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• Need and  Significance of the Study 

• Statement of the Problem 

• Definition of Key Terms 
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• Hypotheses 

• Methodology 

• Scope, Delimitations and Limitations of the 
Study 



 

 

The progress of a nation depends largely on the effective utilization of its 

human resources which is better gained through the right process of education. It is a 

universally accepted fact that it is the teachers, who help the nation to attain such 

development. Unlike other professionals, teachers have to play a very important role 

in the society, and normally we expect much more from them as they are the 

torchbearers of the society. Every aspect of school reforms- the implementation of 

challenging curriculum, ambitious assessments and decentralized management, the 

interaction with community and parents, the maintenance of healthy relationships 

inside and outside the school all depend on highly skilled teachers. The Secondary 

Education Commission (1953) remarked, “Every teacher and educationist of 

experience know that even the best curriculum and  the most perfect syllabus remain 

dead unless quickened into life by the right method of teaching and the right kind of 

teacher.” The part played by the teacher has thus been proved to be a crucial and 

prime one in our society.  

 The past 20 years has seen tremendous changes in education as in all other 

sectors of our social life. Schools and teacher education providers are thus facing 

considerable challenges on a number of fronts. This makes the teacher education 

system to take into account the ever-emerging changes and challenges emancipating 

from society, economy, and technology. There is a great need for the development 

of new strategies and appropriate behavior change programmes parallel to the 
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changing conditions of the changing world (Ozben, 2010). Teacher education 

system across the globe is expected to deliver in the backdrop of all these 

expectations, transformations and challenges.  

Need of the hour insists teachers to possess practical and technical 

knowledge that make them capable of tackling the challenges coming across the 

dramatic path of their career life, apart from content knowledge. For this teachers 

need both explicit and implicit knowledge. Explicit knowledge constitute what the 

teachers gain by reading books, articles, magazines, journals, hand outs, regulations 

etc. Sun-Ju (2006) defines implicit knowledge as occasionally acquired, implicitly 

stored, automatically used knowledge. It refers to tacit knowledge which the   

teacher constructs by modeling, observing or discussing in a social environment. 

Moreover, the educational environment each teacher is in, and the educational 

objects that each teacher faces are also special. Therefore, specialty knowledge and 

capacity in teaching may differ from the educational scientific knowledge that 

educationists have created, concluded, and coded in certain format. Not all coded 

knowledge can be blindly applied in all contexts especially when it is to deal with 

complex problematic situations. The educators still require strategies for interaction 

and conflict resolution strategies (Stemler, Elliot, Grigorenko, & Sternberg, 2006). 

Richer practical knowledge of effective strategies with a strong back up of 

experience can only rescue the teachers in such situations.  

In this connection, particular attention is to be paid to this special reflection 

capacity or tacit knowledge of expert teachers as well as their strategies. In a way 

teachers shall not only learn the existing educational theories and methods but also 
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shall explore and learn the tacit knowledge, and promote teachers’ implicit 

knowledge to become explicit, so as to ensure the proper use of successful strategies. 

A much more guaranteed growth of teachers can be brought if expert teachers’ 

practical competencies and strategies gained out of their experience, can be 

transformed to young teachers, letting learning and sharing of this gained implicit 

knowledge and thereby making the implicit explicit. 

In fact, it is the ability to learn from experience which can prove as the key to 

success in teaching domain. Hence teachers should have the expertise, rooted both in 

their knowledge and experience, to make judgments about what strategy is likely to 

work in a given context and be able to implement this knowledge into practice in the 

right time and in the right situation.  

Need and Significance of the Study 

Imagine the picture that comes to our mind as soon as we hear the word 

‘Teacher’. Our mind immediately conjure up an image of a teacher giving a lecture 

or walking around the room or supervising students engaged in some sort of learning 

activities, either group or individual. All these envision are related with instruction. 

Yet there is much more to teaching than instruction. Our student teachers at their 

training institutions are formally trained how to teach in the classrooms in a variety 

of forms. They are trained how to handle classrooms according to behaviorist 

approach, constructivist approach, cognitivist approach and a lot other teaching 

models. Our student teachers excellently acquire all these strategies and gain high 

academic scores. But still problems arise when they enter into the main stream of 
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teaching and find it difficult to cope up with teaching profession. There, their 

academic scores are put aside and they have to struggle to find success in their 

careers. On the contrary, there are legendary instances of people who are low 

academic scorers, reaching iconic status and becoming experts in teaching 

profession. This reveals that academic performance cannot be considered as the 

yardstick of professional expertise. 

In this modern competent world, it is an accepted fact that mere gain in 

academics is not the only way to expertise. This is evident from the fact that 

employers today base their recruitment on the basic skills required to excel and not 

only on the grades obtained in the analytical tests conducted by the institutions. This 

paradigm shift has its reflection in teacher training too. The days are far gone when a 

mere teaching degree would decide the fate of a teaching candidate. Hence there is 

an immense need to improve teachers’ basic skills to be an expert in teaching 

domain. 

In order to develop expertise, our innate abilities and intelligence need to be 

put into practice. Innate abilities differ from person to person; some are highly 

talented and some are not. Revisiting the fact that abilities differ across people, it is 

practical intelligence that helps us fill the void that is required to excel or succeed, 

achieved by making the most apt decisions. It is the ability to adapt to, shape, and 

select everyday environments (Sternberg, 1997).  It is the art of doing the right thing 

in the right time, or saying the right thing in the right time to the right person, or 

applying the right knowledge in the right time. To measure practical intelligence, 

Sternberg relies on a concept called tacit knowledge.  Tacit knowledge is what a 



 Introduction     5

person needs to know to succeed in an endeavor that is typically not explicitly taught 

and that often is not even verbalized. It is procedural knowledge, and thus is not just 

a static form of knowledge, but rather, knowledge in use (Sternberg et al., 2000). It 

is acquired largely from experience, preferably from experience in the environment 

where the tacit knowledge later will be needed (Patel, Arocha & Kaufman, 1999). 

 Teacher education is expected to produce teachers who are responsive and 

sensitive to the social context of education, will keep the varying needs of learners in 

focus, and work for national concerns of achieving the goals of equity, parity, social 

justice, and excellence (NCERT, 2005). The current system of teacher education 

lags behind to accomplish these social concerns and has faced severe condemnation 

over the years. 

Teachers always have to face a wide variety of problems which provide them 

with conflicting situations that call upon their careful handling and effective solving. 

Since teaching is naturally a social activity in addition to their constant interactions 

with students, there is also a wide variety of interactions with parents, peers and 

administrators.  Though the psychological principles to be followed in dealing with 

students are much highlighted in B.Ed. curriculum, teacher trainees are not given 

enough exposure in interactions with peers, parents and administrators. All these 

social interactions come under the theoretical concept ‘Dealing with others’ 

(Sternberg et.al., 1997, 1999; Stemler, Elliott, Grigorenko & Sternberg, 2006) which 

requires strong social and practical interpersonal skills. Though not frequently 

discussed as a formal part of teaching, practical skills in dealing with others are very 

much a part of the essence of teaching (Grigorenko, Sternberg & Strauss, 2006; 



 Introduction     6

Stemler, Elliott, Grigorenko & Sternberg, 2006;  Kunter et al., 2013). Teachers who 

have not mastered such skills are likely to struggle to provide a sound teaching and 

learning environment and may be quicker to burn out and leave the profession 

(Ingersoll, 2003). Hence teachers especially in their initial stages are to be helped to 

conceptualize the strategies to deal systematically with such interactions.  

The loss of professional autonomy of teachers has resulted in many teachers’ 

perceptions of themselves as deprofessionalised technicians who are little more than 

deliverers of an externally constructed curriculum (Smyth et al., 2000; Delandshere 

& Arens, 2001). This necessitates sound practical knowledge among teachers that is 

knowledge of how to handle challenging situations that arise in the social context of 

teaching. Such knowledge is inevitable in providing a conducive environment in the 

school for all its stake holders, thereby ensuring proper functioning and high 

academic performance. But teachers typically receive little formal preparation, to 

help them consider approaches in dealing with the variety of social situations they 

encounter both inside and outside the classroom. The daily work within schools is 

embedded in contexts, and novice teachers experience unexpected events and 

situations that occur daily in school life (Lowery, 2010). This makes the novice 

teachers easily perplexed when they have to face problematic situations in their 

profession. This bafflement can be avoided only if they are helped to practically deal 

with problematic situations, and implement right and timely strategies and solutions.  

A uniform implementation of strategies is not applicable as the situations’ 

contextual relevance plays as a determinant factor. Sometimes teachers try to discuss 

the matter openly in order to substantiate their point of view or will simply avoid the 
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situation or will go for compromising with the situation, doing whatever is asked 

for. Yet other times they will try to bring authenticity to the solutions by formulating 

some rules and laws or will take stringent actions against the parties involved, in a 

vengeful manner. Moreover there is a chance for them to pass over the responsibility 

to someone else or to consult others for help. The most noteworthy thing here is that, 

the selection of such strategies in different situations can usually create confusion in 

teachers. And it may further change in accordance with different stakeholders they 

are dealing with. 

Only skilled and expert teachers can deal effectively, by carrying out 

practical strategies in such social situations and make judgments about what is likely 

to work in a given context in response to students’ and school’s needs. Experts 

possess knowledge enabling them to efficiently distinguish relevant from irrelevant 

information and focus on what is important in the situation at hand (Haider & 

Frensch 1996; Meeuwen et al., 2014). Novices lack contextualized, purposeful, 

practice-oriented event knowledge to selectively guide their attention to the kinds of 

cues and classroom events that needs to be noticed in the first place. Such 

pedagogical knowledge gaps make it difficult for novices to interpret and monitor 

relevant cues (Wolff, Jarodzka, Bogert & Boshuizen, 2016). The confusion may be 

at its peak when they are to handle secondary school students, as this stage is 

considered as the most complicated phase of students, marked by the beginning of 

adolescent traumas. In the given context, it would be helpful to have a clearer and 

more precise picture of what strategies exactly differentiates the expert from the 

novice and skilled from the less skilled in relation to the management of difficult 

interpersonal encounters in teaching domain.  
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The investigator felt that, first there arises a need for analyzing the common 

and recurring problems in the present school and classroom conditions. Such an 

analysis could help the teachers, and prospective teachers to get easily and well 

accustomed with the day-to-day problems faced by the teachers in their career life. 

Once the problems are located and identified, the investigator felt that there is a need 

to know what strategies expert teachers prefer and whether their preference differ 

from those of novices while handling these situations. These strategies may provide 

a robust framework for teachers to be aware of the potential approaches in dealing 

with challenging situations that frequently occur within the context of teaching. 

Furthermore, these strategies could provide the novice teachers, a palette of potential 

courses of action which they can choose and reflect upon, when dealing with such 

problems. The investigator hopes that such a study would eventually help the 

teachers to develop their practical skills to adopt effective problem dealing strategies 

while confronting the day-to-day problems that arise in their career life.  

Statement of the Problem 

The present study is entitled as  PROBLEM  DEALING STRATEGIES OF 

NOVICE  AND  EXPERT  TEACHERS  AT  SECONDARY  SCHOOL LEVEL. 

The study identifies the preferred Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice and 

Expert teachers at secondary school level in handling problem situations while 

dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.  Further the study proceeds 

to compare the preferences for the Problem Dealing Strategies of Novices undergone 

both one year and two year B.Ed. programme against Expert teachers.  
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Definition of Key Terms 

Definition of the key terms used in the statement of the problem are given for 

clarity and precision. 

Problem Dealing Strategy 

Problem Dealing Strategy stands for the practical strategies such as confer, 

delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate and comply for handling a particular 

social interaction that occurs within a particular context in the social side of teaching 

(Stemler 2001; Stemler, Elliott, Grigorenko & Sternberg, 2006). 

 Problem Dealing Strategy (PDS)  is operationally defined as the preferred 

strategy used by teachers, from among the seven strategies suggested by           

Stemler et al.(2001,2006) viz., confer, delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate 

and comply while dealing problems with students, peers, administrators and parents. 

Novice Teachers 

  Novice teachers are defined as student teachers those with little or no 

mastery experience ( Mahmoudi, 2015). 

 In the context of present study, Novice teachers stand for prospective 

teachers undergoing B.Ed. programme with no prior teaching experience. 

Expert teachers  

 An expert is someone widely recognized as a reliable source of technique or 

skill, whose faculty for judging or deciding rightly, justly, or wisely is accorded 

authority and status by peers or the public, in a specific well distinguished domain.     
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In the study, Expert teachers stands for the teachers, whom the head of the 

institution nominates as expert in dealing with professional problems on the basis of 

their dependence on them for daily problem solutions in the institution.  

Secondary School Level 

 Secondary School Level comprises of classes VIII, IX, and X of the 

government and aided schools of Kerala. 

Variables 

 The variables involved in the study are the Problem Dealing Strategies viz. 

confer, delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate and comply. 

Objectives 

 This study is to identify the preferred Problem Dealing Strategies of   Novice 

and Expert teachers at secondary school level and to find out how they differ in 

adopting strategies to resolve problematic situations which they face in their career 

life while dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents. This is achieved 

through the following specific objectives. 

1. To identify  the preferred PDSs  among  Expert teachers in  total and in 

specific problem situations while dealing with 

a) students 

b) peers 

c) administrators and 

d) parents 
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2. To identify the preferred PDSs  among  Novice teachers in  total and in 

specific problem situations while dealing with 

a) students 

b) peers 

c) administrators and 

d) parents            

3. To find out whether there exists significant difference in the extent of 

preference for the PDSs between Expert and Novice teachers. 

4. To find out whether there exists significant difference in the extent of 

preference for the PDSs of Novice Teachers in the beginning and end of the 

B.Ed. programme. 

5. To find out whether there exists significant difference in the extent of 

preference for the PDSs between Expert Teachers and Novice Teachers 

undergone two year B.Ed. Programme.  

Hypotheses 

 The hypotheses of the present study are stated as follows: 

1. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Students, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 
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2. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Peers, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

3. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Administrators, in specific 

problem situations and problem situations in total. 

4. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Parents, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

5. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Students, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

6. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Peers, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

7. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Administrators, in specific 

problem situations and problem situations in total. 

8. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Parents, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

9. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs between Expert and Novice teachers. 
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10.  There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. 

programme. 

11.  There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs between Expert teachers and Novice teachers undergone two year       

B.Ed. programme. 

Methodology 

The investigator makes use of two methods in this study. For identifying Expert 

and Novice teachers’ preference for the PDSs in problematic situations, a survey 

using a situational judgement scale is conducted. In order to check whether the B.Ed. 

programme bring any difference in Novice teachers’ preference for PDSs, a single 

group pretest posttest design is also employed. In the midst of the research period the 

duration of B.Ed. programme got extended from one year to two year. Hence the 

same test is conducted in Novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme to check 

whether the two year B.Ed. programme make any difference in the preference for 

PDSs than one year novices.    

Sample 

 The sample for the present study constitutes 65 secondary school teachers 

(Expert teachers), 374 teacher trainees (undergone one year B.Ed. programme) and 

120 teacher trainees (undergone two year B.Ed. programme) from four districts of 

Kerala viz., Thrissur, Palakkad, Malappuram and Kozhikode.  
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 In selecting novice teachers, as the population belongs to teacher community, 

stratified sampling technique is used since it ensures representativeness and is 

applicable when the population is composed of subgroups or strata of different sizes. 

Tool used for data collection 

The tool ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ (Blessytha & Mumthas, 

2015) is constructed to measure the extent to which teachers endorse a set of 

Problem Dealing Strategies across a variety  situations which may arise in their 

career life while ‘Dealing with Others’. In teaching domain, ‘Dealing with Others’, 

one of the most important component of Practical Intelligence (Sternberg, 1997, 

1999) comprises of four subcategories viz. (i) Dealing with Students, (ii) Dealing 

with Peers (iii) Dealing with Administrators and (iv) Dealing with Parents which in 

turn is studied by presenting Tacit Knowledge items, in the form of stem stories or 

vignettes followed by response options corresponding to seven strategies put 

forward by (Stemler et al. 2006).  

Statistical Techniques Used 

 The various statistical techniques used are given below. 

A. Two tailed test of significance of difference between means for large 

dependent samples 

B. Two tailed test of significance of difference between means for large 

independent samples 
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Scope, Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

The present study is an attempt to identify the preferred Problem Dealing 

Strategies of Expert and Novice teachers, viz. confer, delegate, consult, retaliate, 

avoid, legislate and comply, the strategies commonly used by teachers to tackle the 

problematic situations arising in the social side of their teaching. Along with, it 

provides a framework for developing practical problem solving skills or tacit 

knowledge of teachers that will prepare them to effectively deal with challenging   

situations in career life. For assessment of the preferred strategies a ‘Tacit 

Knowledge Scale for teachers’ is developed with the help of some contextual 

situations or vignettes , selected from a pool of problematic situations collected from 

experienced teachers and sorted into the four categories of dealings viz. students, 

peers, administrators and parents. The present scale TKS Scale can thus be 

considered as a valid   tool for measuring the tacit knowledge and understanding the 

problem dealing strategies of teachers. 

Identification of Expert teachers’ Problem Dealing Strategies, in the 

commonly occurring problematic situations in their social side of teaching would 

help the Novice teachers to choose the right strategies to be followed, when they 

face similar situations in their career life. Finally such an endeavour could definitely 

be used as a guideline for teachers to modify their strategies and will throw light to 

those aspects of the social side of teaching which need to be highlighted and 

practiced in the B.Ed. programmes, for creating practically intelligent and socially 

skilled teachers.  
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The investigator delimited the study in certain aspects. The study focused 

only on the teacher preferences for dealing with the social side of teaching by 

studying only one component of Practical Intelligence i.e. ‘Dealing with Others’, the 

other components being ‘Dealing with Self’ and ‘Dealing with Tasks’. The study is 

conducted only in secondary school level, where students enter into teenage, the 

period of stress and strain and generally considered as the beginning phase of 

complicated school related issues. 

Though the investigator tried the best to render objectivity to the study, it is 

not free from limitations. Some of the limitations are 

1. The first and major limitation of the study is that the investigator selected the 

sample of expert teachers only on the basis of the Headmasters’ nominations. 

No attempt is done to understand those teachers’ perceptions regarding their 

own expertise. 

2. The investigator selected only 20 situations which seemed more frequent and 

common from among a wide variety of teaching related problematic 

situations for the scale construction.  

3. As majority of the students enrolled in teacher training programmes are 

women, a gender wise comparison of preference for PDSs among Novice 

teachers is not attempted. 

4. Not much situations are included under the categories ‘Dealing with Peers’ 

and ‘Dealing with Administrators’ owing to the reluctance from the part of 

teachers in revealing such situations. 

5. Sample of the study is limited to 65 Expert teachers and 494 prospective 

teachers gathered from four districts of Kerala. 
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 An analytical review of the literature and a thorough critical evaluation of the 

existing research, leads to new insights in research, by synthesizing previously 

unconnected ideas, providing methods for the data collection and suggesting 

solutions tried in similar situations. In this chapter the investigator has thus made an 

earnest effort to analyze the theoretical framework of the variables involved in the 

study and to examine the related studies, for conducting the research in a fruitful 

manner. 

 The present study is an attempt to know the extent of preference of Expert 

and Novice teachers for the Problem Dealing Strategies (PDSs), which are 

commonly used by teachers to tackle the problematic situations arising in the social 

side of their career life. Hence an overview of the literature in this area was made by 

the investigator, which falls under two sections. 

A.  Theoretical Overview 

B.  Review of Related Studies 

A. Theoretical Overview 

 The theoretical basis of the present study has its roots in Sternberg’s theory 

of Successful Intelligence or Triarchic theory of Intelligence (Sternberg, 1997, 

1999). According to this theory, intelligence is composed of analytical, creative and 

practical skills. The topic for the present study derives from the third type, i.e. 

practical intelligence, where the skills involve applying intelligence to the kinds of 
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problems that are confronted in everyday life. As it is the ability to learn from 

experiences and to apply it effectively in apt situations, it is very much essential for 

all professionals to succeed in their career life. A knowledge based approach of 

Sternberg and his colleagues in practical intelligence (Sternberg et al., 1993; 

Sternberg et al., 1995; Wagner & Sternberg, 1985), established the term tacit 

knowledge as a construct of practical intelligence, the possession of which 

distinguishes high from less practically successful individuals. As it is considered as 

a domain specific knowledge, researches were conducted to tap the tacit knowledge 

in different professions. In teaching domain also such attempts were done (Sternberg 

& Grigorenko, 2003; Stemler, Elliott, Grigorenko & Sternberg, 2006; Elliot, 

Stemler, Sternberg, Grigorenko & Hoffman 2011; Wu, Lin, Lin & Chang, 2013), 

revealing the scope of exploring tacit knowledge of teachers through a strategic 

analysis of their response options to problematic situations.    

Based on these concepts, the theoretical overview is organized in the 

following heads. 

I.  Triarchic theory of successful intelligence ( Sternberg, 1997,1999 ) 

II.  Conceptual framework of practical intelligence  

III.  Tacit knowledge and problem dealing strategies of teachers of teachers in 

the  social side of teaching 

IV.  Stimulation of expertise in social side of teaching   

I.  Triarchic Theory of Successful Intelligence (Sternberg, 1997, 1999) 

 Triarchic theory of intelligence is generally considered as a deviation from 

the traditional theories of intelligence. Bearing in mind the way human beings 
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process information in executing a mental task, Sternberg( 1997) laid down a 

triarchic structure for his theory of intelligence based on three sub theories viz. 

componential sub theory, experiential sub theory and contextual sub theory. 

 Sternberg (1997) claims, most conventional conceptions of intelligence are 

too constricted and thus deal with only a small section of intelligence as a whole. 

The theory attempts to connect cognition to context through its three sub theories 

given below. 

a. Componential sub theory 

 The componential sub theory addresses the relation of intelligence to the 

internal world (Sternberg, 1985). It states the components that people use to develop 

information. He enlists three types of components with different functions: 

i. Meta components which stand for higher order executive processes used for 

planning, monitoring and regulating the implementation of a task such as 

analysis of the problem, selection of the strategies, monitoring of the 

possible solutions and interpretations of the feedback about performance etc.  

ii.  Performance components which correspond to the actual mental processes 

used for the execution of a task like task perception, concept identification, 

response making etc.  

iii.  Knowledge acquisition components which represent the processes used in 

acquiring new information such as synthesizing old ideas in some original 

and creative ways. 
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b. Experiential sub theory 

 Here it is proposed that  intelligence represents the ability or capacity of an 

individual to deal with new tasks , problem and situations by adopting an 

information processing approach with as little conscious effort as possible. This 

means that to assess the degree of intelligence of an individual we must give him the 

opportunity to perform new tasks or face novel situations or problems. This sub 

theory has thus led psychologists and researchers to identify specific tasks and 

situations which may be utilized as reliable yardsticks for measuring intelligence 

(Sternberg, 1985) 

c. Contextual sub theory 

 While proposing this sub theory, Sternberg (1985) stated that intelligence 

should be regarded as “a mental activity directed towards purposive adaptation to 

and shaping of, real world environments relevant to one’s life”.  This revealed the 

practical nature of intelligence rather than considering it as a mere abstraction. In 

fact the real function and purpose of human intelligence was sought out, considering 

it as a proper mechanism for adaptation, selection and shaping of one’s environment. 

This proposed concept and structure of intelligence thus went ahead of the notion of 

IQ measurement and established cognitive processes as it render greater freedom 

and command to an individual to resolve this day to day crisis and to turn out to be 

the master of his destiny. 
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The diagrammatic representation of the three sub theories of Sternberg’s theory of 

intelligence is given as Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of the of the three sub theories of Triarchic 

theory of intelligence (Sternberg, 1985) 

Fundamentally this theory holds the notion that intelligent people are those 

who recognize their strengths and weaknesses capitalize their strengths and at the 

same time compensate for or correct their weaknesses. People attain success by 

finding out how to utilize their own strengths and weaknesses. These strengths and 

weaknesses can be related to three broad kinds of abilities that are important to 

successful intelligence viz. analytic, creative and practical (Sternberg, 1988, 1997). 

The abilities underlying these intelligences are defined as follows. “Analytic ability 

involves critical thinking; it is the ability to analyze and evaluate ideas, solve 

problems and make decisions. Creative ability involves going beyond what is given, 

Componential Sub 

theory 

Intelligence 

Experiential Sub 

theory 

Contextual 

Sub theory 



   

 

 Review    22

to generate novel and interesting ideas. Practical ability involves implementing 

ideas; it is the ability involved when intelligence is applied to real life contexts” 

(Sternberg, 1988) 

These three abilities are considered as the basis for the three types of 

intelligences formulated by Sternberg which together leads to successful intelligence 

viz., analytical intelligence, creative intelligence and practical intelligence. The 

diagrammatic representation of the three types of intelligence as postulated by 

Sternberg (1988) in his Triarchic theory of Intelligence is given in Figure 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Diagrammatic representation of the three types of intelligence that 

constitutes Successful intelligence as postulated by Sternberg (1988) 

II. Conceptual Framework of Practical Intelligence 

 The present study is based on the third sub theory of intelligence, called 

contextual or practical which deals with the mental activity involved in attaining fit 

to contexts in everyday life. This mental activity constitutes three processes viz.  
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adaptation, shaping and selection by which individuals create an ideal fit between 

themselves and their environment (Sternberg, 1985). The three processes are given 

in detail below. 

Adaptation 

 Adaptation occurs when one makes a change within oneself in order to better 

adjust to one’s surroundings (Sternberg, 1985). Individuals adapt themselves with 

the environment by transforming the natural environment to suit their needs. For 

example when weather changes by reducing temperature, people adapt by wearing 

extra layers of clothing to remain warm (Sternberg, 1985). 

Shaping 

 Shaping occurs when one makes a change within their environment to better 

suit one’s needs (Sternberg, 1985). A teacher may implement the new rule of raising 

hands to speak to make sure that the lesson is taught with slightest possible 

disruption.  

Selection 

 Selection is the process undertaken when a completely new alternate 

environment is found to replace the previous, unsatisfying environment to meet the 

individuals’ goals (Sternberg, 1985). For instance, a teacher may change his/her job 

to better schools, where more career exposure and less strained career life is ensured. 

 The effectiveness with which an individual fits to his or her environments 

and contends with daily situations reflects the degree of intelligence. Practical 



   

 

 Review    24

giftedness involves the ability to apply synthetic and analytic skills to everyday 

situations. Practically gifted people are superb in their ability to succeed in any 

setting (Sternberg, 1997). 

 An important asset of this theory is to avoid defining intelligence in terms of 

intelligence test rather performance in the everyday world. Sternberg Triarchic 

Abilities Test (STAT, 1991, 1993) measures all the three domains of mental 

processing namely analytical, creative and practical intelligences.  

Tacit knowledge as a construct of practical intelligence 

 A knowledge based approach to understand what distinguishes people, who 

are more successful from those who are less successful in their everyday lives has 

been conducted by Sternberg and his colleagues (Wagner & Sternberg, 1985; 

Wagner, 1987; Sternberg et. al., 1993; Sternberg et. al., 1995; Sternberg et al., 

2000). This approach gave light to the construct of practical intelligence that is Tacit 

Knowledge (TK). Tacit knowledge as a construct of practical intelligence is 

experience based knowledge pertinent in solving practical problems occurring in 

real life contexts. It may provide a common approach to understand various forms of 

nonacademic intelligence. They have found in their research that much of the 

knowledge needed to succeed in real world tasks is tacit. It is acquired during 

performance of everyday activities but typically without conscious awareness of 

what is being learned. Though one’s action may reflect their knowledge; they may 

find it difficult to articulate what they know. The notion that people acquire 

knowledge without awareness of what is being learned is reflected in the common 

language of the workplace as people speaks of ‘learning by doing’ and ‘learning by 
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osmosis’. Terms such as professional intuition and professional instinct further 

imply that knowledge associated with successful performance has a tacit quality.  

 The term tacit knowledge was introduced by Polanyi (1966), and now         

has been widely used to characterize the “knowledge gained from everyday 

experience that has an implicit, unarticulated quality” (Sternberg, 1997).Sternberg 

and his colleagues view tacit knowledge as an aspect of practical intelligence. “It is 

knowledge that reflects the practical ability to learn from experience and to apply that 

knowledge in pursuit of personally valued goals. Tacit knowledge is needed to successfully 

adapt to, select to, or shape real life environments” (Sternberg, 1997). Being an aspect of 

practical intelligence tacit knowledge bestows insight into an important factor 

needed to successfully perform in real life tasks. Researches by Sternberg and his 

colleagues (Sternberg et al., 1993; Sternberg et al., 1995; Sternberg et al., 2000; 

Wagner, 1987; Wagner & Sternberg, 1985; Wagner, Sujan, Rashotte & Sternberg, 

1999) have proved that tacit knowledge is an effective measure to understand 

performance of different job domains. 

Characteristic features of tacit knowledge 

 There are three key features for tacit knowledge namely individual 

acquisition of knowledge, procedural structure, and practical value which are related 

to one another in a non arbitrary way. The conditions related with tacit knowledge 

acquirement, its cognitive structure and the settings under which it is used all are 

very much associated with the characteristics of tacit knowledge. The first and most 

important characteristic of tacit knowledge is that it is generally acquired on one’s 

own with little support from the environment (e.g. through personal experience 
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rather than through instruction). Secondly, it is termed as procedural in nature. It is 

related with particular uses in particular situations or classes of situations. Thirdly, 

since it is generally acquired through one’s own experiences, tacit knowledge has 

practical value to the individual (Sternberg, 2000). Each of these features is viewed 

as a continuous rather than a discrete dimension of tacit knowledge.  

Identifying and measuring tacit knowledge 

 Measuring tacit knowledge takes into consideration the realistic, 

contextualized quality of knowledge. Responses to realistic and practical problem 

situations are used as an indicator of an individual’s possession of tacit knowledge. 

Wagner and Sternberg (1985) devised a method of presenting scenarios to 

individuals that depict the type of problems they face in their given pursuits. These 

scenarios or vignettes reveal the types of situations in which recognized domain 

experts have acquired knowledge, characterized as tacit. Because tacit knowledge is 

not readily expressed, observable indicators are relied on, such as responses to the 

scenarios, to judge whether individual possess knowledge characterized as tacit, and 

can use that knowledge to the situation at hand. The responses reflect an individual’s 

ability to identify and take suitable actions in a given situation and most likely 

reflect that person’s procedural knowledge. 

 Domain experts are the right sources for identifying tacit knowledge because 

in order to achieve their expert status, they possibly are expected to have gained 

knowledge that others have not (i.e. knowledge without direct support). Being a 

subset of procedural knowledge which cannot be articulated readily, tacit knowledge 

is not likely to be elicited directly from individuals. However, since tacit knowledge 
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is experience based, a recollection of the experiences of individuals can be used to 

identify tacit knowledge.  

 Tacit knowledge tests break down the artificial boundaries between 

achievement testing and ability testing .They are knowledge based tests built on a 

theory of human intelligence (Sternberg, 1995). They are intended to measure both 

practical experience based knowledge and the underlying dispositions or abilities 

that support the acquisition and use of that knowledge. Thus scores on tacit 

knowledge tests are expected to predict performance on tests or tasks that draw on 

either tacit knowledge or the mental abilities that support its development and use. 

 Tacit knowledge items are considered to measure both acquired knowledge 

and practical ability. Hence tacit knowledge tests have the potential to shed light on 

both the content of tacit knowledge and events or experiences through which it was 

acquired. 

Role of situational judgment tests in measuring tacit knowledge 

 Situational judgment inventories or situational judgment tests are most 

commonly used in measuring practical intelligence. The contents of a typical 

situational judgment type tests describe the realistic demands that arise in practical 

or everyday situations. Performance in such tests is a manifestation of knowledge 

and ability dimensions which can be collectively referred to as what Sternberg and 

his colleagues termed Practical Intelligence (Motowidlo, Dunnette & Carter, 1990; 

Sternberg et al., 2000). 
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III. Tacit Knowledge and Problem Dealing Strategies of Teachers in the Social 

Side of Teaching 

 Teacher preparation programmes have traditionally prepared teachers well 

for handling the instructional aspect of teaching. However there is much more to the 

act of teaching than just the delivery of formal instruction. Though teachers have to 

deal with a dizzying number of social interactions on a daily basis, they typically 

receive little formal preparation to help them choose the right strategies, to deal with 

the variety of social situations in their career life. 

 Within the context of teaching, practical skills are especially important. 

Teachers must be able to communicate their ideas effectively during instruction. In 

addition, however, teachers must be able to adapt to a variety of situations that call 

upon their social perspectives. According to Sternberg and his colleagues (2000), 

practical skills can be further decomposed into three sub components: a) dealing 

with self b) dealing with others and c) dealing with tasks. As teaching is inherently a 

social activity, teachers’ practical skills mainly depend on their “dealing with 

others”. 

 Sternberg (2005) has classified ‘dealings with others’ into four subcategories 

viz., i) dealing with students ii) dealing with other teachers iii) dealing with 

administrators and iv) dealing with parents. Using Sternberg’s theory of successful 

intelligence as a guide, Stemler et al. (2006) conducted research on teachers, mainly 

concentrating on the second aspect of practical intelligence, ‘dealing with others’. 

Further they presented a set of seven strategies for dealing with social situations 

empirically derived from their research with teachers, such as avoid, comply, confer, 

consult, delegate, legislate and retaliate. 
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 Figure 3 illustrates how these strategies fit within the broader framework of 

Sternberg’s theory of Successful Intelligence. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Illustration of how the strategies for dealing with problematic social 

situations fit within the broader framework of the theory of Successful Intelligence 

 

Each of these strategies is discussed in detail below. 
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problems are best solved at the private, face to face level, without the social 

pressures and potential embarrassment associated with discussing an issue within the 

public sphere. The approach requires the person to be verbally expressive and 

confronting the source of any problem. For example, if a parent is critical of a 

certain teacher’s work, the teacher could explain his or her point of view to the 

parent. The confer strategy is based on the principle that rational thought dominates 

human interaction. If people are well aware of the reasons behind your decisions and 

deeds, then they will be more willing to see your side. A key feature of the strategy 

‘confer’ is that the participant may or may not be open to change his or her 

viewpoint. For example, if a principal expresses some concern about the teaching 

method a teacher is following, the teacher may explain to the principal the reason 

she chose the method, but she may not be willing to compromise or change that 

method. 

  Delegate 

 Another strategy for dealing with social problems is to delegate the 

responsibility for taking action into someone else. The teacher may be perceived as 

‘passing the buck’ to another party and release him or herself of the responsibility. 

Or the teacher may delegate a problematic situation to others because the teacher 

does not have the time or energy to deal with the problem or the teacher may not 

believe him or herself capable of solving the problem. The key feature of this 

approach is that the teacher relinquishes responsibility for the problem and its 

solution. For example if a teacher is faced with a situation in which a child is 
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misbehaving in class, he or she choose to send the student to the principal’s office 

and let the principal decide how to handle the student’s disruptive behaviour. 

Consult 

  A third   strategy for dealing with interpersonal interactions is to appeal to a 

third party for advice. It could take the form of asking another person for suggestion 

on how to deal with a particular situation, or it could take the form of asking all the 

parties affected by a decision to get together and collaborate on potential situations 

to a problem. A key feature of the ‘consult’ strategy is that the decision maker is 

reaching out to an external third party  and asking them to work together to solve the 

problem rather than asking the third party to solve the problem, for the decision 

maker. For example if a teacher notices that more and more responsibilities are  

being assigned to him or her, the teacher may ask a colleague for advice about how 

to deal with the situation.   

Retaliate 

  A fourth strategy for dealing with social problems is to ‘retaliate’. Retaliation 

could take the form of passive- aggressive action, such as physical, verbal or 

psychological abuse. Rather than attempting to communicate directly with a person, 

a teacher may choose to retaliate in order to teach the person a lesson. Retaliation 

may also have an element of punishment involved. The goal of the teacher may be to 

shame or put down the rival. For example if a student talks back angrily to the 

teacher in front of the entire classroom, the teacher using the retaliation approach 

might choose to ask the student a potentially embarrassing question , or make fun of 



   

 

 Review    32

the student in a public way in front of other class members. It could be explicit (e.g., 

a teacher yells at the student who is breaking the rules), or it could be subtle (e.g. 

two girls are not getting along in the class because they are fighting, so the teacher 

may change the lesson plans in order to discuss friendship), but the target of the 

retaliate are aware that they are being retaliated against.  

Individuals opting to retaliate will generally reject the conference approach, 

instead, believing that, in some circumstances, people are not likely to change on the 

basis of discussion, but rather will be more likely to change their behaviours only as 

the result of a direct attack on their egos. In other words, if one can humiliate the 

other party, the other party will think twice before she tries to humiliate the retaliator 

again. 

Avoid 

One general strategy that people use within the framework of social 

interactions, particularly those that require social problem solving, is to take no 

action at all. It can take the form of simply closing the eyes to the problem as it is 

presented or not attending to the situation. Thus, one essentially separates oneself 

from the scenario altogether. Avoidance can take different forms depending on the 

situation, like simple denial (e.g., ‘There is no problem; as nobody is talking to me’) 

or procrastination (e.g., ‘I will answer your questions about the exam later’). For 

example, if a teacher received a lower evaluation of his or her portfolio than desired, 

the teacher might just drop the issue and move on. Avoidance strategies are 

sometimes desirable; if one perceives that a problem might resolve itself, or that 
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there is no rush to find a solution and that sufficient information for a solution is not 

yet available but might later become available. 

Legislate  

 By choosing ‘legislate’ strategy, teachers create a new policy in an effort to 

device a system and thereby the teacher will handle all situation of this particular 

kind in a consistent manner. For many social encounters that teachers will face, there 

may not be explicit rules on how to handle the situations. Indeed, much of the 

knowledge that teachers possess is tacit, it is informal and not written down 

anywhere. Consequently legislation is a step towards making that tacit knowledge 

explicit. Thus, when the teacher is faced with the possibility of treating some 

students differently from others; one strategy is to create a new policy for dealing 

with the situation. For example, if a student is sleeping in class, teacher will go for 

formulating a new policy that students caught sleeping will be given detention. The 

teacher tries to solve the problems according to some acceptable law and order. 

Comply 

 ‘Comply’ strategy, indicates to act in accordance with whatever is asked of 

them regardless of whether it comes from a supervisor (e.g. Principal), a peer (e.g. 

another teacher) or a subordinate (e.g. a student). To some extent, this strategy may 

reflect a desire to avoid an altercation or an uncomfortable situation. Again there 

may be various levels of compliance. For example, a person may go along with a 

course of action just because he or she does not want to deal with the situation, or 

the individual may comply because of a belief in the idea. The individual therefore 
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may decide to convince others the merits of his idea. For example suppose a 

principal suggests the teachers to participate in a voluntary research project for a 

period of time. The teacher could comply with the suggestion and participate in the 

project for a variety of reasons. The teacher may believe that, not participating 

would cast him or her in negative light, and thus the teacher would participate in 

order to avoid the negative outcomes of nonparticipation. On the other hand the 

teacher may choose to participate in the project, because the teacher believes that 

there is a need for such high-quality research being conducted in schools. The end 

result is same that the teacher will comply with whatever is being requested.  

It is important to note that each of these seven strategies has advantages and 

disadvantages within any given interpersonal reaction. Thus no single strategy is 

uniformly the best in all situations. All teachers are likely to find themselves in 

situations where they are confronted by complex social changes and thus the ways in 

which they deal with these will have an important bearing upon their professional 

effectiveness. 

 The characteristics of the seven problem dealing strategies with its possible 

merits and demerits are given as Table 1. 
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Table 1 

 Characteristics of the Problem Dealing Strategies with their Merits and Demerits 

PDS Characteristics Impact /Merits Impact/ Demerits 

 
Confer 
 
 
 
 
Delegate 
 
 
 
 
 
Consult 
 
 
 
Retaliate 
 
 
 
 
Avoid 
 
 
 
 
Legislate 
 
 
Comply  

 
• Goes on for a  verbal discussion with source 

of interaction 
• A private  talk on face to face  setting takes 

place  explaining the rationale of the action 
 

• Either directly or indirectly handover the  
responsibility to take action to someone else 

• Restrain him or herself of taking 
responsibility of any action   
 

• Seek help of others  to work together to 
solve the problem 

• Request for advice from an external source  
 

• Reacts physically or verbally in direct 
response to a situation 

• Act in a tit for tat manner which involves 
punishment 

 

• Avoids, delays, or postpones dealing with a 
situation or a problem 

• No action is taken at all, or actions that are 
taken do not deal directly with the situation 
 

• Formulates rules governing future actions of 
self and other stakeholders 
 

• Whatever is asked of him or her will be 
done  regardless of who is asking  

• Condones the behaviours of others in the 
situation 

 
• Increase awareness and communication 
• People may change understanding the real 

reason behind the problem  
 

 

• Realizes one’s own lack of expertise for 
dealing with situation 
 
 
 

• Takes  advantage of  other people’s 
expertise 

 

 

• Other strategies are fruitless 
• No  response to rational discussion 

 

 

 

• Belief that the situation or problem could 
resolve itself 

 

 

• Procedural justice can be ensured 
• Certain class of situations comes up 

repeatedly 
 

• Agreement with whatever is being asked 
to do 

• Short-term compliance may lead to long 
term benefits  

 

• Cause  time lag as each decision  is 
to be discussed   

• Exposing  much  to others  makes 
one liable  to being used as a pawn 
 

• Avoids action  in order to postpone 
emotionally hard decisions 
 
 
 

• Creates an  image of incapability in  
solving his or her problems 
 
 

• Retaliates as an inherent reaction 

• Depicts an  act of revenge without 
an attempt  to  change  antagonist’s 
behavior 

 

• Creates an  image of incapability in 
solving his or her problems 
 
 

• Policies may be  situation specific 
• Difficult to recall all policies 

 

• Fear for emotional consequences of 
non-compliance 

• Compliance on short term basis 
may lead to negative long-term 
consequences 
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IV. Stimulation of Expertise in Social Side of Teaching 

 The first years of experience of novice teachers may face some unfamiliar 

conditions which might cause tension, insecurity and lack of confidence (Saenz-

Lopez, Almagro & Ibanez, 2011). Student teachers have voiced much criticism of 

the perceived failure of initial teacher training programmes to prepare them to 

handle their social interactions. The teacher training programmes in our country 

gives too much emphasis to train student teachers to acquire high levels of content 

and pedagogical knowledge. As a result, the emphasis upon developing novice 

teachers’ interpersonal skills for effective and positive social interactions has been 

comparatively deemphasized. 

Given the need for teachers to demonstrate high levels of expertise to 

achieve order in their academic life, it is quite relevant to give some sort of training 

in the social side of teaching too. Such training are to be highlighted in the goals and 

direction of initial teacher training programmes. Opportunities are to be added to 

help the teacher trainees to manage strong emotions, resolve conflict, work 

cooperatively, and to be respectful and considerate to others. 

Expert teachers’ tacit knowledge as a key to intelligent behavior in the social 

side of teaching 

Expertise is almost considered as a relative term. But in every field we need 

the assistance of   experts. There is considerable debate whether differences between 

expert and novices are due to innate talent or quantity and quality of practice in a 

domain. Anyhow experts are those who have acquired extensive knowledge from 
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what they notice and how they organize, represent, and interpret information in their 

environment. This, in turn, affects their abilities to remember, reason, and solve 

problems.  

  Many have conducted studies to mark out how experts differ from novices 

(Wolff, Jarodzka, Bogert & Boshuizen, 2016; Shim & Roth, 2008). But simply 

finding out the differences cannot make sense unless the findings are curdled into 

productive measures. If we are able to explore and transmit the so called ‘expert 

knowledge’ to the novices, it can be productive.  

What makes experts different from novices   

According to Webster’s online dictionary an expert is someone “having, 

involving, or displaying special skill or knowledge derived from training or 

experience.”  

For a variety of reasons experts differ from novices.         

� Experts notice features and meaningful patterns of information that are not 

noticed by novices.  

� Experts have acquired a great deal of content knowledge that is organized in 

ways that reflect a deep understanding of their subject matter.  

� Experts’ knowledge cannot be reduced to sets of isolated facts or 

propositions but, instead, reflects contexts of applicability: that is, the 

knowledge is ‘conditionalized’ on a set of circumstances.  

� Experts are able to flexibly retrieve important aspects of their knowledge 

with little intentional effort.   
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The difficulty for professional development in behaviour management is that 

much expert knowledge is tacit and thus not easily articulated as a set of guiding 

rules for action (Sternberg & Horvath, 1995; Schon, 1983). While tacit knowledge 

has been shown to be related to teachers’ professional effectiveness (Grigerenko, 

Sternberg & Strauss, 2006), given the complexities involved, it is hardly surprising 

that expert practitioners often find it difficult to offer guidance to novices. Though 

such knowledge is context bound and wrapped in personal experience, values and 

goals of an individual, a meaningful guidance is possible to an extent.  

One practical avenue is to try to make teachers’ tacit knowledge more 

explicit. This can be achieved through the use of tacit knowledge inventories using a 

situational-judgment format. These are widely employed   in studies of extremely 

domain-specific tacit knowledge ( Mc Daniel & Nguyen, 2001; Cianciolo, Mathew, 

Sternberg & Wagner, 2006). Expert teachers’ insights and understandings can be 

explored, articulated and passed to teacher trainees and others. It is here where 

expert- novice studies are found useful especially in teaching field.   

Role of expert-novice research in teaching domain 

           Expert Novice studies involve natural contrasts between individuals at 

relatively high and low performance level in a given domain. The word ‘relatively’ 

is emphasized because expertise is a continuum rather than two discrete states and 

such studies usually compare two points along the continuum. In expert- novice 

research, an expert is someone who has the knowledge required to perform a certain 

task, distinguishing him or her from a novice who is not able to perform that task. 

Finally, expertise can be defined in terms of exceptional performance in a domain.  
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Expert – novice research investigates the consistently superior performance 

of individuals who excel at representative tasks within that domain. The goal of 

expert-novice research should not be just to describe differences in task performance 

between more and less skilled individuals, but to use this information to help less 

skilled individuals attain higher or even excellent levels of knowledge and skill. 

Thus less skilled students, teachers and educational administrators can be benefitted.  

