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_ This study examined student drawings as an
unobtrusive measure of attitudes toward school. A total of 94 fouth,
fifth, and sizth grade students were asked to drawv two pictures: one
of a teacher; and one of a teacher and a pupil, imagining that they
had just asked the teacher a question and the teacher was answering
it. At the conclusion of the drawing session students were
adpministered the Describe Your School Inventory (DY¥S), a measure of
pupil attitudes toward school. Five teachers, all of whom had contact
with the students in the sample, were asked to place these.students
in categories laheled accepting, concerned, indifferent, and
rejecting. Measures of interpersonal proximity and teacher-pupil size
ratios were obtained for the drawings. student attitudinal data were
analyzed with analysis of yariance. A procedure suggested by Hoyt was
employed to analyze the reliability of the teacher ratings. Results
are listed for all analyses run. Results tend to support the
hypotheses that: (1) children with high DYS scores would position
themsclves closer to the teacher in situational drawings, and (2) as
the ratio of teacher height to .pupil height approached 1.00, the
pupil nomiration into a teacher perception group would approach the
accepted category and the pupil's DYS score would increase. The
significance of the method is discussed. (Author/SB) :
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Problen

_Classrcom teachers lack an unobtrusive, nonreactive measure of pupil
attitudes towards the teacher and school. In the behavior exchange of the
classroan, particular psychologlcally meaningful classroom behavioral contexts
may exist which are impartant in creating and directing pupil attltudes toward
the teacher and school. .A theory of affiliation developed by Mehrablan (1974)
suggests an attraction-avoidance hypothesis which 1s reflected in expressed
interpersonal proximity. This proximity veriable may find expression in bupll
drawings of psychologically meaningful teaching units. When these teachlng
units are expressed by bupils under standardized conditions, the hedium of
classroom art emerges 2s a potentially useful diagnostic tool ror the class-
roam teacher. ‘

ObJectives S

o Objectives of this investigation included: (1) The exploration of pupil
drawings of hypothesized psychologlcally meaningful teaching units as-a dlag-
nostic.tool within naturalistic classroom settings; (2) The investigation of

. selected. features of pupil drawings of a teacher with teacher ratings of Puplls;
(3) The investigaticn of relationships between pupil drawings of a teacher and
m SCOPes of the Describe Your School Inventory; (4) The investigation of eXpressed

o interpersonal proximity and teacher-pupil size ratios In drawings of psycho-
" logically meaningful teaching units and their relationship to pupll attitudes
toward school. , o - '

Significance

; . This stOdy: (1) Operatisnalizes with children's drawings the theoretlcal
=¥ models for behavieral analysis developed by Hall (1973) and further elucidated
g"'} by Edney (1974); (2) Investigates the consistency of teacher perceptions of |
- Lupils involved in an Open classroom arrangemerit;. (3) Examines expressed, inter-
¥dp. personal proximity and teacher-pupil size ratios in pupil drawlngs. These
i

drawings reflect a hypothesized psychologically meaningful teachdng unit and may
; relate to teacher rating profiles and self-reports of pupil attltudes toward -

school.
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Procedures

. 'The present investigation has’ operationalized recent methodological
considerations of impart to the uncbtrusive measure of pupll dttitudes toward
school. Specifically: (1) Five teachers were asked to place the same Students
in categories labeled "accepting, concerned, indifferent, and rejecting"; -
(2) Bmploying a standard paper sizZe and designated crayons, puplls we.c asked
to complete twc: separaue drawings; (3) Puplls were asked to draw "a plcture of
a teacher" and "a picture of a pupll and a teacher"; (4) A specific context
was suggested to the puplls for their pupll-teacher drawing; Puplls were asked
to dmegine "that thc_y had just asked the teacher a question, and the teacher
was answering them": (5) At the conclusion of the drawing session puplls
were administered tn.,é Describe Your School Inventory; a measure of pupil attitudes
toward school with a heavy emphiasis on the pupil's affiliation toward the
teacher.

Data

The study sample included five teachers all of whom had contact and were

respc:nsible for the sample of ninety-four fourth, {ifth, and sixth grade puplls.

The teacher sample included two males and three femaleg, Current educutlonal
terminology would characterlze the sample teachers and puplls as participatiﬁg;
in an "open" classm@m a;‘rangenfnt

§¢7»E1

A procedure suggested by Hoyt (1941) was ‘employed in the analysls of data

" pelated to the rellapility of the teacher ratings. An analysls of variance

procedure was applled to the. pupil attitudinal data. Employing the metrile
system, a measure C}f iriterperséonal proximity was obtained, as well as teacher-
pupil size ratios, A discriminate analysis procedure was ~pplied to a1l

relevant pupil drawing variables within the factored pupil proflles. A multiple
regggssian analysis was performed with dimensions of the pupil attitudinal data
as the criterion measure and pupll drawing. dinEﬁsians as pr‘eclietare ‘

Resglts

1) "An Inteynal consistency reliability estimate of 91 (K“P 20) 1s reported
for the Describe Your School Inventory. The Describe Your School Inventory
1s a megsure of pupll attitudes toward school with g n‘zavy Emplﬁsis on
teacher instructional Strategies .

