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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The educational system, as we know it, is in the process of 

change. With the increased involvement of parent groups, student pop

ulation decline, achievement test score decline, and the A nation 

at Risk (1983) report to the President, educators are having to find 

ways to improve the quality of the teachers in the classroom. 

The demand for excellence can be translated into a demand for 

more effective teacher selection practices by personnel officers. A 

vast amount of information is available concerning each prospective 

teacher. Employment files include resumes, test scores, grade-point 

averages, official transcripts, letters of recommendation, entry-level 

committee recommendations, and the results of the personal interview. 

Although all of these parts constitute the whole, the greatest source 

of information, if used effectively, is probably the personal inter

view. The reliability, validity, and general worth of using a struc

tured interview to select successful teachers is the topic of this 

paper. 

The interview is man's oldest and most often used device for 

obtaining information. With a well-conceived questionnaire, an inter

view can be used to obtain a great deal of information. The interview 

can be flexible and adaptable to many situations, and it can be usep 

when other methods are not possible or adequate. 

1 
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Using the interview technique, questions may be asked directly or 

indirectly. When asked a question directly, a person may or may not 

give the desired response. Presented w·ith the same question, using an 

indirect format, the person may respond with the desired information 

without being aware that it is being given. Indirect questioning 

involves asking the person for an opinion or an impression of a situa

tion. Most data collection methods in sociology and psychology uti

lize these questioning techniques. 

The interview pro'cedure assumes that a candidate's behavior in 

the past can serve as a guide for predicting future performance. The 

individual is believed to remain much the same in the future as he/she 

was in the past. He/she is expected to retain the same or similar 

characteristics or personality and behave in accordance with previous 

patterns. 

The major shortcoming of the interview technique is the time in

volved. Interviews may require many hours to complete. The actual 

interview may involve as much as two hours. The interpretation and 

scoring of the interview can consume another two to three hours. The 

time investment can be translated into a monetary figure. Therefore, 

in terms of individual effort and cost, the interview is not always 

the most economically effective method of applicant selection. 

Regardless of cost involved, researchers indicate that informa

tion obtained in the interview is crucial in selection. Meggison 

(1970) supported this, saying that the diagnostic interview is prob

ably the most important step in the whole selection procedure, as all 

the relevant information is brought into focus during the interview. 
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The interview is the method par excellence for filling in the 

gaps.~·1eft by other information-gathering techniques such as applica-

tions, resumes, and employment histories. The interview provides 

information beyond the written data. The interviewer can explore 

future aspirations and prior job history with the applicant. 

The personal interview serves to delve into the personality of 

the applicant. Koerner (1969) stated: 

Because an individual's personality has a way of per
meating everything he does, the investigation of a 
candidate's personality should take priority during 
an interview. Other information regarding background, 
experiences, and certification qualifications can be 
gleaned from the written application. The interview 
is the one opportunity to penetrate the superficial. 
Questions should be structured to uncover the individ
ual 1 s personality indirectly. The questions should 
require the person to think while trying to verbalize. 
Other questions should involve immediate decision mak
ing. Interviews further should be formatted to contain 
questions having no pat answers. Items should require 
the respondent to explain and re-explain (p. 102). 

Meggison (1970) supported this opinion of the interview. Prima

rily, the interviewer seeks to ascertain the applicant's level of ma

turity, ability to persevere, and degree of self-discipline. Secondly, 

lie/she searches for the correct attitude., know·ledge, and skills needed 

for successful job performance. In surrmary, the interviewer attempts 

to evaluate the person's ability to utilize available resources in 

solving complex problems. 

Kerlinger (1967), a statistician, stated that the most important 

use of interviews should be to study relations and test hypotheses. 

The interview is a psychological measuring instrument. Perhaps more 

qccurately, the products of interviews (respondents• answers to care

fully contrived questions) can be translated into measures of 
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psychological variables. Interviews and questionnaires are therefore 

subject to the same criteria of reliability, validity, and objectivity 

as any other measuring instrument. 

The structured interview consists of prescribed questions formu-

1 ated before the interview and stated in such a manner that the inter

viewee will reveal something about himself /herself in the answers 

he/she gives. Most structured interviews are administered by asking 

the same questions in the same order to all interviewees, thereby 

increasing the reliab1lity of the interview. The interviewer is 

allowed very little liberty in asking questions. Interviewers are 

trained using permissible variations in the questions. 

Development of the questions used in the structured interview is 

extremely important. According to Kerlinger (1967), there are three 

types of questions in common use: fixed alternative (closed), open

end (open), and fixed scale-alternatives, also known as scale items. 

Fixed alternative items offer the respondent a choice among two 

or more alternatives (yes-no, agree-disagree). A neutral third choice 

(undecided, don't know, not applicable) is provided for the purpose of 

relieving stress in the interview. The disadvantage of this type of 

interview questioning is that it limits the respondent to the con

straints set by the interviewer. Without prob~s, the respondent can

not reach beyond the superficiality of the questions. 

Open-ended items do not impose re~trictions on the content and 

manner of respondent answers-. The open-end questions supply a frame 

of reference for the respondent's answers while putting a minimum of 

restraint on the answers and their expression. When answering open

end questions, the respondent reveals the ability to express himself, 
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to organize his thoughts, and to respond in-depth based on his expe

rience and knowledge. Responses to open-end questions can suggest 

possibilities of relations and hypotheses. Respondents will sometimes 

give unexpected answers that may indicate the existence of relation

ships not originally anticipated. The disadvantage of using open

ended questions is the amount of time it takes to administer the 

interview. 

The scale question is a set of verbal items, each of which is 

answered by expressing degrees of agreement or disagreement or some 

other mode of answer. Scale items have fixed alternatives and place 

the respondent at some point on the scale. The use of scale items 

in interview questions is a development of great promise, since the 

benefits of scales are combined with those of interviews. 

Brannon (1975) elaborated even further on the advantages of the 

structured interview. In addition to obtaining the teacher's ideas on 

the questions presented, the interviewer has the opportunity to ob

serve such important characteristics asi poise, enunciation, phras

ing, posture, facial expressions, manner of dress, cleanliness, and 

mannerisms. The school interviewer should be seeing the respondent at 

his/her best. 

To achieve reliability, interviewers must be trained and ques

tions must be pretested and revised to eliminate ambiguities and 

inadequate wording. Validity of structured interviews can be in

creased by eliminating interviewer bias through training. 

In two separate studies, Ghiselli (1966) and Yonge (1956) found 

that interview estimates of intelligence compared to actual intelli

gence test scores proved to be valid. In addition, the interview 
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appeared to have good potential as a predictor of self-confidence, the 

ability to express one's self effectively, certain types of attitudes, 

sociability, and a variety of other mental abilities. 

Where the interview approach is planned in advance and a rela

tively structured format is followed (so that the same questions are 

asked of all interviewees), relatively good validities have been 

obtained against job performance criteria. In 1947, McMurry conducted 

a rather sizable predictive validities study. In his report, McMurry 

stated that when a highly structured, patterned interview approach was 

followed, the interviews yielded a correlation of .43 with people who 

stayed for 18 months. The employees who rated higher initially in the 

employment interview stayed longer. When rated by their superiors, 

the results were compared with the earlier interview judgments. A 

predictive validity coefficient of .68 was obtained. Subsequent stud

ies using the same patterned interview format produced correlations 

with.success criteria consistently in the .60's. It is evident that 

when the selection interview is used in a relatively standardized 

manner and individualized interviewer approaches and biases are con

trolled, the interview can be quite effective. 

Statement of the Problem 

With the publicized decline in quality and the few number of 

people entering education, it is even more essential than ever to 

ascertain the best qualified person for the job. It is imperative 

that the written reports on the individual be properly interpreted, 

but more important is the ability to assess the personal interview 

with the individual. 



Answers to the following questions will be sought: 

1. Is there a significant difference in the scores on the 

Teacher Perceiver Interview (TPI) between teachers across levels of 

instruction (elementary, junior high, senior high)? 

2. Is there a correlation between the TPI score and the score 

each teacher received from their supervisors on the Principals' Eval

uation? 

3. Do the TPI and the Principals' Evaluation measure approxi

mately the same attitudes of teachers? 

4. Are the Tulsa Public School Effectiveness Correlates repre

sented on the Principals' Evaluation? 

5. Did the addition of Rosenshine and Fursts' (1971) character

istics of an effective teacher invalidate the results of the Princi

pals' Evaluation? 

Purpose of the Study 
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The Tulsa Public School Independent School District Number One 

has been using a structured interview since 1979 as a part of its 

hiring procedure. The Teacher Perceiver Interview (TPI) was designed 

by Selection Research Incorporated (SRI), Lincoln, Nebraska. The 

purpose of the present study is to verify the predictive validity of 

the TPI as it relates to the selection of effective teachers in Tulsa, 

Oklahoma. 

Can the TPI validly predict the effectiveness of a prospective 

teacher? If an interview is given to a sizable sample of 11 master 11 

teachers (deemed to be effective by their peers and administrators), 

there will be commonalities in their responses to the interview. If 



prospective teachers are asked the same questions and respond in like 

manner, does this indicate that the prospective teacher has the same 

potential as the 11 master 11 teacher to be effective? 

Background and Value of the Study 

8 

SRI has interviewed over 2,500 teachers who were identified by 

their administrators and students as being 11 effective. 11 The interview 

consists of 60 questions or situations to which the 11 effective 11 teach

ers responded. Their responses were recorded and processed to find 

the commonalities that existed. These commonalities generally dealt 

with behavioral controls such as attitudes, knowledge, generalized 

skills, ideals, and interests. 

The SRI Perceiver Academies call the following 12 categories 

11 basic 1 if e themes . 11 These themes, when identified systemat i ca 11 y by 

a trained perceived specialist through the SRI Perceiver Academies' 

interview process, reveal significant success patterns in teachers. 

For teachers, SRI defined these themes as follows: 

Mission. Mission is what takes some individuals and groups out 

of society's mainstream in order to assure the quality and purposive

ness of that mainstream. Mission is a deep, underlying belief that 

students can grow and attain self-actualization. A teacher with 

mission has a goal to make a significant contribution to other people. 

Empathy. Empathy is the apprehension and acceptance of the state 

of mind of another person. Practically, we say we put ourselves into 

the other person's place. Empathy is the phenomenon that provides the 

teacher feedback about the in8ividual student's feelings and thoughts. 
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Rapport Drive. The rapport drive is evidenced by the teacher's 

ability to have an approving and mutually favorable relationship with 

each student. The teacher likes students and expects them to recipro

cate. Rapport is seen by the teacher as a favorable and necessary 

condition of learning. 

Individualized Perception. Individualized perception means that 

the teacher spontaneously thinks about the interests and needs of each 

student and makes every effort to personalize each student's program. 

Listening. The listening theme is evident when a person spon

taneously listens to others with responsiveness and acceptance. Lis

tening is viewed as beneficial to the speaker. 

Investment. The investment theme is indicated by the teacher's 

capacity to receive satisfaction from the growth of students. This is 

in contrast to the person who must personally perform to achieve 

satisfaction. 

Input Drive. Input drive is evidenced by the teacher who is 

continually searching for ideas, materials, and experiences to use in 

helping other people, especially students. 

Activation. Activation indicates that the teacher is capable of 

stimulating students to think, to respond, to feel--to learn. 

Innovation. The innovation theme is indicated when a teacher 

tries new ideas and techniques. A certain amount of determination is 

observed in this theme because the idea has to be implemented. At a 

higher level of innovation is creativity, where the teacher has the 

capability of putting information and experience together into new 

configurations. 
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Gestalt. The gestalt theme indicates that the teacher has a 

drive toward completeness. The teacher sees in patterns and is uneasy 

until work is finished. When gestalt is high, the teacher tends 

toward perfectionism. Even though 'form and structure are important, 

the individual student is considered first. The teacher works from 

individual to structure. Beware of inflexibility. 

Objectivity. Objectivity is indicated when a teacher responds to 

the total situation, getting facts and understanding first as compared 

to making an impulsive reaction. 

Focus. Focus is indicated when a person has models and goals. 

The person's life is moving in a planned direction. The teacher knows 

what the goals are and selects activities in ter~s of these goals. 

The TPI is audiotaped in order that it might be reviewed by the 

original interviewer or by another trained interviewer. A composite 

score is given and the interview sheet becomes part of the interview

ee 1 s employment folder, along with the teaching certificate, updated 

application, medical examination, official transcripts, and letters of 

recommendation. The completed employment folders are made available 

to administrators in need of teachers. When the administrator finds 

an applicant he/she feels might be qualified, a personal interview is 

arranged at the school site. When the administrator makes the deci

sion for employment, a selection slip is forwarded to Personnel. 

Personnel offers the contract and performs the functions necessary for 

employment. 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions were used in this study: 



1. There are differences among teachers. Some are more effec

tive than others. 
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2. Principals are in the best position to judge a teacher as 

being effective, provided the teacher has been under their supervision 

at least one year. 

3. People that do not plan to make teaching a career leave 

before the fourth year of teaching. 

Limitations 

The following were the limitations for the study: 

1. Tulsa Public Schools believed the TPI to be a good indicator 

of teacher effectiveness; therefore, the school system hired few of 

the applicants who were rated low on the interview. 

2. A large portion of the teachers hired in 1979 were not pres

ently teaching in the Tulsa Public School system at the time of this 

study. 

3. Cooperation of the principals was voluntary; consequently, not 

all possible administrative evaluations were completed and returned. 

4. Persons to be evaluated had to be under the supervision of 

the evaluating principal for at least one full school year. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following definitions were 

used: ~ 
Teacher Perceiver I~terview (TPI). The TPI is a structured 

interview instrument designed to record 12 ''life themes" which are 

considered to be descriptors of outstanding teachers. 



Selection Research Incorporated (SRI). SRI is the company 

founded by Donald O. Clifton whose sole purpose is to train adminis

trators to select the best possible employees. The Perceivers Acade-

mies, Incorporated, is a branch of SRI that specializes in teacher and 

administrator selections procedure. 

Principal's Evaluation. The Principal's Evaluation is an instru-

ment devised by the researcher based upon the student questionnaire 

(7A SQ) from SRI. This instrument evaluates the teacher on the 12 

life themes of the TPI and the.six characteristics of Rosenshine and 

Furst ( 1971). 

Item Analysis. The Item Analysis is the examination of each 

question of the Principal 1 s Evaluation by instructional levels, and 

according to which life theme on the TPI it measures and which of the 

Tulsa Public School effectiveness correlates it measures. There is an 

analysis, a sunmary, and a conclusion section at the bottom of each 

page. 

TPI Life Themes. The TPI life themes are 12 characteristics 

desirable in te.achers. They consist of: mission, empathy, rapport 

drive, individualized perception, listening, investment, input drive, 

activation, gestalt, objectivity, and focus. (These life themes have 

been described in detail in this chapter.) 

School Effectiveness Correlates. School Effectiveness Correlates 

are organizational characteristics espoused by Edmonds (1979) and 

adopted by the Tulsa Public Schools in 1981 as part of the superin-

tendent•s five-year effectiveness goal. The correlates are: to 

·strengthen administrative leadership, to emphasize learning, to 

/ 



monitor progress, and to encourage strong support from parents. 

(These correlates are described in detail in Chapter II.) 

Surrmary 

Of all the information-gathering devices used to complete an 

employment folder, the most important is the personal interview with 

the prospective teacher. This study concerns itself with making the 

initial employment interview a more valid predictor of success for 

the interviewee and a more useful part of the selection procedures. 

Chapter II contains a review of the literature regarding the areas of 

major concern in this study. Chapter III presents a description of 

the population, instruments, and data collection procedures. Chapter 

IV contains the findings of the research. Chapter V presents conclu

sions, recommendations, and suggestions for future research. 

13 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The review of the literature focuses on: (1) interview techniques 

in selecting personnel, (2) development of the TPI, (3) characteristics 

of effective teachers, (4) evaluat1ng teacher effectiveness, and (5) 

Tulsa School Effectiveness Program. 

Interview Techniques 

The most important part of the hiring procedure is the personal 

interview with the candidate. The final decision to hire is often 

made during the interview. During the interview, the interviewer 

tries to evaluate the interviewee's personality, maturity, persever

ance, and self-discipline. As one gets further into the interview 

procedure, other character traits can be observed: poise, enuncia

tion, body language, manner of dress, cleanliness, facial expressions, 

posture, and ability to speak extemporaneously. The personal inter

view can also be used to ask questions raised by the printed forms 

(resume, application, transcript, previous employment, health). If 

used properly, the interview supplies further information, often re

vealing reasons for leaving previous employment and giving insight 

into future expectations. The key to a successful interview is the 

14 



planning that takes place prior to the actual meeting. By using a 

structured interview, one achieves more reliable information and it 

gives the interviewers a more objective basis for comparing the 

interviewees. 
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Pellicer (1981) endorsed the use of a structured interview. He 

compared the "good ol' boy 11 approach to the structured interview. The 

structured interview is defined as a "series of predetermined ques

tions arranged in such a way that the administrator is able to gather 

information about a prospective teacher in areas deemed to be essen

tial to successful performance" (p. 492). Pellicer described how 

seven administrators of Greenville County in South Carolina created 

their own structured interviews. He listed four advantages to their 

interview: 

1. It gives the interviewer solid evidence on which to base a 

decision to hire or not to hire. 

2. The nature of the questions requires the respondent to think 

and answer with substance. 

3. With practice, the interviewer becomes more confident and 

relaxes, knowing the questions well and the general responses to 

"listen for 11 items. 

4. Prospective teachers are impressed by the organization of the 

interview and feel the school system has a sense of purpose, knowing 

the type of teacher it seeks. 

In a study by Casteter (1976), 85% of the responding principals 

saw the interview as being a very significant factor in teacher selec

tion. Even so, Thayer (1978) indicated that many administrators 

believed they asked penetrating questions but did not know if the 



answers were appropriate. Often, the administrator hires the appli

cant who seems to reflect the administrator's own attitude. 
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Certain other conclusions regarding the decision-making process 

in the interview are derived from a series of studies carried out at 

McGill University over a 10 year period (Webster, 1964). As a result 

of this research, it is now clear that in the actual employment situa

tion most interviewers tend to make an accept-reject decision early 

in the interview. The interviewers do not wait until all the informa

tion is collected. A bias is developed and stabilized a short while 

after the discussion begins. This bias then serves to color the 

remainder of the interview and is not usually reversed. 

The McGill study (Webster, 1964) also indicated that interviewers 

are much more influenced ·by 11 unfavorable 11 than by 11 favorable 11 data. 

If any shift in viewpoint occurs during the interview, it is much more 

likely to be in the direction of rejection. With a clear-cut concep

tion of the stereotype candidate, the interviewers, in a sense, are 

looking for deviant characteristics, and thus for negative evidence 

with regard to hiring. Positive evidence is given much less weight. 

The nature of interviewing lends itself to some abuse. To pre

vent the interviewer from taking unfair advantage of the interviewee, 

Schustereit (1980) cited a few of the rights an interviewer could 

violate while questioning the respondent. He named the Equal Pay Act 

of 1963, Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, and the Rehab

ilitation Act of 1973 (also known as Equal Employment Opportunity 

Laws, EEO). The statutes, laws, and acts named ban all discrimination 

in employment due to ra'ce, color, weight, religion, age, sex, national 

origin, or nonjob related handicaps. Questions with regard to marital 



status, number and ages of children, or any questions concerning 

pregnancy should also be avoided. The maze of statutes, laws, and 

acts that one could violate would almost necessitate a structured 

interview to be certain that the respondent's civil rights are not 

infringed upon. 
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In the past 35 years the structured interview called the "Teacher 

Perceiver Interview•• has been revised and researched. Not one case 

could be found that anyone having been interviewed by using the TPI 

felt that their rights had been violated. 

The Teacher Perceiver Interview 

The following information (pages 17 through 29) regarding the TPI 

was taken from the Muller (1976) TPI manual: 

The TPI is an individually administered structured interview 

composed of 60 questions. The interview questions are designed to 

permit an individual to express himself on different job-related 

issues and, through these expressions, the interviewer can better 

understand the individual. It is the understanding that is important, 

according to SRI president Muller (1976). 

The history and research on the TPI was made available to the 

researcher after having received the necessary training. The informa

tion which follows regarding the origin and research of the TPI is 

available to the general public and is used in their public relations 

and sales campaigns. 

Original Development of the TPI Process 

In the early 1950 1 s, Dr. Donald O. Clifton, President of SRI, had 
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the responsibility for a counseling program at the University of Ne

braska (Muller, 1976). A counselor was to spend some time with each 

freshman student each week. In these conferences, they were to con

sider the freshman's development in terms of academic, social, leader

ship, and creative capacity. There were not enough professional 

counselors to do this job, so counselors had to be selected from the 

seniors and graduate students. 

As the semester progressed, counselors were heard saying that it 

was a waste of time. Other students were saying that it was the best 

experience they had on campus. The researchers noted that if a person 

said it was a waste of time, others who were going to the same counse

lor were likely to be thinking that the program was a waste of time. 

On the other hand, if a freshman who found that the program was great, 

the other students going to the same counselor were also likely to be 

positive. It was hypothesized that the counselor, as a person, was 

making the difference. The question was, how could the researchers 

select the counselors who would develop the activating type of a 

relationship with the counselee? 

To obtain help, Dr. Gardner Murphy, past president of the Ameri

can Psychological Association (APA), was invited to the campus. he 

studied the situation and concluded that the personal values were the 

distinguishing characteristics that discriminated between the counse

lors who were succeeding and those who were not. He recommended the 

Allport-Vernon Study of Values, the Pressey Interest Attitude Scales, 

and several other pencil and paper tests. These tests were applied 

but the results were confusing and inconsistent (Muller, 1976). 
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While the initial results were discouraging, the original hypoth

esis still appeared to have merit. Continued experiences with the 

counselors indicated that different counselors talked differently 

about their students. They seemed.to have different thought patterns. 

For example, counselors who had positive results from students talked 

spontaneously about individuals, while the counselors drawing negative 

responses tended to discuss procedures. ·In light of the initial 

discouraging results, a different procedure was followed. The next 

procedure was to tape record interviews with both the successful and 

unsuccessful counselors. Psychologists, following specific direction, 

analyzed the interviews and differences were identified between suc

cessful and unsuccessful counselors. 

The initial work with counselors led to other areas and to con

tinuous accumulation of experience in selection of people. A process 

of interviewing the person and analyzing their thought patterns from 

the interview was developed. This procedure appeared to· be more 

predictive than standardized paper and pencil tests (Muller, 1976). 

The original instrument, entitled the TPI (first edition), was 

constructed in 1971. The items and theme areas were based on the 

series of research studies conducted at the University of Nebraska 

during the 1950 1 s and 1960 1 s. This was followed by several years of 

research conducted by SRI analysts in interviewing teachers considered 

to be "most effective" by their administrators and also prospective 

teachers. The TPI's first edition was field-tested in four major 

school systems and subsequently, the second edition was developed. 

