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TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF PUPIL
PERSONALITY
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'
Each of 165 rteachers rated one randomly selected cleven year old
pupil from his/her class on a series of twenty personality ratings Factor
analysis of the raungs 1dentified four independent factors  satisfactory
classroom behaviour, group leadership health-extraversion and a minor
aesthetic factor No conclusive evidence was found to indicate quantitative
or qualitative differences in the constructs used by teachers in rating
boys and girls

It 1s often assumed that a pupil’s school progress 1s evaluated strictly
m terms of his attamment i different subject areas While attainment
plays an important role m such evaluations (25, 28) there 1s evidence which
indicates that teachers are also strongly mnfluenced by other student
charactenstics, particularly personality ones, in their evaluations (11,28,32)

Personality charactenstics of pupils are common topics of conversation
among teachers and an extensive range of words 1s used to describe these
charactenistics (39)  Descriptive labels such as ‘intelligent’, ‘creative’,
‘good worker’, ‘steady’ and ‘hikeable’ are among the more popular It s
highly unlikely that the vanety of labels used by different teachers signifies
the existence of many independent personality traits Rather it seems
more reasonable to assume that such vanety represents a much smaller
number of traits which have been assigned different labels by mdividual
teachers In fact, the number of independent traits used by teachers to
describe their pupils may be quite small (6, 39) The primary purpose of
the present paper 1s to determine the number and nature of independent
traits used by Inish teachers when rating pupi personality

The 1identification of the constructs used by teachers to evaluate pupils
1s clearly an important area of research In a recent Insh study, based on
the data used in the present investigation, it was found that more than 50
per cent of the variance in class place (1e, the pupil’s rank 1n class over all
subjects) was accounted for by percewved personality charactenstics of pupils,
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a proportion of that was higher than that accounted for by, eight cognitive
variables (11) Furthermore, several studies have observed a relationship
between teacher perception and expectancy on the one hand and teacher
behaviour, pupil behaviour mn class and pupil attanment on the other
(1,3,28,33,34)

Factor analytic studies which have focussed on teachers’ ratings of pupil
personality have produced fairly consistent findings Eia]]worth (12)
identified two factors which he described as ‘emotional stability’ or ‘rehability
conscientiousness’, and ‘social extraversion’ He claimed that these factors
are quite sunidar to Eysenck’s (1957) ‘neurot1c1sm-emot:10nal stability’
and ‘introversion-extraversion’ factors and to Cattell’s (4) second order
factors of ‘anxiety adjustment’ and ° mtroversmn-extraversxon Further
work by Hallworth (13), in which the items from s mltlal study were
rated with those of Osgood’s (30) dimensions of meaning, showed that s
ongmal ‘emotional stability’ factor correlated highly with Osgood’s
evaluation scale and that the ‘social extraversion scale’ correlated highly
with Osgood’s activity scale More recently, Herbert’s (15) work has
produced evidence of the existence of five factors and his data suggest
that, when presented with a sufficient range of items, teachers have the
capabihity of making fine discnminations in rating pupﬂ personahty
However, when Herbert’s data were subjected to a second-order factor
analysis two factors sumilar to those 1dentified by Hallworth and Osgood
and other earher research workers were 1dentified Researcy to date there-
fore, points to two fairly well defined factors as underlying teacher ratings
These have been 1dentified m both Bntish and Amenican studies The first
factor can be termed ‘a general classroom behaviour factor’ while the
second describes perceived social traits of pupils

The methods of analyses employed m the studies we have been
considering assume that teachers use similar critemia mn ratmg boys and
gils  Such may not be the case An alternative plaus1b1<l. assumption 1s
that the critena used by teachers to rate boys differ from those used to
rate girls For one thing, boys may vary more than girls on n:lany biological,
physiological and educational variables (22) Secondly, w1t!hm classrooms,
boys are more salient, they tend to receive far more CI‘lthlSIIIIS and warnings
than guls (16, 21, 24), and they are more often perceved as a major source
of musconduct (10, 16) It was m the light of evidence such as this that it
was decided to examine the number and types of constructsiwhich teachers
use 1n rating boys to determune if they differ quantitatively and qualitatively
from those used n ratng girls If no differences are found to exist, the
data from ratmgs of both sexes may be combined to examumne the factors
underlying teachers’ perceptions of pupils’ personality in gem'aral
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e METHOD

