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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF COMPUTER SCORED GROUP HOLTZMAN
INKBLOT VARIABLES AS RELATED TO STUDENT
TEACHING SUCCESS, MAJOR TEACHING
FIELDS, AND SEX
By

B. Bradley West

Purpose of the Study

For years researchers have attempted to identify
the personality correlates of successful teachers. This
study sought to deal with this problem in terms of per-
ceptual measures. Specifically, the purpose of the study
was to determine the relationship between measures of
perception as l1dentified by Holtzman Inkblot variable
scores and success in student teaching. Sub-problems
studied the relationship between perceptual measures and
student teachers grouped according to sex and major

teaching field.

Methodology

The group version of the Holtzman Inkblot Test was
administered to 802 Michigan State University student
teachers during Winter Term, 1968, in each of the geo-
graphical centers where students are assigned for student
teaching. Forty-five inkblot slides were exposed to all

the student teachers for one minute each and the subjects
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responded with a short written description of what each
inkblot "looked like" on the specially designed group
answer sheet. The answer sheets and identifying data
were keypunched, loaded onto magnetic tape and computer
scored by the Holtzman Inkblot Scoring Service in Perry
Point, Maryland. Output from the Scoring Service in-
cluded a print out and a score summary card for each
subject in the sample on seventeen Holtzman variables:
Location, Rejection, Form Definiteness, Color, Shading,
Movement, Integration, Human, Animal, Anatomy, Sex,
Abstract, Anxlety, Hostility, Barrier, Penetration and

Popular.

Findings of the Study

When the sample of student teachers was grouped
on the basis of success ratings at the conclusion of theilr
student teaching, a study of the mean Holtzman scores for
the above seventeen variables showed that only one vari-
able score, Rejection, was significantly different among
the groups. But the unequal variance of the R variable
among the groups suggested that even this single signifi-
cant finding was questlionable. A re-grouping of the
student teachers by sex and then success ratings failed
to 1dentify any other significantly different variable
scores. When the student teachers were grouped by sex

alone with no additional sub-grouping, eleven of the
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seventeen variable scores significantly differentiated
between males and females. Thus, the Holtzman variable
scores would appear to be of some usefulness in discrimi-
nating between male and female student teachers and
suggested the lmportance of analyzing the data for the
sex influence. When the sample of student teachers was
grouped into thirteen major teaching areas, nine of the
seventeen variables differentiated among the various
teaching areas. However, when the sample was first
grouped according to sex and then sub-grouped into major
teaching area, one variable significantly differentiated
among the males whille eleven varlables were significantly
different among females. Thus, the Holtzman scores would
appear to be of little or no value in discriminating among
male student teachers grouped according to major teaching
fields but would be of some, but restricted, value when
applied to females grouped according to major teaching
area.

The study also generated perceptual norms on the
Holtzman for Michigan State University student teachers
and determined the feasibility of administering and com-
puter scoring a projective technique with a large

(N = 802) population.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

The major problem of this study was to determine
the relationship between computer scored group Holtzman
Inkblot variables and success in student teaching. Sub-
problems included study of the relationships between
Holtzman variables, and major teaching fields, and sex of

the student teachers,

Significance of the Study

For more than a generation educational researchers
have attempted to identify the personality correlates of
successful teaching behavior. The question of how to
describe the successful teacher personality has been the
object of hundreds of research inquiries. Contemporary
literature in personality and teaching success provided
ample support for the bellef that personality factors
contribute significantly to success in teaching. Getzels
and Jackson, for example, reported conclusions in a major
complilation of teacher personality research studies, and
stated that, "the personality of the teacher is a

significant variable in the classroom. Indeed, some would



argue that 1t 1s the most significant variable."l
Symonds, a prolific writer and researcher on teacher
effectiveness, reported, "it i1s now well known that per-
sonallity 1s an important factor in the effectiveness of
the teacher."2 Arthur Combs, a leading spokesman in
teacher education, summed up the literature when he wrote,
"A good teacher is primarily a personality."3
Administrators of teacher education programs also
accept personality as an important factor in admission to
programs. Studies by S‘cou’cll and Magee5 confirmed that
teacher training program administrators consider per-
sonality the single most important selection factor;

Willcox and Beigel6 wrote that such measures could serve

1J. W. Getzels and P. W. Jackson, "The Teacher's
Personality and Characteristics,”" Handbook off Research on
Teaching, ed. by N. L. Gage (Chicago: Rand McNally and
Company, 1963), p. 506.