However when transforming findings from expert- novice research to 

educational settings or teaching domain there are several challenges. Applying the 

modalities of such researches require more flexible and individually adaptive 

instruction. Also it is not an easy task to assess what an individual’s level of 

expertise is and what a challenging level of difficulty would be for him or her. Such 

researches tend to be more time consuming too. 

 Expert-novice research is an excellent methodological tool in conveying the 

knowledge of highly skilled professionals to less skilled or novice professionals. If 

implemented effectively the findings of such researches can prove to be an effective 

way for leading the novices to experts without much time lag. 

B. REVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES 

To gain more information regarding the area under study, the investigator 

has made an attempt here to review some of the research findings in this area under 

the following heads. 

I.  Practical intelligence & tacit knowledge 

II.  Strategy wise solving of problems and conflicts in social side of teaching 

III.  Expert-novice studies 
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I.  Practical Intelligence and Tacit Knowledge 

 Matoskova and Kovarik (2017) examined the extent of correlation between a 

situational judgment test intended to measure tacit knowledge and the predictors and 

personality factors of college performance. The test included eight situations 

pertaining to the life of undergraduate college students and was comprised of 211 

behavioral strategies. It was administered on a sample of   448 college students. The 

findings revealed that with cumulative grade point average (CGPA) tacit knowledge 

had small, but statistically non significant correlations.  And the correlation with 

personality factor of agreeableness was moderate. 

 Zhu, Zhang and Jin (2016) proposed through their study a tacit knowledge    

(TK) model on networks with even mixing based on the propagation property of TK 

and the application of social networks. They considered two routes of transmission 

viz. (i) contact through online social networks and (ii) face-to-face physical contact 

and derived the threshold that governs whether or not a kind of tacit knowledge can 

be shared in an organization with a few initial employees who have acquired it. The 

findings confirmed that online social networks contribute significantly in enhancing 

the transmission of tacit knowledge among employees. 

Kratka (2014) conducted a study to evaluate the role of experienced teachers’ 

career related stories in sharing tacit knowledge. Teachers were asked to share 

stories which had the greatest influence on their career, and which they wanted to 

convey to their fresh colleagues. Based on the source of knowledge the 24 collected 

stories were divided into three groups viz. former teachers from their childhood, 

former pupils and existing pupils. An analysis of these stories revealed that tacit 
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knowledge is personal, involving emotions and values of the individual and their 

sharing presume reflection. Findings revealed that through stories expert teachers 

gave moral, practical and aesthetic meaning to situations and helped the beginning 

teachers able to better understand themselves, their broader culture and their 

knowledge. 

Wu, Lin, Lin and Chang (2013) in their study tried to explore the 

characteristics of university professors' tacit knowledge in Taiwan and to unknot the 

factors underlying its development. Drawn from the data collected by qualitative 

observations and analysis, this study concluded that the inner factors relating to 

faculty's tacit knowledge include a high level of intelligence and analysis ability, the 

consciousness of being privileged, the strong motivation in constant pursuit of 

accomplishments, and the self-adaptation to the campus culture. Its outer factors 

contributing to the faculty's tacit knowledge include the peer consensus and 

competition pressure on campus, and the expectations of being a professional and a 

role model stereotyped by the society. It gives several suggestions for the cultivation 

of wide and open tacit knowledge so that the university faculty's profession can be 

upgraded and more social responsibility can be shouldered. 

Enakrire and Uloma (2012) carried out a study to find out the effect of tacit 

knowledge for effective teaching and learning processes. A descriptive survey 

research design was used for the study, and a questionnaire was administered on 120 

lecturers from various departments of Delta State University.  The research findings 

revealed that (i) all lecturers are not conscious of tacit knowledge (ii) faculty and 

departments should arrange training programme to enhance tacit knowledge of 
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lecturers (iii) appropriate infrastructures are to be arranged for better   exploitation of 

tacit knowledge and (iv) tacit knowledge is found to be an appropriate tool for 

effective teaching and learning.  

Ghazali, Azizah and Bahari (2012) in their study tries to elicit tacit 

knowledge eliciting approaches of special education teachers for the purpose of 

knowledge sharing. Storytelling and scenario method were found to be effective 

tools to capture the tacit knowledge from five special education teachers as they 

could relate the scenario questions with their experience. As a result, tips on 

effective teaching have been identified based on the situation. The result was 

effective to be shared among novice teachers, researchers and also can be considered 

in designing courseware for children with learning disability. 

Irene and Elena (2012) introduced a research design, in their study which 

aims to find useful pedagogical adaptations for teaching pupils with autism. The 

main focus was to explore teachers’ tacit knowledge and interactional co-regulation 

between the teacher and the pupils. Six video recordings were taken under analysis 

and the study explored the phenomenon ethno methodologically. The study points 

out that it is possible to extract episodes from the behaviour of the teachers, 

revealing their tacit knowledge.  

Mahroeian and Forozia (2012) through their study intended to set a 

theoretical foundation for researches on the tacit knowledge sharing in 

organizations. They focused on the difficulties related to sharing tacit knowledge. 

Different difficulties were found related to perception, language, time, value and 

distance. They found that different methods like apprenticeship, direct interaction, 
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networking and action learning that include face-to-face social interaction and 

practical experiences are more suitable for supporting diffusion of tacit knowledge. 

Zhong and Qu (2012) attempted through their study to create a platform for 

the Tacit Knowledge sharing of teachers. The sample for the study comprised of 

teachers in middle and primary schools in China. A survey was conducted to 

understand the prevailing conditions of tacit knowledge sharing among teachers. 

Several aspects including teachers’ information capacity and capability, teachers’ 

attention and management of their tacit knowledge, and troubles they have in 

sharing group knowledge were analyzed and it was concluded that tacit knowledge 

sharing should be inseparable from educational and instructional practice. In the 

light of the findings of the survey, a model of teachers’ tacit knowledge sharing 

based on social software was created. 

Wang, Su and Hsieh (2011) conducted a study to establish a methodology to 

accumulate tacit knowledge of specific topics from collected assessments by using 

an implicit knowledge extraction mechanism and visualized the overall distribution 

of concepts by using knowledge maps for helping teachers compile their 

assessments. Several two stage experiments, scheduled for one semester, were 

conducted in the third grade natural science courses at elementary schools in 

Taiwan. Eighteen teachers who handled the courses participated in the experiments. 

There were 30 students in each course. In the first stage, teachers compiled 

assessments without using IKMAAS's knowledge map features while in the second 

stage, they did use them. System usage records, questionnaires and interview results 

were used for evaluating the usability of the methodology and the satisfaction of 
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using IKMAAS. The results indicate the potential of the methodology, as each of the 

teachers agreed that the visualised assessment knowledge helped them to 

comprehend the proportions of concepts they intended to test easily and, 

additionally, helped them to clearly notice concepts they may have ignored. The 

study revealed the potential of using knowledge maps and knowledge accumulating 

methodology in pedagogy paradigm. 

Mumthas and Blessytha (2009) in their study made an attempt to find out the 

how far teachers with high tacit knowledge possess teacher effectiveness. A sample 

of 50 secondary school teachers was selected as teachers with high tacit knowledge, 

as per the nominations done by their school principals. The results showed that 

teachers with high tacit knowledge are effective in their ‘Relation with students’, 

‘Adequacy on classroom procedures’ and ‘Enthusiasm for teaching and knowledge 

of subject matter’. But they seemed lacking ‘Stimulation of cognitive and affective 

gains in students’. 

 Peroune (2007) investigated, the role of peer relationships, in making tacit 

knowledge explicit and accessible in the wider organization and whether they 

contribute to learning in a learning environment. A dominant-less dominant design, 

with the qualitative design being the dominant paradigm was used for the study. 

Semi-structured interviews provided qualitative data while the dimensions of the 

learning organization questionnaire (DLOQ) yielded quantitative data. It was found 

that peer relationships could provide the context within which sense making can take 

place and that the peer relationship by definition is the context within which these 

constructs already function effectively. The study showed how peer relationships 
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can contribute to learning within the organization through the use of dialogue, 

inquiry, and the process of sense making and that learning organization is the 

environment in which sharing of tacit knowledge could take place effectively. 

Ciancola, Grigorenko, Jarvin, Gil, Drebot and Sternberg (2006) presented 

three studies where three new everyday tacit-knowledge inventories were examined. 

To evaluate the factorial structure of each inventory and their assessment 

equivalency across samples a confirmatory factor analysis was done. Also a single-

factor model was tested for understanding its fit to the covariance among the three 

new tacit-knowledge inventories and with the Practical subscale from the Sternberg 

Triarchic Abilities Test. The results indicated that (i) the tacit-knowledge inventories 

were reliable and valid in measuring practical intelligence (ii) there is difference 

between practical intelligence and general intelligence, though some overlap was 

found. 

Grigorenko, Sternberg and Strauss (2006) attempted in their study to find out 

the relation between practical intelligence and teacher effectiveness. They 

constructed ‘Tacit knowledge inventory’ (TKI) for elementary school teachers, in 

order to determine the teachers’ effectiveness through a measure of tacit knowledge. 

Both Principal’s and teachers’ self perceptions on teacher effectiveness was 

considered. Teachers who scored high on TKI were also rated highly effective by 

their principals , but less effective by themselves. Results indicated that it is possible 

to measure certain aspects of teacher effectiveness through a measure of tacit 

knowledge. 
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Wasonga and Murphy (2006) investigated the impact of internship on its 

participants in an educational administration program and how they learn from tacit 

knowledge. It was found that tacit knowledge was both contextual and released 

spontaneously to capture the nuances of the task or issue or problem at hand. The 

study suggested that interns should expand their own awareness of learning 

opportunities posed by life experiences and gain insight into leadership and 

concluded that opportunities provided for interaction and sharing during internship 

are the points were knowledge is created to prepare interns for leadership positions. 

 The purpose of the study conducted by Yi (2006) was to explore how tacit 

knowledge is externalized in online environments. The results showed that in an 

online environment, sharing one's own experience is the most effective way for 

people to share their tacit knowledge.  

 Baker and Hoy (2005) tried to find out the tacit knowledge of school 

superintendents of Ohio Public school. Interviews were conducted using a 

combination of critical incident and sense-making methodologies to elicit examples 

of tacit knowledge acquired during their careers. The examples were collected and 

grouped into antecedent and consequent behaviors. A hierarchical cluster analysis 

was performed using the 469 tacit knowledge items generated. Twenty one 

categories described the tacit knowledge of the  superintendent group. Significant 

difference was found between ‘reputationally successful’ and ‘typical’ 

superintendents in the categories and tacit knowledge they possessed.  

Grigorenko, Meier, Lipka, Mohatt, Yanez and Sternberg (2004) assessed the 

importance of academic and practical intelligence in rural and urban. They measured 
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academic intelligence with conventional measures of fluid and crystallized 

intelligence and practical intelligence with a test of everyday-life knowledge as 

acquired in Native Alaskan Yup'ik communities. Finally ratings were collected from 

the adolescents' peers and adults on the traits that are valued by the Yup'ik people; 

and evaluated the reputation for the Yup'ik-valued competences. The objective of 

the study was to estimate the relative contributions of conventional knowledge and 

everyday-life knowledge in predicting the ratings on Yup'ik-valued traits. The 

results indicated that everyday-life knowledge predicts Yup'ik-valued traits in the 

presented sample and that the predictive power of this knowledge is higher in 

adolescents (especially boys) from rural communities than from the semi urban 

community. The obtained result pattern further strengthens the arguments for the 

multidimensionality of human abilities and the importance of practical intelligence 

in nonacademic settings. 

Hedlund, Forsythe, Horvath, Williams, Snook and Sternberg (2003) applied 

a method for identifying and assessing tacit knowledge of military leadership. Army 

officers at three levels of leadership were subjected to interviews in order to identify 

practical, experience-based knowledge which were not part of their formal training. 

A Tacit Knowledge for Military Leaders (TKML) inventory was developed and its 

three versions were administered to a total of 562 leaders at the platoon, company, 

and battalion levels. At all the  three levels, TKML scores correlated with ratings of 

leadership effectiveness These results indicated that domain-specific tacit 

knowledge can well explain the individual differences in leadership effectiveness. It 

also suggested that leadership development initiatives should contain efforts to make 

possible the acquisition of Tacit knowledge. 
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   Koke and Vernon (2003) attempted to illustrate  Sternberg’s Triarchic 

Abilities Test (STAT) as a measure of academic achievement and general 

intelligence. The degree to which practical, creative, and analytical abilities, 

measured by the Sternberg Triarchic Abilities Test (STAT) (Sternberg, 1993), 

significantly contribute to the prediction of academic achievement, independent of 

general intelligence, was investigated. It was found that STAT scores significantly 

correlate with measures of general intelligence. 

Grigorenko and Sternberg (2001) has done a study to test the efficacy of the 

triarchic theory of intelligence as a basis for predicting self-reported adaptive 

functioning in a rapidly changing society, that of Russia. Measures of analytical, 

creative, and practical intelligence were administered to women and men between 

the ages of 26 and 60 years. Participants were to answer questions about their 

physical health as well as questions about their mental health. The findings were    

(i) there was some relation of creativity to poorer physical health but better mental 

health and (ii) analytical, practical, and creative intelligence all relate in some degree 

to self-reported everyday adaptive functioning. 

Sternberg et al. (2001) conducted a case study in Kenya to find out the 

relationship between academic and practical intelligence. It revealed that scores on 

the test of tacit knowledge correlated trivially or significantly negatively with 

measures of academic intelligence and achievement, even after socioeconomic status 

kept under control. The study put forward the notion that academic and practical 

intelligence can develop autonomously or even at chances with one another. 
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Wagner and Sternberg (1985) carried out three experiments to examine the 

role of tacit knowledge in intellectual competence in real life situations. In 

Experiment 1, subjects were divided into three groups, whose 187 members differed 

in amounts of experience and formal training in academic psychology. Differences 

in tacit knowledge useful for managing oneself, others, and one's tasks were related 

to criterion measures of performance for both academic psychologists and 

psychology graduate students. In Experiment 2, the subjects were 127 individuals 

differing in amounts of experience and formal training in business management. 

differences in tacit knowledge were associated with criterion measures of 

performance for business managers. In Experiment 3, the results of the second 

experiment were cross-validated on 29 bank managers. It was found that tacit 

knowledge differences were connected to criterion measures of job performance and 

not related to verbal intelligence as measured by a standard verbal reasoning test. 

Findings revealed that a practical intelligence in real-world pursuits will encompass 

general aptitudes, formal knowledge, and tacit knowledge that are used in managing 

oneself, others, and one's career. 

II. Strategy Wise Solving of Problems and Conflicts in Social Side of Teaching 

Stemler, Elliot, O’Leary, Scully, Karkakolidis  and Pitsia (2018) conducted a 

cross cultural study to explore the tacit knowledge of High School teachers’ 

interpersonal skills. The sample comprised teachers across three different countries 

viz. England, Ireland and Russia. Using the Tacit Knowledge Inventory for High 

School Teachers (TKI-HS), a situational judgement test consisting of 11 challenging 

interpersonal scenarios, this study compared how experienced teachers in England 



   

 

 Review    50

(n=108), Ireland (n=45) and Russia (n=492) rated seven possible response options 

for each scenario, to examine the extent to which the concept of ‘skilled 

interpersonal behavior’ varies across cultures. Each response option corresponds to 

one of the seven distinct problem-solving strategies - comply, consult, confer, avoid, 

delegate, legislate and retaliate, defined in terms of the observable behaviours with 

which it is associated. Three of the responses viewed as ‘bad’ by teachers in all three 

countries involved the avoid strategy and three involved the retaliate strategy. 

Similarly, two of the three responses that were viewed as ‘good’ across all three 

cultures used the ‘confer’ strategy. Some cultural disparity was also evident, with 

some strategies like consult and delegate. Teachers in both England and Ireland 

rated confer as good more than Russian teachers. Teachers in Ireland and Russia 

rated ‘delegate’ as ‘bad’ more than teachers in England. The results indicated that 

judgments of ‘bad’ responses are partially similar across these three cultures, with 

teachers agreeing on approximately one third of these. On contrary, judgments about 

‘good’ responses may be more culture-specific, as teachers in the three settings 

agreed on only approximately one-tenth of these.  

The purpose of the qualitative study conducted by Blunk, Russel and Armga 

(2017) was to explore early childhood teachers’ interventions during peer conflict. 

Fifteen ethnically diverse teachers in central Texas were asked to reflect on 

videotaped peer conflict situations. Using thematic analysis they identified 5 strategy 

themes: prevent aggression, consider timing, stop conflict, promote social 

competence, and use conflict resolution. A majority of teachers indicated a goal to 

enhance social competence; however, many disagreements resulted in teachers 

anticipatorily stopping conflict without discussion of alternatives. 
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 Lasater (2016) tried out a qualitative study to examine the experiences of 

parents, teachers, and students when parents and teachers disagreed about student’s 

abilities. Data collected from 10 in-depth interviews with students, parents, and 

teachers revealed four themes: impressionability of student attitudes, failure to 

resolve conflicts, challenging parents, and lack of teacher training. The themes ‘im-

pressionability of student attitudes’ and ‘failure to resolve conflicts’ describe the 

perceived impact of discrepant parent and teacher perceptions of student abilities on 

students and the family–school partnership. ‘Challenging parents’ and ‘lack of 

teacher training’ were revealed as barriers to partnership development. 

Mumthas and Blessytha (2012) through their study analysed the problem 

dealing strategies of secondary school teachers in specific situations. The study was 

conducted on a sample of 150 secondary school teachers of Kerala. A ‘Tacit 

Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ containing 18 problematic situations in dealing with 

students, peers, administrators and parents was constructed for collecting data. The 

results showed that in majority of situations teachers preferred to ‘comply’, ‘confer’ 

and ‘consult’. They were not willing to ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ in any of the 

situations. 

Sun and Shek (2012) investigated to find out the conceptions of junior 

secondary school student misbehaviors in classrooms and identified the most 

common, disruptive and unacceptable student problem behaviors from teachers’ 

perspective. Individual interviews with 12 teachers, selected from 3 schools were 

conducted. A list of 17 student problem behavior was generated. Results showed 

that the most common and disruptive behavior was talking out of turn, followed by 
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non attentiveness, daydreaming and idleness. The most unacceptable problem 

behavior was disrespecting teachers in terms of disobedience and rudeness, followed 

by talking out of turn and verbal aggression. The findings revealed that teachers 

perceived student problem behaviors as those behaviors involving rule- breaking, 

violating the implicit norms or expectations, being inappropriate in the classroom 

settings and upsetting teaching and learning, which mainly required intervention 

from teachers. 

Chou (2011) through his study made an attempt to probe into the cognitive 

sources and reflective content of student teachers’ socialization, such as job 

proficiency, goals and values, school culture, and role regulation by ‘teaching blog’. 

Through action research, this study examined educational practices related to 

teaching practices, home teacher practices, administrative practices, and service 

learning from teaching blogs constructed by student teachers and online feedback. 

Qualitative data were collected via in-depth interviews, tour visits, school meetings, 

teaching demonstrations, practice communications, and mail and analyzes the data 

with software by ATLAS.ti. Findings revealed that (1) student teachers’ teaching 

demonstration can enhance the socialization strategy of ‘job proficiency’ and (2) 

student teachers’ cognitive sources for socialization strategies of ‘school culture’ is 

based on peer student teachers, mentor teachers, and internet communities. 

Elliot,Stemler, Sternberg, Grigerenko and Hoffman (2011)examined the tacit 

knowledge of expert teachers and trainee teachers in relation to various problematic 

interpersonal aspects of career life. The sample consisted of 501 trainee teachers and 

163 expert teachers of secondary school level. ‘Tacit Knowledge Inventory for High 
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school teachers’ in the form of situational judgment test was used administered in 

the target group. It consisted of 12 scenarios of problem situations typically faced by 

secondary school teachers. The scenarios, were connected to one of the four 

categories (i) relating to students ii) relating to other teachers (iii) relating to senior 

staff and (iv)  relating to parents. They were followed by several response options 

each corresponding to any of the 7 problem solving strategies viz. avoid, comply, 

confer, consult, delegate, legislate or retaliate, used in ‘dealing with others’ for 

dealing with the practical side of teaching. The results showed that Experts selected 

‘confer’ as good response more frequently than novice teachers, whereas novices 

preferred ‘consult’ as a good strategy than experts. Expert teachers were twice more 

likely to their novice counterparts in identifying ‘comply’ as bad response. 

Conversely novices tented to identify ‘avoid’ strategy as bad responses more 

frequently than did the experts.  

Ozben (2009) through his research tried to find out the student misbehaviors 

in the classroom, and the strategies of the teachers to cope with them. The sample 

population comprised of 869 teachers: 518 female and 351 male participants and a 

questionnaire was used to collect the data. The data was analyzed through frequency 

and chi square tests. The result indicated that there are significant differences in 

misbehaviors in terms of the gender of the teachers, their experience, and their 

coping strategies. Teachers expressed that the most frequent misbehaviors are not 

listening to the teacher, students’ talking to each other, avoiding the responsibility, 

physical and verbal aggression, walking in the class, displaying odd behaviors, 

cheating, stealing and challenging the teachers’ authority. Teachers’ coping 
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strategies were found as warning, ignoring, using an eye contact, changing the 

lesson plans, asking questions, having a talk with the student in person, talking to 

the parents, cooperating with the student, rewarding the model behavior, praising 

and giving responsibility to the learners.  All of these strategies show differences 

regarding the gender and experience of the teachers.  

 The study of Tartwijk, Brok, Veldman and Wabbels (2009) aimed at 

estimating teachers’ practical knowledge about classroom management in 

multicultural classrooms. Shared practical knowledge about classroom management 

strategies of teachers who were successful in creating a positive working atmosphere 

in their multicultural classrooms was identified.  Data about the practical knowledge 

of these teachers was elicited using some video stimulated interviews. The teachers 

were found to understand  the importance of providing clear rules and correcting 

student behaviour whenever necessary, but also wanted to reduce potential negative 

influences of corrections on the classroom atmosphere. They focused on  developing 

positive teacher–student relationships and adjusted their teaching methods 

anticipating students' responses. 

Wu and Badger (2009) attempted to find out the teachers’ strategies for 

dealing with unpredicted problems in subject knowledge during class. The study was 

conducted in seven teachers teaching English for specific purpose. The findings 

revealed that, the strategies that the teachers used when dealing with unpredicted 

problems can be described in terms of avoidance or risk taking. The teachers were of 

the belief that the occurrence of such unpredicted problems reflects poorly on their 

competence as teachers. But the strategies they adopted meant that the lesson 
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proceeded smoothly and allowed them to maintain their students’ respect as experts 

in the field. 

Stemler, Elliot, Grigorenko and Sternberg (2006) highlighted the importance 

for sound practical strategies of teachers while interacting with students, parents, 

administrators and other teachers and provided a new framework for conceptualizing 

practical skills in dealing with others that derives directly from Sternberg's theory of 

successful intelligence. Authors argued that such skills should be considered in 

professional teacher training programmes. They outlined and discussed an approach 

to measure teachers' preferred strategies such as avoid, comply, confer, consult, 

delegate, legislate or retaliate, used in ‘dealing with others’ for dealing with the 

practical side of teaching. 

Sternberg et al. (2005) conducted a study to find out what makes teachers 

more effective and which problem solving strategies make them effective. The 

major findings were (i) the more effective teachers are less likely to use  ‘legislation’ 

as a strategy for dealing with conflicts than their less effective counterparts (ii) 

teachers in rural areas are more likely to ‘comply’ and to ‘confer’ than their peer 

teachers in urban context (iii) teachers in low SES schools tended to rate the 

‘legislate’ strategy higher than teachers in high SES schools (iv) males tended to use 

‘retaliate’ strategy more than females (v) the practically intelligent strategies that 

differentiate more effective teachers from less effective teachers are not always the 

same strategies that differentiate those teachers who are more experienced from 

those who are less experienced. 
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Leung and Lam (2003) aimed at exploring the regulatory focus on teacher’s 

classroom management strategies and the emotional consequences they experience 

when these strategies failed. For the purpose of the study primary school teachers 

were assigned to two framing conditions; promotion focus and prevention focus. It 

was found that, teachers with promotion focus adopted more approach strategies 

(e.g. praise) but less avoidance strategies (e.g. punish) than the teachers with 

prevention focus. When the strategies failed, teachers with promotion focus 

experienced more dejection-related emotion (e.g., disappointment) than agitation-

related emotion (e.g., anger) whereas teachers with prevention focus experienced 

more agitation-related emotion than dejection-related emotion. However, some 

results were inconsistent with the prediction. Compared to their counterparts with 

prevention focus, teachers with promotion focus experienced less negative emotion, 

either dejection-related or agitation-related. 

Berg (1989) through his study tried to determine the knowledge of strategies 

for dealing with everyday problems from childhood through adolescence. It was 

found that strategy effectiveness was dependent on the context of the specific 

problem. Age differences (favoring older adolescents) and gender differences 

(favoring females) were found when students' strategy knowledge was compared 

with teachers' strategy knowledge. Students' strategy knowledge was related to 

teachers', parents', and students' ratings of the student's practical intellectual skills as 

well as to achievement test scores and grades. 

Campbell (1988) developed a grounded theory of adaptive strategies of 

experienced expert teachers generated from data obtained during interviews of 
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twelve experienced outstanding teachers at three suburban high schools located in 

two cities in Nebraska. A constant comparative method was used to simultaneously 

collect and analyze data. The grounded theory indicated that the core variable 

associated with adaptive strategies of experienced expert teachers was their personal 

norms. The propositions of the grounded theory were supported by evidence 

presented discursively in sections corresponding to the factors of the theory: a strong 

sense of mission, determination to be the best teacher possible, a holistic view of 

teaching, personal and professional security, a self-selected peer support system, the 

support of significant others, an important sense of professional autonomy, and the 

ability to not allow the external work environment to interfere with their sense of 

mission or self. The research findings implied the identification and nurturing of 

these qualities in pre service and in service teachers and a reformation policy to 

impact classroom teachers. 

III . Expert Novice Studies 

 Wolff, Jarodzka, and Boshuizen (2017) investigated how expert and 

novice teachers differ in their visual processing of the classroom management 

scenes. They compared elements of expert and novice teachers’ visual processing to 

determine how experts and novices differed in terms of word usage linked to 

cognition, perception, actions, and events. Findings suggested that when 

representing classroom management events, novices’ management focus is often 

framed around issues of behaviour and discipline from their own point of view. 

Experts’ focussed on actions and events themed around student learning, consider 

management concerns from multiple points of view (their own, that of students, and 
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that of another teacher), predict problems before they intensify, and keep track of the 

continuity of classroom events and interactions. 

 Wolff, Jarodzka, Bogert and Boshuizen (2016) examined in their study the 

differences in the expert and novice teachers’ interpretations of problematic 

classroom management events. Thirty five expert teachers and 32 novices comprised 

the sample selected for the study. Two types of videos presented problematic events, 

displaying either unrelated problems, such as disengaged, off-task students, or 

interrelated problems leading to a deliberate disruption. Predicted differences in 

teachers’ verbalized interpretations were analyzed through a multi-category coding 

scheme. All coding categories showed significant main effects for expertise. 

Novices’ interpretations focused on issues of behavior and discipline. Experts 

markedly focused on student learning, stressing the influential role of the teacher on 

events arising in the classroom. 

Ali, Talib and Ismail (2015) conducted a study to identify the differences 

between expert and novice in terms of their behavior and knowledge organization in 

solving physics problem. There are differences between expert and novice in terms 

of their behaviour and knowledge organization in solving physics problem. It was 

found that in terms of behavior, experts employ planning, monitoring, evaluating 

and making qualitative analysis in their solution as compared to novices. 

Mahmoudi and Ozken (2015) explored experienced and novice teachers’ 

perceptions about professional development programme (PDP).  The study was 

conducted in 32 experienced teachers and 28 novice teachers. The objectives of the 

study were to investigate which PDP is more beneficial to them and whether there 
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are differences in the perception of PDP from the perspective of novice and 

experienced teachers. The result showed that both the group benefitted from PDPs 

but they differed in the type of PDPs. Also it was revealed from the results that the 

most occurring activities among the experienced teachers were: discussing and 

coordinating homework practice across subjects, exchanging teaching materials with 

colleagues, and discussing and deciding on the selection of instructional media. But 

frequently used activities by novice teachers were: exchanging teaching materials 

with colleagues, ensuring common standards in evaluations for assessing student 

progress, and discussing and deciding on the selection of instructional media. 

Cakmak (2013) investigated novice teachers’ perceptions about their initial 

years. Interviews were conducted on 15 novice teachers enrolled in Master 

programme in Education. Content analysis of the data was done and the findings 

were categorized into different themes. The results indicated that (i) novice teachers 

should cooperate with experienced teachers to understand their competency and 

expertise (ii) more attention is to be given in the initial years of teaching, to provide 

novice teachers with meaningful opportunities for their professional learning and 

development and (iii) there is a need for adoption of strategies to make their 

transition from novices to experts more smoothly and less problematically. 

Reuland (2012) studied the differences between novice and experienced 

principals of public middle schools in Illinois in remediating tenured teachers. 

Qualitative methodologies were used to analyze the data collected through a 

questionnaire from a sample of 186 principals. Principals with less than five years of 

experience were considered as novices and more than five years as experienced. The 
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findings of the study showed that novice principals are more likely to remediate 

tenured teachers than experienced principals. 

Kim and Roth (2011) through their qualitative case study made an attempt to 

explore the work- related information that novice teachers search for and learn 

which is related with their daily work tasks. Eighteen experienced teachers were 

interviewed to recollect how they gained such knowledge when they were novice to 

teaching profession. The findings revealed that (i) teachers’ contexts were 

dominated by unwritten or implicit information and can frustrate and create 

confusion in novice teachers (ii) established routines and work tasks are affected by 

multiple factors, and broad capabilities are needed to successfully carry out these 

tasks. 

 Case study conducted by Shim and Roth (2008) was to find out the 

possibility of knowledge sharing between expert teaching professors and their 

mentees. Professors of USA University recognized as expert teachers were selected 

as sample. It was found that Expert teaching professors felt difficulty in articulating 

their teaching expertise. Sharing tacit knowledge was found to be a difficult task 

because of the nature of tacit knowledge. It was found that methods of sharing tacit 

knowledge can be categorized in two ways: ‘observation’ and ‘bringing it to 

surface’.    

 Lorraine and Quinn (2006) investigated how tacit knowledge was used by 

expert and novice principals during problem-solving situations. The focus was on 

the strategic and practical knowledge that these principals display as they encounter 

myriad tasks on a daily basis. Results suggested that experience may not be the most 
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critical factor in expertise. The major findings were (i) the principals articulated the 

ability to build and maintain strong relationships with staff members. (ii) expert 

principals tacitly knew how to build relationships by gaining trust and interacting 

supportively with staff.(iii) experience alone was not sufficient to gain expertise(iv) 

the lack of a causal relationship between experience and tacit knowledge 

distinguished experience from expertise.  

 Johnson (2003) analysed the difference between expert and novice 

principals’ strategies in dealing with conflicts. The results indicated that expert 

principals have developed a healthy other-centered perspective rather than self 

centered, on running their schools. Conversely, novice principals employ knowledge 

and skill gained to support only self-survival in the principalship, which will lead to 

personal and professional disappointment. 

Ho (2001) conducted a study to find out the difference of novices and experts 

in problem decomposition strategy for design thinking. The results suggested that 

the obvious difference between experts and novices was in their problem-

decomposing strategies. Experts' explicit problem-decomposing strategies were the 

important factors in their design efficiency.  

Conclusion from Review of Related Studies 

 The review of literature helped the investigator to have a wider perspective 

on the concept of Practical intelligence, Tacit Knowledge, Problem Dealing 

Strategies and expert and novice studies. The conclusion derived from the review 

can be briefed as follows. 
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Domain specific and implicit tacit knowledge can be made explicit and 

transferrable if appropriate platforms are provided 

Domain-specific tacit knowledge is basically implicit in nature and   can 

explain individual differences in domain efficiency ‘as it is personal and involves 

emotions and values of the given individual’ (Kratka, 2014). Studies reveal that 

assessment of tacit knowledge is possible in different domains, using situational 

judgement tests (Sternberg et al. 2003; Baker & Hoy, 2005; Grigorenko et al. 2006). 

Extracting episodes from the behaviours of teachers has proved to be an effective 

method for making the implicit explicit (Irene & Elena, 2012; Shim & Roth 2007). 

There is also a need for development initiatives among teachers, incorporating 

efforts to facilitate the acquisition of tacit knowledge. Cultivation of wide and open 

tacit knowledge can upgrade teachers and hence more social responsibilities can be 

shouldered upon them (Wu et al., 2013). 

Novice teachers struggle to cope up with unexpected problems in the social side of 

teaching 

B.Ed. programmes are not providing much training to teacher trainees to 

cope up with the unexpected but complicated problems that arise in the social side of 

teaching (Stemler et al., 2006).  Hence when they are put into their job there is high 

chance for them to get confused and disappointed whenever they have to choose 

between different strategies and decisions (Johnson, 2003; Kim & Roth 2011). Such 

problems are even considered as the stumbling blocks in the social development of 

teachers (Lasater, 2013). Moreover such problems can caste poor reflection in their 

teaching competence (Badger & Wu 2009).  Prevailing conditions thus demands 
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initiatives to enhance the social competence of teachers (Blunk et.al. 2017). 

Teachers lack the ability to plan effective and purposive intervention programmes 

for handling the crisis occurring in classrooms (Sun & Shek, 2012).  Interpersonal 

relationships and the strategies to deal with the problems emerging out of it are thus 

to be highlighted in teacher education programmes.  

Experience based career stories act as a catalyst for the transmission of tacit 

knowledge 

 The fact that stories of experienced teachers can play an important role in 

improving the tacit knowledge of beginning teachers was proved with the study of 

Kratka, 2014. This reveals that an exposure to problematic situations and stories of 

experienced teachers can give moral, practical and aesthetic meaning to situations 

and help the beginning teachers able to better understand themselves, their broader 

culture and their knowledge. If a transfer of knowledge from less experienced to the 

more experienced can be made possible, a lot many developments can be witnessed 

in the teaching domain. Studies have given substantiate evidences to this fact (Win 

et al., 2013; Ghazali, Azizah & Bahari, 2012) and given several suggestions for the 

cultivation of wide and open tacit knowledge so that the teachers can be upgraded 

and more social responsibility can be shouldered upon them. The research findings 

of Enakrire and Uloma (2012) revealed that not all lecturers are aware of tacit 

knowledge, hence there is need for faculties and departments to organize training 

programme to boost teachers’ tacit knowledge. Opportunities provided for 

interaction and sharing during internship are the points were knowledge is created to 

prepare interns for leadership positions. The identification and nurturing of these 
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qualities in pre service and in service teachers can impact teaching process 

positively.  

Identification of the problem dealing strategies of expert teachers and novice 

teachers can create a positive impact in teacher education 

Some of the studies concentrated to find out the differences between experts 

and novices in their level of tacit knowledge ( Ho, 2001; Lorraine & Quinn, 2006; 

Wolff, Jarodzka, & Bosuizen, 2017) in different domains.  Some studies directly 

focused on the Problem dealing strategies of teachers in the social side of teaching 

(Sternberg et al., 2005; Stemler et al., 2006; Elliot et al., 2011; Stemler et al., 2018).  

Studies are also conducted to reveal the conflicts resolution strategies between 

teacher-pupil, teacher-teacher, teacher-parents and teacher- administrators. (Lasater, 

2016; Blunk et al., 2017).  

The review of related studies and the revelations throws light to the 

importance of having practically skilled, tacitly knowledgeable, strategically 

efficient teachers. The studies also highlight the need for better initiatives in this 

area, along with a transfer of tacit knowledge from experts to novice teachers. It also 

emphasizes the need for fruitful attempts to be done in the teacher training 

programmes. Surprisingly, no studies were found in our cultural context indicating 

the need for popularizing this aspect in our country. Though problem dealing 

strategies were examined with different samples of the teacher community, all the 

studies tried to find out the strategical preference of problematic situations as a 

whole. No attempt has been made to analyze whether there is any general trend in 

choosing a particular strategy for handling various types of stakeholders viz. 
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students, peers, administrators and parents. Such an attempt can discover wide 

implications in the teaching domain, through which the whole community can be 

eventually benefitted. 
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Methodology involves various methods, techniques and tools adopted by a 

researcher in studying his/her research problem along with the logic behind them. 

Research methods play a pivotal role in the success of a research process, as the 

validity and reliability of the findings of the research depends largely upon the 

methods adopted for the study. Thus it is necessary for a researcher to design his/her 

methodology in a systematic and scientific manner to solve the problem 

successfully. 

 The present study is an attempt to find out the Problem Dealing Strategies of 

Novice and Expert teachers and to understand in what way their preferences for 

these strategies differ. The  main stages followed by the investigator  in deciding the 

research approach, identifying data requirements and subjects, and the tools and 

techniques by which data  is gathered and analyzed  are given under the following 

subsections. 

Variables 

Objectives 

Method of the Study 

Tool Used for the Study 

Sample Selected for the Study 

Data Collection Procedure, Scoring and Consolidation of Data 

Statistical Techniques Used for Analysis 
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Variables 

 The variables involved in the study are the Problem Dealing Strategies viz. 

confer, delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate and comply. 

Objectives 

 This study is to identify the preferred Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice 

and Expert teachers at secondary school level and to find out how they differ in 

adopting strategies to resolve problematic situations which they face in their career 

life while dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents. This is achieved 

through the following specific objectives. 

1. To identify  the preferred PDSs  among  Expert Teachers in  total and in 

specific problem situations while dealing with 

a) students 

b) peers 

c) administrators and 

d) parents 

2. To identify the preferred PDSs  among  Novice teachers in  total and in 

specific problem situations while dealing with 

a) students 

b) peers 

c) administrators and 

d) parents            

3. To find out whether there exists significant difference in the extent of 

preference for the PDSs between Expert Teachers and Novice Teachers. 
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4. To find whether there exists significant difference in the extent of preference 

for the PDSs of Novice Teachers in the beginning and end of the B Ed 

programme. 

5. To find out whether there exists significant difference in the extent of 

preference for the PDSs between Expert Teachers and Novice Teachers 

undergone two year B Ed Programme. 

Method of the Study 

 The investigator makes use of two methods in this study. For identifying 

Expert and Novice teachers’ preference for the PDSs in problematic situations, a 

survey using a situational judgment test is conducted. In order to check whether the 

B Ed programme bring any difference in Novice teachers’ preference for PDSs, a 

single group pretest posttest design is also employed. In the midst of the research 

period the duration of B Ed programme got extended from one year to two year. 

Hence the same test is conducted in Novices undergone two year B Ed programme 

to check whether the two year B Ed programme make any difference in the 

preference for PDSs than one year novices.    

 For obtaining a summarized view of the methodology at a glance, an 

outline of the total procedure of  is given as Figure 3. 
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Figure 4.  Outline of the total procedure of methodology  
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Tool Used for the Study 

 The tools of the research are the instruments that provide for the collection of 

data upon which hypothesis may be tested (Good, 1959). Quality and quantity of the 

data depends upon the tools and techniques the researcher has made use of. The 

success of the investigation thus depends on the proper choice and intelligent 

application of the tools.  

 The tool ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ (Blessytha & Mumthas, 

2015) which is in the format of situational judgment test is  constructed to measure 

the extent to which teachers endorse a set of Problem Dealing Strategies across a 

variety  situations which may arise in their career life while ‘Dealing with Others’. 

In teaching domain, ‘Dealing with Others’, one of the most important component of 

Practical Intelligence (Sternberg, 1997, 1999) comprises of four subcategories viz. 

(i) Dealing with Students, (ii) Dealing with Peers (iii) Dealing with Administrators 

and (iv) Dealing with Parents which in turn is studied by presenting Tacit 

Knowledge items, in the form of stem stories or vignettes followed by response 

options corresponding to seven strategies put forward by (Stemler et al. 2006). A 

brief description of the seven Problem Dealing Strategies is stated below:  

(1) Confer 

Teacher engages in verbal discussion with source of dealings. Discussion 

takes place in a private, one-on-one setting and is characterized by rational 

explanation of the actor’s point of view.  
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(2) Delegate 

 Teacher either implicitly or explicitly handover the responsibility for taking 

action to someone else or free him or herself of responsibility for action. 

(3) Consult 

Teacher appeals to an external source for advice or asks people to work 

together to tackle the problem. 

(4) Retaliate 

Teacher retorts verbally or physically in direct reaction to a problematic 

situation. Direct reaction is often in the form of like for like or involves punishment. 

(5) Avoid 

Teacher stays away from or postpones dealing with a situation or problem. 

No action is taken at all, or if actions are taken they do not deal directly with the 

situation. 

(6) Legislate 

Teacher formulates set of laws or rules governing future actions of self and 

others. The attempt is to solve the problem according to some acceptable law and 

order. 

(7) Comply 

Teacher does whatever is asked of him or her, regardless of who is asking. 

Actor takes action that can be inferred as keenly condoning behaviours of others in 

the situation. 
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 ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ comprises of vignettes which present 

problematic situations arising in normal teaching scenario, while dealing with 

students, peers, administrators and parents. These vignettes are followed by response 

options each corresponding to a particular Problem Dealing Strategy which   are 

used by teachers in handling problematic social situations, while ‘Dealing with 

Others’. Each situation is thus followed by seven response options. It was decided to 

frame a Likert type scale with five responses ranging from Strongly Disagree (SD) 

to Strongly Agree (SA) for every items coming under each situation. 

The construction of the Tacit Knowledge Scale (TKS) is based on the 

construction procedure of situational judgment inventory done by incorporating the 

guidelines adapted from the studies of Sternberg and his colleagues (Sternberg et al., 

1993; Sternberg et al., 1995; Wagner & Sternberg, 1985, Stemler et al., 2006 and 

Motowidlo et al., 1990). The construction procedure falls into five major phases  

such as:  

a. Development of critical incidents 

b. Organization of incidents into competency domains 

c. Generation of response alternatives 

d. Evaluation of responses, and 

e. Construction of the final scale 

a. Development of critical incidents 

 It is the most important and first step of Tacit Knowledge Scale construction. 

Collection of critical incidents proves as the core material for the construction of this 

tool as it is in the form of a situational judgment inventory. Here critical incidents 
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mean tacit knowledge items, in the form of stem stories or vignettes, which the 

teachers may find difficult to handle, while dealing with others in their career life.   

 The initial step in the development of critical incidents was to find out 

currently working and experienced secondary school teachers, who can provide 

stories of problematic situations they faced, while dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents. It was thus decided to select teachers with experience of 

10 years and above for this purpose. To start with, the investigator visited 18 

secondary schools in Kerala, sought information from the school Head Masters, and 

prepared a list of 35 such experienced teachers. The next step was to conduct 

interviews with the listed teachers for the collection of critical incidents. 

 A semi structured interview was conducted to elicit challenging situations 

they have faced in their career life that they were never formally taught how to 

handle, and to explore the tacit knowledge gained from or reflected in those 

situations. They were asked to narrate the challenging incidents, to explain the 

actions they have taken to cope up with the situations, how it was applicable to the 

situation and what its aftermaths were. Follow-up questions were also asked to 

explain all the possible options which can be used for the solution of the problems.                                         

b. Organization of incidents into competency domains 

 The collected 40 situations during the interview were then pooled together 

for further organization. These situations were then categorized into the four 

subcategories of Dealing with Others viz., i) Dealing with Students   ii) Dealing with 

Peers iii) Dealing with Administrators  and iv) Dealing with Parents. As teachers are 

to spend most of their school time with students a major portion of the problems 
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were raised from Dealing with Students and then came from Dealing with Peers. 

Comparatively fewer problems were reported from Dealing with Parents and 

Administrators. The investigator thus obtained 18 situations related with students, 10 

situations with peers, 5 situations with administrators and 7 situations with parents.  

 Table 2 shows the categorization of the 40 situations into the four types of 

dealings. 

Table 2 

Categorization of the 40 Situations Collected from Experienced Teachers 

Type of Dealing No: of Situations 

Dealing with Students 18 

Dealing with Peers 10 

Dealing with Administrators 5 

Dealing with Parents 7 

 

 The collected situations were then subjected to further scrutiny to identify 

similar and related situations. Situations with somewhat similar themes were 

clubbed together and necessary modification and restructuring was done to avoid 

stereotyped situations. Situations which seemed trivial and irrelevant were removed 

from the list. Thus 20 situations (10 under Dealing with Students, 5 under Dealing 

with Students, 2 under Dealing with Administrator and 3 under Dealing with 

Parents) were finally selected out of the total 40 situations for the ‘Tacit Knowledge 

Scale for Teachers’.  

Table 3 shows the categorization of the select 20 situations in the ‘Tacit 

Knowledge Scale for Teachers’. 
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Table 3 

Category wise Distribution of Critical Incidents under ‘Dealing with Others’ 

Category Sl. No. Description of the situation  

D
ea

lin
g 

w
it

h 
St

ud
en

ts
 

1 Stealing tendency of student 

2 Drug mishap 

3 Misunderstanding of teacher’s  relation with student 

4 Poverty stricken  student 

5 Insult from students 

6 Mocking habit of intelligent student 

7 Spontaneous verbal abuse from student 

8 Too many questions from student 

9 Sexual abuse at home 

10 Defamation through watsapp messages 

 

 

D
ea

lin
g 

w
it

h 
pe

er
s 11 Supervision of student teacher 

12 Complaint from colleagues 

13 Irresponsible colleague  

14 Interfering in colleague’s decision  

15 Commanding nature of senior colleague 

D
ea

lin
g 

w
it

h 
A

dm
in

is
tr

at
or

s 

16 Principal’s grudge towards the teacher 

17 Division fall problem 

D
ea

lin
g 

w
it

h 
pa

re
nt

s 18 Complaint from parent in PTA meeting 

19 Parent demanding higher grade 

20 Complaint raised in science exhibition 
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c. Generation of response alternatives 

The 20 critical incidents were then structured into a format resembling 

situational judgment inventory consisting contextual explanations of situations or 

vignettes which are followed by a set of possible response options or items. In the 

first phase of tool construction while interviewing the respondents (experienced 

teachers), they were also asked to give possible responses which teachers may adopt 

to tackle problems in such contexts. These response options were listed under each 

situation ensuring the relevancy of the responses for the situations. Further a well 

scrutiny of the situations and their response options and corresponding strategies 

was done and superfluous, ambiguous and repetitive response options were 

eliminated or modified. Thereafter the investigator selected the seven most 

appropriate response options which clearly fit into the seven strategies viz. confer, 

delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate and comply.  

d.  Evaluation of responses 

 The next step is to evaluate the response options for an external 

authentification. The draft situation items were given to five external experts to 

check the aptness of the tool. They were asked to verify whether the response 

options fit visibly to the corresponding strategies. Their remarks on aspects such as 

the realistic depiction of situations or vignettes, clarity, precision and accuracy of 

language and easiness of comprehension were also asked for. 

e. Construction of the final Scale 

By incorporating the suggestions of experts, some modifications were made.   