Sample

A stratified random sample of 500 eleven year-old children attending
Insh primary schools was selected from a larger sample of over 2,000
children, which had been selected on bemng representative of eleven year
old pupils 1n Ireland A year later, a postal questionnaire which sought
among other things, teachers’ ratings of pupil personality, was sent to their
teachers Completed personality rating schedules were retumed for each of
the 500 pupils by 165 individual teachers For each teacher, the rating of
one pupit was selected at random At the time of the administration of the
personality schedules, seven pupils were enrolled in fourth standard, 37 in
fifth, 92 m sixth, while the remaining 29 had transferred to post pnmary
school Of the total of 165 teachers ratings, 92 applied to boys and 73
to girls
Vanables investigated b

Teachers were asked to rate each of therr pupils on each of the follow-
ing twenty separate personality traits on a five pomnt scale (1) keenness to
get on, (u) enquinng mund, (1) achievement tendencies, (1v) leadershup,
(v) concentratron on own activities, (vi) self confidence, (vu) dominance,
(vin) creativity, (1x) dependence, (x) deference, (x1) gregariousness,
(xn1) common sense, (xm) ongmality , (xav) sense of humour, (xv) populanty,
(xv1) sensitivity to approval/disapproval, (xvn) appreciation of beauty,
(xvin) ntelhigence, (xax) health, (xx) physical energy Ten of the traits
(u—x1) were taken from Lightfoot’s (20) study of bright and gifted children
Traits (xu) through (xx) were used mn Terman’s (37) and Parkyn’s (31)
studies of chidren of high intelhgence Trait (1) was added for the present
mvestigation For each trait, five phrases were placed at approximately
equal ntervals on a hne, which allowed the teacher to mdicate the degree to
which he/she considered the trait to be possessed by a pupil The initiat and
final phrases represented both poles of the trait The following example
illustrates the format of each 1tem

SELF—CONFIDENCE (assured self reliant)

Completely Rarely seeks Average belief Usually Lacks self-
self assured outside help n own looks for confidence
capacities help when entirely

problems
arise
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In an effort to ensure comparability of ratings, teachers were asked to
consider the traits only n hght of the descriptions given below the rating
scales They were advised not to consider a trait as desirable or undesirable
but simply to indicate whether the pupil was high or low 1n the possession
of 1t In making therr judgements, they were requested toll compare the
pupil being rated with the average child of all the chuldren of the same age
they had known Teachers indicated their judgements by placmg an X at
any pomt on the line under the phrases describing the tralt Scoring of
the completed personality ratings was camed out by dmdmg the lime mto
five equal segments and by assigning values ranging from one to five to each
trait A score of five indicated that the pupi was considered to possess
the trait to a high degree

A reliabihity study of the twenty personality ratings| used in the
present study was carried out as part of a separate investigation (29) Sixty
children of high verbal ability from the ongmal larger sample were selected
randomly nmine months after the mmtial investigation, and their teachers
were asked to rate them agamn using an identical quest1onnz|nre Separate
Pearson product moment correlations were computed for each of the
twenty traits The correlations vanied from 34 to 76, the median correl
ation value was 58 Highest correlations were obtained folr achievement
tendencies, intelligence, health and concentration, while the|lowest correl
ations were for dependence and popularity The re adminstration of the
questionaire was complicated by the fact that in some cases the teacher had
to rely on memory for the second rating, since during the nme-month
interval the pupi had moved on to the next class or had|even left the
school

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics of the personality ratings for boys and girls are
presented m Table 1 Chisquare analyses were carried out to determine
the sigmficance of the relationship between each personallty rating and
pupl’s sex Significant relationships were found for two variables
enquiring mind and health For both vanables, boys tended to receive higher
ratings than girls

Separate factor analyses of ratmgs of boys and of guls were carned
out The purpose of these separate analyses was twofold firstly, to
determme separately for boys and for girls the nature of the distinctive
constructs or terms of reference underlying teachers’ ratmgs,| and secondly,
to determine the number of the distinctive constructs used by teachers
1n rating boys as compared with rating girls
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TABLE 1