2Percival M. Symonds and Stephanie Dudek, "Use of
the Rorschach in the Diagnosis of Teacher Effectiveness,"
Journal of Projective Techniques, XX (June, 1956), 227.

3Arthur W. Combs, "The Personal Approach to Good
Teaching," Educational Leadership, XXI (March, 1964), 327.

uRuth Stout, "Selective Admissions and Retention
Practices 1n Teacher Education," Journal of Teacher Edu-
cation, VIII (December, 1957), U422-432,

5Robert M. Magee, "Admission-Retention in Teacher
Education,”" Journal of Teacher Education, XII (March,
1961), 81-85,

6Isabel Willcox and Hugo G. Belgel, "Motivations
in the Cholce of Teaching," Journal of Teacher Education,
IV (June, 1953), 106-109.




as selection criteria for admitting candidates into
teacher education programs. And the profession at large,
speaking through the Teacher Education and Professional
Standards Commission (TEPS) of the National Education
Assoclation recommended that,

Screening should include observation of per-

sonality traits and emotional stability . .

and colleges should devise and use a measure

of personality.”

Furthermore, teacher employers are reluctant to hire
candidates without some specific comments about the per-
sonality factor, as Charles8 suggested.

But there 1s a gap between opinion and practice.
Inlow,9 studying thirty-eight midwestern colleges offering
teacher education, reported that only eleven of the thirty-
eight institutions used any standard procedure of per-
sonality evaluation and, of these, all but two relied

entirely upon teacher-student interviews for accomplishing

their purpose.

7National Commission on Teacher Education and Pro-
fessional Standards, The Education of Teachers: Con-
siderations in Planning Institutional Programs (Washington,
D.C.: National Educatfon Assoclation, 1960), p. 6.

8Harvey Charles, "The Use of a Projective Technique
in Teacher Selection,”" National Catholic Educational
Association Bulletin, LVII (August, 1961), 172-173.

9Gail M. Inlow, "Comparative Study of Student
Teaching Practices in 38 Midwestern Institutions,"
Journal of Experimental Education, XXVIII (June, 1960),

337-349.




It appears that although there 1is considerable
opinion favoring the use ¢f personality as a
method of selection, administrators are reluct-
ant to make further use of this approach until
the body of factual data concerning teacher
characteristics has been enlarged and sub-
stantiated.l1l0

12 13

Barr,ll Mitzell, and

Ryans,lu extensively reviewed recent efforts to enlarge

Getzels and Jackson,

and substantiate teacher personality data and concluded
that no consensus exists on what combination of per-
sonallty factors are characteristic of a successful
teacher. In the studles reported by Morsh and w1lder'15
researchers attempted to investigate successful teaching

using administrator ratings, peer ratings, self-ratings

lOThomas K. Allen, "Personality as a Predictor of
Student Teaching Success," Journal of the Student Per-
sonnel Association for Teacher Education, VI (Fall,
1966), 12.

llArvil S. Barr, "Wisconsin Studies of the Measure-
ment and Frediction of Teacher Effectiveness: A Summary
of Investigations," Journal of Experimental Education,
XXX (September, 1961), 5-156.

2
1“Ha.roil.d E. Mitzel, "Criteria of Teacher Effective-
ness," Enzyclopedia of Educational Research, ed. by C. W.
Harris (MacMillian Company, 1960), pp. 1481-1486.