External experts confirmed the aptness of the seven response options viz. confer, 

delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate and comply, in correspondence with the 

respective situations.  



 

 The final scale was 

teaching domain each followed by a set of seven response options, which the 

participants have to rate on a five point scale ranging from 

(SD) to Strongly Agree (SA).

  The total procedure of tool construction is summarized as Figure 
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Example for an item in TKS for Teachers is given below. 

Devan is a high school teacher working in an aided school. He has noticed 

that since the very first day in that school, the Principal is behaving to him as if he 

has some sort of grudge against him. Quite often the Principal assigned extra 

classes to Devan. One of Devan’s colleagues tells him that actually the Principal 

had preferred to hire his relative in Devan’s post but due to the interference of the 

management he couldn’t do so. 

 Given the situation please rate the possible response actions of Devan 

according to your opinion ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

1. He would obey whatever he is told to do by the Principal. (comply) 

2. He would discuss the matter with an intimate colleague to take decision. 

(consult) 

3. He would avoid doing extra works given by the Principal. (avoid) 

4. He would present the matter in front of staff council or Teacher Associations 

(delegate) 

5. He would have an open talk with the Principal. (confer) 

6.     He would suggest for norms for equal distribution of additional work among 

the teachers (legislate) 

7.       He would oppose the Principal. (retaliate) 

 The final copy was then prepared consisting of two sections, Section I and 

Section II. In section I, personal information of the participants and the information 

regarding their institutions were included. In Section II, the 20 situations and their 

corresponding response options were given. 
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 Details of the Final Structure of Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers are 

given as Table 4.  

Table 4 

 Final Structure of Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers 
 

Sit 
No. 

Description of Situation 
Dealing 

with 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Respective Response 
Options 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 
Complaint  from parent in 
PTA meeting 

Parent Com Avd Cons Conf Del Leg Ret 

2 
Stealing tendency of 
student 

Student Conf Del Cons Ret Avd Leg Com 

3 
Supervision of student 
teacher 

Peer Leg Ret Conf Cons Del Com Avd 

4 Drug mishap Student Del Cons Ret Conf Avd Com Leg 

5 
Complaint from 
colleagues 

Peer Ret Com Leg Cons Avd Conf Del 

6 
Misunderstanding of  
teacher’s relation with 
student 

Student Conf Avd Com Cons Del Leg Ret 

7 
Principal’s grudge 
towards  teacher 

Admin Com Cons Avd Del Conf Leg Ret 

8 
Mocking habit of 
intelligent student 

Student Leg Avd Ret Cons Conf Del Com 

9 Division fall problem Admin Avd Ret Leg Conf Cons Com Del 

10 Poverty stricken  student Student Avd Leg Conf Com Cons Ret Del 
11 Insult from students Student Avd Del Conf Cons Ret Leg Com 

12 
Spontaneous verbal abuse 
from student 

Student Com Avd Ret Leg Conf Cons Del 

13 
Too many questions from 
student 

Student Com Leg Conf Ret Avd Cons Del 

14 Sexual abuse at home Student Cons Leg Avd Ret Del Conf Com 

15 
Parent demanding higher 
grade 

Parent Conf Del Cons Ret Avd Leg Com 

16 
Defamation through 
watsapp messages 

Student Conf Del Cons Ret Avd Leg Com 

17 Irresponsibile colleague Peer Del Com Conf Cons Avd Ret Leg 

18 
Interfering in colleague’s 
decision 

Peer Avd Conf Cons Del Com Ret Leg 

19 
Commanding nature of 
senior colleague 

Peer Avd Leg Conf Del Ret Com Cons 

20 
Complaint raised in 
science exhibition 

Parent Conf Cons Del Avd Ret Com Leg 

 *Conf-Confer, Del-Delegate, Cons-Consult, Ret-Retaliate, Avd- Avoid, Leg-legislate, Com-Comply 
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A copy of the Final Version of  ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for School 

Teachers’ (Malayalam and English Version) are given as Appendix A.1 and B.1 

respectively.  

Scoring Procedure 

  TKS for Teachers contains a series of 20 situations with seven response 

options corresponding to the seven PDSs. The respondents mark their level of 

agreement with each of the seven response options on a five point Likert type Scale 

that range from Strongly Disagree (SD) to Strongly Agree (SA). In order to obtain 

the preference of a teacher to adopt a particular PDS in dealing with a particular 

situation, the responses Strongly Disagree (SD) , Disagree (D) , Neutral (N), Agree 

(A), and Strongly Agree (SA) were scored as -2, -1,0,1 and 2 respectively. To obtain 

the category wise preference of a teacher to adopt a particular PDS irrespective of 

the situations, the sum of the response options corresponding to that particular 

strategy in respective categories were averaged.  

Reliability 

 Reliability of a test is its ability to yield consistent result from one set of 

measures to another. According to Best and Kahn (2006), “Reliability is the degree 

of consistency that instrument on procedure demonstrates; whatever it measures it 

does so consistently”. 

 The reliability of the present scale was established by Test-Retest method. At 

first, the scale was administered on a group of 30 teacher trainees and then repeated 

in the same group with an interval of two weeks. The scores obtained from the two 
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tests were correlated by using Pearson’s ‘r’ separately for the seven Problem 

Dealing Strategies viz. confer, delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate and 

comply. 

 The reliability coefficients obtained for each of the Problem Dealing 

Strategies are given as Table 5. 

Table 5 

Test- Retest Reliability coefficients of ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for School Teachers’ 

Problem Dealing Strategy Pearson Correlation (N=30) 

confer .54 

delegate .71 

consult .63 

retaliate .60 

avoid .67 

legislate .62 

comply .56 

 

 The reliability co-efficients found for each of the Problem Dealing Strategies 

suggests that ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ is reliable to measure the 

preference for the Problem Dealing Strategies among teachers. 

Validity 

 “Validity is the quality of a data gathering instrument or procedure that 

ensures to measure what is supposed to measure” (Best & Kahn, 2006). For the 

present study content and face validity of the tool are reported.  
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Content Validity 

 Content validity is the situation included in the test which is representative of 

the group of situation that the test is supposed to sample (Travers, 1964). It is a non 

statistical type of validity that involves “the systematic content to determine whether 

it covers a representative sample of behaviour domain to be measured” (Anastasi 

and Urbina, 1997). 

 The tool TKS for Teachers is constructed based on the stages put forward by 

Motowidlo et al. 1990. It evidently contains the performance related contextual 

situations in measuring the Tacit Knowledge of Teachers, since the critical incidents 

for the situations were developed after interview with experienced teachers. This 

process also ensured the inclusion of critical incidents under the four type of 

dealings viz. Dealing with Students, Dealing with Peers, Dealing with 

Administrators and Dealing with Parents coming under Dealing with Others. A 

panel of expert teachers was also asked to scrutinize the whole situations and their 

corresponding response options to authentify the tool constructed. These procedures 

have thus contributed to the establishment of content validity of the instrument. 

Face Validity 

 Face validity is the extent to which a test is subjectively viewed as covering 

the concept it purports to measure. It refers to the transparency or relevance of a test 

as it appears to test participants. 

 The Scale was constructed by keeping in view their face validity 

requirements from the initial stage itself. It was ensured by the investigator that each 
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of the critical incidents and their corresponding response options are effectively 

stated using clear and unambiguous language. Further during the development stage 

of the tool, it is provided to a group of experts to scrutiny. They have also ensured 

the meaningful conveyance of the situations involved. Thus the tool has face 

validity. 

Sample Selected for the Study 

 Selection of sample is an important aspect of any research. The sample for 

the present study is drawn from different categories of teachers viz. experienced 

teachers, expert teachers and novice teachers (teacher trainees).   

Sample selected for tool preparation 

 The sample selected for the preparation of the tool consists of 35 experienced 

teachers with minimum 10 years of experience drawn from 18 secondary schools of 

Kerala from four districts viz. Thrissur, Palakkad, Malappuram and Kozhikode. 

Sample selected for survey 

 The sample selected for survey comprises the categories viz. expert teachers 

and novice teachers.  

 The initial sample of expert teachers comprises of 70 secondary school 

teachers, selected on the basis of the nomination of school Head Masters, whom they 

refer to as experts in solving the day today issues in the social side of teaching. As 

there is a chance for difference in the attitudes of urban and rural population the 

investigator decided to give due weightage to locale of school. The existing schools 
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in Kerala fall into three broad categories as government, aided and private sectors. 

For the present study teachers only from government and aided schools were 

selected. 

 A total number of 500 teacher trainees constitute the initial sample of novice 

teachers. In selecting novice teachers, as the population belongs to teacher 

community, stratified sampling technique is used since it ensures representativeness 

and is applicable when the population is composed of subgroups or strata of 

different sizes. The strata viz. gender, locale of the institution, type of management 

and subject of specialization are considered.   

Data Collection Procedure, Scoring and Consolidation of Data 

 As the sample of the study for the survey constitutes two categories of 

teachers viz. Novice Teachers and Expert Teachers separate procedure was adopted 

for data collection. 

Procedure of Data Collection on Expert Teachers 

 After having an idea of the sample, the investigator made necessary 

arrangements with the selected schools and sought permission from the school 

authorities. The investigator met the Head Masters and explained the nature and 

confidentiality of the study and conducted informal interviews with them. In the 

interview they were asked to list out the names of teachers, whom they always found 

immensely helpful, in tackling the crucial problems of the schools, which arise from 

the social side of teaching. These teachers were selected as Expert teachers for the 
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purpose of the study. After providing necessary instruction, the tools were 

distributed among these Expert teachers and collected back after responding.  

Procedure of Data Collection on Novice Teachers 

 To avail novice teachers for the study six training colleges were selected and 

permission was sought from the Principals of these training colleges. They were 

made aware of the nature of the study and data collection especially the pre tests and 

post tests. Pre test was done in the beginning of their academic year and post test 

after their teaching practice, towards the end of the academic year. After providing 

necessary instruction, the tools were distributed among these Novice teachers and 

collected back after responding. 

 In the midst of the research period the duration of B Ed programme got 

extended from one year to two year. Hence the same test with same procedure was  

conducted in 120 Novices undergone two year B Ed programme selected from three 

training colleges, to check whether the two year B Ed programme make any 

difference in the preference for PDSs than one year novices.   

Scoring and Consolidation of Data 

The responses were scored according to the scoring scheme prepared. The 

incomplete data sheets were removed and this resulted in a final sample of 65 Expert 

Teachers from Secondary Schools, 374 Novice teachers (undergone one year B Ed 

programme) and 120 Novice teachers (undergone two year B Ed programme). The 

breakup of the final sample of Novice and Expert Teachers is given in Table 6. 
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Table 6 

Breakup of the Final Sample of Expert and Novice Teachers 

 Expert Novice 
Novice (undergone 

two year B.Ed.) 

Gender 
Male 32 95 86 

Female 33 279 34 

Locale 
Urban 28 120 67 

Rural 37 254 53 

Type of 
Management 

Govt 30 80 32 

Aided 35 116 38 

Private - 178 50 

Subject 
specialization 

Arts 35 198 72 

Science 30 176 48 

 

Statistical Techniques Used for Analysis 

          The score obtained by data collection from Expert and Novice teachers  were 

subjected to statistical treatment. The various statistical techniques used were given 

below. 

A. Two tailed test of significance of difference between means for large 

dependent samples 

B. Two tailed test of significance of difference between means for large 

independent samples 

A. Two-tailed test of significance of difference between  means for large 

dependent samples 

The two tailed test of significance of difference between  means for large 
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dependent samples  was used for  

� the paired comparison of the Problem Dealing Strategies  of  Expert teachers 

while  dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.   

� the paired comparison of the Problem Dealing Strategies  of  Novice teachers 

while  dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.   

� the comparison of  the scores of pretest and post test conducted in Novice 

teachers. 

      The critical value is calculated by the formula 
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Where,  M1= mean of the first group 

           M2= mean of the second group 

� 1  = standard deviation of the first group 

� 2  = standard deviation of the second group 

N1 = size of group 1 

N2 = size of group 2 

r = coefficient of correlation between the scores of matched pairs    

If the obtained critical ratio is greater than the required table value at 

0.05/0.01 levels of significance, the mean difference is considered to be significant. 
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B. Two-tailed test of significance of difference  between means for large 

independent samples 

 The two tailed test of significance of difference between means for large 

independent samples was used for the 

�  comparison of the PDSs of Expert teachers and Novice teachers undergone 

one year B Ed programme while dealing with students, peers, administrators 

and parents.  

�  the comparison of the PDSs of Expert teachers and Novice teachers 

undergone two year B Ed programme while dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.  

      The critical value is calculated by the formula 

                        t =								 ��	���
����	�
��

�
	�	

    (Garrett, 2007) 

     Where,  M1= mean of the first group 

           M2= mean of the second group 

� 1  = standard deviation of the first group, 

� 2  = standard deviation of the second group, 

N1 = size of group 1 

N2 = size of group 2 

If the obtained critical ratio is greater than the required table value at 

0.05/0.01 levels of significance, the mean difference is considered to be significant. 
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 Statistical analysis of the study so as to test the hypotheses stated and a 

discussion of the results are presented in this chapter. To have a clear picture of the 

study, hypotheses set up for the study are restated below.  

Hypotheses 

 The hypotheses of the present study are stated as follows: 

1. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Students, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

2. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Peers, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

3. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Administrators, in specific 

problem situations and problem situations in total. 

4. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Parents, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

5. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Students, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 
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6. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Peers, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

7. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Administrators, in specific 

problem situations and problem situations in total. 

8. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Parents, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

9. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs between Expert and Novice teachers. 

10.  There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. 

programme. 

11.  There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs between Expert teachers and Novice teachers undergone two year 

B.Ed. programme. 

The analysis of data and discussion of results are presented under the 

following sections. 

I. Comparison of Extent of Preference for the Problem Dealing Strategies 

among Expert teachers 

II.  Comparison of Extent of Preference for the Problem Dealing Strategies 

among Novice teachers 
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III.  Difference in the extent of preference for each of the Problem Dealing 

Strategies between Expert and Novice teachers 

IV.  Difference in the extent of preference for  the Problem Dealing Strategies of 

Novice teachers in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme 

V. Difference between Expert teachers and Novices undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme in the extent of preference for each of the Problem Dealing 

Strategies. 

I.    Comparison of Extent of Preference for the Problem Dealing Strategies 

among Expert Teachers  

 The Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers are studied, categorizing 

the problematic situations under a) Dealing with Students b) Dealing with Peers c) 

Dealing with Administrators and d) Dealing with Parents. 

a)  Dealing with Students 

 This section examines whether there exists significant difference in the 

extent of preferences of Expert teachers for the seven Problem Dealing Strategies 

while Dealing with Students. There are 10 situations under Dealing with Students 

viz. Stealing tendency of student (Situation 2), Drug mishap (Situation 4), 

Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with  student (Situation 6 ), Mocking habit of 

intelligent student  (Situation 8), Poverty stricken  student (Situation 10), Insult from 

students (Situation 11), Spontaneous verbal abuse from student (Situation 12), Too 

many questions from student (Situation 13), Sexual abuse at home (Situation 14) 

and  Defamation through watsapp messages (Situation 16).  
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 The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Students followed by the 

category wise analysis is given below. 

1. Strategies for dealing with Stealing tendency of student 

 Table 7 displays the mean, standard deviation (SD), co-efficient of 

correlation and t-value showing the significance of difference in the extent of  

preference among the Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling 

‘Stealing tendency of student’   (Situation 2). 

Table 7 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Stealing Tendency of Student’ 

PDS 
Mea
n 

SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS  

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 0.74 1.16 - -0.81 0.58 14.27** 12.96** 2.75** 9.98** 

Delegate 0.88 0.96 (.17) - 1.58 14.77* 16.73** 3.33** 11.11** 

Consult 0.63 0.91 (-.02) (.11) - 13.47* 15.3** 2.14* 9.27** 

Retaliate -1.28 0.76 (.36) (.08) (.08) - 2.2* -7.59** -2.54* 

Avoid -1.52 0.69 (-.1) (.04) (.01) (.23) - -10.34** -4.41** 

Legislate 0.18 1.26 (.11) (-.12) (-.17) (-.13) (.17) - 5.2** 

Comply -0.89 0.94 (.23) (.08) (-.03) (-.02) (.02) (-.11) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                     
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

 The mean scores in Table 7 reveals that in dealing ‘Stealing tendency of 

student’ Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘delegate’ (0.88), ‘confer’ 

(0.74), ‘consult’ (0.63) and ‘legislate’ (0.18) and tend to evade the strategies  ‘avoid’ 

(-1.52), ‘retaliate’ (-1.28) and ‘comply’ (-0.89). Expert teachers prefer the strategy 
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‘delegate’ (M=0.88, SD=0.96) significantly more than ‘legislate’ strategy (M=0.18, 

SD=1.26) [t=3.33, p<.01] and equally with the strategies ‘confer’ (M=0.74, 

SD=1.16) [t=-0.81, p>.05] and ‘consult’ (M=.63, SD=.91) [t=1.58, p>.05]. Moreover 

Expert teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.52, SD=0.69] significantly more 

than ‘comply’ (M=-0.89, SD=0.94) [t=-4.41, p<.01] and ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.28, 

SD=0.76) [t=2.2, p<.05]  

In dealing ‘Stealing tendency of student’, Expert teachers prefer  the 

strategies ‘delegate’, ‘confer’ and ‘consult’ almost equally; ‘legislate’ strategy is 

also preferred though to a significantly less extent  and tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 

2. Strategies for dealing with Drug mishap 

 Table 8 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation ‘Drug 

mishap’ (Situation 4).  
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Table 8 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Drug Mishap’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.22 0.62  - 1.41 3.72** 18.65** 21.46** -3.11** 9.29** 

Delegate 1.03 0.87 (.02) -  2.00* 16.40** 17.64** -3.50** 6.93** 

Consult 0.74 0.91 (.13) (.07) -  13.46** 15.62** -6.08** 5.26** 

Retaliate -1.15 0.67 (-.26) (.04) (-.02) -  3.27** -21.19** -5.18** 

Avoid -1.51 0.64 (-.31) (-.17) (-.10) (.11) -  -24.98** -6.92** 

Legislate 1.49 0.59 (.30) (-.03) (.16) (-.28) (-.24) -  9.77** 

Comply -0.32 1.26 (.13) (-.06) (-.10) (.22) (.06) (-.20)  - 

Note:   N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                     
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

In Table 8, mean scores reveal that in dealing the situation ‘Drug mishap’ 

Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in the order ‘legislate’ (1.49), ‘confer’ (1.22), 

‘delegate’ (1.03) and ‘consult’ (0.74) and tend to evade the strategies  ‘avoid’ (-1.51)  

‘retaliate’ (-1.15) and ‘comply’ (-0.32). Expert teachers’ preference for the strategy 

‘legislate’ (M=1.49, SD=0.59) is significantly more than ‘confer’ (M=1.22, 

SD=0.62) [t=-3.11, p<.01], ‘delegate’ (M=1.03, SD=0.87) [t=-3.5, p<.01] and 

‘consult’ (M=0.74, SD=0.91) [t=-6.08, p<.01]. They tend to evade the strategy 

‘avoid’ (M=-1.51, SD=0.64] significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-

1.15, SD=0.67) [t=3.27, p<.01] and ‘comply’ (M=-0.32, SD=1.26) [t= -6.92, p<.01]. 
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In dealing ‘Drug mishap’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the order 

‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; where ‘legislate’ is preferred 

significantly higher than others. At the same time they tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 

3. Strategies for dealing with Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student 

 Table 9 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of  preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation  

‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student’ (Situation 6). 

Table 9 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Misunderstanding Teacher’s Relation with Student’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.22 0.54  - 4.20** 5.44** 23.66** 18.83** -1.72 6.38** 

Delegate 0.60 0.93 (-.23) -  0.83 16.17** 13.29** -3.00** 2.00* 

Consult 0.48 0.95 (.01) (.20) -  13.08** 10.91** -4.10** 1.31 

Retaliate -1.48 0.56 (-.37) (.11) (-.21) -  -4.51** -20.84** -9.68** 

Avoid -1.18 0.63 (-.52) (.09) (-.16) (.63) -  -18.93** -8.01** 

Legislate 1.03 0.73 (.10) (.04) (.18) (-.12) (.05) -  4.18** 

Comply 0.23 1.21 (.16) (.03) (.03) (-.18) (-.11) (-.22)  - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                      
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

The mean scores in Table 9 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student’,  Expert teachers  prefer the 
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strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.22), ‘legislate’ (1.03), ‘delegate’(0.6), ‘consult’ 

(0.48) and ‘comply’ (0.23) and tend to avoid the strategies ‘retaliate’ (-1.48) and 

‘avoid’ (-1.18). Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’(M=1.22, SD=0.54) 

significantly more than the strategies   ‘delegate’ (M=0.6, SD=0.93) [ t=4.20, p<.01], 

‘consult’ (M=0.48, SD=0.95) [ t=5.44, p<.01] and ‘comply’ (M=0.23, SD=1.21) 

[t=6.38,  p<.01] but  equally with the strategy ‘legislate’ (M=1.03, SD= 0.73) [t=-

1.72, p>.05]. Moreover Expert teachers avoid the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.48, 

SD=0.56) significantly more than the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.18, SD=0.63) [t=-4.51, 

p<.01].  

In dealing with ‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student’, Expert 

teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘delegate’, ‘consult’ 

and ‘comply’; where ‘confer’ shows a significant difference from the rest of the 

preferred strategies except ‘legislate’. In the mean time they tend to evade the 

strategy ‘retaliate’ significantly more than ‘avoid’. 

4. Strategies for dealing with Mocking habit of intelligent student 

 Table 10 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

‘Mocking habit of intelligent student’  (Situation 8). 
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Table 10 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Mocking Habit of Intelligent Student’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.31 0.47  - 19.97** 4.92** 21.93** 9.73**   3.96** 25.91** 

Delegate -0.82 0.73 (.01)  - -18.23**   1.59 -3.30** -16.71** 4.65** 

Consult 0.88 0.55 (.03) (.33)  - 18.15** 7.14**     -0.18 21.42** 

Retaliate -0.98 0.62 (-.18) (.20) (.01) -  -4.95** -18.90** 4.48** 

Avoid -0.25 1.12 (-.18) (-.10) (-.05) (.14) -    -7.93** 7.74** 

Legislate 0.89 0.71 (.01) (.34) (.45) (.29) (.26)  - 17.74** 

Comply -1.40 0.61 (-.22) (-.15) (-.10) (.26) (.13) (-.25) -  

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                     
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

The mean scores in Table 10 show that in dealing the situation ‘Mocking 

habit of intelligent student’, Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in the order 

‘confer’ (1.31), ‘legislate’ (0.89) and ‘consult’ (0.88) and  tend to keep away from  

the strategies  ‘comply’   (-1.4), ‘retaliate’ (-0.98), ‘delegate’ (-0.82) and ‘avoid’  

(-0.25). The paired comparison of mean scores depicts that Expert teachers prefer 

the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.31, SD=0.47) significantly more than the strategies 

‘legislate’ (M=0.89, SD=0.71) [t=3.96, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.88, SD=0.55) 

[t=4.92, p<.01]. In addition Expert teachers tend to avoid  the strategy ‘comply’ 

(M=-1.4, SD=0.61) significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.98, 

SD=0.62) [t=4.48, p<.01], ‘delegate’ (M=-0.82, SD=0.73) [t=4.65, p<.01] and 

‘avoid’ (M=-0.25, SD=1.12) [t=7.74, p<.01].   
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While dealing ‘Mocking habit of intelligent student’, Expert teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’; where ‘confer’ exhibits 

a significant difference with the strategies ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’. They tend to 

evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘avoid’. 

5. Strategies for dealing with Poverty stricken student 

 Table 11 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation ‘Poverty 

stricken student’  (Situation 10). 

TABLE 11 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Poverty Stricken Student’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.18 0.58 - 12.11** 1.56 18.70** 18.92** 2.44* 1.10 

Delegate -0.46 0.94 (.02) - -10.36** 5.14** 5.79** -9.93** -11.20** 

Consult 1.03 0.75 (.31) (.07) - 16.59** 16.89** 0.31 -0.52 

Retaliate -1.14 0.68 (-.25) (.17) (-.08) - 1.10 -17.84** -16.78** 

Avoid -1.23 0.58 (-.57) (.06) (-.31) (.43) - -17.51** -19.31** 

Legislate 1.00 0.56 (.43) (-.21) (.30) (-.21) (-.63) - -1.00 

Comply 1.09 0.63 (.38) (.02) (.06) (-.33) (-.28) (.22) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                     
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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In Table 11 the mean scores reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Poverty 

stricken student’,  Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the order  ‘confer’ (1.18), 

‘comply’ (1.09), ‘consult’ (1.03) and ‘legislate’ (1.00) but tend to evade the 

strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.23), ‘retaliate’ (-1.13)  and ‘delegate’   (-0.46). The paired 

comparison of mean scores reveal that Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ 

(M=1.18, SD=0.58) significantly more than the strategy ‘legislate’ (M=1.00, 

SD=0.56) [t=2.44, p<.05] and equally with the strategies ‘comply’ (M=1.09, 

SD=0.63) [t=1.10, p>.05] and ‘consult’ (M=1.03, SD=0.75) [t=1.56, p>.05]. Expert 

teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.23, SD=0.58) significantly more than the 

strategy ‘delegate’ (M=-0.46, SD=0.94) [t=5.79, p<.01] but equally with the strategy 

‘retaliate’   (M=-1.14, SD=0.68) [t=1.10, p>.05]. 

In dealing with ‘Poverty stricken student’, Expert teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’; where ‘confer’ is 

preferred significantly higher than ‘legislate’ but equal with ‘comply’ and ‘consult’. 

Expert teachers try to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and 

‘delegate’; where they disfavour ‘avoid’ significantly higher than ‘delegate’ but 

equally with ‘retaliate’.  

6. Strategies for dealing with Insult from students 

 Table 12 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation ‘Insult 

from students’ (Situation 11). 



 

 

 

Analysis    100

Table 12 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Insult from Students’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 0.65 0.86 - 4.89** 4.57** 10.34** 3.13** 4.49* 1.20 

Delegate -0.14 1.12 (.16) - -1.26 4.75** -0.81 -0.24 -3.19** 

Consult 0.02 1.02 (.31) (.58) - 6.13** 0.00 0.64 -2.44* 

Retaliate -0.88 0.80 (-.03) (.18) (.19) - -4.86** -4.46** -9.65** 

Avoid 0.02 1.08 (-.40) (.04) (-.16) (-.22) - 0.55 -2.27* 

Legislate -0.09 1.06 (.05) (.00) (.16) (-.15) (.09) - -2.73** 

Comply 0.45 1.03 (-.01) (.06) (.04) (.29) (-.05) (-.16) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                     
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

The mean scores  in Table 12 reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Insult 

from students’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ (0.65), 

‘comply’ (0.45), ‘consult’ (0.02) and ‘avoid’ (0.02) and tend to keep away from the 

strategies ‘retaliate’ (-0.88), ‘delegate’ (-0.14) and ‘legislate’ (-0.09). The paired 

comparison of mean scores shows that their preference for the strategy ‘confer’ 

(M=0.65, SD=.86) is significantly more than the strategies ‘consult’ (M=0.02, 

SD=1.02) [t=4.57, p<.01] and ‘avoid’ (M=0.02, SD=1.08) [t=3.13, p<.01]   but equal 

with the strategy ‘comply’ (M=0.45, SD=1.03) [t=1.2, p>.05]. In addition Expert 

teachers avoid the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.88, SD=0.80) significantly more than 

the strategies ‘delegate’ (M=-0.14, SD=1.12) [t=4.75, p<.01] and ‘legislate’         

(M=-0.09, SD=1.06) [t=-4.46, p<.01]. 
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In dealing with ‘Insult from students’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in 

the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘avoid’; where the preference for ‘confer’ 

is significantly higher  than the strategies ‘consult’ and ‘avoid’ but equal with 

‘comply’. Expert teachers tend to avoid the strategies in the order ‘retaliate’, 

‘delegate’ and ‘legislate’. 

7. Strategies for dealing with Spontaneous verbal abuse from student 

 Table 13 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’ (Situation 12). 

Table 13 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Spontaneous Verbal Abuse from Student’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.22 0.48 - 10.92** 7.04** 22.64** 14.58** 2.84** 3.84** 

Delegate -0.48 1.08 (-.16) - -5.13** 5.44** 1.83 -9.93** -6.94** 

Consult 0.22 0.99 (-.10) (.45) - 10.59** 6.13** -6.22** -3.65** 

Retaliate -1.22 0.54 (-.41) (.22) (.09) - -4.59** -22.90** -16.13** 

Avoid -0.75 0.81 (-.38) (.19) (.01) (.33) - -13.74** -9.81** 

Legislate 0.98 0.48 (.08) (-.01) (.24) (-.13) (-.19) - 2.35* 

Comply 0.77 0.77 (-.08) (-.21) (.05) (-.12) (-.26) (.37) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                     
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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In Table 13 the mean scores depicts that in dealing with the situation 

‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’,  Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in 

the order ‘confer’ (1.22), ‘legislate’ (0.98), ‘comply’ (0.77) and ‘consult’ (0.22) and 

tend to disagree the strategies  ‘retaliate’ (-1.22), ‘avoid’ (-0.75),  and ‘delegate’      

(-0.48). The paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Expert teachers prefer 

the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.22, SD=0.48) significantly more than the strategies 

‘legislate’ (M=0.98, SD=0.48) [t=2.84, p<.01], ‘comply’ (M=0.77, SD=0.77) 

[t=3.84, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.22, SD=0.99) [t=7.04, p<.01]. However Expert 

teachers disagree with the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.22, SD=0.54) significantly more 

than the strategies ‘avoid’ (M=-0.75, SD=0.81) [t=-4.59, p<.01] and ‘delegate’  

(M=-0.48, SD=1.08) [ t=5.44, p<.01] 

In dealing with ‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’, Expert teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’; 

preferring ‘confer’ significantly higher than all the other preferred strategies. They 

tend to evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’, and 

‘delegate’. 

8. Strategies for dealing with Too many questions from a student 

 Table 14 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation ‘Too 

many questions from a student’ (Situation 13). 
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Table 14 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Too many Questions from a Student’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.05 0.60 - 14.13** 2.03* 9.13** 16.27** 7.88** 3.96** 

Delegate -0.71 0.84 (.07) - -10.69** -3.55** 0.91 -3.28** -8.35** 

Consult 0.83 0.70 (.13) (-.13) - 6.22** 13.71** 6.09** 2.51* 

Retaliate -0.18 1.01 (.17) (.19) (-.16) - 4.39** -0.09 -4.30** 

Avoid -0.85 0.78 (.09) (-.14) (.11) (.10) - -4.12** -8.20** 

Legislate -0.17 1.08 (-.01) (.07) (-.06) (.14) (.01) - -3.07** 

Comply 0.48 0.95 (-.07) (.19) (.08) (.21) (-.12) (-.39) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                     
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 
 

In Table 14 the mean scores reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Too 

many questions from a student’, Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in the order 

‘confer’ (1.05), ‘consult’ (0.83) and ‘comply’ (0.48) whereas they tend to evade the 

strategies  ‘avoid’ (-0.85), ‘delegate’ (-0.71), ‘retaliate’ (-0.18)  and ‘legislate’ (-

0.17). The paired comparison of mean scores depicts that they prefer the strategy 

‘confer’ (M=1.05, SD=0.6) significantly more than ‘comply’ (M=0.48, SD=0.95) 

[t=3.96, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.83, SD=0.7) [t=2.03, p<.05]. Besides Expert 

teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.85, SD=0.78) significantly more than the 

strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.18, SD=1.01) [t=4.39, p<.01] and ‘legislate’ (M=-0.17, 

SD=1.08) [t=-4.12, p<.01] but equally with the strategy ‘delegate’ (M=-0.71, 

SD=0.84) [t=0.91, p>.05]. 
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In dealing with ‘Too many questions from a student’, Expert teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘comply’; where ‘confer’ is 

preferred significantly higher than the rest. In the mean time they tend to evade the 

strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘delegate’, ‘retaliate’, and ‘legislate’; where the 

disapproval for  ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than ‘retaliate’ and ‘legislate’ but 

equal with ‘delegate’. 

9. Strategies for dealing with Sexual abuse at home 

 Table 15 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation ‘Sexual 

abuse at home’ (Situation 14). 

Table 15 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert teachers in dealing ‘Sexual Abuse at Home’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.20 0.67 - 3.37** 4.02** 14.05** 19.31** 7.17** 1.14 

Delegate 0.74 0.87 (-.02) - 1.03 10.34** 15.04** 4.70** -2.86** 

Consult 0.62 1.00 (.05) (.48) - 9.44** 12.49** 3.49** -3.55** 

Retaliate -0.78 0.91 (-.02) (.11) (.21) - 3.35** -4.42** -15.47** 

Avoid -1.12 0.70 (-.01) (.20) (.16) (.51) - -7.68** -20.44** 

Legislate 0.00 1.12 (-.08) (.21) (.10) (.02) (.22) - -7.36** 

Comply 1.11 0.56 (.44) (-.01) (.05) (.17) (.03) (.08) - 

Note:    Note:  N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                      
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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The mean scores in Table 15 shows that in dealing with the situation ‘Sexual 

abuse at home’, Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.20), 

‘comply’ (1.11),  ‘delegate’ (0.74) and  ‘consult’ (0.62) and  disfavour the strategies 

‘avoid’ (-1.12)  and  ‘retaliate’ (-0.78). The paired comparison of mean scores 

reveals that Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.20, SD=0.67) 

significantly more than the strategies ‘delegate’ (M=0.74, SD=0.87) [t=3.37, p<.01] 

and ‘consult’ (M=0.62, SD=1.00) [ t=4.02, p<.01]   but equally with the strategy 

‘comply’ (M=1.11, SD=0.56) [t=1.14, p>.05]. Moreover Expert teachers evade the 

strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.12, SD=0.7) significantly more than the strategy ‘retaliate’ 

(M=-0.78, SD=0.91) [t=3.35, p<.01].  

While dealing the situation ‘Sexual abuse at home’, Expert teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; where 

‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than  other preferred strategies except 

‘comply’.  Expert teachers tend to evade the strategies significantly in the order 

‘avoid’ and   ‘retaliate’. 

10. Strategies for dealing with Defamation through watsapp messages 

 Table 16 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

‘Defamation through watsapp messages’ (Situation 16). 
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Table 16 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Defamation through Watsapp Messages’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.18 0.56 - 6.65** 4.45** 12.96** 17.64** 3.29** 8.46** 

Delegate 0.28 0.02 (.13) - -3.20** 6.46** 8.54** -3.98** 2.29* 

Consult 0.62 0.86 (-.01) (.60) - 9.39** 12.16** -1.75 4.24** 

Retaliate -0.66 0.91 (-.19) (.27) (.23) - 3.01** -12.07** -2.63** 

Avoid -1.00 0.75 (-.15) (.10) (.12) (.41) - -13.98** -5.55** 

Legislate 0.86 0.73 (.26) (.12) (-.01) (.24) (-.06) - 6.42** 

Comply -0.20 1.12 (-.14) (-.22) (-.21) (.04) (.28) (.00) - 

Note:    Note:  N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                      
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

From Table 16 the mean scores reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Defamation through watsapp messages’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’ (1.18), ‘legislate’ (0.86), ‘consult’ (0.62), and ‘delegate’ (0.28) and 

tend to keep away from the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.00), ‘retaliate’ (-0.66) and 

‘comply’ (-0.2). The paired comparison of mean scores reveal that Expert teachers 

prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.18, SD=0.56) significantly more than the strategies 

‘legislate’ (M=0.86, SD=0.73) [t=3.29, p<.01], ‘consult’ (M=0.62, SD=0.86) [t=4.45, 

p<.01) and ‘delegate’ (M=0.28, SD=0.02) [t=6.65, p<.01]. In the mean time Expert 

teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.00, SD=0.75) significantly more than the 

strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.66, SD=0.91) [t=3.01, p<.01] and ‘comply’ (M=-0.2, 

SD=1.12) [t=-5.55, p<.01]. 
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While dealing the situation ‘Defamation through watsapp messages’, Expert 

teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, and 

‘delegate’; where ‘confer’ shows significantly higher preference than rest of the 

preferred strategies. Whereas Expert teachers tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Expert teachers in Dealing with 

Students  

 Table 17 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers in the whole 10 situations clubbed 

under Dealing with students. 

Table 17 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing with Students 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.10 0.71 - 19.05** 11.48** 47.24** 40.52** 10.65** 17.94** 

Delegate 0.09 1.14 (.01) - -10.02** 19.42** 16.53** -9.01** -0.57 

Consult 0.60 0.92 (.12) (.22) - 33.68** 28.85** -0.27 7.70** 

Retaliate -0.98 0.83 (-.04) (.02) (.07) - -0.83 -28.84** -19.93** 

Avoid -0.94 0.92 (-.21) (-.18) (-.10) (.23) - -27.63** -17.58** 

Legislate 0.62 1.03 (.18) (.06) (.11) (-.14) (-.08) - 7.29** 

Comply 0.13 1.22 (.07) (-.05) (-.06) (.09) (-.03) (-.14) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs                     
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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The mean scores in Table 17  reveal that in Dealing with Students, Expert 

teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.10), ‘legislate’ (0.62), ‘consult’ 

(0.60), ‘comply’ (0.13) and ‘delegate’ (0.09) and tend to evade the strategies 

‘retaliate’ (-0.98) and  ‘avoid’    (-0.94). The paired comparison of mean scores 

reveals that Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.10, SD=0.71) 

significantly more than the strategies ‘legislate’(M=0.62, SD=1.03) [t=10.65, p<.01], 

‘consult’ (M=.60, SD=0.92) [t=11.48, p<.01] , ‘comply’ (M=0.13, SD=1.22) 

[t=17.94, p<.01] and  ‘delegate’ (M=0.09, SD=1.14) [t=19.05, p<.01]. However 

Expert teachers tend to keep away from the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.98, SD=0.83) 

equally with the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.94, SD=0.92) [t=-0.83, p>.05]. 

In  Dealing with Students, Expert teachers’ preference for the strategy 

‘confer’ shows a significantly high difference from the rest of the preferred 

strategies ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and ‘delegate’ . At the same time they 

evade the strategies ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’ almost equally. 

To get a clear picture, visual representations of the preference for the PDSs 

of Expert teachers in specific and in total situations while dealing with students are 

given as Figure 6.   
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Figure 6. Graphical representation of the comparison of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with students.  

Discussion of Results  

 When we consider category wise dealing viz. Dealing with Students, Expert 

teachers  prefer to ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and ‘delegate’ and 

always tend to keep away from  ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’. 

 ‘Confer’ is generally selected as the most acceptable strategy indicating that 

when teachers have to cope up with student related problems, they consider the  best 

way is to engage in private discussion with the students, explaining the rationality of 

the teachers’ point of view. Formulating or following rules for actions (legislate) and 

asking others to work together for solving the problems (consult) are also considered 

as fairly acceptable strategies. 
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 It is found that in situations, where students seem helpless (as in ‘Poverty 

stricken Inattentive student’ and ‘Sexual abuse at home’), teachers show a tendency 

to ‘comply’; going for actions which actively excuse the behaviour of students. 

  ‘Delegate’, the strategy of passing over the responsibility to someone else, is 

considered as a preferred strategy only in serious and complicated situations like 

‘Stealing tendency of Student’, ‘Drug mishap’, ‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation 

with student’ and ‘Sexual abuse at home’. Here also the tendency to delegate is at its 

highest when they have to take decision related with ‘Sexual abuse at home’. 

 In all situations, Expert teachers express their disagreement with the 

strategies ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’, indicating physically or verbally punishing the 

students and avoiding or delaying the actions are not the fruitful strategies to solve 

student related problems.   

b) Dealing with Peers 

 This section examines whether there exist significant difference in the extent 

of preferences of Expert teachers for the Seven PDSs while Dealing with Peers. 

There are 5 situations listed under Dealing with Peers in the order Supervision of 

student teacher (Situation 3), Complaint from colleagues (Situation 5), Irresponsible 

colleague (Situation 17), Interfering in colleague’s decision (Situation 18) and 

Commanding nature of senior colleague (Situation 19).  

 The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Peers followed by category wise 

analysis is given below. 
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1. Strategies for dealing with Supervision of Student Teacher 

Table 18 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

Supervision of student teacher (Situation 3). 

Table 18 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Supervision of Student Teacher’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.02 0.74 -  8.90** 9.62** 18.87** 17.44** 4.01** 11.53** 

Delegate -0.57 1.07 (-.23) -  -0.91 4.18** 4.95** -3.86** 0.74 

Consult -0.42 0.97 (.03) (.12) -  5.98** 7.76** -2.99** 1.77 

Retaliate -1.17 0.63 (.07) (.16) (.24) -  2.50* -7.87** -3.10** 

Avoid -1.40 0.72 (-.16) (-.10) (.30) (.40) -  -9.64** -4.94** 

Legislate 0.23 1.26 (-.19) (-.02) (-.22) (-.05) (.14)  - 4.76** 

Comply -0.72 1.01 (.06) (-.31) (-.01) (.05) (.22) (.00)  - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

Mean scores in Table 18 shows that while dealing with the situation 

‘Supervision of student teacher’, Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in the order 

‘confer’ (1.02) and ‘legislate’ (0.23) and tend to disfavour the strategies  ‘avoid’        

(-1.4), ‘retaliate’ (-1.17) ‘comply’ (-0.72), ‘delegate’ (-0.57) and ‘consult’( -0.42). 

Their preference for the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.02, SD=0.74) is significantly more 
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than ‘legislate’ strategy (M=0.23, SD=1.26) [t=4.01, p<.01]. Besides Expert teachers 

disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.4, SD=0.72) significantly more than the 

strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.17, SD=0.63) [t=2.50, p<.05], ‘consult’ (M=-0.42, 

SD=0.97) [t=7.76, p<.01], ‘delegate’(M=-0.57, SD=1.07) [t=4.95, p<.01] and  

‘comply’ (M=-0.72,SD=1.01) [ t=-4.94, p<.01].  

In dealing with ‘Supervision of student teacher’, Expert teachers prefer the 

strategies ‘confer’ and ‘legislate’, favoring ‘confer’ significantly higher than 

‘legislate’. They tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, 

‘comply’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’. Disagreement with the strategy ‘avoid’ is 

significantly higher than the other non-preferred strategies.  

2. Strategies for dealing with Complaint from colleagues 

Table 19 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

‘Complaint from colleagues’ (Situation 5). 
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Table 19 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Complaint from Colleagues’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 0.86 0.81  - -4.20** 0.11 12.76** 9.92** -0.56 7.28** 

Delegate 1.32 0.73 (.34) -  4.26** 14.68** 12.57** 2.93** 11.52** 

Consult 0.85 0.71 (-.04) (.22)  - 13.18** 10.23** -0.57 8.70** 

Retaliate -0.80 0.85 (.20) (-.08) (.18)  - -0.84 -13.01** -1.56 

Avoid -0.69 1.00 (.03) (-.10) (.02) (.39)  - -10.78** -0.91 

Legislate 0.92 0.82 (.41) (-.01) (.01) (.18) (.13) -  8.29** 

Comply -0.51 1.06 (-.30) (.01) (.04) (-.23) (-.25) (-.08) -  

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

In Table 19, the mean scores reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Complaint from colleagues’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the order 

‘delegate’ (1.32), ‘legislate’ (0.92), ‘confer’ (0.86) and  ‘consult’ (0.85) and tend to 

evade the strategies  ‘retaliate’ (-0.80), ‘avoid’ (-0.69) and ‘comply’ (-0.51). The 

paired comparison of mean scores reveal that Expert teachers prefer the strategy 

‘delegate’ (M=1.32, SD=0.73) significantly more than the strategies ‘legislate’ 

(M=0.92, SD=0.82) [t=2.93, p<.01], ‘confer’ (M=0.86, SD=0.81) [t=-4.2, p<.01], 

and ‘consult’ (M=0.85, SD=0.71) [t=4.26, p<.01]. However Expert teachers disagree 

with the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.8, SD=0.85) equally with the strategies ‘avoid’ 

(M=-0.69, SD=1) [t=-0.84, p>.05] and ‘comply’(M=0.51, SD=1.06) [t=-1.56, p>.05]. 
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In dealing with ‘Complaint from colleagues’ , Expert teachers prefer the 

strategies ‘delegate’, ‘legislate’, ‘confer’ and ‘consult’; opting ‘delegate’ 

significantly higher  than the rest. They tend to evade the strategies in the order 

‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘comply’ almost equally. 

3. Strategies for dealing with Irresponsible colleague 

 Table 20 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

‘Irresponsible colleague’ (Situation 17). 

Table 20 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Irresponsible Colleague’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 0.98 0.70 - 6.55** 4.66** 14.17** 19.66** -0.60 10.56** 

Delegate 0.06 1.04 (.20) - -1.41 5.57** 8.12** -6.39** 3.86** 

Consult 0.29 1.03 (.07) (.19) - 7.80** 9.57** -5.13** 5.32** 

Retaliate -0.91 0.86 (.06) (-.08) (.15) - 1.66 -14.39** -2.00* 

Avoid -1.08 0.59 (.15) (.13) (.06) (.41) - -17.01** -4.16** 

Legislate 1.06 0.70 (-.09) (-.01) (.06) (.02) (-.21) - 9.91** 

Comply -0.58 0.97 (-.01) (.10) (.11) (-.01) (.33) (-.27) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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 The mean scores in Table 20 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Irresponsible colleague’, Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in the order 

‘legislate’ (1.06), ‘confer’ (0.98), ‘consult’ (0.29) and ‘delegate’ (0.06) and tend to 

keep away from  the strategies  ‘avoid’ (-1.08), ‘retaliate’ (-0.91) and ‘comply’        

(-0.58). The paired comparison of mean scores reveals that their preference for the 

strategy ‘legislate’ (M=1.06, SD= 0.70) is significantly higher than ‘consult’ 

(M=0.29, SD=1.03) [t=-5.13, p<.01] and ‘delegate’ (M=0.06, SD=1.04) [t=-6.39, 

p<.01] but equal with ‘confer’ (M=0.98, SD=0.7) [t=-0.6, p>.05]. However Expert 

teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.08, SD=0.59) significantly more than 

‘comply’ (M=-0.58, SD=0.97) [t=-4.16, p<.01] and equally with ‘retaliate’         

(M=-0.91, SD=0.86) [t=1.66, p>.05].  