Following several years of use and training, researchers made minor 

revisions in the scoring procedures and the third edition evolved. 
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The fourth edition was printed in 1975~ With only minor revisions and 

clarifications, the fifth edition was printed in 1977, and is being 

used today. 

In some of the early studies of the TPI it was important to cor-

relate the interview analyses with other evaluations of the teacher. 

Bonneau (1965) found a significant correlation of .67 between the 

interview analyses and a teacher rating completed by their students. 

Dodge, and Dodge and Clifton (cited in Muller, 1976) conducted several 

studies using the interview process for teachers. The results of 

these studies were high stability among responses and significant 

correlations between the interview and student ratings of their stu

dent teachers. 

In 1969, Lieske (cited in Muller, 1976) concluded that the inter

view process was highly effective at predicting the performance of 

elementary level teachers who could effectively activate students. 

Also in 1969, Winsman (cited in Muller, 1976) found a strong relation-, 

ship between the interview analysis and the teacher-student rapport of 

vocational education teachers, and in that same year, Warner (cited in 

Muller, 1976) found a highly predictive relationship between the in

terview analysis at the conclusion of the teachers' senior year of 

college and the rating they received from administrators and their 

students at the conclusion of the teachers' first year of teaching. 

Characteristics of the TPI 

The following results were based on the fifth edition of the TPI 

and followed procedures given by Guilford (cited in Muller, 1976). 

Teacher Perceiver certification requires interpretation agreement 



between the individual being trained and a Perceiver Academy analyst. 

Using items as a reference base, there must be 85% or greater agree-

ment between the trainee and the analyst. This percentage must be 

based on a minimum of 32 interviews. This training requirement con-

stitutes a major reliability reference point for the TPI. 

In addition to the interrater reliabilty built into the training 

process, the interrater reliability was specifically tested and re

ported by Coker et al. (cited in Muller, 1976). Based on 20 inter

views, they found a Fisher interclass correlation of r=.87. 

Internal consistency reliability of the TPI has been estimated 

for several samples. A sunmary of these coefficients is given in 

Table I. As noted in Table I, all coefficients were Kuder-Richardson 

Formula 21 coefficients. The coefficients were representative, in 

21 

that speed of work and themes were not factors. However, in the event 

that themes were functioning as dependent items, the reliability was 

estimated using a theme as an item. The reliability was estimated via 

theme-total correlations after the effect of the theme was deleted 

from the total score. The resultant reliability estimate was r=.92, 

which was substantially higher than the K-R 21 results (uncorrected r 
' 

was .96). 

The preceding results reflected the total instrument and undif

ferentiated samples. To determine if there was any evidence to sug

gest internal consistency reliability varied by select subsamples, the 

Kuder-Richardson Formula 21 procedure was used (Table II). (All sam

ple members were inplace teachers.) The obtained results were con

sistent with total sample results. Available evidence suggested that 

the internal consistency reliability of the TPI was also consistent. 



Study 

Perceiver 
Academy 1 

TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF OBTAINED INTERNAL CONSISTENCY 
RELIABILITY ESTIMATES* 

Samp 1 e Perceiver K-R 21 
Size Edition Coefficient Notes 

All were volunteer 
493 4th • 77 inplace teachers 
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Perceiver Sample was volunteer 
Academy 2 81 4th • 77 inplace teachers 

Perceiver Sample was volunteer 
Academy 3 110 5th • 76 inplace teachers 

Perceiver Sample of teacher 
Academy 4 54 5th .76 applicants 

*Kuder-Richardson Formula 21 Coefficients 

Source: G. Muller, Teacher Perceiver Interview Manual (1976). 

Subsample 

TABLE II 

SUMMARY OF OBTAINED INTERNAL CONSISTENCY 
RELIABILITY ESTIMATES FOR SELECT 

SUBSAMPLES* 

N K-R 21 

Elementary Teachers 50 
Secondary Teachers 45 
White Teachers 37 
Black Teachers 42 

Coefficient 

.74 

.78 

.70 

.81 

*Kuder-Richardson Formula 21 Coefficients, TPI (fifth edition) 

Source: G. Muller, Teacher Perceiver·1nterview Manual (1976). 
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Early research on the interview process indicated that responses 

were stable over time;;-however, these studies did not directly use the 

TPI (Muller, 1976). At this time, test-retest reliability of the TPI 

had not been established. 

Standard Error of Measurement 

The standard error of measurement was based on the variability 

and reliability of an instrument. To provide an estimate of the TPI 

standard error of measurement, the reliability was conservatively 

placed at r=.75 (internal consistency--see Table I), and variability 

was placed at s=B.00, which was larger than obtained standard devia

tions (a separate technical report includes all obtained and reported 

standard deviations). Using the two values cited, the standard error 

measurement for the TPI total score was 4.00 points. This result 

indicated that obtained TPI total score values would be expected to be 

within 4.00 points of "true•• scores two out of three times and in 19 

out of 20 times the obtained score would be within eight points of the 

11 true 11 score. 

While standard error of measurement scores were estimated, it 

must be noted that a TPI score is of secondary importance. The under

standing of the interviewee is the point of emphasis, not the score 

obtained. 

Correlation With Other Measures 

Evidence regarding the validity of the TPI was drawn from several . 

different studies,"many of which were local district validation stud

ies. As a matter of policy, Perceiver Academies strongly recommends 
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each adopting district conduct their own validation study. To support 

the recommendation, Perceiver Academies will, if requested to do, pro

vide technical assistance and resources to support validation studies. 

Local validation studies are frequently not reported in the gen

eral literature. Because of this, Perceiver Academies will provide, 

on request, copies of local validation studies, providing the partici

pating districts have submitted written permission to release the 

studies. 

A separate technical manual that includes both local validation 

studie~ and other technical characteristics of the TPI has been pre

pared. This technical manual is available on request from Perceiver 

Academies. Studies presented in the technical manual are sumnarized 

below. The technical manual provides markedly more detail of the 

studies. 

Before reviewing the various studies pertaining to validity, the 

following critical points should be noted: 

1. By definition, no instrument can be considered valid. Val

idity is specific to given situations and contexts, and the studies 

completed on the TPI were conducted within specific situations and 

contexts. Any generalization of the results should be done with ex

treme caution. 

2. Validation studies of the TPI have been restricted to study

ing the relationship between the TPI and student or administrator 

ratings.- No studies dealing with student achievement have been com

pleted and no claims are forwarded concerning the TPI and student 

achievement. Studies are currently in process with regard to student 

achievement. 
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3. Only total results from the TPI are reported in the following 

studies. This is consistent with earlier cautions cited concerning 

the theme scores. (Experimental research completed concerning the 

themes is reported in several of the referenced studies.) 

4. Studies dealing with the TPI used total scores-and no item 

scores were considered. With the TPI, no inferences should be drawn 

from any given single response. 

5. All studies reviewed are considered to be concurrent crite-

rion based studies. While in some studies there was a time lapse 

between TPI administrations and criterion administr&tions, the study 

was still considered to be concurrent. 

It was earlier noted that the most common criterion used with the 

TPI was student ratings; less frequently, the administrator ratings. 

On occasion, both criterion indices were used. These are cited below 

with other results. 

Using the first edition of the TPI, Millard and Brooks (cited in 

Muller, 1976) studied the TPI for three years and reported: 

The SRI process of identifying teachers who are likely 
to be most successful in a given school district appears 
to be successful. This can be seen by the fact that of 
the 34 comparisons of ratings made by peers, administra
tors and students, approximately 68% of them favored 
those groups who were most highly recommended by the SRI 
process while less than 15% favored these groups who 
were not as highly recommended (p. 8). 

Another study that used the first edition was the study by Preuss 

(cited in Muller, 1976). In this study, 100 students who were senior 

teacher candidates at a midwestern teachers• college were administered 

the TPI, and the students were placed into one of four classifications: 

Highly Recommended, Recommended, Conditional, and Not Recommended. 
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Concurrent with the TPI classification, the students were rated as 

High or Low in teaching potential by the professors. Of the 56 stu

dents classified as Recommended or Highly Recommended by the TPI 

process, 52 (93%) were rated highly by the professors. Of the 34 

classified as Conditional or Not Recommended by the TPI, 20 (59%) were 

rated low by the professors. 

A later independent study by Coker, Lorentz, and Coker (cited in 

Muller, 1976) found a highly significant difference between teachers 

rated high by administrators and teachers rated low by administrators. 

This study used results from the fourth edition of the TPI and the 

analysis used discriminate function procedures. The study sample was 

composed of 64 practicing teachers that volunteered for the study. 

Hypothesis II stated: There is no correlation between the TPI 

score and the teacher's effectiveness score as perceived by the teach

er's supervisor. The Tulsa-based study will parallel the criteria set 

by previous SRI studies in that the study will use total scores and no 

item scores will be considered. Although this study has a time lapse 

of four years (from interview to evaluation of the subjects), it will 

be considered concurrent. The researcher felt that elementary, junior 

high, and high school students lacked the maturity and insight to judge 

their teachers' effectiveness, but instead would judge the teachers' 

popularity. Lacking an administrator's evaluation for the teacher, the 

researcher-converted the SRI student evaluation (Appendix C) of the 

teacher to read as an administrator's evaluation of the teacher. 

Literature Opposing the TPI 

Not all studies and articles concerning the TPI are favorable. 
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Two studies failed to find signifiGant correlations between the TPI 

and student ratings--one by Shockley (1977) and another by Schilly 

(1975). However, in Schilly's study of a northern archdiocese school, 

the TPI did significantly correlate with administrator ratings. 

Lasher (cited in Crocker, 1968)), using the third edition of the 

TPI, found no significant difference across college grade levels 

(freshman through senior). Shockley (1977) found no difference be

tween Spanish surnamed and non-Spanish surnamed teachers using the 

third edition of the TPI. Muller (1976) found no difference between 

black and white teachers using the fourth edition of the TPI. Pelli

cer (1981) was cited earlier as favoring the structured interview. He 

mentioned the TPI, but indicated that he would favor local norms for 

the interview. He also favored the local school system injecting their 

goals, objectives, and philosophies into a locally developed interview. 

The most extensive independent study of the TPI was conducted by 

Miller (1977) entitled fl Preliminary Investigation of the Teacher Per

ceiver Instrument for Teacher Selection. This study was supported 

in part by contracts and grants from the National Institute of Educa

tion to the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education, 

University of Texas at Austin. 

The investigation consisted of three separate phases: Phase I 

(a review of the literature on teacher selection and the employment 

interview in general with special attention to the documentation of 

the TPI provided by SRI); Phase II (an examination of the implementa

tion of the Teacher Perceiver system); and Phase III (a series of 

interviews of practitioners and administrators in the Austin, Texas 



Independent School District comparing use of the TPI with traditional 

methods of teacher selection). 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Four major conclusions may be drawn from this preliminary inves

tigation: 

1. The empirical basis for the claims of the various Perceiver 

systems are weak. There is essentially no empirical base for any 

Perceiver system, except the Teacher Perceiver. The 12-question for

mat of the Teacher Perceiver has never been subjected to empirical 

validation. Only one study has been completed on the 24-question 

format. The 60-question format has been the subject of a number of 

studies; however, none of these studies has appeared in refereed 

journals. 

2. There is some evidence that the 60-question format of the 

Teacher Perceiver is partially predictive of student ratings of new 

teachers; however, there is no evidence that the Teacher Perceiver 

is predictive of any outcome of good teaching (improvement in test 

scores). 

3. There is no evidence that the Teacher Perceiver is superior 

to classical interview techniques in the selection of effective 

teachers. 
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4. Questions of conflict of interest and invasion of privacy 

have arisen in the implementation of Perceiver systems in at least one 

school district. 

For the above reasons, the following recommendations are justi

fied: 



1. No Perceiver system, with the exception of the Teacher Per

ceiver, should be used on any but an e~perimental basis by AISD, un

til the predictive validity of such systems has been empirically 

demonstrated. 
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2. Similarly, if the Teacher Perceiver is employed, only the 60-

question format should be utilized. The predictive validity of the 

12-question screener or other subsets of the 60-question interview is 

yet to be demonstrated. 

3. The value of the Teacher Perceiver in staff development 

programs is highly uncertain. 

4. In conjunction with more objective measures of capability, 

such as college records, the 60-question format of the Teacher Per

ceiver may be of value in the identification of promising teachers. 

However, it must be remembered that so far the Teacher Perceiver has 

only been shown to be predictive of teacher popularity, not teacher 

effectiveness. 

Clearly, the Teacher Perceiver has not been demonstrated as the 

solution to the difficult problem of teacher selection. Until such a 

demonstration can be made, the ultimate responsibility for teacher 

selection should continue to lie in the multidimensional evaluation 

of the prospective teacher by experienced interviewers. 

Teacher Effectiveness 

The ERIC search of the literature revealed 5,053 articles under 

the descriptor "teacher effectiveness." This fact is mentioned only 

to point out that "teacher effectiveness" has been and remains on the 

minds of educational researchers. There seems to be three common ways 
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of talking about teacher effectiveness. Schofield and Start (1979) 

published an update of the product variables assessment. They classi

fied teacher effectiveness research as: (1) product studies based on 

assessment of pupil growth, (2) process studies based on observations 

and evaluation of teachers' behaviors during the teaching act, and (3) 

presage studies based on teacher qualities, characteristics, or 

traits. 

Using Schofield and Start's (1979) model of the three types of 

research being employed in describing teacher effectiveness, an at

tempt will be made to categorize the recognized authorities in the 

field into the group they are currently writing. The first category 

to be explored is product studies--tho·se based on assessment of pupil 

growth. 

Noteworthy researchers attempting to define teacher effectiveness 

in terms of pupil growth and achievement are Mitzel and Medley (1959), 

as well as many others. To do this, pupil growth and achievement must 

be broadly viewed to include all-around pupil growth--the so-called 

intangibles and well as the tangibles--and remote outcomes as well as 

immediate effects. Some of the intangibles mentioned are the teach

ers' roles as directors of learning, as friends and counselors of 

pupils, as professional workers, as politically motivated citizens, 

and as active or inactive church members. All these intangibles have 

important implications for pupil growth and achievement. In 1948, 

Barr said that when the teacher's influence upon pupil growth and 

achievement is under investigation, due consideration must also be 

given to factors other than teaching upon pupil change. In a study 

conducted by Leinhardt (1977), second grade classrooms were pre- and 



post-tested. The instruct~onal environment of each was analyzed in 

regard to specific outcomes on the standardized achievement tests. 

The results were inconclusive, but pointed to the need for perfecting 

the instrumentation for measuring the instructional environment. 

In 1957, Mitzel and Medley co-authored an optimistic report on 

the development of an effectiveness criterion based on pupil growth. 

They argued that any attempt to identify characteristics of the ef

fective teacher must begin with the development of a reliable crite

rion measure of this kind. Using a design and covariance technique 

aimed at controlling differences in learning aptitude and previous 

achievement among pupils and differences in grade level and mean im

provement scores between schools, it was concluded that there were 

substantial differences among beginning teachers in effectiveness in 

stimulating pupils to learn to read. 

Sixteen years later, in 1973, Medley implicitly abandoned all 
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hope of empirical clarification in the area of teacher effectiveness. 

He rejected the unidimensional model of teacher effectiveness, the 

notion of one imaginary set of competencies constituting the trait of 

teacher effectiveness. In its place he substituted the 11 idiosyncratic 11 

model, where no lawful relationships seem to be feasibly discoverable. 

Medley deplored the fact that after 75 years of research in the area, 

it is not even possible to state a simple connection between the 

presage variable of teacher mathematics achievement and a product 

variable (pupil gains in mathematics). In relation to process vari

ables, Medley referred to Rosenshine and Furst's (1971) review of some 

50 studies attempting to relate teacher performance variables to 



product variables, claiming that only 11 such characteristics have 

been identified as even probably related to teacher success. 
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In spite of Medley's (1973) pessimism, some progress is notable 

in comparing the product studies in teacher effectiveness. For ex

ample, Gardner (1974) stated that lawful relationships between teacher 

behaviors and pupil outcomes may be concealed by using class mean 

scores as a measurement of the outcome variable. H~ conducted a study 

on students' attitudes toward physics to substantiate his findings and 

claimed that the results would not have been detected by the less 

sophisticated correlational techniques traditionally used in process

product studies. 

Veldman and Brophy (1974) reinstated the product study when they 

used a series of regression models in a comprehensive study of second 

and third grade teachers over a four year period of time. They reas

serted the validity of studying teacher effects on pupil achievement 

when they stated that reasonably stable estimates of teacher influence 

could be obtained from standardized achievement measures of pupil per

formance. The areas of study were in reading and arithmetic. Their 

data indicated that teachers do differentially affect pupil learning 

to a degree that is both statistically and practically significant. 

An interesting part of the product studies comes from the United 

Kingdom in studies done by Bennett (1976) and Cane and Smithers 

(1971). They did a product study correlating the teachers' knowledge 

to the amount of progress achieved by the students. They found that 

children learned more in the classrooms of teachers who knew what 

material they wished to present, presented it in a structured fashion, 

and insisted that children work at it. In the United States., Wiley 



(1973) and Berliner (1976) conducted similar studi~s with similar 

results. 

Ultimately, all research on teachers and teaching will stand or 

fall on the validity of the criteria by which the effectiveness of 

teaching is gauged. Currently, the substance of these criteria 

changes with the winds of philosophical fashion. If only product 

variables are appropriate criteria, the establishment of connections 

will depend on the choice of appropriate predictor variables and the 

use of appropriate experimental designs and statistical techniques. 
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The ''process studies" deal with 6bservations and evaluations of 

the act of teaching. Some of the tangibles that will be considered 

are: (1) evaluations by supervisors, students, and peers, (2) attrac

tiveness of the learning environment, (3) atmosphere of the classroom, 

(4) age of both teachers and students, and (5) social-economic status 

of the students. 

The first step for identifying ''process studies" characteristics 

of effective teaching is to examine what teachers do in the classroom. 

Some observable indicators of effective classroom teaching as identi

fied by the principle researchers are as follows: 

Ryans• (19~0) Factors--one of the earlier studies on process-

stated opposites and pointed out that the teachers rated nearer the 

positive poles of each factor are considered more effective teachers. 

Ryans• thinking was based on these examples: (1) teacher is warm and 

understanding versus cold and aloof, (2) teacher is organized and 

business-like versus unplanned and slipshod, and (3) teacher is stimu

lating and imaginative versus dull and routine. 



Flanders (1970) said that direct teaching was characterized by 

teacher reliance on lecture, criticism, justification of authority, 

and giving of directions. Flander's indicators of teaching styles 

were: (1) teacher asks questions, (2) teacher accepts students• 

feelings, (3) teacher acknowledges students• ideas, and (4) teacher 

praises and encourages students. Flanders believed that direct and 

indirect teaching behaviors are necessary for good teaching. 

Brophy and Evertson's (1975) research on teacher effectiveness 

drew together eight basic principles of effective teaching: 

1. Teachers make a difference. Certain teachers elicit more 

learning than others. 
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2. Several clusters or patterns of teacher behavior are consist

ently related to learning gains. 

3. Effective teachers allocate more of their time for teaching. 

4. Effective teachers know how to organize and maintain a class

room learning environment that maximizes the time spent on productive 

activities and minimizes time lost during transitions or disruptions. 

5. Students taught unde·r direct instruction do better than those 

taught with individual or discovery learning approaches in learning 

basic skills. 

6. Efficient instruction provides both whole and small group 

instruction if conducted at a rapid pace involving small, easy steps, 

and builds in success rates of 75% for teacher questions and nearly 

100% for independent work. 

7. Approaches to instruction vary with context, particularly 

grade ~nd ability l~vel. Students in higher grades are expected to 



have mastered the basics to use them to learn other things and to 

manage their own learning to a greater degree. 
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8. Indirect instruction, use of student ideas and high frequency 

of on-task student talk appears to be an effective teaching method for 

upper grade students. 

Rosenshine and Furst (1971) were able to select 11 variables that 

they considered most promising for assessing teacher behavior in terms 

of student achievement. A further refinement narrowed the 11 varia

bles to the five Rosenshine and Furst correlates: (1) teacher is en

thusiastic, (2) teacher is businesslike and task-oriented, (3) teacher 

is clear when presenting instructional content, (4) teacher uses a 

variety of instructional materials and procedures, and (5) teacher 

provides opportunities for students to learn the instructional content. 

These five characteristics wil1 be mentioned again in Chapter III in 

regard to the Principa1s' Evaluation. 

Rosenshine and Furst's (1971) review of hundreds of research 

studies concluded that the direct instruction approach is more likely 

than other approaches to produce gains in student achievement. They 

felt that the message was clear--what was not taught and attended to in 

academic areas was not learned. In support of Rosenshine and Furst, 

the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study's (BTES) most general finding 

was that academic learning time was the most important variable influ

encing student learning (Berliner, 1976). Academic learning time is 

defined as the amount of time a student spends attending to academic 

tasks, while also performing with a high success rate. 

Teaching is a personal interaction between two or more individ

uals. The purpose of this interaction is to impart knowledge and 
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understanding. Ideally, the person imparting knowledge will have 

personality traits that will cause the student to admire and emulate 

the teacher 1 s behavior. However, if a teacher is disliked, he can 

also have a profound effect on the student 1 s attitudes. In a study of 

1,031 students, over half of them claimed to have permanent changes as 

a result of contact with teachers they disliked. Evans (1952) found 

that the class behavior varied according to the teacher they were with 

and tended to mirror the teacher 1 s behavior, particularly with regard 

to aggression. Anderson (1965) found that the teacher 1 s behavior was 

essentially the same, but the behavior of the students had conformed 

to that of their new teacher. 

How important is a teacher's personality to the students? Flan

ders (1963) found that at the beginning of a school year, students were 

more concerned with the problems of adjusting to their new teacher's 

personality than with the problems of learning and achieving. He 

concluded that learning commenced once the student found there was no 

threat in the new situation. Murphy and Lewin (cited in Crocker, 1968) 

are two more researchers who have helped to establish that groups of 

pupils do act differently with different teachers. Chetcuti (cited in 

Crocker, 1968) took us one step further and stated that pupils' morale 

depended significantly upon the teacher's attitude toward them. The 

students with.the best self-concept tended to be those who believed 

their teachers have a high opinion of them. Stock and later Phillips 

(both cited in Crocker, 1968) both showed-that the teacher's opinion of 

the children he teaches depends upon his opinion of himself. In short, 

academic progress made by a pupil depends upon his self-worth which, at 
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least in part, depends on the teacher 1 s opinion of him which, at least 

in part, depends on the teacher 1 s opinion of himself. 

Presage studies are based on teacher qualities, characteristics, 

and personality traits. Since personality and attitude permeates 

everything one does, it is logical to study personalities in the 

investigation of teacher effectiveness. 