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TEACHER—-RATED
PUPIL PERSONALITY TRAITS

Boys (N 92) Gurls (N 73)
X SD X _SD

Keenness to get on 376 95 356 105
Enquiring Mind 326 82 304 93+
Achievement Tendencies 298 91 301 105
Leadership 276 87 ! 263 95
Concentration 310 88 299 102
Self-Confidence 303 98 284 100
Dominance 2 60 76 2 64 90
Creativity 278 96 264 98
Dependence 287 74 304 84
Deference ! 321 96 318 110
Gregariousness 347 98 326 93
Common Sense 330 64 318 93
Onginahty 302 65 297 80
Sense of Humour 334 73 323 79
Popularity 338 69 322 73
Sensitivity 339 73 332 80
Appreciation of Beauty 290 73 in 83
Intelligence 310 73 310 90
Health 360 95 325 83*
Physical Energy 326 72 305 74

* Significant X2 p< 001

Table 2 presents the table of intercorrelations among the personality
ratings, with ratings for boys listed above the diagonal and girls below the
diagonal  The statistical significance of each correlation matnx was
determined by means of Bartlett’s (2) test The resultant chi square values
(for boys X2 =76804, df = 190, p< 001, for grls X2 =756 97, df =
190, p< 001) indicated that 1t was reasonable to factor analyse both
matrices (17)

Since there 1s no completely satisfactory rule or mathematical procedure
for detenmmming the number of factors (14),two independent tests, the
Kaiser and the scree, were apphed to the charactenstic roots of the
unreduced correlation matnx for each set of data The application of the
Kaiser criterion resulted m the identification of a four factor solution
for boys and a five factor solution for girls Extensive expenence with both
tests has convinced Cattell (5) that the Kaiser test cuts off too soon when
the number of variables are few (n<20) and too late when these are many
(n>50) The scree test on the other hand, surpnsingly in the hght of




TABLE 2

INTERCORRELATIONS OF TEACHER—-RATED PUPIL PERSONALITY TRAITS®

V6

AANVIYD LNIDNIA

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8] 9 10] 11} 12| 13)] 14§ 15| 16| 17| 18] 19| 20
Keeness to get on 1 67)] 68| 34| 63| 47| 19) 44| 45| 11] 03| 46 56| 24| 22| 37| 49| 54| 10| 15
Enquining Mind 2| 82 66| 40| 63| 51} 35| 49|-57]| 26| 08| 55| 61| 25| 15| 27] 54| 53| 19| 14
Achievement Tendencies] 3| 74)] 79 38| 70| 49| 31| 43| 42 23| 13} 54| 63| 37| 26| 28] 41] 57| 28| 31
Leadership 4] 32f 44 55 43| 551 57| 45| 42| 34| 22| 41| 42| 46| 41) 08| 12| 44| 31| 48
Concentration 5] 72} 73} 711 37 52| 261 47]-50| 10| 09| 61| 62| 26| 21| 27} 39| 66] 13| 24
Self-Confidence 6] 35| 44| 44| 51| 53 40| 47| 601-361 09 541 so} 34} 27} 11} 34) 57] 10] 30
Dominance 7| 15| 25 33| 67) 16} 43 45| 391 34| 32} 30 36] 47| 25| 13| 21| 27| 26| 33
Creatity 8| 44| 491 47| 391 37| 39| 34 41| 24| 17| 48| 63| 40| 36| 01| 38| 52| 19( 27
Dependence 9] S51)-46] 44] 45y 47| 57| 33| 52 351 20| 42| 57| 22|-26] 07] 31| 40|-29]| 34
Deference 10| 121 16| 23] 32| 04 16] 45| 24| 10 2301 21| 19| 29|-25] 12| 07| 28|-29| 22
Gregariousness 11| 10| 12| 25| 52)| 18| 12| 41| 16}-19] 18 21] 12| 33} 34|-14} 05} 00| 35| 34
Common Sense 12| 56| 49] 61| 45| 51| 31| 26| 44[-49]| 10} 35 57| 36| 40| 19] 46| 52| 26| 28
Origmahty 13) 41| 49) 56| 39| 39| 26| 33| 61]-31}-36] 18| 53 291 30| 22| 36| 56] 18] 34
Sense of Humour 14| 16] 25| 36| 60} 18| 26| 47| 45| 14| 35| 501 28| 34 55| o8] 29| 27] 28| 31
Popularity 15] 14| 11 32} 34| 19| 09) 27| 36[-20] 17| S1| 41§ 34| 44 03] 18] 25| 32| 44
Sensitivity 16] 45| 411 38] 25] 30 21| 20] 38(|-27| 08} 00| 30| 21}] 12| OO 36| 22] 10 01
Appreciation of Beauty |17} 52| 441 54| 42| 25| 29| 31| 55] 39| 33) 25| 46| 51| 51| 42| 37 45| 07) 03
Intelligence 18 |—59|—62-| 72 [-46|-56 |- 37-§— 26 |- 64] 43| 33]- 24 |- 62 |- 66 |- 49| 39 |- 23{_ 60 _25) 26
Health 191 06| 13| 28| 19| 10| 07 14| 14| 07| 23| 261 41} 37| 19| 28| 06] 08| 40 60
Physical Energy 201 14 22| 30| 46| 15] 071 46| 35] 09|-28| 381 27| 40| 59| 34} 11| 35| 41} 54