136etzels and Jackson, op. cit., pp. 506-582.

lL‘David G. Ryans, "Assessment of Teacher Behavior
and Instruction," Review of Educational Research, XXXIII
(Cctober, 1963), 415-1441,

15Joseph E. Morsh and Eleanor W. Wilder, Identify-
ing the Effective Instructor: A Review of the Quantita-
tive Studies, 1900-1952 (Research Bulletin, AFPTRC-TR
54:44, San Antonio: United States Air Force Personnel
Training Research Center, 1954), pp. 1-151.




and student gains criteria. The researchers also attempted
to relate such variaples as intelligence, age, scholarship,
educatlion and a host of other variables to successful
teaching.16 But most findings were inconclusive. The
studies were hampered and compounded by situation, cri-
terion and predictor limitations, teacher shortages,
theoretlcal issues and difficulty in constructing instru-
ments which predict teaching success.

Thus, desplte the voluminous research concerning
this problem, very little evidence has emerged which might
be generally useful in the selection of teacher education
candidates and in future on-the-job predictions. 1In
effect, this constituted a demand for information clarify-
ing the relationship between personality and teacher
success. Further research 1s needed that will lead to the
discovery of specific and distinctive features of the
successful teacher personality. Perhaps no one personality
factor will ever be found to predict success in teaching,
but rather a pattern of personality factors. As Lamke
pointed out, success in teaching may require a balance of
personality factors.

Teachers are successful . . . because there is
a kind of "balance" among thelr personality

1651meon J. Domas and David V. Tideman, "Teacher
Competence: An Annotated Bibliography," Journal of
Experimental Education, XIX (December, 1950), 101-218.




trailts. Another kind of balance means they
will probably be poor teachers. Lacking either,
they will 1likely be average.l7
Lamke further suggested that success prediction
demands an understanding of what 1s required for this
balance. Study of the association of traits, one by one,

with success will not suffice.

Theoretical Basis of the Study

However, within the course of this prodigious
effort there has appeared a small but important group of
studies which utilized projective techniques to study
teacher personality which suggested an interesting phe-

nomenon. These studie318’19’20

suggested, each in its
own way, that teachers characteristically view their
world--give it structure and meaning--in ways that dif-

ferentiate them from non-teaching groups. Further, this

17Thomas A. Lamke, "Personallity and Teaching Suc-
cess," Journal of Experimental Education, XX (December,
1951), 247.

l8Florence L. Goodenough, Elizabeth M. Fuller, and
Edna Olson, "The Use of the Goodenough Speed-of-
Association Test in the Pre-service Selection of Nursery
School-Kindergarten-Primary Teachers," Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology, XXXVII (September, 1946), 335-3L6.

19Thomas L. Hilton, "Ego Involvement in Teaching:
Its Theory and Measurement by a Word Completion Technique"
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University,
1955).

2OMerle M. Ohlson and Raymond E. Schultz, "Pro-
Jective Test Response Patterns for Best and Poorest
Student Teachers," Education and Psychological Measure-
ment, XV (Spring, 1955), 18-27.




perceptual phenomenon also appeared to distinguish
teachers rated successful from those rated unsuccessful.
The fact that students in training showed this perceptual
tendency suggested, too, that it 1s not merely a product
of experience.

Since perception is a phenomenon of personality, it
was reasonable to hypothesize that the personality struc-
ture of successful teachers was significantly different
from that of unsuccessful teachers. Arthur Combs wrote
that,

Whether an individual will be an effective

teacher depends upon the nature of his private
world of perceptions.?l

Since direct research on personality, competencies,
and other major variables has been unable to identify
any common trait or practice of successful teaching, and
in view of the positive indications of studying teacher
personality through perception, the present investigation
attempted to identify perceptual modes of student teachers
classified according to (1) success rating, (2) sex and
(3) major teaching field. Other possible classifications
such as age, intelligence, and occupational level also
seemed appropriate, but since these are common background
characteristics of the sample (i.e., all in the sample

were in the same approximate age group, all met academic

2Larthur . Combs, The Professlonal Education of
Teachers (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1965), p. 19.




requirements for student teaching and all were training to
be teachers) it was assumed these characteristics would be
of no significant effect. The effects of other background
factors such as religion, race, or socio-economic status,
however, were unknown and remained unspecified.

Since most research studies draw samples of subjects
that are blased in varying degrees with regard to some
background characteristics, some understanding of the kind
or amount of the influence of these factors needed to be
developed.

