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The progress of a nation depends largely on thecefe utilization of its
human resources which is better gained throughighé process of education. It is a
universally accepted fact that it is the teachetsp help the nation to attain such
development. Unlike other professionals, teachav® lto play a very important role
in the society, and normally we expect much mommfrthem as they are the
torchbearers of the society. Every aspect of schefokms- the implementation of
challenging curriculum, ambitious assessments augrtralized management, the
interaction with community and parents, the maiatere of healthy relationships
inside and outside the school all depend on highklijed teachers. The Secondary
Education Commission (1953) remarked, “Every temched educationist of
experience know that even the best curriculum Hremost perfect syllabus remain
dead unless quickened into life by the right methbteaching and the right kind of
teacher.” The part played by the teacher has tlees Iproved to be a crucial and

prime one in our society.

The past 20 years has seen tremendous changdsdatien as in all other
sectors of our social life. Schools and teachercation providers are thus facing
considerable challenges on a number of fronts. Wiakes the teacher education
system to take into account the ever-emerging atmagd challenges emancipating
from society, economy, and technology. There isematgneed for the development

of new strategies and appropriate behavior charmrggrgmmes parallel to the
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changing conditions of the changing world (Ozbef1®. Teacher education
system across the globe is expected to deliverhan ackdrop of all these

expectations, transformations and challenges.

Need of the hour insists teachers to possess @hcénd technical
knowledge that make them capable of tackling thallehges coming across the
dramatic path of their career life, apart from emitknowledge. For this teachers
need both explicit and implicit knowledge. Explighowledge constitute what the
teachers gain by reading books, articles, magazjoesals, hand outs, regulations
etc. Sun-Ju (2006) defines implicit knowledge asasmonally acquired, implicitly
stored, automatically used knowledge. It referstdoit knowledge which the
teacher constructs by modeling, observing or dsogsin a social environment.
Moreover, the educational environment each teachen, and the educational
objects that each teacher faces are also spetiatefbre, specialty knowledge and
capacity in teaching may differ from the educatloseientific knowledge that
educationists have created, concluded, and codeeértain format. Not all coded
knowledge can be blindly applied in all contextpezsally when it is to deal with
complex problematic situations. The educators suire strategies for interaction
and conflict resolution strategies (Stemler, EJliGrigorenko, & Sternberg, 2006).
Richer practical knowledge of effective strategwgh a strong back up of

experience can only rescue the teachers in sugtisins.

In this connection, particular attention is to l@dpto this special reflection
capacity or tacit knowledge of expert teachers ab &s their strategies. In a way

teachers shall not only learn the existing edunatitheories and methods but also
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shall explore and learn the tacit knowledge, andmute teachers’ implicit
knowledge to become explicit, so as to ensure tbpgy use of successful strategies.
A much more guaranteed growth of teachers can baght if expert teachers’
practical competencies and strategies gained outheir experience, can be
transformed to young teachers, letting learning simaking of this gained implicit

knowledge and thereby making the implicit explicit.

In fact, it is the ability to learn from experienaich can prove as the key to
success in teaching domain. Hence teachers shauidthe expertise, rooted both in
their knowledge and experience, to make judgmdmsitawhat strategy is likely to
work in a given context and be able to implemers kimowledge 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 sa®ne hear the word
‘Teacher’. Our mind immediately conjure up an imade teacher giving a lecture
or walking around the room or supervising studemigaged in some sort of learning
activities, either group or individual. All thesawsion are related with instruction.
Yet there is much more to teaching than instructi@aor student teachers at their
training institutions are formally trained how ®&ath in the classrooms in a variety
of forms. They are trained how to handle classro@osording to behaviorist
approach, constructivist approach, cognitivist apph and a lot other teaching
models. Our student teachers excellently acquir¢hake strategies and gain high

academic scores. But still problems arise when #mggr into the main stream of
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teaching and find it difficult to cope up with té@eg profession. There, their
academic scores are put aside and they have tggktrtio find success in their
careers. On the contrary, there are legendarynostaof people who are low
academic scorers, reaching iconic status and becprexperts in teaching
profession. This reveals that academic performaraeot be considered as the

yardstick of professional expertise.

In this modern competent world, it is an acceptact that mere gain in
academics is not the only way to expertise. Thiguglent from the fact that
employers today base their recruitment on the b&sits required to excel and not
only on the grades obtained in the analytical testelucted by the institutions. This
paradigm shift has its reflection in teacher tnagnioo. The days are far gone when a
mere teaching degree would decide the fate of éhte@ candidate. Hence there is
an immense need to improve teachers’ basic slallbda an expert in teaching

domain.

In order to develop expertise, our innate abilibesl intelligence need to be
put into practice. Innate abilities differ from pen to person; some are highly
talented and some are not. Revisiting the factdbdities differ across people, it is
practical intelligence that helps us fill the vditht is required to excel or succeed,
achieved by making the most apt decisions. It és&hility to adapt to, shape, and
select everyday environments (Sternberg, 19975 the art of doing the right thing
in the right time, or saying the right thing in thght time to the right person, or
applying the right knowledge in the right time. Treeasure practical intelligence,

Sternberg relies on a concept called tacit knowded@acit knowledge is what a
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person needs to know to succeed in an endeavasthygtically not explicitly taught

and that often is not even verbalized. It is pracablknowledge, and thus is not just
a static form of knowledge, but rather, knowledgeaise (Sternberg et al., 2000). It
is acquired largely from experience, preferablynfrexperience in the environment

where the tacit knowledge later will be needed€R&trocha & Kaufman, 1999).

Teacher education is expected to produce teaeltewsare responsive and
sensitive to the social context of education, wkeep the varying needs of learners in
focus, and work for national concerns of achieimg goals of equity, parity, social
justice, and excellence (NCERT, 2005). The cursyrstem of teacher education
lags behind to accomplish these social concernshandaced severe condemnation

over the years.

Teachers always have to face a wide variety oflprob which provide them
with conflicting situations that call upon theirretul handling and effective solving.
Since teaching is naturally a social activity irditidn to their constant interactions
with students, there is also a wide variety of iatdons with parents, peers and
administrators. Though the psychological pringpie be followed in dealing with
students are much highlighted in B.Ed. curriculdeacher trainees are not given
enough exposure in interactions with peers, parants administrators. All these
social interactions come under the theoretical ephc'Dealing with others’
(Sternberg et.al., 1997, 1999; Stemler, ElliotigGrenko & Sternberg, 2006) which
requires strong social and practical interpersasialls. Though not frequently
discussed as a formal part of teaching, practiad sn dealing with others are very

much a part of the essence of teaching (Grigoreternberg & Strauss, 2006;
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Stemler, Elliott, Grigorenko & Sternberg, 2006; rifer et al., 2013). Teachers who
have not mastered such skills are likely to stredglprovide a sound teaching and
learning environment and may be quicker to burn aud leave the profession
(Ingersoll, 2003). Hence teachers especially iir inéial stages are to be helped to

conceptualize the strategies to deal systematieatlysuch interactions.

The loss of professional autonomy of teachers ésslted in many teachers’
perceptions of themselves as deprofessionaliséxhitdans who are little more than
deliverers of an externally constructed curricul(®myth et al., 2000; Delandshere
& Arens, 2001). This necessitates sound practinalldedge among teachers that is
knowledge of how to handle challenging situatidret farise in the social context of
teaching. Such knowledge is inevitable in providingonducive environment in the
school for all its stake holders, thereby ensurprgper functioning and high
academic performance. But teachers typically recdile formal preparation, to
help them consider approaches in dealing with #mgety of social situations they
encounter both inside and outside the classroora.diily work within schools is
embedded in contexts, and novice teachers experiemexpected events and
situations that occur daily in school life (Lower3010). This makes the novice
teachers easily perplexed when they have to faoblgmatic situations in their
profession. This bafflement can be avoided ontiély are helped to practically deal

with problematic situations, and implement rightl dimely strategies and solutions.

A uniform implementation of strategies is not apphble as the situations’
contextual relevance plays as a determinant faStmmetimes teachers try to discuss

the matter openly in order to substantiate theintpaf view or will simply avoid the
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situation or will go for compromising with the sifion, doing whatever is asked
for. Yet other times they will try to bring authagity to the solutions by formulating

some rules and laws or will take stringent actiagainst the parties involved, in a
vengeful manner. Moreover there is a chance fantteepass over the responsibility
to someone else or to consult others for help.mbst noteworthy thing here is that,
the selection of such strategies in different $ituss can usually create confusion in
teachers. And it may further change in accordanitie efferent stakeholders they

are dealing with.

Only skilled and expert teachers can deal effelstivey carrying out
practical strategies in such social situationsraa#te judgments about what is likely
to work in a given context in response to studeatsdl school’s needs. Experts
possess knowledge enabling them to efficientlyirdistish relevant from irrelevant
information and focus on what is important in theuation at hand (Haider &
Frensch 1996; Meeuwen et al., 2014). Novices lamhtextualized, purposeful,
practice-oriented event knowledge to selectivelglguheir attention to the kinds of
cues and classroom events that needs to be noticatie first place. Such
pedagogical knowledge gaps make it difficult fomices to interpret and monitor
relevant cues (Wolff, Jarodzka, Bogert & Boshuiz2d6). The confusion may be
at its peak when they are to handle secondary $dtadents, as this stage is
considered as the most complicated phase of stsidewtrked by the beginning of
adolescent traumas. In the given context, it wdaddhelpful to have a clearer and
more precise picture of what strategies exactljedbhtiates the expert from the
novice and skilled from the less skilled in relatito the management of difficult

interpersonal encounters in teaching domain.
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The investigator felt that, first there arises adér analyzing the common
and recurring problems in the present school amdscbom conditions. Such an
analysis could help the teachers, and prospectisehers to get easily and well
accustomed with the day-to-day problems faced bytélachers in their career life.
Once the problems are located and identified, riliestigator felt that there is a need
to know what strategies expert teachers prefervamether their preference differ
from those of novices while handling these situaiorhese strategies may provide
a robust framework for teachers to be aware ofpthtential approaches in dealing
with challenging situations that frequently occuithin the context of teaching.
Furthermore, these strategies could provide thécedeachers, a palette of potential
courses of action which they can choose and reflpon, when dealing with such
problems. The investigator hopes that such a swdyld eventually help the
teachers to develop their practical skills to adeffgctive problem dealing strategies

while confronting the day-to-day problems thataiistheir career life.

Statement of the Problem

The present study is entitled &ROBLEM DEALING STRATEGIES OF

NOVICE AND EXPERT TEACHERS AT SECONDARY SCHQQ@QEVEL.

The study identifies the preferred Problem Deafitigategies of Novice and
Expert teachers at secondary school level in hagdfiroblem situations while
dealing with students, peers, administrators amdms. Further the study proceeds
to compare the preferences for the Problem De&trategies of Novices undergone

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

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

clarity and precision.

Problem Dealing Strategy

Problem Dealing Strategy stands for the practitaltegies such as confer,
delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate anthply for handling a particular
social interaction that occurs within a particidantext in the social side of teaching

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

Problem Dealing Strategy (PDS) is operationallfindel as the preferred
strategy used by teachers, from among the sevemtegies suggested by
Stemler et al.(2001,2006) viz., confer, delegatmsalt, retaliate, avoid, legislate

and comply while dealing problems with studentgrpeadministrators and parents.
Novice Teachers

Novice teachers are defined as student teaclese twith little or no

mastery experience ( Mahmoudi, 2015).

In the context of present study, Novice teachdends for prospective

teachers undergoing B.Ed. programme with no paaching experience.
Expert teachers

An expert is someone widely recognized as a radiagblrce of technique or
skill, whose faculty for judging or deciding rigitljustly, or wisely is accorded

authority and status by peers or the public, ipecsic well distinguished domain.
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In the study, Expert teachers stands for the teackdom the head of the
institution nominates as expert in dealing withfpssional problems on the basis of

their dependence on them for daily problem solgtionthe institution.
Secondary School L evel

Secondary School Level comprises of classes VM, and X of the

government and aided schools of Kerala.
Variables

The variables involved in the study are the Pnob[@ealing Strategies viz.

confer, delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, leggshnd comply.
Objectives

This study is to identify the preferred Problemaley Strategies of Novice
and Expert teachers at secondary school level arfthd out how they differ in
adopting strategies to resolve problematic sitmativhich they face in their career
life while dealing with students, peers, adminigira and parents. This is achieved
through the following specific objectives.

1. To identify the preferred PDSs among Experthesas in total and in
specific problem situations while dealing with

a) students

b) peers

C) administrators and

d) parents
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To identify the preferred PDSs among Novice teeshn total and in
specific problem situations while dealing with

a) students

b) peers

C) administrators and

d) parents

To find out whether there exists significant diffiece in the extent of

preference for the PDSs between Expert and Noemehers.

To find out whether there exists significant diffiece in the extent of
preference for the PDSs of Novice Teachers in #grming and end of the

B.Ed. programme.

To find out whether there exists significant diffiece in the extent of
preference for the PDSs between Expert TeachersNawice Teachers

undergone two year B.Ed. Programme.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses of the present study are statidl@ss:

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Studemtspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.
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There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Peerspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Adnmaisets, in specific

problem situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Paremtspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Studemtspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Pearspiecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Admiatsts, in specific

problem situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Parentspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the

PDSs between Expert and Novice teachers
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10. There is significant difference in the extent aéfprence for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in the beginning and anthe B.Ed.
programme.

11. There is significant difference in the extent aéfprence for each of the
PDSs between Expert teachers and Novice teachelsrgone two year

B.Ed. programme.