* Correlations for boys analysis are above the diagonal
Corrclations for girls analysis are below the diagonal
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Cattell’s observations, suggested a three factor solution for boys and a
four factor solution for girls Since the Kaser test seemed to identify the
more psychologically meaningful set of factors, 1t was decided to opt fora
four factor solution for boys and a five factor solution for girls

The matrices of. ntercorrelations were subjected to separate factor
analyses in which commonality estumates were mserted on the diagonals
Varimax, equimax and oblique rotations were performed In each nstance,
the vanmax rotation was selected as its pattern of factor loadings best
satisfied cirteria of sunple structure (38) Factor loadings for both analyses
are presented in Table 3 An examnation of the separate analyses indicates
that loadings on the first factor for boys closely resemble those on the first
factor for girls To a somewhat lesser extent, factors two, three and four
for boys possess many of the attnibutes of factors two, five and four
respectively for guls The thard factor for grls appears to have no parallel
in the solution for boys A total of 53 3 per cent of variance was accounted
for 1n the analysis for boys and 62 1 per cent 1n the analysis for girls

TABLE 3

TEACHER RATINGS OF BOYS AND GIRLS
VARIMAX FACTOR LOADINGS

BOYS GIRLS

VARIABLES 1 2 3 4 w2 1 2 3 4 5 h2
Keeness to get on 79 13 04 06 65| 85 03 24 03 01 77
Enquiring Mind 74 33 04 05 66| 83 13 21 02 11 76
Achievement Tendencies| 75 18 24 11 66| 77 16 25 18 23 77
Leadership 23 62 30 27 591 37 66 12 41 07 76
Concentration 77 27 13 o0 68| 8 05 07 13 09 76
Self-Confidence 47 63 04 12 63] 53 47 01 00 04 51
Dominance 17 48 17 38 43| 13 78 16 22 07 71
Creativity 45 43 11 28 48| 44 23 55 13 07 57
Dependence 4 52 23 01 521 59 27 10 11 05 44
Deference 05 45 20 18 28] 03 41 35 03 23 35
Gregariousness 05 15 38 34 28] 07 27 02 76 12 67
Common Sense 60 27 18 25 53| 59 03 19 35 29 59
Onginality 66 36 19 08 61| 40 16 S5I 10 38 60
Humour 20 22 1B 76 69| 08 42 42 49 11 61
Popularity 16 17 36 51 45| 11 05 28 62 17- 50
Sensitvity 47 23 -12 08 29] 43 07 22 01 14 26
Appreciation of Beauty | 62 01 14 28 48| 37 15 68 28 04 71
Intelligence 64 34 13 07 55| 58 11 50 20 37 77
Health 08 12 69 15 53| 06 06 03 18 86 77
Physical Energy 11 23 76 14 67| 03 34 31 33 45 53
Varnance extracted 246 122 89 76 245 102 103 95 76

