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ABSTRACT 

 The study is technique based involving Q-methodology invented by William 

Stephenson (1902-1989), a favourite student of Spearman. The methodology aims at 

discovering objective meaning of subjective perceptions of the participants regarding as 

issue, as one is under investigation. Different teachers have different perceptions regarding 

difficult behaviours exhibited by learners in classroom situation. Investigator is interested to 

bring people in agreeable position to describe these difficult behaviours. Procedure of data 

collection involves sorting of different difficult behaviours of students by the teachers from 

most difficult to least difficult in fixed number of piles with specified distribution. These 

responses are decoded to get raw scores. On the basis of inter-person correlation matrix of 

obtained from scores, groups of persons are derived. Perceptions of these groups are studied 

to be dubbed as factors. It has been found that majority of teachers consider those behaviours 

as difficult which challenge their authority in one form or another. Unfortunately acting in 

behaviours are ignored by teachers all together which are vital to be managed by the teacher 

for holistic growth of the student. 

  

KEYWORDS: Difficult Behaviours, Q-methodology, R-methodology, Ipsative and 

Normative Measures 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 Classroom teaching is a two way process in which both teacher and students has some 

designated role which is acceptable to majority. Quality of teaching not only depends upon 

the skills and behaviour of the teacher, but also determined by the reactions exhibited by the 

learners in respect of teacher’s behaviour and teaching. Students show behaviours which of 

both positive and negative extremes, where former type can makes teaching a smooth ride 

and latter have potential to disturb the classroom proceedings to any extent, it can lead to a 

rift between teacher and learner/s. Here we are concerned with the negative behaviours, will 

be terming as difficult behaviours. Every child misbehaves at times especially in adolescent 

age. When it happens in a classroom it is distressing for a teacher, although it may be due to 
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adolescent age of the learners. The behaviours of students which irritate or cause a lot of 

trouble to the teacher can be termed as difficult behaviours. Difficult behaviours of the 

students in classroom hinder a healthy learning atmosphere and arrest the normal 

development of the student involved. Difficult behaviours are basically two types ‘Acting 

out’ & ‘Acting in’ and may take various forms. The acting out behaviour can be in the form 

of being rebellious, angry, and aggressive, anti-social, arrogant and the like; where as acting 

in can take the form of withdrawal, isolates, non social, self centered etc.  

A difficult behaviour is an undesirable behaviour shown or expressed by a student in 

the classroom. It can be a monologue, dialogue or even a gesture which makes a teacher 

uncomfortable and distract from the teaching. It must be observed that difficult behaviours 

are those which irritate majority of teachers rather than an individual based on one’s dislikes. 

Behaviour is only difficult if it has exceptionally high intensity as well as frequency. In other 

words a difficult behaviours one which puts majority of teachers at discomfort. Although it is 

not possible to quantify the extent of difficult behaviour, still one can place these behaviours 

on relative scale from most difficult to least difficult. Application of Q-methodology is based 

on grading of difficult behaviours by the participants of the study.  

METHODOLOGY 

Q-METHODOLOGY  

 Q-methodology was devised by Stephenson “to characterize a set of philosophical, 

psychological, statistical and psychometric ideas oriented to research on the individual” 

(Stephenson, 1953). It is a method of Q-sorting which calls for a person to rank order a set of 

stimuli according to a well defined rule. The operation of rank ordering though a subjective 

matter yet it uses the ipsative or forced choice sorting of cards into a set of well defined 

categories. The Q-sorting is done by using a set of objects, behaviours or statements. An 

individual is asked to sort them into a number of piles in accordance with some criterion. The 

sorter is instructed to place varying number of cards/objects in several piles using approval/ 

disapproval (or some other) criterion, the whole making up a distribution. The distribution is 

known as a Q-distribution which can be quasi-normal, normal or some other. This Q-sort 

distribution is a rank order continuum from most desirable (most approved or the like) to 

least desirable (least approved or the like) with varying degrees of desirability (approval) 

between the two extremes. The sorting instructions and the objects/ statements sorted vary 

with the purpose of research. The number of cards (items) in this technique is determined by 

statistical measures involved.  
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IPSATIVE VERSUS NORMATIVE MEASURES  

 Normative measures are generally used with tests and scales. An individual is free to 

choose any of the alternatives out of five/seven alternatives if administration is done on a 

five/seven point scale. On the other hand ipsative measure involves forced choice procedure 

of placing items into a number of categories using a specific criterion. The Q-methodology 

uses ipsative measures in which specified number of items are placed into different categories 

formed according to some symmetrical distribution of items (to be placed into categories).  