M ethodology

The investigator makes use of two methods in tlidys For identifying Expert
and Novice teachers’ preference for the PDSs ifblproatic situations, a survey
using a situational judgement scale is conductedrder to check whether the B.Ed.
programme bring any difference in Novice teachergference for PDSs, a single
group pretest posttest design is also employethdmidst of the research period the
duration of B.Ed. programme got extended from oearyto two year. Hence the
same test is conducted in Novices undergone two Bdad. programme to check
whether the two year B.Ed. programme make any réifiee in the preference for

PDSs than one year novices.
Sample

The sample for the present study constitutes @6n&kary school teachers
(Expert teachers), 374 teacher trainees (undergonaeyear B.Ed. programme) and
120 teacher trainees (undergone two year B.Ed.ranoge) from four districts of

Kerala viz., Thrissur, Palakkad, Malappuram andhkade.
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In selecting novice teachers, as the populatidonigs to teacher community,
stratified sampling technique is used since it essuepresentativeness and is

applicable when the population is composed of suljug or strata of different sizes.
Tool used for data collection

The tool ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ (Bha & Mumthas,
2015) is constructed to measure the extent to wkeelthers endorse a set of
Problem Dealing Strategies across a variety ststwhich may arise in their
career life while ‘Dealing with Others’. In teachimlomain, ‘Dealing with Others’,
one of the most important component of Practicétlligence (Sternberg, 1997,
1999) comprises of four subcategories viz. (i) Depwith Students, (ii) Dealing
with Peers (iii) Dealing with Administrators and’)iDealing with Parents which in
turn is studied by presenting Tacit Knowledge itemghe form of stem stories or
vignettes followed by response options correspandin seven strategies put

forward by (Stemler et al. 2006).
Statistical Techniques Used

The various statistical techniques used are dgbetow.

A. Two tailed test of significance of difference betmemeans for large
dependent samples
B. Two tailed test of significance of difference beémemeans for large

independent samples
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Scope, Delimitations and Limitations of the Study

The present study is an attempt to identify theegpred Problem Dealing
Strategies of Expert and Novice teachers, viz. eprdelegate, consult, retaliate,
avoid, legislate and comply, the strategies comgnaskd by teachers to tackle the
problematic situations arising in the social sidetteir teaching. Along with, it
provides a framework for developing practical pewbl solving skills or tacit
knowledge of teachers that will prepare them teaively deal with challenging
situations in career life. For assessment of thefepred strategies a ‘Tacit
Knowledge Scale for teachers’ is developed with liedp of some contextual
situations or vignettes , selected from a poolrobfematic situations collected from
experienced teachers and sorted into the four cagsgof dealings viz. students,
peers, administrators and parents. The present SEHS Scale can thus be
considered as a valid tool for measuring the tasdwledge and understanding the

problem dealing strategies of teachers.

Identification of Expert teachers’ Problem Dealir§frategies, in the
commonly occurring problematic situations in theacial side of teaching would
help the Novice teachers to choose the right gfiedeto be followed, when they
face similar situations in their career life. Figaduch an endeavour could definitely
be used as a guideline for teachers to modify tteategies and will throw light to
those aspects of the social side of teaching winebad to be highlighted and
practiced in the B.Ed. programmes, for creating:tocally intelligent and socially

skilled teachers.
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The investigator delimited the study in certaineatp. The study focused
only on the teacher preferences for dealing with $locial side of teaching by
studying only one component of Practical Intelligene. ‘Dealing with Others’, the
other components being ‘Dealing with Self’ and ‘Deg with Tasks'. The study is
conducted only in secondary school level, wherelesits enter into teenage, the
period of stress and strain and generally considex® the beginning phase of

complicated school related issues.

Though the investigator tried the best to rendgedailvity to the study, it is

not free from limitations. Some of the limitatioae

1. The first and major limitation of the study is thieé investigator selected the
sample of expert teachers only on the basis oH#sdmasters’ nominations.
No attempt is done to understand those teachersépgons regarding their
own expertise.

2. The investigator selected only 20 situations wiseamed more frequent and
common from among a wide variety of teaching relafoblematic
situations for the scale construction.

3. As majority of the students enrolled in teacheiintrey programmes are
women, a gender wise comparison of preference sPamong Novice
teachers is not attempted.

4. Not much situations are included under the categoibealing with Peers’
and ‘Dealing with Administrators’ owing to the retance from the part of
teachers in revealing such situations.

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

teachers gathered from four districts of Kerala.
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An analytical review of the literature and a thaybueritical evaluation of the
existing research, leads to new insights in resedoy synthesizing previously
unconnected ideas, providing methods for the datideation and suggesting
solutions tried in similar situations. In this clepthe investigator has thus made an
earnest effort to analyze the theoretical framewafrkhe variables involved in the
study and to examine the related studies, for cointly the research in a fruitful

manner.

The present study is an attempt to know the exdémpreference of Expert
and Novice teachers for the Problem Dealing StrasedPDSs), which are
commonly used by teachers to tackle the problens#ti@tions arising in the social
side of their career life. Hence an overview of 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 haodts in Sternberg’s theory
of Successful Intelligence or Triarchic theory aitelligence (Sternberg, 1997,
1999). According to this theory, intelligence isyquosed of analytical, creative and
practical skills. The topic for the present studgrides from the third type, i.e.

practical intelligence, where the skills involvepapng intelligence to the kinds of



Review 18

problems that are confronted in everyday life. Assithe ability to learn from
experiences and to apply it effectively in apta&iions, it is very much essential for
all professionals to succeed in their career feknowledge based approach of
Sternberg and his colleagues in practical intetige (Sternberg et al., 1993;
Sternberg et al.,, 1995; Wagner & Sternberg, 1985jablished the term tacit
knowledge as a construct of practical intelligentiee possession of which
distinguishes high from less practically successfdividuals. As it is considered as
a domain specific knowledge, researches were coeduo tap the tacit knowledge
in different professions. In teaching domain algohsattempts were done (Sternberg
& Grigorenko, 2003; Stemler, Elliott, Grigorenko &ternberg, 2006; Elliot,
Stemler, Sternberg, Grigorenko & Hoffman 2011; Win, Lin & Chang, 2013),
revealing the scope of exploring tacit knowledgetedchers through a strategic

analysis of their response options to problemétiimsons.

Based on these concepts, the theoretical overveeveorganized in the

following heads.

l. Triarchic theory of successful intelligenceté®berg, 1997,1999 )

Il. Conceptual framework of practical intelligence

[l Tacit knowledge and problem dealing strategié teachers of teachers in
the social side of teaching

V. Stimulation of expertise in social side of ¢taang

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

Triarchic theory of intelligence is generally catesed as a deviation from

the traditional theories of intelligence. Bearing mind the way human beings
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process information in executing a mental taskrberg( 1997) laid down a
triarchic structure for his theory of intelligent@sed on three sub theories viz.

componential sub theory, experiential sub theoy @ntextual sub theory.

Sternberg (1997) claims, most conventional congegtof intelligence are
too constricted and thus deal with only a smaltieacof intelligence as a whole.
The theory attempts to connect cognition to contbxbugh its three sub theories

given below.

a. Componential sub theory

The componential sub theory addresses the relatiantelligence to the
internal world (Sternberg, 1985). It states the ponents that people use to develop

information. He enlists three types of componernith different functions:

I. Meta components which stand for higher order exeeyirocesses used for
planning, monitoring and regulating the implemebptatof a task such as
analysis of the problem, selection of the stratggimonitoring of the
possible solutions and interpretations of the faekdlabout performance etc.

il. Performance components which correspond to theakotental processes
used for the execution of a task like task peroeptconcept identification,
response making etc.

iii. Knowledge acquisition components which represeatgiocesses used in
acquiring new information such as synthesizing idiees in some original

and creative ways.
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b. Experiential sub theory

Here it is proposed that intelligence represémsability or capacity of an
individual to deal with new tasks , problem anduaitons by adopting an
information processing approach with as little comgs effort as possible. This
means that to assess the degree of intelligenae wfdividual we must give him the
opportunity to perform new tasks or face novel &ittns or problems. This sub
theory has thus led psychologists and researcloeidentify specific tasks and
situations which may be utilized as reliable yaddst for measuring intelligence

(Sternberg, 1985)

c. Contextual sub theory

While proposing this sub theory, Sternberg (198&)ed that intelligence
should be regarded as “a mental activity directedlatds purposive adaptation to
and shaping of, real world environments relevanbrie’s life”. This revealed the
practical nature of intelligence rather than coesmy it as a mere abstraction. In
fact the real function and purpose of human irgelice was sought out, considering
it as a proper mechanism for adaptation, seleai@hshaping of one’s environment.
This proposed concept and structure of intelligeghos went ahead of the notion of
IQ measurement and established cognitive processet render greater freedom
and command to an individual to resolve this daglag crisis and to turn out to be

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

intelligence is given as Figure 1.

Componential Sub
theory

A

Intelligence

Experiential Sub Contextual
theory Sub theory

Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of the of the thaele theories of Triarchic

theory of intelligence (Sternberg, 1985)

Fundamentally this theory holds the notion tha¢liigent people are those
who recognize their strengths and weaknesses bagpitheir strengths and at the
same time compensate for or correct their weaksed$3eople attain success by
finding out how to utilize their own strengths anwdaknesses. These strengths and
weaknesses can be related to three broad kindsilities that are important to
successful intelligence viz. analytic, creative gmdctical (Sternberg, 1988, 1997).
The abilities underlying these intelligences aréngel as follows. “Analytic ability
involves critical thinking; it is the ability to alyze and evaluate ideas, solve

problems and make decisions. Creative ability imeslgoing beyond what is given,
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to generate novel and interesting ideas. Pracagdity involves implementing
ideas; it is the ability involved when intelligence applied to real life contexts”

(Sternberg, 1988)

These three abilities are considered as the basighk three types of
intelligences formulated by Sternberg which togetbads to successful intelligence
viz., analytical intelligence, creative intelligen@and practical intelligence. The
diagrammatic representation of the three typesntdlligence as postulated by

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

Analytic Intelligence

= analyse ideas
= solve problems and
make decisior

Successful

Creative Intelligence intelligence Practical Intelligence

= implement ideas to
adapt to contexts of
day today life

= generate novel
and interesting
ideas

Figure 2. Diagrammatic representation of the three typesntelligence that

constitutes Successful intelligence as postulayestbrnberg (1988)

Il. Conceptual Framework of Practical Intelligence

The present study is based on the third sub thebintelligence, called
contextual or practical which deals with the meiatztivity involved in attaining fit

to contexts in everyday life. This mental activignstitutes three processes viz.
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adaptation, shaping and selection by which indigidicreate an ideal fit between
themselves and their environment (Sternberg, 198%. three processes are given

in detail below.

Adaptation

Adaptation occurs when one makes a change witinéself in order to better
adjust to one’s surroundings (Sternberg, 1985)ividdals adapt themselves with
the environment by transforming the natural enviment to suit their needs. For
example when weather changes by reducing tempergtapple adapt by wearing

extra layers of clothing to remain warm (Sternb&@g5).

Shaping

Shaping occurs when one makes a change withineéhgironment to better
suit one’s needs (Sternberg, 1985). A teacher mayeiment the new rule of raising
hands to speak to make sure that the lesson ishttaugh slightest possible

disruption.

Selection

Selection is the process undertaken when a coehplatew alternate
environment is found to replace the previous, usfg@g environment to meet the
individuals’ goals (Sternberg, 1985). For instarecégacher may change his/her job

to better schools, where more career exposureemsdstrained career life is ensured.

The effectiveness with which an individual fits hgs or her environments

and contends with daily situations reflects therdegof intelligence. Practical
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giftedness involves the ability to apply syntheticd analytic skills to everyday
situations. Practically gifted people are superlktheir ability to succeed in any

setting (Sternberg, 1997).

An important asset of this theory is to avoid defg intelligence in terms of
intelligence test rather performance in the eveyyderld. Sternberg Triarchic
Abilities Test (STAT, 1991, 1993) measures all tteee domains of mental

processing namely analytical, creative and pralcimntelligences.

Tacit knowledge as a construct of practical intellyence

A knowledge based approach to understand whandigsshes people, who
are more successful from those who are less sdat@sgheir everyday lives has
been conducted by Sternberg and his colleagues ri¥va§ Sternberg, 1985;
Wagner, 1987; Sternberg et. al., 1993; Sternberglet 1995; Sternberg et al.,
2000) This approach gave light to the construct of pcattintelligence that is Tacit
Knowledge (TK). Tacit knowledge as a construct ahgtical intelligence is
experience based knowledge pertinent in solvingtima problems occurring in
real life contexts. It may provide a common apphotcunderstand various forms of
nonacademic intelligence. They have found in thegearch that much of the
knowledge needed to succeed in real world tasksds. It is acquired during
performance of everyday activities but typicallytivaut conscious awareness of
what is being learned. Though one’s action mayectftheir knowledge; they may
find it difficult to articulate what they know. Theotion that people acquire
knowledge without awareness of what is being ledisereflected in the common

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

imply that knowledge associated with successfulgperance has a tacit quality.

The term tacit knowledge was introduced by Polaffy@966), and now
has been widely used to characterize the “knowledgmed from everyday
experience that has an implicit, unarticulated iggia{Sternberg, 1997%ternberg
and his colleagues view tacit knowledge as an aspk@ractical intelligence. “It is
knowledge that reflects the practical ability t@rie from experience and to apply that
knowledge in pursuit of personally valued goalsciTknowledge is needed to successfully

adapt to, select to, or shape real life environsief8ternberg, 1997Being an aspect of
practical intelligence tacit knowledge bestows ghsiinto an important factor
needed to successfully perform in real life taskesearches by Sternberg and his
colleagues (Sternberg et al., 1993; Sternberg.etl@B5; Sternberg et al., 2000;
Wagner, 1987; Wagner & Sternberg, 1985; Wagnerar§UuRashotte & Sternberg,
1999) have proved that tacit knowledge is an eaffectneasure to understand

performance of different job domains.