The most obvious of the background factors that
could have influenced the results was the sex of the test
subjects. The sex characteristic was shown to have
significant influence on M.M.P.I. test behavior, for
example. So pronounced was the effect of the sex char-

22 found 1t neces-

acteristic, that Hathaway and McKinley
sary to furnish separate norms for men and women on almost
all of the basic clinical scales. Thus, the present study
also attempted to identify perceptual modes of males and
females to determine the effect of sex grouping on the

results.

223, R. Hathaway and J. C. McKinley, The Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory Manual (rev. ed.;
New York: The Psychological Corporation, 1951),

pp. 14-16.
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The literature also suggested the appropriateness
of a third classification. Allen®3 reported that students
who plan to teach different subjJects scored differently

on the California Psychological Inventory scales. Student

teacher groups 1in English, for example, scored differently
on the C.P.I. than those in social studies, physical edu-
cation, or math and science, who also scored differently
from each other. Allen's findings supported the conclu-
slon that no single combination of characteristics de-
fined all student teachers without regard to choice of
teaching major. Thus, the present study also attempted

to utillize a projective technique to identify perceptual
modes of student teachers classified according to major
teaching field.

The term projective technique has been applied to
a wide variety of data-gathering procedures
ranging from such classic instruments as the
Rorschach and the TAT to such less widely used
procedures as the sentence completion, word
association tests, and picture drawing. While
the "correct" usage of the term may occasion
theoretical argument, general usage labels "pro-
Jective" those techniques that require a person
to bring structure to an unstructured test stimu-
lus without knowing how hls response will be
evaluated.?@

23Thomas K. Allen, "Personality Patterns of Student
Teachers Planning to Teach Different Subjects," Journal
of the Student Personnel Association for Teacher Educa-
tion, IV (December, 1965), 92.

24

Getzels and Jackson, op. cit., p. 554,
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The general theoretical framework within which all
projective techniques are fashioned is that there 1is a
relationship between an individual's structuring of an
ambiguous stimulus and his personality. How an individual
structures or organizes meaningless stimuli into meaning-
ful perceptions reveals basic aspects of his personality.
Inkblots are most appropriate as stimull because they are
relatively meaningless and unstructured and permit a wide
variety of individual responses. The subject, for ex-
ample, when asked what he sees 1in an inkblot, must react
in a personal, individual and unlearned fashion since
there are no correct answers. And although the char-
acteristics of the blot may condition the scope of the
subject's response somewhat, his perceptions are selected
and organized in terms of his fundamental personality
structure.

L. K. Frank wrote,

The Rorschach method offers a procedure through
which the individual 1s induced to reveal his
'private world' by telling what he 'sees' in the
several cards upon which he may project his mean-
ings, significance, and feelings, just because
they are not socially standardlzed objects or
situations to which he must give culturally pre-
scribed responses. The Rorschach method is
essentially a procedure for revealing the person-
ality of the individual as an individual, as
contrasted with rating or assessing him in terms
of his likeness or confcrmity to special norms

of action and speech. It 1s Just because a
subject is not aware of what he 1s telling and



il

has no cultural norms behind which to hide himself
that the Rorschach and other projective methods
are so revealing.25

Although Frank wrote specificglly about the Rorschach
in the above quotation, his remarks could also apply to
other inkblot tests or techinques.

If, in realistic situations, a person's relation-
ships with people are unsatisfactory, he may be unable or
unwilling to perceive human forms in an inkblot. He may
see an animal, a biological specimen or a forest from a
tower. If, in his response, the subject uses the whole
blot, major parts of it, or only a small detail, whether
he uses the color, what he actually sees or is unable to
see, what determines his response--all are held to reveal
some of his personality structure.