The task of selecting effective techers should be to simply 

identify the desired characteristics, then match the applicant's per

sonality traits. In 1967, Anastasiow described the most desirable and 

least desirable personality traits of teachers. He stated that the 

weak -teachers were seen as argumentative, defensive, opinionated, ri

gid, anxious, and inhibited, and that the superior teachers were seen 

as adaptable, adventurous, alert, appreciative, capable, charming, 

cheerful, clear thinking, conscientious, considerate, cooperative, 

curious, dependable, efficient, energetic, enterprising, enthusiastic, 

fair minded, frank, helpful, imaginative, insightful, intelligent, 

kind, mature, natural, patient, poised, sincere, sympathetic, tactful, 

thoughtful, tolerant, understanding, and warm. 

Joxce and Harootunian (cited in Medley, 1973a) implied that the 

teacher should be able to plan and control his professional behavior. 

An effective teacher can teach many kinds of lessons, can reach many 

diverse learners, can create different climates, and can adapt to 

·- conditions. This seems to say it is not what the teacher does but 

when the teacher does it that is important. This would put teacher 

effectiveness as a dynamic rather than a static thing, a direction 

toward which to move rather than a static point at which the teacher 

arrives. 
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Bantock (1965) concluded that several studies suggest that, typi

c~l ly, good teachers: 

(a) are identified with people rather than separate 
from them; 

(b) feel basically adequate and able to cope with 
problems; 

(c) feel trustworthy, reliable and dependable; 

(d) feel wanted rather than unwanted; 

(e) see themselves as worthy, people of consequence, 
dignity and integrity (p. 28). 

Bantock concluded therefore that their personaliti.es are probably not 

unlike any healthy bricklayer, doctor, or other occupation. 

In 1961, Dugan pointed out that, of the thousands of studies 

carried out, not one single factor significantly predicted teaching 

competence. Unselfishness and mental stability have not, he claimed, 

been proved necessary for effectiveness. This fact comes as a sur-

prise only to educators. 

A large number of different words have been used to describe 

11 essential 11 attributes of the good teacher: abstract, creative, has 

divergent ability, flexible, imaginative, shows ingenuity, displays 

initiative, open-minded, original, has problem-solving ability, and 

is resourceful. In everyday language, these terms are not all used 

synonymously by any means. To describe someone as 11 adaptable 11 does 

not automatically conjure up the same image as it does when we use the 

word 11 imaginative. 11 However, in educational language many of these 

words are used more or less synonymously, thus Charters and Maples 

(cited in Evans, 1952) saw resourcefulness and imaginativeness as 

bracketed together, while Lynch (1961) saw the words 11 creative, 11 
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11 purposeful, 11 11 problem solving, 11 and 11 adaptability11 as being put to 

the same use. Parnes (1962) talked of creativity and problem solving 

and Barr (cited in Evans, 1952) spoke of originality, creativeness, 

and initiativeness as being used synonymously. Styles (cited in 

Crocker, 1968) said that creative teaching is characterized by inspi

ration, imagination, ingenuity, and initiative. Sprinthall, Whitely, 

and Mosher (1966) felt that flexibility implied creativity and diver

gent thinking, and that open mindedness as used by other researchers 

also had the same meaning. Anderson (1965) talked of factor analysis, 

leading his team to the conclusion that creativity/divergent thinking 

ability was made up of fluency, flexibility, originality, and the 

ability to elaborate. 

There is an enormous volume of writings describing attributes a 

successful teacher must possess. One of the most frequently used 

words has been 11 flexible, 11 or the implication of flexibility in other 

words and phrases. 

Flanders (cited in Hamachek, 1960) found that the most successful 

teachers tended to be those able to range across a continuum of behav

iors; poor teachers always tended to use the same interaction style. 

Hamachek, in reporting this, also found that a variety of researchers 

used the word 11 flexible 11 more than any other adjective. 

The ability to be spontaneous (seizing opportunities that present 

themselves in the cla~sroom) can be seen as part of the ability to 

be flexible. Flanders (cited in Kane, 1967) assumed that different 

learning situations would be enhanced by different types of teaching. 

In setting up a joint research in New Zealand and America, Flanders 

hypothesized that the tighter control of a teacher-centered classroom 



would produce better pupil learning of subjects such as mathematics, 

while a flexible teaching situation ~ould produce better pupil learn

ing in areas such as social studies. No such difference was ever 

proven. The most flexible teachers always got the best results, with 

all pupils, in all subjects in both countries. 
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Another aspect of personality that deals with teaching is intel

ligence as measured by an Intelligence Quotient (IQ) text. Consider

able discussion exists as to exactly what it is that IQ tests really 

measure. Burt (1969), by no means alone, kept alive the discussions as 

·to the relative contribution which inheritance and experience play in 

intelligence. However, probably very few people would argue with the 

suggestion that, in general, some people are more successful in grap

pling with both the everyday problems of life and with more abstract 

and academic problems which they may meet. These same people tend to 

do better at getting high scores on conventional IQ tests. As a re

sult, we tend to expect the person of high IQ to be a "high flier" 

academically and career-wise. This expectation is more often right 

than wrong. Teaching is no exception. Correlations between IQ scores 

and measures of teaching competence are usually positive, although low. -

Vernon (1953) said that for a teacher to have an IQ below 110 was a 

handicap, but above that level it made no difference what it was. 

Cattell (cited in Crocker, 1968), in his earlier British research in 

1931, found that the average IQ of student teachers was between 111.5 

and 126. Cattell claimed never to have found a successful teacher with 

an IQ below 100. In 1945, Super and Crites (cited in Crocker, 1968) 

obtained their remarkably similar figures for teachers conscripted into 
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the American forces during World War II, with most IQ's falling between 

112 and 126. 

In America, Boardman (cited in Evans, 1952) obtained a correla

tion of +0.258 between a measure of IQ and a measure of general teach

ing ability for 157 teachers at four high schools. In 1916, Mead and 

Holley (cited in Halliwell, 1965) obtained a significant correlation 

of +0.243 between general course scholarship and practice teaching 

marks. Two years later, Payne (cited in Halliwell, 1965) ranked 359 

graduate student teachers for academic performance and then compared 

the top and bottom thirds for teaching performance. The top group was 

rated as superior for management of children, instruction, and atten

tion to details of school business. In 1937, Stuit (cited in Halli

well, 1965) got similar results for 161 graduates at the University of 

Nebraska. He found that roughly one-third of the students rated as 

''inferior" teachers had subaverage academic grades, but only one-tenth 

of the "superior" teachers were academically subaverage. 

Johnson and Morris (cited in Halliwell, 1965) sounded a warning 

from their own research at New York State College, where they too 

found that the below average academics among the student body also 

tended to be less satisfactory as teachers. They pointed out that 

in spite of this trend, many poor teachers had high academic 

qualifications. 

Some of the results of research into the possible relationship 

between measured IQ and practice teaching results a~e worth a brief 

mention. Generally, researchers have concluded that the relation

ship is too low to warrant using the IQ as a selection device for. 

employment. 



Most modern educators believe that tender-minded, child-centered 

attitudes and behaviors are the essence of good teaching. It is 

hardly surprising, therefore, that someone possessing those attitudes 

and putting them into practice in the classroom is labeled a 11 good 11 

teacher, despite the lack of concurrent evidence that high scores on 

11 warm 11 teacher scales produce. better results from their students 

(Sheldon, Coale, and Copple, 1959). In their book Characteristics of 

Teachers, Sheldon, Coale, and Copple observed the following trends: 
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1. The attitudes of elementary teachers toward pupils, toward 

administrators, and also toward fellow teachers and nonadministrative 

personnel in the school were markedly more favorable than were similar 

attitudes of secondary teachers. 

2. The attitudes of teachers who were judged by their principals 

to be superior in teaching performance were significantly and dis

tinctly more favorable toward pupils and also toward administrators, 

than the attitude of teachers who were judged by their prtncipals to be 

unsatisfactory or poor. 

3. The educational viewpoints expressed by secondary teachers 

were of a more traditional or learning-centered nature, while those of 

elementary teachers leaned more in the direction of permissiveness. 

4. There was a tendency for elementary teachers who were judged 

to be warm and understanding in classroom behavior, and also those 

judged to be stimulating in their classes, to manifest superior emo

tional adjustment. 

Several researchers have hypothesized that the younger the age of 

children a person desires to teach, the more child-oriented they are. 

-One researcher's work in this area resulted in a significant difference 
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between elementary and secondary teachers beyond the 0.005 level. This 

finding led Brown, Fuller, and Richek (1967) to construct the Brown 

Self-Report~Inventory and then use it to compare the child-oriented 

responses of 96 prospective elementary teachers with the scores of 78 

prosp~ctive secondary teachers. Their hypothesis that prospective 

elementary teachers would be more child-oriented than prospective sec

o~dary teachers was supported beyond the 0.00001 level of significance. 

Fox (1961), at Illinois University, found that not only were 11 desire 

to work with children•• and 11 desire to impart knowledge 11 the most fre

quently given reasons, but the 75 potential elementary teachers listed 

the first of these significantly more often than the 98 potential 

secondary teachers. 

In this study, the researcher will examine how the participating 

administrators perceived their teachers across the three levels of in

struction. Emphasis will be to examine 11 child oriented 11 questions on 

the Principals' Evaluation and compare the three levels of instructor's 

scores. Also to be examined will be the 11 subject or task oriented 11 

·questions to compare the three levels of instructors. These investiga

tions will help to answer Hypothesis I, which stated: There is no 

significant difference between the principal's perception of teachers• 

attitudes across the three levels of instruction (elementary, junior 

high, and senior high). 

Despite the several researchers showing that personality is rela

tively stable over long periods, Vernon (1953) pointed out that per

sonality can chan~e in altered conditions. Another complication 

that arises with personality measurement is the assumption by the 

\ 



researchers that the test they have used does in fact measure those 

facets of personality which it claims to measure. 
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Few researchers would suggest that one type of teacher is ideal 

for all children. Teachers appear to be drawn from a wide cross

section of society and that no one personality type is identifiable as 

more successful than the rest. Medley (1973a) pointed out that it is 

simplistic to assume that all effective teachers achieve their effect 

on students in the same manner (process or technique) and that they 

act alike whil~ they are teaching. He concluded that researchers must 

come to the conclusion that teaching is a very complex act instead of 

a unidimensional process. 

An even more frequent failing would be the reliance placed on the 

often low proportion of people in the original sample who actually com

plete a set of questionnaires or volunteer to do a personality profile. 

Start (1966) used a 16 Personality Factor instrument on 43 teachers and 

had the headmaster rate them for overall teaching ability. Four teach

ers refused to complete the form. Start reported that they did not 

appear to be significantly different from the rest of the staff, except 

that they were somewhat less friendly. In all these cases something 

makes those who refuse to cooperate or forget to return a form, differ

ent. Is it a higher level of fear, paranoia, insecurity? Are they 

really no different from those who, conversely, volunteer to be probed, 

to give hours to filling in questionnaires or to allow observers to sit 

in their classrooms? 

In the present study, the subjects did not volunteer but the 

principals who evaluated them did volunteer. It was apparent that not 

all teachers who were hired in 1979 were still teaching in Tulsa. Part 
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of the reason might be that, since World War II, the human service 

sector of the labor force has been one of the largest growth sectors in 

the American economy. There is increasing competition for men and 

women who are service-oriented with relatively high academic ability. 

Many of these new service-oriented occupations carried more salary and 

prestige than did teaching. The Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) and other 

women's movements have begun to open new occupational opportunities for 

women just as the Civil Rights Movement did for black minorities. 

Teacher Evaluations 

In June of 1977, Educational Research Service (ERS) surveyed 1,075 

superintendents of school systems, varying in size (156 to 1,078,431 

pupils), regarding their practices for evaluating teacher performances. 

A large school system ~onsists of 25,000 or more pupils, a medium sized 

school system ranges from 10,000 to 24,999 pupils, a small system is 

2,500 to 9,999 pupils, and a very small school system is less than 

2,500 pupils (Table III). 

Six general approaches to teacher evaluation were identified in 

the literature. These provide a useful way to categorize the research 

results, although much of the research is applicable to more than one 

mode. The six general approaches are: 

1. The use of students• ratings of teaching through question

naires, checklists, and other survey instruments. 

2. Evaluation based on observation by supervis_ors, such as 

principals. 

3. Evaluation using an observation instrument or system, such as· 

the Flanders Interaction Analysis System. 



46 

4. Self-evaluation by teachers. 

5. Evaluation based on gains shown by students on various tests. 

6. Evaluation through especially designed "teaching tests. 11 

TABLE III 

NUMBER OF SCHOOL SYSTEMS THAT CONDUCT FORMAL 
EVALUATIONS OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL PERFOR

MANCE OF CLASSROOM TEACHERS 

Size of School System 
Teacher Category Large Meo. Sma11 Very Small 

Tenured/Continuing Con-
tract Teachers and Pro- 90 124 73 51 
bationary Teachers 89.1% 93.9% 86.9% 89.4% 

Tenured/Continuing 2 1 1 
Contract Teachers Only 2.0% .8% 1.2% 

Probationary Teachers 8 6 7 3 
Only 7.9% 4.4% 8.3% 5.3% 

Neither Tenured/Cantin-
uing Contract Teachers 1 1 3 3 
Nor Probationary Teachers 1.03 .8% 3.6% 5.33 

Total 101 132 84 57 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

338 
90.4% 

4 
1.13 

24 
6.43 

8 
2.1% 

374 
100.0% 

Of the six modes li~ted, evidence suggested that supervisors' 

ratings (number 2 above) is by far the most commonly used technique. 

An observation instrument in the form of a checklist (number 3 above) 

is the most common practice in the United States. In 1974, a study of 
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500 school districts in the United States revealed that 75% used the 

principals' ratings, aided by a checklist -uf· desired traits approved by 

the individual districts. 

Can an administrator recognize an effective teacher? Beery 

(1962) arranged for 76 unqualified teachers and 343 qualified teach

ers, all of whom started to teach in Florida in 1959, to be compared. 

Their educational backgrounds were known and their teaching was ob

served by: 

1. People involved in teacher education, supervision, or admin

istration. 

2. Professional laymen who could be expected to make general 

judgments of good and bad teaching (medical practitioners observed 

biology, and so on). 

3. A former school superintendent who saw every teacher. 

Each teacher was visited five times in the year. Each visit 

lasted between one to one and a half hours. The observers did not 

know the professional status of the teachers. The qualified teachers 

were judged significantly superior to the unqualified--the trend was 

beyond the 0.01 level. Some of the nonqualified teachers were rated 

higher than some of the qualified. The noneducational observers were 

as able to recognize the superiority of the fully qualified teachers 

as were the educators. This last finding suggested that rating of 

teachers may be a global affair.which does not vary tremendously 

whenever the judges state their fundamental criteria. 

In discussing evaluations of teachers, two questions arise. Who 

should evaluate teachers? · Pine and Boy (1975) agreed that the logical 

approach should include the teacher as self-evaluator of his/her own 
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competency and other colleagues who are in a positio~ to judge his/her 

competency. Cummings and Schwab (1973) felt that it is the duty and 

obligation of 11 superiors 11 in an organization to evaluate subordinates. 

There is a dichotomy that arises from the evaluation if it is always 

from the superior to the subordinate. The teacher feels defensive 

about his/her actions and tries to justify everything. On the other 

hand, the superior feels inadequate to appraise skills or make 

judgments that he/she may not be able to implement (Heichberger and 

Young, 1975). 

In a NSPRA report (Evaluatfog Teachers for Professional Growth, 

1974), the literature indicated that there is a trend toward peer 

evaluations, student evaluations, and parent evaluations. The report 

further pointed out that these are future trends and that teachers are 

not quite ready for such evaluations now. 

What instrument should be used in evaluating? After determining 

the purpose of evaluation, school districts must choose proper instru

ments for·measuring teacher performance (Bolton, 1973). Some factors 

to be considered are cost, time, relevance, validity, reliability, 

and ease of administration. The most commonly used systematic proced

ures inc 1 ude the -fa 11 owing: 

1. Flanders Interactional Analysis, which analyzes verbal 

interaction between teachers and students (Flanders, 1970). 

2. Galloway Nonverbal Communication, which analyzes the types of 

nonverbal behaviors teachers use with students by means of videotape 

recording (Galloway, 1973). 

3. Parson's Types of Question Analysis, which analyzes interac

tion patterns of group members. 
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4. Bales Interaction Process Analysis, which analyzes interaction 

patterns of group members. 

5. Verbal Interaction Category System, an adaptation of the 

Flanders system, including measurement of the nonverbal behavior of the 

teacher and student (Griffith, 1973). 

6. Classroom Observation Record, which analyzes cognitive levels 

on which classroom verbal interaction takes place (Griffith, 1973). 

7. Observation Guides, a comprehensive itemization of specific 

and observable aspects of teaching and learning which helps a super

visor to monitor certain phases of instruction (Griffith, 1973). 

8. Briggs Observation Guide, a collection of questions which 

serves as a guide to help supervisors arrive at judgments regarding the 

purpose of a lesson, classroom climate, organization and development of 

lessons (among others) (Griffith, 1973). 

9. Videotape Analysis, a system which allows teacher and super

visor to review a lesson and reach consensus on constructive alterna

tives for teaching improvement (Griffith, 1973). 

10. Observation Schedule and Record System (OSCAR), a verbal cate

gory system which yields frequency counts of the occurrence of differ-

ent verbal behaviors (Medley, 1973b). 
?· 

11. Instrument for the observation of Teaching Activities (IOTA), a 

written description of classroom behavior by a team of at least three 

observers ( 11 0bservation Procedures, 11 1975). 

Although the techniques are not without problems, many educators 

value them because they enhance the quality of observation by instruc

tional leaders (Brandt and Perkins, 1973). There are three other types 



of nonsystematic observation procedures: rating scales, checklists, 

and narrative reports. 
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Ratings scales contain a list of descriptors regarding certain 

teacher classroom behaviors. The rater checks the extent to which the 

teacher manifests the quality described. Popham (1974) maintained that 

rating scales are better than nothing, especially if they are used to 

isolate the extremely weak or strong teacher. 

Checklists consist of a number of items considered to describe 

essential behavior in the teaching-learning process. Medley (1973) 

claimed this method to be qualitative, but Griffith (1973) saw several 

advantages to ch~cklists: 

1. They direct attention to aspects of a lesson which an observer 

might otherwise miss. 

2. They give a degree of objectivity to an evaluator's 

observations. 

3. They provide a_ permanent record which is quick and easy. 

4. They help the teacher to analyze his/her own lesson and what a 

supervisor considers important. 

Griffith (1973) also pointed to some of the pitfalls of checklists 

such as superficiality. Checklists become routine and supervisors fail 

to reflect and analyze the relative importance of the existence of 

classroom qualities. 

Narrative reporting is an attempt to report everything that took 

place during the classroom visitations. The report is then later 

analyzed by the teacher and the evaluator. Some evaluators are using 

audio or video taping of the lesson to provide an opportunity to 

reinspect classroom activity and teacher-pupil interaction. 



Problems associated with assessing teaching performance and 

effectiveness are the following: 

1. Cu1TJTiings and Schwab (1973) perceived the task as two. 

incompatible roles (judgmental and counseling). 
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2. Bridges (1974) maintained that evaluations undermine the major 

function of an administrator--that of improving professional perfor

mance. He pointed out that most administrators are not prepared to 

handle face-to-face confrontations involving the corrmunication of 

negative information. The administrator is often expected to evaluate 

the performance of professionals who possess competencies which are 

different from hts/her own. 

Bridges (1974) cited a study in which administrators used leniency 

in evaluating teachers as a strategy to establish authority over the 

subordinates (for eliciting the loyalty, support, and willing compli

ance of subordinates). 

3. Brody (1977) pointed out that it is fairly easy to identify a 

bad teacher, but researchers have not as yet pinpointed the qualities 

that make one teacher superior to another. 

4. McAfee (1975) concluded after his study that neither teachers 

nor supervisors can evaluate a teacher's performance, background, and 

abilities. He suggested further study in the self-evaluation of 

teachers. 

5. Dunkin and Biddle (1974) maintained that the studies found 

did not focus on the actual process of teaching in the classroom--the 

crucial events of teacher-pupil interaction, task performance, and 

use of materials and equipment affect learning outcomes. 



Tulsa School Effectiveness Program 

The report of the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

(~Nation at Risk, 1983) has become so familiar that it is hard to 

remember how surprising it was when it appeared. Most educators were 

entirely unprepared for its tone and emphasis. It had been assumed 

that it would present a characteristic product of the committee pro

cess--a report temperate and evenhanded. 
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The first surprise, then, was that the Commission somehow managed 

to transcend those inclinations toward caution, to write a report that 

was straightforward, outspoken, and at moments, nearly fierce. The 

second surprise was the acclaim it received and the continuing atten

tion it gained for the problems of American education. Why a chronic 

crisis is suddenly perceived to be acute, why one event strikes a 

nerve while another similar event does not, why we unexpectedly de

velop the collective conviction that something must be done, are all 

pertinent questions. 

It is important to bear in mind that the report made no new dis

·coveries. The sorry state of American schools had been evident for 

many years. If there was a true mystery, it was not that the report 

said what it did or attracted. attention, but why it had taken so long; 

why enlightened opinion had not previously been fully engaged. One 

could hear a good deal about the problems privately--parents retelling 

some of the hair-raising stories brought home by their children, or 

college teachers reporting the most recent impropriety encountered in 

student compositions. 
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When ~Nation at Risk (1983) took the country by storm against 

all expectations, the nerve had been struck. A public long unhappy 

about the schools but held at bay by bureaucratic inertia, intimidated 

by expert opinion, had at 1 ong 1 ast found its own interests voiced, 

and by the most unlikely agent of redemption--the federal government. 

Other reports were to appear in the following months, but the Commis

sion, in preceding them, also foreshadowed them, or seemed to, so that 

these later works were accommodated into the 11 paradigm 11 already estab

lished. A bandwagon was soon rolling. The politicians who had shown 

no previous interest in education, let alone in its quality, quickly 

added their voices. What many parents suspected, and what many teach

ers knew intuitively, was confirmed each time new findings appeared. 

Nor was the plight of the schools known only privately. A number 

of journalists (notably Sewall of Newsweek and Maeroff of the New York 

Times) had been writing trenchant stories (later books) on the prob

lems of education and what might be done about them. One annual ritual 

was a story reporting the latest decline in SAT scores. Another an

nual event was the Gallup poll of public opinion about the schools-

sometimes slightly up, sometimes down, but on the whole, bleak. 

The number of American youngsters scoring over 650 on the verbal 

portion of the SAT declined by 45% in the 10-year period of 1972 to 

1982. In the most meticulous cross-national research yet carried out 

which compared American, Japanese, and Taiwanese children, Stevenson 

(1984) found that in mathematics only one American child appeared in 

the top 100 fifth graders, and that among the 20 American fifth grade 

classrooms, not one classroom had an average score on the mathematics 



test which was equivalent to that of the children in the worst-

performing Japanese classroom. .. 