Characteristic features of tacit knowledge

There are three key features for tacit knowledgemely individual
acquisition of knowledge, procedural structure, prattical value which are related
to one another in a non arbitrary way. The condgicelated with tacit knowledge
acquirement, its cognitive structure and the sgttionder which it is used all are
very much associated with the characteristics @f tanowledge. The first and most
important characteristic of tacit knowledge is thas generally acquired on one’s

own with little support from the environment (etfprough personal experience
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rather than through instruction). Secondly, iteéented as procedural in nature. It is
related with particular uses in particular situatiar classes of situations. Thirdly,
since it is generally acquired through one’s owpegiences, tacit knowledge has
practical value to the individual (Sternberg, 20@Bach of these features is viewed

as a continuous rather than a discrete dimensitacafknowledge.

Identifying and measuring tacit knowledge

Measuring tacit knowledge takes into consideratitime realistic,
contextualized quality of knowledge. Responsesettistic and practical problem
situations are used as an indicator of an individysssession of tacit knowledge.
Wagner and Sternberg (1985) devised a method o$eptielg scenarios to
individuals that depict the type of problems thagd in their given pursuits. These
scenarios or vignettes reveal the types of sitnatim which recognized domain
experts have acquired knowledge, characterizedcaits Because tacit knowledge is
not readily expressed, observable indicators dredren, such as responses to the
scenarios, to judge whether individual possess lenye characterized as tacit, and
can use that knowledge to the situation at hand.réeponses reflect an individual’s
ability to identify and take suitable actions ingaven situation and most likely

reflect that person’s procedural knowledge.

Domain experts are the right sources for idenmtdytacit knowledge because
in order to achieve their expert status, they fbgsare expected to have gained
knowledge that others have not (i.e. knowledge authdirect support). Being a
subset of procedural knowledge which cannot bewddtied readily, tacit knowledge

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

identify tacit knowledge.

Tacit knowledge tests break down the artificialubhdaries between
achievement testing and ability testing .They arewledge based tests built on a
theory of human intelligence (Sternberg, 1995).yTaee intended to measure both
practical experience based knowledge and the widgrdispositions or abilities
that support the acquisition and use of that kndgde Thus scores on tacit
knowledge tests are expected to predict performancests or tasks that draw on

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

Tacit knowledge items are considered to measutie &oquired knowledge
and practical ability. Hence tacit knowledge tdsdge the potential to shed light on
both the content of tacit knowledge and eventsxpegences through which it was

acquired.

Role of situational judgment tests in measuring tatknowledge

Situational judgment inventories or situational gotent tests are most
commonly used in measuring practical intelligendde contents of a typical
situational judgment type tests describe the ré@leemands that arise in practical
or everyday situations. Performance in such tests manifestation of knowledge
and ability dimensions which can be collectivelfereed to as what Sternberg and
his colleagues termed Practical Intelligence (Motlboy Dunnette & Carter, 1990;

Sternberg et al., 2000).
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[ll. Tacit Knowledge and Problem Dealing Strategiesof Teachers in the Social

Side of Teaching

Teacher preparation programmes have traditior@igpared teachers well
for handling the instructional aspect of teachidgwever there is much more to the
act of teaching than just the delivery of formatmction. Though teachers have to
deal with a dizzying number of social interactians a daily basis, they typically
receive little formal preparation to help them cé@ohe right strategies, to deal with
the variety of social situations in their careés.li

Within the context of teaching, practical skillseaespecially important.
Teachers must be able to communicate their iddastieely during instruction. In
addition, however, teachers must be able to adaptvariety of situations that call
upon their social perspectives. According to Stergband his colleagues (2000),
practical skills can be further decomposed inte¢hsub components: a) dealing
with self b) dealing with others and c) dealinghntiasks. As teaching is inherently a
social activity, teachers’ practical skills maintepend on their “dealing with
others”.

Sternberg (2005) has classified ‘dealings witheathinto four subcategories
viz., i) dealing with students ii) dealing with ethteachers iii) dealing with
administrators and iv) dealing with parents. UsBtgrnberg’s theory of successful
intelligence as a guide, Stemler et al. (2006) coted research on teachers, mainly
concentrating on the second aspect of practicalliggénce, ‘dealing with others’.
Further they presented a set of seven strategredefaing with social situations
empirically derived from their research with teasheuch as avoid, comply, confer,

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

Sternberg’s theory of Successful Intelligence.
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Figure 3. lllustration of how the strategies for dealing witinoblematic social
situations fit within the broader framework of tiieory of Successful Intelligence
Each of these strategies is discussed in detaiibel
Confer

The strategy ‘confer’, means to discuss the issti@mthe context of a more

close and personal sphere. The assumption undgrthis approach is that some
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problems are best solved at the private, face te fi@vel, without the social
pressures and potential embarrassment associatediscussing an issue within the
public sphere. The approach requires the persobhetwerbally expressive and
confronting the source of any problem. For examgles parent is critical of a
certain teacher’s work, the teacher could explasmdn her point of view to the
parent. The confer strategy is based on the pimtiat rational thought dominates
human interaction. If people are well aware ofrésons behind your decisions and
deeds, then they will be more willing to see yodesA key feature of the strategy
‘confer’ is that the participant may or may not bpen to change his or her
viewpoint. For example, if a principal expressemeaconcern about the teaching
method a teacher is following, the teacher may arpio the principal the reason
she chose the method, but she may not be willingotapromise or change that

method.

Delegate

Another strategy for dealing with social problenss to delegate the
responsibility for taking action into someone el§ke teacher may be perceived as
‘passing the buck’ to another party and release dnirherself of the responsibility.
Or the teacher may delegate a problematic situdboothers because the teacher
does not have the time or energy to deal with tledlpm or the teacher may not
believe him or herself capable of solving the peotl The key feature of this
approach is that the teacher relinquishes respiitysifor the problem and its

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

and let the principal decide how to handle the esttid disruptive behaviour.

Consult

A third strategy for dealing with interpersoinatieractions is to appeal to a
third party for advice. It could take the form akiang another person for suggestion
on how to deal with a particular situation, orautd take the form of asking all the
parties affected by a decision to get together@ildborate on potential situations
to a problem. A key feature of the ‘consult’ strgtas that the decision maker is
reaching out to an external third party and askivegn to work together to solve the
problem rather than asking the third party to sdlve problem, for the decision
maker. For example if a teacher notices that mowk more responsibilities are
being assigned to him or her, the teacher may askl@ague for advice about how

to deal with the situation.

Retaliate

A fourth strategy for dealing with social probleis to ‘retaliate’. Retaliation
could take the form of passive- aggressive actsuch as physical, verbal or
psychological abuse. Rather than attempting to conicate directly with a person,
a teacher may choose to retaliate in order to tdaelperson a lesson. Retaliation
may also have an element of punishment involved. Jdal of the teacher may be to
shame or put down the rival. For example if a stidalks back angrily to the
teacher in front of the entire classroom, the teaalsing the retaliation approach

might choose to ask the student a potentially erabaing question , or make fun of
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the student in a public way in front of other classmbers. It could be explicit (e.g.,
a teacher yells at the student who is breakingrales), or it could be subtle (e.g.
two girls are not getting along in the class beeabgy are fighting, so the teacher
may change the lesson plans in order to discusadship), but the target of the

retaliate are aware that they are being retaliatganst.

Individuals opting to retaliate will generally rejethe conference approach,
instead, believing that, in some circumstancespleeare not likely to change on the
basis of discussion, but rather will be more likedychange their behaviours only as
the result of a direct attack on their egos. Ineotords, if one can humiliate the
other party, the other party will think twice bedahe tries to humiliate the retaliator

again.

Avoid

One general strategy that people use within thendwork of social
interactions, particularly those that require sbgieblem solving, is to take no
action at all. It can take the form of simply clugithe eyes to the problem as it is
presented or not attending to the situation. Tlong essentially separates oneself
from the scenario altogether. Avoidance can takferent forms depending on the
situation, like simple denial (e.g., ‘There is nolgem; as nobody is talking to me’)
or procrastination (e.g., ‘I will answer your quest about the exam later’). For
example, if a teacher received a lower evaluatidmsor her portfolio than desired,
the teacher might just drop the issue and move Avmidance strategies are

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

yet available but might later become available.

Legidate

By choosing ‘legislate’ strategy, teachers createew policy in an effort to
device a system and thereby the teacher will haaliilsituation of this particular
kind in a consistent manner. For many social entarhat teachers will face, there
may not be explicit rules on how to handle the aitns. Indeed, much of the
knowledge that teachers possess is tacit, it isrnmhl and not written down
anywhere. Consequently legislation is a step tosvandking that tacit knowledge
explicit. Thus, when the teacher is faced with pussibility of treating some
students differently from others; one strategyoiciteate a new policy for dealing
with the situation. For example, if a student seging in class, teacher will go for
formulating a new policy that students caught stegmill be given detention. The

teacher tries to solve the problems according moesacceptable law and order.

Comply

‘Comply’ strategy, indicates to act in accordamgth whatever is asked of
them regardless of whether it comes from a supar{es.g. Principal), a peer (e.qg.
another teacher) or a subordinate (e.g. a studentyome extent, this strategy may
reflect a desire to avoid an altercation or an omfootable situation. Again there
may be various levels of compliance. For examplpe@on may go along with a
course of action just because he or she does nut towaleal with the situation, or

the individual may comply because of a belief ia itlea. The individual therefore
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may decide to convince others the merits of his.idéor example suppose a
principal suggests the teachers to participate wolantary research project for a
period of time. The teacher could comply with thggestion and participate in the
project for a variety of reasons. The teacher melebe that, not participating
would cast him or her in negative light, and thibe teacher would participate in
order to avoid the negative outcomes of nonpadieyn. On the other hand the
teacher may choose to participate in the projestabse the teacher believes that
there is a need for such high-quality research¢peonducted in schools. The end

result is same that the teacher will comply withaetdver is being requested.

It is important to note that each of these seveatesiies has advantages and
disadvantages within any given interpersonal reactThus no single strategy is
uniformly the best in all situations. All teacheaaee likely to find themselves in
situations where they are confronted by complexasabanges and thus the ways in
which they deal with these will have an importaeating upon their professional

effectiveness.

The characteristics of the seven problem dealirgjegjies with its possible

merits and demerits are given as Table 1.



Table 1

Characteristics of the Problem Dealing Strategies with their Merits and Demerits
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PDS

Characteristics

Impact /Merits

Impact/ Demerits

Confer

Delegate

Consult

Retaliate

Avoid

Legislate

Comply

Goes on for a verbal discussion with sou
of interaction

A private talk on face to face setting take
place explaining the rationale of the actio

Either directly or indirectly handover the
responsibility to take action to someone e
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 sourg

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
situation or a problem

No action is taken at all, or actions that ar
taken do not deal directly with the situatio

Formulates rules governing future actions
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

=7

0]

a

1%

of

Increase awareness and communicatior
People may change understanding the
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

eal

Cause time lag as each decision
to be discussed

Exposing much to others makes
one liable to being used as a paw|

Avoids action in order to postponé
emotionally hard decisions

Creates an image of incapability i
solving his or her problems

Retaliates as an inherent reaction

Depicts an act of revenge without
an attempt to change antagonist
behavior

Creates an image of incapability i
solving his or her problems

Policies may be situation specific
Difficult to recall all policies

Fear for emotional consequences
non-compliance

Compliance on short term basis
may lead to negative long-term

is

D

of

consequences
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IV. Stimulation of Expertise in Social Side of Tealking

The first years of experience of novice teachery faae some unfamiliar
conditions which might cause tension, insecuritg dack of confidence (Saenz-
Lopez, Almagro & lbanez, 2011). Student teachergehaiced much criticism of
the perceived failure of initial teacher trainingpgrammes to prepare them to
handle their social interactions. The teacher imgirprogrammes in our country
gives too much emphasis to train student teacloeasquire high levels of content
and pedagogical knowledge. As a result, the emphagon developing novice
teachers’ interpersonal skills for effective andgipige social interactions has been

comparatively deemphasized.

Given the need for teachers to demonstrate higkldeof expertise to
achieve order in their academic life, it is quigderant to give some sort of training
in the social side of teaching too. Such trainirgta be highlighted in the goals and
direction of initial teacher training programmes@rtunities are to be added to
help the teacher trainees to manage strong emoti@s®lve conflict, work

cooperatively, and to be respectful and consideécatghers.

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

side of teaching

Expertise is almost considered as a relative t&u.in every field we need
the assistance of experts. There is consideddtiate whether differences between
expert and novices are due to innate talent ortqyaand quality of practice in a

domain. Anyhow experts are those who have acquestensive knowledge from
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what they notice and how they organize, represard,interpret information in their
environment. This, in turn, affects their abilities remember, reason, and solve

problems.

Many have conducted studies to mark out how égpdffer from novices
(Wolff, Jarodzka, Bogert & Boshuizen, 2016; ShimRbth, 2008). But simply
finding out the differences cannot make sense artles findings are curdled into
productive measures. If we are able to explore tasasmit 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 expertsomeone “having,
involving, or displaying special skill or knowledgeerived from training or

experience.”

For a variety of reasons experts differ from nosice

> Experts notice features and meaningful patternmfofrmation that are not
noticed by novices.

» Experts have acquired a great deal of content keayd that is organized in
ways that reflect a deep understanding of theijestilonatter.