In dealing with ‘Irresponsible colleague’, ‘legislate’ is preferred significantly 

more than the strategies ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’ but equally with ‘confer’. Their 

disagreement with ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than ‘comply’, but equal with 

‘retaliate’. 

4. Strategies for dealing Interfering in colleague’s decision 

 Table 21 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

‘Interfering in colleague’s decision’ (Situation 18). 
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Table 21 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Interfering in Colleague’s Decision’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.02 0.41 - 7.24** 5.45** 11.89** 16.69** 9.86** 12.33** 

Delegate 0.11 0.95 (.08) - -1.61 3.83** 6.79** 3.01** 3.80** 

Consult 0.34 0.92 (.03) (.24) - 5.01** 8.36** 4.45** 5.44** 

Retaliate -0.51 0.95 (.02) (.08) (-.05) - 3.65** -0.78 -0.12 

Avoid -0.95 0.69 (-.44) (-.15) (-.17) (.32) - -4.69** -4.29** 

Legislate -0.40 1.00 (-.21) (.03) (.03) (.34) (.41) - 0.70 

Comply -0.49 0.83 (-.16) (-.01) (.02) (.33) (.37) (.32) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

The mean scores in Table 21 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Interfering in colleague’s decision’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’ (1.02), ‘consult’ (0.34) and ‘delegate’ (0.11) and tend to keep away 

from the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.95), ‘retaliate’ (-0.51), ‘comply’ (-0.49) and 

‘legislate’ (-0.4). The paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Expert teachers 

prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.02, SD=0.41) significantly more than ‘consult’ 

(M=0.34, SD=0.92) [t=5.45, p<.01] and ‘delegate’ (M=0.11, SD=.95) [t=7.24, 

p<.01].  Moreover Expert teachers disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.95, 

SD=0.69) significantly more than ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.51, SD=0.95) [t=3.65, p<.01], 

‘comply’ (M=-0.49, SD=0.83) [t=-4.29, p<.01] and ‘legislate’ (M=-0.40, SD=1.00)              

[t=-4.69, p<.01]. 

Expert teachers’ preference for the PDSs in ‘Interfering in colleague’s 

decision’ is in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’,  ‘confer’ being preferred 
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significantly higher than the rest. At the same time they tend to evade the strategy 

‘avoid’ significantly more than ‘retaliate’, ‘comply’ and ‘legislate’. 

5. Strategies for dealing with Commanding nature of senior colleague 

 Table 22 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’ (Situation 19). 

Table 22 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Commanding Nature of Senior Colleague’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.05 0.45 - 5.34** 1.34 13.34** 16.03** 8.54** 15.39** 

Delegate 0.40 0.93 (.14) - -4.35** 7.02** 7.88** 4.05** 6.31** 

Consult 0.92 0.74 (.30) (.34) - 12.79** 12.64** 8.00** 11.02** 

Retaliate -0.62 0.82 (-.18) (.12) (.23) - 1.72 -2.75** 0.66 

Avoid -0.83 0.67 (-.39) (-.21) (-.26) (.11) - -3.92** -1.11 

Legislate -0.23 1.00 (-.29) (.15) (.13) (.24) (-.06) - 3.14** 

Comply -0.71 0.80 (.01) (-.33) (-.20) (.04) (.28) (.09) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

The mean scores in Table 22 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’, Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in 

the order ‘confer’ (1.05), ‘consult’ (0.92) and ‘delegate’ (0.40) and tend to keep 
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away from the strategies  ‘avoid’ (-0.83), ‘comply’ (-0.71),  ‘retaliate’ (-0.62) and 

‘legislate’ (-0.23). Further paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Expert 

teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.05, SD=0.45) significantly more than 

‘delegate’ (M=0.4, SD=0.93) [t=5.34, p<.01] but equally with ‘consult’ (M=.92, 

SD=0.74) [t=1.34, p>.05]. In addition Expert teachers disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’ 

(M=-0.83, SD=0.67) significantly more than the ‘legislate’ (M=-0.23, SD=1.00)   

[t=-3.92, p<.01] but almost equally with ‘comply’ (M=-0.71, SD=0.80)                 

[t=-1.11, p>.05] and ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.62, SD=0.82) [t=1.72, p>.05]. 

In dealing with ‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’, Expert teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’;  preferring 

‘confer’ significantly higher than ‘delegate’ but equal with ‘consult’. Further they 

tend to disagree with the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’ and 

‘legislate’ where the disagreement with ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than 

‘legislate’ but almost equal with ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’. 

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Expert Teachers in Dealing with 

Peers 

 Table 23 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the five situations 

coming under Dealing with Peers. 
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Table 23 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing with Peers 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 0.98 0.64 - 10.10** 9.06** 30.91** 33.42** 8.93** 24.11** 

Delegate 0.26 1.13 (.03) - -2.00* 14.18** 17.19** -0.63 10.34** 

Consult 0.40 1.00 (.03) (.38) - 18.32** 21.30** 0.95 13.29** 

Retaliate -0.80 0.86 (.06) (.09) (.20) - 3.67** -14.54** -2.85** 

Avoid -0.99 0.78 (-.11) (.09) (.15) (.35) - -17.91** -6.15** 

Legislate 0.32 1.13 (-.08) (.11) (-.01) (.05) (.09) - 11.42** 

Comply -0.60 0.94 (-.10) (-.06) (.02) (.04) (.14) (.03) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

 The mean scores in Table 23 reveal that in dealing with the five situations  

coming under the category Dealing with Peers, Expert teachers prefer the strategies 

in the order ‘confer’ (0.98), ‘consult’ (0.40), ‘legislate’(0.32) and ‘delegate’ (0.26) 

and tend to evade the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.99), ‘retaliate’ (-0.80) and ‘comply’ (-

0.60). The paired comparison of mean scores further reveals that Expert teachers 

prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=0.98, SD=0.64) significantly more than the strategies 

‘consult’ (M=0.4, SD=1.00) [t=9.06, p<.01], ‘legislate’ (M=0.32, SD=1.13) [t=8.93, 

p<.01], and ‘delegate’ (M=0.26, SD=1.13) [t=10.10, p<.01]. In addition Expert 

teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.99, SD=0.78) significantly more than the 

strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.80, SD=.86) [t=3.67, p<.01] and ‘comply’ (M=-0.60, 

SD=0.94) [t=-6.15, p<.01].  
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In Dealing with Peers, Expert teachers give highest preference for the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’, ‘legislate’ and ‘delegate’ whereas the 

preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher than the rest of the 

preferred strategies. At the same time they tend to evade the strategies significantly 

in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 

To get a clear picture, visual representations of the preference for the PDSs 

of Expert teachers in specific and in total situations while dealing with peers are 

given as Figure 7.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Analysis    122

  

  

  
 

Figure 7. Graphical representation of the comparison of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with peers.  

Discussion of Results  

 When we consider category wise dealing viz. Dealing with Peers, Expert 

teachers  prefer  to ‘confer’, ‘consult’, ‘legislate’ and ‘delegate’ and always tend to 

keep away from  ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 
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 Here   Expert teachers mostly opt to ‘confer’, to engage in private discussion 

with them and explaining the rationality of their point of view. Asking others to 

work together for solving the problems (consult) and formulating or following rules 

for actions (legislate) are also considered as fairly acceptable strategies. ‘Delegate’, 

the strategy of passing over the responsibility to someone else, is considered as a 

preferred strategy at its highest in ‘Complaint from colleagues’,  possibly because of 

the direct and open nature of the situation. Otherwise it is not a much preferred 

strategy while Dealing with Peers. 

 It also reveals that in all the situations coming under Dealing with Peers, 

Expert teachers shows a reluctance to comply, indicating an unwillingness to 

condone the behaviours of their peers. They are also totally against physical or 

verbal reactions (retaliate) and avoiding or delaying the actions (avoid). 

c)  Dealing with Administrators 

 The main thrust of this section is to examine whether there exist significant 

difference in the extent of preferences of Expert teachers for the Seven PDSs while 

Dealing with Administrators. There are 2 situations under Dealing with 

Administrators viz. Principal’s grudge towards the teacher (Situation 7) and Division 

fall problem (Situation 9).   

 The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Administrators followed by 

category wise   analysis is given below. 
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1. Strategies for dealing with Principal’s grudge towards the teacher 

 Table 24 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

Principal’s grudge towards the teacher (Situation 7). 

Table 24 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Principal’s Grudge towards the Teacher’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.31 0.50   5.75** 5.82** 12.45** 14.59** 3.91** 18.16** 

Delegate 0.57 0.90 (-.01)  - -2.00* 9.15** 8.15** -2.90** 8.02** 

Consult 0.85 0.69 (.46) (.02) -  9.64** 10.25** -0.56 11.70** 

Retaliate -0.71 1.01 (-.43) (.31) (-.14) -  -1.26 -10.35** 1.35 

Avoid -0.55 0.83 (-.15) (.18) (-.04) (.44) -  -9.52** 2.51* 

Legislate 0.91 0.80 (.27) (.40) (.31) (.05) (-.15) -  10.97** 

Comply -0.95 0.87 (.00) (-.49) (-.25) (-.21) (-.14) (-.33) -  

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

The mean scores in Table 24 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Principal’s grudge towards the teacher’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’ (1.31), ‘legislate’ (.91), ‘consult’ (0.85) and ‘delegate’ (0.57) and tend 

to evade the strategies  ‘comply’ (-0.95), ‘retaliate’ (-0.71) and ‘avoid’ (-0.55). The 
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paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Expert teachers prefer the strategy 

‘confer’ (M=1.31, SD= 0.5) significantly more than the strategies ‘legislate’ 

(M=0.91, SD=0.8) [t=3.91, p<.01], ‘consult’ (M=.85, SD=.69) [ t=5.82, p<.01], and 

‘delegate’ (M=.57, SD=0.9)[ t=5.75, p<.01]. Moreover Expert teachers disfavour the 

strategy ‘comply’ (M=-0.95, SD=0.87) significantly higher than ‘avoid’ (M=-0.55, 

SD=0.83) [ t=2.51, p<.05] but equally with ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.71, SD=1.01) [t=1.35, 

p>.05]. 

In dealing ‘Principal’s grudge towards the teacher’, Expert teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’; where 

‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than the rest.  Along with they tend to 

evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’; where the 

disagreement with the strategy ‘comply’ is significantly higher than ‘avoid’ but 

identical with ‘retaliate’. 

2. Strategies for dealing with Division fall problem 

 Table 25 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation ‘Division 

fall problem’ (Situation 9). 
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Table 25 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert teachers in Dealing ‘Division Fall Problem’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.06 0.70  - 0.97 0.39 8.70** 20.25** -3.36** 14.30** 

Delegate 0.94 0.90 (.20) -  -0.68 7.40** 16.66** -3.80** 11.98** 

Consult 1.03 0.73 (.61) (.10) -  8.61** 18.83** -3.79** 13.17** 

Retaliate -0.31 1.13 (.10) (.12) (.14)  - 6.93** -11.26** 3.65** 

Avoid -1.37 0.52 (-.24) (-.18) (-.34) (.02)  - -22.86** -4.59** 

Legislate 1.35 0.60 (.43) (.36) (.48) (.16) (-.48)  - 16.73** 

Comply -0.97 0.77 (-.21) (-.18) (-.34) (-.15) (.46) (-.33) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

The mean scores in Table 25 reveal that in dealing with ‘Division fall 

problem’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘legislate’ (1.36), ‘confer’ 

(1.06) ‘consult’ (1.04) and ‘delegate’ (0.94) and tend to ‘avoid’ the strategies ‘avoid’ 

(-1.37), ‘comply’ (-0.97) and ‘retaliate’ (-0.31). The paired comparison of mean 

scores reveals that Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘legislate’ (M=1.36, SD=0.60) 

significantly more than the strategies ‘confer’ (M=1.06, SD=0.70)  [t=-3.36, p<.01], 

‘consult’  (M=1.04, SD=0.73) [t=-3.79, p<.01] and ‘delegate’(M=0.94, SD=0.9)   

[t=-3.80, p<.01]. Further Expert teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.37, 

SD=0.52) significantly more than the strategies ‘comply’ ( M=-0.97, SD=0.77)      

[t=-4.59, p<.01] and ‘retaliate’ (M=0.31, SD=1.13) [t=6.93, p<.01].   
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In dealing ‘Division fall problem’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’ where ‘legislate’ is preferred 

significantly higher than the other preferred strategies. In mean time they tend to 

evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’. 

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Expert teachers in Dealing with 

Administrators 

 Table 26 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the two situations 

coming under Dealing with Administrators. 

Table 26 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing with Administrators 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.18 0.62 - 4.59** 4.18** 14.59** 23.64** 0.73 22.68** 

Delegate 0.75 0.92 (.07) - -1.89 11.58** 15.54** -4.73** 13.76** 

Consult 0.94 0.71 (.50) (.08) - 12.92** 18.46** -2.75** 17.59** 

Retaliate -0.51 1.09 (-.14) (.24) (.04) - 4.07** -15.31** 3.51** 

Avoid -0.96 0.80 (-.05) (-.07) (-.20) (.12) - -18.75** 0.00 

Legislate 1.13 0.74 (.25) (.41) (.40) (.15) (-.36) - 18.84** 

Comply -0.96 0.82 (-.11) (-.34) (-.29) (-.18) (.07) (-.32) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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 The mean scores in Table 26 reveal that in dealing with the situations  

coming under the category Dealing with Administrators, Expert teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.18),  ‘legislate’ (1.13), ‘consult’ (0.94),  and 

‘delegate’ (0.75) and tend to disagree with the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.96), ‘comply’    

(-0.96) and ‘retaliate’  (-0.51). The paired comparison of mean scores further reveals 

that Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.18, SD=0.62) significantly 

more than the strategies ‘consult’(M=0.94, SD=0.71) [t=4.18, p<.01] and 

‘delegate’(M=0.75, SD=0.92) [t=4.59, p<.01],  and equally with the strategy  

‘legislate’ (M=1.13, SD= 0.74) [ t=0.73, p>.05]. In addition Expert teachers keep 

away from the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.96, SD=0.80) significantly more than the 

strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.51, SD=1.09) [t=4.07, p<.01] and equally with the strategy 

‘comply’   (M=-0.96, SD=0.82) [t=0, p>.05]. 

 While dealing with administrators, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’; preferring ‘confer’  significantly 

higher than the other preferred strategies except ‘legislate’.  Along with, they tend to 

evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’; where the 

disagreement with the strategy ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than ‘retaliate’ but 

almost equal with ‘comply’. 

To get a clear picture, visual representations of the preference for the PDSs 

of Expert teachers in specific and in total situations while dealing with 

administrators are given below as Figure 8. 
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Figure 8. Graphical representation of the comparison of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with administrators.  
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Discussion of Results  

 When we consider the category viz. Dealing with Administrators, Expert 

teachers  prefer  to ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, and ‘delegate’ and always tend to 

keep away from  ‘avoid’, ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’. 

 ‘Confer’ and ’legislate’ are selected as highly acceptable strategies; 

indicating that when teachers have to cope up with problems related with 

administrators, they consider  to engage in private discussion with  them, explaining 

the rationality of the their view and  formulating or following rules for actions.  

Asking others to work together for solving the problems (consult) and passing over 

the responsibility to someone else (delegate) are also considered as fairly acceptable 

strategies. 

 In all situations, Expert teachers express their disagreement with the 

strategies ‘avoid’, ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’ indicating, physically or verbally 

reacting, condoning the authority behavior or actions and avoiding or delaying the 

actions cannot be considered as the right strategies to deal with administrators.   

d) Dealing with Parents 

 This section examines whether there exists significant difference in the 

extent of preferences of Expert teachers for the Seven Problem Dealing Strategies to 

deal with. There are three situations under Dealing with Students viz. Complaint 

from Parent in PTA Meeting (Situation 1), Parent demanding higher grade (Situation 

15) and Complaint raised in Science exhibition (Situation 20).  
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 The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Parents followed by category 

wise analysis is given below. 

1. Strategies for dealing with Complaint from parent in PTA meeting  

 Table 27 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

Complaint from parent in PTA meeting (Situation 1). 

Table 27 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Complaint from Parent in PTA Meeting’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.09 .91 - 12.25** 3.88** 12.84** 17.44** 10.17** 0.00 

Delegate -.85 .96 (.07) - -7.24** 1.6 4.14** -0.09 -10.50** 

Consult .35 1.15 (-.09) (.21) - 8.31** 12.08** 6.71** -3.83** 

Retaliate -1.14 .93 (-.15) (-.22) (.05) - 2.66** -2.34* -11.93** 

Avoid -1.45 .61 (-.15) (-.07) (.18) (.27) - -4.7** -17.44** 

Legislate -.83 1.04 (-.21) (.05) (.16) (.43) (.27) - -10.17** 

Comply 1.09 1.01 (-.06) (-.14) (-.03) (-.20) (.02) (-.10) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

 In Table 27 the mean scores reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Complaint from parent in PTA meeting’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’(1.09),’comply’ (1.09), and ‘consult’  (0.35) and tend to disagree with 

the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.45), ‘retaliate’(-1.14), ‘delegate’ (-0.85) and  ‘legislate’     
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(-0.83). The paired comparison of mean scores shows that Expert teachers prefer the 

strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.09, SD= 0.91) significantly more than ‘consult’ strategy 

(M=0.35, SD=1.15) [t=3.88, p<.01]. Their preference for the strategy ‘comply’ 

(M=1.09, SD= 1.01) is also significantly higher than their preference for the strategy 

‘consult’ (M=0.35, SD=0.91) [t=-3.83, p<.01]. However Expert teachers disfavour 

the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.45, SD=0.61) significantly more than the strategies 

‘retaliate’ (M=-1.14, SD=0.93) [t=-2.66, p<.01], ‘delegate’ (M=-0.85, SD=0.96)                        

[ t=4.14, p<.01] and ‘legislate’ (M=-.83, SD=1.04) [ t=-4.7, p<.01]. 

In dealing with ‘Complaint from parent in PTA meeting’, Expert teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’ ; where the 

preference for the strategies ‘confer’ and ‘comply’ is significantly higher than 

‘consult’. They tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, 

‘delegate’ and ‘legislate’ where the disagreement for the strategy ‘avoid’ is 

significantly higher than the rest. 

2.  Strategies for dealing with Parent demanding higher grade 

 Table 28 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation Parent 

demanding higher grade (Situation 15). 
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Table 28 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Parent Demanding Higher Grade’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.32 0.50 - 18.46** 7.86** 17.87** 16.10** 2.00* 3.74** 

Delegate -0.77 0.79 (.05) - -6.82** 2.15* 0.45 -14.36** -15.31** 

Consult 0.20 0.97 (-.13) (.16) - 9.10** 6.93** -6.53** -6.36** 

Retaliate -1.05 0.74 (-.46) (.07) (.19) - -2.50* -15.27** -16.73** 

Avoid -0.83 0.84 (-.24) (.08) (.13) (.62) - -13.27** -14.17** 

Legislate 1.15 0.64 (.28) (-.13) (-.03) (-.41) (-.31) - 0.96 

Comply 1.08 0.48 (.42) (-.13) (-.07) (-.39) (-.31) (.37) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

The mean scores in Table 28 reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Parent 

demanding higher grade’, Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ 

(1.32), ‘legislate’ (1.15), ‘comply’ (1.08) and ‘consult’ (0.2) and tend to disfavour 

the strategies ‘retaliate’ (-1.05), ‘avoid’ (-0.83) and ‘delegate’ (-0.77). The paired 

comparison of mean scores reveals that Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ 

(M=1.32, SD=0.5) significantly more than ‘comply’ (M=1.08, SD=0.48)         

[t=3.74, p<.01], ‘consult’ strategy (M=0.2, SD=0.97) [ t=7.86, p<.01] and  ‘legislate’ 

(M=1.15, SD=0.64) [t=2.00, p<.05]. Moreover Expert teachers evade the strategy 

‘retaliate’ (M=-1.05, SD=0.74) significantly more than ‘avoid’ (M=-.83, SD=0.84) 

[t=2.5, p<.05] and ‘delegate’ (M=-0.77, SD=0.79) [t=2.15, p<.05]. 

In dealing ‘Parent demanding higher grade’, Expert teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’ where ‘confer’ is 
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preferred significantly higher than other preferred strategies. They tend to evade the 

strategies in the order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’; where the disagreement for 

the strategy ‘retaliate’ is significantly high than ‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’. 

3. Strategies for dealing with Complaint raised in science exhibition 

 Table 29 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situation 

Complaint raised in science exhibition (Situation 20). 

Table 29 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Complaint Raised in Science Exhibition’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.23 0.46 - 8.43** 4.77** 17.24** 21.55** 3.17** 4.32** 

Delegate 0.03 1.03 (-.05) - -5.74** 5.83** 8.97** -5.27** -4.96** 

Consult 0.88 0.63 (.43) (.03) - 12.80** 17.20** -0.60 0.48 

Retaliate -0.77 0.70 (-.26) (.23) (-.22) - 4.10** -11.52** -12.20** 

Avoid -1.17 0.55 (-.59) (.18) (-.34) (.23) - -16.46** -16.38** 

Legislate 0.94 0.79 (.39) (-.15) (.33) (-.29) (-.17) - 0.88 

Comply 0.83 0.67 (.18) (-.13) (.28) (-.18) (-.29) (.10) - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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The mean scores in Table 29 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Complaint raised in science exhibition’, Expert teachers  prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’ (1.23), ‘legislate’ (0.94), ‘consult’ (0.88), ‘comply’ (0.83) and 

‘delegate’(0.03) and tend to keep away from the strategies  ‘avoid’ (-1.17), and 

‘retaliate’ (-0.77). The paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Expert 

teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.23, SD=0.46) significantly higher than the  

strategies ‘legislate’ (M=0.94,  SD=0.79) [t=3.17, p<.01], ‘consult’ (M=0.88,        

SD=0.63) [t=4.77, p<.01], ‘comply’(M=0.83, SD= 0.67) [t=4.32, p<.01]  and 

‘delegate’(M=0.03, SD=1.03) [t=8.43, p<.01]. However Expert teachers disfavour 

the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.17, SD=0.55) significantly more than the strategy 

‘retaliate’ (M=-0.77, SD=0.7) [t=4.1, p<.01].  

In dealing with ‘Complaint raised in science exhibition’, Expert teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and 

‘delegate’ and the preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher  than 

the other preferred strategies. They tend to evade the strategies significantly in the 

order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’. 

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Expert teachers in Dealing with 

Parents 

 Table 30 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers while handling the situations coming 

under Dealing with Parents. 
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Table 30 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Expert Teachers in Dealing with Parents 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.22 0.66 - 2.59** 8.62** 26.58** 31.06** 8.38** 3.08** 

Delegate -0.53 1.01 .04 - -11.42** 5.14** 7.19** -8.82** -15.61** 

Consult 0.48 0.98 -.02 .24 - 16.80** 18.91** 0.54 -5.83** 

Retaliate -0.98 0.81 -.23 .08 .09 - 2.65** -14.11** -22.33** 

Avoid -1.15 0.72 -.18 .05 .03 .37 - -17.01** -26.94** 

Legislate 0.42 1.22 .11 .10 .14 .11 .20 - -5.54** 

Comply 1.00 0.76 .06 -.18 -.02 -.25 -.13 -.03 - 

Note:    N=65, df =64 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

 The mean scores in Table 30 reveal that in dealing with the three situations  

coming under the category Dealing with Parents, Expert teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.22), ‘comply’ (1.00) ‘consult’(0.48) and  ‘legislate’ 

(0.42) and tend to ‘avoid’ the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.15), ‘retaliate’ (-0.98) and 

‘delegate’ (-0.53). The   paired comparison of mean scores further reveals that 

Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=0.98, SD=0.64) significantly higher 

than the strategies ‘comply’ (M=1.00,SD=0.76) [t=3.08, p<.01],  ‘consult’ (M=0.48, 

SD=0.98) [t=8.62, p<.01] and ‘legislate’ (M=0.42, SD=1.22) [t=8.38, p<.01].  In 

addition Expert teachers disagree with the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.15, SD=0.72) 

significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.98, SD=.81) [t=2.65, p<.01] 

and ‘delegate’   (M=-0.53, SD=1.01) [t=7.19, p<.01]. 

In Dealing with Parents, Expert teachers give highest preference for the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ where the 
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preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher  than the other preferred 

strategies. They tend to evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, 

‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’. 

To get a clear picture, visual representations of the preference for the PDSs 

of Expert teachers in specific and in total situations while dealing with parents are 

given as Figure 9. 

  

  

  
 

Figure 9. Graphical representation of the comparison of the mean scores of the preference 

for the PDSs of Expert teachers in specific and in total situations while dealing with 

parents.  

 

 



 

 

 

Analysis    138

Discussion of Results  

 When we consider category viz. Dealing with Parents, Expert teachers  

prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and  ‘legislate’ and  evade the 

strategies ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’.  

 ‘Confer’ is generally selected as the most acceptable strategy indicating that 

when teachers have to cope up with parent related problems, they mostly prefer  to 

engage in private discussion, explaining the teachers’ standpoint. Secondly they go 

for ‘comply’, a general willingness to overlook the behavior or actions of parents. 

Asking others to work together for solving the problems (consult) and formulating 

or following rules for actions (legislate) are also considered as fairly acceptable 

strategies. 

 When it comes up with Parents, Expert teachers are reluctant to pass over the 

responsibility to someone else (delegate). In all situations, Expert teachers express 

their disagreement with the strategies ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’, indicating avoiding or 

delaying the actions and physically or verbally countering are not the productive 

strategies to solve parent related problems.   

Summary of the Results 

Section I provides a clear picture about the comparison of the extent of 

preference of the PDSs among Expert teachers in specific problem situations and in 

total while dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.  
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For a better visualization, a tabular representation of the preferred and non 

preferred PDSs of Expert Teachers in various situations coming under the four 

categories of dealings are given as Figure 10. 
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1 Stealing tendency of student 
6 7 5 2 1 4 3 

2 Drug mishap 
6 5 4 2 1 7 3 

3 
Misunderstanding teacher's relation with 
student 

6 5 4 1 2 7 4 

4 Mocking habit of intelligent student 
7 3 6 2 4 6 1 

5 Poverty stricken student 
7 3 5 2 1 4 6 

6 Insult from students 
6 2 4 1 4 3 5 

7 Spontaneous verbal abuse from student 
6 2 4 1 4 3 5 

8 Too much question from student 
6 2 4 1 4 3 5 

9 Sexual abuse at home 
7 6 5 2 1 0 7 

10 Defamation through watsapp messages 
7 4 5 2 1 6 3 

  Dealing with Students 
1.1  0.09  0.6  -0.98  -0.94  0.62  0.13  

  

1  Supervision student teacher 
1.02  -0.57  -0.42  -1.17  -1.4  0.23  -0.72  

2  Complaint from colleagues 
0.86  1.32  0.85  -0.8  -0.69  0.92  -0.51  

3  Irresponsible colleague 
0.98  0.06  0.29  -0.91  -1.08  1.06  -0.58  

4  Interfering in colleagues decision 
1.02  0.11  0.34  -0.51  -0.95  -0.4  -0.49  

5  Commanding nature of senior colleague 
1.05  0.4  0.92  -0.62  -0.83  -0.23  -0.71  

  Dealing with Peers  
1 0.26  0.25  -0.73  -0.98  0.4  -0.27  

  

1  Principal’s grudge towards the teacher 
1.35  0.86  0.82  -0.55  -0.42  1.15  -1  

2  Division fall Problem 
1.18  1.12  1.12  0 -1.37  1.38  -0.87  

Dealing with Administrators  
1.26  0.98  0.97  -0.28  -0.89  1.26  -0.93  

  

1  Complaint from parent at PTA Meeting 
1.1  -0.61  0.69  -0.94  -1.3  -0.86  0.91  

2  Parent demanding higher grade 
1.28  -0.51  0.15  -1.16  -1.04  1.2  1 

3  Complaint raised in Science exhibition 
1.13  0.13  0.81  -0.86  -1.17  1.28  1.06  

Dealing with Parents  
1.17  -0.33  0.55  -0.99  -1.17  0.53  0.99  

Note: The preferred PDSs range from dark green to yellow and the non preferred PDSs range from 
red to orange 

 
Figure 10. Tabular representation of the preferred and non preferred PDSs of Expert 

teachers in various situations coming under the four categories of dealings. 
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From Figure 10 it can be concluded that, in all the four categories of 

dealings, ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’ are the preferred strategies whereas 

‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ are the non-preferred strategies. Expert teachers prefer the 

strategy confer more or less to the same extent. Even if Expert teachers’ preference 

for the strategy legislate falls almost at an equal level in their dealings with students, 

peers and parents, their preference for  legislate is high while dealings with 

administrators. 

Meanwhile Expert teachers show category wise difference in their preference 

for the strategies ‘comply’ and ‘delegate’. Though ‘comply’ is considered as 

preferred strategy for dealing with students and parents; it is considered as a non-

preferred one in dealing with peers and administrators. ‘Delegate’ is a preferred 

strategy while dealing with students, peers and administrators but a non-preferred 

one for dealing with parents. 

For getting a better visualization of the significant difference among the 

PDSs, the mean scores of Expert teachers’ preference for PDSs with their 

corresponding confidence interval in the four categories of dealings is given as 

Figure 11.  
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Figure 11. Graphical representation of the mean scores of Expert teachers’ category 

wise preference for PDSs with their corresponding confidence intervals while 

dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents 

II.   Comparison of Extent of Preferences for the Problem Dealing Strategies 

among Novice Teachers  

 The problem dealing strategies of Novice teachers are studied, categorizing 

the problematic situations under a) Dealing with Students b) Dealing with Peers c) 

Dealing with Administrators and d) Dealing with Parents. 

   a) Dealing with Students 

This section examines whether there exists significant difference in the extent 

of preferences of Novice teachers for the Seven Problem Dealing Strategies while 

Dealing with Students. There are 10 situations listed under Dealing with Students in 

the order Stealing tendency of student (Situation 2), Drug mishap (Situation 4), 

Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student (Situation 6 ), Mocking habit of 
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intelligent student  (Situation 8), Poverty stricken  student (Situation 10), Insult from 

students (Situation 11), Spontaneous verbal abuse from student (Situation 12), Too 

many questions from student (Situation 13), Sexual abuse at home (Situation 14) 

and Defamation through watsapp messages (Situation 16).  

The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Students followed by the category 

wise analysis is given below. 

1. Strategies for dealing with Stealing tendency of student 

 Table 31 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of  preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling ‘Stealing tendency of 

student’(Situation 2). 

Table 31 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preferences for the Seven 

PDSs of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Stealing Tendency of Students’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 0.64 1.09 - 3.14** 2.70** 26.36** 28.70** 2.48* 19.48** 

Delegate 0.44 1.12 (.38) - 0.04 23.11** 27.03** 0.12 16.95** 

Consult 0.44 1.14 (.15) (.27) - 22.10** 25.73** 0.10 16.32** 

Retaliate -1.16 0.90 (.13) (.13) (.07) - 5.25** -20.39** -5.10** 

Avoid -1.43 0.83 (-.26) (.09) (.02) (.36) - -25.14** -9.83** 

Legislate 0.43 1.12 (-.11) (-.11) (-.01) (-.11) (-.05) - 15.32** 

Comply -0.85 1.04 (.04) (.07) (.02) (.27) (.28) (-.12) - 

Note:    N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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The mean scores in Table 31 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Stealing tendency of student’, Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the order 

confer (0.64), delegate (0.44), ‘consult’ (0.44)  and ‘legislate’ (0.43) and tend to 

disfavour  the strategies  avoid (-1.43), retaliate  (-1.16) and ‘comply’ (-0.85). The 

paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the strategy 

‘confer’ (M=0.64, SD=1.09) significantly higher than the strategies delegate 

(M=0.63, SD=0.91) [t=3.14, p<.01] ‘consult’ (M=0.44, SD=1.14) [t=2.70, p<.01] 

and ‘legislate’ (M=0.43, SD=1.12) [t=-2.48, p<.05].  Moreover Novice teachers 

disagree with the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.43, SD=0.83) significantly more than the 

strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.16, SD=0.90) [ t=5.25, p<.01] and ‘comply’ (M=-0.85, 

SD=1.04) [ t=-9.83, p<.01]. 

In dealing with ‘Stealing tendency of student’, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘delegate’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’; though 

‘legislate’ is preferred to a significantly less extent, p<.05. At the same time they 

evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 

2. Strategies for dealing with ‘Drug mishap’ 

               Table 32 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation ‘Drug 

mishap’ (Situation 4). 
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Table 32 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Drug Mishap’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.21 0.88 - 6.66** 7.90** 31.21** 41.90** -5.81** 25.84** 

Delegate 0.76 1.04 (.10) - 1.20 22.78** 33.10** -12.85** 19.62** 

Consult 0.68 0.97 (.03) (.18) - 23.64** 36.46** -13.67** 19.77** 

Retaliate -0.97 0.89 (-.18) (-.16) (-.07) - 11.89** -38.83** -2.14* 

Avoid -1.60 0.72 (-.31) (-.20) (-.01) (.21) - -50.51** -12.54** 

Legislate 1.50 0.73 (.26) ( .25) (.09) (-.16) (-.34) - 32.17** 

Comply -0.83 1.15 (-.12) (-.02) (.03) (.20) (.26) (-.07) - 

Note:    N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

 The mean scores in Table 32 reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Drug 

mishap’ Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the order ‘legislate’ (1.50), confer 

(1.21), delegate (0.76) and ‘consult’ (0.68) and tend to avoid the strategies  avoid    

(-1.60), retaliate (-0.97) and ‘comply’ (-0.83). The paired comparison of mean 

scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘legislate’ (M=1.50, SD=0.73) 

significantly more than the strategies ‘confer’ (M=1.21, SD=0.88) [ t=-5.81, p<.01], 

‘delegate’ (M=0.76, SD=1.04)[ t=-12.85, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.68, SD=0.97)   

[ t=-13.67, p<.01].  However Novice teachers disagree with the strategy ‘avoid’     

(M= -1.60, SD=0.72) significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.97, 

SD=0.89) [t=11.89, p<.01] and ‘comply’ (M=-0.83, SD=1.15) [ t=-12.54, p<.01]. 

In dealing with ‘Drug mishap’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; where ‘legislate’ is preferred 
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significantly higher than others.  At the same time they tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 

3. Strategies for dealing with Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student 

Table 33 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of  preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation  

‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student’ (Situation 6). 

Table 33 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Misunderstanding Teacher’s Relation with Student’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.14 0.71 - 14.69** 16.00** 37.12** 35.39** 0.84 24.58** 

Delegate 0.14 1.17 (.09) - 1.20 19.69** 17.66** -12.76** 8.38** 

Consult 0.07 1.13 (.06) (.45) - 18.47** 17.11** -14.01** 7.86** 

Retaliate -1.23 0.89 (-.19) (.17) (.11) - -2.74** -34.78** -8.35** 

Avoid -1.10 0.87 (-.19) (.14) (.15) (.43) - -33.54** -6.80** 

Legislate 1.10 0.86 (.12) (.01) (.00) (-.10) (.07) - 22.97** 

Comply -0.59 1.16 (.00) (-.05) (.00) (-.02) (.02) (.04) - 

Note:    N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

 The mean scores  in Table 33 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student’ Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.14),‘legislate’(1.10), ‘delegate’ (0.14), and 

‘consult’ (0.07) and tend to avoid the strategies ‘retaliate’ (-1.23) ,  ‘avoid’    (-1.10) 
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and ‘comply’ (-0.59). The paired comparison of mean scores reveal that Novice 

teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.14, SD=0.71) significantly higher than the 

strategies ‘delegate’ (M=0.14, SD=1.17) [t=14.69, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.07, 

SD=1.13)[t=16.00, p<.01] but equally with the strategy ‘legislate’ (M=1.10, 

SD=0.86) [t=0.84, p>.05]. However Novice teachers avoid the strategy ‘retaliate’ 

(M=-1.23, SD=0.89) significantly more than the strategies ‘avoid’ (M=-1.10, 

SD=0.87) [t=-2.74, p<.01] and ‘comply’ (M=-0.59, SD=1.16) [ t=-8.35, p<.01]. 

In dealing ‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student’, Novice 

teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’,’ delegate’ and  

‘consult’; where ‘confer’ shows a significant difference from the rest of the 

preferred strategies except ‘legislate’. In the mean time they tend to evade the 

strategy ‘retaliate’ significantly more than ‘avoid’ and ‘comply’. 

4. Strategies for dealing with Mocking habit of intelligent student 

 Table 34 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

‘Mocking habit of intelligent student’ (Situation 8). 
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Table 34 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Mocking Habit of Intelligent Student’ 

 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.40 0.72 - 28.34** 12.99** 32.44** 23.80** 8.67** 42.95** 

Delegate -0.55 1.02 (-.15) - -18.70** 2.44* -2.68** -22.92** 15.47** 

Consult 0.62 0.97 (.10) (.25) - 20.53** 12.40** -5.89** 30.40** 

Retaliate -0.70 0.97 (-.07) (.32) (.18) - -4.67** -25.78** 13.04** 

Avoid -0.34 1.16 (-.07) (-.03) (.02) (.01) - -17.78** 17.13** 

Legislate 0.98 0.79 (.23) (-.01) (.15) (-.0) (-.04) - 37.35** 

Comply -1.47 0.82 (-.41) (.23) (-.10) (.19) (.20) (-.25) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

The mean scores in Table 34 show that in dealing with the situation 

‘Mocking habit of intelligent student’ Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’ (1.40), ‘legislate’ (0.98) and ‘consult’ (0.62) and  tend to avoid the 

strategies  ‘comply’(-1.47), ‘retaliate’ (-0.70), ‘delegate’  (-0.55) and ‘avoid’ (-0.34). 

The paired comparison of mean scores exhibit that Novice teachers prefer the 

strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.40, SD=0.72) significantly more than the strategies 

‘legislate’ (M=0.98, SD=0.79) [t=8.67, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.62, SD=0.97) 

[t=12.99, p<.01]. In addition Novice teachers tend to avoid the strategy ‘comply’ 

(M=-1.47, SD=0.82) significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.70, 

SD=0.97)[ t=13.04, p<.01] ‘delegate’ (M=-0.55, SD=1.02) [t=15.47, p<.01] and 

‘avoid’ (M=-0.34, SD=1.16) [ t=17.13, p<.01]. 
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In dealing Mocking habit of intelligent student, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’; where ‘confer’ exhibits a 

significant difference with the strategies ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’. They tend to evade 

the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘avoid’. 

5. Strategies for dealing with Poverty stricken student 

 Table 35 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation Poverty 

stricken student (Situation 10). 

Table 35 
 
Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Poverty Stricken Student’ 

 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.28 0.69 - 26.24** 9.38** 38.32** 36.64** 0.32 6.02** 

Delegate -0.56 1.10 (-.11) - -19.85** 12.65** 8.91** -23.90** -18.71** 

Consult 0.75 0.95 (.15) (.22) - 30.05** 27.74** -8.84** -2.88** 

Retaliate -1.31 0.90 (-.34) (.36) (-.03) - -2.49* -35.81** -30.95** 

Avoid -1.17 0.91 (-.09) (.15) (-.04) (.29) - -36.72** -28.08** 

Legislate 1.26 0.77 (.38) (-.24) (.16) (-.38) (-.16) - 5.43** 

Comply 0.94 0.99 (.21) (-.11) (.16) (-.10) (-.17) (.16) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

The mean scores in Table 35 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Poverty stricken student’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ 
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(1.28), ‘legislate’ (1.26), ‘comply’ (0.94) and ‘consult’ (0.75) but tend to avoid the 

strategies ‘retaliate (-1.13), ‘avoid’ ( -1.17) and delegate (-0.56). Further paired 

comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ 

(M=1.28, SD=0.69) significantly more than the strategies ‘comply’ (M=0.94, 

SD=0.99) [ t=6.02, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.75, SD=0.95) [t=9.38, p<.01] but 

equally with the strategy ‘legislate’ (M=1.26, SD=0.77) [t= 0.32, p>.05]. Moreover 

Novice teachers evade the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.31, SD=0.90) significantly 

more than the strategy ‘delegate’ (M=-0.56, SD=1.10) [t=12.65, p<.01) and ‘avoid’   

(M=-1.17, SD=0.91) [ t=-2.49, p<.05]. 

In dealing ‘Poverty stricken student’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in 

the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, comply and ‘consult’; where ‘confer’ is preferred 

significantly higher than ‘comply ‘and ‘consult’  but almost equal with ‘legislate’. 

Novice teachers try to evade the strategies in the order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’, and 

‘delegate’; where they disfavour ‘retaliate’ significantly more than ‘delegate’ and 

‘avoid’.  

6. Strategies for dealing with Insult from students 

 Table 36 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation Insult 

from students (Situation 11). 
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Table 36 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Insult from Students’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 0.79 0.90 - 19.29** 14.59** 21.53** 13.48** 15.39** 0.33 

Delegate -0.54 1.07 (.09) - -6.68** 1.76 -3.16** -2.05* -15.07** 

Consult -0.15 1.05 (.19) (.43) - 7.83** 1.60 3.26** -10.81** 

Retaliate -0.66 1.00 (.06) (.19) (.25) - -5.20** -3.77** -19.35** 

Avoid -0.28 1.05 (-.24) (-.12) (-.14) (.05) - 1.47 -15.73** 

Legislate -0.39 1.10 (-.09) (.12) (.14) (.12) (.15) - -14.57** 

Comply 0.76 1.02 (-.10) (-.28) (-.25) (.00) (.23) (-.04) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

The mean scores  in Table 36 reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Insult 

from students’, Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ (0.79) and 

‘comply’ (0.76) and tend to evade the strategies ‘retaliate’ (-0.66), delegate (-0.54) 

‘legislate’ (-0.39), ‘avoid’(-0.28) and ‘consult’ (-0.15).The  paired comparison of 

mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’(M=0.79, 

SD=.90) equally with the strategy ‘comply’ ( M=0.76, SD=1.02) [t=.33, p>.05]. In 

addition Novice teachers evade the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.66, SD=1.00) 

significantly more than the strategies ‘legislate’(M=-.39,SD=1.10)[ t=-3.77, p<.01], 

‘avoid’ (M=-0.28,SD=1.05) [t=-5.20, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=-0.15, SD=1.05) 

[t=7.83, p<.01] but equally with the strategy ‘delegate’ (M=-0.54, SD=1.07)              

[ t=1.76, p>.05] . 
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In dealing ‘Insult from students’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies 

‘confer’ and ‘comply’ equally whereas  tend to keep away from the strategies in the 

order ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’, ‘legislate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘consult’. 

7.  Strategies for dealing with Spontaneous Verbal Abuse from Student 

 Table 37 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’ (Situation 12) 

Table 37 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Spontaneous Verbal Abuse from Student’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.23 0.71 - 27.06** 17.31** 35.69** 33.65** 4.33** 16.85** 

Delegate -0.70 1.08 (-.16) - -11.64** 7.59** 5.05** -24.19** -10.50** 

Consult 0.01 1.11 (-.07) (.41) - 17.40** 15.14** -14.71** -2.00* 

Retaliate -1.15 0.87 (-.33) (.32) (.16) - -2.91** -32.87** -18.20** 

Avoid -1.02 0.92 (-.25) (.27) (.17) (.50) - -29.96** -15.98** 

Legislate 1.03 0.76 (.26) (-.11) (.01) (-.24) (-.23) - 13.91** 

Comply 0.17 1.04 (.08) (-.16) (-.07) (-.08) (-.08) (.15) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

The mean scores  in Table 37 reveals that in dealing with the situation 

‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’,  Novice teachers  prefer the strategies  in 

the order confer (1.23), ‘legislate’ (1.03), ‘comply’ (0.17) and ‘consult’ (0.01) and 

tend to avoid the strategies  ‘retaliate’ (-1.15), ‘avoid’  (-1.02),  and ‘delegate’  
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(-0.70). The paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer 

the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.23, SD=0.71) significantly more than the strategies 

‘legislate’ (M=1.03,SD=0.76)[t=4.33, p<.01], ‘comply’ (M=0.17,SD=1.04) 

[t=16.85, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.01,SD=1.11) [t=17.31, p<.01]. Moreover 

Novice teachers disfavour the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.15, SD=0.87) significantly 

more than the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.02, SD=0.92) [t=-2.91, p<.01] and ‘delegate’     

(M=-0.70, SD=1.08) [ t=7.59, p<.01]. 

In dealing with ‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’; 

preference for ‘confer’  is significantly higher than all the other preferred strategies.  

Along with they tend to evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘retaliate’, 

‘avoid’, and ‘delegate’. 