TYPES OF Q-SORT 

 There are two types of Q-sort which have been used to investigate different problems.  

Unstructured Q-Sort 

 An unstructured Q-sort is a set of items assumed without specific regard to underlying 

factors i.e. no specified (pre-decided) factors are kept in mind while framing the items of the 

measure. Unstructured Q-sort is developed when the investigator is working without any 

pattern or theoretical basis concerning some classification of the concourse (set) of all the 

items. In the present study we will be using this type of Q-Sort. 

Structured Q-Sort 

 Structured Q-sort consists of items or statements framed or collected with specific 

regard to the underlying structure of factors (or variables). The statements of the structured 

Q-sort are classified into one or more factors. The main purpose of a structured Q-sort is to 

develop a theory or theoretical structure. Also it intends to test already existing theory or 

constructs.  

R-METHODOLOGY  

 R-technique is concerned with correlational analysis of tests. Every human action was 

grasped by Karl Pearson as a vast matrix, cemented together by correlation (Stephenson, 

1953). Correlation of tests called R had its roots in this postulate. In mental tests and 

individual differences correlation seemed to be an important statistical tool and for traditional 

theorists using significance of correlation and factor analysis, it was an issue in almost all the 

problems. The correlation of tests (R) was considered to be the basis of the belief of man in 

different abilities, capacities, potentialities and other traits associated with human personality.   

Q-METHODOLOGY VERSUS R-METHODOLOGY  

Steps of Q-methodology are 

 working out a “concourse” to develop statements  (developing a Q-Set)  

 Sampling of P-Set (participants/ persons)  
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 Q-Sorting uses ipsative measures  

 Finding the inter-person correlations. 

 Factor analysis to find groups of persons  

 Working out underlying structure of items  

Steps of R-methodology are  

 Concept development   

 Determining operations  

 Development/selection of tests 

 Sample and administration of tests. 

 Finding the inter-item correlations 

 Factor analysis to work out the underlying structure of items  

HOW DID THE PRESENT INVESTIGATION PROCEED? 

 In the present investigation Q-methodology has been used for finding groups of 

persons. It is modified form of original Q-array method suggested by Stephenson (1953) and 

used by Sontag (1968). The data is analyzed by finding inter-person correlations of the 

responses obtained from the participants. The groups of persons are formed on the basis of 

high correlations among the responses of persons. Form the groups mean scores in respect of 

all the 51 items were found out. The highest mean score items represents highest priority 

given to difficulty behaviour by the concerned group. Similarly lowest mean value would 

mean the lowest priority assigned to the difficult behaviour by the concerned group. These 

items are compared for the priorities for the same group. On the basis of the nature of high 

priority items name of the groups were dubbed to show their independent existence as a 

factors of the concept called ‘difficult behaviours’.   

DEVELOPMENT OF RESEARCH TOOL 

 The working concourse was developed with the help of teachers, students, available 

literature and personal experience. In all seventy difficult behaviours were collected which 

represented a wide range of difficult behaviours. Fitting to requirements of Q-sort operation 

of symmetry only fifty one behaviours were finalized. These behaviours were sequenced 

from 1 to 51 in random order. These behaviours written on cards of 4’’X6’’ size and were to 

be distributed by sixty participants on the difficulty scale from most difficult to least difficult. 

The choice was ipsative in a sense the piles were fixed as nine in number with fixed number 

of cards to be place as 1, 3, 5, 9, 15, 9, 5, 3, and 1 in symmetrical distribution.  
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Data recording was done on the schematic data recording sheet prepare individually for each 

participant as illustrated ahead. 