> Experts’ knowledge cannot be reduced to sets ofatesth facts or
propositions but, instead, reflects contexts of liappility: that is, the
knowledge is ‘conditionalized’ on a set of circuarstes.

> Experts are able to flexibly retrieve important exdp of their knowledge

with little intentional effort.
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The difficulty for professional development in begltaurr management is that
much expert knowledge is tacit and thus not eaailiculated as a set of guiding
rules for action (Sternberg & Horvath, 1995; Schb®83). While tacit knowledge
has been shown to be related to teachers’ professaffectiveness (Grigerenko,
Sternberg & Strauss, 2006), given the complexineslved, it is hardly surprising
that expert practitioners often find it difficuld offer guidance to novices. Though
such knowledge is context bound and wrapped inopafsexperience, values and

goals of an individual, a meaningful guidance isgble to an extent.

One practical avenue is to try to make teachersit tanowledge more
explicit. This can be achieved through the useoit knowledge inventories using a
situational-judgment format. These are widely emptb in studies of extremely
domain-specific tacit knowledge ( Mc Daniel & Nguye001; Cianciolo, Mathew,
Sternberg & Wagner, 2006). Expert teachers’ insigiidd understandings can be
explored, articulated and passed to teacher traiaee others. It is here where

expert- novice studies are found useful especialtgaching field.

Role of expert-novice research in teaching domain

Expert Novice studies involve naturalnttasts between individuals at
relatively high and low performance level in a givomain. The word ‘relatively’
is emphasized because expertise is a continuurarrdtan two discrete states and
such studies usually compare two points along thdimuum. In expert- novice
research, an expert is someone who has the knosvledgired to perform a certain
task, distinguishing him or her from a novice wlkonot able to perform that task.

Finally, expertise can be defined in terms of exiogl performance in a domain.



Review 39

Expert — novice research investigates the congsigteaperior performance
of individuals who excel at representative task#hwvithat domain. The goal of
expert-novice research should not be just to desdhifferences in task performance
between more and less skilled individuals, but ge this information to help less
skilled individuals attain higher or even excelléevels of knowledge and skill.

Thus less skilled students, teachers and educdfdnanistrators can be benefitted.

However when transforming findings from expert- iwev research to
educational settings or teaching domain there averal challenges. Applying the
modalities of such researches require more flexdohel individually adaptive
instruction. Also it is not an easy task to assebst an individual's level of
expertise is and what a challenging level of diffig would be for him or her. Such

researches tend to be more time consuming too.

Expert-novice research is an excellent methodoéddool in conveying the
knowledge of highly skilled professionals to legdled or novice professionals. If
implemented effectively the findings of such resbas can prove to be an effective

way for leading the novices to experts without mtiote lag.
B. REVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES

To gain more information regarding the area undedys the investigator
has made an attempt here to review some of thandséndings in this area under

the following heads.

l. Practical intelligence & tacit knowledge
Il.  Strategy wise solving of problems and conflict social side of teaching

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

Matoskova and Kovarik (2017) examined the exterdasfelation between a
situational judgment test intended to measure kaatviedge and the predictors and
personality factors of college performance. Thet tesluded eight situations
pertaining to the life of undergraduate collegedstis and was comprised of 211
behavioral strategies. It was administered on gosanf 448 college students. The
findings revealed that with cumulative grade pawrage (CGPA) tacit knowledge
had small, but statistically non significant correlat®d And the correlation with

personality factor of agreeableness was moderate.

Zhu, Zhang and Jin (2016) proposed through thenlysa tacit knowledge
(TK) model on networks with even mixing based oa pinopagation property of TK
and the application of social networks. They coasad two routes of transmission
viz. (i) contact through online social networks gniiface-to-face physical contact
and derived the threshold that governs whethewobarkind of tacit knowledge can
be shared in an organization with a few initial émpes who have acquired it. The
findings confirmed that online social networks cdnite significantly in enhancing

the transmission of tacit knowledge among emplayees

Kratka (2014) conducted a study to evaluate the @bkexperienced teachers’
career related stories in sharing tacit knowledbeachers were asked to share
stories which had the greatest influence on thaieer, and which they wanted to
convey to their fresh colleagues. Based on thecsooi knowledge the 24 collected
stories were divided into three groups viz. formeachers from their childhood,

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

sharing presume reflection. Findings revealed thaedugh stories expert teachers
gave moral, practical and aesthetic meaning tatsins and helped the beginning
teachers able to better understand themselves; bmeader culture and their

knowledge.

Wu, Lin, Lin and Chang (2013) in their study tried explore the
characteristics of university professors' tacitwiealge in Taiwan and to unknot the
factors underlying its development. Drawn from thea collected by qualitative
observations and analysis, this study concluded tthe inner factors relating to
faculty's tacit knowledge include a high level offelligence and analysis ability, the
consciousness of being privileged, the strong matitwm in constant pursuit of
accomplishments, and the self-adaptation to thepoantulture. Its outer factors
contributing to the faculty's tacit knowledge imbtu the peer consensus and
competition pressure on campus, and the expecsatibbeing a professional and a
role model stereotyped by the society. It givesesavsuggestions for the cultivation
of wide and open tacit knowledge so that the usiterfaculty's profession can be

upgraded and more social responsibility can beldleced.

Enakrire and Uloma (2012) carried out a study mal fout the effect of tacit
knowledge for effective teaching and learning psses. A descriptive survey
research design was used for the study, and aiguesire was administered on 120
lecturers from various departments of Delta Statev&fsity. The research findings
revealed that (i) all lecturers are not consciotisaoit knowledge (ii) faculty and

departments should arrange training programme twarese tacit knowledge of
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lecturers (iii) appropriate infrastructures ard&arranged for better exploitation of
tacit knowledge and (iv) tacit knowledge is foural ie an appropriate tool for

effective teaching and learning.

Ghazali, Azizah and Bahari (2012) in their studijedrto elicit tacit
knowledge eliciting approaches of special educateachers for the purpose of
knowledge sharing. Storytelling and scenario methade found to be effective
tools to capture the tacit knowledge from five sgleeducation teachers as they
could relate the scenario questions with their eérpee. As a result, tips on
effective teaching have been identified based an shuation The result was
effective to be shared among novice teachers, i&ds&a and also can be considered

in designing courseware for children with learnthggability.

Irene and Elena (2012) introduced a research desigtheir study which
aims to find useful pedagogical adaptations focheay pupils with autism. The
main focus was to explore teachers’ tacit knowlealge interactional co-regulation
between the teacher and the pupils. Six video daogs were taken under analysis
and the study explored the phenomenon ethno methgidally. The study points
out that it is possible to extract episodes frome thehaviour of the teachers,

revealing their tacit knowledge.

Mahroeian and Forozia (2012) through their studtended to set a
theoretical foundation for researches on the tdaowledge sharing in
organizations. They focused on the difficultiesatetl to sharing tacit knowledge.
Different difficulties were found related to pertiep, language, time, value and

distance. They found that different methods lik@rapticeship, direct interaction,
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networking and action learning that include facdawe social interaction and

practical experiences are more suitable for supmpdiffusion of tacit knowledge.

Zhong and Qu (2012) attempted through their stodgréate a platform for
the Tacit Knowledge sharing of teachers. The sarfgsiehe study comprised of
teachers in middle and primary schools in Chinaswvey was conducted to
understand the prevailing conditions of tacit knedge sharing among teachers.
Several aspects including teachers’ informationacdap and capability, teachers’
attention and management of their tacit knowledged troubles they have in
sharing group knowledge were analyzed and it wasladed that tacit knowledge
sharing should be inseparable from educational instiuctional practice. In the
light of the findings of the survey, a model of dears’ tacit knowledge sharing

based on social software was created.

Wang, Su and Hsieh (2011) conducted a study tdlestaa methodology to
accumulate tacit knowledge of specific topics froaillected assessments by using
an implicit knowledge extraction mechanism and aised the overall distribution
of concepts by using knowledge maps for helpingchtees compile their
assessments. Several two stage experiments, sebethrd one semester, were
conducted in the third grade natural science csukedeelementary schools in
Taiwan. Eighteen teachers who handled the coursgigipated in the experiments.
There were 30 students in each course. In the §tage, teachers compiled
assessments without using IKMAAS's knowledge mapufes while in the second
stage, they did use them. System usage recordstiqueaires and interview results

were used for evaluating the usability of the mdtlogy and the satisfaction of
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using IKMAAS. The results indicate the potentiaktioé methodology, as each of the
teachers agreed that the visualised assessment lddgev helped them to
comprehend the proportions of concepts they intnde test easily and,
additionally, helped them to clearly notice conesefitey may have ignored. The
study revealed the potential of using knowledge srapd knowledge accumulating

methodology in pedagogy paradigm.

Mumthas and Blessytha (2009) in their study madatmpt to find out the
how far teachers with high tacit knowledge posseasher effectiveness. A sample
of 50 secondary school teachers was selected @setrsawith high tacit knowledge,
as per the nominations done by their school praisipThe results showed that
teachers with high tacit knowledge are effectivehair ‘Relation with students’,
‘Adequacy on classroom procedures’ and ‘Enthusié@nteaching and knowledge
of subject matter’. But they seemed lacking ‘Stiatian of cognitive and affective

gains in students’.

Peroune (2007) investigated, the role of peettiogiships, in making tacit
knowledge explicit and accessible in the wider orpation and whether they
contribute to learning in a learning environmentd@minant-less dominant design,
with the qualitative design being the dominant gdayan was used for the study.
Semi-structured interviews provided qualitativeadathile the dimensions of the
learning organization questionnaire (DLOQ) yieldpdhntitative data. It was found
that peer relationships could provide the conta#tiwwhich sense making can take
place and that the peer relationship by definii®the context within which these

constructs already function effectively. The stighowed how peer relationships
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can contribute to learning within the organizatidmough the use of dialogue,
inquiry, and the process of sense making and #a@ting organization is the

environment in which sharing of tacit knowledge Idaiake place effectively.

Ciancola, Grigorenko, Jarvin, Gil, Drebot and Stemgy (2006) presented
three studies where three new everyday tacit-knigeanventories were examined.
To evaluate the factorial structure of each inventand their assessment
equivalency across samples a confirmatory factatyais was done. Also a single-
factor model was tested for understanding itsdfithte covariance among the three
new tacit-knowledge inventories and with the Pradtsubscale from the Sternberg
Triarchic Abilities Test. The results indicatedttlix the tacit-knowledge inventories
were reliable and valid in measuring practical liigence (ii) there is difference
between practical intelligence and general inteffige, though some overlap was

found.

Grigorenko, Sternberg and Strauss (2006) attempttekir study to find out
the relation between practical intelligence andchea effectiveness. They
constructed ‘Tacit knowledge inventory’ (TKI) foteenentary school teachers, in
order to determine the teachers’ effectivenesautiitaa measure of tacit knowledge.
Both Principal’'s and teachers’ self perceptions teacher effectiveness was
considered. Teachers who scored high on TKI wese edted highly effective by
their principals , but lessffective by themselves. Results indicated thest fossible
to measure certain aspects of teacher effectivetiessigh a measure of tacit

knowledge.
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Wasonga and Murphy (2006) investigated the imp&anternship on its
participants in an educational administration paogrand how they learn from tacit
knowledge. It was found that tacit knowledge washbcontextual and released
spontaneously to capture the nuances of the tasdsoe or problem at hand. The
study suggested that interns should expand thein ewmvareness of learning
opportunities posed by life experiences and gaisight into leadership and
concluded that opportunities provided for interactand sharing during internship

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

The purpose of the study conducted by Yi (2006 teaexplore how tacit
knowledge is externalized in online environmentle Tesults showed that in an
online environment, sharing one's own experiencéhés most effective way for

people to share their tacit knowledge.

Baker and Hoy (2005) tried to find out the taciolledge of school
superintendents of Ohio Public school. Interviewgrav conducted using a
combination of critical incident and sense-makingtimodologies to elicit examples
of tacit knowledge acquired during their careerise Examples were collected and
grouped into antecedent and consequent behaviolserarchical cluster analysis
was performed using the 469 tacit knowledge itemesiegated. Twenty one
categories described the tacit knowledge of th@esntendent group. Significant
difference  was found between ‘reputationally susfids and ‘typical’

superintendents in the categories and tacit knayele¢dey possessed.

Grigorenko, Meier, Lipka, Mohatt, Yanez and Stemgb@004) assessed the

importance of academic and practical intelligenceural and urban. They measured
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academic intelligence with conventional measures flafd and crystallized
intelligence and practical intelligence with a tedteveryday-life knowledge as
acquired in Native Alaskan Yup'ik communities. Hipaatings were collected from
the adolescents' peers and adults on the traitsaatbavalued by the Yup'ik people;
and evaluated the reputation for the Yup'ik-valgedthpetences. The objective of
the study was to estimate the relative contribiohconventional knowledge and
everyday-life knowledge in predicting the ratings ¥up'ik-valued traits. The
results indicated that everyday-life knowledge presdYup'ik-valued traits in the
presented sample and that the predictive powerisf knowledge is higher in
adolescents (especially boys) from rural commusitiean from the semi urban
community. The obtained result pattern further regtbens the arguments for the
multidimensionality of human abilities and the imfamce of practical intelligence

in nonacademic settings.