8. Strategies for dealing with Too many questions from  student 

 Table 38 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation ‘Too 

many questions from  student’ (Situation 13). 
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Table 38 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Too many Questions from Student’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 0.80 0.81 - 20.34** 5.88** 18.49** 25.12** 10.73** 5.57** 

Delegate -0.59 1.08 (.06)        - -15.12** -0.55 5.25** -7.43** -13.89** 

Consult 0.45 1.03 (.24) (.22) - 13.15** 19.54** 6.00** 0.37 

Retaliate -0.55 1.08 (-.08) (.26) (.04) - 6.47** -6.86** -12.32** 

Avoid -0.92 0.98 (-.08) (.28) (.10) (.42) - -12.26** -18.78** 

Legislate 0.00 1.20 (.01) (.12) (.16) (.09) (.12) - -5.01** 

Comply 0.42 0.96 (-.09) (.08) (-.16) (-.09) (.00) (-.12) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

The mean scores  in Table 38 reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Too 

many questions from  student’, Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the order 

confer (0.80), ‘consult’ (0.45), ‘comply’ (0.42) and legislate (0.00)  and tend to 

avoid the strategies  avoid (-0.92), delegate (-0.59), retaliate (-0.55). Further paired 

comparison of mean scores depicts that Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ 

(M=0.80,SD=.0.81) significantly more than the strategies ‘consult’ 

(M=0.45,SD=1.03) [t=5.88, p<.01],‘comply’  (M=0.42,SD=0.96) [t=5.57, p<.01] 

and ‘legislate’  (M=0,SD=1.20) [t=10.73, p<.01]. Besides Novice teachers evade the 

strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.92, SD=0.98) significantly more than the strategies 

‘delegate’ (M=-0.59, SD=1.08) [t=5.25, p<.01] and ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.55,SD=1.08, ) 

[t=6.47, p<.01].   
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In dealing with ‘Too many questions from  student’, Novice teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and legislate; where ‘confer’ 

is preferred significantly higher than other preferred strategies. In mean time they 

tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘delegate’, ‘retaliate’; where the 

disapproval for  ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than ‘delegate’ and ‘retaliate’. 

9. Strategies for dealing with Sexual abuse at home 

 Table 39 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation ‘Sexual 

abuse at home’ ( Situation 14). 

Table  39 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice teachers in dealing with ‘Sexual Abuse at Home’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.34 0.78 - 14.41** 10.93** 28.29** 36.91** 15.17** 2.61** 

Delegate 0.35 1.11 (.04) - -4.13** 13.10** 23.48** 0.12 -13.39** 

Consult 0.62 1.05 (.05) (.33) - 16.50** 27.86** 3.76** -9.17** 

Retaliate -0.66 1.04 (-.11) (.04) (-.02) - 9.39** -12.72** -27.07** 

Avoid -1.33 0.97 (-.27) (.12) (.11) (.07) - -22.34** -36.61** 

Legislate 0.34 1.10 (.11) (.28) (.13) (-.01) (.03) - -14.08** 

Comply 1.24 0.76 (.50) (.10) (-.01) (-.11) (-.21) (.17) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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In Table 39 the mean scores  reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Sexual 

abuse at home’, Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the order confer (1.34), 

‘comply’ (1.24), ‘consult’(0.62) delegate (0.35), and ‘legislate’ (0.34) and tend to 

avoid the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.33) and retaliate (-0.66).  The paired comparison of 

mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ 

(M=1.34,SD=0.78) significantly higher than the strategies ‘comply’ 

(M=1.24,SD=0.76)[t=2.61, p<.01], ‘consult’ (M=0.62,SD=1.05) [t=10.93, p<.01], 

‘delegate’(M=0.35,SD=1.11) [t=14.41,p<.01] and ‘legislate’ (M=0.34,SD=1.10) 

[t=15.17, p<.01]. Moreover Novice teachers disagree with the strategy ‘avoid’   

(M=-1.33, SD=0.97) significantly more than the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.66, 

SD=1.04) [t=28.29, p<.01]. 

While dealing with the situation ‘Sexual abuse at home’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’, ‘delegate’ and 

legislate ; where ‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than  other preferred 

strategies. They tend to evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’ and 

‘retaliate’. 

10. Strategies for dealing with Defamation through Watsapp Message 

 Table 40 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

‘Defamation  through watsapp messages’ (Situation 16). 
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Table 40 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Defamation through Watsapp Messages’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.07 0.86 - 21.11** 11.44** 24.76** 31.08** 3.73** 18.51** 

Delegate -0.37 1.08 (.09) - -10.31** 4.15** 11.24** -16.94** 1.55 

Consult 0.24 1.06 (-.04) (.42) - 12.99** 19.66** -7.96** 8.48** 

Retaliate -0.63 1.04 (.04) (.39) (.24) - 8.02** -20.86** -1.42 

Avoid -1.12 0.93 (-.16) (.20) (.10) (.28) - -27.60** -9.23** 

Legislate 0.84 0.96 (.19) (.08) (-.03) (.08) (-.05) - 15.44** 

Comply -0.51 1.27 (-.16) (.00) (-.07) (.05) (.36) (-.13) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

The mean scores reveal in Table 40 that in dealing with the situation 

‘Defamation through watsapp messages’. Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order confer (1.07), ‘legislate’ (0.84) and ‘consult’ (0.24) and disfavour the 

strategies avoid (-1.12), retaliate (-0.63), ‘comply’ (-0.51) and delegate (-0.37). 

Further paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the 

strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.07, SD=.86) significantly more than the strategies ‘legislate’ 

(M=0.84, SD=0.96) [ t=3.73, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.24, SD=1.06) [ t=11.44, 

p<.01]. Moreover Novice teachers disagree with the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.12, 

SD=0.93) significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.63, SD=1.04) 

[t=8.02, p<.01], ‘comply’ (M=-0.51, SD=1.27) [t=-9.23, p<.01] and ‘delegate’ 

(M=-0.37, SD=1.08) [t=11.24, p<.01].  
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In dealing with the situation ‘Defamation through watsapp messages’, 

Novice teachers’ preference for the strategies is in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and 

‘consult’; where ‘confer’ shows significantly higher preference than rest of the 

preferred strategies. Whereas Novice teachers tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, ‘comply’ and delegate. 

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Novice teachers in Dealing with 

Students  

 Table 41 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers in the whole 10 situations clubbed 

under Dealing with students. 

Table 41 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with Students 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.09 0.86 - 53.23** 33.43** 88.75** 90.71** 18.20** 44.25** 

Delegate -0.16 1.20 (.05) - -24.52** 31.46** 32.98** -34.21** -2.98** 

Consult 0.37 1.09 (.11) (.32) - 55.23** 57.29** -14.10** 15.40** 

Retaliate -0.90 1.00 (-.09) (.15) (.09) - 6.36** -62.42** -31.00** 

Avoid -1.03 1.02 (-.14) (-.04) (.00) (.26) - -66.63** -35.95** 

Legislate 0.70 1.11 (.18) (.09) (.12) (-.12) (-.12) - 25.49** 

Comply -0.07 1.34 (-.02) (-.08) (-.05) (.04) (.07) (-.16) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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The mean scores in Table 41 reveal that in dealing with the 10 situations  

coming under the category Dealing with Students, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order confer (1.10), ‘legislate’ (0.62) and ‘consult’ (0.60) and tend 

to disfavour the strategies avoid (-1.03), retaliate (-0.90), ‘delegate’ (-0.16) and 

‘comply’(-0.07) . The paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice 

teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.09, SD=0.86) significantly more than the 

strategies ‘legislate’ (M=0.70, SD=1.11) [t=18.20, p<.01], ‘consult’ (M=0.37, 

SD=1.09) [t=33.43, p<.01]. However Novice teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ 

(M=-1.03, SD=1.02) significantly higher than the strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.90, 

SD=1.00) [t=6.36, p<.01], ‘delegate’ (M=-0.16, SD=1.20) [t=32.98, p<.01],  and 

‘comply’(M=-0.90,SD=1.00) [ t=6.36, p<.01]. 

While dealing the situations under Dealing with Students, Novice teachers’ 

preference for the strategy ‘confer’, shows significantly high difference from the rest 

of the preferred strategies ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’. At the same time they evade the 

strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ ‘delegate’ and ‘comply’. 

To get a clear picture, visual representations of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with students are given as Figure 12. 
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Figure 12. Graphical representation of the comparison of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with students.  

Discussion of Results  

A strategy wise analysis of the results shows that while Dealing with Students, 

Novice teachers  prefer  to ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and legislate and always tend to keep 

away from ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘comply’. 

‘Confer’ is generally selected as the most acceptable strategy indicating that 

when teachers have to cope up with student related problems, they consider the  best 

way is to engage in private discussion with the students, explaining the rationality of 

the their  point of view. Formulating or following rules for actions (legislate) is 

considered as a fairly acceptable strategy. Asking others to work together for solving 
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the problems (consult) is also considered as an acceptable strategy though to a less 

extent. 

It is found that in situations, where students seem helpless (as in Poverty 

stricken Inattentive student and Student suffering sexual abuse at home), teachers 

show a tendency to ‘comply’; going for actions which actively excuse the behaviour 

of students. 

 ‘Delegate’, the strategy of passing over the responsibility to someone else, is 

considered as a preferred strategy only in serious and complicated situations like 

‘Stealing Tendency of Student’, ‘Drug mishap’, ‘Misunderstanding Teacher 

Relationship’ and ‘Sexual Abuse at Home’.  

In all situations, Novice teachers express their disagreement with the strategies 

‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’, indicating physically or verbally punishing the students and 

avoiding or delaying the actions are not the fruitful strategies to solve student related 

problems.   

b) Dealing with Peers 

 This section examines whether there exist significant difference in the extent 

of preferences of Novice teachers for the Seven PDSs while Dealing with Peers. 

There are 5 situations listed under Dealing with Peers in the order Supervision of 

student teacher (Situation 3), Complaint from colleagues (Situation 5), Irresponsible 

colleague (Situation 17), Interfering in colleague’s decision (Situation 18) and 

Commanding nature of senior colleague (Situation 19).  
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The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Peers followed by category wise 

analysis is given below. 

1. Strategies for dealing with Supervision of student teacher 

Table 42 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

Supervision of student teacher (Situation 3). 

Table 42 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Supervision of Student Teacher’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.10 0.94 - 18.97** 20.67** 27.09** 38.79** 8.31** 18.53** 

Delegate -0.30 1.16 (.08) - 1.49 8.90** 18.01** -7.44** 0.19 

Consult -0.41 1.08 (.02) (.23) - 7.27** 17.27** -9.46** -1.19 

Retaliate -0.98 1.13 (-.02) (.19) (.07) - 8.29** -15.02** -7.74** 

Avoid -1.50 0.78 (-.13) (.17) (.16) (.23) - -23.93** -17.19** 

Legislate 0.39 1.29 (-.08) (-.08) (.06) (-.05) (-.03) - 8.31** 

Comply -0.32 1.17 (.02) (.01) (.14) (-.02) (.11) (.10) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

The mean scores shows  that in dealing with the situation ‘Problem related 

with supervision of student teacher’,  Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the 

order confer (1.10) and ‘legislate’ (0.39) and tend to avoid the strategies  avoid        

(-1.50), retaliate (-0.98) and ‘consult’ (-0.41), comply (-0.32) and ‘delegate’ ( -0.30). 

Further paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the 
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strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.02, SD=.74) significantly more than ‘legislate’ (M=0.39, 

SD=1.29) [t=8.31, p<.01]. Besides Novice teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’  

(M=-1.50, SD=0.78) significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliate’ [(M=-0.98, 

SD=1.13) [t=8.29, p<.01], ‘consult’ (M=-0.41,SD=1.08) [t=17.27, p<.01], ‘comply’         

(M=-0.32,SD=1.17) [t=-17.19, p<.01] and ‘delegate’ (M=-0.30,SD=1.16) [t=18.01, 

p<.01]. 

In dealing with ‘Supervision of student teacher’, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies ‘confer’ significantly higher than ‘legislate’. They tend to evade the 

strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and 

‘delegate’. 

2. Strategies for dealing with Complaint from colleagues 

Table 43 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

Complaint from colleagues (Situation 5). 
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Table 43 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Complaint from Colleagues’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.07 0.84 - -5.78** 6.68** 25.04** 24.50** 1.99* 16.12** 

Delegate 1.33 0.75 (.38) - 11.79** 31.20** 30.42** 7.67** 20.43** 

Consult 0.64 0.99 (.09) (.17) - 17.62** 17.54** -5.33** 11.28** 

Retaliate -0.62 1.01 (.02) (.09) (.05) - 0.81 -26.05** -5.23** 

Avoid -0.66 1.03 (-.06) (.01) (-.02) (.37) - -25.86** -5.60** 

Legislate 0.98 0.80 (.42) (.33) (.07) (.16) (.12) - 14.85** 

Comply -0.19 1.09 (-.21) (-.20) (.06) (-.12) (-.20) (-.28) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

The mean scores in Table 43 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Complaint from colleagues’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the order 

‘delegate’ (1.33), ‘confer’ (1.07), legislate’ (0.98),  and  ‘consult’ (0.64) and tend to 

avoid the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.66),  ‘retaliate’ (-0.62) and ‘comply’ (-0.19). The 

paired comparison of mean scores reveal that Novice teachers prefer the strategy 

‘delegate’ (M=1.33, SD=0.84) significantly more than the strategies ‘confer’ 

(M=1.07, SD=0.84) [t=-5.78, p<.01], ‘legislate’ (M=0.98,SD=0.80) [t=7.67, p<.01], 

and ‘consult’ (M=0.64,SD=0.99)[t=11.79, p<.01]. However Novice teachers 

disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.66, SD=1.03) significantly more than the 

strategies ‘comply’ (M=-0.19, SD=1.09) [t=-5.60, p<.01] but equally with the 

strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.62, SD=1.01)   [t=0.81, p>.05]. 

In dealing with ‘Complaint from colleagues’, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies ‘delegate’, ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’; opting ‘delegate’ 
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significantly higher  than the rest. They tend to evade the strategies ‘avoid’ 

significantly higher than comply but equally with ‘retaliate’. 

3. Strategies for dealing with Irresponsible colleague 

 Table 44 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

Irresponsible colleague (Situation 17). 

Table 44 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Irresponsible Colleague’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 0.95 0.85 - 9.43** 10.95** 28.20** 29.99** -6.08** 12.85** 

Delegate 0.28 1.05 (-.05) - 0.76 18.77** 20.47** -14.27** 3.59** 

Consult 0.23 1.03 (.08) (.22) - 18.65** 19.68** -14.97** 3.08** 

Retaliate -1.06 0.93 (-.21) (.02) (.06) - 0.06 -35.36** -15.24** 

Avoid -1.07 0.86 (-.16) (.12) (.10) (.47) - -35.34** -16.85** 

Legislate 1.28 0.83 (.22) (-.04) (-.07) (-.07) (-.16) - 17.79** 

Comply 0.00 1.07 (-.10) (-.01) (.06) (.10) (.22) (-.06) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

The mean scores in Table 44 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Irresponsible colleague’, Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the order 

‘legislate’ (1.28), confer (0.95), delegate (0.28) and ‘consult’ (0.23) and tend to 

avoid the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.07) and ‘retaliate’ (-1.06). Further paired comparison 
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of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘legislate’ 

(M=1.28,SD=0.83) significantly more than the strategies ‘confer’(M= .95,SD=0.85) 

[t=-6.08, p<.01], ‘delegate’  (M=0.28,SD=1.05) [t=-14.27, p<.01] and ‘consult’ 

(M=0.23,SD=1.03) [t=-14.97, p<.01].  Moreover Novice teachers evade the strategy 

‘avoid’ (M=-1.07, SD=0.86) significantly more than ‘comply’ (M=0, SD=1.07) 

[t=17.79, p<.01] but almost equally with ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.06, SD=0.93) [t=0.06, 

p>.05]. 

In dealing with ‘Irresponsible colleague’, ‘legislate’ strategy is preferred 

significantly more than the strategies ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’ ; however 

their disagreement with the strategies ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ is identical. 

4. Strategies for dealing with Interfering in colleagues decision 

 Table 45 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

‘Interfering in colleague’s decision’ (Situation 18). 
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Table 45 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Interfering in Colleagues Decision’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 0.91 0.64 - 18.70** 12.97** 22.92** 26.06** 13.72** 20.33** 

Delegate -0.36 1.13 (.00) - -6.89** 3.96** 6.96** -3.09** 1.49 

Consult 0.09 1.07 (.05) (.36) - 9.64** 12.50** 2.35* 7.68** 

Retaliate -0.64 1.01 (-.17) (.18) (.02) - 3.29** -7.89** -2.88** 

Avoid -0.82 0.98 (-.18) (.24) (.05) (.39) - -11.34** -6.24** 

Legislate -0.10 1.14 (-.20) (.04) (-.03) (.27) (.34) - 5.13** 

Comply -0.46 1.01 (-.18) (.15) (.11) (.33) (.37) (.22) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

The mean scores reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Interfering in 

colleagues decision’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ 

(0.91) and ‘consult’ (0.09) and tend to evade the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.82), ‘retaliate’ 

(-0.64) , ‘comply’ (-0.46), delegate (-0.36)  and ‘legislate’ (-0.10). Further        

paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the strategy 

‘confer’ (M=0.9,SD=0.64) significantly higher than the strategy ‘consult’ 

(M=0.09,SD=1.07) [ t=12.97, p<.01].Moreover Novice teachers evade the strategy 

‘avoid’ (M=-0.82,SD=0.98) significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliate’             

(M=-0.64,SD=1.01) [t=3.29, p<.01], ‘comply’ (M=-0.46,SD=1.01) [t=-6.24, p<.01], 

‘delegate’ (M=-0.36,SD=1.13) [ t=6.96, p<.01] and ‘legislate’(M=-0.10,SD=1.14)    

[ t=-11.34, p<.01]. 



 

 

 

Analysis    168

Novice teachers’ preference for the PDSs in ‘Interfering in colleagues 

decision’ shows that ‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than the ‘consult’. At 

the same time they tend to evade the strategy ‘avoid’ significantly more than 

‘retaliate’, ‘comply’, ‘delegate and ‘legislate’. 

5. Strategies for dealing with Commanding nature of senior colleague 

 Table 46 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’ ( Situation 19). 

Table 46 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Commanding Nature of Senior Colleague’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 0.99 0.76 - 9.37** 5.09** 20.12** 29.08** 23.86** 18.79** 

Delegate 0.36 1.06 (-.01) - -5.12** 11.07** 17.05** 13.49** 10.17** 

Consult 0.69 0.91 (.10) (.18) - 14.35** 22.20** 17.58** 14.29** 

Retaliate -0.37 1.01 (-.07) (.25) (-.10) - 6.72** 2.83** 0.41 

Avoid -0.83 0.92 (-.04) (.07) (-.05) (.05) - -4.51** -6.90** 

Legislate -0.55 1.01 (.03) (.21) (.00) (.29) (.19) - -2.10* 

Comply -0.40 1.04 (-.25) (.05) (-.14) (.07) (.23) (.12) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

The mean scores in Table 46 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’, Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in 

the order  ‘confer’ (0.99), ‘consult’ (0.69) and delegate (0.36) and tend to avoid the 
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strategies  ‘avoid’ (-0.83), ‘legislate’ (-0.55) ,‘comply’ (-0.40) and  retaliate (-0.37). 

The paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the 

strategy ‘confer’ (M=0.99, SD=0.76) significantly more than the strategies ‘consult’   

(M=0.69, SD=0.91) [t=5.09, p<.01], ‘delegate’ (M=0.36,SD=1.06) [t=9.37, p<.01]. 

In addition Novice teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.83, SD=0.92) 

significantly more than the strategies ‘legislate’ (M=-0.55, SD=1.01) [t=-4.51, 

p<.01], ‘comply’ (M=-0.40, SD=1.04) [t=-6.90, p<.01] and ‘retaliate’                   

(M=-0.37, SD=1.01) [ t=1.72, p<.01]. 

In dealing with ‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’;  preferring ‘confer’ 

significantly higher than the rest. Further they tend to disagree with the strategies in 

the order ‘avoid’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply ‘and ‘retaliate’.  

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Novice Teachers in Dealing with 

Peers 

 Table 47 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the five situations 

coming under Dealing with Peers. 
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Table 47 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with Peers 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.00 0.82 - 22.83** 24.64** 54.29** 64.28** 18.16** 38.33** 

Delegate 0.26 1.20 (.07) - 0.47 29.39** 38.75** -3.77** 14.63** 

Consult 0.25 1.09 (.05) (.33) - 29.22** 39.21** -3.97** 15.06** 

Retaliate -0.73 1.05 (-.08) (.16) (.08) - 9.04** -30.25** -13.36** 

Avoid -0.98 0.96 (-.12) (.20) (.14) (.33) - -39.46** -22.36** 

Legislate 0.40 1.23 (.05) (.16) (-.01) (.00) (.07) - 18.81** 

Comply -0.27 1.09 (-.13) (.04) (.05) (.04) (.12) (.11) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

The mean scores in Table 47 reveal that in dealing with the 5 situations  coming 

under the category Dealing with Peers, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’ (1.00), ‘legislate’ (0.40), ‘delegate’ (0.26) and ‘consult’ (0.25) and  

tend to avoid the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.98), ‘retaliate’ (-0.73) and ‘comply’ (-0.27). 

The comparison of mean scores further reveals that Novice teachers prefer the 

strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.00,SD=0.82) significantly more than the strategies ‘legislate’ 

(M=0.40,SD=1.23) [t=18.16, p<.01], ‘delegate’ (M=0.26,SD=1.20)  [t=22.83, 

p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.25, SD=1.09) [t=24.64, p<.01]. In addition Novice 

teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-0.98, SD=0.96)    significantly more than 

the ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.73,SD=1.05)  [t=9.04, p<.01]  and ‘comply’   (M=-0.27, 

SD=1.09)  [ t=-22.36, p<.01] strategies. 
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In Dealing with Peers, Novice teachers give highest preference for the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘delegate’ and  ‘consult’; preferring 

‘confer’ significantly higher than the rest of the preferred strategies. At the same 

time they tend to evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ 

and ‘comply’. 

To get a clear picture, visual representations of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with peers are given as  Figure 13. 



 

 

 

Analysis    172

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Figure 13. Graphical representation of the comparison of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with peers.  
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Discussion of Results  

 A strategy wise analysis of the results shows that while Dealing with Peers, 

Novice teachers  prefer  to ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’,  and ‘delegate’ and tend to 

keep away from  ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 

 Here Novice teachers mostly opt to ‘confer’, to engage in private discussion 

with them and explaining the rationality of their point of view. Formulating or 

following rules for actions (legislate) is also considered as a fairly accepted strategy.  

Asking others to work together for solving the problems (consult) and passing over 

the responsibility to someone else ‘delegate’ are  also preferred to a lesser extent. 

 It also reveals that in all the situations coming under Dealing with Peers, 

Novice teachers are totally against avoiding or delaying the actions (avoid) and 

physical or verbal reactions (retaliate). They also show a reluctance to comply, 

indicating an unwillingness to condone the bahaviours of their peers. 

c)  Dealing with Administrators 

 The main thrust of this section is to examine whether there exist significant 

difference in the extent of preferences of Novice teachers for the Seven PDSs while 

dealing with the situations coming under Dealing with Administrators. There are 2 

situations listed under Dealing with Administrators in the order Principal’s Grudge 

towards the Teacher (Situation 7) and Division Fall Problem (Situation 9).   

The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Administrators followed by 

category wise analysis is given below. 
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1. Strategies for dealing with Principal’s grudge towards the teacher 

 Table 48 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of  preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

Principal’s grudge towards the teacher   (Situation 7). 

Table 48 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Principal’s Grudge towards the Teacher’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.35 0.64 - 9.46** 10.70** 28.86** 29.15** 4.92** 38.28** 

Delegate 0.86 0.89 (.15) - 0.65 22.12** 20.38** -5.86** 26.33** 

Consult 0.82 0.80 (.12) (.14) - 19.15** 19.62** -6.36** 28.20** 

Retaliate -0.55 1.06 (-.07) (.21) (-.08) - -2.05* -25.18** 5.98** 

Avoid -0.42 0.94 (-.07) (.13) (.03) (.21) - -25.33** 8.57** 

Legislate 1.15 0.77 (.39) (.32) (.18) (.01) (.04) - 32.99** 

Comply -1.00 0.90 (-.17) (-.16) (-.07) (-.08) (-.01) (-.12) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

The mean scores in table 48  reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Principal’s grudge towards the teacher’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order confer (1.35), ‘legislate’ (1.15), delegate (0.86) and ‘consult’ (0.82) and tend 

to avoid the strategies  ‘comply’ (-1.00), retaliate   (-0.55) and avoid (-0.42). The 

paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the strategy 

‘confer’ (M=1.35, SD=.64) significantly more than the strategies ‘legislate’              

( M=1.15,SD=0.77) [t=4.92, p<.01] ‘delegate’ (M= .86,SD=.89) [t=9.46, p<.01], and 
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‘consult’ (M= .82, SD=0.80) [t=10.70, p<.01]. Moreover Novice teachers disfavour 

the strategy ‘comply’ (M=-1.00, SD=0.90) significantly more than the strategy 

‘retaliate’ (M=-0.55, SD=1.06) [t=5.98, p<.01] and ‘avoid’ (M=-0.42, SD=0.94) 

[t=8.57, p<.01]. 

In dealing with ‘Principal’s Grudge towards the Teacher’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; 

preferring ‘confer’ significantly higher than the other preferred strategies.  Along 

with they tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’; 

where the disagreement with the ‘comply’ is significantly higher than the rest. 

2. Strategies for dealing with Division fall problem 

 Table 49 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation Division 

fall problem (Situation 9). 
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Table 49 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice teachers in dealing with ‘Division Fall Problem’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.18 0.76 - 1.12 1.24 16.73** 38.41** -4.61** 25.37** 

Delegate 1.12 0.97 (.20) - -0.05 15.31** 34.04** -5.00** 22.43** 

Consult 1.12 0.73 (.17) (.22) - 15.44** 40.95** -5.34** 25.71** 

Retaliate 0.00 1.21 (.10) (.18) (.02) - 18.08** -18.97** 8.71** 

Avoid -1.37 0.82 (-.32) (-.24) (-.15) (.00) - -41.77** -8.31** 

Legislate 1.38 0.74 (.37) (.31) (.17) (.02) (-.33) - 26.27** 

Comply -0.87 1.23 (-.19) (-.20) (-.11) (-.25) (.42) (-.37) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

The mean scores in Table 49 reveal that in dealing the situation, ‘Division 

fall problem’,  Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the order ‘legislate’ (1.38), 

‘consult’ (1.12) ‘delegate’  (1.12) and ‘confer’ ( 1.18)  and tend to avoid the 

strategies  ‘avoid’ (-1.37) and ‘comply’ (-0.87). The mean score of ‘retaliate is found 

to be ‘0’. The paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer 

the strategy ‘legislate’ (M=1.38,SD=0.74) significantly more than the strategies 

‘delegate’ (M=1.12,SD=0.97) [t=-5.00, p<.01], ‘consult’  (M=1.12, SD=0.73) [t=-

5.34, p<.01] and ‘confer’ (M=1.18, SD=0.76)     [t=-4.61, p<.01]. In addition 

Novice teachers disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.37, SD=0.82) significantly 

more than ‘comply’ (M=-0.87, SD=1.23) [t=-8.31, p<.01]. 

In dealing with ‘Division fall problem’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies 

in the order ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, ‘delegate’ and ‘confer’. The preference for the 
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strategy ‘legislate’ is significantly higher than the other preferred strategies. In the 

mean time they tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’ and ‘comply’; 

disfavouring the strategy ‘avoid’ significantly higher than the other. 

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Novice Teachers in Dealing with 

Administrators 

 Table 50 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the 2 situations 

coming under Dealing with Administrators. 

Table 50 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice teachers in Dealing with Administrators 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.26 0.71 - 7.08** 8.21** 30.81** 45.80** .00 43.13** 

Delegate 0.98 0.94 (.16) - .44 25.94** 35.54** -7.66** 33.93** 

Consult 0.97 0.78 (.12) (.20) - 24.36** 37.72** -8.29** 37.76** 

Retaliate -0.28 1.17 (.00) (.22) (.02) - 10.82** -30.84** 10.48** 

Avoid -0.89 1.00 (-.11) (-.11) (-.13) (-.02) - -43.13** .84 

Legislate 1.26 0.77 (.35) (.33) (.20) (.05) (-.18) - 40.89** 

Comply -0.93 1.08 (-.19) (-.17) (-.07) (-.16) (.16) (-.25) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

 In Table 50  mean scores reveal that in dealing  the two  situations  coming 

under the category Dealing with Administrators, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.26),  ‘legislate’ (1.26), ‘delegate’ (0.98) and 
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‘consult’ (0.97),  and tend to avoid the strategies ‘comply’ (-0.93), ‘avoid’ (-0.89) 

and ‘retaliate’ (-0.28). A paired comparison of mean scores further reveals that 

Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.26,SD=0.71) significantly more 

than the strategies ‘delegate’ (M=0.98,SD=0.94) [t=7.08, p<.01] and ‘consult’  

(M=0.97,SD=0.78) [t=8.21, p<.01] and equally with the strategy  ‘legislate’ 

(M=1.26,SD=0.77) [t=0, p>.05]. In addition Novice teachers disfavour the strategy 

‘comply’ (M=-0.93, SD=1.08) significantly more than the strategy ‘retaliate’      

(M=-0.28, SD=1.17) [t=10.48, p<.01] and equally with the strategy ‘avoid’         

(M=-0.89, SD=1.00) [ t=0.84, p>.05]. 

 In dealing with Dealing with Administrators, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’. Preference for 

the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher than the other preferred strategies except 

‘legislate’.  Along with, they tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, 

‘avoid’, and ‘retaliate’; where the disagreement with the strategy ‘comply’ is 

significantly higher than ‘retaliate’ but equal with ‘avoid’. 

To get a clear picture, visual representations of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with administrators are given as Figure 14. 
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Figure 14. Graphical representation of the comparison of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with administrators.  

Discussion of Results 

 A strategy wise analysis of the results shows that while Dealing with 

Administrators, Novice teachers  prefer  to ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, and 

‘delegate’ and always tend to keep away from  ‘comply’, ‘avoid’,  and ‘retaliate’. 

 ‘Confer’ and ’legislate’ are selected as highly acceptable strategies; 

indicating that when teachers have to cope up with problems related with 

administrators, they consider  to engage in private discussion with  them, explaining 

the rationality of the their view and  formulating or following rules for actions.  
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Asking others to work together for solving the problems (consult) and passing over 

the responsibility to someone else ( delegate) are also considered as fairly acceptable 

strategies. 

 Novice teachers express their disagreement with the strategies ‘avoid’, 

‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’ indicating, physically or verbally reacting, condoning the 

authority behavior or actions and avoiding or delaying the actions cannot be 

considered as the right strategies to deal with administrators.   

d) Dealing with Parents 

 This section examines whether there exist significant difference in the extent 

of preferences of Novice teachers for the Seven Problem Dealing Strategies to deal 

with. There are three situations listed under Dealing with Parents in the order 

Complaint from parent in PTA meeting ( Situation 1), Parent demanding higher 

grade ( Situation 15 ) and  Complaint raised in science exhibition (Situation 20).  

The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Parents followed by category wise 

analysis is given below. 

1. Strategies for dealing with Complaint from parent in PTA meeting  

 Table 51 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of  preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

Complaint from parent in PTA Meeting (Situation 1) 
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Table  51 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice teachers in dealing with ‘Complaint from Parent in PTA Meeting’ 

PDS Mean SD 

Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.10 0.86 - 22.45** 6.11** 27.64** 35.78** 27.42** 2.87** 

Delegate -0.61 1.07 (-.16) - -16.75** 5.46** 10.93** 4.18** -19.98** 

Consult 0.69 1.08 (.10) (.03) - 21.26** 28.53** 20.98** -2.62** 

Retaliate -0.94 1.02 (-.15) (.36) (.00) - 5.86** -1.33 -23.99** 

Avoid -1.30 0.87 (-.13) (.20) (.05) (.20) - -7.34** -30.02** 

Legislate -0.86 1.03 (-.07) (.37) (.08) (.35) (.25) - -22.81** 

Comply 0.91 1.01 (.02) (.01) (-.20) (-.08) (-.14) (-.80) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

  The mean scores in Table 51 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Complaint from parent in PTA meeting’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’ ( M=1.10),’comply’ ( M=0.91), and ‘consult’  (0.69) and tend to 

avoid the strategies avoid (-1.30), retaliate(-0.94), ‘legislate’ (-0.86) and  delegate   

(-0.61).  The paired comparison of mean scores shows that Novice teachers prefer 

the strategy confer (M=1.10), (SD=0.86) significantly more than ‘comply’ (M=0.9, 

SD=1.01) [ t=2.87, p<.01] and ‘consult’ (M=0.69, SD= 1.08) [t=6.1, p<.011] 

strategies. However Novice teachers disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’                     

(M=-1.30, SD=0.87) significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.94, 

D=1.02)   [t=5.86, p<.01] , legislate (M=-0.86, SD=1.03) [t=-7.34, p<.01] and 

delegate (M=-0.61, SD=1.07) [ t=10.93, p<.01]. 
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In dealing with ‘Complaint from parent in PTA meeting’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’ ; where the 

preference for ‘confer’ is significantly higher than the rest. They tend to evade the 

strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, ‘legislate’ and ‘delegate’; the disagreement 

for the strategy ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than all the other non-preferred 

strategies. 

2. Strategies for dealing with Parent demanding higher grade 

 Table 52 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation Parent 

demanding higher grade ( Situation 15). 

Table 52 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice teachers in Dealing with ‘Parent Demanding Higher Grade’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.28 0.78 - 24.09** 15.62** 37.18** 30.64** 1.74 4.99** 

Delegate -0.51 1.06 (-.20) - -9.91** 12.20** 9.17** -25.43** -21.39** 

Consult 0.15 1.11 (-.06) (.30) - 19.62** 15.99** -15.39** -12.38** 

Retaliate -1.16 0.82 (-.27) (.42) (.13) - -2.66** -38.19** -34.78** 

Avoid -1.04 0.99 (-.37) (.41) (.07) (.52) - -32.13** -29.68** 

Legislate 1.20 0.74 (.31) (-.01) (.03) (-.17) (-.20) - 3.98** 

Comply 1.00 0.85 (.12) (-.01) (.11) (-.04) (-.04) (.27) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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In Table 52 the mean scores reveal that in dealing with the situation ‘Parent 

demanding higher grade’, Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the order confer 

(1.28), ‘legislate’ (1.20), ‘comply’ (1.00) and ‘consult’ (0.15) and tend to avoid the 

strategies retaliate (-1.16), avoid (-1.04) and delegate (-0.51). A paired comparison 

of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.28, 

SD=0.78) significantly more than ‘comply’ strategy (M=1.00, SD=0.85) [t=4.99, 

p<.01]  and ‘consult’ strategy (M=0.15, SD=1.11) [ t=15.62. p<.01] but equally with 

the strategy ‘legislate’    (M=1.20, SD=0.74) [t=1.74, p>.05]. Moreover Novice 

teachers evade the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.16, SD=0.82) significantly higher than 

the strategies ‘avoid’ (M=-1.04,SD=0.99) [t=2.66, p<.01] and ‘delegate’             

(M=-0.51,SD=1.06) [ t=12.20, p<.01]. 

In dealing ‘Parent demanding higher grade’, Novice teachers prefer  the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’; showing 

significantly high preference for the strategy ‘confer’ with all the other preferred 

strategies except ‘legislate’. They tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘retaliate’, 

‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’; where the disagreement with the strategy ‘retaliate’ is 

significantly high than ‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’. 

3. Strategies for dealing with Complaint raised in science exhibition  

 Table 53 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of  preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situation 

Complaint raised in science exhibition ( Situation 20).
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Table 53 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice teachers in Dealing with ‘Complaint Raised in Science Exhibition’ 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate  Comply 

Confer 1.13 0.85 - 14.16 6.18 27.50 30.89 -2.87 1.55 

Delegate 0.13 1.07 (.00) - -11.07 13.81 19.29 -16.45 -14.23 

Consult 0.81 0.81 (.26) (.22) - 24.20 30.15 -8.10 -4.90 

Retaliate -0.86 1.00 (-.13) (.11) (-.07) - 5.68 -31.16 -27.55 

Avoid -1.17 0.86 (-.42) (.11) (-.15) (.39) - -34.42 -35.01 

Legislate 1.28 0.85 (.41) (.04) (.13) (-.01) (-.28) - 4.16 

Comply 1.06 0.70 (.38) (.02) (.14) (-.22) (-.23) (.25) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
 

The mean scores in Table 53 reveal that in dealing with the situation 

‘Complaint raised in science exhibition’, Novice teachers  prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘legislate’ (1.28), confer (1.13), ‘comply’ (1.06), ‘consult’ (0.81), and 

‘delegate’(0.13) and tend to avoid the strategies  avoid (-1.17), and ‘retaliate’ (-

0.86).  The  paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer 

the strategy ‘legislate’ (M=1.28,SD=0.85) significantly higher than the strategies 

‘confer’ (M=1.13,SD=0.85)[t=-2.87, p<.01], ‘comply’(M=1.06,SD=0.70) [t=4.16, 

p<.01],‘consult’(M=0.81, SD= 0.81)  [t=-8.10, p<.01]  and ‘delegate’(M=0.13,SD= 

1.07) [t=-16.45, p<.01]. However Novice teachers disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’ 

(M=-1.17, SD=0.86) significantly more than the strategy ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.86, 

SD=1.00) [t=5.68, p<.01].  
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In dealing with ‘Complaint raised in  science exhibition’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’,  ‘comply’, ‘consult’,  and 

‘delegate’ and the preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher  than 

the other preferred strategies. They tend to evade the strategies significantly in the 

order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’. 

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Novice Teachers in Dealing with 

Parents 

 Table 54 displays the mean, SD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value 

showing the significance of difference in the extent of preference among the 

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers while handling the situations coming 

under Dealing with Parents. 

Table 54 

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extent of Preference for the Seven PDSs 

of Novice teachers in dealing with Dealing with Parents 

PDS Mean SD 
Obtained t value when compared with each PDS 

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate Comply 

Confer 1.17 0.83 - 34.22 16.02 52.32 55.92 14.80 5.48 

Delegate -0.33 1.11 (-.12) - -21.62 17.82 22.33 -19.09 -31.68 

Consult 0.55 1.05 (.06) (.21) - 37.29 41.02 .30 -10.78 

Retaliate -0.99 0.96 (-.18) (.29) (.06) - 5.68 -31.86 -48.78 

Avoid -1.17 0.91 (-.29) (.24) (-.02) (.35) - -36.24 -54.30 

Legislate 0.53 1.32 (.17) (.24) (-.02) (.04) (.04) - -10.22 

Comply 0.99 0.87 (.15) (.02) (-.01) (.10) (-.12) (.117) - 

Note:  N=374, df =373 
Values in parantheses denote the correlation coefficients between the corresponding PDSs       
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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The mean scores in Table 54  reveal that in dealing with the 3 situations  

coming under the category Dealing with Parents, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.17), ‘comply’ (0.99) ‘consult’(0.55) and  ‘legislate’ 

(0.53) and tend to avoid the strategies ‘avoid’  (-1.17), ‘retaliate’  (-0.99) and 

‘delegate’ (-0.33). A paired comparison of mean scores further reveals that Novice 

teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ (M=1.17,SD=0.83) significantly higher than the 

strategies ‘comply’ (M=0.99,SD=0.87) [t=5.48, p<.01],  ‘consult’ (M=0.55, 

SD=1.05) [t=16.02, p<.01] and ‘legislate’ (M=0.53,SD=1.32) [t=14.80, p<.01].  In 

addition Novice teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.17, SD=.91) significantly 

more than the strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-0.99, SD=.96)  [t=5.68, p<.01]  and 

‘delegate’   (M=-0.33,SD=1.11) [t=22.33, p<.01].  

In Dealing with Parents, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the order 

‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ and the preference for the strategy 

‘confer’ is significantly higher  than the other preferred strategies. They tend to 

evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’. 

 To get a clear picture, visual representations of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with parents are given as Figure 15.  
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Figure 15. Graphical representation of the comparison of the mean scores of the 

preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in specific and in total situations while 

dealing with parents.  

 
Discussion of Results  

 A strategy wise analysis of the results shows that while Dealing with Parents, 

Novice teachers  prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’ and  

evade the strategies ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’.  

 ‘Confer’ is generally selected as the most acceptable strategy indicating that 

when teachers have to cope up with parent related problems, they mostly prefer  to 

engage in private discussion, explaining the teachers’ standpoint. Secondly they go 

for ‘comply’, a general willingness to overlook the behavior or actions of parents. 
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Formulating or following rules for actions (legislate) and asking others to work 

together for solving the problems (consult) and are also considered as fairly 

acceptable strategies. 

 In all situations, Novice teachers express their disagreement with the 

strategies ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’, indicating avoiding or delaying the actions and 

physically or verbally countering are not the productive strategies to solve parent 

related problems. Also when it is to deal with parents, Novice teachers are reluctant 

to pass over the responsibility to someone else (delegate). 

Summary of Results 

Section II provides a clear picture about the comparison of the extent of 

preference of the PDSs among Novice teacher in specific and in total problem 

situations while dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.  

For a better visualization, a graphical representation of the preferred and non 

preferred PDSs of Expert Teachers in each of the situations coming under the four 

categories of dealings are given as Figure 16. 
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1 Stealing tendency of student 
0.64  0.44  0.44  -1.16  -1.43  0.43  -0.85  

2 Drug mishap 
1.21  0.76  0.68  -0.97  -1.6  1.5  -0.83  

3 
Misunderstanding  teacher’s relation with 
student 

1.14  0.14  0.07  -1.23  -1.1  1.1  -0.59  

4 Mocking habit of intelligent student 
1.4  -0.55  0.62  -0.7  -0.34  0.98  -1.47  

5 Poverty stricken student 
1.28  -0.56  0.75  -1.31  -1.17  1.26  0.94  

6 Insult from students 
0.79  -0.54  -0.15  -0.66  -0.28  -0.39  0.76  

7 Spontaneous verbal abuse from student 
1.23  -0.7  0.01  -1.15  -1.02  1.03  0.17  

8 Too many questions from student 
0.8 -0.59 0.45  -0.55 -0.92 0 0.42  

9 Sexual abuse at home 
1.34  0.35  0.62  -0.66  -1.33  0.34  1.24  

10 Defamation through watsapp messages 
1.07  -0.37 0.24  -0.63 -1.12 0.84  -0.51 

  Dealing with Students 
1.09  -0.16  0.37  -0.9  -1.03  0.7  -0.07  

  

1  Supervision  of student teacher 
1.1  -0.3  -0.41  -0.98  -1.5  0.39  -0.32  

2  Complaint from colleagues 
1.07  1.33  0.64  -0.62  -0.66  0.98  -0.19  

3  Irresponsible colleague 
0.95  0.28  0.23  -1.06  -1.07  1.28  0 

4 Interfering in colleague’s decision 
0.91  -0.36  0.09  -0.64  -0.82  -0.1  -0.46  

5  Commanding nature of senior colleague 
0.99  0.36  0.69  -0.37  -0.83  -0.55  -0.4  

  Dealing with Peers  
1 0.26  0.25  -0.73  -0.98  0.4  -0.27  

  
1  Principal’s grudge towards the teacher 

1.35  0.86  0.82  -0.55  -0.42  1.15  -1  

2  Division fall Problem 
1.18  1.12  1.12  0 -1.37  1.38  -0.87  

Dealing with Administrators  
1.26  0.98  0.97  -0.28  -0.89  1.26  -0.93  

  
1  Complaint from parent in PTA meeting 

1.1  -0.61  0.69  -0.94  -1.3  -0.86  0.91  

2  Parent demanding higher grade 
1.28  -0.51  0.15  -1.16  -1.04  1.2  1 

3  Complaint raised in Science exhibition 
1.13  0.13  0.81  -0.86  -1.17  1.28  1.06  

                          Dealing with Parents  
1.17  -0.33  0.55  -0.99  -1.17  0.53  0.99  

 
 Note:  The preferred PDSs range from dark green to yellow and the non-preferred PDSs range from 

red to orange 
 
 
Figure 16. Tabular representation of the preferred and non-preferred PDSs of 

Novice teachers in various situations coming under the four categories of dealings. 
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It can be concluded from Figure 15 that ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘legislate’ and 

‘consult’ are the preferred strategies whereas ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’ are 

the non-preferred strategies of Novice teachers in all the four categories of dealings 

with students, peers, administrators and parents. 

Meanwhile Novice teachers show category wise difference in their 

preference for the strategies ‘comply’ and ‘delegate’. ‘Comply’ is considered as 

preferred strategy while dealing with parents but a non-preferred one in dealing with 

students, peers and administrators. ‘Delegate’ is a preferred strategy while dealing 

with peers and administrators but a non-preferred one while dealing with students 

and parents.  

For a better visualization, of the significant difference among the PDSs, a 

graphical representation of the mean of PDSs with corresponding intervals of 

Novice Teachers while dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents is 

given below as Figure 17. 

 

 



 

 

 

Analysis    191

 

Figure 17. Graphical representation of the mean scores of Novice teachers’ 

preference for PDSs with corresponding confidence intervals while dealing with 

students, peers, administrators and parents 

 

III. Difference in the Extent of Preference for each of the Problem Dealing 

Strategies between Expert and Novice Teachers 

The extent of preferences for the seven PDSs of Expert and Novice teachers 

are calculated and compared in this section. This is done by analyzing the strategy 

wise difference in the four categories of teacher dealings, with students, peers, 

administrators and parents. The mean scores of the seven PDSs in the four 

categories are summed up separately and analyzed for this purpose.  
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1.    Difference between Expert and Novice teachers in the extent of preference 

for the PDS ‘confer’  

Table 55 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘confer’ between Expert and 

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.   

Table 55 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

‘Confer’ between Expert and Novice Teachers 

 

 

Table 55 reveals that there is no significant difference between Expert and 

Novice teachers in their preference for the   PDS ‘confer’ in dealing with students, 

peers, administrators and parents as the obtained t values are below 1.96, the tabled  

t value  for significance at .05 level. Therefore Expert and Novice teachers do not 

differ significantly in their preference for the PDS ‘confer’ irrespective of the type of 

dealings they handle. 

Expert and Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ almost equally, 

irrespective of the four types of dealings. This indicates that to solve the situations 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 1.10 0.34 

0.15 
Novice 374 1.09 0.43 

Peers 
Expert 65 0.98 0.36 

-0.4 
Novice 374 1.00 0.46 

Administrators 
Expert 65 1.18 0.46 

-1.24 
Novice 374 1.26 0.57 

Parents 
Expert 65 1.22 0.39 

0.81 
Novice 374 1.17 0.58 
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that arise in the social side of teaching domain, both Expert and Novice teachers 

prefer to engage in private discussion by explaining the rationality of  teachers’ point 

of view. 

2.   Difference between Expert and Novice teachers in the extent of preference 

for the PDS ‘delegate’  

Table 56 displays the  mean, SD and t-value , showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘delegate’ between Expert and 

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.    