Stevenson 1 s declaration was unemotional, yet he nonetheless 

termed these (and similar) findings as devasting, made all the more 

so by the fact that American children were more advantaged than were 

their Asi-an counterparts, coming from well-educated families and at

tending much smaller classes. Still, it was felt that the pain occa

sioned by these findings could be borne, given the belief that reform 

was at hand. 
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As soon as the reform of education became a public issue, one 

began to notice efforts to change the subject,. to divert the discus

sion to other questions. The most obvious form this took was politi

cal--each presidential candidate, declared and undeclared, rushed into 

speech. Planks were drafted, platforms rewritten. The true course of 

education had been subverted/had been enhanced/would be moved forward 

by the new/old administration. New programs were needed. New pro

grams were not needed. More money was needed. More money was not 

needed. In other instances, the discussio~as moved to issues closer 

to education, yet secondary in importance. Merit pay for teachers--it 

may or may not be a good idea--but its importance is questionable. It 

is hard to see how, even over time, it would produce a significant 

improvement in teaching and learning. Yet, the issue of merit pay, 

pro and con, absorbed a considerable amount of discussion and debate. 

Another example was the controversy about the competence testing of 

current teachers. It was unclear what effect it would have beyond 

harassing an already beleaguered group. 
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In a number of state legislatures, plans for the competence 

testing of high school seniors were being debated, at times carried 

out. Looking back, it can be seen that by the late 1970 1 s, a critical 

mass of writers, intellectuals, and academics--few of them deeply in 

the educati~n establishment--were beginning to be heard on the fail

ures of schools (for example, Diane Ravitch, Chester Finn, Dennis 

Doyle, and Tommy Tomlinson). At the very end of that decade, one was 

aware that a number of large studies of high schools were under way 

(for example, studies by James Coleman, Gerald Grant, John Goodlad, 

Ernest Boyer, Theodore Sizer). All of these studies were initiated by 

a mounting uneasiness about the condition of secondary education. 

Improving Schools 

Although many people now doubt that school reform can be a pri

mary means for social progress, nevertheless, substantial evidence and 

belief remain that schools can be improved and that education is a 

vital resource in the solution of human problems. Planned changed 

in schools is slow for many reasons. One reason is that Americans 

disagree about the goals of education. Because goals are important, 

clear and definite programs of change are difficult to identify and 

implement. Another reason that change is slow is that new educational 

practices are rarely supported by solid research not communicated to 

practitioners in effective dissemination programs. Still another rea

son is the bureaucratic nature of public schools, in which few incen

tives exist for institutional change. Thus, the time lag for diffusing 

innovations that was lamented by Paul Mort so long ago still exists. 
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It is realized, for example, that racial minorities have made 

substantial political and social gains, although progress has not been 

as fast as many had hoped. Substantial changes have occurred, espe

cially in the south, in race relations in the schools. Strong, posi

tive examples exist of successful, integrated schools. 

A startling example of successful change was reported by Robbins 

and Teeter (1977). Twenty years after forced integration in Little 

Rock, Arkansas, Central High School is regarded as one of the best in 

the nation. Other examples are found in Affirmative School Integra

tion (Hill and Feely, 1968). 

Likewise, although many large-scale educational change projects 

_appeared to be unsuccessful, many examples of successful change in 

local areas have been documented. Furthermore, the researcher recog

nized the limitations of the methods of evaluating change. Many dis

appointments are failures in research and evaluation, not in the 

possibility of school improvement. 

Eff arts to improve schoo 1 s during the 1950 1 s and 1960 1 s· have 1 eft 

a substantial record of positive achie~ement, which shows that valuable 

improvements can be made in schools. Furthermore, when reasonable 

goals and expectations are established, one can be quite optimistic. 

about the probabilities of success. Specifically, the record shows: 

1. Dramatic changes in local schools are possible through sys

tematic and deliberate efforts at improvement. 

2. Large amounts of money to initiate and sustain educational 

innovations are not essential. 

3. Hard evidence exists showing that such local change efforts 

produce desired changes in pupils. 



4. Much is known about factors associated with successful local 

change, such that school improvement can be planned and managed. 
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The period from 1950 to 1970 was a time of unprecedented growth 

in American society and American schools. Faith in social progress 

was high and schools were given a central role in social reform. With 

massive support from private foundations and the federal government, 

a variety of educational innovations were encouraged in schools. A 

systematic technology for planned change in education was created in 

the process. Because this optimism about the role of schools in im

proving society resembled the earlier Progressive Era in American 

history, it was labeled 11 The New Progressivism. 11 

By contrast, since 1970, very different conditions have emerged 

as a context for American education. Worldwide resource shortages 

produced inflation and reduced economic growth. School enrollments 

nationally began to decline. Disillusionment about the role of 

schools in social progress wa~ common, and schools were criticized 

for declining achievement test scores. 

The 11 new reality 11 for public schools has meant that new and 

different means for improving schools were needed. Conservation of 

scarce r·esources became a major theme as budgets tightened. Attention 

to priorities was essential in a time of retrenchment and realloca

tion. More realistic attitudes developed about what schools could 

and could not accomplish, and new emphasis was needed on human re

source development in schools. 

Lessons from efforts to improve schools during the 1950s and 

1960s suggest two basic principles: (1) the individual school as a 

social organization is the optimal focus for change, and-(2) the local 



schoO:l organization must be 1 inked to other orga·n i zat i ans within the 

larger educational system to provide the conditions for improvement. 

A major statement of this view has been presented by Goodlad 

(1975). Out of more than 15 years of study and personal experience· 

with educational change, Goodlad adopted as a primary principle: 

••. the optimal unit for educational change is the sin-
gle school with its pupils, teachers, principal--those 
who live there everyday--as primary participants. The 
interactions of these people, the language they use, the 
traditions they uphold, the beliefs to which they subscribe, 
and so forth, make up the culture of the school (p. 175). 

It is the culture of the local school, in Goodlad's view, that should 

be the focus of change. 
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In attempting to improve the effectiveness of the Tulsa Public 

School District Number One, superintendent Dr. Larry Zenke (1982) 

asked that each school be responsible for writing its own local effec

tiveness plan based on Edmonds' (1979) five indicators he considered 

to be indispensable characteristics of effective schools. Edmonds and 

his colleagues at Harvard University identified these factors as: 

1. Building Leadership. The principal displayed strong profes

sional behavior, understood the contribution of teachers to the 

school's goals, regularly visited and observed classrooms, and made 

useful suggestions to improve instruction. 

2. Instructional Leadership. The adults in the building-

parents, teachers, administrators, support staff--were consistent in 

statements about the school's instructional goals. They not only 

understood but abided by these aims. Consistency among statements 

was more important than the particular goals named. 
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3. The Learning Climate and Facility. Effec.:tive schools were 

clean, attractive, organized, and physically secure. They had ade

quate instructional space. Newness and fanciness were not determining 

factors. 

4. Implied Teacher Expectations. Observers looked only at what 

they thought or felt. Students were asked if .they thought their 

teacher expected anyone in the class to fall below an acceptable level 

of achievement. In effective schools the students answered no. Teach

ers who expected achievement got it. 

5. Monitoring System. Effective schools had a system for moni

toring and assessing pupil performance which was derived from their 

instructional objectives. The faculty did not continue practices that 

did not work. If achievement data or other feedback indicated a need 

for change, they were willing. 

Edmonds (1979) believed that to reach a set of fairly firm con

clusions about the institutional and organizational characteristics 

that distinguish the effective schools from the ineffective schools, 

it could be concluded that it is not the family background that deter

mines pupil performance, but the school response to the family back

ground. Schools which provide effective instructional programs do 

exist and their success is based on institutional characteristics 

which can be clearly described. 

In November of 1981, members of the superintendent•s executive 

staff set 11 to provide optimal l~arning for each student" as i~s five

year goal. The executive staff unanimously adopted the idea that if 

the schools are to be effective in accomplishing this goal, they must 

exemplify the five characteristics described by Edmonds (1979). These 



characteristics were developed to serve as objectives in the school 

improvement program (effective February 25, 1982). The directive to 

principals is as follows: 

Each principal, in concert with his staff members, is 
charged with the responsibility of designing a plan to 
promote the achievement of the 'five indispensable char
acteristics of effective schools.• The plan will in
clude a separate activities plan for each of the five 
objectives with at least one activity included for each 
objective. The number of activities planned should be 
limited to those which are most likely to promote the 
accomplishment of the objective and which can reasonably 
be carried out during the succeeding school year. The 
plans are to be reviewed with the school planning coun
cil and submitted to the appropriate Director of Educa
tion no later than May 15. 

Tulsa has. been very fortunate to have escaped some of 
the very real problems impacting upon urban school sys
tems across the nation. Some of these include severe 
financial problems, desegregaton turmoil, teacher strikes, 
and severe student discipline problems, to name a few, 
most of which have not occurred in Tulsa to any degree. 
As a result, the Tulsa school system and community have 
been able to concentrate their energies on •teaching 
the children• rather than on 'fighting the battles.• 
Evidence of the success of these efforts is seen in 
above average student achievement test scores; a favor,:::---
able climate between the Board, administration, and (' 
teachers which has helped foster a climate of coope~a
tion rather than one of adversity; and a supportive 
conrnunity for the public schools as evidenced by the 
wide margin of support for the recently passed millage 
elections. With the existing positive climate in the 
Tulsa schools, the opportunity exists to take an already 
good school system to even. greater heights of effective
ness. I am confident, with the continued spirit of 
support and cooperation, improved school effectiveness 
can be the end result for all of the schools in Tulsa 
(Zenke, 1982, pp. 1-2). 
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One of the research questions that came as a result of this study 

was: Are the Tulsa Public Schools Effectiveness Correlates repre

sented on the principal's evaluation of the teacher? As part of this 

research, an item analysis of the principals' evaluation will be con-

ducted. The data will be broken into three levels of teaching: 



elementary, junior high, and senior high schools. Each question will 

be examined as to what life themes (TPI) the question adheres, as well 

as to which school effectiveness correlated the question belongs. The 

bottom of the data sheet will be a sunmary, conclusion, and analysis 

section in regard to the data (Appendix A). 

Bridges (1974) maintained that teacher evaluation (including 

teacher rating and subsequent counseling in cases of unsatisfactory 

results) undermines a major function which it was adopted to serve-

the improvement of professional performance. According to Bridges, 

the conditions of such evaluations are conducive to leniency. Several 

factors predispose administrators to overstate the qualificatjons and 

contributions of evaluatees, one of which is that administrators are 

ill-equipped by their academic preparation to handle face-to-face 

confrontations involving the communication of negative information. 

Bridges also cited as evidence supportive of the leniency hypothesis 

a case study of efficiency ratings of employees by a federal agency: 

Two rating systems were used by the agency during the 
experiment--one a public disclosure and the other a 
nondisclosure system. Under the former, poor ratings 
prevented the employee from receiving within-grade 
salary increases. Moreover, the employee had the right 
to see the rating, to receive advance warnings of less 
than satisfactory ratings, to receive job counseling, 
and to appeal unsatisfactory ratings. Under the non
disclosure system, supervisors were willing to discuss 
the ratings with the employee but no advance warnings 
were given for less the 1 good 1 ratings, no appeal was 
possible, no employee's job would be affected by the 
rating, and only the research staff had access to the 
ratings.·The results of the experiment indicated that, 
under the public disclosure system, there was a pre
ponderance of high ratings--80% of the employees re
ceived •excellent• or •very good' ratings; no one was 
rated 'fair' or 'unsatisfactory.• Under the.nondisclo
sure system, however, only 57% of the employees received 
evaluations of •excellent• or •very good, 1 while 12% 
received ratings of 'fair' (pp. 116-121). 
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Sunmary 

The structured interview has proved to be of great value to the 

potential employer. Out of this need for a better interview tech

nique, the TPI was developed. The TPI has 12 life themes that are 

identified by its developers as the characteristics desirable of a 

teacher. 

Tulsa Public Schools created six Effectiveness Correlates based 

on Edmonds' (1979) research. The correlates are characteristic of 

school effectiveness. This study will compare the TPI scores with the 

scores of the same teachers on the Principal's Evaluation. The cri

teria for the evaluation were: The teachers were hired in 1979, had 

been administered the TPI, and had been under their supervisors for. a 

minimum of one school year. 

This study will examine the commonality between the TPI and the 

School Effectiveness Correlated on the Principal's Evaluation. This 

study will examine the perceived difference in attitudes of teachers 

at the different levels of instruction (elementary, junior high, and 

senior high). 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine the predictive valid

ity of the TPI as it pertained to effective teachers in the Tulsa. 

Public Schools. The reliability and validity will be examined by 

comparing the TPI with the principal 1 s evaluation. Included in this 

chapter are: description of population, description of instrumenta

tion, procedures used in data collection, and analysis. 

Description of Population 

The Tulsa Public Schools made the TPI one part of its intake 

process for new teachers in 1978. Along with the usual information

gathering devices, the TPI is used for screening candidates. 

Variables for teachers are: gender, age, race, teaching experi

ence, level of instruction (elementary--K-6, junior high--7-9, senior 

high--10-12), graduating university, and highest level of education. 

This study concentrated its focus across the three levels of school 

teaching in regard to teacher effectiveness as perceived by the teach

er 1 s supervisor and as measured by an evaluation checklist. 

Sample Population 

Tulsa Public School Independent School District Number One hired 
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211 teachers to fill vacancies during the 1979-80 school year. In the 

1984-85 school year, 118 of the original 211 teachers remained in 

Tulsa, but not necessarily at the same school or in the same assign

ment. That yields a retention rate of 56% for those teachers, over a 

five-year span. This is a little better than average, according .to 

Schlechty and Vance (1981). Out of the 118 teachers who remained in 

the Tulsa Public Schools, principals voluntarily returned 65% of the 

evaluations. The sample size for this research is 77. In compiling 

the research, cooperation was asked of 68 administrators. The results 

are compiled in Table IV. 

TABLE IV 

VOLUNTARY RESPONSE TO PRINCIPALS' EVALUATION 

Evaluations Evaluations % 
Possible Returned Returned 

41 Elementary Principals 68 46 68 

13 Junior High Principals 21 16 76 

8 Senior High Principals 21 13 62 

6 Coordinators or Admin-
istrators of Special 
Projects 8 2 25 

Total 118 77 65 
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Upon investigation of the TPI scores of the teachers no longer 

employed by the Tulsa Public Schools, the researcher could not find 

any skew in the population that might indicate leaving the system was 

anything but choice or circumstances. Those leaving the Tulsa system 

reflected a cross-section of those originally hired. Reasons given 

for leaving varied from "spouse being transferred" to "starting a 

family. 11 No one mentioned leaving due to lack of professional atmos

phere or stimulation in the Tulsa School System. 

Demography of Tulsa (1984-85) 

To increase the understanding of the community and the city of 

Tulsa, the following demography is presented: 

Tulsa lies at the edge of the foothills of the Ozarks along the 

Arkansas River, and has an elevation of 700 feet above sea level. The 

surrounding terrain is gently rolling hills. Sunshine is abundant, 

and good flying weather throughout the year has contributed to Tulsa's 

development as one of the country's aviation centers. An average pre

cipitation of 38.77 inches, combined with the yearly average high 

temperature of 69.8, creates a wide range of outdoor recreation. 

The population of Tulsa in the 1980 census was 470,593. By race, 

Tulsa is composed of 85.1% white, 9.3% black, 4.1% American Indian, 

1.6% Spanish, and the balance of the population consists of Asian, 

Pacific Islanders, and others. There is 27.5% of the population under 

the age of 18, 62.6% between the ages of 18 and 64, and 9.9% over the 

age of 65. There are 128,154 family households. The median income in 

1979 was $21,125 per family. The civilian labor force consists of 

136,316 males and 102,270 females. The unemployment rate in 1983 was 
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7.8%. Compared nationally, Tulsa would be considered an average 

predominantly white community with Christian ethics and average in

comes. 

To understand the depth and scope of the study, a brief descrip

tion of the Tulsa School System is offered: 

The Tulsa Public School District Number One is 139.27 square 

miiles in area and includes territory in Tulsa, Osage, Wagoner, and 

Creek Counties, with 81.5% of the total area lying within the Tulsa 

city limits. There are 63 elementary schools, 17 middle schools, and 

9 high schools, making a total of 89 schools in the entire district. 

The 1984-85 operating budget is $132 million, with a net cost per 

pupil in average daily attendance of $3,084.02 in the regular day

school program, excluding capital outlay. The student membership 

consists of 21,298 elementary students, 9,599 middle school students, 

8,168 high school students, and 5,626 students in special education, 

making a total membership of 44,691 students. 

Serving this population is 2,783 certificated personnel and 1,812 

classified personnel. Money is provided by local sources (42.73%), 

county sources (3.81%), state sources (48.79%), and federal sources 

(4.67%). The greatest percentage of all income is designated for 

instruction (63.26%). 

Description of Instrumentation 

Teacher Perceiver Interview 

The TPI includes 60 questions or situations written in an open

ended style to promote discussion on the part of the interviewee. 
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During the discussion that follows the question, the interviewer has 

certain key phrases or ideas to listen for--these become the correct 

answers, or the "listen fors. 11 Scoring the interview is a 11yes 11 or a 

11 no 11 as to whether the 11 listen for 11 was mentioned. Scoring is done on 

a sheet distributed to trained interviewers by SRI. 

The TPI scoresheet is two-sided (Appendix B). On the front is 

found the individual's name and other vital information regarding per

sonal appearance, teaching field, teaching preference, and teaching 

experience. On the front sheet at the bottom a space is provided for 

an overall summary of the applicant. The space is reserved for "Divi

sion for Personnal Service Use Only. 11 The interview is rated from 10 

to 0, 10 being the highest. Space is given for comments on the 

individual's credentials and/or references. A special place is re

served for the applicant's student teaching experience. The last two 

lines on the fact sheet list the applicant overall as being a "Prior

ity One, 11 11 Priority Two, 11 "Priority Three, 11 11 to Hire, 11 or 11 Not Recom

mended for Hire" (Appendix B). 
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The backside of the TPI scoresheet is a simple marking system for 

recording affirmative responses to situations (Appendix B). The score

sheet consists of a rectangle with 12 columns for each life theme 

represented and five rows for each question asked from that category. 

Ample space is provided to the left of the rows to total the rows 

easily and to arrive at a grand total by adding down the spaces. 

Space is also provided on the left of the scoring rectangle for fur

ther comments about the individual being interviewed. Finally, there 

is space for the interviewee to sign his/her name to the interview. 



Principal's Evaluation 

SRI has available a student questionnaire to be used in rating a 

teacher•s effectiveness in reflecting the traits found in the 12 life 

themes. The student questionnaire is made up of 40 statements about 

"my teacher" (Appendix C). Each question or statement follows the 

same pattern that all SRI literature follows: number 1 deals with the 

life theme "Mission," number 2 deals with "Empathy," number 3 deals 

with "Rapport, 11 and number 4 deals with "Individual Perception" (see 

Chapter II). 
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The Tulsa Public School policy has been to evaluate teachers 

twice a year the first three years of employment and then once every 

three years thereafter. This district evaluation instrument has a 

broad base and is general in nature; therefore, it is used to evaluate 

all teachers regardless of subjects taught or level of instruction. A 

general evaluation does not lend itself to addressing specific prob

lems or praise areas a teacher might possess. 

The Principals• Evaluation used in this study does accommodate 

the specific needs of teachers. The evaluation addresses the rela

tionships teachers have with students, administrators, and peers. As 

seen in the item analysis sheets (Appendix F), the evaluation includes 

not only the life themes of the TPI but also relates to the School 

Effectiveness Correlates of the Tulsa Public Schools. 

The researcher has used the same format as the SRI Student Ques

tionnaire (7-A SQ) for the first 24 questions on the Principal 1 s 

Evaluation (Appendix D) •. The change in wording consists of the state

ment reading .. "this teacher" instead of "my teacher," as found on the 

Student Questionnaire. Upon recommendation of the Personnel Director, 
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the Principal Evaluation would be limited to 30 questions. The Per-

sonnel Director felt that a higher percentage of returned question

naires would be obtained from a single sheet questionnaire. The last 

six questions of the Principal Evaluation were added by the researcher, 

based on Rosenshine and Furst•s (1971) six characteristics of an 

effective teacher. To avoid statistical contamination, the last six 

questions were handled separately in the analysis with the Pearson r. 

The researcher's advisory committee saw an opportunity to focus 

on a developing hypothesis found within the Principal 1 s Evaluation. 

Although it may be considered ancillary to the major hypothesis, the 

committee felt that it should be tested. 

Hypothesis One is stated as follows: there is no significant 

difference between the principal's perception of teacher;. attitudes 

across the three levels of instruction (elementary, junior high, and 

senior high). To test this hypothesis, the principals' responses were 

totaled and the mean for each question across the three levels of in

struction was tested for significant differences by using a one-way 

between-subject ANOVA. The calculated F scores were compared to the 

tabled F scores to determine significance. A summary, conclusion, and 

analysis section is found at the bottom of each item analysis form 

(Appendix A). 

The Principal 1 s Evaluation consists of a Likert scale from 

"strongly disagree, 11 11 disagree, 11 11 undecided, 11 11 agree, 11 and "strongly 

agree. 11 The statements on the evaluation are written in such a manner 

as to make the SA (strongly agree) the most desirable answer. A 

weighted score was put on the value of each answer: strongly disagree 
,4 

(1), disagree (2), undecided (3), agree (4), and strongly agree (5). 

I 
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To 11 substantiate" the life themes to effective teacher traits, 

the researcher did an item analysis of each question as it pertained 

to the TPI life themes and the Tulsa Public School's program for 

school effectiveness. Scores were 11 obtained 11 across the three differ

ent levels of teaching (elementary, junior high, and senior high), and 

a conclusion was made for each question based on a one-way between 

subjects ANOVA (Appendix A). 

Pearson r 

The Pearson Product-Moment correlation will be used to test 

Hypothesis Two. Hypothesis Two is stated as: there is no correlation 

between the TPI score and teacher effectiveness as perceived by the 

teacher's supervisor. The data measured by the TPI and the Princi

pal 1s Evaluation have no true zero point. They possess an arbitrary 

maximum and an arbitrary minimum score or zero point. This is called 

an 11 interval scale." The Pearson r is the most appropriate measure of 

correlation when the sets of data to be correlated are from interval 

scales. The nature (+, -, 0) and size of the relationship between two 

variables is measured by a correlation coefficient (r). The range of 

possible values is from -1.00 (perfect negative correlation) to +l.00 

(perfect positive correlation). The sign (+, -) indicates if it is 

positive or negative correlation. The number indicates the strength 

of the correlation. The closer to -1.00 or +l.00, the stronger the 

relation; the closer the coefficient is to zero, the weaker the -

corre 1 at ion. 