Percent of total
vanance 533 621
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The separate factor solutions were compared to determme if the same
underlying factors could be considered accountable for the relationships
among the personality vanables in both samples In order to carry out
this analysis, factor loadings for boys were rotated to crealte a comparison
matrix (35) which 1 effect represented the best linear predlct1on of the
vanmax factor matrix for girls from the factor matrx for bolys Coefficients
of congruence (14) were then computed to determme the degree of factoral
similarity between the comparison (boys) matnx and the |orlgmal varimax

solution for girls
TABLE 4
COEFFICIENTS OF CONGRUENCE BETWEEN ROTATED

VARIMAX SOLUTION FOR BOYS AND VARIMAX
SOLUTION FOR GIRLS

FACTORS
Boys Gurls I 11 111 v \%
I 98 45 69 37 40
11 91 58 70 45
I 44 66 87
18 91 63

While there 1s no statistical test associated with these coefficients, a
common practice 15 to accept two factors as equivalent if the mdex of their
factonal ssmdanty 1s 90 or greater (27) The coefficients of congruence
reported m Table 4 support the previous evidence |of considerable
similanty between the two factor solutions Three of the four rotated
factors for boys had coefficients greater than 90 and thelerefore could be
considered matches for the first, second and fourth factors for girls  The
third rotated factor for boys had a coefficient of 87 with|the third factor
for grls

Gaven the degree of similanty between both solutions and also consider
ing the size of the respective samples, and the size of th'e munor factors,
there seemed to be little justification for assuming that different under
lymng factors account for the relationships among the vanables in the
separate samples Since the combined sample was more hkely to yield
a more stable factor solution than either of the previous|analyses, 1t was
decided to factor analyse both sets of personality ratings together to
determine the nature of the major dimensions of the teachers’ ratings
of pupil personahty

A prmncipal factor analysis i which four factors were specified (based
on the Kaiser criterion) was carried out on the ratmgs for the total sample
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The factor loadings were rotated to orthogonal varimax critena to simphfy
the factor structure Of the total of 54 per cent of item vanance accounted
for by the rotated solution, 25 8 per cent was attributable to the first factor,
and 11 8 per cent, 11 O per cent and 5 2 per cent to the second, third and
fourth factors respectively Vanmax factor loadmgs are presented m
Table 5 Loadings with absolute values greater than 5 have been 1talicised

TABLE 5

TEACHER—RATED PUPIL PERSONALITY RATINGS
VARIMAX FACTOR LOADINGS

FACTOR LOADINGS

VARIABLES I 11 111 v h2
Keeness to get on &3 06 o1 13 71
Enquiring mind 81 20 05 06 71
Concentration 81 16 08 06 68
Achievement Tendencies 77 17 23 15 70
Intelligence 67 18 28 24 62
Common Sense 61 16 33 17 53
Originality 59 22 28 21 52
Dependence 55 40 11 7 48
Self Confidence 52 56 00 08 59
Dominance 14 70 20 16 57
Leadership 32 68 31 05 66
Health 13 04 77 13 63
Physical Energy 13 29 66 05 54
Appreciation of Beauty 48 14 02 57 58
Sense of Humour 12 46 39 46 59
Popularity 14 24 48 32 41
Creauvity 49 35 20 29 49
Sensitivity 40 -01 13 23 23
Gregaripusness 00 31 45 12 32
Deference 08 38 25 11 23
Varnance extracted 258 118 110 52
3
Percent P?total variance 538

Factor 1, clearly the most important one, describes what may be termed
good student behaviour, since 1t emphasises the charactenstics normally
associated with satisfactory classrooin behaviour Personality-motivational
type vanables rather than purely cognitive ones have the highest loadings
A pupil rated lghly on this factor generally s keen to get on, has an
enquining mund, works mtently and stnves to excel The factor has a
munor cognitive component as evidenced by the moderate loadmgs on
intelligence, common sense and originality The additional minor loadings
for dependence (negative) and self-confidence, along with the loadings
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of the previously noted vanables, suggest that a pupil with alhigh score on
this factor is hkely to require little teacher supervision

Factor Il 1s a social one with moderate positive loadings oan dominance,
leadership and self confidence The relatively low loading|on popularity
(24) indicates that populanty with other pupils 1s not a consideration in
the 1dentificatron of this apparently domineenng, confident and perhaps
tough mmded child who attains a prominent position in his social group