Table 56 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

‘Delegate’ between Expert and Novice Teachers 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 0.09 0.46 

3.94** 
Novice 374 -0.16 0.59 

Peers 
Expert 65 0.26 0.47 

0.04 
Novice 374 0.26 0.59 

Administrators 
Expert 65 0.75 0.71 

-2.42* 
Novice 374 0.99 0.71 

Parents 
Expert 65 -0.53 0.58 

-2.45* 
Novice 374 -0.33 0.74 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 
From Table 56, it can be inferred that there is significant difference between 

Expert and Novice teachers in their preference for the strategy ‘delegate’ in Dealing 

with Students  [t= 3.94, p<.01], Dealing with Administrators [t=-2.42, p<.05] and 
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Dealing with Parents [t=-2.45, p<.05]. However they prefer ‘delegate’ equally while 

Dealing with Peers   [t=.04, p>.05].  

Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘delegate’ or   pass over the 

responsibility to someone else more than Novices while Dealing with Students. At 

the same time while Dealing with Administrators, it is Novices who tend to delegate 

more. However Expert teachers show higher tendency to disagree with ‘delegate’ 

than Novice teachers, in Dealing with Parents.  

3.    Difference between Expert and Novice teachers in the extent of 

preference for the PDS ‘consult’  

Table 57 displays the  mean, SD and t-value , showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘consult’ between Expert and 

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.      

Table 57 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

‘Consult’ between Expert and Novice Teachers 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 0.6 0.42 

3.81** 
Novice 374 0.37 0.62 

Peers 
Expert 65 0.4 0.44 

2.39* 
Novice 374 0.25 0.6 

Administrators 
Expert 65 0.94 0.55 

-0.39 
Novice 374 0.97 0.6 

Parents 
Expert 65 0.48 0.55 

-0.95 
Novice 374 0.55 0.6 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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The mean scores in Table 57 reveals that there  is significant difference 

between Expert and Novice teachers in their preference for the strategy ‘consult’ 

while Dealing with Students [t=3.81, p<.01] and Peers [t=2.39, p<.05]. However 

they prefer ‘consult’ almost equally in Dealing with Administrators [t=-0.39, p>.05] 

and Dealing with Parents [t=-0.95, p>.05].  

Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘consult’, asking others to work together 

for solving the problems, more than Novices while Dealing with Students and Peers. 

But they prefer the strategy ‘consult’ almost equally in dealing with administrators 

and parents.  

4.    Difference between Expert and Novice teachers in the extent of 

preference for the PDS ‘retaliate’ 

Table 58 displays the  mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘retaliate’ between Expert and 

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.    

Table 58 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

‘Retaliate’ between Expert and Novice Teachers 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 -0.98 0.4 

-1.3 
Novice 374 -0.9 0.51 

Peers 
Expert 65 -0.8 0.47 

-1.03 
Novice 374 -0.73 0.58 

Administrators 
Expert 65 -0.51 0.87 

-1.99* 
Novice 374 -0.28 0.88 

Parents 
Expert 65 -0.98 0.45 

0.06 
Novice 374 -0.99 0.7 

  * denotes p< .05 
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The negative mean scores of ‘retaliate’ in Table 58 implies that both Expert 

and Novice teachers prefer to avoid the strategy ‘retaliate’ in all the four types of 

dealings. It is evident from Table 58, that the obtained t value for the strategy 

‘retaliate’ is significantly different only in Dealing with Administrators, though to a 

less extent [t=1.99, p<.05]. Both Experts and Novice teachers disagree with 

‘retaliate’ almost equally in Dealing with Students [t=-1.3, p>.05], Dealing with 

Peers [t=-1.03, p>.05] and   Dealing with Parents [t=-.06, p>.05].  

 Expert and Novice teachers avoid the strategy ‘retaliate’ irrespective of the 

four types of  situations indicating that they disagree to respond in a vengeful 

physical or verbal manner while dealing the problems in the social side of teaching. 

It is also found that Expert teachers’ disagreement with ‘retaliate’ is significantly 

higher than Novices while dealing with administrators but almost similar while 

dealing with students, peers and parents.  

5.   Difference between Expert and Novice teachers in the extent of 

preference for the PDS ‘avoid’ 

Table 59 displays the  mean, SD and t-value , showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘avoid’ between Expert 

teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, administrators and 

parents.    
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Table 59 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Avoid’ between Expert and Novice Teachers  

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 -0.94 0.42 

1.54 
Novice 374 -1.03 0.52 

Peers 
Expert 65 -0.99 0.47 

-0.21 
Novice 374 -0.98 0.53 

Administrators 
Expert 65 -0.96 0.5 

-0.98 
Novice 374 -0.89 0.67 

Parents 
Expert 65 -1.15 0.5 

0.3 
Novice 374 -1.17 0.65 

 

 
In Table 59 negative values of the mean scores show that both Expert and 

Novice teachers disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’ irrespective of the type of dealings.  

There is no significant difference between Expert and Novice teachers in their 

preference for the PDS ‘avoid’ in dealing with students, peer, administrators and 

parents as the  t values are below 1.96, the table value of t for significance at .05 

level.  

The result shows that Expert and Novice teachers disagree with the strategy 

‘avoid’ almost equally in all the four categories. This means that to cope up with the 

situations in the social side of dealings Expert and Novice teachers do not favour to 

avoid or delay actions to get the problem resolved itself. 
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6. Difference between Expert and Novice teachers in the extent of 

preference for the PDS ‘legislate’ 

Table 60 displays the  mean, SD and t-value , showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘legislate’ between Expert and 

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents.    

Table 60 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Legislate’ between Expert and Novice Teachers  

 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 0.62 0.35 

-1.86 
Novice 374 0.70 0.42 

Peers 
Expert 65 0.32 0.5 

-1.23 
Novice 374 0.4 0.49 

Administrators 
Expert 65 1.13 0.52 

-1.87 
Novice 374 1.26 0.61 

Parents 
Expert 65 0.42 0.52 

-1.62 
Novice 374 0.53 0.5 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

Table 60 reveals that there is no significant difference between Expert and 

Novice teachers in their preference for the  PDS ‘legislate’ in dealing with students, 

peers, administrators and parents as the obtained t values are below 1.96, the table 

value of t for significance at .05 level. Table 60 also shows that Expert and Novice 

teachers differ significantly in their preference for the PDS ‘legislate’ when all the 

situations are taken together [t=-2.48; p>.05].  
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Expert and Novice teachers equally prefer ‘legislate’, explicating rules 

governing future actions of self and others, while dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents. 

7.    Difference between Expert and Novice teachers in the extent of 

preference for the PDS ‘comply’ 

Table 61 displays the  mean, SD and t value , showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘comply’ between Expert 

teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, administrators and 

parents.     

Table 61 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Comply’ between Expert and Novice Teachers  

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 0.13 0.33 

4.44** 
Novice 374 -0.07 0.39 

Peers 
Expert 65 -0.6 0.48 

-4.93** 
Novice 374 -0.27 0.57 

Administrators 
Expert 65 -0.96 0.67 

-0.3 
Novice 374 -0.93 0.83 

Parents 
Expert 65 1.00 0.49 

0.18 
Novice 374 0.99 0.53 

** denotes p< .01 
 

The mean scores in Table 61 reveals that Expert teachers prefer the strategy 

‘comply’ significantly higher than Novice teachers while Dealing with Students 

[t=4.44; p<.01] and disfavour ‘comply’ significantly higher than Novice teachers 
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while Dealing with Peers [t=-4.93; p<.01].They disagree with ‘comply’ equally in 

Dealing with Administrators [t=-.3; p>.05] and Dealing with Parents [t=.18; p>.05].  

 Expert and Novice teachers show a tendency to ‘comply’, doing whatever is 

asked for while dealing with students and parents and tend to avoid it while dealing 

with administrators and peers.  

Discussion of results 

Section III gives the difference in the extent of preference of the PDSs 

between Expert and Novice teachers. Both the groups preferred the strategies 

‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’ in irrespective of the categories. Meanwhile 

‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’ falls into the class of non preferred strategies. 

 To get a clear picture, mean plots of the difference in the extent of preference 

for each of the PDSs between Expert and Novice teachers with 95% confidence 

interval (CI) error bars are given as Figure 18. 
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Note : DS- Dealing with Students, DP - Dealing with Peers, DA - Dealing with Administrators and  
DPr- Dealing with parents 
 
Figure 18.Mean plots of the preference for each of the PDSs of Expert and Novice 

   Novices 

   Experts 
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teachers with 95% CI error bars 

From the graphs it can be inferred that both the groups prefer ‘confer’, more 

or less equally irrespective of the type of situations they deal with, indicating their 

inclination to engage in private talk to prove their side. When it comes to ‘delegate’ 

there is category wise difference in their preference. Expert teachers show higher 

tendency to ‘delegate’ while dealing with students, may be because they want to 

ensure the involvement of some responsible authority or subordinates when they 

deal with complicated situations related with students. At the same time ‘while 

dealing with administrators it is Novices who ‘delegate’ more. Both the groups show 

reluctance to ‘delegate’ while dealing the parents; though the rate of Expert 

teachers’ disagreement was much higher than Novices.  

The strategies ‘consult’, asking others to work together for solving the 

problems and ‘legislate’, explicating rules governing future actions of self and others 

are considered as preferred strategies, irrespective of the type of dealings. However 

Expert teachers show higher tendency to ‘consult’ than novices, while dealing with 

students and peers.  

In the case of ‘comply’ also a category wise difference is noted. Expert 

teachers’ preference to comply with students was remarkably higher than novices. 

Both groups favours it while dealing with parents but disapproves it while dealing 

with peers and administrators.  
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IV.  Difference in the Extent of Preference for each of the Problem Dealing 

Strategies of Novice Teachers in the Beginning and End of the B.Ed. 

Programme 

The extent of preferences for the seven PDSs of Novice teachers, in the 

beginning (Pre test) and end of the B.Ed. programme (Post Test) are calculated and 

compared in this section. This is done by analyzing the category wise difference for 

each of the PDSs of Novice teachers in both tests. The mean scores of the seven 

PDSs in the four categories are summed up separately and analyzed for this purpose. 

1.    Difference in the Extent of Preference for the PDS ‘Confer’ of Pretest and 

Posttest Novice Groups 

Table 62 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘confer’ of Novice teachers, in 

the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.   
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Table 62 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Confer’ of Pre Test and Post Test Novice Group (N=374, df =373) 

 
* denotes p< .05 

 

Table 62 reveals that there is significant difference between pretest and 

posttest scores of Novice teachers in their preference for the PDS ‘confer’ in Dealing 

with Peers [t=-2.3; p<.05]. Whereas no significant difference is noted in dealing 

with students, administrators and parents as the obtained t values are below 1.96, the 

table value of t for significance at .05 level.  

The result indicates that Novice teachers, in the beginning and end of the 

B.Ed. programme prefer the strategy ‘confer’ almost equally when they deal with 

students, parents and administrators. But their initial preference for it in dealing with 

peers remarkably decreases at the end of the B.Ed. programme. 

Type of Dealing Group Mean SD 
Coefficient of 

correlation 
t value 

Students 
Pre test 1.00 0.36 

.25 0.30 
Post Test 1.09 0.43 

Peers 
Pre test 1.07 0.44 

.23 2.3* 
Post Test 1.00 0.46 

Administrators 
Pre test 1.30 0.64 

.13 0.97 
Post Test 1.26 0.57 

Parents 
Pre test 1.19 0.56 

.21 0.52 
Post Test 1.17 0.58 
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2.    Difference in the Extent of Preference for the PDS ‘Delegate’ of Pretest 

and Posttest Novice Groups 

Table 63 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘delegate’ of Novice teachers, 

in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.  

Table 63 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference between the Preference for 

the PDS ‘Delegate’ of Pre Test and Post Test Novice Group (N=374, df=373) 

 

  * denotes p< .05 

 
From Table 63, it can be inferred that there is significant difference between 

pretest and posttest scores of Novice teachers in their preference for the PDS 

‘delegate’ in Dealing with Administrators [t=-2.10; p<.05]. Whereas there is no 

significant difference in dealing with students, peers and parents as the obtained         

t values are below 1.96, the table value of   t  for significance at .05 level.  

Type of Dealing Group Mean SD 
Coefficient of 

correlation 
t value 

Students 
Pre test -0.20 0.61 

.37 -1.13 
Post Test -0.16 0.59 

Peers 
Pre test 0.30 0.60 

.16 0.93 
Post Test 0.26 0.59 

Administrators 
Pre test 0.88 0.82 

.21 -2.10* 
Post Test 0.99 0.98 

Parents 
Pre test -0.31 0.78 

.32 0.51 
Post Test -0.33 0.74 
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Novice teachers, while dealing with administrators show a remarkable 

increase in their preference to delegate, or pass over the responsibility to someone 

else, in the end of their B.Ed programme. At the same time both pretest and post test 

Novice groups are equally reluctant to ‘delegate’, when they deal with students and 

parents. But agree with it when the dealings are with peers. 

3.    Difference in the Extent of Preference for the PDS ‘Consult’ of Pretest and 

Posttest Novice Groups 

Table 64 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘consult’ of Novice teachers, in 

the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.      

Table 64 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference between the Preference for 

the PDS ‘Consult’ of Pre Test and Post Test Novice Group (N=374, df=373) 

Type of Dealing Group Mean SD 
Coefficient of 

correlation 
t value 

Students 
Pre test 0.33 0.68 .46 

 

-1.14 

 Post Test 0.37 0.62 

Peers 
Pre test 0.21 0.67 

.40 -0.97 
Post Test 0.25 0.60 

Administrators 
Pre test 1.05 0.59 

.16 
  2.01* 

 Post Test 0.97 0.60 

Parents 
Pre test 0.55 0.66 

.26 0.11 
Post Test 0.55 0.60 

 
 * denotes p< .05 
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Table 64, depicts that there is significant difference between pretest and 

posttest scores of Novice teachers in their preference for the PDS ‘consult’ in 

Dealing with Administrators [t=-2.01 , p<.05]. Whereas in dealing with students, 

peers and parents, no significant difference is there as the obtained t values are 

below 1.96, the table value of t for significance at .05 level.   

From the results it can be inferred that in the beginning as well as in the end 

of the B.Ed. programme, Novice teachers’ show an equal tendency to ‘consult’, 

asking others to work together for solving the problems when they with students, 

peers and  parents. But when they deal with administrators, a notable decrease in 

their preference for ‘consult’ is observed after undergoing B.Ed. programme. 

4.    Difference in the Extent of Preference for the PDS ‘Retaliate’ of Pretest 

and Posttest Novice Groups 

Table 65 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘retaliate’ of Novice teachers, 

in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.      
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Table 65 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference between the Preference for 

the PDS ‘Retaliate’ of Pre Test and Post Test Novice Group (N=374, df=373) 

Type of Dealing Group Mean SD 
Coefficient of  

correlation 
t value 

Students 
Pre test -0.92 0.48 

.39 0.78 
Post Test -0.90 0.51 

Peers 
Pre test -0.71 0.55 

.23 0.52 
Post Test -0.73 0.58 

Administrators 
Pre test -0.10 0.86 

.21 3.11** 
Post Test -0.28 0.88 

Parents 
Pre test -1.08 0.64 

.20 -2.13* 
Post Test -0.99 0.70 

 
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

Table 65, depicts that there is significant difference between pretest and 

posttest scores of Novice teachers in their preference for the PDS ‘retaliate’ in 

Dealing with Administrators [t=-3.11, p<.01] and Dealing with Parents [t=-2.13, 

p<.05]. Meanwhile there is no significant difference is observed in dealing with 

students and peers, as the obtained t values are below 1.96, the table value of t for 

significance at .05 levels.  

From the results it can be inferred that while dealing with students and peers 

B.Ed. programme doesn’t make any remarkable difference in Novices tendency to 

disagree with ‘retaliate’, an act of vengeful response. But while dealing with 

administrators their disagreement increases remarkably for ‘retaliate’. With parents 

their tendency to ‘retaliate’, decreases significantly after their B.Ed. Programme. 
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5.   Difference in the Extent of Preference for the PDS ‘Avoid’ of Pretest and 

Posttest Novice Groups 

Table 66 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘avoid’ of Novice teachers, in 

the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.      

Table 66 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference between the Preference for 

the PDS ‘Avoid’ of Pre Test and Post Test Novice Group (N=374, df=373) 

 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

Table 66, indicates that there is significant difference between pretest and 

posttest groups of Novice teachers in their preference for the PDS ‘avoid’ in Dealing 

with Students [t=-2.24; p<.05], Dealing with Peers[t=-4.53; p<.01]  and Dealing 

with Administrators [t=-3.85; p<.01]. Whereas in Dealing with Parents, no 

significant difference is there as the obtained t value is below 1.96, the table value of 

t for significance at .05 levels.   

Type of Dealing Group Mean SD 
Coefficient of 

correlation 
t value 

Students 
Pre test -1.09 0.39 

.37 -2.24* 
Post Test -1.03 0.52 

Peers 
Pre test -1.12 0.47 

.23 -4.53** 
Post Test -0.98 0.53 

Administrators 
Pre test -1.05 0.63 

.25 -3.85** 
Post Test -0.89 0.67 

Parents 
Pre test -1.14 0.55 

.30 0.84 
Post Test -1.17 0.65 
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From the results it can be inferred that B Ed programme makes a 

considerable decrease in ‘Novice teachers’ tendency to ‘avoid’ while dealing with 

students, peers and administrators. But while dealing with parents they show almost 

equal disagreement with ‘avoid’ in the beginning and end of the B Ed programme. 

6.    Difference in the Extent of Preference for the PDS ‘Legislate’ of Pretest 

and Posttest Novice Groups 

Table 67 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘legislate’ of Novice teachers, 

in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.    

Table 67 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference between the Preference for 

the PDS ‘Legislate’ of Pre Test and Post Test Novice Group (N=374, df=373) 

Type of Dealing Group Mean SD 
Coefficient of 

correlation 
t value 

Students 
Pre test 0.71 0.38 

.16 0.04 
Post Test 0.71 0.42 

Peers 
Pre test 0.54 0.51 

.22 4.24** 
Post Test 0.40 0.49 

Administrators 
Pre test 1.24 0.61 

.22 -0.71 
Post Test 1.26 0.61 

Parents 
Pre test 0.63 0.54 

.14 2.68** 
Post Test 0.53 0.50 

 
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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From Table 67, it can be inferred that there is significant difference between 

pretest and posttest groups of Novice teachers in their preference for the PDS 

‘legislate’ in Dealing with Peers[t=-4.24; p<.01]  and Dealing with Parents     

[t=2.68; p<.01]. Whereas in dealing with students and administrators, no significant 

difference is there as the obtained t values are below 1.96, the table value of t for 

significance at .05 levels.  

From the results it can be inferred that Novice teachers while dealing with 

peers and parents show a significant decrease in their rate of legislating in the end of 

the B.Ed. programme than in the beginning of their B.Ed. programme. But while 

dealing with students and administrators they show almost equal agreement with 

‘legislate’.  

7.    Difference in the Extent of Preference for the PDS ‘Comply’ of Pretest and 

Posttest Novice Groups 

Table 68 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘comply’ of Novice teachers, 

in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.      
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Table 68 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference between the Preference for 

the PDS ‘Comply’ of Pre Test and Post Test Novice Group (N=374, df=373) 

 
Group Mean SD 

Coefficient of 

correlation 
t value 

Students 
Pre test 0.04 0.40 

.25 4.34** 
Post Test -0.07 0.39 

Peers 
Pre test -0.29 0.58 

.26 -0.55 
Post Test -0.27 0.57 

Administrators 
Pre test -1.15 0.70 

.24 -4.33** 
Post Test -0.93 0.83 

Parents 
Pre test 1.00 0.56 

.07 0.25 
Post Test 0.99 0.53 

 
** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

Table 68, indicates that there is significant difference between pretest and 

posttest groups of Novice teachers in their preference for the PDS ‘comply’ in 

Dealing with Students [t=-4.34; p<.01], and Dealing with Administrators [t=-4.33; 

p<.01]. Whereas in dealing with peers and parents, no significant difference is there 

as the obtained t values are below 1.96, the table value of t for significance at .05 

levels.   

From the results it can be inferred that Novice teachers while dealing with 

students and administrators, show a significant decrease in their rate of complying in 

the end of the B Ed programme than in the beginning. Their disagreement to 
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‘comply’ in Dealing with Peers and agreement in Dealing with Parents are almost 

equal in both pretest and posttest. 

Discussion of Results 

Section IV depicts a clear presentation about the difference in the extent of 

preference for the PDSs Novice teachers in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. 

programme. Both in pretest and post test they preferred the strategies ‘confer’, 

‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ in majority of the situations and at the same time ‘Retaliate’ 

and ‘avoid’ falls into the class of non preferred strategies. 

 To get a clear picture, mean plots of the difference in the extent of 

preferences for each of the PDSs of Novice teachers in the beginning (pretest) and  

end of the B.Ed. programme (posttest)  with 95 % CI error bars are given as  

Figure 19. 
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Note DS- Dealing with Students, DP - Dealing with Peers, DA - Dealing with Administrators and             

DPr - Dealing with parents 
 

Figure 19. Mean plots of the preference for each of the PDSs of Novices in the 

pretest and posttest  with 95% CI error bars 

   Posttest Novice      

   Pretest Novice  
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 Regarding the strategy ‘confer’ it is revealed that Novices, both in the 

beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme prefer ‘confer’, more or less equally, 

while dealing with students, administrators and parents, indicating their inclination 

to engage in private talk to prove their side. But when they deal with peers it is 

evident that B.Ed. programme has created a considerable decrease in their 

willingness to confer.  

When it comes to ‘delegate,’ in both stages Novice teachers disagreed almost 

equally while dealing with students and parents; may be because they don’t want the 

involvement of some authority in such situations. At the same time, while dealing 

with administrators Novices delegated more after undergoing B.Ed. course and with 

peers the agreement was almost same in both tests.   

The strategies ‘consult’, asking others to work together for solving the 

problems and ‘legislate’, explicating rules governing future actions of self and others 

are generally considered as a preferred strategy in all the situations irrespective of 

the type of dealings. However, while dealing with administrators, Novice teachers’ 

tendency to ‘consult’ remarkably decreases after their B.Ed. course. Their tendency 

to ‘legislate’ also gets reduced significantly while dealing with administrators and 

parents. 

A category wise difference is distinct with the strategy ‘comply’ (doing 

whatever is asked for) as Pre test and Post test Novices  prefer it while dealing with 

parents and avoid it while dealing with administrators and peers. B Ed programme 

creates considerable decrease in their tendency to comply while dealing with 

students administrators and parents. 
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It can be thus concluded that B.Ed. programme has some influence in 

determining the preference for some of the PDSs. 

V. Difference between Expert Teachers and Novices undergone two year 

B.Ed. programme in the Extent of Preference for each of the Problem 

Dealing Strategies  

During the time period of the present study, the one year secondary teacher 

education programme was revised and the two year secondary teacher education 

programme came into effect. As per the regulations of NCTE 2014 the two year 

B.Ed. programme came into effect from 2015-2017 onwards. As this shift was in the 

midst of the research period investigator cross validated the results obtained from 

the Novices of two year programme and an attempt was done to compare it with that 

of Expert teachers.  

 The extent of preferences for the seven PDSs of Expert and Novice teachers 

undergone two year B.Ed. programme are calculated and compared in this section. 

This is done by analyzing the strategy wise difference in the four categories of 

teacher dealings with students, peers, administrators and parents. The mean scores of 

the seven PDSs in the four categories are summed up separately and analyzed for 

this purpose.  

1.     Difference between Expert Teachers and Novices Undergone Two Year 

B.Ed.  in the extent of preference  for the PDS  ‘Confer’  

Table 69 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘confer’ between Expert 
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teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, administrators and 

parents.      

Table 69 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Confer’ between Expert and Novice Teachers Undergone Two Year B.Ed. 

Programme. 

 

  * denotes p< .05 
 

Table 69 reveals that there is significant difference between Expert teachers 

and Novices undergone two year B Ed programme in their preference for the PDS 

‘confer’ in Dealing with Students [ t=2.27, p<.05] and Dealing with Parents [ t=2.16, 

p<.05]. Whereas there is no significance while dealing with peers and administrators 

as the obtained t values are below 1.96, the table value of t for significance at .05 

level.  

The result shows that Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘confer’ 

significantly more than Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, 

while dealing with students and parents. However they prefer it almost equally while 

dealing with peers and administrators.  

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 1.10 0.34 

2.27* 
Novice 120 .92 .73 

Peers 
Expert 65 0.99 0.36 

0.57 
Novice 120 .94 0.74 

Administrators 
Expert 65 1.18 0.46 

1.78 
Novice 120 1.01 0.82 

Parents 
Expert 65 1.22 0.39 

2.16* 
Novice 120 1.02 0.82 
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2.  Difference between Expert Teachers and Novices Undergone Two Year 

B.Ed.  in the extent of preference  for the PDS  ‘Delegate’  

Table 70 displays the  mean, Standard Deviation and t-value , showing the 

significance of difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘delegate’ 

between Expert teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with Students, Peers, 

Administrators and Parents.  

Table 70 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Delegate’ between Expert and Novice Teachers Undergone Two Year 

B.Ed. Programme 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 .13 0.45 

4.98** 
Novice 120 -0.23 0.52 

Peers 
Expert 65 0.26 0.47 

3.33** 
Novice 120 -.02 0.66 

Administrators 
Expert 65 0.75 0.71 

0.31 
Novice 120 .72 0.91 

Parents 
Expert 65 -0.53 0.58 

-0.17 
Novice 120 -0.51 0.71 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

From Table 70, it can be inferred that there is significant difference between 

Expert teachers and Novices undergone two year B Ed programme in their 

preference for the strategy ‘delegate’ in Dealing with Students   [t= 4.98 ; p<.01] and 

Dealing with Peers [t=3.33; p<.01]. However they prefer ‘delegate’ equally while 

Dealing with Administrators [t=0.31; p>.05] and ‘Dealing with Parents [t=-0.17; 

p>.05]’.  
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Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘delegate’ or   pass over the 

responsibility to someone else more than Novices undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme, while dealing with students and peers. At the same time Experts and 

Novice teachers, agree to delegate while dealing with administrators and disagree to 

delegate while dealing with parents more or less equally. 

3.  Difference between Expert Teachers and Novices Undergone Two Year 

B.Ed.  in the extent of preference  for the PDS  ‘Consult’  

Table 71 displays the  mean, Standard Deviation and t-value , showing the 

significance of difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘consult’ 

between Expert teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents. 

Table 71 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Consult’ between Expert and Novice Teachers Undergone Two Year          

B Ed Programme 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 0.6 0.42 

6.22** 
Novice 120 0.05 0.77 

Peers 
Expert 65 0.4 0.44 

6.08** 
Novice 120 -.11 .71 

Administrators 
Expert 65 0.94 0.55 

2.32* 
Novice 120 0.70 .82 

Parents 
Expert 65 0.48 0.55 

2.90** 
Novice 120 .19 .79 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
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The mean scores in Table 71 reveals that there  is significant difference 

between Expert and Novice teachers in their preference for the strategy ‘consult’ 

while dealing with students[t=6.22; p<.01], peers [t=6.08; p<.01], administrators 

[t=2.32; p<.05] and parents [t=-2.90; p<.01].  

Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘consult’, asking others to work together 

for solving the problems, significantly more than Novices undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme, irrespective of the type of dealings. Both the groups prefer consult to 

the highest while dealing with administrators and least while dealing with peers. 

4.  Difference between Expert Teachers and Novices Undergone Two Year 

B.Ed.  in the extent of preference  for the PDS  ‘Retaliate’  

Table 72 displays the mean, Standard Deviation and t-value, showing the 

significance of difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘retaliate’ 

between Expert teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.    
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Table 72 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Retaliate ‘between Expert Teachers and Novices Undergone Two Year       

B Ed Programme 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 -0.98 0.4 

0.08 
Novice 120 -0.98 0.56 

Peers 
Expert 65 -0.8 0.47 

-1.76 
Novice 120 -0.66 0.58 

Administrators 
Expert 65 -0.51 0.87 

-0.82 
Novice 120 -0.40 0.84 

Parents 
Expert 65 -0.98 0.45 

-0.37 
Novice 120 -0.95 0.71 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 
 

Table 72 reveals that there is no significant difference between Expert and 

Novice teachers in their disapproval for the PDS ‘retaliate’ in dealing with students, 

peers, administrators and parents as the obtained t values are below 1.96, the table 

value of t for significance at .05 level.  

Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, 

irrespective of the four types of the dealings disfavour ‘retaliate’ almost equally. 

This indicates that to solve the situations that arise in the social side of teaching 

domain, Expert and Novice teachers do not prefer to respond in a vengeful manner. 
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5. Difference between Expert Teachers and Novices Undergone Two Year 

B.Ed.  in the extent of preference  for the PDS  ‘Avoid’ 

Table 73 displays the  mean, SD and t value , showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘avoid’ between Expert 

teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, administrators and 

parents. 

Table 73 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Avoid’ between Expert and Novice Teachers Undergone Two Year B.Ed. 

Programme 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 -0.94 0.42 

1.07 
Novice 120 -1.01 0.48 

Peers 
Expert 65 -0.99 0.47 

0.08 
Novice 120 -1.0 0.54 

Administrators 
Expert 65 -0.96 0.5 

-2.53* 
Novice 120 -0.71 0.84 

Parents 
Expert 65 -1.15 0.5 

-0.28 
Novice 120 -1.12 0.65 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

Table 73 reveals that there is no significant difference between Expert and 

Novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme in their preference for the   PDS 

‘avoid’, in dealing with students, peers and parents as the obtained t values are 

below 1.96, the table value of t for significance at .05 level.  Meanwhile while 



 

 

 

Analysis    223

dealing with administrators [t=-2.53; p<.05] there is a significant difference between 

the two groups.  

Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, while 

dealing with students, peers and parents tend to evade ‘avoid’ equally. While dealing 

with administrators, Expert teachers keep away from ‘avoid’ remarkably more than 

Novice teachers.  

6.    Difference between Expert Teachers and Novices Undergone Two Year 

B.Ed. programme in the extent of preference for the PDS  ‘Legislate’  

Table 74 displays the mean, SD and t-value, showing the significance of 

difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘legislate’ between Expert 

teachers and Novices undergone two year B. Ed. programme in dealing with 

students, peers, administrators and parents.    
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Table 74 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Legislate’ between Expert Teachers and Novices Undergone Two Year 

B.Ed. Programme  

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 0.73 0.36 

2.19* 
Novice 120 0.57 0.63 

Peers 
Expert 65 0.32 0.5 

1.12 
Novice 120 0.22 0.64 

Administrators 
Expert 65 1.13 0.52 

2.16* 
Novice 120 .91 0.88 

Parents 
Expert 65 0.42 0.52 

1.58 
Novice 120 0.28 0.63 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

Table 74 depicts that there is significant difference between Expert teachers 

and Novices undergone two year B. Ed. programme in their preference for 

‘legislate’ in Dealing with Students [t=2.19 p<.05] and Dealing with Administrators 

[t=2.16, p<.05]. Whereas there is no significance in the preference for ‘legislate’ 

while dealing with peers and parents as the obtained t values are below 1.96, the 

table value of t for significance at .05 level. 

Expert teachers and Novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme prefer 

‘legislate’, explicating rules governing future actions of self and others, while 

dealing with peers and parents almost equally but Expert teachers’ preference is 

significantly higher when they deal with students and administrators.  
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7.    Difference between Expert Teachers and Novices Undergone Two Year 

B.Ed.  in the extent of preference  for the PDS  ‘Comply’  

Table 75 displays the mean, Standard Deviation and t-value , showing the 

significance of difference in the extent of preference for the strategy ‘comply’ 

between Expert teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with students, peers, 

administrators and parents.    

Table 75 

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difference in the Extent of Preference for 

the PDS ‘Comply’ between Expert Teachers and Novices undergone Two Year B Ed 

Programme 

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD t value 

Students 
Expert 65 0.13 0.36 

-0.01 
Novice 120 0.02 0.47 

Peers 
Expert 65 -0.60 0.48 

-3.32** 
Novice 120 -0.34 0.57 

Administrators 
Expert 65 -0.96 0.67 

    -1.37 
Novice 374 -0.81 0.76 

Parents 
Expert 65 1.00 0.49 

3.55** 
Novice 120 0.70 0.77 

** denotes p< .01,   * denotes p< .05 

 

The mean scores in Table 75 reveals that Expert teachers and Novices 

undergone two year B. Ed. programme prefer the strategy ‘comply’ while dealing 

with students and parents. Their preference is almost equal while dealing with 

students [t=-.01; p>.01], whereas with parents, Expert teachers comply significantly 
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more than Novices [t=-4.93; p<.01]. Meanwhile Expert teachers’ disagreement with 

‘comply’ is almost equal with Novices in Dealing with Administrators and 

significantly high  [t=-4.93; p<.01] in Dealing with Peers.                                              

Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, show a 

tendency to ‘comply’, doing whatever is asked for while dealing with students and 

parents but avoid it while dealing with peers and administrators. There is a tendency 

for Expert teachers to opt ‘comply’ more with parents and to avoid it more with 

peers, when compared with Novices undergone two year B. Ed. programme.   

Summary of the Results 

Section V presents a clear illustration about the difference in the extent of 

preference of the PDSs between Expert teachers and Novices undergone two year 

B.Ed. programme. Both the groups preferred the strategies ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and 

‘legislate’ in majority of the situations and at the same time ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’ 

are considered as the non preferred strategies. 

To get a clear picture of the mean plots of the difference in the extent of 

preference for each of the PDSs between Expert teachers and Novice teachers 

undergone two year B.Ed. with 95% CI error bars are given as Figure 20. 
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Note DS - Dealing with Students, DP - Dealing with Peers, DA - Dealing with Administrators and             
DPr - Dealing with parents 
 

Figure 20. Mean plots of the preference for each of the PDSs of Expert teachers and 

Novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme  with 95% CI error bars 

   Experts 

   Novices ( 2 year B.Ed) 
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From figure 20 it is revealed that both the groups prefer ‘confer’, irrespective 

of the type of situations they deal with, indicating their inclination to engage in 

private talk to prove their side. But expert teachers showed higher tendency to 

confer in dealing with students and parents than novices undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme. When it comes to ‘delegate’ there is category wise difference in their 

preference. Expert teachers show higher tendency to ‘delegate’ while dealing with 

students and peers, may be because they want to make certain the participation of 

some responsible authority in such dealings. Both the groups almost equally show 

reluctance to ‘delegate’ while dealing the parents but accepted to do so when the 

dealing is with administrators. 

Expert teachers showed considerably higher tendency to ‘consult’ than 

novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme irrespective of the type of dealings. 

However novices showed a disagreement with ‘consult’ in dealing with peers. 

 Both the groups opted ‘Legislate’, explicating rules governing future actions 

of self and others in all the situations irrespective of the type of dealings, though 

expert teachers preferred it notably higher in dealing with students and 

administrators. In the case of ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ though both groups rejected it 

almost in all situations expert teachers’ disagreement for it in dealing with 

administrators was considerably higher than novices undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme. 

A category wise difference is distinct with the strategy ‘comply’ (doing 

whatever is asked for as Expert and Novices prefer it while dealing with students 

and parents and avoid it while dealing with administrators and peers. At the same 



 

 

 

Analysis    229

time it is Expert teachers who reject to comply at a higher level than Novices while 

dealing with peers and parents. 

Conclusion 

 A comprehensive analysis of Section III, Section IV and Section V reveals a 

clear picture about the nature of strategy wise preference of the teachers.  

Dealing with Students 

 To get a better visualization, graphical representations of the mean scores of 

the preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers, Novice teachers ( Pre and Post 

groups) and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme,  in Dealing with 

Students is given as Figure 18. 

 

Figure 21. Bar Diagrams of the mean scores of the preference for the PDSs with 

corresponding confidence intervals of Expert teachers, Novice teachers (Pre and 

Post groups) and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, in Dealing 

with Students 
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 From  Figure 21,  it can be inferred that while dealing with students there is a 

general tendency to prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and 

‘consult’ and to evade the strategies ‘avoid and ‘retaliate’. All the groups almost 

equally prefer the strategies confer and legislate and keep away from the strategies 

avoid and retaliate. 

  Regarding the strategy consult it is seen that no other groups reach near to 

the preference level of Expert teachers indicating that Expert teachers prefer 

‘consult’ significantly higher than other groups. Moreover pretest and post test 

Novices prefer consult almost equally, whereas post Novice group undergone two 

year B.Ed. programme exhibits a significantly lower preference for ‘consult’ than 

the rest. 

 In the case of ‘delegate’ only Expert teachers prefer it in a significantly 

higher manner where as the rest of the groups avoid it almost equally. To sum up all 

the four groups’ preference for the strategies while dealing with students are more or 

less similar except in the case of consult, comply and delegate. 

 Dealing with Peers 

 To get a better visualization, graphical representations of the mean scores of 

the preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers, Novice teachers in the beginning and 

end of one year B.Ed. programme and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme,  in Dealing with Peers is given as Figure 22. 
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Figure 22. Bar Diagrams of the mean scores of the preference for the PDSs with 

corresponding confidence intervals of Expert teachers, Novice teachers (Pre and 

Post groups) and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, in Dealing 

with Peers 

 From Figure 22 it can be seen that while dealing with peers  there is a 

general tendency to prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ , ‘legislate’ and evade 

the strategies ‘avoid, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’ . All the groups almost equally prefer 

the strategies confer and legislate and keep away from the strategies ‘avoid’ and 

‘retaliate’. 

  Regarding the strategy consult it is seen that Expert teachers, pre test and 

Post test Novices prefer ‘consult’ almost equally, at the same time Novices 

undergone two year B.Ed. shows an unwillingness to ‘consult’ when it is to deal 

with peers.  
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 There is no significant difference among the four groups in their preference 

for ‘delegate,’ though Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. shows a negligible 

reluctance towards the strategy. In the case of ‘comply’ Expert teachers disagree 

with it in a significantly higher manner than other groups. To sum up all the four 

groups’ preference for the strategies while dealing with peers are more or less 

similar with confer, retaliate, and avoid but differences are there in their choice for 

consult, comply and delegate. 

Dealing with Administrators 

To get a better visualization, graphical representations of the mean scores of 

the preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers, Novice teachers in the beginning and 

end of one year B.Ed. programme and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme, in Dealing with Administrators is given as Figure 23. 

 

Figure 23. Bar Diagrams of the mean scores of the preference for the PDSs with 

corresponding confidence intervals of Expert teachers, Novice teachers (Pre and 

Post groups) and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, in Dealing 

with Administrators 
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 It is seen from the graph that the while dealing with administrators  there is a 

general tendency to prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ , ‘legislate’, ‘consult 

and ‘delegate’ and evade the strategies ‘comply’, ‘avoid and ‘retaliate’.  Though 

pretest and post test Novice groups prefer ‘consult’, ‘legislate’ and ‘confer’ almost 

equally with Expert teachers their preference for these strategies is significantly 

higher than Novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme. In the case of delegate 

all the four groups prefer it almost equally.  

 Regarding the strategy ‘comply’ and ‘avoid’ the Novice undergone two year 

programme exhibited comparatively less disagreement than other groups. Novices 

undergone one year B.Ed. programme reached to the level of Experts here.  All the 

four groups disagreed to comply with administrators.  

To get a better visualization, graphical representations of the mean scores of 

the preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers, Novice teachers in the beginning and 

end of one year B.Ed. programme and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme, in Dealing with Parents is given as Figure 24. 
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Figure 24. Bar Diagrams of the mean scores of the preference for the PDSs with 

corresponding confidence intervals of Expert teachers, Novice teachers (Pre and 

Post groups) and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, in Dealing 

with Parents 

 From the graph it can be seen that when it comes to deal with parents there is 

a general tendency to prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’ , ‘comply’, ‘consult’ 

and ‘legislate’ and evade the strategies ‘avoid, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’ . All the 

groups almost equally prefer the strategies ‘confer’ and ‘legislate’ and keep away 

from the strategies ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’.  

 It is noted that Novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme exhibits a 

remarkably low preference for ‘comply’ and ‘consult’ than the other two Novice 

groups.  However no difference is marked with the non preferred strategies. 
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Tenability of Hypotheses 

 Based on the findings, tenability of the hypotheses for the study was 

reviewed. 

The first hypothesis states that there is significant difference in the 

preference for each of the PDSs among Expert Teachers in Dealing with 

Students, in total and in specific problem situations. The findings of the study 

revealed that while dealing with students, Expert teachers differ significantly in their 

preference for some of the Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in specific 

problem situations. Hence the hypothesis is only partially substantiated. 

 The second hypothesis states that there is significant difference in the 

preference for each of the PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with peers, in total 

and in specific problem situations. The results of the study revealed that while 

dealing with peers, Expert teachers differ significantly in their preference for some 

of the Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in specific problem situations. Hence 

the hypothesis is only partially substantiated.  

 The third hypothesis states that there is significant difference in the preference 

for each of the PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with administrators, in total 

and in specific problem situations. Results revealed that Expert teachers while 

dealing with administrators differ significantly in their preference for some of the 

Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in specific problem situations. Thus the 

hypothesis is only partially substantiated. 
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 The fourth hypothesis states that that there is significant difference in the 

preference for each of the PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with parents, in 

total and in specific problem situations. Findings revealed that Expert teachers while 

dealing with parents differ significantly in their preference for some of the Problem 

Dealing Strategies in total and in specific problem situations. Thus the hypothesis is 

only partially substantiated. 

The fifth hypothesis states that that there is significant difference in the 

preference for each of the PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with 

students, in total and in specific problem situations. The findings of the study 

revealed that while dealing with students, Novice teachers differ significantly in 

their preference for some of the Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in specific 

problem situations. Hence the hypothesis is only partially substantiated. 

The sixth hypothesis states that that there is significant difference in the 

preference for each of the PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with peers, 

in total and in specific problem situations. Findings showed that while dealing 

with peers, Novice teachers differ significantly in their preference for some of the 

Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in specific problem situations. Hence the 

hypothesis is only partially substantiated. 

 The seventh hypothesis states that that there is significant difference in the 

preference for each of the PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with 

administrators, in total and in specific problem situations. Results revealed that 

Novice teachers while dealing with administrators differ significantly in their 
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preference for some of the Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in specific 

problem situations. Thus the hypothesis is only partially substantiated. 

The eighth hypothesis states that that there is significant difference in the 

preference for each of the PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with parents, in 

total and in specific problem situations. The results of the study revealed that while 

dealing with parents, Novice teachers differ significantly in their preference for 

some of the Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in specific problem situations. 

Thus the hypothesis is only partially substantiated. 

The ninth hypothesis states that that there is significant difference in the 

preference for each of the PDSs between Expert and Novice teachers. Results showed 

that Expert and Novice teachers differ significantly in their preference for some of 

the Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in specific problem situations. Thus the 

hypothesis is only partially substantiated. 

The 10th hypothesis states that there is significant difference in the preference 

for each of the PDSs among Novice teachers in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. 

programme. Results indicated that Novice teachers in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. 

programme differ significantly in their preference for some of the Problem Dealing 

Strategies in problem situations. Hence the hypothesis is only partially substantiated. 

The 11th hypothesis states that there is significant difference in the preference 

for each of the PDSs between Expert teachers and Novice teachers undergone two year 

B.Ed. programme. Results indicated that the two groups differ significantly in their 

preference for some of the Problem Dealing Strategies. Thus the hypothesis is only 

partially substantiated. 
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 This chapter highlights the significant stages of the study, important findings, 

their educational implications and suggestions for further research. 

Restatement of the Problem 

 The study was restated as ‘Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice and Expert 

Teachers at Secondary School Level’. 

Variables 

The variables involved in the study are the Problem Dealing Strategies viz. confer, 

delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate and comply. 

Objectives 

 Objectives of the study were: 

1. To identify  the preferred PDSs  among  Expert Teachers in  total and in 

specific problem situations while dealing with 

a) students 

b) peers 

c) administrators and 

d) parents 

2. To identify the preferred PDSs  among  Novice teachers in  total and in 

specific problem situations while dealing with 
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a) students 

b) peers 

c) administrators and 

d) parents            

3. To find out whether there exists significant difference in the extent of 

preference for the PDSs between Expert Teachers and Novice Teachers. 

4. To find out whether there exists significant difference in the extent of 

preference for the PDSs of Novice Teachers in the beginning and end of the 

B.Ed.programme. 

5. To find out whether there exists significant difference in the extent of 

preference for the PDSs between Expert Teachers and Novice Teachers 

undergone two year B.Ed.Programme. 

Hypotheses Tested 

 The hypotheses tested were as follows: 

1. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Students, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

2. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Peers, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 
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3. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Administrators, in specific 

problem situations and problem situations in total. 

4. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Parents, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

5. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Students, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

6. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Peers, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

7. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Administrators, in specific 

problem situations and problem situations in total. 

8. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Parents, in specific problem 

situations and problem situations in total. 

9. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs between Expert and Novice teachers. 
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10. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs among Novice teachers in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. 

programme. 

11. There is significant difference in the extent of preference for each of the 

PDSs between Expert teachers and Novice teachers undergone two year 

B.Ed. programme. 

Methodology 

 The investigator makes use of two methods in this study. For identifying 

Expert and Novice teachers’ preference for the PDSs in problematic situations, a 

survey using a situational judgment test is conducted. In order to check whether the 

B.Ed. programme bring any difference in Novice teachers’ preference for PDSs, a 

single group pretest posttest design is also employed. In the midst of the research 

period the duration of B.Ed. programme got extended from one year to two year. 

Hence the same test is conducted in Novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme 

to check whether the two year B.Ed. programme make any difference in the 

preference for PDSs than one year novices.    

Sample 

 The sample for the present study constitutes 65 secondary school teachers 

(expert teachers), 374 teacher trainees (undergone one year B.Ed. programme) and 

120 teacher trainees (undergone two year B.Ed. programme) from four districts of 

Kerala viz., Thrissur, Palakkad, Malappuram and Kozhikode.  



 Summary     242

 In selecting Novice teachers, as the population belongs to teacher 

community, stratified sampling technique is used since it ensures representativeness 

and is applicable when the population is composed of subgroups or strata of 

different sizes. 