To avoid statistical contamination, the researcher ran three 

different correlations using the Pearson r. The first correlation 
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(Evaluation I) was between the first 24 (originally 7-A SQ) questions 

on the Principal 1 s Evaluation and the scores on the TPI. The second 

correlation (Evaluation II) was between the last six questions on the 

Principal 1 s Evaluation and the scores on the TPI. The third correla

tion (Total Evaluation) was between the total questions (Evaluation I 

plus Evaluation II) and the TPI scores. 

Cronbach Alpha 

The data from the Principal 1 s Eval~ation were keypunched and 

computer processed using the Cronbach Alpha modification to the Kuder

Richardson formula 20. This process is found in the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (Nie, 1983). The Cronbach method 

focuses on the analysis of various procedures for comparing variance 

in a single subject's responses to error, variance estimated for the 

total test. The literature claims this to be a more robust measure

ment than other internal consfstency procedures. The determining 

condition is that the subjects respond equally to all 30 questions. 

With number of cases at 77 and the number of items at 30, a 

mean for each question and a standard deviation was calculated. The 

reliability alpha equaled .9720. With an alpha of that size, it can 

be concluded that the Principals' Evaluation possesses internal con

sistency. The adding of the six Rosenshine and Furst•s (1971) char

acteristics did not affect the internal consistency of the Principals' 

evaluation. 
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Data Collection 

.· 
Teacher Perceiver Interview 

Tulsa Public Schools made the TPI one part of its intake process 

for new teachers in 1978. Along with the usual information gathering 

devices, the TPI is used for screening possible candidates. After the 

references, medical examination, transcripts, personal data sheet, and 

the TPI are completed, the candidate•s file is considered complete and 

active. Each active file is made available for principals who have 

vacancies in their buildings. The principal narrows his choices to a 

workable number and calls these candidates for a personal on-site 

interview. When the principal has made his decision on whom to hire, 

he sends a teacher selection sheet to the Personnel Office. Personnel 

then processes the necessary forms and offers the contract. The 

population of this study was limited to those teachers hired in the 

1979-80 school year. 

The TPI can only be administered by a trained person who has 

reached at least 85% agreement on interviews with a representative of 

SRI. These interviewing skills are updated every two years b.Y a 

refresher course or a critique of a series of mailed-in tapes com

pleted by the interviewer. 

There were 211 teachers hired in the 1979-80 school year. These 

names and assignments were made available for this research. The 

researcher compared the original list of 211 and found the 118 names 

and assignments of teachers who are still in the Tulsa Public Schools. 

Each of the 118 was assigned a coded number by the secretary in Per

sonnel. Elementary teachers were designated as a 100 prefix, junior 



high teachers as 200, senior high teachers as 300, and those working 

in special projects as 400. The designated number was marked on the 

back side of the TPI scoresheet and on the evaluations. 
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The services of a secretary in the Personnel Office were employed 

to help with the original TPI worksheets and Principal's Evaluations. 

After a number had been assigned to individuals, the secretary put the 

numbers on the TPI worksheets and the Principal's Evaluation sheets. 

The TPI scoresheet is two-sided. On the front is found the individ-

ual's name and other vital statistics. The backside of the scoresheet 

is a simple marking system for recording affirmative responses to the 

situations (Appendix B). To insure confidentiality, the researcher 

was given only a photocopy of the back of the original scoresheet with 

a coded teacher's number on it. Scores on these scoresheets were 

calculated into percentages by dividing the number of correct "listen 

for" (affirmative) answers by the total possible. This composed the 

score for the TPI. 

Principal's Evaluation of the Teachers 

The Principal's Evaluation of the teacher was sent by school mail 

to each supervising principal with a cover letter (Appendix E). The 

cover letter contained a brief statement of the problem, a simple set 

of instructions, and an appeal for his/her cooperation. In an effort 

to strengthen the appeal, the Superintendent and the Director of Per

sonnel were asked to sign above the researcher's name. Participation 

in the study was strictly voluntary on the part of the principals. 

The Principal's Evaluation involved the same questions (first 24) 

found on the Student Questionnaire (7-A SQ) (Appendix C) that the SRI 



had researched extensively. The minor change was in the wording at 

the beginning of each statement. Instead of reading 11 my teacher, 11 the 

Principal 1 s Evaluation reads 11 this teacher. 11 The last six questions 

of the Principal 1 s Evaluation were added by the researcher, based on 

Rosenshine and Furst•s (1971) six characteristics of an effective 

teacher. These questions were handled separately to ensure internal 

reliability of this addition. 

In processing the Pearson r, the researcher correlated the first 

24 questions on the Evaluation with the TPI (Evaluation I). The last 

six questions (Rosenshine and Furst, 1971) on the evaluation were 

correlated with the TPI (Evaluation II). A Total Evaluation was 

conducted to check for reliability and validity of the first two 

correlations (Hypothesis Two). A scattergram was run to plot any 

correlation between Evaluation I and Evaluation II. 

The Principal 1 s Evaluation of the teacher (Appendix D) has the 

teacher's name and coded number at the top. Also at the top of each 

evaluation is the name of the supervising principal or administrator. 

Below the line is the teacher's coded number and 30 questions or 

statements regarding this particular teacher. The principal evaluates 

the statement as it applies to the teacher and marks on a Likert scale 

his/her answer, from 11 strongly disagree 11 to 11 strongly agree. 11 A 

weighted score is given the value of each answer (SD=l, 0=2, U=3, A=4, 

SA=5). 

In an experiment by Bridges (1974), it was found that principals 

were more frank and objective on a teacher's evaluation if the princi

pal was confident that the information was of a nondisclosure system. 
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That is, the principal will not be held accountable to the teacher for 

the evaluation. 

Upon completion of the evaluation, the principal tore off the 

principal 1 s and teacher's names and returned the evaluation to the 

researcher with the coded teacher's number on it. The researcher 

worked only with the evaluations and TPI worksheets with coded numbers 

to ensure the confidentiality of teachers and principals involved in 

the study. 

After 10 days a reminder letter was sent to all principals in

volved (Appendix E). In the ietter an appeal is made to complete the 

evaluation if they had not done so. The reminder letters were sent 

via school mail. Completed evaluations were sent to the Personnel 

Office via school mail. 
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When the evaluations were returned, they were sorted by level and 

matched by number with the TPI scoresheet. Due to the voluntary na

ture of the study, only 65% of the evaluations were completed and 

returned. 

By means of the weighted scoring technique, each teacher was 

given a total score for the first 24 questions, the last 6 questions, 

and the total evaluation. These three scores were correlated by means 

of the Pearson r with the TPI scores. The total evaluation score 

correlated with the TPI score would satisfy the question of predictive 

validity of the TPI. 

Hypothesis One stated that there would be no significant differ

ence between the principal 1 s perception of teachers• attitudes across 

the three instructional levels. To satisfy Hypothesis One, an item 

analysis was performed on each question of the Principal 1 s Evaluation. 
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The analysis format is found in Appendix A. The actual item analysis 

is presented in Appendix F, with conclusions and summaries for each of 

the 30 questions. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter was to pre~ent results of the statis

tical analysis used for the two hypotheses considered in this study. 

The reader must make the final judgment BS to the relevance of the 

findings as it may apply to his/her hiring procedure. 

The primary goal of this research was to determine the predictive 

validity of the TPI in regard to teachers who are effective in the 

classroom. Answers to the following ancillary questions were sought: 

1. Are the TPI's life themes represented on the Principal 1 s 

Evaluation? 

2. Are the School Effectiveness Correlates represented on the 

Principal 1 s Evaluation? 

3. Did the restatement of the student's questionnaire statements 

change the validity or reliability of the study? 

4. Is there a significant difference in teachers• attitudes as 

perceived by the teachers' supervisors? 

5. Can we iaentify any difference in attitudes across three 

instructional levels--elementary, junior high, and senior high? 

6. Did adding Rosenshine and Furst•s (1971) characteristics of 

an effective teacher invalidate the results of the Principal's Evalua

tion? 

77 



78 

Results of Statistical Analysis 

Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis One stated that there is no significant difference 

between the principal 1s perception of teachers• attitudes across the 

three levels of instruction (elementary, junior high, senior high). 

In answer to this hypothesis, the principals' responses on the Princi

pal 1s Evaluation of the teacher were weighted and totaled. The mean 

for each question was compiled across all three levels bf instruc

tion--elementary, junior high, and senior high. A difference in 

scoring was noticeable; therefore, a One-Way Between Subjects ANOVA 

was performed on the three scores to test if the difference in the 

scores was significant. A surrmary table accompanies each set of 

scores (Appendix F). 

To answer the ancillary questions, the form described in Chapter 

III was developed (Appendix A). The format answers Hypothesis One by 

giving the weighted scores across the three instructional levels, 

followed by a surrmary table of the ANOVA. The following two catego

ries deal with specific life themes and school effectiveness corre

lates that the question addresses. The conclusion, surrnnary, and 

analysis portion of the form is found at the bottom of each page. The 

reader should be aware that in some cases the conclusion presented is 

based on some narrow margins of significance, and it is the reader who 

must make the final judgment as to the relevance of these findings. 

At the end of the 30 questions is a surrmation sheet (Appendix F). 

The same precautionary warning to the reader applies to it as to the 

surrmaries of the questions. 
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Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis Two stated that there would be no correlation between 

the TPI and. teacher effectiveness as perceived by the teacher's super

visor. A percentage score was calculated for the TPI by dividing the 

total correct number of "listen fors 11 by the total number possible. 

This percentage was identified by a coded number and correlated with 

the weighted score the same teacher achieved on the Principal 1 s Eval-

uation concerning that teacher's effectiveness in the classroom. 

The Pearson Product-Moment correlation was found in the Statisti-

cal Package for the Social Sciences (Nie, 1983). It is used to 

sunmarize the relationship between two variables. The closer the car-

relation coefficient is to 1.0, the stronger the relationship. The 

closer the correlation is to .00, the weaker the relationship. 

To avoid contamination errors due to the adding of Rosenshine and 

Furst's (1971) six characteristics of an effective teacher, the re-

searcher correlated the first 24 questions of the Principal's Evalua

tion with the corresponding TPI scores. This was ref~rred to as 

"Evaluation I. 11 The -resulting r=.0210 indicated that' the variance of 

the two scores was the same only 2% of the time. Since the correla

tion coefficient is close to .00, the researcher failed to reject the 

null hypothesis (Figure 1). 

The last six questions on the Principal's Evaluation--six charac

teristics of an ~ffective teacher--were correlated with the corres-

ponding TPI scores. This was referred to as "Evaluation II." The 

correlation coefficient for Evaluation II was .0128. This also indi-

cated that the variance of the two scores is the same only 1.28% of the 

time. The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Scattergram Depicting TPI and Evaluation II 
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A check.for validity and reliability was made by correlating 

Evaluation I with Evaluation II. The result of this correlation was 

r=.8878. This led the researcher to conclude that the principal's 

evaluation of the teachers was consistent for all 30 questions on the 

Principal's Evaluation sheet. Therefore, the addition of the six Ro

senshine and Furst (1971) teacher characteristics did not affect the 

validity or reliability of the Principal's Evaluation instrument (Fig

ure 3). 

The total Principal's Evaluations were correlated to the TPI 

scores. The results were r=.0194. This indicated that the variance 

of the two scores was the same only 1.9% of the time. The researcher 

failed to reject the null hypothesis and concluded, on the basis of 

the statistical data, that there was no predictive validity. The 

scores on the initial interview of the TPI and the principal's percep

tion of that teacher's effectiveness four years later were not related 

(Figure 4). 

Scattergrams were requested to graphically depict the Pearson 

Product-Moment Correlations in comparing Evaluation I with the TPI 

scores (see Figure 1), Evaluation II with the corresponding TPI scores 

(see Figure 2), Evaluation I with Evaluation II (see Figure 3), the 

Total Principal's. Evaluation with all the TPI scores (Figure 4), Total 

Evaluation with Evaluation I (Figure 5), and Total Evaluation with 

Evaluation II (Figure 6). Only in Figures 3, 5, and 6 can a line of 

regression be drawn for the values under consideration. Although the 

scattergrams are not conclusive evidence that there is no correlation 

between the TPI and teacher effectiveness, the scattergrams are 

graphic in the depiction of a lack of continuity. 
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Figure 3. Scattergram Depicting the Relationship Between 
TPI and Total Evaluation 
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Surmiary 

The statistical analysis for Hypothesis I allows rejection of the 

null hypothesis and a conclusion that there· is a significant differ

ence in the perceived attitudes of teachers across the three levels of 

instruction. In Chapter II, it was noted that the Brown-Self-Report

Inventory reported that elementary teachers were more child-oriented; 

the results of this study supported their findings at the .05 level of· 

significance. 

The predictive validity of the TPI is at best questionable. When 

the scores of the TPI were correlated with the scores on the Princi

pals' Evaluation, the coefficient equaled .0210. The researcher 

failed to reject the null Hypothesis II; there is no correlation be

tween the TPI and teacher effectiveness as perceived by the teacher's 

supervisor. 

Using the item analysis on each question (Appendix F), there is 

evidence that the Principals' Evaluation is representative of both the 

six School Effectiveness Correlates of the Tulsa Public Schools and 

the 12 Life Themes of the TPI. 

The treatment of the six add-on questions on the Principals' 

Evaluation prevented contamination. They proved to be both valid and 

reliable in conjunction with the other questions. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary and Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was to verify the predictive validity 

of the TPI as it relates to the selection of effective teachers in 

Tulsa, Oklahoma. Two hypotheses were tested. 

Hypothesis One stated that there is no significant difference 

between the principal 1 s perception of teachers• attitudes across the 

three levels of instruction (elementary, junior high, senior high). 

This hypothesis developed as an ancillary question taken from the 

Principal 1 s Evaluation data, which was divided across three instruc

tional levels. The question was not one of attitudes of the teachers 

but of the principal 1 s perception of the teacher's attitudes in his/ 

her relationship to his/her students. It is a common belief that 

elementary teachers are warmer and more personable with their students 

than junior and senior high teachers, who are thought to demonstrate 

more 11 subject-oriented 11 behavior. An item analysis on the Principal 1 s 

Evaluation and a One-Way Between Subject ANOVA produced empirical 

evidence supporting this belief. The elementary teachers were per

ceived by their supervisors as child-oriented; secondary teachers were 

perceived by their supervisors as subject-oriented. 

Hypothesis Two stated that there is no correlation between the 

score on the TPI and teacher effectiveness as perceived by the 
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teacher's supervisor. Data were gathered from llS teachers hired in 

1979. Each of the teachers had been given the TPI, each was still 

employed in the Tulsa Public School system, and each had been with 

his/her supervisor for at least one year. The principals participated 

in this project voluntarily, and 77 evaluations were returned to the 

researcher. The TPI scores were matched and correlated with the 

Principal 1 s Evaluations using the Pearson Product-Moment correlation. 

The correlation coefficient equaled .0194, which means that the TPI 

can only account. for a small portion of the variance on the Princi

pal 1 s Evaluation. With this evidence, the researcher failed to reject 

the null hypothesis and concluded that the TPI did not predict whether 

a teacher would be judged effective. 

In drawing the conclusions about the two hypotheses, the reader 

must be reminded of the limitations of this research. Tulsa Public 

Schools believed the TPI to be a good indicator of teacher effective

ness; therefore, the school system hired few of the applicants who 

were rated low on the interview. Few teachers were hired who did not 

excel in this interview. With this in mind, the reader needs to 

assess whether the results of this study can be generalized to the 

tota~ population of teachers. Cooperation of the principals was 

voluntary; consequently, not all possible administrative evaluations 

were complete~ and returned. The reader must keep in mind the fact 

that the other 35% of the evaluations could have changed the conclu

sions of the entire study. The sample administrators may have seen 

their teachers sco~ing more favorably than those administrators who 

did not participate by not returning their questionnaires. 



Implications 

The implications are based on the findings of this study and 

conclusions drawn from the same: 

90 

1. The TPI should not be used to determine a prospective teach

er• s effectiveness in the classroom. The traditional information 

(work recommendations, grades, supervisory recommendations) were found 

to be equally valuable and predictive. 

2. If teachers are perceived differently across the three levels 

of instruction, the criteria for hi~ing teachers should be different 

across these levels. If an interviewee is seeking an elementary posi

tion, he/she is expected to be a 11 warm, child-oriented 11 teacher. If 

an interviewee is seeking a secondary position, a more 11 subject

oriented11 attitude might be expected. This implies that criteria used 

for hiring elementary teachers should be different from that used for 

hiring secondary teachers •. 

3. The Principal 1 s Evaluation is general enough to measure life 

themes and correlates of the Tulsa Public Schools, but the form be

came tedious to fill out. A more efficient sunmary sheet should be 

developed. 

Although the TPI did not prove predictive, it serves a purpose in 

the overall structured interview process used by most school districts 

in hiring prospective teachers. First, the questions on the TPI are 

designed to allow the interviewee to do most of the talking. A per

ceptive interviewer could make accurate conclusions about the inter

viewee's personality that would be valuable in determining whether or 

not to hire--particularly if the interviewer were familiar with the 

11 listen fors 11 determined by the TPI. Second, the TPI takes great care 



in not violating any acts or laws designed to protect interviewees• 

rights. 

Third, it might not be the instrument (TPI) itself that is bene

ficial to the employer; it may be the process. The TPI causes the 

interviewee to express his/her attitudes on various school matters and 

to make decisions on situations. It also assures coverage of impor

tant concerns and it allows the interviewer to make systematic com

parisons between interviewees. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

As is the case in most studies, this study has created questions 

that need further investigation. 

1. The TPI questions should be reviewed by a labor relations 

expert or an atto\ney to ascertain if any interviewee's rights are 

being violated. 

2. Further studies should be conducted to determine differences 

in attitudes across the three levels of instruction (elementary, 

junior high, senior high). Any differences could set new criteria 

for hiring policy. 

3. Tulsa Public Schools should adapt the School Effectiveness 

Correlates into a structured interview of their own design. 

4. A study of teachers• strengths and weaknesses as reported on 

the TPI could be a valuable resource for the administrator in planning 

staff development projects or inservice training. 

5. If a profile could be compiled on eqch administrator, place

ment of teachers having certain personality traits could pernaps be 

11 matched 11 with the administrators. 
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6. A replifation of this study is needed to see if the same 

results would be produced. 

7. A new evaluation form focusing on the School Effectiveness 

Correlates should be implemented for Tulsa Public Schools. 

In conclusion, it is the opinion of this researcher that the most 

valuable tool now available for hiring effective classroom teachers is 

the structured interview. However, this interview should be custom 

designed for the specific district, including its own goals and objec

tives. A rotating committee trained to perceive certain desirable 

·character traits and attitudes from the interview results would be 

effective. The researcher questions the wisdom of depending too 

heavily upon one part of the total interview process and would prefer 

using all information available on an applicant in a balanced fashion 

in order to acquire the most proficient teaching staff possible. 

92 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform. National 
CommTSsion on Excellence in Education. Washington, .D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1983. 

Anastasiow, N. J. "Personality Traits of Teachers Nominated as Strong 
and Weak." Psycho l ogi cal Reports, 20, 1967, pp. 1343-1345. 

Anderson, H. H. Creativity in Childhood and Adolescence. New York: 
Science and Behavior Books, 1965. -

Bantock, G. H. Education and Values. London: Faber, 1965. 

Barr, A. S. "The Measurement and Prediction of Teacher Efficiency: A 
Sunmary of Investigations. 11 Journal of Experimental Education, 
XVI, June, 1948, p. 205. 

Barr, A. S. "Problems Associated With the Measurement and Prediction 
of Teacher Efficiency. 11 Review of Educational Research, 28, 
1958, pp. 250-264. - .. - -

Beery, J. R. "Does Professional Preparation Make a Difference?" Jour-
nal of Teacher Education, 13, 1962, pp. 386-395. --

Bennett, S. N. "Teaching Styles and Pupil Progress." London Open 
Books, 1976, p. 83. 

Berliner, D. Beginning Teacher Studies. (Technical Report Series.) 
San Francisco: Far West Educational Research and Development 
Laboratory, 1976. 

Bolton, D. L. Selection and Evaluation of Teachers. Berkeley, Cali
fornia: Mccutchan, 1"973. 

Bonneau, L. R. "An Interview for Selecting Teachers." (Unpub. Ed.D. 
dissertation, University of Nebraska, 1956.) 

Brandt, R. M. 11 Toward a Taxonomy of Observational Information." In: 
Observational Methods in the Classroom, C. W. Beegle and R. M. 
Brandt, Eds. Washington,--0:-C.: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development, 1973. 

Brandt, R. M. and Perkins, H. V., Jr. "Observation in Supervisory 
Practice and School Research." In: Observational Methods in the 
Classroom, C. W. Beegle and R. M. Brandt, Eds. Washington,[).c.: 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1973. 

93 



Brannon, C. J. 11 The Interview and What it Can Yield. 11 The Clearing_ 
House, 49, December, 1975, p. 166. 

94 

Bridges, E. M. 11 Faculty Evaluation--A Critique and a Proposal. 11 Ad
ministrator's Notebook. Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, 
University of Chicago Press, 1974. 

Brody, J. A. ·11 A Good Teacher is Harder to Define than Find. 11 Ameri
can School Board Journal, 164, July, 1977, pp. 25-28. 

Brophy, J. E. and Evert son, C. M. 11 Teacher Education, Teacher Eff ec
t i veness and Deve 1opmenta1 Psycho 1ogy. 11 (Paper presented at 
Annual Meeting of American Psychological Association, Chicago, 
Illinois, August 30-September 3, 1975.) 

Brown, O. H.; Fuller, F. F.; and Richek, H. G. 11 A Comparison of Self
Perceptiuns of Prospective Elementary and Secondary School Teach
ers .11 Psychology it:!. the Schools,±, 1967, pp. 21-24. 

Burt, C. 11 Creativity in the Classroom. 11 Forward Trends, ]d, 1969, 
pp. 5-11. 

Carie, B. and Smithers, J. 11 The Roots of Reading. 11 (Report to Na
tional Federation of Educators of Reading, Sough, Bershire, Eng
land, 1971.) 

Casteter, W. B. The Personnel Function in Educational Administration, 
2nd ed. New York: Macmillan, 1976~. 

Coleman, J. S. et al. Equality of Educational Opportunity. Washing
ton, D.C.: U.S. Office of Education, 1966. 

Crocker, A. C. 11 Predicting Teacher Success. 11 Education for Teaching, 
1968, pp. 49-52. 

Cummings, L. L. and Schwab, D. P. 
Determinants and Appraisals. 
man, 1973. -

Performance it:!. Organizations: 
Glenview, Illinois: Scott, Fores-

Dugan, R. R. 11 Personality and the Effective Teacher. 11 Journal of 
Teacher Education, Ji, 1961, pp. 335-337. 