Hedlund, Forsythe, Horvath, Williams, Snook andri$terg (2003) applied
a method for identifying and assessing tacit kndgéeof military leadership. Army
officers at three levels of leadership were subkjtd interviews in order to identify
practical, experience-based knowledge which wetead of their formal training.
A Tacit Knowledge for Military Leaders (TKML) invéory was developed and its
three versions were administered to a total of [e@@ers at the platoon, company,
and battalion levels. At all the three levels, TKNcores correlated with ratings of
leadership effectiveness These results indicatedt tdomain-specific tacit
knowledge can well explain the individual differesan leadership effectiveness. It
also suggested that leadership development ingistshould contain efforts to make

possible the acquisition of Tacit knowledge.
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Koke and Vernon (2003) attempted to illustrateternberg’s Triarchic
Abilities Test (STAT) as a measure of academic eament and general
intelligence. The degree to which practical, cregtiand analytical abilities,
measured by the Sternberg Triarchic Abilities TETAT) (Sternberg, 1993),
significantly contribute to the prediction of acade achievement, independent of
general intelligence, was investigated. It was tbtimt STAT scores significantly

correlate with measures of general intelligence.

Grigorenko and Sternberg (2001) has done a stuthstahe efficacy of the
triarchic theory of intelligence as a basis for dicing self-reported adaptive
functioning in a rapidly changing society, that Rfissia. Measures of analytical,
creative, and practical intelligence were admimesteto women and men between
the ages of 26 and 60 years. Participants werenswexr questions about their
physical health as well as questions about theintahéhealth. The findings were
(i) there was some relation of creativity to pogplrsical health but better mental
health and (ii) analytical, practical, and creaiivielligence all relate in some degree

to self-reported everyday adaptive functioning.

Sternberg et al. (2001) conducted a case studyeny& to find out the
relationship between academic and practical iggetice. It revealed that scores on
the test of tacit knowledge correlated trivially significantly negatively with
measures of academic intelligence and achieveraeen after socioeconomic status
kept under control. The study put forward the notibat academic and practical

intelligence can develop autonomously or even ahcks with one another.
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Wagner and Sternberg (1985) carried out three empats to examine the
role of tacit knowledge in intellectual competente real life situations. In
Experiment 1, subjects were divided into three ggpuwhose 187 members differed
in amounts of experience and formal training inderaic psychology. Differences
in tacit knowledge useful for managing oneself.eosh and one's tasks were related
to criterion measures of performance for both acadepsychologists and
psychology graduate students. In Experiment 2 stitgects were 127 individuals
differing in amounts of experience and formal tnagnin business management.
differences in tacit knowledge were associated wattiterion measures of
performance for business managers. In Experimerthes,results of the second
experiment were cross-validated on 29 bank manademwas found that tacit
knowledge differences were connected to criteri@asares of job performance and
not related to verbal intelligence as measured Byaadard verbal reasoning test.
Findings revealed that a practical intelligenceaal-world pursuits will encompass
general aptitudes, formal knowledge, and tacit Kedge that are used in managing

oneself, others, and one's career.

ll. Strategy Wise Solving of Problems and Conflictsn Social Side of Teaching

Stemler, Elliot, O’Leary, Scully, Karkakolidis amitsia (2018) conducted a
cross cultural study to explore the tacit knowledsfe High School teachers’
interpersonal skills. The sample comprised teachersss three different countries
viz. England, Ireland and Russia. Using the TacibWledge Inventory for High
School Teachers (TKI-HS), a situational judgemest tonsisting of 11 challenging

interpersonal scenarios, this study compared hgversanced teachers in England
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(n=108), Ireland (n=45) and Russia (n=492) rateteseossible response options
for each scenario, to examine the extent to which toncept of ‘skilled
interpersonal behavior’ varies across cultureshBEasponse option corresponds to
one of the seven distinct problem-solving strategieomply, consult, confer, avoid,
delegate, legislate and retaliate, defined in teoithe observable behaviours with
which it is associated. Three of the responsesedeas ‘bad’ by teachers in all three
countries involved the avoid strategy and threeolved the retaliate strategy.
Similarly, two of the three responses that werevei® as ‘good’ across all three
cultures used the ‘confer’ strategy. Some cultdiaparity was also evident, with
some strategies like consult and delegate. Teadheb®th England and Ireland
rated confer as good more than Russian teacheaxhé&es in Ireland and Russia
rated ‘delegate’ as ‘bad’ more than teachers inl&ry The results indicated that
judgments of ‘bad’ responses are partially simdaross these three cultures, with
teachers agreeing on approximately one third cfeh®n contrary, judgments about
‘good’ responses may be more culture-specific, emchers in the three settings

agreed on only approximately one-tenth of these.

The purpose of the qualitative study conducted liywB Russel and Armga
(2017) was to explore early childhood teachersrventions during peer conflict.
Fifteen ethnically diverse teachers in central Bexeere asked to reflect on
videotaped peer conflict situations. Using thematialysis they identified 5 strategy
themes: prevent aggression, consider timing, stopflict, promote social
competence, and use conflict resolution. A majooityeachers indicated a goal to
enhance social competence; however, many disagreemesulted in teachers

anticipatorily stopping conflict without discussiohalternatives.
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Lasater (2016) tried out a qualitative study t@raxe the experiences of
parents, teachers, and students when parents acitets disagreed about student’s
abilities. Data collected from 10 in-depth intewse with students, parents, and
teachers revealed four themes: impressionabilitystoflent attitudes, failure to
resolve conflicts, challenging parents, and lackeatcher training. The themes ‘im-
pressionability of student attitudes’ and ‘failuie resolve conflicts’ describe the
perceived impact of discrepant parent and teacheeptions of student abilities on
students and the family—school partnership. ‘Chaglileg parents’ and ‘lack of

teacher training’ were revealed as barriers toneaship development.

Mumthas and Blessytha (2012) through their studgiyemed the problem
dealing strategies of secondary school teachespenific situations. The study was
conducted on a sample of 150 secondary school éemabf Kerala. A ‘Tacit
Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ containing 18 prolalgersituations in dealing with
students, peers, administrators and parents wasraoted for collecting data. The
results showed that in majority of situations teastpreferred to ‘comply’, ‘confer’
and ‘consult’. They were not willing to ‘avoid’ anttetaliate’ in any of the

situations.

Sun and Shek (2012) investigated to find out theceptions of junior
secondary school student misbehaviors in classroants identified the most
common, disruptive and unacceptable student proldehaviors from teachers’
perspective. Individual interviews with 12 teachesslected from 3 schools were
conducted. A list of 17 student problem behavios wanerated. Results showed

that the most common and disruptive behavior wikintaout of turn, followed by
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non attentiveness, daydreaming and idleness. Thst moacceptable problem
behavior was disrespecting teachers in terms obéidience and rudeness, followed
by talking out of turn and verbal aggression. Thalihgs revealed that teachers
perceived student problem behaviors as those baisaiivolving rule- breaking,
violating the implicit norms or expectations, beimgppropriate in the classroom
settings and upsetting teaching and learning, wimainly required intervention

from teachers.

Chou (2011) through his study made an attempt dbginto the cognitive
sources and reflective content of student teachsogialization, such as job
proficiency, goals and values, school culture, ané regulation by ‘teaching blog'.
Through action research, this study examined edunat practices related to
teaching practices, home teacher practices, admatig practices, and service
learning from teaching blogs constructed by studeathers and online feedback.
Qualitative data were collected via in-depth intens, tour visits, school meetings,
teaching demonstrations, practice communicationd, mail and analyzes the data
with software by ATLAS.ti. Findings revealed thdtl) (student teachers’ teaching
demonstration can enhance the socialization strabégjob proficiency’ and (2)
student teachers’ cognitive sources for socialimatitrategies of ‘school culture’ is

based on peer student teachers, mentor teachdrgitamet communities.

Elliot,Stemler, Sternberg, Grigerenko and Hoffmaa1(1)examined the tacit
knowledge of expert teachers and trainee teachardation to various problematic
interpersonal aspects of career life. The sampisisted of 501 trainee teachers and

163 expert teachers of secondary school level.it Kawwledge Inventory for High
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school teachers’ in the form of situational judgmtast was used administered in
the target group. It consisted of 12 scenariogoblem situations typically faced by
secondary school teachers. The scenarios, wereectmth to one of the four
categories (i) relating to students ii) relatingotber teachers (iii) relating to senior
staff and (iv) relating to parents. They wereduoled by several response options
each corresponding to any of the 7 problem solgingtegies viz. avoid, comply,
confer, consult, delegate, legislate or retaliateed in ‘dealing with others’ for
dealing with the practical side of teaching. Theutes showed that Experts selected
‘confer’ as good response more frequently than ceveachers, whereas novices
preferred ‘consult’ as a good strategy than expéntpert teachers were twice more
likely to their novice counterparts in identifyingomply’ as bad response.
Conversely novices tented to identify ‘avoid’ stgy as bad responses more

frequently than did the experts.

Ozben (2009) through his research tried to findtbatstudent misbehaviors
in the classroom, and the strategies of the teadimecope with them. The sample
population comprised of 869 teachers: 518 femate 351 male participants and a
guestionnaire was used to collect the data. Theedas analyzed through frequency
and chi square tests. The result indicated thakethee significant differences in
misbehaviors in terms of the gender of the teachéwsr experience, and their
coping strategies. Teachers expressed that the fneggtent misbehaviors are not
listening to the teacher, students’ talking to eattter, avoiding the responsibility,
physical and verbal aggression, walking in the s;latisplaying odd behaviors,

cheating, stealing and challenging the teacherdghaaity. Teachers’ coping
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strategies were found as warning, ignoring, usingege contact, changing the
lesson plans, asking questions, having a talk Wieéhstudent in person, talking to
the parents, cooperating with the student, rewgrdire model behavior, praising
and giving responsibility to the learners. All thiese strategies show differences

regarding the gender and experience of the teachers

The study of Tartwijk, Brok, Veldman and WabbeR0@9) aimed at
estimating teachers’ practical knowledge about stctasn management in
multicultural classrooms. Shared practical knowkedbout classroom management
strategies of teachers who were successful iningeatpositive working atmosphere
in their multicultural classrooms was identifieData about the practical knowledge
of these teachers was elicited using some videousdied interviews. The teachers
were found to understand the importance of progdilear rules and correcting
student behaviour whenever necessary, but alsceddatreduce potential negative
influences of corrections on the classroom atmagpheney focused on developing
positive teacher—student relationships and adjustieeir teaching methods

anticipating students' responses.

Wu and Badger (2009) attempted to find out the Heexl strategies for
dealing with unpredicted problems in subject knalgke during class. The study was
conducted in seven teachers teaching English fecip purpose. The findings
revealed that, the strategies that the teacherd wken dealing with unpredicted
problems can be described in terms of avoidaneesiotaking. The teachers were of
the belief that the occurrence of such unpredipiedblems reflects poorly on their

competence as teachers. But the strategies thegtembloneant that the lesson
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proceeded smoothly and allowed them to maintaiim Htedents’ respect as experts

in the field.

Stemler, Elliot, Grigorenko and Sternberg (200@jhhighted the importance
for sound practical strategies of teachers whiteracting with students, parents,
administrators and other teachers and providedwafra@nework for conceptualizing
practical skills in dealing with others that deswdirectly from Sternberg's theory of
successful intelligence. Authors argued that sudlssshould be considered in
professional teacher training programmes. Theyirmdland discussed an approach
to measure teachers' preferred strategies suclvaad, aomply, confer, consult,
delegate, legislate or retaliate, used in ‘dealvith others’ for dealing with the

practical side of teaching.

Sternberg et al. (2005) conducted a study to fintlvehat makes teachers
more effective and which problem solving strategmake them effective. The
major findings were (i) the more effective teachames less likely to use ‘legislation’
as a strategy for dealing with conflicts than thiess effective counterparts (ii)
teachers in rural areas are more likely to ‘compalgt to ‘confer’ than their peer
teachers in urban context (iii) teachers in low S&®ools tended to rate the
‘legislate’ strategy higher than teachers in higschools (iv) males tended to use
‘retaliate’ strategy more than females (v) the pcatly intelligent strategies that
differentiate more effective teachers from lesediie teachers are not always the
same strategies that differentiate those teachéxs ave more experienced from

those who are less experienced.
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Leung and Lam (2003) aimed at exploring the regmatocus on teacher’s
classroom management strategies and the emotionaeguences they experience
when these strategies failed. For the purpose efsthidy primary school teachers
were assigned to two framing conditions; promofiecus and prevention focus. It
was found that, teachers with promotion focus aglbphore approach strategies
(e.g. praise) but less avoidance strategies (eugisp) than the teachers with
prevention focus. When the strategies failed, teechwith promotion focus
experienced more dejection-related emotion (e.igappointment) than agitation-
related emotion (e.g., anger) whereas teachers praliention focus experienced
more agitation-related emotion than dejection-eelaemotion. However, some
results were inconsistent with the prediction. Caneg to their counterparts with
prevention focus, teachers with promotion focuseeigmced less negative emotion,

either dejection-related or agitation-related.

Berg (1989) through his study tried to determire khowledge of strategies
for dealing with everyday problems from childhoddough adolescence. It was
found that strategy effectiveness was dependenthencontext of the specific
problem. Age differences (favoring older adolessprand gender differences
(favoring females) were found when students' gjsatenowledge was compared
with teachers' strategy knowledge. Students' gjyatenowledge was related to
teachers’, parents’, and students' ratings ofttitest's practical intellectual skills as

well as to achievement test scores and grades.