Factor III refers mainly to health and physical energy and to a lesser
extent to popularity and gregariousness Physically active extraverted type
pupils would receive high scores on this factor

Factor IV 1s relatively poorly defined and may be described as a minor
aesthetic factor Only one variable, appreciation of beauty, loads above 5
on this factor

The commonality values (h2) listed 1n Table 5 indicate that a considerable
portion of the variance of some of the vanables used 1n the [factor analysis
1s unrelated to the four factors which were 1dentified This|1s particularly
true of vaniables relating to populanty, gregariousness, deference and
sensitivity to approval and disapproval

DISCUSSION

The evidence from the present study shows that most of the vanation
of Insh teachers’ ratings of twenty pupil personality traits was attnibutable
to four independent factors The 1dentified factors were satisfactory
classroom behaviour, group leadership, health-extraversion anJ a minor
aesthetic one

Satisfactory classroom behaviour was clearly the most unp vt of
these factors It closely resembles Hallworth’s ‘good pupii <vajuaion’
factor which was denved from English teachers’ ratings (13) The .dentif
ication of such a factor suggests that teachers tend to evaluate pupils’
personalities pnmanly in terms of their concepts of accepélable 4SSTOOM
behaviour  Such behaviour wnvolves both desirable attitudes towards
learning on the part of the pupil together with, though to :a lesser extent,
a number of important cogmtive characteristics If we accept Brophy and
Goods’ (3) portrayal of a teacher’s day as a frantic effort t keep up with
events over which he has only partial control, then 1t 1s reasonable to
expect that pupils’ classroom behaviour would emerge as a major factor
From the teacher’s perspective, the most tmportant pupil personality
attributes appear to be those which have some bearing on the type of
classroom environment which 1s most conducive to promoting scholastic

achievement
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The second factor indicates that teachers evaluate pupils in terms of their
group leadership charactenstics Whereas the first factor focusses on an
aspect of the relationship between the teacher and the pupil, the second one
1s more concerned with the position of a pupil’s standing within a group
Teachers’ ratings on this factor are possibly determined by their observations,
both mside and outside of the classroom

Independently of group leadership qualities, teachers apparently judge
how active and extraverted pupils are The third factor identified in the
present study 15 quite simular in structure to Hallworth’s (13) ‘activity
social-extraversion’ factor As in the case of our second factor, 1t 1s likely
that teachers in rating this factor take into account the quality of inter
action among pupils both inside and outside of the classroom

Factor analysis can only find out relationships between vanables that
it 1s given to analyse Since teachers were presented with the twenty
personality descriptions 1t 1s conceivable that other variables not considered
mn the present study may have some significant bearing on how teachers
discnminate among children  The inclusion of additional varables in
future research 1s needed,especially to clanfy the nature of the fourth
factor which has been tentatively described as ‘aesthetic’

In peneral, the factors which underlie teachers’ ratings of boys closely
match four factors associated with their ratings of gurls The existence of
a further minor factor in the case of ratings of girls was not considered as
providing sufficient evidence to conclude that numerical and qualitative
differences exist n teachers’ ratings of boys and girls, given the smallness
of the sample Thus, evidence from our study prowvides hittle support for
conclusions (23, 26) that girls are perceived 1n a less analytic way than
boys It might be argued that if more of the raters in the present study
had been female, our findings would have more closely approximated
American and British findings, which were based on a larger proportion
of female teachers than we had in our sample However, this does not
seem very likely, given the existence of evidence that, on the whole, men
and women teachers do not discriminate 1n their classroom behaviour in
their treatment (18) and 1n their ratings of boys and girls (3, 19)

In conclusion, it should be noted that the major factors identified in the
present study do not necessarily describe pupils’ personalities accurately For
example, there may be little agreement between teachers’ ratings of pupils and
the pupils’ own responses on personality inventones (8, 9, 36) However, ‘
teachers’ perceptions in themselves may be important since they seem to play
a significant role in the assessment of pupil achievement (11,28, 32) Given
that situation, the identification of the factors underlying teachers’ percept
1ons of pupils, as1dentified 1n the present studv, is hardly without significance
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