Dunkin, M. J: and Biddle, B. J. The Study of Teaching. New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1974. 

Edmonds, R. 11 Effective Schools for the Urban Poor. 11 Educational 
Leadership, 37(1), 1979, pp. 15-18. 

Evaluating Teachers for Professional Growth: Current Trends in School 
Policies and Programs. Arlington, Virginia: National School 
Public Relations Association (NSPRA), 1974. 



Evans, K. M. 11 A Study of Teaching Ability at the Training College in 
Re 1 at ion to the Persona 1 i ty and Attitudes of the Student. 11 (Un
pub. Ph.D. dissertation, University of London, 1952.) 

95 

Flanders, N. A. Analyzing Teaching Behavior. Reading, Massachusetts: 
Addison-Wesley, 1970. 

Flanders, N. A. and A. Simon. 11 Teacher Effectiveness. 11 Iri: Encyclo
pedia of Educational Research, 4th ed., R. L. Abel, Ed. Toronto: 
Macmillan, 1969. 

Fox, R. B. 11 Factors Influencing the Career Choice of Prospective 
Teachers. 11 Journal of Teacher Education, 12, 1961, pp. 427-432. 

Galloway, C. M. 11 The Nonverbal Realities of Classroom Life. 11 In: 
Observational Methods in the Classroom, C. W. Beegle and R. M. 
Brandt, Eds. Washington,--0:-C.: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development, 1973. 

Gardner, P. L. 11 Research on Teacher Effects: Critique of a Tradi
tional Paradique. 11 British Journal of Educational Psychology, 
44, 1974, pp. 123-130. 

-· 
Ghiselli, E. E. 11 The Validity of a Personnel Interview. 11 Personnel 

Psychology, 19, 1966, pp. 389-394. 

Goodlad, J. I. The Dynamics of Educational Change. New York: McGraw
Hill, 1975. 

Griffith, F. A Handbook for the Observation of Teaching and Learning. 
Midland, Michigan: Pendell, 1973. 

Halliwell, K. 11 An Investigation Into the Validity of Methods of Stu
dent Selection for Teacher Training in Training College. 11 (Un
pub. Ph.D. dissertation, University of Sheffield, 1965.) 

Hamachek, D. 11 Characteristics of Good Teachers and Implications for 
Teacher Education. 11 Phi Delta Kappan, 50, 1960, pp. 341-344. 

Heichbergen, R. L. and Young, J. M., Jr. 11 Teacher Perceptions of 
Supervision and Evaluation. 11 Phi Delta Kappan, 57, 1975, p. 210. 

Hill, R. and Feely, M. Affirmative School Integration. Beverly 
Hills, California: Sage, 1968. 

Kane, B. S. 11 Research on Teaching and Teacher Education 11
; 

11 Educational 
Research in Colleges of Education. 11 (Conference papers read at 
the University of Manchester, 1967.) 

Kerlinger, F. N. Foundations of Behavioral Research. New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winsto~ 1967. 

Koerner, T. F. 11 Interview: Asking the Right Questions. 11 

.22:!9_ House, 44, December, 1969, pp. 102-104. 
The Clear-



Kowalski, J. P. Evaluating Teachers. Arlington, Virginia: Educa
tional Research Service (ERS), 1978. 

Lasher, H. F. 11 The Teacher Perceiver Interview as an Instrument for 
· Identifying Characteristics of Perspective Teachers. 11 (Unpub. 

Ed.D., University of Wyoming, 1976.) 

Leinhardt, G. 11 Applying a Classroom Process Model to Instructional 
Eva 1 uat ion. 11 (Report presented at Annua 1 Meeting of American 
Educational Research Association, New York, April, 197J.) 

96 

Lynch, W. W. 11 Skill in Teaching, Assessed on the Criterion of Problem 
Solving. 11 (Bulletin of School of Education, Indiana University, 
1961.) 

McAfee, D. T. 11 Evaluation of the Teacher: Do Teachers and Supervi
sors Agree? 11 High School Journal, 58, May, 1975, pp. 336-342. 

McMurray, R. N. 11 Validating the Patterned Intervi·ew. 11 Personnel, 23, 
1947, pp. 263-272. 

Medley, D. M. "Closing the Gap Between Research in Teacher Effective
ness and the Teacher Education Curriculum." Journal of Research 
and Development l.!l Education, ]_, 1973, pp. 39-46. 

Med 1 ey, D. M. 11 Measuri ng the Comp 1 ex Cl ass room of Today. 11 In: Ob
servational Methods in the Classroom, C. W. Beegle and R. M. 
Brandt, Eds. Washington:-o.c.: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development, 1973. 

Megginson, L. C. Personnel: ~Behavioral Approach to Administration. 
Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, 1970. 

Miller, J. D. A Preliminary Investi ation of the Teacher Perceiver 
Instrument-for Teacher Selection. Technical Report #5077.) 
Austin: University of Texas Press, 1977. 

Mitzel, H. E. and Medley, D. M. 11 Pupil Growth in Reading--An Index of 
Effective Teaching. 11 Journal of Educational Psychology, 48, 
1957, pp. 227-239. 

Muller, G. Teacher Perceiver Interview Manual. Lincoln, Nebraska: 
Selection Research, Inc., 1976. 

Nie, N., Ed. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. (SPSSX 
User's Guide.) New York: McGraw-Hill, 1983. 

11 0bservation Procedures." Staff Evaluation Skills. Arlington, Vir
ginia: American Association of School Administrators, 1975. 

Ornstein, A. C. and Levine, D. U. 11 Teacher Behavior Research: Over
view and Outlook. 11 Phi Delta Kappan, April, 1981, p. 594. 



97 

Parnes, s. J. 11 Education and Creativity. 11 Teachers College Record, 
69, 1962, pp. 331-339. 

Pe 11 i cer, L. 0. 
Interview. 11 

11 Improving Teacher Selection With the Structured 
Educational Leadership, March, 1981, pp. 492-493. 

Pine, G. J. and Boy, A. V. 11 Necessary Conditions for Evaluating 
Teachers. 11 National Association for Secondary School Principals 
Bulletin, ~. December, 1975, pp.--rB-23. 

Popham, W. J. 11 Pitfalls and Pratfalls of Teacher Evaluation." Educa
tional Leadership, 32, November, 1974, pp. 141-146. 

Robbins, J. and Teeter, T. 11 The Phoenix of Little Rock: Central High 
20 Years After Forced Integration." Phi Delta Kappan, 59, Octo-
ber, 1977, pp. 111-112. - -- -

Ros ens hi ne, B. and Furst, N. "Research in Teacher Performance Cri te
ri a. 11 In: Research in Teacher Education: A Symposium, B. O. 
Smith, Ed. Englewood"""'Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-hall, 1971. 

Ryans, D. G. Characteristics of Teachers. Washington, D.C.: 1960. 

Schillig, E. J. 11 Relationshp Between an Innovative Hiring Technique 
and Teacher Performance Rating. 11 (Unpub. Ed.D., University of 
Akron, 1975.) 

Schofield, H. L. and Start, K. B. "Product Variables as Criteria of 
Teacher Effectiveness." Journal of Experimental Education, Win
ter, 1979, p. 130. 

Schustereit, R. C. "Feeling Secure in an Employment Interview." Phi 
Delta Kappan, February, 1980, pp. 403-405. 

Sheldon, M. S.; Coals, J. M.; and Copple, R. "Concurrent Validity of 
the Warm Teacher Scales." Journal of Educational Psychology, 50, 
1959' pp. 37-40. - -

Shockley, H. A. "The Structured Interview as a Predictor of Teaching 
Competence in Spanish Surnamed Teachers. 11 (Unpub. Ed.D., Ari~ona 
State University, 1976.) 

Sprinthall, N.; Whitely, J. M.; and Mosher, R. L. 11 A Study of Teacher 
Effectiveness . 11 Journa 1 of Teacher Education, XVII, Spring, 
1966, pp. 93-106. - --

Start, K. B. 11 The Relation of Teaching-Ability to Measures of Person
ality.11 British Journal of Educational Psychology, 36, 1966, pp. 
158-165. 

·Stevenson, H. 11 The Educational Achievement of American, Japanese, and 
Taiwanese Elementary Schoo 1 Students. 11 (Mimeographed, University 
of Michigan, 1984.) 



98 

Thayer, V. W. 11 Project EMPATHY--An Alternative Way to Hire Teachers. 11 

North Central Association Quarterly, 52(4), Spring, 1978, pp. 
438-442. -

11 Teacher Perceiver Technical Report. 11 (Published by Perceiver Acade
mies, Lincoln, Nebraska, 1978). 

Ve 1 dman, D. J. and Brophy, J. E. 11 Meas ur i ng Teacher Effects on Pup i 1 
Achievement. 11 Journal of Educational Psychology, 66, 1974, p. 
323. 

Vernon, P. E. 11 The Psychological Traits of Teachers. 11 Yearbook of 
Education, 1953, pp. 51-75. 

Webster, E. C. Decision Makinl ..:!..Q_ the Employment Interview. Mon
·treal, Canada: Industria Relations Centre, McGill University, 
1964. 

11 Who Has It? 11 (Pamphlet published by Selection Research Inc. with 
Perceiver Academies, Lincoln, Nebraska, 1983.) 

Wiley, D. Another Hour, Another Day: Quantity of Schooling, A Potent 
Path for Policy. (Report #43, Studies of Educative Processes.) 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1973. 

Yonge, K. A. 
Study . 11 

11 The Value of the Interview: An Orientation and a Pilot 
Journal of Applied, Psychology, 49, 1956, pp. 25-31. 

Zenke, L. 11 A Plan to Promote School Effectiveness in the Tulsa Public 
Schools. 11 (Directive to School Board, Tulsa Public Schools, Feb
ruary 15, 1982) 



APPENDIXES 

99 



APPENDIX A 

ITEM ANALYSIS FORMAT 

100 



1 01 

Quastioa ;; ____ _ 

Mean ·~ighted Response by Group: 

l!:lementary Junior High ______ Senior High __ 

One #ay 3etween Sub¢ects Anova 

Source df SS !f3 

~actor .l 

Error 

Tot.ll 

TPI :.i!e Themes Corresponding to 'nlis Question: 

School Ef!ectivenl!lss Correlates Cor:-espocdi~ to ~s Question: 

SU111111a17, Conclwiion, Anal.rs is: 
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PERSONNE[ DA"ERVIEW SHEET 
Tulsa Public School• 
Tulu, Oklahoma 

Dare, ____________ , 19 __ 

I. PERSONAL DATA 

103 

Location of Interview 
(Check Onel 

College _____________ _ 

Division for Personnel Services ____ _ 
Tulsa School ___________ _ 

Interviewer's Signature 

Name _______________ _;_ ______________________ _ 

Address--------------------------------------

Telephon----------~ .ge ____ Date Availabl.,_ ____________ , 19 __ 

II. PROFESSIONAL DATA 

Degree: B.A. __ M.A. __ Dr. __ Year ____ Institution'-----------------

Grade Point Average ____ _ 

Teaching Fields----------------- ------------------
Major Minor 

Teaching Preference (1) _________ (2) _________ (3) ________ _ 

Teaching Experience-Number Years---------------------------

Ill. INTERVIEW DATA 

Circle the number in the appropriate column that represents your rating of the interviewee. 

EXCEP· AVER· COMMENTS 
TIONAL GOOD AGE POOR IUse back for additional comments) 

Personal Appearance-Dress, Grooming 5 4 3 2 

Emotional Stability-Maturity 10 9 8 7 

Personality-Poise-F.'lthusiasm 10 9 8 7 

Communication Skills-Usage, Articulation 10 9 8 7 

Commitment to the Profession 10 9 8 7 

Knowledge of Subject Matter 10 9 8 7 

Knowledge of Current Teaching Techniques 10 9 8 7 

Quality of Questions and Answers 10 9 8 7 

Physical and Mental Vitality 10 9 8 7 

TOTALS COMPOSITE SCORE I 

DIVISION FOR PERSONNEL SERVICES USE ONLY 

Interview 10 9 8 7 Credentials/Reierences ________ Student Teachinir---------

Contract Recommendations: 

Priority One, _________ Priority Two _________ Priority Three ________ _ 

Not Recommended _____ _ 
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FOCUS 

OBJECTIVITY 

GESTALT 

INNOVATION 

ACTIVATION 

INPUT DRIVE 

INVESTMENT 

LISTENING 

IND. Perception 

RAPPORT DRIVE 

EMPATHY 

MISSION 
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l 06 

SHI TE Al'.Ht H ~t.IH'.E IVE II ACADEMY I AS I UOENT QUESTIONNAIRE &1111 ~1.i r 

Miit! __ Frmale ---- Ago ---- School--------- Sub11c1 ----------- T•ac:n•r ------• IDENTIFICATION NUMBER ' . . 
we •r• 1n1.,es1KI in how you le•• 1baul school. W• w.nt you 
10 rHd Heh 11aterNn1 and deade wl'uch .,,_, bn1 

detcr•bft how you fHI. If you strongly d1uer1e wuh lhe 

1npgns•. blacken lhe ss:-c• b11wnn lhl dotted ltnn under 
$0. II you dtM91'H. rTWlll rhe 0 If you agree Wtth the 

uatllT'Wnt. mark 11''11 A, 1nd 1f you strongly agree. m.k.the 

SA If you an undlc•dlld m•k U. An1V'fl!ef 1u11 the w•v you 
rionnrly feel No ••chef will•• your •n•wert. Your ansWt!rs 
11111111 be used tor rtus study only. ThM1k you for your help. 