Campbell (1988) developed a grounded theory of @dastrategies of

experienced expert teachers generated from dat@neldt during interviews of
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twelve experienced outstanding teachers at thrbarkan high schools located in
two cities in Nebraska. A constant comparative m@tvas used to simultaneously
collect and analyze data. The grounded theory ateict that the core variable
associated with adaptive strategies of experieegpért teachers was their personal
norms. The propositions of the grounded theory wswpported by evidence
presented discursively in sections correspondinthedactors of the theory: a strong
sense of mission, determination to be the besh&ggossible, a holistic view of
teaching, personal and professional security, fasségcted peer support system, the
support of significant others, an important senfsprofessional autonomy, and the
ability to not allow the external work environmentinterfere with their sense of
mission or self. The research findings implied thentification and nurturing of
these qualities in pre service and in service teaclnd a reformation policy to

impact classroom teachers.

lIl . Expert Novice Studies

Wolff, Jarodzka, and Boshuizen (2017) investigatemlv expert and
novice teachers differ in their visual processifgtlte classroom management
scenes. They compared elements of expert and nteaceers’ visual processing to
determine how experts and novices differed in teohsvord usage linked to
cognition, perception, actions, and events. Finglinguggested that when
representing classroom management events, nouwcasagement focus is often
framed around issues of behaviour and disciplimenftheir own point of view.
Experts’ focussed on actions and events themeddrstudent learning, consider

management concerns from multiple points of vidveiftown, that of students, and
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that of another teacher), predict problems befoeg tntensify, and keep track of the

continuity of classroom events and interactions.

Wolff, Jarodzka, Bogert and Boshuizen (2016) exealiin their study the
differences in the expert and novice teachers’ rimétations of problematic
classroom management events. Thirty five expedhtexs and 32 novices comprised
the sample selected for the study. Two types cfasdoresented problematic events,
displaying either unrelated problems, such as d&sged, off-task students, or
interrelated problems leading to a deliberate gison. Predicted differences in
teachers’ verbalized interpretations were analytheodugh a multi-category coding
scheme. All coding categories showed significantinmeffects for expertise.
Novices’ interpretations focused on issues of bemaand discipline. Experts
markedly focused on student learning, stressingnifigential role of the teacher on

events arising in the classroom.

Ali, Talib and Ismail (2015) conducted a study tentify the differences
between expert and novice in terms of their behaatnal knowledge organization in
solving physics problem. There are differences betwexpert and novice in terms
of their behaviour and knowledge organization itvieg physics problem. It was
found that in terms of behavior, experts employnplag, monitoring, evaluating

and making qualitative analysis in their solutiecampared to novices.

Mahmoudi and Ozken (2015) explored experienced ramdce teachers’
perceptions about professional development progmani@DP). The study was
conducted in 32 experienced teachers and 28 nos@mhers. The objectives of the

study were to investigate which PDP is more berafto them and whether there
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are differences in the perception of PDP from tlespective of novice and

experienced teachers. The result showed that betlyroup benefitted from PDPs
but they differed in the type of PDPs. Also it wasealed from the results that the
most occurring activities among the experienceahes were: discussing and
coordinating homework practice across subjectshaxging teaching materials with
colleagues, and discussing and deciding on thetgateof instructional media. But

frequently used activities by novice teachers wesehanging teaching materials
with colleagues, ensuring common standards in etials for assessing student

progress, and discussing and deciding on the sateat instructional media.

Cakmak (2013) investigated novice teachers’ peimeptabout their initial
years. Interviews were conducted on 15 novice wmaclenrolled in Master
programme in Education. Content analysis of the aeis done and the findings
were categorized into different themes. The resnligcated that (i) novice teachers
should cooperate with experienced teachers to stadet their competency and
expertise (ii) more attention is to be given in thiéal years of teaching, to provide
novice teachers with meaningful opportunities foeit professional learning and
development and (iii) there is a need for adoptaofnstrategies to make their

transition from novices to experts more smoothlg Ess problematically.

Reuland (2012) studied the differences betweenceoand experienced
principals of public middle schools in lllinois iremediating tenured teachers.
Qualitative methodologies were used to analyze dhta collected through a
guestionnaire from a sample of 186 principals. ¢¥pias with less than five years of

experience were considered as novices and morditlgayears as experienced. The
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findings of the study showed that novice principate more likely to remediate

tenured teachers than experienced principals.

Kim and Roth (2011) through their qualitative catedy made an attempt to
explore the work- related information that novi@adhers search for and learn
which is related with their daily work tasks. Eighh experienced teachers were
interviewed to recollect how they gained such kremgle when they were novice to
teaching profession. The findings revealed that t@achers’ contexts were
dominated by unwritten or implicit information anchn frustrate and create
confusion in novice teachers (ii) established roegiand work tasks are affected by
multiple factors, and broad capabilities are neeteduccessfully carry out these

tasks.

Case study conducted by Shim and Roth (2008) wafnt out the
possibility of knowledge sharing between expertcheag professors and their
mentees. Professors of USA University recognizedxaert teachers were selected
as sample. It was found that Expert teaching psofessfelt difficulty in articulating
their teaching expertise. Sharing tacit knowledges iound to be a difficult task
because of the nature of tacit knowledge. It wamdothat methods of sharing tacit
knowledge can be categorized in two ways: ‘obsewatand ‘bringing it to

surface’.

Lorraine and Quinn (2006) investigated how tacibwledge was used by
expert and novice principals during problem-solvsigations. The focus was on
the strategic and practical knowledge that theseipals display as they encounter

myriad tasks on a daily basis. Results suggesteikperience may not be the most
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critical factor in expertise. The major findingsnedi) the principals articulated the
ability to build and maintain strong relationship#h staff members. (ii) expert
principals tacitly knew how to build relationshipg gaining trust and interacting
supportively with staff.(iii) experience alone wast sufficient to gain expertise(iv)
the lack of a causal relationship between expegeand tacit knowledge

distinguished experience from expertise.

Johnson (2003) analysed the difference betweenerexpnd novice
principals’ strategies in dealing with conflictshd results indicated that expert
principals have developed a healthy other-centgrex$pective rather than self
centered, on running their schools. Converselyjagoprincipals employ knowledge
and skill gained to support only self-survival iretprincipalship, which will lead to

personal and professional disappointment.

Ho (2001) conducted a study to find out the diffexe of novices and experts
in problem decomposition strategy for design thagkiThe results suggested that
the obvious difference between experts and novees in their problem-
decomposing strategies. Experts' explicit probl&mednposing strategies were the

important factors in their design efficiency.

Conclusion from Review of Related Studies

The review of literature helped the investigatmihbave a wider perspective
on the concept of Practical intelligence, Tacit Ktexlge, Problem Dealing
Strategies and expert and novice studies. The gsiod derived from the review

can be briefed as follows.
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Domain specific and implicit tacit knowledge can be made explicit and

transferrableif appropriate platforms are provided

Domain-specific tacit knowledge is basically imglien nature and can
explain individual differences in domain efficien@s it is personal and involves
emotions and values of the given individual’ (Ki&atkk014). Studies reveal that
assessment of tacit knowledge is possible in diffedomains, using situational
judgement tests (Sternberg et al. 2003; Baker &,12095; Grigorenko et al. 2006).
Extracting episodes from the behaviours of teachassproved to be an effective
method for making the implicit explicit (Irene & éfla, 2012; Shim & Roth 2007).
There is also a need for development initiativesomgnteachers, incorporating
efforts to facilitate the acquisition of tacit knlmage. Cultivation of wide and open
tacit knowledge can upgrade teachers and hence sonoral 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 trainingdacher trainees to
cope up with the unexpected but complicated problgrat arise in the social side of
teaching (Stemler et al., 2006). Hence when tlmeypat into their job there is high
chance for them to get confused and disappointeghexer they have to choose
between different strategies and decisions (Johr08; Kim & Roth 2011). Such
problems are even considered as the stumbling blockhe social development of
teachers (Lasater, 2013). Moreover such problemsaste poor reflection in their

teaching competence (Badger & Wu 2009). Prevaitiogditions thus demands
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initiatives to enhance the social competence othes (Blunk et.al. 2017).
Teachers lack the ability to plan effective andpmsive intervention programmes
for handling the crisis occurring in classroomsn(SuShek, 2012). Interpersonal
relationships and the strategies to deal with tloblpms 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 teachersptay an important role in
improving the tacit knowledge of beginning teachees proved with the study of
Kratka, 2014. This reveals that an exposure tolpmodtic situations and stories of
experienced teachers can give moral, practical ssasthetic meaning to situations
and help the beginning teachers able to betterratadel themselves, their broader
culture and their knowledge. If a transfer of kneelde from less experienced to the
more experienced can be made possible, a lot mewslapments can be withessed
in the teaching domain. Studies have given subatangvidences to this fact (Win
et al., 2013; Ghazali, Azizah & Bahari, 2012) anmkg several suggestions for the
cultivation of wide and open tacit knowledge sot tthee teachers can be upgraded
and more social responsibility can be shoulderezhithem. The research findings
of Enakrire and Uloma (2012) revealed that notledfurers are aware of tacit
knowledge, hence there is need for faculties arghieents to organize training
programme to boost teachers’ tacit knowledge. Qppdies provided for
interaction and sharing during internship are tbmts were knowledge is created to

prepare interns for leadership positions. The ifleation and nurturing of these
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gualities in pre service and in service teachem mapact 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 tferdnces between experts
and novices in their level of tacit knowledge ( F2001; Lorraine & Quinn, 2006;
Wolff, Jarodzka, & Bosuizen, 2017) in different daims. Some studies directly
focused on the Problem dealing strategies of teadhethe social side of teaching
(Sternberg et al., 2005; Stemler et al., 2006pE#t al., 2011; Stemler et al., 2018).
Studies are also conducted to reveal the confliesolution strategies between
teacher-puplil, teacher-teacher, teacher-parentsemather- administrators. (Lasater,

2016; Blunk et al., 2017).

The review of related studies and the revelatiom®ws light to the
importance of having practically skilled, tacitlynéwledgeable, strategically
efficient teachers. The studies also highlight tieed for better initiatives in this
area, along with a transfer of tacit knowledge frexperts to novice teachers. It also
emphasizes the need for fruitful attempts to beedam the teacher training
programmes. Surprisingly, no studies were foundun cultural context indicating
the need for popularizing this aspect in our counhough problem dealing
strategies were examined with different samplethefteacher community, all the
studies tried to find out the strategical prefeeerd problematic situations as a
whole. No attempt has been made to analyze whétleee is any general trend in

choosing a particular strategy for handling varidypes of stakeholders viz.
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students, peers, administrators and parents. Sochttampt can discover wide
implications in the teaching domain, through whible whole community can be

eventually benefitted.
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Methodology involves various methods, techniqued @mols adopted by a
researcher in studying his/her research problemgalith the logic behind them.
Research methods play a pivotal role in the sucoéssresearch process, as the
validity and reliability of the findings of the rearch depends largely upon the
methods adopted for the study. Thus it is necedsary researcher to design his/her
methodology in a systematic and scientific manner sblve the problem

successfully.

The present study is an attempt to find out theblém Dealing Strategies of
Novice and Expert teachers and to understand irt wiag their preferences for
these strategies differ. The main stages follotsethe investigator in deciding the
research approach, identifying data requirements sarbjects, and the tools and
techniques by which data is gathered and analyaexigiven 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 ConsolidadioData

Statistical Technigues Uséar Analysis
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Variables

The variables involved in the study are the Prob@saling Strategies viz.

confer, delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, leggshnd comply.
Objectives

This study is to identify the preferred Problemalgg Strategies of Novice
and Expert teachers at secondary school level arfihd out how they differ in
adopting strategies to resolve problematic sitmatiwhich they face in their career
life while dealing with students, peers, adminigira and parents. This is achieved

through the following specific objectives.

1. To identify the preferred PDSs among Expert Tieez 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 teaghn 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 diffiece in the extent of

preference fothe PDSs betwedaxpert Teachers and Novice Teachers.
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4. To find whether there exists significant differencehe extent of preference
for the PDSs of Novice Teachers in the beginnind eand of the B Ed
programme.

5. To find out whether there exists significant diffiece in the extent of
preference forthe PDSs betweekxpert Teachers and Novice Teachers

undergone two year B Ed Programme.
Method of the Study

The investigator makes use of two methods in s¢hisly. For identifying
Expert and Novice teachers’ preference for the PDSsroblematic situations, a
survey using a situational judgment test is corgtlicin order to check whether the
B Ed programme bring any difference in Novice temshpreference for PDSs, a
single group pretest posttest design is also ereploin the midst of the research
period the duration of B Ed programme got extenfileth one year to two year.
Hence the same test is conducted in Novices undertwo year B Ed programme
to check whether the two year B Ed programme make difference in the

preference for PDSs than one year novices.

For obtaining a summarized view of the methodolagya glance, an

outline of the total procedure of is given as Fe&yB.
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Review of Related Literature 1

,| Development of
critical incidents

Identifying the need for
developing a tool for exploring
the PDSs of teachers

Organisation of
incidents into
competency domains

Development of the Tacit
Knowledge Scale for Teachers
for measuring the PDSs

v
Generation of

v response alternatives
Estimation of Validity and l
Reliability

Evaluation of
responses

Identification of Participants for
expert and Novice group

Construction of
final scale

Administration of Tacit Knowledge Scale

‘L A 4

Identification of Preference for th¢ Identification of the Difference in the
Problem Dealing Strategies Preference for the Problem Dealing
Strateaies betwe:

U

A

Novice Expert Expert Novice Expert
Teachers Teachers Teachers & Teachers Teachers &
Novice Pretest Novice
Teachers Group & Teachers
(Pretest Posttest (Two Year
Group) B.Ed)

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 instrumentspiftaide for the collection of
data upon which hypothesis may be tested (Good)1@%uality and quantity of the
data depends upon the tools and techniques tharcbse has made use of. The
success of the investigation thus depends on tbpeprchoice and intelligent

application of the tools.

The tool ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ @gtha & Mumthas,
2015) which is in the format of situational judgrhésst is constructed to measure
the extent to which teachers endorse a set of &roldealing Strategies across a
variety situations which may arise in their carkfer while ‘Dealing with Others’.