Pile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Grading Most 

difficult 
Slightly 
lesser  
than 
most 

difficult 

Somewhat 
lesser  than 

most 
difficult 

Lesser  
than 
most 

difficult 

Equidistant 
from most 
and least 
difficult 

Greater 
than least 
difficult 

Somewhat 
greater than 

least 
desirable 

Slightly 
greater 

than least 
desirable 

Least 
difficult 

Score 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Cards 1 3 5 9 15 9 5 3 1 

 

                        
15 Cards 

 
SCORING/CODING OF THE Q-SORT 

 After sorting of fifty one difficult behaviours in to nine piles by sixty teachers, the 

investigator coded /scored the piles as follows. The most difficult behaviour  pile (1 item) 

was scored 9, slightly lesser  than most difficult behaviour pile (3 items) scored 8 for each 

item, somewhat lesser than most difficult behaviour pile (5 items) scored 7for each item, 

lesser than most difficult behaviour pile (9 items) scored 6 for each item, equidistant pile 

from most difficult to least difficult behaviour (15 items) scored 5 for each item, greater than 

         

1 Card        1 Card 

         

 3 Cards      3 Card  

         

  5 

Cards 

   5 

Cards 

  

         

         

         

   9Cards  9 Cards    

         

         

         

         

         

Q – Distribution of 
Difficult Behaviours 
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least difficult behaviour pile (9 items) scored 4 for each item, somewhat greater than  least 

difficult behaviour pile (5 items) scored 3 for each item, slightly greater than least difficult 

behaviour pile (3 items) was scored 2 for each item, and least difficult behaviour pile (1 

item)was scored 1.  

INTER-PERSON CORRELATION ANDMAKING OF GROUPS OF PERSONS 

 The data obtained in coded form for 51 items for 60 teachers was put to inter-person 

correlation. The groups are formed on the basis of the inter-person correlations appearing in 

the correlation matrix of persons. The minimum correlation value selected for qualifying to 

form a group is .30. Groups were formed with minimum of five members in it. The procedure 

of forming groups goes like this 

 Starting from person one (P1) the person correlated having significant values are 

written supposing this as a group.  

 Now take the second person in the group and move in the group for significant 

correlation with other persons. 

 Procedure continues to end up with a group of persons with significant r values for 

every other member. 

 The effective size of the group would reduce considerably. 

 In this procedure it is found that some of the persons are found in more than one 

groups whereas there some who could not be placed in any of the formed groups. 

 In this way twenty three groups could be formed. These groups are termed as 

preliminary groups. 

Final Groups Formation 

 All smaller groups which were also covered in the bigger groups were deleted 

completely 

 All those persons fall in the more than one groups were only retained in the group 

bearing highest correlation value. 

 Those could not be covered in any of the group were tried to be retained even if it has 

lesser number of correlations. 

 Finally six groups were formed entitled groups I, II, III, IV, V, VI having 5, 5, 9, 7, 9 

& 6 persons respectively. 

 In this way 41 persons out of sixty could be covered in the grouping. 

 The correlation values for group I are shown in the table 1, however, due to paucity of 

space other data could not be placed here. Final composition of groups is shown in Table 2. 



JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL ACADEMIC RESEARCH FOR MULTIDISCIPLINARY 
Impact Factor 1.393, ISSN: 2320-5083, Volume 1, Issue 11, December 2013 

 

119 
www.jiarm.com 

Table 1:Group I (Five Persons) 

Person Id. 1 2 7 18 49 

1 1.0000 0.6736 0.2613 0.3403 0.3403

2  1.0000 0.3593 0.4376 0.5139

7  1.0000 0.3602 0.3673

8  0.2778 0.2917

18  1.0000 0.8194

49   1.0000

 

