﬂd pETsonality measures for
- preservice teachers is gurrently b31ng develeped by the author. Partle p
will be evaluated at the start of their professicnal training, at the time of

graduation and finally, after receiving actual teaching experience. In this
> ‘ ‘
way it will be possible to determine the effect of teacher education training

classroom: management stylé and personal;ty charactéristics_

At the same time the lack of significant correlations between classroom

S

management sty.e and dogmatism and locus ‘of control in experienced teachers

should be further 1nvestlgated with a larger sample of achers. Léngitﬁdinalf

I3

style aﬁd personal;ty wculd also be beneficial.

In discussing the results of this study it was hypothesized that an
individual's qwn SOEiaiiSation experiences ﬁay be an impértant determinant in
wstyie of elaséroom managément. This should be investigated more thoroughly

by examiniﬁg the relatlonshlg of arental soeializat;on style ‘to the SubsequEﬁt

classraam managemEﬁt gtyle ‘of "the iﬁdividualg -

Previaus research (Sm;th and Beattle, lQSD) has 1ndicated that the classe

room managementstyle;of special éducation téaahé's.diffe¢ gnlflgantiy from
the styles of regular édgcati@n_teaghers! Ihere is;a continuing need to invest-’
1gate this differenee The rolé of persanality variablés in selecting an area
of specialty for téachers and education majors shculd be more thgr@ughly

k)

examined. |

b
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In Sumﬁary, the present study has demonstraéed tﬁat experienced classroom
teachers and teacher education majors appr@ach student ﬁisbehavi@r in very
similar waysl ’éender differences, alih@ugh prégent in each group, were
stronger f@; ﬁhe éducatign majors. The roles of pérsanaliﬁy variables“agd

teacher training in the development.of a teacher's socialization style remain

E

unclear and offer a fertile ‘ground for future research.
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INDUCTION/SENSITIZATION: CONCEPTUAL DIFFERENCES
INDUCTION - SENSITIZATION
Definition: style of soclalization that emphasizes © Definitlon: style of soclalization that emphasizes
the student's role in a behavioral situation the specific behavioral situation and utilizes
and facilitates the development of internallzed techniques that "sensitize" the student to the
controls over behavior = ‘ — painful external consequences of misbehavior .
source of internsl orientation to student's control source of external orientation to student's
over behavior | : ‘ ; control over behavior
emphasis on internalized standards of appropriate emphasis on external standards of appropriate
behavior E behavior
desirable behavior reinforced R desirable behavior ignared
Inappropriate behavior ignored (if possible) inappropriate behavior punished
nisbehavior resolved by action of student misbehavior resolved by punishment
explanation and diseussion of standards | action and few words; no discussion - ¢
focus on student's roie and responsibility in focus on overt misbehavior and violation of
behavioral situation and effects of behavior = .. external standards
on self and others ' 0
. H
: - 5 R
Eﬁph351s on develeping cognitive controls over - . emphasis on conerete situation at hand 0
behavior . ' o e 3
. Q
, e L , ... 'B
fmganﬂ@@tm%hﬁgﬁ&ﬂ%ﬁﬂmr focus on role of adult providing punishment =
no pun15hment when studént takes the initiative corpection of behavior not, enphasized, E
to correct the behavior  punishment is g
‘ 1]
. , | B | 2
enhances identification and modeling ‘ distances learner fron soclalizing agent "
o
H
N0
M» iy




TABLE 2
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS FOR.CMQ SCORES BY PROFESSION
 Teacher Education Majors
N = 158 N = 15
_ ' ' Significance
Mean  Standard devistion  Mean  Stendard deviation Fratio of difference
Classroom Management - :
Questiomnaire 27,50 bbbk 21.15 4,26 33 <48
ggressive Subseale  9.07 16 Y 1% Y R

Dependent Subscale - 801 2% . 828 L% 126 <%

4,

Cjcadentc Suseale 1042 - L&) 101 L LB <
Cdle Swsale 13,54 254 13,12 2.5 22 <l

 femleStsale . 1Y 2% LD 2.8
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TABLE 3