In teaching domain, ‘Dealing with Others’, one lb& tmost important component of
Practical Intelligence (Sternberg, 1997, 1999) coses of four subcategories viz.
(i) Dealing with Students, (ii) Dealing with Pedis) Dealing with Administrators

and (iv) Dealing with Parents which in turn is sadd by presenting Tacit
Knowledge items, in the form of stem stories ornetjes followed by response
options corresponding to seven strategies put fahvig (Stemler et al. 2006). A

brief description of the seven Problem Dealing t8gies is stated below:
(1) Confer

Teacher engages in verbal discussion with sourcdeafings. Discussion
takes place in a private, one-on-one setting ancthigracterized by rational

explanation of the actor’s point of view.
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(2) Delegate

Teacher either implicitly or explicitly handovéret responsibility for taking

action to someone else or free him or herself gfpoasibility for action.
(3) Consult

Teacher appeals to an external source for advicasks people to work

together to tackle the problem.
(4) Retaliate

Teacher retorts verbally or physically in direcaggon to a problematic
situation. Direct reaction is often in the formli&e for like or involves punishment.
(5) Avoid

Teacher stays away from or postpones dealing wihuation or problem.
No action is taken at all, or if actions are takikey do not deal directly with the

situation.
(6) Legislate

Teacher formulates set of laws or rules governuigré actions of self and
others. The attempt is to solve the problem acogrdd some acceptable law and

order.
(7) Comply

Teacher does whatever is asked of him or her, déggs of who is asking.
Actor takes action that can be inferred as keeahdoning behaviours of others in

the situation.
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‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ comprisevighettes which present
problematic situations arising in normal teachirgerario, while dealing with
students, peers, administrators and parents. Migsettes are followed by response
options each corresponding to a particular Probaling Strategy which are
used by teachers in handling problematic socialasitns, while ‘Dealing with
Others’. Each situation is thus followed by sevesponse options. It was decided to
frame a Likert type scale with five responses mgdrom Strongly Disagree (SD)

to Strongly Agree (SA) for every items coming undach situation.

The construction of the Tacit Knowledge Scale (TKS)based on the
construction procedure of situational judgment imweey done by incorporating the
guidelines adapted from the studies of Sternbedgh#scolleagues (Sternberg et al.,
1993; Sternberg et al., 1995; Wagner & Sternbe®§51 Stemler et al., 2006 and
Motowidlo et al., 1990). The construction procedfa#ts 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 Tacitdvledge Scale construction.
Collection of critical incidents proves as the coraterial for the construction of this

tool as it is in the form of a situational judgmemeentory. Here critical incidents
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mean tacit knowledge items, in the form of stenrissoor vignettes, which the

teachers may find difficult to handle, while degliwith otherdn their career life.

The initial step in the development of criticakigients was to find out
currently working and experienced secondary scheathers, who can provide
stories of problematic situations they faced, whikaling with students, peers,
administrators and parents. It was thus decidesliect teachers with experience of
10 years and above for this purpose. To start wvitie, investigator visited 18
secondary schools in Kerala, sought informatiomftbe school Head Masters, and
prepared a list of 35 such experienced teachers. Mdxt step was to conduct

interviews with the listed teachers for the coll@ctof critical incidents.

A semi structured interview was conducted to eltiallenging situations
they have faced in their career life that they weeser formally taught how to
handle, and to explore the tacit knowledge gainexnfor reflected in those
situations. They were asked to narrate the chahlgn@cidents, to explain the
actions they have taken to cope up with the siuaatihow it was applicable to the
situation and what its aftermaths were. Follow-upesiions were also asked to

explain all the possible options which can be usethe solution of the problems.
b. Organization of incidentsinto competency domains

The collected 40 situations during the interviewavehen pooled together
for further organization. These situations werentleategorized into the four
subcategories of Dealing with Others viz., i) Deglwith Students ii) Dealing with
Peers iii) Dealing with Administrators and iv) Dieg with Parents. As teachers are

to spend most of their school time with student®iaor portion of the problems
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were raised from Dealing with Students and thenec&#mm Dealing with Peers.
Comparatively fewer problems were reported from libgawith Parents and
Administrators. The investigator thus obtained iti8asions related with students, 10

situations with peers, 5 situations with administra and 7 situations with parents.

Table 2showsthe categorization of th&0 situations into the four types of

dealings.

Table 2

Categorization of the 40 Situations Collected frilerperienced 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 tthéu scrutiny to identify
similar and related situations. Situations with serhat similar themes were
clubbed together and necessary modification antluctaring was done to avoid
stereotyped situations. Situations which seemedtrand irrelevant were removed
from the list. Thus 20 situations (10 under Dealvith Students, 5 under Dealing
with Students, 2 under Dealing with Administratarda3 under Dealing with
Parents) were finally selected out of the totak#0ations for the ‘Tacit Knowledge

Scale for Teachers'.

Table 3 shows the categorization of the select iifatoons in the ‘Tacit

Knowledge Scale for Teachers'.
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Table 3

Category wise Distribution of Critical Incidentsder ‘Dealing with Others’

Category  Sl. No. Description of the situation
1 Stealing tendency of student
2 Drug mishap
1% 3 Misunderstanding of teacher’s relation with stod
-g 4 Poverty stricken student
2 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
" 11 Supervision of student teacher
§ 12 Complaint from colleagues
% 13 Irresponsible colleague
%; 14 Interfering in colleague’s decision
e 15 Commanding nature of senior colleague
)
% % 16 Principal’s grudge towards the teacher
g
E'Dg § 17 Division fall problem
% 9 18 Complaint from parent in PTA meeting
,? g 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 imtdformat resembling
situational judgment inventory consisting contekte®planations of situations or
vignettes which are followed by a set of possil@sponse options or items. In the
first phase of tool construction while interviewirtige respondents (experienced
teachers), they were also asked to give possibfreses which teachers may adopt
to tackle problems in such contexts. These respopsens were listed under each
situation ensuring the relevancy of the responeeshie situations. Further a well
scrutiny of the situations and their response ogtiand corresponding strategies
was done and superfluous, ambiguous and repetitgponse options were
eliminated or modified. Thereafter the investigateelected the seven most
appropriate response options which clearly fit itite seven strategies viz. confer,

delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate @mply.
d. Evaluation of responses

The next step is to evaluate the response optimnsan external
authentification. The drafsituation items were given to five external expdds
check the aptness of the tool. They were askedetdyvwhether the response
options fit visibly to the corresponding strategi€beir remarks on aspects such as
the realistic depiction of situations or vignettekrity, precision and accuracy of

language and easiness of comprehension were &lsd 3.
e. Construction of thefinal Scale

By incorporating the suggestions of experts, sorodifications were made.
External experts confirmed the aptness of the segsponse options viz. confer,
delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate emahply, in correspondence with the

respective situations.
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The final scale wasthus prepeed consisting of 20 situations related w
teaching domain each followed by a set of seveporese options, which tf
participants have to rate on a five point scalegiragn from Strongly Disagree

(SD) to Strongly Agre¢SA).

The total proedure of tool construction is summarized as Fi5.

* visit to school and interaction with He

masters
Development of critice  preparation of list of experienced teacl
incidents « interview with exprienced teachers
collect challenging situations and possi
responses

» pooling of collected situatior

e categorizing situations into four doma
viz. dealing with students, pee
administrators and parents

» modification and restructuring of situatic

Organisation of inciden
into competency domai

* structuring into the format of situatior

Generation of respon: jgd.gement Inventory

alternatives « listing out the generated responses fi
teachers under each situatic

* selection of suitable response options fit
into the seven PDSs

 external authentification of respor
options

 confirming the suitability of Tac
Knowledge Scale for Teachers by exg

Evaluation of responst

« finalisation of Tacit Knowledge Scale f
Teachers by incorporating the remark:
experts

Construction of final sca

Figure 5 Pictorial representation of the total procedureconstruction of Taci

Knowledge Scale for Teach:
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Example for an item in TKS for Teachers is givefobe

Devan is a high school teacher working in an aidetool. He has noticed
that since the very first day in that school, thre€ipal is behaving to him as if he
has some sort of grudge against him. Quite often Phincipal assigned extra
classes to Devan. One of Devan’s colleagues taéthsthat actually the Principal
had preferred to hire his relative in Devan’s pbsit due to the interference of the

management he couldn’t do so.

Given the situation please rate the possible mespaactions of Devan

according to your opinion ranging from stronglyatjsee to strongly agree.

1. He would obey whatever he is told to do by the &pial. (comply)

2. He would discuss the matter with an intimate cgjieato take decision.
(consult)

3. He would avoid doing extra works given by the Pipat (avoid)

4, He would present the matter in front of staff cdloc Teacher Associations
(delegate)

5. He would have an open talk with the Principal. feon

6. He would suggest for norms for equal disitidtn of additional work among

the teachers (legislate)

7. He would oppose the Principal. (retaliate)

The final copy was then prepared consisting of sgotions, Section | and
Section Il. In section |, personal information bétparticipants and the information
regarding their institutions were included. In S$actll, the 20 situations and their

corresponding response options were given.
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Details of the Final Structure of Tacit Knowled§eale for Teachers are

given as Table 4

Table 4

Final Structure of Tacit Knowledge Scale for Tessh

Problem Dealing Strategies of Respective Response

NS(')t Description of Situation D\?vziatlrl]ng Options
' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Complalnt. from parent in Parent Com Avd Cons Conf Del Leg Ret
PTA meeting
2 Stealing tendency of Student Conf Del Cons Ret Avd Leg Com
student
Supervision of student Peer Leg Ret Conf Cons Del Com Awvd
teacher
Drug mishap Student Del Cons Ret Conf  Avd Com Leg
Complaint from Peer Ret Com Leg Cons Awvd Conf  Del
colleagues
Misunderstanding of
6 teacher’s relation with Student Conf Avd Com Cons Del Leg Ret
student
7 Principal’s grudge Admin Com Cons Awvd Del Conf Leg Ret
towards teacher
8 _l\/locl_qng habit of Student Leg Avd Ret Cons  Conf Del Com
intelligent student
9  Division fall problem Admin Avd Ret Leg Conf Cons Com  Del
10 Poverty stricken student Student Avd Leg Conf omC Cons Ret Del
11  Insult from students Student Avd Del Conf Cons etR Leg Com
12 Spontaneous verbal abuse Student Com  Avd Ret Leg Conf Cons Del
from student
13 Too many questions from Student Com Leg Conf Ret Avd Cons Del
student
14  Sexual abuse at home Student Cons Leg Avd Ret | D€onf Com
15 ggggt demanding higher Parent Conf Del Cons Ret Avd Leg Com
16 Defamation through Student Conf Del Cons Ret Avd Leg Com
watsapp messages
17 Irresponsibile colleague Peer Del Com Conf Congwvd Ret Leg
18 hnterfgrmg in colleague’s Peer Avd Conf Cons Del Com Ret Leg
ecision
19 Commandmg nature of Peer Avd Leg Conf Del Ret Com Cons
senior colleague
20 Complaint raised in Parent Conf Cons Del Avd Ret Com Leg

science exhibition

*Conf-Confer, Del-Delegate, Cons-Consult, Ret-Ratal Avd- Avoid, Leg-legislate, Com-Comply
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A copy of the Final Version of ‘Tacit Knowledge &e for School
Teachers’ (Malayalam and English Version) are giasnAppendix A.1 and B.1

respectively.
Scoring Procedure

TKS for Teachers contains a series of 20 sitnatiwith seven response
options corresponding to the seven PDSs. The relgmd® mark their level of
agreement with each of the seven response optio@asfioe point Likert type Scale
that range from Strongly Disagree (SD) to Stronifyree (SA). In order to obtain
the preference of a teacher to adopt a particulz® B dealing with a particular
situation, the responses Strongly Disagree (SD¥addee (D) , Neutral (N), Agree
(A), and Strongly Agree (SA) were scored as -4),4land 2 respectively. To obtain
the category wise preference of a teacher to aaqgrticular PDS irrespective of
the situations, the sum of the response optionsegponding to that particular

strategy in respective categories were averaged.
Reliability

Reliability of a test is its ability to yield cosgent result from one set of
measures to another. According to Best and Kah@gR0OReliability is the degree

of consistency that instrument on procedure dematest whatever it measures it

does so consistently”.

The reliability of the present scale was establishy Test-Retest method. At
first, the scale was administered on a group ofea@her trainees and then repeated

in the same group with an interval of two weekse Bloores obtained from the two
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tests were correlated by using Pearson’s ‘r' sdéplrafor the seven Problem

Dealing Strategies viz. confer, delegate, conswdtaliate, avoid, legislate and

comply.

The reliability coefficients obtained for each tie Problem Dealing

Strategies are given as Table 5.

Table 5

Test- Retest Reliability coefficients of ‘Tacit Mhedge 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 oftProblem Dealing Strategies
suggests that ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teache&steliable to measure the

preference for the Problem Dealing Strategies anteachers.
Validity

“Validity is the quality of a data gathering instnent or procedure that
ensures to measure what is supposed to measurst g&ahn, 2006). For the

present study content and face validity of the tvelreported.
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Content Validity

Content validity is the situation included in tiest which is representative of
the group of situation that the test is supposeshtople (Travers, 1964). It is a non
statistical type of validity that involves “the sgmatic content to determine whether
it covers a representative sample of behaviour donmabe measured” (Anastasi

and Urbina, 1997).