Table 2:Final Groups of Persons Obtained  

Group Identification numbers of Persons Number of Persons 

I 1,2,7,18,49 5 

II 4,5,6,19,51 5 

III 8,27,40,41,47,48,50,58,60 9 

IV 9,10,11,13,21,32,34 7 

V 14,22,23,37,38,42,55,56,57 9 

VI 17,28,35,39,43,49 6 

All Groups  41 

 
The raw scores (Q-Sort codes) for persons in the groups are placed together and 

means are calculated for each of the items of the Q-Sort. The means values are then rank 

ordered in respect of item numbers. These means are actually proportional to the original Q-

Sort values ranged from 1 to 6. In other words the means score could again be placed in the 

Q-Sort with symmetrical arrangement. The items in piles 1, 2, & 3 (on left side) containing 

9(1+3+5) behaviours are the most difficult behaviours of students as perceived by secondary 

school teachers as group. These items are then decoded to find out the corresponding original 

items (difficult behaviours) taken in the Q-Sort. By studying the nature of items the dubbing 

for the groups has been done.  
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Table 3: Group – I: Q Scores and their Means in Decreasing Rank Order  

Persons 

Items 

1 2 7 18 49 Mean 

24 7 5 9 8 8 7.40 
37 7 8 3 9 9 7.20 
34 6 7 6 8 8 7.00 

3 6 6 8 6 8 6.80 
12 6 6 8 7 7 6.80 
23 6 9 5 7 7 6.80 

2 8 7 6 5 6 6.40 
5 7 7 6 5 7 6.40 

25 3 8 7 7 7 6.40 
48 8 8 5 5 6 6.40 
39 6 6 6 6 7 6.20 
17 6 6 7 7 4 6.00 
31 6 4 6 8 6 6.00 

6 9 5 5 6 4 5.80 
19 7 6 4 6 6 5.80 
22 5 6 5 7 6 5.80 
35 5 5 6 6 6 5.60 
38 8 7 3 5 5 5.60 
51 3 7 8 5 5 5.60 
10 5 5 7 5 5 5.40 
47 5 5 7 5 5 5.40 
50 5 5 7 5 5 5.40 

9 5 5 4 6 6 5.20 
15 6 6 4 5 5 5.20 
32 5 6 5 5 5 5.20 

8 4 5 5 6 5 5.00 
16 4 3 6 6 6 5.00 
42 5 5 5 5 5 5.00
44 7 5 5 4 4 5.00 
46 3 3 5 6 6 4.60 
28 6 5 6 3 2 4.40 
49 5 4 6 4 3 4.40 
14 5 5 2 4 5 4.20 
36 4 4 3 5 5 4.20
41 3 3 5 5 5 4.20 

4 4 4 5 4 3 4.00 
7 5 5 5 3 2 4.00 

27 5 4 5 2 4 4.00 
30 4 5 3 4 4 4.00 
45 5 6 5 1 3 4.00

1 4 4 4 3 4 3.80 
18 4 4 4 4 3 3.80 
26 5 4 4 3 3 3.80 
43 4 4 5 2 4 3.80 
13 2 2 4 5 5 3.60 
29 5 5 3 3 2 3.60 
11 2 2 4 4 5 3.40 
33 4 3 2 4 4 3.40 
40 3 3 1 5 5 3.40 
20 2 2 4 4 4 3.20 
21 1 1 2 2 1 1.40 
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Table 4: Group – I: Q Means and Most Difficult Behaviours (Stubborn - lazy- Acting out) 

Sr. No. Item No. Mean Difficult Behaviours 

1 24 7.40 is stubborn  
2 37 7.20 is lazy 
3 34 7.00 is rebellious 
4 3 6.80 is aggressive  
5 12 6.80 is indifferent 
6 23 6.80 abuses others  
7 2 6.40 complains 
8 5 6.40 throws temper tantrum 
9 25 6.40 argues 

 

Table 5: Group – II: Q Means and Behaviours (Disobedient-Argumentative- Acting Out) 

Sr. No. Item No. Mean Difficult Behaviours 

1 48 7.80 disobeys 
2 25 7.20 argues 
3 23 7.00 abuses others  
4 31 6.60 is a cheater 
5 46 6.60 is talkative 
6 3 6.40 is aggressive 
7 19 6.20 shows anger 
8 51 6.20 is non-punctual 
9 34 6.00 is rebellious