Tool used for the study 

 The tool ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers’  ( Blessytha & Mumthas) 

was constructed to measure the extent to which teachers endorse a set of Problem 

Dealing Strategies across a variety  situations which may arise in their career life 

while ‘Dealing with Others’. In teaching domain, ‘Dealing with Others’ comprises 

of four subcategories viz. (i) dealing with students, (ii) dealing with peers (iii) 

dealing with administrators and (iv) dealing with parents which in turn is studied by 

presenting Tacit Knowledge items, in the form of stem stories or vignettes followed 

by response options corresponding to seven strategies.  

Statistical Techniques Used 

 The various statistical techniques used are given below. 

A. Two tailed test of significance of difference between means for large 

dependent samples 

B. Two tailed test of significance of difference between means for large 

independent samples 
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Major Findings 

 Major findings of the study are as follows 

1. In dealing with Stealing tendency among students, Expert teachers prefer  the 

strategies ‘delegate’, ‘confer’ and ‘consult’ equally; ‘legislate’ strategy is 

also preferred though to a significantly less extent  and tend to evade the 

strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 

2. In dealing with ‘Drug mishap’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; where ‘legislate’ is 

preferred significantly higher than others. At the same time they tend to 

evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and 

‘comply’. 

3. In dealing with Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student’, Expert 

teachers prefer the strategies is in the order ‘confer’,‘legislate’, ‘delegate’, 

‘consult’ and ‘comply’; where ‘confer’ shows a significant difference from 

the rest of the preferred strategies except ‘legislate’. In the mean time they 

tend to evade the strategy ‘retaliate’ significantly more than ‘avoid’. 

4. In dealing with Mocking habit of intelligent student, Expert teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’; where ‘confer’ 

exhibits a significant difference with the strategies ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’. 

They tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ 

and ‘avoid’. 



 Summary     244

5. In dealing with ‘Poverty stricken inattentive student’, Expert teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’; where 

‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than ‘legislate’ but equal with 

‘comply’ and ‘consult’. Expert teachers try to evade the strategies in the 

order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’; where they disfavor ‘avoid’ 

significantly more than ‘delegate’ but equally with ‘retaliate’. 

6. In dealing with ‘Insult from students’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in 

the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘avoid’; where the preference for 

‘confer’ is significantly higher  than the strategies ‘consult’ and ‘avoid’ but 

equal with ‘comply’. Expert teachers tend to ‘avoid’ the strategies in the 

order ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘legislate’. 

7. In dealing with ‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’, Expert teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’; 

prefering ‘confer’ significantly higher than all the other preferred strategies. 

They tend to evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’, 

and ‘delegate’. 

8. In dealing with ‘Too many questions from a student’, Expert teachers’ prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘comply’; where ‘confer’ is 

preferred significantly higher than ‘consult’ and ‘comply’. In mean time they 

tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘delegate’, ‘retaliate’, and 

‘legislate’; where the disapproval for  ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than 

‘retaliate’ and ‘legislate’ but equal with ‘delegate’. 
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9. While dealing the situation ‘Sexual abuse at home’, Expert teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; where 

‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than  other preferred strategies 

except ‘comply’.  Expert teachers tend to evade the strategies significantly in 

the order ‘avoid’ and   ‘retaliate’. 

10. In dealing with the situation Defamation through watsapp messages, Expert 

teachers’ preference for the strategies is in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, 

‘consult’, and ‘delegate’; where ‘confer’ shows significantly higher 

preference than rest of the preferred strategies. Whereas Expert teachers tend 

to evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and 

‘comply’. 

11. In dealing with the whole 10 situations under Dealing with Students, Expert 

teachers’ preference for the strategy ‘confer’ shows a significantly high 

difference from the rest of the preferred strategies  ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, 

‘comply’ and ‘delegate’ . At the same time they evade the strategies 

‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’ almost equally. 

12. In dealing with ‘Supervision of student teacher’, Expert teachers prefer the 

strategies ‘confer’ and ‘legislate’;  favoring  ‘confer’ significantly higher 

than ‘legislate’. They tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, 

‘retaliate’, ‘comply’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’. Disagreement with the strategy 

‘avoid’ is significantly higher than the other non-preferred strategies. 

13. In dealing with ‘Complaint from colleagues’ , Expert teachers prefer the 

strategies ‘delegate’, ‘legislate’, ‘confer’ and ‘consult’; opting ‘delegate’ 
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significantly higher  than the rest. They tend to evade the strategies in the 

order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘comply’ almost equally. 

14. In dealing with ‘Irresponsible colleague’, ‘legislate’ strategy is preferred 

significantly more than the strategies ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’; and equally 

with ‘confer’. Their disagreement with ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than 

‘comply’, but equal with ‘retaliate’. 

15. Expert teachers’ preference for the PDSs in ‘Interfering in colleagues 

decision’ are in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’; ‘confer’ being 

preferred significantly higher than the rest. At the same time they tend to 

evade the strategy ‘avoid’ significantly more than ‘retaliate’, ‘comply’ and 

‘legislate’. 

16. In dealing with ‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’, Expert teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’;  preferring 

‘confer’ significantly higher than ‘delegate’ but equal with ‘consult’. Further 

they tend to disagree with the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘comply’, 

‘retaliate’ and ‘legislate’ where the  disagreement with ‘avoid’ is 

significantly higher than ‘legislate’ but equal with ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’. 

17. In Dealing with Peers, Expert teachers give highest preference for the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’, ‘legislate’ and ‘delegate’ whereas 

the preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher than the rest of 

the preferred strategies. At the same time they tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 
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18. In dealing with ‘Principal’s grudge towards the teacher’, Expert teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’; 

where ‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than the rest.  Along with 

they tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’ and 

‘avoid’; where the disagreement with the strategy ‘comply’ is significantly 

higher than ‘avoid’ but identical with ‘retaliate’. 

19. In dealing with ‘Division fall problem’, Expert teachers prefer the strategies 

in the order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’; where‘legislate’’ is 

preferred significantly higher than the other preferred strategies. In mean 

time they tend to evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, 

‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’. 

20. While dealing with administrators, Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’;preferring ‘confer’  

significantly higher than the other preferred strategies except ‘legislate’.  

Along with, they tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘comply’ 

and ‘retaliate’; where the disagreement with the strategy ‘avoid’ is 

significantly higher than ‘retaliate’ but equal with ‘comply’. 

21. In dealing with ‘Complaint from parent in PTA meeting’, Expert teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’ ; where the 

preference for the strategies ‘confer’ and ‘comply’ is significantly higher 

than ‘consult’. They tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, 

‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘legislate’ where the disagreement for the strategy 

‘avoid’ is significantly higher than the rest. 
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22. In dealing ‘Parent demanding higher grade’, Expert teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’ where 

‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than other preferred strategies. They 

tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’; 

where the disagreement for the strategy ‘retaliate’ is significantly high than 

‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’. 

23. In dealing with ‘Complaint raised in science exhibition’, Expert teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and 

‘delegate’ and the preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher  

than the other preferred strategies. They tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’. 

24. In Dealing with Parents, Expert teachers give highest preference for the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ where the 

preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher  than the other 

preferred strategies. They tend to evade the strategies significantly in the 

order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’. 

25. In dealing with stealing tendency of student, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘delegate’,  ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’; though 

‘legislate’ is preferred to a significantly less extent, p<.05. At the same time 

they evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and 

‘comply’. 

26. In dealing with ‘Drug mishap’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; where ‘legislate’ is 
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preferred significantly higher than others.  At the same time they tend to 

evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and 

‘comply’. 

27. In dealing with Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with student’, Novice 

teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’,’ delegate’ and  

‘consult’; where ‘confer’ shows a significant difference from the rest of the 

preferred strategies except ‘legislate’. In the mean time they tend to evade 

the strategy ‘retaliate’ significantly more than ‘avoid’ and ‘comply’. 

28. In dealing with Mocking habit of intelligent student, Novice teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’; where ‘confer’ 

exhibits a significant difference with the strategies ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’. 

They tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ 

and ‘avoid’. 

29. In dealing with ‘Poverty stricken inattentive student’, Novice teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, comply and ‘consult’; where 

‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than ‘comply ‘and ‘consult’  but 

equal with ‘legislate’. Novice teachers try to evade the strategies in the order 

‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’, and ‘delegate’; where they disfavor ‘retaliate’ 

significantly more than ‘delegate’ and ‘avoid’.  

30. In dealing with ‘Insult from students’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies 

‘confer’ and ‘comply’ equally whereas  tend to keep away from the strategies 

in the order ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’, ‘legislate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘consult’. 
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31. In dealing with Spontaneous verbal abuse from student, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’; 

preference for ‘confer’  is significantly higher than all the other preferred 

strategies.  Along with they tend to evade the strategies significantly in the 

order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’, and ‘delegate’. 

32. In dealing with ‘Too many questions from a student’, Novice teachers prefer 

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and legislate; where 

‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than other preferred strategies. In 

mean time they tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘delegate’, 

‘retaliate’; where the disapproval for  ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than 

‘delegate’ and ‘retaliate’. 

33. While dealing with the situation ‘Student suffering sexual abuse at home’, 

Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, 

‘consult’, ‘delegate’ and legislate ; where ‘confer’ is preferred significantly 

higher than  other preferred strategies. They tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’. 

34. In dealing with the situation Defamation through watsapp messages, Novice 

teachers’ preference for the strategies is in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and 

‘consult’; where ‘confer’ shows significantly higher preference than rest of 

the preferred strategies. Whereas Novice teachers tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, ‘comply’ and delegate. 
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35. While dealing the 10 situations under Dealing with Students, Novice 

teachers’ preference for the strategy ‘confer’, shows significantly high 

difference from the rest of the preferred strategies ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’. 

At the same time they evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, 

‘retaliate’ ‘delegate’ and ‘comply’. 

36. In dealing with ‘Supervision of student teacher’, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies   favour ‘confer’ significantly higher than ‘legislate’. They tend to 

evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, ‘consult’, 

‘comply’ and ‘delegate’. 

37. In dealing with ‘Complaint from colleagues’, Novice teachers prefer the 

strategies ‘delegate’, ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’; opting ‘delegate’ 

significantly higher  than the rest. They tend to evade the strategies ‘avoid’ 

significantly higher than comply but equally with ‘retaliate’. 

38. In dealing with ‘Irresponsible colleague’, ‘Legislate’ strategy is preferred 

significantly more than the strategies ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’ ; 

however their disagreement with the strategies ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ is 

identical. 

39. Novice teachers’ preference for the PDSs in ‘Interfering in colleagues 

Decision’ shows that ‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than the 

‘consult’. At the same time they tend to evade the strategy ‘avoid’ 

significantly more than ‘retaliate’, ‘comply’, ‘delegate and ‘legislate’. 
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40. In dealing with ‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’;  preferring ‘confer’ 

significantly higher than the rest. Further they tend to disagree with the 

strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply ‘and ‘retaliate’.  

41. In Dealing with Peers, Novice teachers give highest preference for the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘delegate’ and  ‘consult’; 

preferring ‘confer’ significantly higher than the rest of the preferred 

strategies. At the same time they tend to evade the strategies significantly in 

the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’. 

42. In dealing with ‘Principal’s grudge towards the teacher’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; 

preferring ‘confer’ significantly higher than the other preferred strategies.  

Along with they tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’ 

and ‘avoid’; where the disagreement with the ‘comply’ is significantly higher 

than the rest. 

43. In dealing with ‘Division fall problem’, Novice teachers prefer the strategies 

in the order ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, ‘delegate’ and ‘confer’. The preference for 

the strategy ‘legislate’ is significantly higher than the other preferred 

strategies. In the mean time they tend to evade the strategies in the order 

‘avoid’ and ‘comply’; disfavoring the strategy ‘avoid’ significantly higher 

than the other. 

44. In dealing with administrators, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the 

order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; preference for the 



 Summary     253

strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher than the other preferred strategies 

except ‘legislate’.  Along with, they tend to evade the strategies in the order 

‘comply’, ‘avoid’, and ‘retaliate’; where the disagreement with the strategy 

‘comply’ is significantly higher than ‘retaliate’ but equal with‘avoid’. 

45. In dealing with ‘Complaint from parent in PTA meeting’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’ ; where the 

preference for ‘confer’ is significantly higher than the rest. They tend to 

evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, ‘legislate’ and ‘delegate’; 

the disagreement for the strategy ‘avoid’ is significantly higher than all the 

other non-preferred strategies. 

46. In dealing ‘Parent demanding higher grade’, Novice teachers prefer  the 

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’; showing 

significantly high preference for the strategy ‘confer’ with all the other 

preferred strategies except ‘legislate’. They tend to evade the strategies in the 

order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’; where the disagreement with the 

strategy ‘retaliate’ is significantly high than ‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’. 

47. In dealing with ‘Complaint raised in science exhibition’, Novice teachers 

prefer the strategies in the order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’,  ‘comply’, ‘consult’,  

and ‘delegate’ and the preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly 

higher  than the other preferred strategies. They tend to evade the strategies 

significantly in the order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’. 

48. In Dealing with Parents, Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the order 

‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ and the preference for the 
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strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher  than the other preferred strategies. 

They tend to evade the strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ 

and ‘delegate’. 

49. Expert and Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘confer’ almost equally, 

irrespective of the four types of dealings. This indicates that to solve the 

situations that arise in the social side of teaching domain, Expert and Novice 

teachers’ preference is to engage in private discussion by explaining the 

rationality of the teachers’ point of view. 

50. Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘delegate’ or   pass over the 

responsibility to someone else more than Novice while Dealing with 

Students. At the same time while dealing with administrators, it is Novices 

who tend to delegate more. However Expert teachers show higher tendency 

to disagree with ‘delegate’ than Novice teachers, in Dealing with Parents.  

51. Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘consult’, asking others to work together 

for solving the problems, more than Novice while ‘Dealing with Students 

and Peers. But they prefer the strategy ‘consult’ almost equally in dealing 

with administrators and parents. 

52. Expert and Novice teachers avoid the strategy ‘retaliate’ irrespective of the 

four type of the situations they deal with. This indicates that to cope up with 

the situations in the social side of dealings, Expert and Novice teachers 

disagree to respond in a vengeful physical or verbal manner.   



 Summary     255

53. The result shows that Expert and Novice disagree with the strategy ‘avoid’ 

equally in all the four categories. This means that to cope up with the 

situations in the social side of dealings Expert and Novice teachers’ do not 

prefer to avoid or delay actions to get the problem getting resolved itself. 

54. Expert and Novice teachers equally prefer ‘legislate’, explicating rules 

governing future actions of self and others, while dealing with students, 

peers, administrators and parents. 

55. Expert and Novice teachers show a tendency to ‘comply’; doing whatever is 

asked for while dealing with students and parents and tend to avoid it while 

dealing with administrators and peers.  

56. Novice teachers, in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme prefer the 

strategy ‘confer’ almost equally when they deal with Students, Parents and 

Administrators. But while dealing with peers they show a remarkable 

decrease in their preference for ‘confer’ at the end of the B.Ed. programme. 

57. Novice teachers, while dealing with administrators show a remarkable 

increase in their preference to delegate, or pass over the responsibility to 

someone else, in the end of their B.Ed. programme. At the same time both 

pretest and posttestNovice groups are almost equally reluctant to ‘delegate’, 

when they deal with students and parents. But agree with it when the 

dealings are with peers. 

58. In the beginning as well as in the end of the B.Ed. programme, Novice 

teachers’ show an equal tendency to ‘consult’, asking others to work together 
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for solving the problems when they with Students, Peers and  Parents. But 

when they deal with administrators, a notable decrease in their preference for 

‘consult’ is observed after undergoing B.Ed. programme. 

59. While dealing with students and peers B.Ed. programme doesn’t make any 

remarkable difference in Novices tendency to disagree with ‘retaliate’, an act 

of vengeful response. But while dealing with administrators their 

disagreement increases remarkably for ‘retaliate’. With parents their 

tendency to ‘retaliate’, decreases significantly after their B.Ed. programme. 

60. Novice teachers while dealing with students, peers and administrators, show 

a significant decrease in their rate of avoiding or delaying actionsin the end 

of the B.Ed. programme than in the beginning of their B.Ed. programme.  

But while dealing with parents they show almost equal disagreement with 

‘avoid’. 

61. Novice teachers while dealing with peers and parents show a significant 

decrease in their rate of legislatingin the end of the B.Ed. programme than in 

the beginning of their B.Ed. programme. But while dealing with students and 

administrators they show almost equal agreement with ‘legislate’.  

62. Novice teachers while dealing with students and administrators, show a 

significant decrease in their rate of complying in the end of the B Ed 

programme than in the beginning. Their disagreement to ‘comply’ in Dealing 

with Peers and agreement in Dealing with Parents are almost equal in both 

pretest and posttest. 
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63. Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘confer’ significantly more than Novice 

teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, while dealing with students 

and parents   and almost equally while dealing with peers and administrators.  

64. Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘delegate’ or   pass over the 

responsibility to someone else more than Novices undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme, while dealing with students and peers. At the same time Experts 

and Novice teachers, agree to delegate while dealing with administrators and 

disagree to delegate while dealing with parents more or less equally. 

65. Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘consult’, asking others to work together 

for solving the problems, significantly more than Novices undergone two 

year B.Ed. programme, irrespective of the type of dealings. Both the groups 

prefer consult to the highest while dealing with administrators and least 

while dealing with peers. 

66. Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, 

irrespective of the four type of the situations disfavor ‘retaliate’ almost 

equally. This indicates that to solve the situations that arise in the social side 

of teaching domain, Expert and Novice teachers’ do not prefer to respond in 

a vengeful manner. 

67. Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, while 

dealing with students, peers and parents tend to evade ‘avoid’ equally. While 

dealing with administrators, Expert teachers keep away from ‘avoid’ 

remarkably more than Novice teachers. 

68. Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, prefer 

‘legislate’, explicating rules governing future actions of self and others, 
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while dealing with peers and parents almost equally but Expert teachers’ 

preference is significantly higher when they deal with students and 

administrators. 

69. Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, show a 

tendency to ‘comply’, doing whatever is asked for while dealing with 

students and parents but avoid it while dealing with peers and administrators.  

Conclusion 

 The study identified Expert and Novice teachers’ preference for each of the 

Problem Dealing Strategies that falls under the four categories of dealings viz. with 

students, peers, administrators and parents and found whether there is significant 

difference between them. It also tested the influence of B.Ed. course in Novice 

teachers’ preference for the PDSs by testing them in the beginning and end of the 

B.Ed. programme. During the course of the study the duration of B.Ed. course was 

extended from one year to two year. So a comparison of Expert teachers and this 

two year B.Ed. is also done. The conclusions that emerged from the results of the 

analysis of data are discussed below. 

Expert teacher preference for the PDSs differs significantly in specific and in total 

situations, for different types of dealings in their social side of teaching. 

 Basically there seemed a general tendency for Expert teachers to prefer 

confer, legislate   and consult and to keep away from the strategies retaliate and 

avoid.  
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 While dealing with students, Expert teachers opt to confer the most, tackling 

the problems through private discussion with the students, explaining their point of 

view.  Legislating and consulting are also considered as reasonably tolerable 

strategies. Where students seem helpless they show a tendency to ‘comply’; going 

for actions which actively excuse the behaviour of students, reflecting their concern 

for the oppressed. Their tendency to ‘delegate’ get boosted with more serious and 

complicated situations, may be because they want to ensure the involvement of some 

other responsible persons in solving the issues. 

 In dealing with peers and administrators they show a reluctance to ‘comply’ 

as different from their dealings with students and parents. ‘Delegate’, is considered 

as a preferred strategy at its highest in situations with direct and open nature as in 

‘Complaint from Colleagues’, otherwise not. At the same time they are totally 

against ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid. A tendency to legislate more is seen when they deal 

with administrators. However they were not willing to delegate their role while 

dealing with parents.  

Novice teachers’ preference for PDSs differs significantly in specific and total 

situations, for different types of dealings in the social side of teaching. 

 In dealing with students Novice teachers selected ‘confer’ as the most 

acceptable strategy, highlighting the role of open discussions in coping the problems 

with students. They consider ‘Legislate’ as a fairly acceptable strategy and their 

tendency to ‘delegate’ gets boosted with more serious and complicated situations. 

Consulting others to work together for solving the problems is also a preferred 
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strategy though to a less extent. An inconsistency is noticed in their preference for 

‘comply’; they mark high preference for it in certain situations,  

 With peers also, Novice teachers mostly opt to ‘confer’. Formulating or 

following rules for actions (legislate) is considered as a fairly accepted strategy 

except in the situation ‘Interfering in colleague decision’. Consulting and delegating 

the responsibility to others is not given much preference. They showed a reluctance 

to comply, indicating an unwillingness to condone the behaviors of their peers and 

totally disapproved avoiding and retaliating. 

 In dealing with administrators ‘confer’ and ‘legislate’ are selected as highly 

acceptable strategies. ‘Consult’ and ‘delegate’ are fairly acceptable strategies. They 

expressed their disagreement with the strategies ‘avoid’, ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’ 

indicating, physically or verbally reacting, condoning the authority’s behavior or 

actions and avoiding or delaying the actions cannot be considered as the right 

strategies to deal with administrators.   

 While confronting parents Novice teachers selected ‘confer’ as the best 

strategy. Comparatively a general willingness to overlook the behavior or actions of 

parents (comply) was shown by Novices. ‘Legislate’ and ‘consult’ are also 

considered as acceptable strategies though to a less extent. They have the judgment 

that while dealing the parents, it is not advisable to delegate their responsibility to 

someone else. Here also ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ proved to be in their bad books.  

 To conclude, Novice teachers generally prefer the strategies ‘confer’, 

‘legislate’ and ‘consult’ and keep away from ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’. They show 
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category wise difference in their preference for certain strategies like ‘comply’ and 

‘delegate’. ‘Comply’ is considered as preferred strategy while dealing with parents 

but a non-preferred one in dealing with students, peers and administrators. 

‘Delegate’ is a preferred strategy while dealing with peers and administrators but a 

non-preferred one while dealing with students and parents. 

Expert and Novice teachers differ significantly in their preference for some of the 

PDSs in different types of dealings in the social side of teaching 

 Expert and Novice teachers prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and 

‘consult’ and evade the strategies ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’ irrespective of the 

situations.  However Expert teachers’ preference for ‘consult’ is remarkably higher 

than Novices. Expert teachers prefer ‘delegate’ in dealing with students but Novices 

prefer it while dealing with administrators. Both the groups prefer to comply while 

dealing with parents and   keep away from it while dealing with peers and 

administrators. Though Expert teachers showed some readiness to comply with 

students, Novices showed a reluctance to comply with them.  

Novice teachers in the beginning and end of the B.Ed.programme differ 

significantly in the preference for some of the PDSs in different types of dealings 

in the social side of teaching 

 Both in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme Novices generally 

prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’. Meanwhile ‘retaliate’ and 

‘avoid’ falls into the class of non-preferred strategies. 
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 Though Novices, in both stages prefer ‘confer’, more or less equally, while 

dealing with students, administrators and parents, after the B.Ed. programme their 

preference get considerably decreased with peers. Novice groups disagreed almost 

equally to delegate in the case of students and parents. At the same time, after 

undergoing B.Ed. course they showed the tendency to ‘delegate’ more with 

administrators. 

 The strategies ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ are considered as preferred strategies 

irrespective of the type of dealings. However, while dealing with administrators, 

Novice teachers’ tendency to ‘consult’ remarkably decreases after their B.Ed. 

course. Their tendency to ‘legislate’ also gets reduced while dealing with 

administrators and parents. Novices in both stages prefer to comply while dealing 

parents and avoid it while dealing with peers and administrators. 

 Expert teachers and Novice teachers’ undergone two year B.Ed. 

programme differ significantly in the preference for some of the PDSsin different 

types of dealings in the social side of teaching 

 Both the groups preferred the strategies ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ in 

majority of the situations and at the same time ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’ are considered 

as the non preferred strategies. 

 Both the groups prefer ‘confer’, more or less equally irrespective of the type 

of situations they deal with, indicating their inclination to engage in private talk to 

prove their side. A category wise difference is observed with ‘delegate. Expert 

teachers show higher tendency to ‘delegate’ while dealing with students and peers, 
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may be because they want to ensure the involvement of some responsible authority 

in such situations. However both the groups show reluctance to ‘delegate’ while 

dealing with parents and accepted it with administrators. 

 The strategies ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ are considered as preferred strategies. 

However Expert teachers showed considerably higher tendency to ‘consult’ 

irrespective of the type of dealings. Regarding ‘legislate’, Expert teachers’ 

preference is remarkably higher than Novices while dealing with students and 

administrators. A category wise difference is distinct with the strategy ‘comply’ 

(doing whatever is asked for) as Expert and Novice teachers prefer it while dealing 

with students and parents and avoid it while dealing with administrators and peers. 

At the same time it is Expert teachers who reject to comply at a higher level than 

Novices while dealing with peers and administrators. 

 The results of this study endow with some insight into the nature and 

development of teachers’ tacit knowledge and their possible strategies while tackling 

problems in their social side of teaching.  It throws light to the fact that Expert and 

Novice teachers do not differ significantly in terms of the capacity to identify the 

extremely good and bad solutions to the situational problems, but there are 

variations with other strategies that come in the middle way.  

 The findings of the study reveals that in majority of situations from among 

the seven strategies teachers prefer to ‘comply’, ‘confer’ and ‘consult’ more than the 

other strategies. At the same time it is quite explicit that majority of the teachers are 

not willing to ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ in any of these situations. This implies the truth 

that avoiding and retaliating cannot be considered as an acceptable strategy while 
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dealing with social side of teaching. This further implies that teachers have to 

interact with others like students, peers, administrators and parents it is better to 

discuss the issue within the context of more intimate and private sphere, to do what 

is ordered and requested instead of agitating and to appeal to a third party if it is 

needed. There is also some sort of relevance for legislating especially when the 

dealing is with students. Generally there is a trend among practically intelligent 

teachers to discard the usage of the strategies ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ than the less 

practically intelligent teachers. Also the findings points that level of tacit knowledge 

make significant difference in the preference of various Problem Dealing Strategies. 

This implies that there is an association between Problem Dealing Strategies and 

level of tacit knowledge. This necessitates the improvement of practical intelligence 

of teachers through the process of sharing tacit knowledge. 

Educational Implications 

 The findings and the conclusion of the present study have wide implications 

for the improvement of the social conditions of teaching on both theoretical and 

practical context. The study put forward the following implications. 

Generate a comprehensive awareness of the common problems that arise in the 

social side of teaching by addressing the challenging situations faced by teachers  

 Normally teachers get the opportunity to understand the common problems 

of teaching only when they enter into the mainstream of teaching. There they have to 

deal with a variety of situations each differing in their nature, persons involved, 

impact and complexity. A lot many reasons like difficulty in monitoring the class, 
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behavior problem of students or even peer teachers, unnecessary involvement of 

parents, dependent students due to financial, familial or physical reasons, faulty 

decisions of management or supervisors, sexual and verbal harassments etc can 

contribute to the foundation of problems in teaching career.  A sudden exposure of 

novice teachers to such complications can increase the perplexity in their dealings 

with such problems and may even lead   to burnout tendency.  But if teachers are 

addressed to the challenging situations of social side of teaching in advance, it will 

give them the opportunity to have a wholesome visualization of the wide-ranging 

possible problems.Necessary steps from the part of teacher educators and curriculum 

planners of teacher education should be taken in this regard for providing them with 

a comprehensive awareness of such frequently occurring social issues in teaching 

profession. Definitely this will bring positive impact in teaching profession. 

Provide an insight into the best problem dealing strategies practiced by Expert 

teachers while dealing with the social side of teaching 

 The study implies that when teachers have to face problematic situations 

while dealing with students, peers, administrators and parents, the best policy is to 

discuss the issue openly within the context of more intimate and private sphere.  

There is also some sort of relevance for bringing authenticity to the solutions taken 

by legislating and seeking other teachers’ help by consulting especially when the 

dealing is with students. In no way Expert teachers go for avoiding and retaliating as 

strategies to solve the problems.  

 The study provides guidelines to teachers and teacher educators for the 

possible way of solving the problems and the worth of adopting different Problem 
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Dealing Strategies in different situations. The in depth analysis of these strategies 

can play an important role in training the Novices. The effective use of strategies can 

be understood and practiced by them for the easy, timely and tactful solution of 

challenging professional situations. 

Accelerate Novice teachers’ ability to learn from experience and to modify their 

strategies accordingly 

 In order to gain expertise normally Novices have to wait for years of 

experience, though the period may vary from person to person. Incorporating the 

concept of Tacit Knowledge and Problem Dealing Strategies as a part of B.Ed. 

Curriculum can acquaint Novices with possible ways of handling students, peers, 

administrators and parents. It can benefit the teacher community as a whole.  

 During the initiatory practice of teacher trainees, if they are to do a task of 

collecting career related stories from Expert teachers, depicting the problematic 

situations in their career life, Novices will get an opportunity to reflect on such 

situations. If all such collected stories are put into discussions among teacher 

trainees they can analyze the situations and think upon the effective strategies to be 

implemented in each situations. 

Makes the implicit knowledge of Expert teachers explicit 

 There always feel a difficulty in transferring the implicit knowledge of 

Expert teachers to Novices. As many of the decision may have contextual relevance, 

these knowledge cannot be directly articulated. The procedures followed in this 

study attempted to bring this implicit knowledge of Expert teachers explicit in a 
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natural way. The findings of this study implies that our teacher preparation 

programme could benefit if they expand their focus to include explicit instruction on 

practical skills for dealing with social interactions and day to day problems that 

occur in teaching career. 

Incorporate concept of Tacit Knowledge and Problem Dealing Strategies as a part 

of B.Ed. Curriculum 

The incorporation of the concepts of tacit knowledge and problem dealing 

strategies can promote the interpersonal skills of students.  This can be better 

attained if B Ed curriculum introduces a theoretical and practical framework in this 

area. The effective use of strategies can be understood and practiced by them for the 

easy, timely and tactful solution of challenging professional situations.  

Normally for internship programmes and all schools show a reluctance 

towards the intake of trainee teachers on the judgement that they may be immature 

in handling school situations. But if tacit knowledge of teachers are increased they 

will become proficient in handling the stakeholders of teaching and thereby 

minimizing the anxieties of school authorities. 

Provide a platform for self reflection of teachers and sharing of tacit knowledge of 

teachers 

 This study provides viewpoints for the need of providing a common platform 

for teachers with different levels of experience and knowledge level for promoting 

the sharing of tacit knowledge possessed by them. Lack of systematic approaches for 

the transmission may leave the less experienced or novice teachers to implement 
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series of trial and error strategies before finalizing an apt strategy to tackle the 

problems in their career life. If a common platform for all the level of teachers can 

be provided novice teachers can learn from the sharing process and the time lag to 

attain expertise can be minimized. 

Implementation of innovative teacher training to increase the tacit knowledge of 

the teacher trainees  

With the advent of technology the sharing of tacit knowledge can be made 

much easier .Video conferencing with experts is an innovative approach in this area. 

Problems in various level of teaching can be easily grasped with such interactions 

and queries can be clarified then and there with experts. Problems in teaching 

profession may vary according to country and culture. Nowadays faculty exchange 

programme and all between different countries and universities are quite popular. 

Hence as teachers they should have a global awareness of such differences in order 

to make them true experts in their profession. The concept of global teacher can be 

thus made practical with the usage of successful strategies and compensating for 

faulty strategies. 

The results of this study endow with some insight into the nature and 

development of teachers’ tacit knowledge and their possible strategies while tackling 

problems in their social side of teaching.  It throws light to the fact that Expert and 

Novice teachers do not differ significantly in terms of the capacity to identify the 

extremely good and bad solutions to the situational problems, but there are 

variations with other strategies that come in the middle way.  
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The findings of the study reveals that in majority of situations from among 

the seven strategies teachers prefer to ‘comply’, ‘confer’ and ‘consult’ more than the 

other strategies. At the same time it is quite explicit that majority of the teachers are 

not willing to ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ in any of these situations. This implies the truth 

that avoiding and retaliating cannot be considered as an acceptable strategy while 

dealing with social side of teaching. This further implies that teachers have to 

interact with others like students, peers, administrators and parents it is better to 

discuss the issue within the context of more intimate and private sphere, to do what 

is ordered and requested instead of agitating and to appeal to a third party if it is 

needed. There is also some sort of relevance for legislating especially when the 

dealing is with students. Generally there is a trend among practically intelligent 

teachers to discard the usage of the strategies ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ than the less 

practically intelligent teachers. Also the findings points that level of Tacit 

Knowledge make significant difference in the preference of various Problem 

Dealing Strategies. This implies that there is an association between Problem 

Dealing Strategies and level of Tacit Knowledge. This necessitates the improvement 

of practical intelligence of teachers through the process of sharing Tacit Knowledge. 

 To improve the practical skill of teachers attempts have to be made right 

from the teacher training institutions. But in our Teaching training institutions our 

teacher trainees are not taught much to deal with the social side of teaching, which 

encompasses the major portion of all teaching learning process. The findings of this 

study implies that our teacher preparation programme could benefit if they expand 
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their focus to include explicit instruction on practical skills for dealing with social 

interactions and day to day problems that occur in teaching career. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

 Teacher trainees at the outset of their professional training may have 

rudimentary concepts regarding the strategies to be preferred while dealing the 

social side of teaching , but may bring a change in their professional dealings, 

perhaps experimental, as they   progress through their period of training. At the same 

time Expert teachers preference for the strategies based on their experience and 

expertise, exhibits practical decisions which are more knowledge driven and tacit 

oriented. The focus of future research should be on how greater gains in the field of 

teaching domain can be achieved by focusing explicitly on developing practical 

interpersonal skills in teachers. 

1. An investigation in to how Expert teachers’ tacit knowledge can be 

transferred to Novice teachers is recommended. 

2. Along with strategic examination, dynamic aspects of action performed by 

teachers to tackle the problematic situation in teaching domain can be 

investigated, which can effectively reveal the capacity of teachers in carrying 

out issues successfully. 

3. A study on the Problem Dealing Strategies adopted by teachers can be done 

at various levels of teaching to compare the differences in their usage of 

strategies. 
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4. Determining the predictive efficiency of tacit knowledge in the career 

success of teachers is a suggested area for study.   

5. Influence of tacit knowledge, problem dealing strategies and job satisfaction 

on burnout tendency among teachers can be investigated. 

6. An investigation on different factors like leadership skill, conflict resolution 

strategies and decision making skill in predicting tacit knowledge can be 

carried out.  

7. Problem dealing strategies of teachers in relation with their gender, 

educational qualification and experience   can be studied. 

8. An investigation can be done to bring out the strategical preference in other 

dealings of teachers such as ‘Dealing with tasks’ and ‘Dealing with self’. 
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APPENDICES  



Appendix A.1 

TACIT KNOWLEDGE SCALE FOR SCHOOL TEACHERS 
 

(MALAYALAM VERSION) 
 
Blessytha Anwar Dr. Mumthas N.S. 
Research Scholar Associate Professor 
Farook Training College Farook Training College 
 

SECTION I  

PRELIMINARY DETAILS 
 

Name of the College/ School :      

Educational Qualifications  : 

Male/Female      Age:                                      

Subject of Specialization     : 

Locale of Residence           : Urban/Rural     

Teaching experience if any           : 

Locale of School/College  : Urban/Rural  

 

SECTION II 
 
\nÀt±-i-§Ä 

 A[ym-]-\-¯nÂ A`n-ap-Jo-I-cn-t¡-−n-h-cp¶ Nne kµÀ`-§fpw 
Ahbv¡v km[y-am-Im-hp¶ hnhn[ {]Xn-I-c-W-§-fp-amWv Xmsg sImSp-¯n-cn-
¡p-¶-Xv.  Hmtcm kµÀ`-§Ä¡pw \ÂIn-bn-cn-¡p¶ {]Xn-I-c-W-§Ä¡v \n§-

fpsS A`n-{]m-b-§Ä, ]qÀ®-ambn hntbm-Pn-¡p-¶p, (strongly disagree), hntbm-

Pn-¡p¶p (disagree), hyà-amb D¯-c-anÃ (Neutral), tbmPn-¡p¶p (agree), 
]qÀ®ambn tbmPn-¡p¶p (strongly agree) F¶n§s\ {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-

¡p¶ box Â, "�' D]-tbm-Kn¨v tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. SD- Strongly Disagree, D- 
Disagree, N- Neutral, A-Agree, SA- Strongly Agree F¶n§s\bmWp box Â 
tcJ-s¸Sp-¯nbn-«pÅXv. FÃm {]kvXm-h-\-IÄ¡pw {]Xn-I-cWw tcJ-s¸Sp-¯p-
hm³ {]tXyIw {i²n-¡p-I.  CXn-eqsS e`n-¡p¶ hnh-c-§Ä hfsc cl-ky-
ambn kq£n-¡p-¶Xpw Kth-j-Wm-h-iy-¯n-\p-th−nam-{Xta D]-tbm-Kn-¡p-I-
bpÅq F¶pw Dd¸p \ÂIp-¶p.  



Situation No. 1   Situation No. 2 
1. kvIqfnse anI¨ A[ym-]-I-cn-sem-cm-fmWv c-hn.- Hcn-¡Â 
c£m-IÀ¯r-tbm-K-¯nÂ Hcp c£n-Xmhv c-hn amjv ]Tn-¸n-¡p¶ 
hnjbw Ip«n-IÄ¡v Xosc a\-Ên-em-Ip-¶n-sÃ¶v A`n-{]m-b-s¸-«p. 
amjn\v ¢mknse Ip«n-I-fnÂ \n¶v Hcn-¡epw C§-s\-sbmcp ^oUv 
_m¡v In«n-bn-cp-¶n-Ã. C -̄c-samcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ c-hn- amjv {]Xn-
I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg sImSp-̄ n-cn-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-
¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv 
joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯pI 
 

 2. Po\So¨À ]Tn-¸n-¡p¶ H³]Xmw ¢mknse  eoUdmb 
iymw DbÀ¶ ]T-\-\n-e-hmcw  ]peÀ¯p¶ Hcp hnZymÀ°n-
bmWv.  ]e-t¸m-gmbn ¢mknÂ  \S-¡p¶ ]e If-hp-IÄ¡pw 
Imc-W-¡m-c³ iymam-sW¶v ]dªv eoUÀ kvYm\¯p 
\n¶pw iymans\ amÁWsa¶v- Ip«nIÄ Bhiys¸Sp¶p. 
iymamsW-¦nÂ Hcn-¡Â t]mepw AXp k½-Xn-¡m\pw X¿m-d-
Ã.  C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ - Po\So-¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ 
km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg sImSp-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-¶n\pw 
\n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv 
joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

 
1. 

 
c£n-Xm-hnsâ A`n-{]mbw am\n-¨p-sIm−v Xsâ A²ym-]-\-coXn 
IpSp-XÂ sa -̈s]-Sp-¯m³ {ian-¡p-sa¶v ]dbpw. 
 

  
1. 

 
iymans\ hnfn¨p hcp¯n sN¿p¶ {]hr-¯n-bpsS Zqjy-
^-e-§Ä ]dªp a\-Ên-em¡pw.  
 

2. bmsXm¶pw {]Xn-I-cn-¡msX \nÈ-_vZX ]men¡pw. 
 

 2. Hcp Iu¬kn-e-dpsS klmbw GÀ¸m-Sm-¡n-s¡m-Sp¡pw. 
 

3. aäpÅ c£n-Xm-¡Ä¡pw CtX A`n-{]m-b-amtWm F¶v 
At\zjn¨Xn\p tijta {]Xn-I-cn-¡p-I-bp-Åq.   

   

 3. aäv A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-
am\w FSp¡pw.             
 

4. Ip«n-I-fp-ambpw  c£n-Xm¡fpambn Hcp Xpd¶ NÀ¨ \S-¯pw. 
 

 4. iyman\p X¡Xmb in£ -sIm-Sp¡pw. 
 

5. {][m-\m[ym-]-Isâ Xocp-am-\¯n\p hnSpw  
 

 5. C¯csam-c-p {]iv\¯n-Â CSs]tSs−¶-p -I-cpXn am-d-n 
\nÂ¡pw. 
 

6. Ip«n-IÄ ¢mknÂ C§s\ Hcp Bt£]w  D¶bn¡m¯ ]£w 
c£n-Xm¡fpsS C¯cw ]cmXnIÄ¡p adp]Sn 
sImSpt¡−XnsÃ¶p ]d-bpw.  
 

 6. IqSpXÂ hyIvXamb sXfnhp e`n¡pw hsc XpSÀ\S-
]SnIÄ kzoIcn¡pIbnsÃ¶p  Xocp-am-\n¡pw. 
 

7. Ip«nIÄ� th−{X \ne-hmcw ]peÀ¯m- -̄Xp-sIm-−mWv ]mT-
`mKw a\-Ên-em-¡m³ _p²n-ap-«-\p-̀ -h-s¸-Sp-¶-sX-¶p ]d-bpw. 
 

 7. Ip«nIfpsS Bhiy{]Imcw {]hÀ¯n¡pw. 
 

  

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 



 
, 
Situation No. 3<,,,                                                  Situation No. 4 

3. tPmkvamjv A²ym-]-I-hn-ZymÀ°n-\n-bmb  l^vkbpsS 9þmw 
¢mÊnse A²ym-]-\w supervise sNbvXpsIm−n-cn-¡p-I-bmbncp-¶p.- 
l^vkbpsS A²ym-]-\w Ip«n-I-sf sXämb Bi-b-¯te¡v \bn-
¡p¶-Xmbn amjv a\-Ên-em-¡n . C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ 
tPmkvamjv v {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg sImSp-
¯n-cn-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw {]tXyIw X¶n-
cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

 4. eo\ So¨À¡v ]¯nÂ  ]Tn-¡p¶ Xsâ hnZymÀ°n-I-
fp-ambn \Ã ASp-¸-am-Wv.  hniz-kvX-cmb Nne hnZymÀ°n-I-
fnÂ \n¶pw B ¢mÊnse anI¨ hnZymÀ°n-bmb cmPohv 
Cubn-sS-bmbn ab-¡p-a-cp¶v D]-tbm-Kn-¡m³ XpS-§nb 
hnhcw eo\ So¨À Adn-bp-¶p.  C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ 
eo\So-¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg 
sImSp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶p. Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§fpsS A`n-{]mbw 
{]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ  tcJ-s¸-Sp-
¯pI 

 

1. ¢msÊ-Sp¯v Ign-bp-¶-Xp-hsc CS-s]-Sm--Xncn--¡p¶XmWv 
icnbmb coXn F¶p Xocpam\n¡pw.  
 

 1. XpSÀ\-S-]-S-n-IÄ¡mbn Hcp counsellor s\ 
NpaXes]Sp¯pw 
 

2. A[ym-]-I-hn-ZymÀ°n-\nsb amän \nÀ¯n kzbw ¢msÊ-Sp-¡pw. 
 

 2. aäv A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-
am\w FSp¡pw. 
 

3. ¢mÊn\v ]pd-t¯¡v hnfn-¸n¨v sXäv a\-Ên-em-¡n-s¡m-Sp¯v 
AXp Xncp-¯m³ ]dbpw. 
 

 3. cmPohns\Xnsc kz´w \nebv¡v in£m\S]SnIÄ 
FSp¡pw. 
 

4. klm²ym-]-IcpsS D]tZiw tXSpw. 
 

 4. cmPohpambn Xpd¶ NÀ¨ \S-¯n ]cnlmcw ImWpw. 
  
 

5. l^vkbpsS sXämb A²ym-]-\w A²ym-]-I]cnioeIs\ 
Adnbn¡pw. 
 

 5. CS-s]-Sm--Xncn--¡pw. 
 

6. A²ym-]-I]cnioe\-¯n-sâ `mKamWv C¯cw sXäpIÄ  
F-¶p IcpXn £an¡pw. 
 

 6. DbÀ¶-  -]-T\\nehmcw ]peÀ¯p¶ Ip«n BbXn\mÂ 
]camh[n {]iv\am¡msX t\m¡pw. 
 
 

7. l^vkbpsS ¢mÊv supervise sN¿p¶XnÂ \n¶pw 
hn«p\nÂ¡pw. 

 7. t_m[-hÂ¡-c-W-¯n-\-pX-Ip¶ hnhn[ t{]m{Km-ap-IÄ 
¢mÊnÂ s]mXp-hmbn kwL-Sn-¸n-¡pw. 
 

 
   

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 



  

<,,,Situation No. 5   Situation No. 6  
5. Ip«n-I-fp-ambn hf-sc-b-[nIw ASp-¯n-S-]-g-Im-dpÅ 
lmcnkvam-jnsâ ¢mÊnÂ Ip«n-Ifpw kPo-h-am-Wv.  ]s£ ]e 
A²ym-]-Icpw Cu kPo-h-]-¦m-fn¯s¯ A -̈S-¡-cm-ln-Xy-ambn 
hymJym-\n-¨p.  Nne A[ym-]-IÀ \ÂInb ]cm-Xn-bpsS ASn-Øm-\-
¯nÂ slUvam-ÌÀ lmcnkvam-jn-t\mSv hni-Zo-I-cWw Bh-iy-s -̧
Sp-I-bp-−m-bn.   C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ lmcnkvamjv {]Xn-
I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg sImSp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶p.  
Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ 
dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I.. 

 6. kp\nÂamjv kmln-Xym-̀ n-cp-Nn-bpÅ Hcp sslkvIqÄ 
A[ym-]-I-\m-Wv.  kmln-Xy-¯nÂ XmXv]-cy-apÅ Ip«n-Isf 
t{]mÕm-ln-¸n-¡p-¶-Xn-\mbn AhÀ¡v  ]pkvXI§-fpw 
{]kn²oIcW§-fpw  aäpw kwL-Sn-¸n-¨p-sIm-Sp-¡p-¶ ]Xn-hv  
At±-l-¯n\p−vv.  C -̄c-¯nÂ doa F¶ hnZymÀ°n-\n-¡v 
At±lw ]pkvX-I-§Ä hmbn-¡m³ sImSp-¡m-\n-S-bm-bn.  
]s£ ]n¶o-SpÅ doa-bpsS s]cp-am-ä-¯nÂ \n¶pw B Ip«n 
Xs¶ sXän-²-cn-¨n-cn-¡p-I-bm-sW¶v kp\nÂamjv a\-Ên-em-
¡n.  C¯cw- Hcp kml-Ncy-¯nÂ kp\nÂamjv  {]Xn-I-cn-
¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg-sIm-Sp-̄ n-cn-¡p-¶p.  
Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ 
dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

1. ]cm-Xn¡-mcmb A[ym-]-Isc ià-ambn FXnÀ¡pw. 
 