J • ~ t 

~~~9?· y . 
• • • 

1-My teacher acts hke sM/he belt11¥n I can learn ......................... . 

3-My IQCher ltkH me .....................••..•........••........... 

4-Mv IUChW knows what I am good II 

5-Mv IHCher II ••Y to talk to .... 

6-My tllChtt Ktl likl n.1stw vvants me ta SUCCHd ..•...................... 

7-My ••chor findl the an- for me 111h1/h1 - nol kno., .......•........ 

8-My •-her u111 mony dlfforont "'IV' IO help me l11rn ..........•.......... 

9-My rucher 1ncauragn me lo rn1n1ie of new ways to dO rh1ng1 ............... . 

10-My tucher 11 undwn•ndifti when I don't ;mt my work done on t1m1 ..••.•... 

11 -My t•cher II ,.,, ..........•............•.....•...•..••..•.••...•. 

12-My 111chor .,,llprobobly a1 .. 1ys bl a 111chor 

1 J-My 111cn1r ocu like hll•hl en1oy1 11ocn1no 

14-My 1ncnor knows how I feel .. 

15-My rucner 1ct1 like she/he thin•• of me 11 1 fr11nd ...............•..•.... 

16-My tNChlt ••ts me WOJk •t my own r111 .................•..••. · ....•... 

17-My 1uc:h1t rully 111m1 ro en1ay 11sr1ning tom• 

18-My 11ochor ''happy when I leorn something ............................ . 

19-My 111cner hu brought ••Tr• thangs 10 school 10 n11p me IHrn 

20-My 1e1cner makes m1 fnl good wnen I try ............................. . 

21-My IHChlt has• IOt of n1w 1da1 

22-My 111chet alVtl9y1 gau h1t1n11 work done on r1m1 

23-Mv reacher hsttns ro my s1dl of rne story . 

24-Mv reacher has goals f0t h1msetf1herse1f .. 

25-My IHCher knows whit she1h11' oaing 1no why 

26-Mv reacher und1rn1nus haw •f fetu 10 bf 1 srudent .. 

27-1 like my 1eac:h1t 

28-Mv r11cner na1 taught me 1n1ng1 rna1 art 1mpanan1 rD ml! 

29-1 haye tilkeO with mv tlKher abOul peuan11 concerns 

JO-My tHChet does nor g1\le up on me 

31-Mv reacher 11v..-v' si:errn 10 be 1eun1ng too 

l2-Mv rncner laugh, .,..,,h us when we say something lunn._, 

33-Mv raacher 9'"'91 nw new lh•nt• to dO 

34-My tncner 11 wetl ar91n11ed 

35-Mv 1eacnu doe'5 ncn 1ump 10 conc!us.1ons . 

36-M';' traChH 1s 1ry1ng 10 improve h•S "l!r reaching. 

J7-1 rni;wct my teachet 

38-11 11 ••v ID gitt help lrom mv 1eacner 

39-1 nave 1nrnlfd 1 101 1n this clan 

4~1 l"llve many fru~nrt' 111 lht'5 clan 

1 so 
2 so 
3 s~ 

so 
4 ·51:>· 
5 .. ,,. 
6 -~o. 
7:~~: 
8:~~' 
9 -~~-

so 
10"'" 
11 :~~' 
12 s~, 
13 '~~: 
14 so 

15 
so 

16 so 
17 :~:9, 
18 ~,'?. 

so 
19 so 
20·"" 
21 ~'?, 
22 -~~ 
23 _so 

so 
24 so 
25· :: 
26 -~0 
27 so 
28 so 

so 

~~so 
31 so 

32 
33 

so 
so 

34 
35 
36 so 

so 
so 

37 so 
38 so 
39 so 
40 so 

0 

0 

0 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

0 

D 

D 

D 

!J 

D 

D 

D 

D 

ti" 

D 

D 

D 

ci' 
D 
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D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

u 
u 
u 
u 
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u 
u 
u 
u 
u 

'~" u 
u 

u 
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u 
u 
u 
u 
u 

u 
u 
u 
u 
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u 
u 
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u 
u 

u 
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u 
u 
u 
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u 
u 
u 
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A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 
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·A·-
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Teacher's Name Evaluation Number 

Principal 

Evaluation Number 

'RlllCIPAl..1 
UAD UCH STAT!JlfllT ANO DECIDE lllllCM AllMA HST DUCA!1£S - l"OU fm. " TClll mllHllLT DISAGAU Vint Tlt[ RUPOHSf, 
ILACl!IN THl SPACE UllllfR SD. " TOii DISAQRU, llUK Tiii a. " l"OU AUU WITI m STATIJllNT, llUK Tit[ A, MIO IF YOU 
STllCllGLT AGRU, llAH Tltf"°fA. tr YOU Alli UNDfCIDU llAAi'll. AllMll JllST Tiii llaY' \'!Ill AOlllSTLT flEL. ,.a- TUCHER lllLL 
HE YOUR ANSllUS. l'OUA Ailf,i[as lllLL .. usu raA TRIS nllbr 11111.r. TUlllt 1'1111 fGa YIKlll Rn1. 

J. Tbls C:.•dler bel fev•• tta.c tt1o1dent1 can INrn 

2. Thia tNcher ....... nudwlu fNI auar ..r..n tllay IMU 1 •locolia 

J, Thh tHchar llliaa the at..:tanu 

-· This teacher lr.ttolifs whet th• students •r• goad 1t 

. 5. Thl1 t••cn.!.. 11 •••Y to talk ta 

l_._ 
2 __ 

l __ 

-. 
5 __ 

'· This tuch.ar acu I ri... he/the w11nts nudents to succ:Md '--

7. This taecher wl 11 find the 1ns~•r for ,. it he/th• doe1 not know 7 __ 

a. This tNChet' ...... different •• .,., to Mlp tba 1tudanu lurn , __ 

9. This teacher ancounga1 students ta tblnk. ot n- way1 to do tUln;• ! __ 

10. This u1ch9r 11 undertt1ndln9 whan the student• don 1 t gat t&arr JO __ 
work dona on time 

U. This te•c:hlir i1 fal r 11 __ 

U. This te•c:har wl 11 proMbly 1l_.1ys be 1 tNdwr U __ 

IJ, This taocher 1njoy1 tHchln9 IJ __ 

a. Thia uKllar i.- - othera ,... l, __ 
15. T!lh taodMor ICU I Ike I ,,,.,,. ta the lt .... U is __ 
16. T!lla •-• lau 1tutlan•• ""''Ir. 1t t11191r - 1paetl 

u __ 

17. Thl1 twchar Mjoys I luanlng co nlldenu 11 __ 

18. Thia CNchar h happy - .... atudMC lur•• _,.,.. JI __ 

I,. Thia teadlar brlnga ucra tbl"I!• ta •-I 10 help studancs l11rn l9 __ 

20. Thia tNdMor 1Mkaa 1t..:t1nu fNI ~ ~hen tbay lry 

21. Thi I tucher M1 • lot of n .. rd••• 
22. Thia r:ucher ah1111y1 i;eu his/her .ork. done on tin. 

2]. This r:aacher I luens to th• studenu' tide of the story 

lit. Tbh t.ucher hi11 go.1h for hlr11elf/herteU 

25. Tbl1 U•cher Is c1:1 •"•ctlv• u1cher 

27. Thlt u1cher 11 buslneul lk.8 ind U!.k-orlanud 

28. Thlt t••c.her 11 c.le•r when prnenting inuructlon1 

29. Thl1 u1cher wlH • "•rlet.y of lnurwctlon1l :81terl1l1 1nd 
procadur11 

20 __ 

"--12 __ 

n __ 
2 __ _ 

25 __ 

.26 __ 

27 __ 

2e __ 

29 __ 

)0. This ta•c.har provldH opportunities ror students to la1: slilllject )O __ 
'Alt Ur 

! 

l 08 
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TULSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 

April 15, 1983 

Fellow Administrator: 

Tulsa Public Schools have been using the Teacher Perceiver Interview as a part 

of our hiring procedures since 1978. The TPI has met with mixed reviews. To 

establish the value of the Teacher Perceiver Interview, I'm asking you to take time 

out of your busy schedule to evaluate the member(s) of your staff named on the top 

left side of the evaluation. 

Cut along the red line to remove your name and to guarantee the confidentiality 

of the teacher. The researcher, Phil Mauser, will be working only with numbered 

sheets. I would appreciate your response as soon as possible. The larger the 

sample population the more accurate the research. The sample is made up of all 

teachers hired in 1979 and under your supervision last year. 

Please send the completed form to Personnel, att: Betty Garrison. 

Thanks for your cooperation, 

~Ji 
Delbert Pool 

~~ 
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TULSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TULSA, OKLAHO~!A 

Fellow Administrator: 

Last week you should have received an evaluation from Delbert Pool's office. 

The evaluation has the name of a teacher hired in 1979 and who was under your 

sucervision last year. If you have already·processed the evaluation and sent it 

tc '1r. Pool ,s office, kindly disregard this communication. If you have misplaced 

the ev2!uation, call Betty Garrison for another. If you haven't completed I: v~c 

=~t i~tend to, you are causing Phil Mauser a bad case of hives as the infor~atior. 

is necessary in his doctoral study. 

Thanks for your cooperation, 

;J-1..1 Jt/~ 
Phil Mauser 
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Questiozi ;; 1 -----
Mean "ki.ghted aesponse by Qroup: 

llellll!lntar,r 4.57 Junior ~h~-""""'3.::.::44r::.... __ Secior !li.gh--1...2.8 

Ona "riay 9et.W!!D Subjec~ !nova 

Source df SS 

Factor 1 2 6.05 3.03 1.21 

Error 74 31.17 .42 

Total 76 37.22 

TP~ :::J.!e Themes ~orrespolld!ng to This Question: 

ill Mission is the deea underlyiiw belie! that students can grow and 

attain seU'-act.ualization. .l teacher with mission hu a goal to 

~e a signiticant contribution to other oeoale. 

12 Rapport Dr1T1!1 is seen by the teacher ae a favorable and necessarr 

condition oi learni?llJ. 

School ii'!ectiveness Correlates Cor:espocdi?llJ to :his Question: 

/i2 To develop high eroectations tor learniiw aJllOII! all students, 

parents, and stat! members of the scnool. 

#4 To emphasize learning, particularly of the basic skills, as the 

first priority in this scnool. 

SWlllll&%7, Conclusion, AJla4sis: 

J.crosa the three grade levels, eler.:entarr teachers are seen as bni ci 

signi.t'icantly hi'ther expectations of their stµdents tg l•arn than 

senior hi!h or junior liiirh school ~eachers. llJe 11m1 ar ll1 e;h tnacbers 

are perceived br their arincipals aa not havinr:" Ms:h expectatjone ror 

their students to learn. 
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Quastioa I ------
uk• a lli1talce. 

lll••atary_"').;.;.a:;_js~---JwU.or !Uih_ ... J..,.41-. ___ s.aio1· ~·~ 

On1 '-iar 9etve1a 3uo j1cu .lzloq 

Source d! 99 IC) ~ 

Factor 1 2 l.41 l.Zl 1.8!1 

Irr or 14 61 .41 .91 

Toul 76 70.38 

TP! :.it• th1ua ::Or:·upoadi~ to This Queat.1on: 

Priaarzs !apathy is th• &pDreh1naiop ao:t •sc;opt•nc;• oC the 'tat;e 0r .1 nd 

Of anothtt R'tlOQ, Pr1stisall7 0 Ml ''J W put nunelna 1 ptg the gther 

peno111s place. Elloatbr ii the pheDOMaon that grgridH th• t11cb1r 

tHcibaclc tbollt the Uldiridllll 1tu41nt•s Ct11iM1 agd tMughh 

S1cond&ry1 Raooort ~rive 11 1119 by thl tt1cb1r ag a rwcpagaey sgrp1t1gn 

ot 1.earnillf. 'nl1 teac~•r likes th• 1tu.d9nta and 'llp!cts th•• to naciprosa te, 

School S!!ectiveD111 ·:Or~la~•S Corrttpondi?I( to niis Question: 

13 To create in thil school &n orderlr •n!'\ro•Dlnt Cgr learning. Teachnr 

ii !ritndly, Cina aai !air. Teacher recogniz•• tho Cast that MO all ••k• 

aitt.UH and treat.a th• 1tud1n~ Cairl r ID' pointioe out th&t 1 t vu a 

a11taa and colll.dn•t be avoidtd. Tb• te•chtr imtrncta th• gthor 

atu.d9ntll to ICCIOt allt&UI and :.OYH OQ to th! DHt tuk. 

11 4 



Qusstio:a. ;;_ ......... __ _ This teacher likes the ::rtwients. 

Mean iVeighted Respon:se by' Group: 

Uement:u"7 _ _...4 ..... .,.37.._ ___ Junior lligh_4 ..... "'"1""'9 ___ Senior High-lu.lJ 

Orm ';lay Setwen Subjects !nova 

Source df SS KS !" 

~actor .l 2 82 .41 .14 

i!:rror 74 40.99 .553 
Total 6 

TP! ::.i!e Themes C.::r:-ssponding to 'l'bis Question: 

RaDoort Drive ill evidenced bt the teacher's ability to have an approrlng 

and mutually favorable relationshio wit.~ each student. ?he teacher likes 

students and e::rcects them to reciprocate. Raooort is seen l:!v the teacher 

as a favorable and 12cessary condition of learning, "The learning enrtron

ment is enhanced if there exists a !lllltual friendsni~ or raoport in the 

teacher/puoil relatio.nshio. 

School E!!ectiver.ess Cor:-ela~es Cor:esponding to ':!!is Ques~ion: 

To create in this school an orderly enviroment for learning. 'lbe best 

way to achieve an orderly environment is i;brough the re::rpect pf pther" 

riahts and orooerties. Teacners bµild respect by accepting !tuclents a= 
they are am students woric toward acceptance of gth .. rs. 

Su:mma1'7, Concl11Sion, Analysis : 

Tbara i9 OP significant d1ffer:nc= 1n the rmel1ni:s teacher= have 

about their students. Princioals see their teachers as haying the 

ability to create an orderly emriror:ment tor learning by establishing 

a mutual teelinz of rescect with their students, 

115 



Questioll 11 __ 4;;._ __ The teacner lcnoVB what the students a.re gogd 

at. 

Mean Weighted Response b;y Group: 

Uementar,r __ 4_._3_7 ____ Junior Righ~_--'-3_.B_l ___ Senior High 3.67 

Ona '"1ay Setween Subjecui Amlva 

Source SS 

~actor ..\ 2 7.l.i6 3.7) $.92 

Error 74 46.49 .6) 

Total 16 53.95 

TPI :J.fe !hemes ::Orrespomiing to This Question: 

Individualized Perception mear111 that the teacher spontaneously thin!cs 

about the interests and needs of each student and maims every etfort 

to personalize each student's proeram. 

School E!tectiveness Correla~es Correspocding ~ :'his Question: 

#5 To systematically monitor progress at all students in this school 

toward the achievement ot specified instructional objectives. This 

goal is accomplisned by use of various sources, i.e. achievemant test 

scores, entry level tuts in readies and .1111th, teacher lllllde tests and 

general quizes on subjects. 

SW11111&17 J Conclusion, Analysis : 

There is a significant difCergnce in tne way t~e elementa.rv teecners 

are perceived as comcared to the juni~r anc senior high teachers in re-

soect to lcnowing the student as an individual. Rea;ons behind this might 

be that elementary teacber3 deal '.<Ii.th t"e'lo-er students per day. are JROre 
familiar id.th the students• achiaV:111ent test results, and the younger 
'II atndent;•n opeDM!I' tg share yi+b an adult, . 

116 



Question Ii 5 ----- The teacher is ,asy •.o +.gJ k tg 

Mean Weignted iie:iponH by Group: 

ll111111Sntary 4.54 Junior !ligh 4. 75 Senior !ligti ) .67 

OM ·.war 9et-ae11 Sub~ect:s !DCv.a 

.3:·:-ce d!' SS HS F 

:'actor A 2 9.22 y.61 s.u.2 
Er.or 74 62.42 .By 
Total 76 71.71 

TP! !:.ite Themes Co~spondi~ to This Question: 

Li:itening occur:i When a per:ion :icontaneou:ily listens to others with 

respomivenes:i and accectanc11. !.isteniruz i:i viewed by the listener 

ae beins beneficial to the cerson scea.td.ng. 

School Ef'!ectivenes:i Correlates Cor:"llspollliing to ':his Question: 

116 To encourlllJe strong support t'ro:11 the parents am the community. 

!!.t'ectively working with children demands a lot of co111111unication o! t::e 

part of the teacher. The teacner mu.st listen to the student to ascertain 

bis·" ,soals, aeeds, st.rengths and weaia:esses. The teacher must listen to 

the parents of the student to aecertain the cressures beiJ!S exerted on 

the :itudent. The teac:i:er lllWlt linen to the admi.nistration to ascertain 

the specified in:ltructional objectives to be accompli:ined. 
SUJ1111UU7, Conclu:iion, An&4sis: 

There :L:i a significant difference in the cercection hiirh school crinci
pili have of their teacners and those 0£ tne junior high and e!emen't&rJ" 
teachers. JUDiar hi~h teachers are oerceiwd as beirut the llO:lt 
approacb&D18 of uie tnree group:i. Pernapa, at tne junior high age" the 
individual 1a not yet secure with his/her oeer grcuc and therefore will
ing to talk to an neut.sider". .l criticiaa of Utia que:ition 1a laclc of 
clarity r Does this teacher communicate easily to the students, princi
pal, or both? 
Th:L:i 111 the highe:it rating junior high orincipals gave their teachers. 
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QuestioJl # ___ 6 __ This teacher acts as if' he/she wants students to 

succeed. 

Mean Weighted Response °bT Group: 

llementary __ 4_._5_2 ___ Junior High_..;;4:;.;;•.;;;;lili;:..._ __ senior High Jun 
One '!lay 9e"t;ieen Subjects Anova 

Source df 

:'actor -A 2 • 75 .]75 .77 

Error 74 36.)5 ,49 

Total 76 )7.10 

TP! :.ire Themes ~o~spondi:ig to Th:s Question: 

Investment is indicated by the teacher's caoacity to receive a satisfaction 

!rem the growth of students. This :s in contrast to the person wno 

must personally perform to achieve satisr'acti.on. This teacher sees 

his/her suces s occurin.g when the student succeeds. 

School Effectiveness =ar~la'tes Co~sponding to ':his Question: 

#5 To systematically monitor ~ro~ress of all students in this school 

toward the achievement of specified instructional ob~ectives. 

#2 To develop hign expectations for learnine amollll: all students 

parents, and staf'! ~embers in this school. 

Swmn&I7, Conclusion, Analysis: 

No si~ni!icant difference across levels was snown even tholll!'h this is 
the highest rat~ high school prii:cipals gave their teachers. It 
seem.a all orincinals saw all the teacr.ers as wanting their students 
to succeed. . 
A teacher experiences success vicariously throuv,h tr.e student. 
A successful s'tu.dent shares that success with the teacher. 

118 



QuestioR # 7 This te:1cher vill !ind the answer for me it he/ ------
she does oot know. 

Mooan ~eighted Response by Group: 

llementa.ry u.37 Junior tiigh_..::;3.;..•..:9u;;.._ __ senior lli.gh....h§Q. 

Ona tlay Setween Subjects !nova 

Source df SS F 

Factor 1 2 4.75 2.)6 4.67 

3rror 7h )t"l.06 .51 

Total 76 u2.a1 

TP! :.ife Themes :or:-esponding to This Question: 

Input drive is evidenced by the teacher wno is continuously searching 

for ideas, materials and experiences to :!SB in helciru? other ceoole 

especially students. 

School 3f!ectiveness Cor~lates Cor~spolllii~ to :!!is Question: 

#4 To emphasize learning, particularly of the basic skills, as the 

first priority in this school. 

#2 To develop high expectations for learnin~ amorur all students, oarents, 

and staff members of this school. . The teacher would not be limited to the 

things he/she 'knows but would be collllllitted to find the answer for the 

student's and the teacner's benefit. 

Summa=7, Co.nc.!.usion, AnalTsis : 

Junior and senior high orincioals :io not feel tha't their teachers will 

go out of their way to satisfy tte intellectual geeris of their students. 

Elementa17 teachers are seen as cpntinuously searphing for new ideas 

and materials to hale others. 
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QuestioR ;/ __ a.;;__ __ Thi:i teacher lll!es different_ methods t,c !"elp 

the student learn. 

Mean Weighted Response by Group: 

!Uementar/_,;;;u..;.;. l;;;..;7;._ ____ Junior nigh__.h:..:•c:O=O-___ Senior nigh 3 • do 

One fiay 3etween Sub.~e£t.s Ano•ra 

Source df SS 

?actor .a 2 ).7h 1.87 2.10 

Error 7h 66.2:!. .89 

Total 76 69.9C: 

TP! :ife Themes Gor:-esponciir.g to ~is Quest.ion: 

.lctivation indicates that the teacher is caoable of stimulating students 

to think, to responci, to feel---to learn. 

!ocus is indicated ~hen the teacher icr.ows what the goals are and selects 

ac~ivities in ter::is of tr.ese goals. 

School £f!ectiveness ·::orr:lat.es Cor:"!!S!JODding to ':.'his Question: 

#5 To systematically monitor pro~ess of all students in this school 

toward the achievement of S?ecified ir.str~ctional ob~ectives. The teacher 

being aware of tee different tT=es of learners will vary the technioues 

and approaches tc insure the achieve:::ent of t~e obiectives. 

"3 To create in 'this school an orderly environment for learnine:. Broadly 

interpreted this correlate could mean :tat the teacher uses different 

styles for discipli!:e, ir.struct~o~, a.z::i communication with the students. 
Summa.17. Conclu.sion, A.r..a.lysis: 

No significant difference across t,;e tnree levels of instruction was 

perceiyed by t.he 911penisj nl{ pri nc~ :-al :i. All the teachers were judged 

about avera.lle in motivating students ?v varying their instruction. 



Question ;; ___ 9 __ This teacher encoura~es 3tudents to think ot 

new ways to do things • 

Mean Weigh'ted Response by Group: 

Uementa.ry __ 4_.1_5 _____ Junior !ligh __ 3_.a_1 ___ Senior High ~7 

5:"U.?"CB d!' SS MS ? 

Factor i 2 2.69 1.)5 l.Uh 

Error 74 69.26 .94 

Total 76 71.95 

TPI :.i.f'e 'rtlemes :~~spondi~ to This Question: 

The innovation theme is indicated when a teacher tries new ideas and 

techniques. A certain amount of determination is obser7ed in this theme 

because the idea has to be implementari. At a ni~her level of innovation 

is creativity •"here the teacher has the capability of putting infor:nation 

and experience toge'tner into new configurations. 

School !:ffectivei:ess ·'.:or~lates Co~spondi~ to ':hi:i ·~uestion: 

#4 To emphasiie ~earning, particularly of the basic skills, as the 

firs't priority in this school. This teacher would stress the branching 

out theory to expand upon the basic sid..!..!s by usi~ experimentation and 

research. 

Swnmary, Conclusion, Analysis : 

'{g significance vas shown for the ~achers using new ideas or techniques. 

Supeni fi na ?r" pcipals 1 ooki ng '"or ~ea ere rs str:s;:in.a the branching out 

~017 rated al, three groups aYJ!r~~e. 
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Question #_~10'---- This teacher is understanding omen the student . 

does cot complete his/her.work on ti.'llB. 

Mean Neighted :tes;r.n'e by Group: 

!lementary __ 3_.,_·7 _____ Junior Higil __ 3_.5_o ____ Seni~'r H.i.i!_h 3,(:[J 

One ·,iay 9et'lieen Sub~ect:i Anova 

Source df 

~actor 1 2 .02 .01 .0096 

Error 74 16.Bu l.038 

Total 76 76.96 

T?! ~fe Themes :a~sponding to This Question: 

The Gestalt theme indicates the teacher has a drive toward completness. 

The teacher sees in patterns--is uneasy until work is finished. When 

Gestalt is high, the teacher tends toward cerfectionism. ll:ven though 

!onn and struct'l!re are important, the individual student is considered 

first. The teacner works from individual to structure. 

School ~!!ective:iess Correlates Corr!!spondiI111; to ':his Question: 

#3 To create an orderly environment for learning 

H5 To monitor progress of all studer.ts in this school toward the 

achievement of specified instructional objectives. In creating an 

orderly environ.-r.ent the teachers mue certain recpirements of the students 

then monitor their work to see that t.":e requirements are met. Their 

reaction·to worK rxit completed on sc~edule would measure tteir flexibility 

and tolerance. 
Summary, Cocclusion, Analysis : 

This guestign ha.s the distinction of bein~ the lo"West ranking on the en
tire evaluation. All principals rated all teachers low in understanding 
wnen wrlc is not comoleted on time. Teachers 1 reactions to wrk not 
completed as scneduled measures tile teachers• flexibility and tolerance, 
attributes all teacr.ers were rated low nn. 

'Ille elementarz teachers received their lowest ran!cing on this guest1on. 
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Question #~_n __ _ This teacher is fair. 

Mean ~eighted Response by Group: 

l!:lementary __ h_._h_B ____ Junior High_..;;;h;.;;.._31~ ___ Senior High 3. 93 

One ·,;ay Between Sub~ects !nova 

Source df SS MS 

?actor A 2 3,97 1.99 3,32 

Error 74 44.16 .60 

Total 76 48.13 

TPI :ife Themes Corresponding to This Question: 

Objectivity is indicated when a teacher :eesponds to tr.e total situation, 

The teacher gets the facts and understands before maki~ an imculsive 

remark. 

School Effectiveness Correlates Corresponding tc ~s ·~estion: 

#1 To strengthen the administrative leadersh~p of tnis school. 

#3 To create in this school an orderly environ~ent for learnin~. If 

each teacher handled tne problems tnat occurred in their classrooms 

objectively, that is by getting all the facts and 'mderstanding the 

situation, then maicing the decision, it would strengthen the position of 

the administrator and create a situation for quality ed~cation. 

Summary, Conclusion, Analysis: 

Ihe question calls for a ratine by +r,e pripcjpal op the ghiectjyjty of the 
teacher. All the principals rated their teachers above the mean on this 
question. This question is important to everv administrator because the 
more objective the teachers are with the children, the better the 
enyironment for learning and less time the admjnistrator qpepd5 on 
disciplinary problems. 
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Question r/ __ 12 __ _ This teacher will probably always be a teacher. 

Mean Neight~c Response by Group: 

l!:lemen'tar/ __ 4_.oo _____ Junior High_3_._a_8 ____ Senior High 3.07 

One ·,;ay 9etween Sub::;ects Anova 

Source df SS 

Factor .1 2 10 5 4.72 

Error 74 78.68 1.06 

Total 76 88.68 

TP! :J.f e Themes ~o~sponding to This Question: 

Focus is indicated when a person has ~odels aIJd goals. 'nle person's 

life is moving in a planned direction. The teacner knows wnat tr.e 

goals are and selects activities in terms of these goals. 

School 3ffectiveness :or:-ela'tes Co=spocdi~ to ':his <~uestion: 

#1 To strengthan the administrative leadership of this school. 

#5 To systematically monitor progress of all students in this school 

toward the achievement of specified instructional objectives. There is 

no replacement for classroom experier.ce. The ~irst four years the 

teacher is !"indir.g his/t-.er place in the system, curriculum and in the 

lives of the students. After that, education and relationship become 

a reality. 

Summaey, Conclusion, Analysis: 

This question has more than one imolication. If interpreted literally, 
om mignt be led to believe tha't the person being evaluated would 
always remain in the classroom. A more liberal interpretation would 
be that t.nis person has qualities that define him/her as a teacher 
Wherever he/she works. There was significant difference in the scores. 
High school teacners ra1111:ed lower on this question than on au.r other 
on their evaluation. Junior hi2h am elementary teachers scored 
below the mean for their respective groups. 
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Question II 13 Tr.is teacher enjoys teaching. -----

Mean ~eighted Response by Group: 

nemer..tary-~2_B _____ Ju..'lior Righ __ J_._5'6 ____ Senior High 3. 60 

One Way 3et.;.-een Sub.~ects !nova 

Source SS F 

Factor A 2 s.21 2.635' 3.56 

Error 74 54.68 .74 

Total 76 

TPI :.ife Themes Gor:-espom:i.ing to :'his Question: 

Mission is what takes some individuals and grouos out of society's main-

stream in order to assure tr.e quality and purposiveness of that mainstrenm. 

Mission is ·a deep underlyin~ belief that students can grow and attain 

self actualization. A teacner wit~ !llission ~as a ~oal to make a significant 

contribution to other ~eople. 

The investment theme is indicated by the teacher's capacity to receive a 

satisfaction from the grow-th of students. The satisfaction comes with the 
resoo~e of thfi! learnet: ratber th;in tne oerfi?manc.e of ..thl!e ... teac.tier. Scnoo.L ELectiveness ... or:-e.!.a'tes w~spolllll~ to ~·!lis i.llll s .;ran. 

dl To strengtr.en admir.istratiye 1aaCershjp 

Swnmary, Conclusion, Analysis: 

nie differences across the instr;s;;'onal leyels on this question were 
aignificant. &lementary teacners are perceived as being more content 
yith teaching as an occupation tban secnndal""j" teaccers, who ranked be
low the mean 1n their reapective groups. It is only logical to reason 
that a per:mn WTJQ ,njgya his/her ·.mrk yill uccJJ ahaye a disgrnntled 
employee, hence the choice of th.e life theme and school errectiveneae 
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Questioza ;; __ u __ _ 'ftli11 teacher knows ho'li o'ther11 teel. 

Mean Weighted ae11pon1111 b7 Group: 

illementary_4_.2_4 ____ Junior Righ 3.88 _Senior Righ 3.53 

One ".Jay Bet'll8en Subjects Anova 

Sour cs 55 

Factor .l 2 6.l 3.05 S.98 

Error 74 37.85 

Total 76 43.9S 

.TPI !:.ife Themes :or:-:spoading to Tb:.s Question: 

Empathy is the apprehension and acceptance or the state of lailld or another 

person. Practically, we say we ~ut ourselves into the other person's place. 

Empathy is the phenomenon that provides the teacher feedback about the 

individual student'! feelings and tl':ou~hts. 

IJ.atening is evident when a person spontaneously lis~ens to others with 

responsiveness an:i acceptance. Linening is more than merely hearing. 

It is viewed as benei'icial to the person speaking. 

School E!!ectiver.ess Correlates Cor:-espon:ii~ to ~s Question: 

16 To encoura~e stro~ sucport tram oarents and the community 

Swmury 1 Concl1111ion, !nalJ'sis : 

'Dlero is significant difterence:i gn the Pr1 nc1 pal' :1 eyah1At1on Tt. 
appears that elementary teachers put thllllUlelves 1D the poaition ot 
nnmeom else ,,.,,..,. .,,11y than e1t_ .... r !"n1or high or ••nior b1gh teachers 

• 
"11s 15. called •.mpatb7 'bx tbe fPT 11Ce f:.beman, >¢areas the schaql 
ettective1111aa correlate describes it as putting eve17om at ease. 
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Question # __ 1_5 __ _ This teacher acts like a t'riend to the students. 

Mean 'iie_igb.ted Response by (lroup: 

iUementa.ry u.17 Junior High 3.9" Senior High 3.87 
~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~-

One 'liay :!etween Subje!!ts Anova 

Source df SS MS 

Factor A. 2 3.07 l.5u 1.65 

Error 111 68.88 .93 

Total 76 71.95 

TPI ::.ife Themes :or:-esponding to This Question: 

The rapport drive is evidenced by the teacher's ability to have an 
approving ana :nutualfy faforaore relationsnip with eacn nuaen't. The 
teacher likes students and expects them to reciprocate. Rapport is 
seen oy tt.e teacner as a !avoraole ana necessary cona1t1on or' learning. 

'!'he 111vestment tneme is inaicarea oy the teacner•s caoacity to receive 
a satisfaction from the growth of students. The satisfaction comes with 

the response of Uie learner ratcer than the perfor:r.ance of the teacher. 

School 3f!ectiver.ess Correlates Corresponding to ':his Question: 

#3 To create in this school an orderly environment for learning. 

Summary, ConclU5ion, Analysis: 

The ra5e of intercretation for the word "friern" ar.ci what that implies 
gives this question a dichotomous possibility. P'riends can be profes-
11ional or "cb.umy"--one being desirable, the other undesirable. 

Although there is no significant difference across the inst:ructiopal 
levels, the elementary t.eacners vere tne o~ group Who scored below 
their mean evaluation score. It !!light be that elementary teachers 
are man often seen as "parents" than as "friends•.•. 
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Question # 16 This teacher le1.s students work at their own -----
speed. 

Mean ~eighted :tesponse by Group: 

nementar;r 4.22 Junior High J.;o Senior High_).87 -------- ~------

One iiay 3etween 5ub;!ects Ano•ra 

Source df SS 

~ac'tcr A 2 J.2J 1.615 ).11 

Er:-or 74 JB.~6 .52 

Total 76 hl. 79 

TP! ::.ii'e Themes ~o~spomiinJ! to This Question: 

Individualized perception means that the teacher spontaneously thinks 

about the int.erests and needs of each student and makes every effort to 

personalize each student's program. 

Activation inc!icates that the teacher :s capable of stimulating students 

to think, to respond, to reel--to learn. 

School Effectiveness Cor~lates C.'.lrrespondi~ to ':his Question: 

#4 To emphasize learning, particularly of the basic skills, as the 

first priority in this school. 

#3 To create in this school an orderly enviro11111ent i'or learning. 

Summary, Concl11Sion, Ana.ly~is: 

Ttiere is a significant difference between the high"elementary teachers• 
seers and the low junior high teacners' score. High school teachers 
ranked in tbe middle w:i_th a scor: ,11ihtly hj~her than their eyaluatjon 
mean. This scoring pattern could reflect how the tsachers reel about 
tjmp 11mitatinm I Uemnntary teacbeM haw :nora t1:ne ;d th :students and 
can more easil.1' allow them to work at their own pace. High school 
+eache-5 are de:s1nnus of deyelnpin~ ~rester respons1b1l1Q= gn the pact; 

of the student and might be willing to let them have ne:xtensions. n 3ut 
junigr bj~ teachers :nii;ht n•ce•sprjly "'q11ire s+rc•·r t1me frame• 
because of the immaturity of the junior high age student. 
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Question. # 17 
-~---

This teacher enfoys listening to stude'nts. 

Mean Neighted Response by Group: 

g].ementary _ _.u_. 2_o _____ Junior High __ 3~.8~8~ __ Senior iligh -1..ll 

One "liay 9etween Subjects !nova 

Source df SS F 

;;'actor A 2 6.53 3.29 4.14 

Error 74 58.35 .79 

Tot.al 76 64.88 

TPI :ife Themes Correspond.i.ruJ to This Question: 

The listening theme is evident when a oerson scontaneously listens to 

others with responsiveness and acceotance. Listening is more than 

merely hearing. It is viewed as beneficial to the cerson speaking. 

School 3!!ectivensss :orrelates Corresponding tc ~is Question: 

•6 To encourage strong support from tr.e community. 

#3 To create in this scr.col an orderly environment for learning. 

Summa.r,r, Conclusion, Analysis: 

SurprisiIU?lY, high school teachers were the only grouo who scored above 
their evaluation mean on this question. The other two groups were only 
slightly below their resoective means. 

Because of their eagerness to taL~ and their naivete, elementary students 
give their teachers more opportunities to n1isten". Before a secornary 
teacher has this opportunity, he/she must establish rapport and earn 
respect. 
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Question # __ 1_8 __ This teacher is haopy when the student learrus 

something. 

Mean Weighted Response by· Group: 

llementary_4_._6l _____ Junior High--.!:..:.._2r; _____ Senior !l~.gh J::Q£ 

One "liay 3et'Ween Subjects Anova 

Source df .~s HS 

Factor A 2 4.74 2.)7 4.84 

Error 74 35.96 .49 

Total 76 40.7 

TPI :.ii'e Themes :or:-9spom:iin.g ~o ':'his Question: 

The investment theme is indicated by the teacher's capacity to receive a 

satisfaction from the growth of· students. The satisfaction comes with 

the response of the learner· rather than the perfonnance of the teacher. 

School :Sf!'ectiver.ess ::orrela"tes Cor:espond.ing to :'?Us Question: 

#2 To develop high expectations for learning amo~ all students, parents, 

and staff members in this sctool. 

#4 To emphasize learning, particularly of the basic skills, as the first 

priority in.this school. 

Summary, Conclu.sion, AnalJ"sis : 

There is a significant difference in the ratin~s on t!;.is question. bµt 
it should be ooted that the senior and junior high teachers were 
rated well above their evaluation !'J!!Bns 0 

The use of the word "hanoy" does not anoronriately describe how a 
senior or JUil:ior high teacher most often !eels when a student succeeds. 
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Question # __ l..;..9 __ _ '!'his teacher briru:s extra t{;ings to school to 

help students learn. 

Mean ~eighted Response by Group: 

i!:lementary_4_."'"3_o _____ Junior High--:3;...·~S_o ____ Seriior Cligh 3. 87 

One ;;ay Set.ween Sub~eC'tS A.nova 

Source df SS 

Factor A 2 a.32 4.16 4.08 

Error 74 1.02 

Total 10 83.79 

TPI ~ife Themes Corresponding to This Question: 

Input drive is evidenced by the teacher who is continuously searching 

for ideasJ materials, and experiences to use in helpirui; other people, 

especially students. 

Individualized perception means that the teacner spontaneously thinks 

about the interests and needs of each student and makes evezy effort to 

per3ol"..ali3e each student.• s p?·ogram. 

School Ef!ectiver.ess Correlates Corresponding to ':his Question: 

#4 To emphasize learning particularly of the basic skills, as the first 

priority in this scnool. 

NJ To create in this scha.ol an orcerly environment for learning. 

Swnmary, Conclusion, Analysis: 

According to the results of this anal,ysis, elementary and high school 
teacners are the. onas who enter the building in the morning vi th a 
stack of books and a brief case or a tote ba • The to e 

arrung environmen sharing with the students somethi~ not covered 
in the textbook. 

Junior high teachers rated lowest and were also below their eyaluatjpn 
mean. 
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Qu.::istiaR iJ __ 2_0 __ _ This teacher ma~ee students feel good'vhen they 

try. 

Mean ·..;flighted liospanse by Group: 

ll.amnt&r'J'_4_._98 _____ Juniar liigh_4;.;.._l;.;.9 ___ Seniar liigh J.87 

One ",,jay 9etwen Subject:s !nova 

Source df SS KS P' 

Factor i 2 5'.64 2.d2 7.62 

Error 74 21.;a .]7 

Total 76 ]].22 

·TPI ~e Themes :~~spocii!.~ to 'nl!s Question: 

Activation indicates t.ilat the teacher is capable of stimulating student• 

ta thinlc, to resporxi, to teel--ta learn. 

The rapport drive is evidenced by the teacher's ability to haw an 

approving and mutually favorable relationship with each student. The 

teacher likes studen~s and expects them to reciprocate. Rapport is seen 

by the teacher as a f.'avorable and necessary condition or learning. 

School Sf!ectiveness ~or:-elates Corr:spollliing to ':his Question: 

#4 To emphasize learni.~, particularly of the basic skills, as the first 

priority in this school. 

16 To encourage stro~ sup;:.ort from parents and ti:e community. 

Summ.ary, Cooclusicn, ~si:i : 

Although the junior hi~n and senior hi h teachers rated above their 
eva U&t on means, they were well behind the el.ement1ll"7 teachers in the 
area at motivational encoura15e111ent ot their students. Elementary 
tiachere scored Uiiir bigilHt maru on the entire enluation tor 
motivation and stilllulation at their studenta. 
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Questioii # __ 21 __ _ This teacher has a lot of new ideas. 

Mean ~eighted Res~onse by Group: 

1Uementary _ _....4..,, • .::.0.::.2 ____ Junior Righ. __ 31.&.j.7.;i.S ___ Senior High ) • °;'".) 

One 'tiay Set.ween Subjects !nova. 

Source df SS KS 'I!' 

Factor J. 2 l.h' .73 .63 

Error 1u 64....93• l.15 

Total 76 86.)6 

TPI :.ife Themes :a~spon.d:!.ng to This Question: 

Input drive is evidenced by the teacher who is continuously searching for 

ideas, materials, and experiences to use in.helpin~ other people, esoecially 

students. 

Activation indicates that the teacher is capable of stimulating students 

to thiruc, to respond, to feel--to learn. 

School Effectiveness Correlat.es Correspondi~ to :'his Question: 

#2 To develop high expectations for learning among all students, 

parents, and staff members in this school 

Sw11111ar7, Conclusi_on, Analysis : 

There was no significant dif'.f'erence in the scores across the levels of 
inst.ruct.ion on t.his question. High school teachers were the only group 
'Who scored above their evaluation mean. Elementary and junior h13h 
teacners scorea wail below their respective means. 

The hign scnool teacner as seen by 111.S!her administrator is always 
searching for mv ways of presenting materials. 
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Question # __ 22 __ _ This teacher always gets her/his work completed 

on time. 

Mean Weighted Response by Group: 

!lementa.ry 4.26 Junior High 3. 75 
~~~~~~~~ 