 

Table 6: Group – III: Q Means and Behaviours (Stubborn-Angry- Acting out) 

Sr. No. Item No. Mean Difficult Behaviours 

1 34 7.44 is rebellious 
2 3 7.33 is aggressive 
3 24 7.33 is stubborn  
4 19 6.67 shows anger  
5 48 6.67 disobeys 
6 22 6.56 is ill-mannered 
7 23 6.56 abuses others 
8 25 6.56 argues 
9 9 6.44 is antisocial 

 

Table 7:  Group – IV: Q Means and Behaviours   (Disobedient - Abusive - Acting out) 

Sr. No. Item No. Mean Difficult Behaviours 

1 3 7.43 is aggressive 
2 34 7.43 is rebellious  
3 48 7.14 disobeys 
4 23 6.86 abuses others  
5 42 6.71 is unethical 
6 22 6.57 is ill-mannered 
7 24 6.43 is stubborn  
8 39 6.43 is non-cooperative  
9 6 6.29 is an arrogant 
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Table 8: Group – V: Q Means and Behaviours (Eccentric - Antisocial - Acing out) 

Sr. No. Item No. Mean Difficult Behaviours 

1 3 6.44 is aggressive 
2 4 6.33 is an eccentric 
3 9 6.33 is antisocial 
4 2 6.22 complains 
5 39 6.22 is non-cooperative 
6 34 6.11 is rebellious  
7 48 6.11 disobeys 
8 13 6.00 is neurotic
9 6 5.67 is an arrogant

Table 9: Group – VI: Q Means and Behaviours (Antisocial - Insincere - Acting out) 

Sr. No. Item No. Mean Difficult Behaviours 

1 34 7.83 is rebellious 
2 9 7.00 is antisocial 
3 3 6.67 is aggressive 
4 17 6.67 is insincere 
5 24 6.67 is stubborn 
6 42 6.67 is unethical 
7 12 6.33 is indifferent 
8 22 6.33 is ill-mannered 
9 23 6.33 abuses others 

 
Sample Q-Sort reframed in terms of difficult rating of Behaviours by Group VI 

34 9 24 39 
5 18 32 1 21 

1 Card 3 42 48 
26 30 11 4 

1 Card 

 17 12 6 
35 40 28 49 

 

 3 Cards 22 25 
41 50 7 

3 Card  

  23 16 
45 10 15

  

  5 Cards 31 
46 20 

5 Cards   

   27 
8 44 

   

   51 
19 2 

   

   37 
29 14 

   

   9 Cards
33 

9 Cards    

    
36 

    

    
38 

    

    
43 

    

    
47 

    

    
13 

    

            15 Cards 
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This Q-Sort representation is applicable to all the groups of persons. We can see that the 

whole exercise is to give a representation of our choices for an idea or object of subjective 

nature as is the case with students’ difficult behaviours. It is quite clear from the fact that only 

sixty subjects data resulted in formation of six groups covering majority in the sample.  

 The dubbing of perceptions of the group has been named on the basis of first four 

most approved items. Here we can see all the first four items are related with some or other 

kind of extreme deviant behaviour acting out termed as difficult behaviour. The same 

procedure is adopted for other groups of persons. Finally all the groups were dubbed on the 

basis of the nature of the higher ranked items. The corresponding titles are shown in the table 10. 

Table 10:Groups of Persons, their Number and Title  

Group of Items No. of Persons Title 

Group I 5 Stubborn - Lazy - Acting out  

Group II 9 Disobedient-Argumentative- Acting Out 
Group III 7 Stubborn-Angry- Acting out 
Group IV 9 Disobedient - Abusive -  Acting out 
Group V 6 Eccentric - Antisocial - Acing out 
Group VI 5 Antisocial - Insincere - Acting out 

 

Conclusions 

 Nineteen teachers could not agree as a group to the meaning of difficult 

behaviours. In other words they have their own perception students’ difficult 

behaviours which do not fall in the investigator’s given range of behaviours. It 

may be the fact that they have unique combination of difficult behaviours which 

do not match with other participants.   