2) Diclusion of the variables pupil helght, teacher height teacher~pupll
distance, teacher-pupll height ratio and teacher drawing height (a separate
drawing) in the regression equation predicting the eriterion DYS score
produced a Slgiificarm (pec0l) rmltiple R of . 4o and an R square fﬁ‘ .16
(Table 1). _ _ p
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3)

)

Statistically signlficant %mple o GT'TElati@ﬂ coefficlents included the
DYS with,teacher-pupil distance (-.32), the DS with teacher-pupil ratio
(.24) and the DYS wlth teacher drawing height (= 261 (Table I). '

None of. the gta:xdsmiZEa beta welghts pmduceci 11 the regression equation

. achieved statistical significance. However, the peta weight for tFEChEI‘-

5)

6)
7)
8)
9)

10)

pupil di-;staﬂce approached slgnificance at the p<.05 level.

A Q-factor analysls with five geparate teacher ratings of thé SanE n.ﬁleﬁy-

four students produced five rating profiles. Factor labels and variable
differences with factors are reported (Table II).

Varlable mMeans, rater means ang F-ratios within caac;h of” Lhe five factr:r—ﬁa
are reported (Tablc IXI, IV, V)

Tiree of the five teachers rating the njnety—I‘@_lr studantg varied signif-
icantly P <.01 in their disposition to discriminate ampng students placed

in the categories labeled accepted, concerned, irﬁji‘fefent and rejected.

Three of the flve raters were very reluctant té rx:ml’nate students to the
rejected Category Prefering Instead to use the emcemed and Indifferent
categories (Table V),

Only the Variable Pupil helght acheived statistical sigﬁi‘icénce (p <.05)
in discriminating between the five factors praduced fram factored teacher
ratings of pupils (Table V).

A discriminant amalysis of teacher I"at‘-il‘jg pr‘ﬂfileg resulting fram HL Qg
factor Eﬂalysis produced highly significant differences p ¢.01 between the
profiles. Puplls could be reliasbly placed in factors when rater pmf‘iles
were c@ﬁSida‘ed Ninety-twc percent cm'ect placement \'Ial:rle VI) -

A discrilﬂiimt analysis of pupil drawing variables within the g:‘c:ups .
resulting fram the Q-factor analysis produced ne significant differences
between the profiles. Puplls could not be reliably placed in factars when
drawirig varisples were considepred: ‘Ihir'ty—fDLT percent correct placenEIit
$(Table VII).

" Discussion : o

When teachers are asked to Place students into categories labeled accepted

goncerned, indifferent and relecteq, response sets in the Torm of reluctance to

reject (ge“iérésity error) or high djspcsitim to discriminate (accurate per-
ceptions. or séverity errtor) seem to pe present. This result would suggest

. caution in using only One teacher's evaluation of pupils along any selected-

dimension. The teacher sanple included two men and three women. The least
diseriminating teacher (rater 1, no rejected students) was also the team leader
‘ard had less daily contact with the puplls. Her perceptions may very well

" have related to her role as plszmer and organizer’ within the team. The severest.
. teacher (rat‘.ér' 3,. 14 rejected atudents) wes a rrele and the team disciplinarian



The original hypcthe.:ie that children with high DYS scores would position
themselves in- closer proximity to the teacher in the situational drawlngs seems
to have been confirmed. The low DYS score (33.1) and relatively high distance
(87.3) within rating profile fagtor four (labeled rejected) lends further support

- to this hypothesis., A second ‘hypothesis suggested that as the ratio of teacher
helght” to pupll heig,ht approached 1.00 (the same height for each fj,gufé in the
situational drawing) the pupils nomination into a teacher perception group would
approach the, accepted category and the pupils DYS score would Increase toward

Igigggf The trend of the deta 1s in the diI(:'thDn of confirming this hypothesls

The significant differences in pupil pfofiies ‘factored from teacher ratings
might suggest that puplils are exhlbiting partlcular classrocm behaviors which
several teachers consistertly find acceptable or unacceptable from the teachers
role vantage point. Clearly, to be rated as "someone you would like to have back

aagaln just for the sheer joy of 1t" by five teachers, the pupll must be exhibit-
ing consistently pleasing and situationally appropriate behaviors to all members
of the team. Likewlse, the less behaviorally consistent child may meet with mixed
reviews by his teachers, dependent perhaps on the expectations of the particul
teacher and the c¢lassroom situational contexts. :

© While teacher ratings did predict group membership (9?%) .drawing dimensions
did not (34%). Sample size could be a partial cause for this lack of predictabil~
ity as well a8 the limited varlability within two of the five raters..

What is of significance diagnostically is the methodology of the data collec-
tion. The suggestion that the child draw a "maturalistic classroam context" '
enhances the analysis and dlagnostic potentlal of selected vardables within the

drawing. ~ similarly, data collected in this fashion provides prescriptive direction

to the classroom teacher. In cases where the child has drawn the teacher at
some distance from himself, the teacher might, as a matter of style, attempt to
respord to questions fram th_s chlld at a closer proximity to cc&mmicate more
concern and acCeptance than the child may be perceiviﬂs "

=% : - -




TABIE T : _ i\

Multiple R, R Square, R Square Change and Simple R for ’\\
\

Contributing Pupil Drawing Dimensions wlth Scores on the .