 1. Ip«nsb hnfn¨v Imcy-§-fpsS \nP-ØnXn hyIvXam¡pw. 
 

2. aäp-Å-h-cpsS A`n-{]mbw am\n-¨p-sIm−v Xsâ A[ym-]-\-
coXnbnÂ amäw hcp¯pw. 
 

 2. Ip«nsb ]qÀ®-ambn Ah-K-Wn-¡pw. 
 

3. A[ym-]-\-¯nsâ  a\ximkv{X]camb coXnbmWv 
XtâsX¶p ImWn- -̈p slUvam-Ì-dn-\v hnizoIcWw 
sImSp¡pw. 
 

 3. Ip«ntbmSpÅ  s]cp-am-ä-̄ nÂ  am-äsam¶pw 
hcp¯msX XpS-cpw. 
 

4. kam\ Nn´mKXn¡mcmb aäv A[ym-]-I-cpsS  klmbw 
tXSpw. 
 

 4. apXnÀ¶-k-l-{]-hÀ -̄I-cp-sS klmbw tXSpw. 
 

5. H¶pw IW¡nseSp¡msX ]g-b-coXn Xs¶ XpS-cpw. 
 

 5. doasb  Hcp Iu¬kn-e-dp-sS ASpt¯¡v hnSpw. 
 

6. Xsâ coXn-bpsS {]tXy-I-X-I-sf-¡p-dn¨v aäp-Å-hsc t_m[y-
s¸-Sp-¯pw. 
 

 6. ]pkvXI§-fpw {]kn²oIcW§-fpw  aäpw kwL-Sn-¸n-
¨p-sIm-Sp-¡p-¶Xnsâ BhiyIX Ahsc  t_m[y-s¸-
Sp-¯n am{Xta hnXcWw sN¿pIbpÅq F¶p  Xocp-am-
\n¡pw. 
 

7. slUvam-Ì-dn-t\mSv Xsâ ¢mÊnsâ coXn \nco-£n¨v- hne-bn-
cp-¯m³ Bh-iy-s¸-Spw. 
 

 7. taenÂ   doab¡vv ]pkvX-I-§fpw aäpw sImSp-¡p-¶Xv 
\nÀ¯pw. 
 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 



Situation No. 7   Situation No. 8 
 7.  tZh³ Hcp kÀ¡mÀ AwKo-IrX kvIqfnse A²ym-]-I-\m-

Wv.  tPmen-bnÂ {]th-in¨ A¶p-ap-XÂ {][m-\m[ym-]-I³ 
At±-l-t¯mSv hyàn-ssh-cmKyw DÅ-Xp-t]m-se-bmWv s]cp-am-dn-
bn-cp-¶-Xv.  ]e-t¸mgpw tZh\v \njvIÀjn¨ ]nco-b-Up-I-sf-
¡mÄ IqSp-XÂ FSp-t¡-−-Xmbpw h¶p.  slUvam-Ì-dnsâ 
ASp¯ _Ôp-hns\ \nb-an-¡m³ Dt±-in¨ XkvXn-I-bn-te-
¡mWv amt\-Pva-saânsâ CS-s]-SÂ ImcWw At±-ls¯ \nb-
an- -̈sX¶ kXyw asäm-c-[ym-]-I-\nÂ \n¶pw tZh³ Adn-bm-\n-S-
bm-bn.  C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ tZh³amjv {]Xn-I-cn-
¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg sImSp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶p.  
Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ 
dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

 8. PntPm-am-jnsâ ¢mÊv Ip«n-IÄs¡Ãmw CjvS-am-Wv. 
AXp-sIm-−p-Xs¶ ¢mÊnÂ Ip«n-IÄ hf-sc-b-[nIw {i²n-
¡m-dp-ap-−v.  9þmw ¢mÊnse \ho³ F¶ hnZymÀ°n hn-j-a-
ta-dnb ]mT-`m-K-§Ä t]mepw s]s«¶v {Kln-¡m-dp-−v.  
]s£ ]T-\-\n-e-hmc¯nÂ  ]nt¶m¡w \nÂ¡p¶ Ip«n-IÄ 
kwibw tNmZn-¡p-t¼mÄ, Ahsc Ft¸mgpw Ifn-bm-¡p¶ 
{]h-WX \ho-\n\p−v.  C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ 
PntPm-amjv {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg 
sImSp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw 
{]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-
I. 

 
1. 

 
{]Xn-I-cn-¡msX {][m-\m[ym-]-I³ ]d-bp-¶-sXÃmw A\p-k-
cn¡pw. 
 

  
1. 

 
¢mÊnÂ ]ment¡−-Xmb s]cpamäN«w cq]oIcn¨v 
\S¸nÂ hcp¯pw. 
 

2. hfsc ASp¯ Hcp kl-{]-hÀ -̄I-t\mSv NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-
X-amb Hcp Xocp-am\w FSp¡pw . 
 

 2. \ho-\nsâ kµÀt`m-Nn-X-a-Ãm¯ CS-s]-S-ep-IÄ Ah-K-
Wn-¡pw. 
 

3. {][m-\m[ym-]I³  \njvIÀin¡p¶ A[nI tPmenIfnÂ 
\n¶pw ]camh[n Hgnªpamdpw. 
 

 3. \ho-\ns\Xnsc in£m\S]SnIÄ kzIcn¡pw. 
 

4. Staff Council sâtbm A²ym-]-IkwLS\IfpsStbm 
ap¶nÂ {]iv\w AhXcn-̧ n¡pw. 
 

 4. \ho-\ns\ ]Tn¸¡p-¶- aäv A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ 
sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-am\w FSp¡pw. 
 

5. {][m-\m[ym-]-I\p-ambn Xpd¶v kwkm-cn-¡pw. 
 

 5. \ho-\pambn Xpd¶v kwkm-cn-¡pw.  
 

6. AUojWÂ hÀ¡pIÄ Xpeyambn FÃmhÀ¡pw 
sImSp¡p¶ Xc -̄nephÅ \nba§Ä cq]oIcn¡m³ -
\nÀt±-iw shbv¡pw. 
 

 6. \ho-\nsâ Imcy¯nÂ  Xocpam\w FSp¡Â {][m-
\m[ym-]-I\p hnSpw. 
  

7. {][m-\m[ym-]-Is\Xnsc iIvXambn {]Xn-I-cn-¡pw.  7. \ho-\ns\ AXp-t]mseXs¶ XpScm³ A\phZn¡pw. 

  

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 



 
Situation No. 9   Situation No. 10  
9. hoW Hcp kÀ¡mÀ AwKo-IrX hnZym-e-b-¯nse A[ym-
]n-I-bm-Wv.  hoWbpsS ¢mÊnse A©p hnZymÀ°n-\n-IÄ ASp-
¯pÅ A\mYmeb-¯nse At -́hm-kn-I-fm-Wv.  B Ip«n-I-tfmSv 
ASp¯ _Ôw ]peÀ¯p¶ So¨À AhÀ AhnsS ]oUn-¸n-¡-s¸-
Sp-¶p−v F¶ kXyw a\-Ên-em-¡m-\n-S-bm-bn.  So¨À Cu hnhncw 
{]n³kn-¸m-fns\ Adn-bn-¨p.  A\m-Ym-e-b-¯nse \mÂ¸-Xp-Ip-«n-I-
tfmfw B kvIqfnÂ h¶p ]Tn-¡p-¶-Xn\mÂ Ahn-Sps¯ A[n-Ir-
Xsc ]nW¡n-bmÂ kvIqfn\v Unhn-j³ ^mÄ t\cn-tS−n hcpw 
F¶-Xp-sIm−v Cu {]iv\-¯nÂ CS-s]-tS−XnÃ F¶m-bn-cp¶p 
At±-l-¯nsâ {]XnIcWw.  C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ hoW 
So¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg-sIm-Sp-¯n-cn-
¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-
¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

 10. 8---- mw ¢mÊnse hnZymÀ°nbmb cmlpÂ Xsâ 
¢mÊnÂ Ønc-ambn Dd-§p-¶Xv [\y So¨dnsâ - {i²-
bnÂs¸-«p.  Hcp Znhkw ¢mknÂ h¨v So¨À Imc-W-a-t\z-jn-
¨p. hn«ose km¼-¯n-I-_p²nap«v ImcWw ]T-\-¨n-ehv 
kzbw Is−-¯p-¶-Xn-\mbn cmlpÂ cm{Xn-bnÂ aWÂ 
hmcm³ t]mIm-dp-s−¶v Ip«nIÄ ]d-ªp.  C -̄c-samcp 
kml-N-cy-¯nÂ [\y So¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ 
coXn-IÄ Xmsg sImSp-̄ n-cn-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-
fpsS A`n-{]mbw {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv 
joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

1. {][m-\m[ym-]-Is\ Adnbn¨tXmsS Xsâ _m[y-X 
XoÀ¶Xmbn IcpXpw. 

 1. {]Xn-I-cn-¡msX A²ym-]-\w XpScpw . 
 

2. {][m-\m[ym-]-I³ FSp¯ Xocp-am-\s¯ ]ckyambn 
FXnÀ¡pw . 
 

 

 2. km¼-¯n-I-{]iv\§fpff  Ip«n-IÄ¡mbn  Hcp klm-
b-\n[n cq]o-I-cn-¡p-hm-\pÅ  {iaw \S-¯pw. 
 

3. C¯cw   NqjW§Ä XSbp¶Xn\v Ip«n-I-sf kzbw 
{]m]vXcm¡m\pÅ ]cn]mSnIfpw \S]SnIfpw 
Bhnj¡vcn¡pw.  

 3. cmlpepambn t\cn«p  kwkmcn¨p {]iv\-]-cn-lm-c-
¯n\p {ian¡pw. 
 

4. B\m-Ym-e-b-¯nse A[n-Ir-X-c-pambn _Ô-s¸«v {]iv\-]-cn-
lm-c-¯n\p {ian¡pw. 
 

 4. cmlp-ensâ ]Tt\mXvkpIXsb ¢mknÂ 
t_m[ys¸Sp¯pw 

5. aäpÅ A[ym-]-I-cp-ambn NÀ -̈sNbvXv  DNn-X-amb Xocp-am\w 
FSp-¡pw. 
 

 5. aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp 
Xocp-am\w FSp¡pw.  

6. {][m-\m[ym-]-Isâ Xocp-am-\s¯ am\n¡pw.  6. ¢mÊnencp¶v Dd-§p-¶Xn\vv X¡Xmb inIvj 
sImSp¡pw. 

7. 
 

h\n-Xm-I½o-jsâtbm, child line sâtbm, am[y-a§-
fpsStbm  klmbw tXSpw. 
 

 7. Staff Council sâtbm {][m-\m[ym-]-Isâtbm Xocp-am-
\¯n\p hnSpw. 
 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 



, 

Situation No. 11  Situation No. 12 
13. Øew amäw In«n asämcp kvIqfn-te¡v t]mIm-\n-cp¶ 
amXyp-kmdn\v ]¯mw ¢mÊnse Hcp Iq«w hnZymÀ°n-IÄ tNÀ¶v 
Hcp ]mcn-tXm-jnIw sImSp-¡m-\n-S-bm-bn.  hfsc BImw-£-tbm-sS-
Ip«n-I-fpsS  k½m\w Xpd¶p t\m¡nb  amXyp-kmÀ ]s£ AXp-
Xs¶ ]cn-l-kn-¡p¶ Xc-¯n-epÅ k½m-\-am-sW¶v Xncn- -̈dn-ªp.  
C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-̄ nÂ amXyp-kmÀ {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-
bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg-sIm-Sp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS 
A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s -̧
Sp-¯p-I. 
 

 14. Ip«nIfpambn kulrZ¯nÂ CS]gIp¶ k_o\ So¨dpsS  ¢mÊv  
ckIchpw \À½w \ndªXpamWv. Hcn¡Â 9 mw ¢mÊnÂ 
]Tn¸n¨psIm−ncn¡p¶ thfbnÂ dnbmkv F¶ hnZymÀXvvvvvvvYn 
s]s«¶p¶bn¨ Hcp kwib¯n\p So¨À Xami cqt]W {]Xn-I-cn¨p. 
{]t-Im]nX\mb dnbmkv So¨dns\Xnsc ISp¯ hm¡pIfp]tbmKn¨v 
AXr]vXn  {]ISn¸n¨p. A{]Xo£nXamb Cu {]Xn-I-cW¯nÂ 
¢msÊm¶S¦w \nÈ_vZcmbn.   C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ k_o\ So¨À 
{]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg-sIm-Sp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-
¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ 
tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

1. {]Xn-I-cn-¡m-Xn-cn¡pw.  1.  dnbmknsâ  at\mhnjaw DÄs¡m−psIm−v ¢mÊv 
apt¶m«psIm−pt]mIpw. 
 

2. {]n³kn-¸m-fns\tbm apXnÀ¶-k-l-{]-hÀ -̄I-sctbm Adn-
bn¡pw. 
 

 2. dnbmkns\ ]qÀ®ambn AhKWn¨psIm−v ¢mÊv  XpScpw. 
 

3. Ip«n-Isf hnfn-¨p-h-cp¯n Imc-W-a-t\z-jn-¡pw. 
 

 3. k_o\ So¨À ¢mÊnÂ \n¶pw Cd§nt]mIpw. 
 

4. klA²ym]IcpsS A`n{]mbw tXSpw. 
 

 4. A²ym-]-IhnZymÀ°n- kwhmZ§fnÂ ]ment¡− \nba§Ä 
a\Ênem¡n AX\pkcn¨v {]hÀ¯n¡pw. 
 

5.  Ip«n-IÄs¡sXnc kz´w \n-ebv¡v \S]SnsbSp¡pw. 
 

 5. dnbmknt\mSp Xpd¶p kwkmcn¡pw. 
 

6. C¯cw kµÀ`§fnÂ A²ym]I³ F¶\nebv¡v Ip«n-I-
fnÂ \n¶pw k½m\§Ä kzoIcnt¡−XnsÃ¶v 
Xocpam\n¡pw.   
 

 6. aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-am\w 
FSp¡pw.  
 
 

7. Ip«nIfpsS {]hr¯n lmkycqt]W ImWpw. 
 

 7. dnbmknsâ A]acymZtbmsSbpÅ s]cpamäw {][m-\m[ym-]-Is\ 
Adnbn¡pw. 
 

  

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 



Situation No. 13   Situation No. 14 
15. ic-Xv amjv £am-io-e-apÅ AZv-[ym-]-I-\m-Wv.  At±lw 
hfsc X·-b-t¯m-Sp-IqSn ¢msÊ-Sp-¡p-Ibpw Ip«n-I-fpsS kwi-b-\n-
hm-c-W-¯n\v {]tXyIw Du¶Â \ÂIp-Ibpw sN¿mdp−v.  
H³]Xmw ¢mÊnse Inc¬ ]T-\-¯nÂ anI¨ \ne-hmcw 
]qeÀ¯p¶ Hcp hnZymÀ°n-bm-Wv.  ]s£ At±-l-¯nsâ ¢mÊnÂ 
Ft¸mgpw A{]-k-à-amb tNmZy-§-Ä tNmZn¨v A²ym-]-\-s¯ 
AXnsâ e£y-¯nÂ \n¶pw hyXn-N-en-¸n-¡p¶ Hcp {]h-WX 
IncWn\p-−m-bn-cp¶p.  C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-̄ nÂ icXv amjv 
{]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg-sIm-Sp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶p.  
Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ 
dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

 16. Xsâ ¢mÊnÂ CSbv¡nsS XeId§n  hogmdpÅ tZhnI F¶ 
hnZymÀXvvvvvvvYn\n¡v am\ÊnIambn Ae«p¶ Nne  {]iv\§fps−¶v Pb 
So¨À a\Ênem¡p¶p. ]eXhW   t\cn«v tNmZn¨n«pw {]iv\w  
Xpd¶p]dbm¯ tZhnI, So¨À A½sb hnfn¨t\zjn¡psa¶mbt-¸mÄ, 
kz´w A½mh\mÂ ]oUn¸n¡s]Sp¶XmWv Xsâ {]iv\sa¶v 
shfns¸Sp¯p¶p. kaql¯nÂ kpk½X\pw tZhnIbpsS IpSpw_¯nsâ 
A¯mWnbpamb A½mhs\¡pdn¨v Xm\n¡mcyw shfns¸Sp¯nbmÂ 
AXn\pth− ]cnKW\bpw {]m[m\yhpw e`n¡pIbnsÃ¶v AhÄ 
`bs¸Sp¶p. Cu L«¯nÂ Imcy§fdnª So¨À Xsâ ho«nÂ 
{]iv\ahXcn¸n¨v ]cnlmcw D−m¡n¯cWsa¶v tZhnI PbSo¨tdmSp 
At]£n¡p¶p. C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ Pb So¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ 
km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg-sIm-Sp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS 
A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

1. Inc-Wnsâ kwi-b-§Ä bYm-k-abw XoÀ¯p-sIm-Sp¡pw. 
 

 1. 
 

aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-am\w 
FSp¡pw. 
 

2. ¢mÊnsâ XpS-¡-¯nÂXs¶ Ah-km-\s¯ A©p-an-\näv 
am{Xta kwibw tNmZn-¡m³ ]mSpÅq F¶v Ip«n-I-tfmSv ]d-
bpw. 
 

 2. \nba]cambn henb Hcp IpäambXpsIm−v B hgn Xs¶ ]cnlmcw 
ImWmsa¶v Xocpam\n¡pw. 
 

3. ASp¯phnfn¨p Imcyw At\zjn¡pw. 
 

 3. C¯csamcp ImcyambXpsIm−v CSs]SmsX \nÂ¡pw. 
  

4. ¢mÊnÂsh-¨p-Xs¶ Inc-Wn-t\mSv A{]-k-à-amb tNmZy-
§Ä taenÂ BhÀ¯n-¡-cp-sX¶v ]d-bpw. 
 

 4. CXphsc Imcyw shfns¸Sp¯mXncp¶Xn\v tZhnIsb Ipäs¸Sp¯pw. 
 

5. 
 

Inc-Wnsâ kwi-b-§Ä tI«-Xmbn \Sn-¡n-Ã. 

 

 5. {][m-\m[ym-]-Is\ Adnbn¡pw. 
 

6. Inc-Wns\ ]Tn¸n¡p¶ aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv 
DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-am\w FSp¡pw. 
 

 6. tZhnIbpambn kwkmcn¨v Imcy§Ä amXm]nXm¡sf 
Adnbnt¡−Xnsâ BhiyIX t_m[ys¸Sp¯pw. 
 

7. Inc-Wnsâ s]cpamäw {][m-\m[ym-]-Is\ Adnbn¨v th−Xp 
sN¿m³ Bhiys¸Spw 
 

 7. tZhnI Bhiys¸«Xp{]Imcw ho«nÂ {]iv\ahXcn¸n¡pw. 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 



 
Situation No. 15   Situation No. 16 
15. ssja AÀ¸-W-t_m-[-apÅ Hcp A²ym-]n-I-bm-Wv.  So -̈dnsâ 

¢mÊnÂ icm-icn \ne-hmcw ]peÀ¯p¶ Hcp hnZymÀ°n-bmWv 
{]Zo-]v.  Hcn-¡Â {]Zo-]nsâ AÑ³ Ìm^v dqanÂ h¶v Sn -̈tdmSv 
IbÀ¯p.  {]Zo-]n\v  ssja-So-¨À C« amÀ¡v Ipd-ªp-t]m-b-Xm-
bn-cp¶p At±-l-¯nsâ {]iv\w. C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-¯nÂ 
ssjaSo¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ coXn-IÄ Xmsg-sIm-Sp-
¯n-cn-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw 
X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

 

 16.  IW¡v A²ym-]n-I-bmb jo_So¨À ]Tn¸n¡p¶ 8 mw ¢mÊnse  
hnZymÀ°n-bmWv tUhnUv. hmÀjnI ]co£bnÂ IW¡p hnjb¯nÂ 

tXmÂ¡m\nSbmb tUhnUv whatsapp group Â tamis¸«coXnbnÂ 
jo_So¨sd ]cmaÀin¨Xv asÁmcp hnZymÀ°n- So¨sd ImWn¡m\nSbmbn. 
C¯cw Hcp kml-N-cy-̄ nÂ jo_ So¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km[y-X-bpÅ 
coXn-IÄ Xmsg-sIm-Sp-̄ n-cn-¡p-¶p.  Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  
{]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

1. Hcp Xpd¶ NÀ¨bneqsS ]nXmhns\, Ip«n sNbvX ]T-\-{]-
hÀ -̄\-§Ä¡v A\p-kr-X-am-bmWv amÀ¡v \ÂIn-bXv F¶p 
t_m[y-s¸-Sp¯pw.  
 

 1. tUhnUns\ hnfn¨v sNbvX {]hr¯nbpsS Zqjy^e§Ä ]dªp 
a\Ênem¡pw. 
  

2. ]cmXn Ds−-¦nÂ AXp {]n³kn-¸m-fns\ Adn-bn-¨mÂ aXn-
sb¶v ]d-bpw. 
 

 2. {][m-\m[ym-]-Is\ Adnbn¡pw. 
 

3. aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-am\w 
FSp¡pw. 
 

 3. aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-am\w 
FSp¡pw. 
 

4. ]Xmhns\ FXnÀ¯psIm−v kwkmcn¡pw. 
 

 4. tUhnUns\Xnsc in£m\S]SnIÄ FSp¡pw. 
 

5. {]Xn-I-cn-¡m-Xn-cn¡pw. 
 

 5. tUhnUns\ XoÀ¯pw AhKWn¡pw. 
 

6. `mhnbnÂ D¯ckqNnIbpsSbpw amÀ¡n§v kv¡oansâbpw 

Hcp record kq£n¡m³ Xocpam\n¡pw. 
 

 6. Social network site IfnÂ taenÂ So¨Àamsc ]cmaÀin¡p¶ postIÄ 
Ip«nIÄ CScpsX¶v s]mXphmbn ]dbpw. 
 

7. X\n¡v sXäv ]än-bn-«p-t−m-sb¶v ]p\:]cn-tim-[n-¡m-sa¶v ]d-
bpw. 
 

 7. C¯csamcp Imcyw AdnªXmbn \Sn¡msX Ip«nIfpambn CS]gIpw. 
  

 

  

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 



Situation No. 17   Situation No. 18 
17. ]¯nse ¢mÊv So¨dmb ko\bv¡p Xsâ 
hnZymÀXvYIfnÂ \n¶pw lnµn ]Tn¸n¡p¶, dn«bÀsaâvv 
hÀj¯nse¯n  \nÂ¡p¶, IZnP So¨sd¡pdn¨v ]cmXn 
e`n¡p¶p. ]co£ hfsc ASps¯¯nbn«pw IZoP So¨À 
]mT`mK§Ä FSp¯p XoÀ¡m¯XnemWp Ip«nIÄ¡v ]cmXn. 
C -̄cw Hcp kml-Ncy-̄ nÂ ko\ So¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km²y-
X-bpÅ coXn-I-fmWv Xmsg sImSp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶-Xv. Hmtcm-¶n\pw 
\n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv 
joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I.  

 18. IW¡v A[ym-]n-I-bmb Dj So¨À s]s«¶v tZjyw 
]nSn-¡p-¶ kz`mh¡mcnbmWv.  Hcp Znhkw ¢msÊ-Sp-¯p-
sIm-−n-cn-¡p-t¼mÄ Nn{Xw hc- -̈Xnsâ  t]cnÂ So¨À F«mw 
¢mÊn-se \na F¶ hnZymÀ°n-\nsb ¢mknÂ \n¶pw ]pd-
¯m-¡n.  C\n c£n-Xm-hnsâ I¯n-ÃmsX ¢mkn-en-cn-t¡-
s−¶v Xm¡oXpw \ÂIn.  \na t\sc sN¶v ¢mkv So -̈dmb 
hnZy-bpsS klmbw A`yÀ°n-¨p. C -̄cw Hcp kml-Ncy-
¯nÂ hnZy-So-¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km²y-X-bpÅ coXn-I-fmWv 
Xmsg sImSp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶-Xv. Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-
{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-
s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

1. {][m-\m[ym-]-Isâ Xocpam\¯n\p hnSpw. 
 

 1. X\n¡v C -̄c-samcp {]iv\-¯nÂ CS-s]-Sm³ Ign-bn-
sÃ¶p ]dªv Hgn-bpw. 
 

2. kzbw ¢msÊSp¯psImSp¡pw . 
 

 2. Dj-So- -̈tdmSv kwkm-cn-¡pw. 
 

3. Xpd¶ NÀ¨ \S¯n Imcy§Ä IZnP So¨sd [cn¸n¡pw. 
 
 

 3. aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp 
Xocp-am\w FSp¡pw. 
 

4. aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-
am\w FSp¡pw. 
 

 4. slUv amÌ-tdmSv kwkm-cn-¡m³ ]d-bpw. 
 

5. CS-s]-Sm³ Ign-bn-sÃ¶p ]dªv Hgn-bpw. 
 

 5. Dj-So-¨sd A\p-Iq-en¨v kwkm-cn-¡pw. 
 

6. IZnP So¨tdmSp AXr]vXn {]ISn¸n¡pw.   
 

 6. Ip«n sNbvX-Xns\ hnaÀin¨v iIm-cn-¡pw. 
 

7. `mhnbnÂ FÃm So¨Àamcpw ]mT`mK§Ä 
kabmkab§fnÂ FSp¯p XoÀt¯m F¶v 
XoÀ¨s¸Sp¯p¶ Hcp coXn \S¸nem¡m³ Bh-iy-s¸Spw . 
 

 7. asÁmcp A[ym-]n-I FSp¯ Xocpam\ambXpsIm−v 
Xm\XnÂ CSs]SnsÃ¶v Ip«nsb t_m[ys¸Sp¯pw. 
 

 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 



,, 

Situation No. 19   Situation No. 20  
19. kvIqfnÂ ]pXpXmbn tPmbn³ sNbvX Cw¥ojv A[ym]I\mWv 
_joÀ. ko\nbÀ A[ym-]-I-\mb laoZv kmdn\v, _joÀ kmdnsâ 
¢mÊv \nc´cw kµÀin¡pIbpw, hnZymÀXvYnIfpsS ap¶nÂsh¨v 
hnaÀin¡pIbpw sN¿p¶ ]Xnhp−v. C -̄cw Hcp kml-Ncy-¯nÂ 
_joÀ kmÀ {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km²y-X-bpÅ coXn-I-fmWv Xmsg 
sImSp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶-Xv. Hmtcm-¶n\pw \n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  
{]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 
 
 
 

 

 20. kvIqfnse kb³kv So¨dmb kcnXbpsS ASp¯v 
]cmXnbpambn Hcp c£nXmhv F¯n. kvIqfnÂ sh¨p \S¶ 
kb³kv FIvkn_nj\nÂ t`Zs¸« {]IS\w ImgvNsh¨n«pw 
Xsâ aIsf kvIqÄXe aXvkc¯n\v XncsªSp¯nsÃ 
¶mbncp¶p AhcpsS ]cmXn. ]¯mw ¢mÊnse Ip«nIÄ¡v 
Ahkcw sImSp¡p¶Xn\mbn Xsâ aIsf a\x]qÀhw kvIqÄ 
A[nIrXÀ XgbpIbmsW¶mbncp¶p AhcpsS hmZw. C -̄
cw Hcp kml-Ncy-¯nÂ kcnX So¨À {]Xn-I-cn-¡m³ km²y-X-
bpÅ coXn-I-fmWv Xmsg sImSp-¯n-cn-¡p-¶-Xv. Hmtcm-¶n\pw 
\n§-fpsS A`n-{]mbw  {]tXyIw X¶n-cn-¡p¶ dkvt]m¬kv 
joänÂ tcJ-s¸-Sp-¯p-I. 

1. {]Xn-I-cn-¡pIbnÃ. 
 

 1. c£nXmhpambn Xpd¶ NÀ¨ \S¯n Imcy§Ä Ahsc 
[cn¸n¡pw. 
 

2. aäp Pq\nbÀ A[ym]IcpsS  ¢mÊpIÄ \nco£n¡m¯ 
]£w Xsâ ¢mÊpw \nco£nt¡−XnsÃ¶p ]dbpw. 
 

 2. aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp 
Xocp-am\w FSp¡pw. 
 

3. Xpd¶ NÀ¨ \S¯n Imcy§Ä laoZv kmdns\ [cn¸n¡pw. 
 
 

 3. c£nXmhns\ {][m-\m[ym-]-Isâ ASpt¯¡v hnSpw. 
 

4. {][m-\m[ym-]-Is\ Adnbn¡pw. 
 

 4. CS-s]-Sm³ Ign-bn-sÃ¶p ]dªv Hgn-bpw. 
 

5. laoZv kmdnsâ hnaÀi\§sf FXnÀ¡pw. 
 

 5. Ip«nbpsS project \nehmcanÃm¯Xmbncps¶¶v 
]dbpw. 
 

6. ko\nbÀ A[ym-]-I-\mbXpsIm−v At±lw ]dbp¶ 
t]mse {]hÀ¯n¡pw. 
 

 6. c£nXmhnsâ A`n{]mbw am\n¨psIm−v project sâ 
aqey\nÀ®bw ]p\x]cntimZn¡pw. 
 

7. aäp A[ym-]-I-cpambn NÀ¨ sNbvXv DNn-X-amb Hcp Xocp-
am\w FSp¡pw. 

 7. C\napXÂ Value points c£nXm¡sf IqSn 
t_m[ys¸Sp¯Wsa¶v Xocp-am\n¡pw. 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 SD D N A SA 

 



Appendix B.1 

TACIT KNOWLEDGE SCALE FOR SCHOOL TEACHERS 
  

 (ENGLISH VERSION) 
 

Blessytha Anwar  Dr. Mumthas N.S. 
Research Scholar Associate Professor 
Farook Training College Farook Training College 
 

SECTION I 

PRELIMINARY DETAILS  
 

Name of the College/ School :      

Educational Qualifications  : 

Male/Female    :  Age:                                      

Subject of Specialization     : 

Locale of Residence           : Urban/Rural     

Teaching experience if any           : 

Locale of School/College  : Urban/Rural  

 
SECTION II  

Instructions 

 Given below are some of the challenging situations usually faced by 

the teachers and their possible response actions. Please rate each of the 

response actions under each situations in the given response box accordingly 

with the given five response options  viz., strongly disagree (SD), disagree 

(D), neutral (N), agree (A) and strongly agree (SA) using "�'. Please make it 

sure that you rate every statement. Your answer will be treated strictly 

confidential and we assure you that it will be used for research purpose only. 

 



 
 Situation No. 1   Situation No. 2 
1. At the PTA meeting Mr Ravi, one of the best teachers of the 

school. Once he happened to face the complaint of a parent that 
children are not able to understand the subject portion taught by 
him. But Ravi has not yet received such a feedback from the 
children. Given the situation please rate the possible response 
actions of Ravi according to your opinion in the given response 
box.  

 

 2. Shyam is one of the best students of Jeena teacher in 10th 
standard. But she realizes that Shyam is behind the 
frequent thefts occurring in the class. But Shyam is not 
willing to admit it at all. Given the situation please rate 
the possible response actions of Jeena according to your 
opinion in the given response box. 

1. Accepting the parent’s opinion, he would say that he will try to 
improve his teaching.   
 

 1. Would call Shyam and try to convince him the seriousness 
of his deeds. 

2. Would not react at all. 
 

 2. Would inform the Principal or Student Counsellor to deal 
with the matter. 
 

3. Would react only after making it sure that other parents are also 
having the same opinion about him.  
 

 3. Would consult other teachers for taking a correct decision 

4. Would conduct an open discussion with the students and parents. 
 

 4. Would give proper punishment to Shyam 
 

5. Would leave the matter for Principal’s decision 
 

 5. Would keep apart from such an issue.  

6. As the students have not raised such a complaint he says that 
there is no need for responding o such allegations by parents.  
 

 

 6. Would decide that he will indulge in this matter only after 
getting proper evidence.  

7. Would say that students are finding it difficult to follow as the 
students are academically backward.  
 

 7. As the student is a high achiever Ravi decide not to 
interfere  

  

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 



Situation No. 3   Situation No. 4 

3. Jose Sir was supervising a student teacher, Hafsa’s teaching in 
9th Standard. He found, that Hafsa is teaching wrong ideas 
entirely deviating from the main concept in the textbook. Given 
the situation please rate the possible response actions of Jose 
Sir according to your opinion in the given response box.  

 4. Leena has very good relationship with her students. She 
happened to know from some trustworthy students in her 
class that Rajeev one of the best student in her class has 
started consuming drugs. Given the situation please rate 
the possible response actions of Leena according to your 
opinion in the given response box. 

1. Would not interfere thinking it is better not to interfere until the 
class is over. 
 

 1. She would send Rajeev for consulting the Student 
Counsellor 

2. Would take the class replacing Hafsa.  
 

 2. She would consult  other teachers to take decision. 

 
3. Would call her out of the class and make her realize the error and 

reteach. 
 

 3. She would take punishment actions against Rajeev. 

4. Would consult the other teachers for taking the decision.  
 

 4. She would have an open talk with Rajeev. 

5. Would inform the teacher educator about her mistakes .  5. Will not interfere at all. 
 

6. Would generalize it as a part of teacher training and leave the 
issue  
 

 6. She would not complicate the situation as he is a brilliant 
students. 

7. Will abstain from  supervising  her class.  
 
 

 7. She would arrange some sort of awareness programmes 
against drugs in the class for all. 

   

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 



<,,,Situation No. 5   Situation No. 6  

5. Haris Sir mingles very well with his students. All the 
students are very active at his class. But some teachers 
mistook this interactive atmosphere in his classroom as an 
indiscipline problem. They complained to the Principal 
and he asked for Haris sir’s explanation. Given the 
situation please rate the possible response actions of 
Chandran sir  according to your opinion in the given 
response box. 

 6. Sunil is a teacher with literary aptitude. To improve 
students’ interest in literature he used to supply them 
with articles and magazines. Accordingly he 
happened to give some books to a student named 
Reema.But he understood from her further behaviour 
that the girl has mistook him. Given the situation 
please rate the possible response actions of Sunil 
according to your opinion in the given response box. 

1. He would oppose the complainers.  1. Would call the girl and tell her the truth. 

2. Would say that admitting other’s complaint he would 
restructure his teaching mode. 
 

 2. Would completely ignore the student. 
 

3. Stating it as his psychological approach will substantiate it to 
the headmaster 
 

 3. Would behave to the child as usual. 
 

4. Would consult the other teachers to solve the issue 

 

 4. Would consult other senior teachers. 

5. Would continue his  teaching method in future classes also 
 

 5. Would send the student to a student Counsellor 
 

6. Would conduct an open discussion with other teachers to 
explain the peculiarity of his teaching to other teachers. 
 

 6. In future would give the books to students only after 
convincing them the real purpose the deed. 
 

7. Would ask the head master to observe his class and decide. 
 

 7. Would stop giving books and articles to Reema 
anymore. 
 

  

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 
SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 

SD D N A SA 

 



Situation No. 7   Situation No. 8  
7. Devan is a high school teacher working in an aided school. 

He has noticed that since the very beginning of his day in 
that school, the school principal is behaving to him in such 
a way that he has some sort of grudge towards him. Quite 
often the Principal assigned extra classes for Devan. One 
of Devan’s colleagues tell him that actually the Principal 
had prefered to hire his relative at Devans’ post, but due to 
the interference of the management he couldn’t do so. 
Given the situation please rate the possible response 
actions of Devan master according to your opinion in the 
given response box.  

 8. Gijo is  students’  favourite teacher .Hence students 
always try to sit very attentively in his class.  A 
student named Naveen used to comprehend even the 
toughest lessons very easily.  But he has a tendency 
to mock at weak students when they ask their doubts 
or when they couldn’t answer the questions asked.  
Given the situation please rate the possible response 
actions of Gijo  according to your opinion in the 
given response box. 

1. He would obey whatever he is told to do by the Principal. 
 

  
1. 

 
A code of conduct would be formed and try to 
implement it in his class 
 

2. He would discuss the matter with an intimate colleague to 
take decision. 

 2. Would avoid the unnecessary interference of Naveen. 

3. He would avoid doing extra works given by the Principal.  3. Would take punishment procedures against Naveen.. 

 
4. 

 
He would present the matter in front of staff council or 
Teacher Associations . 

  
4. 

 
Would  consult other teachers of Naveen and take a 
decision 
 

5. He would have an open talk with the Principal. 

 

 5. Would initiate an open talk with Naveen 

6. He would suggest for norms for equal distribution of 
additional works among the teachers. 

 6. Would leave the matter for the decision of the Head 
Master. 

7. He would oppose the Principal.  7. Would allow Naveen to continue his usual ways. 
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Situation No.9   Situation No. 10  
9.   Veena is teaching in an aided school.Five students in her class come 

from a nearby orphanage and she has very good relationship with them. 
She realised from them that these students are getting harassed in the 
orphanage .She informed the matter to the principal. But he reacted 
indifferently to the matter saying that there is no need to interfere 
because around fourty students are coming from that orphanage and any 
action would humiliate them and if they withdraws these children from 
their school it will cause division fall in their school. Given the situation 
please rate the possible response actions of Veena according to your 
opinion in the given response box. 

 10. Dhanya Teacher noticed that Rahul, a bright student in his 
class is seen sleeping frequently in all his classes. When he 
asked for the reason students replied that it is because he has to 
go for some sort of night jobs to meet the expenses for his 
studies due to the worse financial condition in his home. Given 
the situation please rate the possible response actions of 
Dhanya  Teacher  according to your opinion in the given 
response box 

     
1. Would not take further interest in the issue as it is already reported 

to the Principal 
 

 1. Would avoid the situation and continue her class . 

2. Would openly oppose the decision of the Principal  2. Would try to raise a fund from the school to help such 
financially backward students. 
 

3. Would seek for  actions which can enable the students for self 
resistance  
 

 3. Would have an open talk with Rahul  and try to solve the 
problem. 

4.  Would discuss the matter with the orphanage authority to solve 
the issue. 

 4. Would appreciate in the class Rahul’s urge to study . 
 

5. Would consult other teachers for the right action to be taken. 
 

 5. Would consult other teachers to take a decision. 

6. Would comply with the decision of the Principal.  6. Would take punishment actions against Rahul for sleeping 
in the classroom. 

7. Would seek the help of child line or women cell or media. 
 

 7. Would inform  the matter for the decision of the Principal or 
staff council. 
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,, 

Situation No. 11   Situation No. 12  

11.     Mathew Sir is going to another school as he got transfer. Four  
students from 10th standard gave him  a present at his farewell 
party. He opened the present with much enthusiasm and  found 
that it was a sort of present intended to insult him. Given the 
situation please rate the possible response actions of Mathew 
according to your opinion in the given response box. 

 12 Sabeena  Teacher always maintains a friendly manner 
with her students. Her class is always funny and 
interesting. Once while she was teaching in 9 th standard 
Riyas raised a sudden doubt in midst of the teacher’s 
explanation.She reacted in a humorous way . But Riyas 
got agitated and used harsh words against the teacher in 
front of the class making the whole class silent . Given 
the situation please rate the possible response actions of 
Sabeena Teacher according to your opinion in the given 
response box. 

1. He would not react.  1. She would understand his mental agony and continue the 
class after clarifying his doubts. 

2. He would inform the principal or other senior teachers. 
 

 2. She would totally avoid Riyas and continue the class. 

3. He would call the students and ask for the reason. 
 

 3. She would quit from the class. 

4. He would consult other teachers for advice. 
 

 4. Would take the decision to follow the right sort of 
communication to be followed with students and act 
accordingly. 
 

5. He would take punishment action against the students. 
 

 5. Would talk openly with Riyas . 

6. He would decide not to accept  gifts from the students in such 
situations anymore. 

 6. Would seek the help of other teachers in dealing the 
student. 
 

7. He would opine   humourously about the present to the students.  7. Would inform the Principal about Riyas’s rude behaviour 
to the teacher. 
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, 

Situation No. 13   Situation No. 14 
13. Sharat  as  a teacher is well known for his patience.  He used to 

take his class very effectively and always gave special attention  
to clarify his students’s doubts.  A 9th standard student Kiran 
who is a high achiever always has the tendency to ask 
irrelevant questions in midst of class and tends Sharat to 
deviate form the topic. Given the situation please rate the 
possible response actions of Sharat according to your opinion 
in the given response box. 

 

 14. A girl named Devika in Jaya teacher’s class collapses so 
frequently. Jaya teacher understands that she is having 
some mental pressure but when asked she usually 
refuses. Once Jaya did an open talk with Devika and the 
girl confesses that she is suffering from sexual 
harassment from  her maternal uncle. Being reluctant to 
reveal the matter to the poor parents fearing that it will 
not be believed as her uncle is a socially accepted person, 
she insists Jaya to reveal the matter to her mother . Given 
the situation please rate the possible response actions of 
Jaya teacher according to your opinion in the given 
response box 

1. He would clear Sharat’s doubts at time  1. Would take the decision only after consulting with other 
teachers. 
 

2. He would announce in the start of the class itself that doubts 
should be asked only at the last five munites of the period. 
 

 

 2. She would seek the help of Law and order. 

3. He would talk to  Kiran privately. 
 

 3. She would not interfere in the situation. 

4. He would tell Kiran that irrelevant question should not be asked 
in his class further. 
 

  
4. 

 
She would blame the girl for not revealing the issue. 

5. He would avoid  Kiran’s questions.   
 
 

 5. Would ask the Principal to deal with the situation 

6. He would ask the opinion of other teachers teaching Kiran.  6. Would have an open talk with Devika and convince her 
the need of revealing the fact herself 
 

7. He would inform the Principal about Kiran’s irritating behavior 
and take the action. 
 

 7. As per the request of Devika will reveal the matter to her 
parents 
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Situation No. 15   Situation No. 16 

15. Shyma is a dedicated teacher. Pradeep is an average student in her    
class. Once his father spoke impudently to  Shyma teacher at the 
staffroom  saying that she has given only low grades to his son. 
Given the situation please rate the possible response actions of 
Shyma according to your opinion in the given response box 

 16. David studying in 9 th standard, is a below average 
student. Sheeba teacher teaches him Mathematics. In the 
quarterly examination David failed in Mathematics. One 
day another student shows Sheeba, David’s too abusive 
post about Sheeba in their whatsapp group.  Given the 
situation please rate the possible response actions of 
Sheba according to your opinion in the given response 
box.  

1. She would creates a n open talk with the parent and make him 
realize her marking scheme  
 

 1. Would call David and try to convince him the seriousness 
of his deeds.  

2. She would inform the matter to Principal  2. Would inform the Principal to deal with the matter. 
 

3. She would seek for the advice of other teachers and act 
accordingly  

 3. Would consult other teachers for taking a correct decision 

4. She would oppose the parent and sticks to her stand.  4. Would give proper punishment to David 
 

5. She would  avoid the parent completely . 
 

 5. Would avoid David.  

6. She would  decide that in future she would keep a record of the 
value points and marking scheme of C E marks.  
 

 6. Would inform the students that posts mentioning teachers 
should not be posted anymore in such social networking 
sites.  

7. Would  say that she would consider whether there is any fault in 
her grading  procedure . 
 

 7. Would behave with students as nothing has happened. 
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Situation No. 17  Situation No. 18 

17. Seena is a 10 th standard class teacher and her students 
complained to her about their Hindi teacher Khadeeja who is 
in her retirement year. Their complaint was that she is not 
completing their portions for the imminent exams. Given the 
situation please rate the possible response actions of Seena 
according to your opinion in the given response box. 

 18. Usha  is a hot tempered Maths teacher. Once Neena 
an 8 th standard student was dismissed from Usha 
teacher’s  class because she engaged herself  in 
drawing while the teacher was teaching. She was 
ordered to get Parents’ letter unless she couldn’t 
attend her class. Nima went to her class teacher 
Vidhya and requested for her help. Given the 
situation please rate the possible response actions of 
Vidhya teacher  according to your opinion in the 
given response box. 

 
1. Would leave the matter for Principal’s decision  1. She would say that she could not get involved in such 

an issue. 
 

2. She would take the class herself. 
 

 2. Would talk to Usha teacher. 

3. She would discuss openly with Khadeeja Teachers. 
 

 3. Would consult other teachers’ opinion. 

4. Would consult other teachers for a better decision 
 

 4. Would send her to Principal. 

5. She would avoid the situation stating she couldn’t involve 
in this matter. 
 

 5. Would support Usha teacher’s action. 

6. She would express her dissatisfaction with  Hindi teacher.  
 

 6. Would ridicule the student’s action. 

7. Would decide that in future she would make it sure that all 
the teachers are completing their portions in time. 
 

 7. Would say that cannot interfere in other teacher’s 
decision. 
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Situation No. 19  Situation No. 20 
19. Basheer, a High School teacher is new in the school. Hameed 

a senior teacher of the school used to visit his class so 
frequently and has the habit of criticizing him frequently 
in front of his students. Given the situation please rate the 
possible response actions of Basheer Sir  according to 
your opinion in the given response box. 

 

 20. Once a parent came to Saritha the Science teacher in 
the school, complaining that though her daughter 
presented a very good project for science exhibition 
she was not selected for inter school science 
exhibition to represent the school. She blames that 
the school authority discarded her daughter in order 
to give more opportunities to 10th standard students. 
Given the situation please rate the possible response 
actions of Saritha according to your opinion in the 
given response box. 

 
1. He would not react at all.  1. Would have an open talk with the parent and convince 

her. 
2. As no observation on junior teachers are done, would say 

that there is no need to observe his class too. 
 

 2. Would consult other teachers to take a right decision. 

3. He would have an open talk with Hameed Sir and convince 
him.  
 

 3. Would send her to Principal. 

4. He would inform the Principal about the behavior of 
Hameed Sir. 
 

 4. Would abstain from the issue stating that she cannot  
interfere 

5. He would oppose the criticisms of  Hameed Sir.  
 
 

 5. Would support the schools decision and says that her 
daughters may not be good. 

6.  As Hameed sir is a senior teacher he would comply with 
him 
 

 6. Would consider the concern of parent and will go for a 
re- evaluation 
 

7. Would discuss the matter with other teachers to take a 
discussion 

 7. Would decide to inform the parents the value points to 
be covered while assessing the projects in future. 
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