 Six groups of persons were discovered, which were distinct in their perceptions 

about the concept of difficult behaviours of the students. 

 Acting out is the common feature of difficult behaviours endorsed by all the groups.  

 These six titles summarily represent difficult behaviours of students as perceived 

by secondary school teachers. 

 The study showed that Q-methodology has a worth for dealing with subjective 

concepts as one under investigation. 
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INTERPRETATIONS 
 Teachers feel that there are times when they feel students are difficult to manage in 

the class. Teachers have their own perceptions about difficult behaviours of learners, 

however they agree to great extent to make an agreeable group on the issue. 

 At least six factors are running through the concept of students difficult behaviours 

 These factors are Stubborn - lazy - Acting out Student, Disobedient-Argumentative- 

Acting Out, Stubborn-Angry- Acting out, Disobedient - Abusive -  Acting out, 

Eccentric - Antisocial - Acing out and Antisocial - Insincere - Acting out 

 The factor Stubborn - lazy - Acting out Student reveals the fact that teachers find 

students who are stubborn are difficult to manage, the same is true for lazy and 

rebellious students. When these characteristics are in combination in a student it 

becomes further difficult to manage. If all the three difficult behaviours are present in 

a student it will make things worse. 

 Factor Disobedient-Argumentative- Acting out indicates teachers find disobedience as 

difficult behaviour; same is true for argumentative and acting out students. Students 

who show a combination of these difficult behaviours are even more difficult to 

manage. In case of combination of all the three characteristics it becomes most 

damaging.    

 The factor Stubborn-Angry- Acting out indicates a stubborn angry and acting out 

student will be the most difficult to manage in a class. 

 The factor Disobedient - Abusive - Acting out reveals that disobedient if at the same 

time is abusive and acting out will be most difficult to manage. 

 The factor Eccentric - Antisocial - Acing out means eccentric anti social and acting 

out will be the unmanageable combination of characteristics for a student. 

 The factor Antisocial - Insincere - Acting out shows that teachers believe that 

antisocial insincere and acting out is the most deadliest combination as far as difficult 

behaviours are concerned. 

 

EDUCATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

 Although, the investigator conducted present study on a small sample, but then the 

beauty of the Q-technique lies in its ability to draw significant information on a subjective 

issue using small samples. The technique is very good at drawing factors (constructs) of a 

subjective concept like difficult behaviours based on subjective perceptions of the teachers. 
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The factors revealed during the study have thrown some light on the concerns of the teachers 

regarding difficult behaviours of the students in the classroom. Teachers do not like their 

student to be Antisocial, Insincere, Eccentric, Disobedient, Abusive, Stubborn, Angry, 

Argumentative, Lazy and Acting Out in any form. In other words they want their students to 

be social, sincere, normal, obedient, and calm, disciplined fellow, active and should not 

challenge the authority of the teacher. The last character is particularly need to be reassessed, 

whether teachers are looking for submissive and conformist students who are rarely creative 

in their doings, or it is expressed in some other form. The results can be utilized to make 

students aware of the teachers concerns and liking for the students’ behaviour. At the same 

time result can be used to make teachers aware of their faulty perceptions of difficult 

behaviours. As in the present study we found that teachers don’t consider acting in as difficult 

behaviours, which has been the big concern for the psychologists and educationists. It seems 

teachers are less concerned about the growth and development of the student rather are only 

concerned for their efficient classroom management and effective delivery of the subject 

matter. Teachers need be taught true purpose of teaching and parameters of be effective.  

 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

 There can be number of dimensions which can emerge from this study for furthering 

research in this area. Study can be replicated with better statistical techniques like factor 

analysis in combination with array method suggested by Stephenson (1953) and Sontag 

(1968).Issues like values, ethics, emotions, character and the like can be studied very 

effectively using Q-methodology. A study can be thought for comparing results obtained by 

using ipsative and normative methods of research. 
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