However, direct personality hypotheses from pro-
Jective test responses can only be tentative. Klcpfer
wrote that,

Direct behavioral parallels may not always
exist . . . and may not be the most important
information revealed. The behavior of an
individual in the . . . situation differs in
one very lmportant respect from the same indi-
vidual's reaction to any unfamiliar situation
in 1ife. In life situations, a person tends

to behave in a more or less socially acceptable
way. He has learned, 1f he 1s a 'normal'

25L. K. Frank, "Projective Methods for the Study of
Personality," Journal of Psychology, VIII (1939), 389,
quoted in Bruno Klopfer and Helen H. Davidson, The
Rorschach Technique: An Introductory Manual (New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 1962), pp. 14-15.
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individual, to control himself, to appear pleas-

ant and kindly rather than aggressive and hos-

tile . . . and to conceal from public view those

traits that are not prized. Thus a person's

outward, observable behavior may 8ften not reveal

his true feelings and attitudes.?
In a projective testing situation a person dces not know
what the examiner is looking for or the typical way to
respond. He reacts in his own particular manner and in
so doing unconsciously reveals himself, even that part of
himself of which he 1s not entirely aware.

Therefore there is both an advantage and a dis-

advantage in projective testing. There may be only

slight correspondence between actual personality and

behavior and predictions of personality and behavior be-

cause actual behavior is partly determined by the culture,
environment and learned responses. Thus, any specific
predictions of classroom personality and behavior of a
student teacher must allow for learned responzes to the
environment. Since an analysis of the teaching environ-
ment was not a part of this study, direct personality
predictions were not made. However, if perceptual trends
(e.g. successful student teachers see more humans than
less successful student teachers) were related to

successful student teaching, there would be sufficient

26Bruno Klopfer and Helen H. Davidson, The Rorschach
Technique: An Introductory Manual (New York: Harcourt,
Brace and World, Inc., 1962), p. 15.




factual data to relate perceptual trends to observed

classroom behavior.

Importance of the Study

The results of the study could have a significant
impact on pre-training selection policies. In particular,
if the null hypothesis (pages 14-15) tested were re-
Jected, there would be cause for review of present per-
sonality assessment techniques. Certalnly there would be
cause to view teacher personélity in a new light.

In any case, 1t 1s not being argued that measures
of perception could become the answer everyone 1s seeking,
but only that they might provide one more significant
plece of information for use by administrators of teacher

education programs.

Definltion of Terms

1. Student teaching--that period of undergraduate
guided teaching experience provided by Michigan State
University as part of its teacher education program.

2. Student teachers--those students enrolled in
Education 436 (Student Teaching) at Michigan State Uni-
versity during the Winter Term of the 1967-68 academic
year.

3. University coordinators--those staff members

emplcyed by Michigan State University who coordinated
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the programs and supervised students enrolled in student
teaching.

4, Student teaching center--one of the seventeen
geographical clusters of school districts in Michigan
where Michigan State University placed student teachers.

5. Group Holtzman Inkblot variable--one of the
seventeen variables measured by the group Holtzman Ink-
blot technique.

6. Rating of success--any one of the seven rating
numbers assigned to a student teacher at the conclusion
of his student teaching experience by his university
coordinator. Success rating numbers are operationally

defined in Appendix B.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were made concerning the
relationship of computer scored group Holtzman Inkblct
varlables and the sample of student teachers.

1. There will be no significant differences among
the mean scores on each of the following Holtzman Inkblct
variables for student teachers grouped according to rated
success 1in student teaching by the University coordinators.
. (L) Location
(R) Rejection

. (FD) Form Definiteness

U o w >

(C) Color
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(Sh) Shading
(M) Movement

(I) Integration

(H) Human

(A) Animal

.

(At) Anatomy

.

(Sx) Sex
(Ab) Abstract

(Ax) Anxiety
(Hs) Hostility

(Br) Barrier

(Pn) Penetration

OH W O =Z2 =2 " 4 H O @=H Q@ =1 ww

(P) Popular

2, There will be no significant differences among
the mean scores on each of the above Holtzman variables
for the male student teacher group and the female student
teacher group.

3. There wlll be no significant differences among
the mean scores on each of the above Holtzman variables

for student teachers in various major teaching fields.

Assumptions

1. It was assumed that personality is an important
variable in successful teaching.
2., It was assumed that perception is a function

of personality.



It was assumed that the group Holtzman Inkblct
variables measure perception.