Describe Your School Inventory

— S

Variable Name Multiple R Re R® Change | Simple R

Pupil Height . 1455 0211 - L0211 L1454
Pupil-Teacher Proximity . .3314 .1098 . .0886 -.3236%
Teacher Helsht 3855 . .1485 .0387 -.1857
Teacher-Pupil Height Ratio  .3856 1486 0001 .2ulh
Individusl Teacher Drawing Lo22 1617 < L0131 ~.2605%
®p .05
TABLE IT
Qa-Factc:r Analysis ‘of Ratings by Five Teachers'
Gf Ninety-thl"eé Pupils Ranl{ed as
Accepted Cc:ﬂcenzed s Indj.i‘ferent or Rejected

Factor* Eigen Value Percentage “of Variance ~ Cumilative Percentage

18.1773 . w3 8 3.3
15.4517 292 -7 o635
'10.5489 | 19.9 - 83-}

= VI

8.821% ; 166 1 100.0

*Four factors were extracted plus an additimal factar of studEﬂts v\rhcr were Ebeled

" as accepted by all five teachers. These students were not-entered-into the ‘factor

analysisr*-?agtor 3 Tost ¢losely appmxj:uates Factm* 5 the totally accepted pupil.
., 6



_ TABLE III
. Mean Ratings of Raters Within -~

b Factored Categories in a Discriminant Analysis

it

1.25 © 1.42  1.50 1.60 1,00

1 1
2 1.22 1.4 1,70  3.50 .00 1.44
3 .26 289 1.50 2.33 .00 2
4

2.02 2.25 2.70 2.22 .00 2.06

oo e

5 | 3.30 -1:30  1.60 2.4 1.00 218

> Y TARIE IV,
Pupil Drawing Varilatble Means
 and Describe Your School Mean Scores

Within Factors

g
L=

Varidble Factor - 1 2 5

Dy LR 36.02° 40.07, “36.80 3311 39.54
Pup1l Helght | 91.30 108.57 1M4.80 9177 99.18
| Iéécher“HEight' : 145.72 156.85 182,30 160.33 138.45
| Teacher-Pupil Proximity 80.55 57.10 69.30 87.33 6L.27
' Individual Teacher 195.11 214.10 200.60 200,22 198.36
Draving . X 00.22 45

' Meacher~Pupll Height T4 700 719 63 .73
~ . Ratio : ‘ . : : :
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? TRBIE V' | o

Unlvariate F-Ratdos Between Facters for Raters Deseribe Your Sf:__h_c:)_qi_ Inventory Scores and Drawing Variables

Raters F-Ratio IS P-Ratlo Drawing Dimensions \ F-Rat1o

1 184 L | Rt 2,00

> s o | Teacker Belght - 8

3 Rk | mpii=Te&c}ier Proximity 96
b e B Individué_l Tercher Drawing Helght 36

5 Gupm | | | hlpilmT};acher Ratio - p 0]

Toxt Provided by ER
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TBIE VT I

Discriminant Analysis of Racter Groups by Raters

&

Dserimnant  Eigen  felative  Caonieal  Puetlons Wils' O P Sig.
Rowtion  value  Percentage  Corvelablon  Derdved  Lambds | Square = lewl
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TABLE VIT

Discriminant Armljéis of Faetor Groups by Drawjng Diﬁ'ensions‘ |

Diseriminant  Elgen "~He,lajﬁ:ivé - Ca:gqnical Functions - Wilks' Chl Dp Sig,
Funcbion  value  Percentage Corrélation.  Derived lambds  Square Level

. | | | 0 755 3.0 2 B 2
ko -49.60 0F moous 1 -'.LlS

R R R ST S S

3 am 4. Sn g R S 8
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“ ~ Drawlng Format and Instructions
" . Sunery with Findings
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Instrustions

Draying Iv- "Draw a picture in whibh you have just asked the. teagher a question and he or she 1s answerdng

the question- |
| Dl‘avﬂilg IT: "Drawa picture of teacku‘ oo
PE&E@EE or thé Nominatian of Students to Categorles by Teachers
fougpted:  Name o studént you would 1ke to have a@m for the sheer joy it it." | ‘
(oncermed:  "Name one stadent you would ‘spend more time with 4F you could." .

- 1rqfferent" "Name one student you would be sast preparad to talk about at a parelznt-tea er conference,”
ﬁéjeﬂtgd "IE you could decnase your ¢1ass size by one 3tudent who would 16 be?” -

Eesults

h
i

Tesofer Pupil Pl‘Oxj:nity (Var 2) hegatively related 0 DYS geore o

feoter Pupdl Retio (Vap i) positively related $0 DIS scare

ok
Foos

$egendent, Teacher Hitigﬁht (Var 5) negatively related t0 _)XS Btare

¥
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