ANALYSIS QF VARIANCE RESULTS FOR CMQ SCORES BY GENDER
FOR EXPERIENCED CLASSROOM TEACHERS

Male Fenale

N=30 N =128

x Significance

Mean  Standard deviation Mean  Standard deviatlon E ratio of difference

(lassroom Management ( r

Questionnaire 26,20 4,37 27,82 b b 3.26 <07
Mgpressive Subscale 8,70 LY 916 1.72 1,83 <17
Dependent Subscale 7.3 2,11 8.17 2,40 2,85 <.09

Acadenmic Subscale 10.13 1,98 | 10.48 1.5 1.12 NS

Male Subscale L0 2,36 13.82 2,52 7.90 <, 006
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TABLE 4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS FOR CNQ SCORES BY GENDER
FOR TEACHER EDUCATION MAJORS
Male | Female
N =130 ‘ N =105

Significance
Mean  Standard deviation Mean  Standerd deviation E ratio  of difference

Classroon Managenent,

Qestiomaire 2. 359 2806 T X .

—
i

Aggressive Subscale 7.76 1.6 9.09 1.66 22.03 <00
Dependent Subscale 7.5 1,62 .64 206 14T <00

Acadenic Subgeale 9.7 1.64 10.35 L6 45 <04

=

Male Subseale - 11.7% 2.35 13,7 2,22 27.00 <,

Female Subscale 13.36 1.9 14,32 2.49 = 5.7 <,02
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Rotter Internal-External
Locus of Control Seale

Rokeach D@gméﬁism
Seale

Machiavel llanisn ¥
- Seale

Spielberger State
Anxiety Scale ™

Spielberger Trait
Inxiety Scale

TABLE §

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE RESU'LTS FOR PERSONALITY MEASURES
* BY PROFESSION

Experienced Classroom Teachers  Teacher Education Majors

Standard - Standard ~ Slgnificance
Mean  deviation N Mean  devistion N Fratlo  of difference
8.40 152 30 9.66 1.2 50 2.6 <10 -
11.69 5.19 36 15,55 599 3B 4.7 <005

.2 6Mm B B Bl % .0 <8

35.00 1,38 9 oo 718 B 3 Gl

]
il ¥

pI 59 WP 86 B R <.
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TABLE 6

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE RESULTS FOR PERSONALITY MEASURES BY GENDER

Male Female

Standard u Standard ’ Significance
Mean  deviation N Mean  deviation N Fratlo  of difference
. Rotter Internal-External | .
~ Locus of Control Scale  8.50 1.73 4 8.38 3.% 26 .00 NS

- Rokeach Dogmatism ‘
Scale 15.00 4.2 2 1.6 491 % 18 NS

Vachiavellianism V -
Seale 96.00 2.00 i 9.27 7.15 22 .00 NS

Spielberger State . _
Anxiety Seale me mean 35,00 7.89 8 --- .-

Spielberger Tralt
Inuiety Seale 0 -eee- . » y 8 ) )

. BRTAD ruswsIdeusl WoOoUIESBETD

i

L

H (e W




TABLE 7

ANALYSIS CF VARIANCE RESULTS FOR PERSONALITY MEASURES BY GENDER
FOR TEACHER EDUCATION MAJORS-

Male Female

Standard Standard Significance
‘Mean  deviation N Mean  deviation N E ratio  of difference

_ Rotter Internal-External
Locus of Control Scale 10,76

L]
L)
e

17 N B U B

Rokeach Dogmatism
Seale 17.50 6,45 10 15.15 5,79 33 1.20 <,2

T
bt

Machiavellianism V _
Seale 97.6, 8.42 11 95.66 7.76 32 Sl <49

Spielberger State '
Anxlety Scale 30,78 2,18 9 Be 1003 0B 27 < .62

Spielberger Trait |
Anxlety Seale 3.7 5,60 g 19.33 9,81 2 1.5 <.,
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TABLE 8
CORRELATION OF TOTAL CMQ SCORE WITH SELECTED PERSONALITY MEASURES

Experienced Teachers Teacher Education Majors

K]

Correlation Significance N Correlation Significance N

Rotter Internal-External
loeus of Control Seale -0.106

Rokeach Dogratism
Scale ~0.089

Machiavellianisn V
Scale 009

Spielberger State
Anxiety Scale ' 0.135

Spielberger Trait .
Anyiety Seale ‘ 0.001

.61

07

13

NS

30

36

25

0,247

~0.446

-0.176

0.149

0.252:

.08
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:49

26

50

3

24
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