It was assumed that the University coordinator's
ratings of success on the basis of performance
discriminatsd between student teachers who were
more successful than others in their student

teaching experience.

Limitations

As designed and conducted, the framework of this

study possessed several recognized limitations. They were:

l.

The study was limited 1n that it was not within
the scope of the research tc predict probable
success as a teaqher on-the-job. The study con-
cerned the success of the student teacher in
student teaching.

The study was also limited in that direct
personality factors, as such, cannoct be pre-
dicted without specifying environmental situ-
ations.

Finally, the study was limited in that nc
attempt was made to generalize to other popu-

lations.

Procedures for Collecting Data

The data for this study were collected in the

following manner:
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1. The group Holtzman Inkblot Test (HIT) was admin-
istered during a regular seminar meeting of the student
teachers at each student teaching center. Each University
coordinator distributed a letter (Appendix C) to his stu-
dent teachers prior to the testing date and requested all
the student teachers to be present. Nineteen separate
administrations were given in the first weeks of the
student teaching experience. In each administration, the
test manual's directions to the examlner were closely
followed. The screen projection method was used at each
administration of the instrument. Unusual or adverse
testing conditions were minimized and the administrations
tock place under normal conditilans.

2. After the Holtzman records were collected using
a speclally modified answer sheet (Appendix D), the infor-
mation was keypunched and verified by comparing the data
card with the original response (Appendix E), loaded onto
magnetic tape and computer scored. Computer output in-
cluded a listing and a summary card of the Holtzman vari-
able scores for each subject in the sample (Appendix E).

3. The rating of success of each student teacher
was collected at the end of the term from each University
coordinator who supervised any student teacher (Appendix
G) and the success rating numpber entered on the summary

card.



4, The final summary cards were then submitted for

statistical analysis.

Description of the Sample

The Holtzman Inkblot Test was administered to each
student enrolled in student teaching during the Winter
Term of 1968. Of the 814 subjects tested, 12 did not
receive terminal grades in student teaching and were
dropped from the study. Useable Holtzman protocols were
obtained from the remaining 802 subjects.

These 802 student teachers were fulfilling the
requirements of student teaching leading to certifica-
tlon. Further description of the student teachers who

served as the sample in this study is presented in Table 1.

The Instrument

The Holtzman Inkblot Test 1s an instrument designed
to study personality through perception. The HIT group
form was selected as the instrument for measuring per-
ceptual trends because of an avallable computer scoring
system which allows efficient and objective scoring of a
large . number of test protocols. Computer scored HIT
protocols yleld scores on perceptual modes described in
Appendix A.

The group Holtzman Inkblot Test consisted of dis-
tributing the HIT RESPONSE SHEET (Appendix D) to each

subject, directing the subjects to complete the
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identifying information, and projecting 45 inkblot slides,
with an exposure time of 60 seconds each, cn a screen.

The subjJects were requested to write on the HIT RESPUNSE

wn

SHEET a brief, one seritence description ¢f what they saw

in each inkbloct.

After the RESPONSE SHEETS were distributed and the
identifying informaticon completed, the subjects were
introduced to the technique by the examiner who read the
I>llowing directions prior to each group administration:

You will be shown a series of inkblots, each of
which will be projected on the screen for one
minute. On the answer sheet, print or write
clearly what each inkblot loocks 1like to you.
None of the inkblots have been dellberately
drawn to look like anything in particular.
Different people see different things in the
blots; so there are no right or wrong answers.

On many of the inkblots, you may see more than

one thing. However, we want you tc describe only
one thing for each blot. Different aspects of

the blot are important in what you seej; for
example, sometimes the shape seems most important,
whlle on cther blots, the color, shading, move-
ment or some combination of these seems important.

Afier writing your answer, circle 1, 1/2, or 1/4,
in the box at the left to indicate how much of
each inkblot you have used. If you used the whole
inkblot, circle 1; if you used about one-half of
the inkblot, circle 1/2; and if you used any part
smaller than cne-half of the blot, circle 1/4.

Now let's look at some examples. (Blot X is pro-<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>