__ Senior iiigh 3 .33 

Or.a "Nay 3ei:ween Subjects Anova 

Source df SS 

Factor A 2 10.75 5.38 5.27 

Error 74 75.20 1.02 

Total 76 85.95 

TPI !'..ife Themes ~Or:"!'Sponding to This Question: 

~e gestalt theme indicates the teecher has a drive toward completeness. 
'me teacher sees in patterns--is \lileasy uni:il worK is l'rnsnea. When 
gestalt is high the teacher tends toward perfectionism. Even though 
fom atld Structure are lJllportant, i:ne l.ntll.Vl.C1ual .uuaeni: l.S considerea 
!'irst. The teacher works from iildividual to structure. 

l"ocus is indicated when a person has :nodels and goals. The person's 11.i'e 

is moving in a planned direction. Tt:e teacher knows wnat the goals are 

and selects activities in terms of these goals. 

School Ef!ectiveness Cor::-elates Cor:-esponding to ":.'his Question: 

#3 To create in this scnool an orderly environment for learning. 

#1 To strengthen the administrative leadership of this school. 

Swnmary, Conclusion, Anal7sis: 

Including the word "always" in +.his 0~1estion makes it almost impossible 
to score well. =:ach level of iosi:ruction is perceived as dilitory in 
the execution of paoer woris:. Contrast th1 :i with the 1 ntolerance the 
teachers show when students fail to complete their 'll'Ork. (Qustion 10.) 

There is a significant d1.£ference in the scores at a .05 level, with 
t.tJe hi '7b ,cbgg i teacher= hei ~ tho ,.~,1 pri t3 
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Question # 23 

story. 

This teacher listens to the student's side of the 

Mean ~eighted Eu!sponse by Group: 

nementarf 4.2!: Junior Righ __ ....;;3;....•..;.9..;.4 ___ S_enior R'igh 3.67 

Source df SS MS 

~actor ~ 2 u.04 2.02 J.86 

Error 74 JB.6u .$2 

Total 76 42.68 

TP! ::.ife Themes :or::-espondin.g to This Question: 

The listening theme is evident when a person spontaneously listens to 

others with responsiveness and acceptance. Listening is more than 

merely heari!lP.. !t is viewed as beneficial to the person speaking. 

Objectivity is indicated wilen a teacr.er responds to the total situation. 

Gets facts and understands first as comoared to making an :impulsive 

reaction. 

3chool ~!ectivelll!ss ~or~lates Cor::-espondi~ tc ':his Question: 

#3 To create in this schocl an orderlv environment for learni.111?. 

SU1!1111aI7' 1 Conclusion, Analysis : 

Al.though junior high teachers ranked hi.ghest in listening to the student's 

side of the story, the elementary and senior high teachers scored only 

sli5htly below their evaluation means. 
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Question # __ <!4 __ _ This teacher has goals tor himself/hersel!. 

Mean ~aighted Response by Group: 

a:lementar,-_4_.1_1 _____ Junior High_3_. 5_6 ____ S.enior High 3. 6 7 

One "liay 3eto;.ieen Subjects !nova 

Source cir' SS HS !!' 

Factor .l 2 u.63 2.32 2.15 

Error 11i ?9u7J J Otl 

Total ?6 84.36 

TP! ~fe Themes :o~sponding to This Question: 

?ocus is indicated when a person has models an:i goals. The person's life 
1".s moving in a p.1.annaa cnrec'tion. The teacher knows wha't the goals are 
and selects activities in te?'lllB of these goals. 

The gestalt theme indicates the teacher has a drive toward comoleteness. 
The teacner sees in pa'tterns--is uneasy until woric is finisned. When 
gestalt is high, the teacher tends toward perfectionism. Even though 
term ana struct.ure are mport.ant., the individual st.uaent is considered 
first. The teacher works !rem individual to structure. 

School Ef!ec"tive:iess ·'.:orrela'tes Cor~sponding to ':his 1~uestion: 

Hl To strengthen the administrative leadership of this school 

#2 To develop high expectations for learnini;r amo~ all students, parents, 

and staff members in this school 

Summary, Conclusion, Analysis: 

The results on this question show :JO significant differenca acrgss the 

levels of instruction. Each level scored below its respective eyalua-

tion mean. 

Principals aooarently oerceived their teacr.ers as lacking the discipl1oa 

or desire to de'tennine where they are heading prg•ess1gnally 
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Qu.estioza #--'2'""'5 __ _ This teacher is an effect:i;fe teacher. 

Mean Weigb.ted Response by Group: 

!:lementaI7 4. 32 Junior !Iigh J.9y 

Or..e ·,;ay 3et'Ween Sub~ects 

Source df SS 

Factor .l 2 7.58 

Error 74 Bu. 76 

Total 76 92.36 

TPI !:.ife Themes Cor:-espomiin.g to 'nlis Question: 

(All of the life themes.) 

!nova 

KS 

3.z2 

1.12 

Senior :tigh.l....S..i.. 

F 

3,30 

School 3f!ectiveness Correlates Cor.:-es~ondin.g to "..'his Question: 

(All of the correlates.) 

Summarr, Conclusion, Analysis: 

This question is the first of the !U>senshine and :<'urst' s character trait 

questions. The implications of the question are as varied as the 

interpretations of the word "effective". The orincipalsJ perceptions 

ot the senior high teachers was below the evaluation mean. The 

elementary and junior high teachers ranked only slightly above the mean. 
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Questio12 #_2_6 __ _ This teacher 1~ enthusias~iq. 

Mean Weighted :iesponse by Group: 

!Uementary_.:4:.:•:..::3.:.5 _____ Junior ili.,;~. _ _.3:..:•,,,,94..__ __ Senior High ....l..16 

One ·i1ay ~t=en Subjects Ailcva 

Source SS F 

Factor A 2 9.26 4.63 5.58 

Error 74 61.10 .83 

Total 76 70. 36 

TPI ~e Themes Corresponding to This Question: 

Activation indicates that the teacher is caoable of stimulating students 

to think, to respond, to feel--to learn. 

The innovation theme is indicated when a teacher tries new ideas and 

techniques, A certain amount of deter::rl.nation is observed in this theme 

because the idea has to be implemented. At a hil!'her level of innovation 

1:1 creativity where the teacher has the caoabilitv of outtinl!' inform.atipn 

and experience together into new configurations, 
School Ei'~ectiveness Correla~es Cor~spondiruj; to ':his Question: 

H2 To develop high expectations for learning amo112 all students 

parents, and staff members in this school 

SummaI7, Conclusion, Analysis: 

There is a signil'icant difference in the ranking of the teachers across 
the levels Ol l.DStrUction on tfiis ques~ion, ~lementll'.Y aHd J\lh10r riigfi 
teachers ranked higher then their respective means for the evaluation. 

'1Ugii"3cnool ;.eacners, on tne'ather naild rarike~ consideraoiy rower tnan 
their evaluation mean. It :night be concluded that the high school 
teacner does not provide proper motivation arid encour~ement !or their 
students. 
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Question # __ 2_1 __ _ This teacher is business-like and task oriented. 

Mean ~eighted Response by Group: 

B:lementary_4.;..._0....;.4 _____ Junior High_.._3 ._. B_8 ____ Senior !:igh -1....l!! 

Ona ·,;ay Between Sub~eets Ano,ra 

Source di' SS MS F 

?actor A 2 9.L2 L.n 3.65 

Error 74 95, 39 1.29 

Total 76 lOu.81 

TP! !:.ife 'nlemes Corresponding to This Question: 

The gestalt theme indicates the teacher has a drive toward comnleteness, 
'Ifie teacher sees in patterns--is uneasy until woric is finished, When 
gest&lt is high the teacher tends toward perfectionism. Even though 
form aild structure are l.lllportant, the individual student in considered 
first. The teacher worKs from individual to structure. 

tocus is indicated when a person has models and goals. The person's 
lile is moving in a planned direction. The teacner knows what the goals 
are and selects activities in terms of these goals. 

School Effectiveness Cor:::'l!lates Corresponding to ":his Question: 

#3 To create in this school an orderly environment for learnins. 

#5 To systematically monitor progress cf all students in this school 

toward the acr.ievement of specified instruct'.onal objectives 

#1 To strengthen the administrative leadership of this school 

Swnmary, Conclusion, Analysis: 

Tbere is a significant difference in ranking across the levels of instruc

tion on this question. Junior hi~h teachers are perceived as being able 

tg perCgm a task from beginning to end. Senipr high am elementary 

teacher5 ranked belgw tbejr respect1 ye ?ormal evaluatign means I 
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Questio1:1. # 28 This teacher is clear when presenti~·instructions. -----

Mean "ieigb.ted Response by Group: 

llementary 4.24 Junior High_3_._a_1 ___ Senior High 3.6o 

One ·,;ay 3et;;een Sub.:ects Anova 

Source df SS MS 

Factor A 2 5. 51.i 2.77 2.92 

!rror 74 70.41 .95 

Total 76 75.95 

TP! ::.ir'e 'l'h~·mes ::::o~S!:JOOOi~ to This Question: 

Activation indicates that the teacher is cacable of stimulatiill!' students 

to think, to respond, to feel--to learn. 

Individualized perception ~eans that the teacher scontaneoualy thinks 

about the interests and needs of each student and ~alee~ every effort to 

personalize each student's program. 

School Ef!ectiveness :::or~la'tes Cor~s!?or.di~ to ".:his ·~uest.ion: 

#4 To emphasize learni~ particularly of the basic skills, as the first 

priority in this school 

#3 To create in this school· an orcie~ly environment; for learning 

SU1!1111aI'7, Conclusion, Analysis: 

There was no sianificant difference in scon:s across ~he leyels of 

instruction. All levels were ranked lower than th,.; r re:ipec:t1ve 

evaluation means. Even thou~b the bµlk of a ~eac:her 1 9 day ·1:1 ;pent 

giying jN'trnctigm, they are perc•;yed by; the ,:avaluatin~ nrjncjpals 

as le.ckj rnr !ilarj ty. 
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Question # __ 2_9 __ _ This teacher uses a variety of instr~ctional 

materials and procedures. 

Mean '.ieighted Response by Group: 

!lementary_..:.4_. 2_2 _____ Junior High_--'4;.;.._oo ____ Seoior lligh _J.:.2.3 

One ·,;ay 3et'Weeo Sub.iects !nova ·------· 
Source df SS ~ ~ 

:'actor .A. 2 1.19 .6o .78 

Error 74 56.70 .11 

Total 76 57.95 

TP! :.i.fe Themes ~o~sponcii.ng to ~is Question: 
The innovation theme is indicated when a teac~er tries new ideas and 
techniques. .A. certain amount of determination is observed in this theme 
beciuSe the idea has to be l.lllplementaa. At a nigner level of innovation 
is creativity where the teacher has the capability of putting infonnation 
atll1 experience togefaer iri'to new corµigura'tl.ons. 

tocus 19 iliiicated when a person nas moaels and goa~s. The person's life 
is moving in a planned direction. The teac!ler knows what the goals are 
amx ~erects activities in 'ter~s 01 "tnese goals. 

Input arive is eVidenced oy the i:.eacLer wno iS continuously searching !or 
ideas, materials, and experiences to use in helpine: other people, 
especially stuaents. 

School Effectiveness ~or::elates Corresponding to :his Question: 

#4 To emphasize learning, ?articularly of the basic skills, as the 

first priority in this school 

#5 To systematically monitor pro~ress of all 3tudents in this school 

toward the achievement of specified instruct~onal. objectives. 

#J To create in this scnool an orrierly environment tor learning 

Summa17, Conclusion, Analysi:i : 

Although there is no significant :ii!!erence in scores across the levels 

ot instruction, elementa17 teachers were perceived as mring the same 

methods to teach -:heir .students. Junior and senior high teachers are 

perceived as seeidng new ideas in presenting to their students. 
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Qu.estio11 # __ 3_o __ _ This teacher orovides oooortunities for students 

to learn subject matter. 

Mean Weighted Response 'oy Group: 

llementary __ 4_. 3_9 ____ Junior nigh_4;...._19 _____ Senior High 3. BO 

One "l/ay 3etween Suojee-:s !nova 

Source df SS MS 

:'actor A 2 J.19 l.995 4.64 

Error 74 31.80 .43 

Total 76 35.79 

TP! ::.i.t'e 'nl.emes Co~spon:iing to This Question: 
rocus is inaicated when a person has models and goals. The person's life 
is moving in a planned direction. The teacher knows what the goals are 
atta ~elects ~ct1V1t.es in terms or these goa.1.s. 

Inato!dUall_ea perception means tna• tne teacner spon"taneous!y ~inKs 
about the interests and needs of each student and :nakes every effort to 
personallz~ aacn ~tua~nt•s program. 

Mission IS What ~a~es ~ome LnaJ.viaua!s ana groups out of society's 
mainstream in order to assure the quality and ourposiveness of that 
maills cremu. .~1SS1ot. IS a deep .m'.ler.!.ying beuet' tna"& stuaents can grow 
and attain self-actualization. A teacher with mission ':as a goal to make 
a ~tg111 ... lcatit contribution to otner people. 

School Ef!ectiveness :or::-elates Corresponding to ':his Question: 

#4 To emphasize learning, particularly of the basic skills, as the first 

priority in this school. 

#2 To develo? high expectations for learning among all students, parents 

and staff ~embers in this school 

#5 To systematically monitor pro~ess of all students in this school 

toward ':.he· achievement of specified instructional objectives 

113 To create in this school an orderly environment for learning 
Swmnary, Conclusion, Anal;;sis: 

'nlere is a significant difference in scores across the levels of instruc
tion, with each level being perceived above its respective evaluation 
mean. This statement could be intsrpreted as meaning the teachers 
provide practice and drill to reinforce the· concept or that teachers 
allow students ti.me to ask auestions gertainina to the·subjec~. 
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