The tool TKS for Teachers is constructed basetherstages put forward by
Motowidlo et al. 1990. It evidently contains therfpemance related contextual
situations in measuring the Tacit Knowledge of Teas, since the critical incidents
for the situations were developed after interviewhwexperienced teachers. This
process also ensured the inclusion of critical dants under the four type of
dealings viz. Dealing with Students, Dealing witheePs, Dealing with
Administrators and Dealing with Parents coming unBealing with Others. A
panel of expert teachers was also asked to saeatthie whole situations and their
corresponding response options to authentify thedonstructed. These procedures

have thus contributed to the establishment of cantalidity of the instrument.
Face Validity

Face validity is the extent to which a test is satiyely viewed as covering
the concept it purports to measure. It refers éottansparency or relevance of a test

as it appears to test participants.

The Scale was constructed by keeping in view theice validity

requirements from the initial stage itself. It veassured by the investigator that each
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of the critical incidents and their correspondirggponse options are effectively
stated using clear and unambiguous language. Fuititeng the development stage
of the tool, it is provided to a group of expensstrutiny. They have also ensured
the meaningful conveyance of the situations invdlv&hus the tool has face

validity.
Sample Selected for the Study

Selection of sample is an important aspect of rasgarch. The sample for
the present study is drawn from different categooé teachers viz. experienced

teachers, expert teachers and novice teacherfiéeiainees).

Sample selected for tool preparation

The sample selected for the preparation of thedwmasists of 35 experienced
teachers with minimum 10 years of experience dricmm 18 secondary schools of

Kerala from four districts viz. Thrissur, Palakkddialappuram and Kozhikode.
Sample selected for survey

The sample selected for survey comprises the caésgaz. expert teachers

and novice teachers.

The initial sample of expert teachers comprises/@fsecondary school
teachers, selected on the basis of the nominatiechmol Head Masters, whom they
refer to as experts in solving the day today issndbke social side of teaching. As
there is a chance for difference in the attitudesirban and rural population the

investigator decided to give due weightage to adlschool. The existing schools
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in Kerala fall into three broad categories as gonent, aided and private sectors.
For the present study teachers only from governnamt aided schools were

selected.

A total number of 500 teacher trainees constitieinitial sample of novice
teachers. In selecting novice teachers, as the lgopu belongs to teacher
community, stratified sampling technique is usetsiit ensures representativeness
and is applicable when the population is composedubbgroups or strata of
different sizes. The strata viz. gender, local¢hef 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 conssuwo categories of
teachers viz. Novice Teachers and Expert Teaclparate procedure was adopted

for data collection.
Procedure of Data Collection on Expert Teachers

After having an idea of the sample, the investigatmade necessary
arrangements with the selected schools and sougimigsion from the school
authorities. The investigator met the Head Masterd explained the nature and
confidentiality of the study and conducted infornalerviews with them. In the
interview they were asked to list out the nameteathers, whom they always found
immensely helpful, in tackling the crucial problepfshe schools, which arise from

the social side of teaching. These teachers wéeetsd as Expert teachers for the
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purpose of the study. After providing necessarytrucsion, the tools were

distributed among these Expert teachers and cetldzack after responding.
Procedure of Data Collection on Novice Teachers

To avail novice teachers for the study six trainbafjeges were selected and
permission was sought from the Principals of thieaming colleges. They were
made aware of the nature of the study and dateatmh especially the pre tests and
post tests. Pre test was done in the beginningpef aicademic year and post test
after their teaching practice, towards the endhefdcademic year. After providing
necessary instruction, the tools were distributethbragy these Novice teachers and

collected back after responding.

In the midst of the research period the duratibrBded programme got
extended from one year to two year. Hence the gastenith same procedure was
conducted in 120 Novices undergone two year B Bdnamme selected from three
training colleges, to check whether the two yearE® programme make any

difference in the preference for PDSs than one gewices.
Scoring and Consolidation of Data

The responses were scored according to the scecingme prepared. The
incomplete data sheets were removed and this eelsuita final sample of 65 Expert
Teachers from Secondary Schools, 374 Novice teadnedergone one year B Ed
programme)and 120 Novice teachers (undergone two year B Bdramme).The

breakup of the final sample of Novice and ExpewcFers is given in Table 6.
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Table 6
Breakup of the Final Sample of Expert and Novicachers

Novice (undergone

Expert Novice two year B.Ed.)
Male 32 95 86
Gender
Female 33 279 34
Urban 28 120 67
Locale
Rural 37 254 53
Govt 30 80 32
Type of Aided 35 116 38
Management
Private - 178 50
Subject Arts 35 198 72
specialization Science 30 176 48

Statistical TechniquesUsed for Analysis

The score obtained by data collectiomfiiexpert and Novice teachers were

subjected to statistical treatment. The variouissizal techniques used were given

below.

A. Two tailed test of significance of difference betmemeans for large
dependent samples

B. Two tailed test of significance of difference betmemeans 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 differencetldieen means for large
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dependent samples was used for

> the paired comparison of the Problem Dealing Sgrate of Expert teachers
while dealing with students, peers, administratord parents.

> the paired comparison of the Problem Dealing Sgrate of Novice teachers
while dealing with students, peers, administratord parents.

> the comparison of the scores of pretest and ms$tconducted in Novice

teachers.
The critical value is calculated by the fotenu
M,-M,

i+o; [ oo,
Nl + N2 V N1N2

Where, M= mean of the first group

t = , df =(N-1) (Garrett, 2007)

M= mean of the second group
o 1 = standard deviation of the first group
o » = standard deviation of the second group
N1 = size of group 1
N = size of group 2
r = coefficient of correlation between the scorematched pairs
If the obtained critical ratio is greater than trequired table value at

0.05/0.01 levels of significance, the mean diffeeers 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 differenlbetween means for large

independent samples was used for the

» comparison of the PDSs of Expert teachers anddéadachers undergone
one year B Ed programme while dealing with studepegrs, administrators
and parents.

» the comparison of the PDSs of Expert teachers lEodice teachers
undergone two year B Ed programme while dealind wtiudents, peers,
administrators and parents.

The critical value is calculated by the fotenu

My —M,;

t= (Garrett, 2007)

a§+a§
N1 N3

Where, M= mean of the first group
M= mean of the second group
o 1 = standard deviation of the first group,
o » = standard deviation of the second group,
N, = size of group 1

N = size of group 2

If the obtained critical ratio is greater than trequired table value at

0.05/0.01 levels of significance, the mean diffeeers considered to be significant.
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Statistical analysis of the study so as to test liipotheses stated and a
discussion of the results are presented in thiptehaTo have a clear picture of the

study, hypotheses set up for the study are resheatieayv.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses of the present study are statidl@ss:

1. There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Studémtspecific problem
situations and problem situations in total.

2. There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Peerspecific problem
situations and problem situations in total.

3. There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Adnmaists, in specific
problem situations and problem situations in total.

4, There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Paremtspecific problem
situations and problem situations in total.

5. There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Studemtspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.
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There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Peersspiecific problem
situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Admiatsts, in specific
problem situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Parentspecific problem
situations and problem situations in total.

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

There is significant difference in the extent eéfprence for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in the beginning and anthe B.Ed.
programme.

There is significant difference in the extent eéfprence for each of the
PDSs between Expert teachers and Novice teachelsrgone two year

B.Ed. programme.

The analysis of data and discussion of results pesented under the

following sections.

Comparison of Extent of Preference for the Probleealing Strategies
among Expert teachers
Comparison of Extent of Preference for the Probleealing Strategies

among Novice teachers
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[I. Difference in the extent of preference for eachtltd# Problem Dealing
Strategies between Expert and Novice teachers

V. Difference in the extent of preference for theldkem Dealing Strategies of
Novice teachers in the beginning and end of thedBpogramme

V. Difference between Expert teachers and Novicesrgode two year B.Ed.
programme in the extent of preference for eachhef Problem Dealing

Strategies.

Comparison of Extent of Preference for the Roblem Dealing Strategies

among Expert Teachers

The Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teacherstudied, categorizing
the problematic situations under a) Dealing withdents b) Dealing with Peers c)

Dealing with Administrators and d) Dealing with Biats.
a) Dealing with Students

This section examines whether there exists sianti difference in the
extent of preferences of Expert teachers for thversé’roblem Dealing Strategies
while Dealing with Students. There are 10 situaiomder Dealing with Students
viz. Stealing tendency of student (Situation 2),udprmishap (Situation 4),
Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with studeituation 6 ), Mocking habit of
intelligent student (Situation 8), Poverty strinkstudent (Situation 10), Insult from
students (Situation 11), Spontaneous verbal albose $tudent (Situation 12), Too
many questions from student (Situation 13), Seximise at home (Situation 14)

and Defamation through watsapp messages (Situbfipn
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The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Studemollowed by the

category wise analysis is given below.
1. Strategies for dealing with Stealing tendency tiident

Table 7 displays the mean, standard deviati®D)( co-efficient of
correlation andt-value showing the significance of difference ire tBxtent of
preference among the Problem Dealing Strategi&xpért teachers while handling

‘Stealing tendency of student’ (Situation 2).

Table 7

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Stealing Tendenc@totlent’

Mea Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS n SD . _ _

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateonply
Confer 0.74 1.16 - -0.81 0.58 14.27* 12.96**  2.F¥5* 9.98**
Delegate 0.88 0.96 (:17) - 1.58 14.77* 16.73* 3133 11.11*
Consult  0.63 091 (-.02) (.11) - 13.47%  15.3* 2¥14  9.27*
Retaliate -1.28 0.76  (.36) (.08) (.08) - 2.2%  -FB9 -2.54*
Avoid -1.52 069  (-.1) (.04) (.01) (.23) - -10.34%*-4. 41
Legislate 0.18 1.26 (11) (-12)  (-17)  (-.13) 017 - 5.2%*

Comply -0.89 094 (23) (08  (-03) (-02)  (02) -10) -

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 7 reveals that in deaBtenling tendency of
student’ Expert teachers prefer the strategiebenorder ‘delegate’ (0.88), ‘confer’
(0.74), ‘consult’ (0.63) and ‘legislate’ (0.18) atehd to evade the strategies ‘avoid’

(-1.52), ‘retaliate’ (-1.28) and ‘comply’ (-0.89xpert teachers prefer the strategy
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‘delegate’ M=0.88,SD=0.96) significantly more than ‘legislate’ strateiy=0.18,
SD=1.26) [=3.33, p<.01] and equally with the strategies ‘confef1<0.74,
SD=1.16) [=-0.81,p>.05] and ‘consult’ (M=.63SD=.91) [t=1.58 p>.05]. Moreover
Expert teachers evade the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-132=0.69] significantly more
than ‘comply’ (M=-0.89, SD=0.94) [=-4.41, p<.01] and ‘retaliate’ M=-1.28,

SD=0.76) }=2.2,p<.05]

In dealing ‘Stealing tendency of student’, Expeetdhers prefer the
strategies ‘delegate’, ‘confer’ and ‘consult’ almasyually; ‘legislate’ strategy is
also preferred though to a significantly less extand tend to evade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ aridomply’.
2. Strategies for dealing with Drug mishap

Table 8 displays the meaigD, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers widerdling the situation ‘Drug

mishap’ (Situation 4).
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Table 8
Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Drug Mishap’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat&omply

Confer 122 0.62 - 1.41 3727 18.65% 21.46% 43  9.209%
Delegate 1.03 0.87 (.02 - 2.00*  16.40% 17.64* 350  6.93*
Consult 074 091 (13)  (.07) - 13.46* 15.62* .08*  5.26%
Retaliate -1.15 0.67 (-.26)  (.04)  (-.02) - 3.27%%-21.19% -5.18%
Avoid  -151 0.64 (-31) (-17) (~10)  (.11) - -P8**  -6.92%
Legislate 1.49 059 (.30)  (-03)  (16)  (-28) (324 - 9.77%

Comply -0.32 1.26 (13) (-06) (-10)  (.22) (06) -.20)

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

In Table 8, mean scores reveal that in dealingsthetion ‘Drug mishap’
Expert teachers prefer the strategies in the dlegislate’ (1.49), ‘confer’ (1.22),
‘delegate’ (1.03) and ‘consult’ (0.74) and tencet@de the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.51)
‘retaliate’ (-1.15) and ‘comply’ (-0.32). Expertaehers’ preference for the strategy
‘legislate’ (M=1.49, SD=0.59) is significantly more than ‘conferMgE1.22,
SD=0.62) [=-3.11, p<.01], ‘delegate’ (M=1.03,SD=0.87) [t=-3.5, p<.01] and
‘consult’” (M=0.74, SD=0.91) [=-6.08, p<.01]. They tend to evade the strategy
‘avoid’ (M=-1.51, SD=0.64] significantly more than the strategies ‘iata’ (M=-

1.15,SD=0.67) [=3.27,p<.01] and ‘comply’ (M=-0.32SD=1.26) }= -6.92,p<.01].
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In dealing ‘Drug mishap’, Expert teachers prefex dtrategies in the order
‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’; vene ‘legislate’ is preferred
significantly higher than others. At the same tithey tend to evade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ aridomply’.
3. Strategies for dealing with Misunderstanding tgeer’s relation with student

Table 9 displays the meargD, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extef preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wiisndling the situation
‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with studd€Bituation 6).

Table 9

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteiitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Misunderstanding diea’s Relation with Student’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legisla@omply

Confer 122 054 - 420"  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 048 0.95 (.01)  (.20) - 13.08* 10.91%* 1@ 131
Retaliate -1.48 056 (-.37) (11)  (-.21) - -4.51%%20.84%  -9.68**
Avoid  -1.18 0.63 (-52) (09)  (-16)  (.63) - -18%9  -8.01*
Legislate 1.03 073 (.10)  (.04) (18)  (-12)  (.05) - 4.18*

Comply 023 1.21 (16)  (.03) (03)  (-18)  (-11) .2Q) -

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 9 reveal that in dealinipy whe situation

‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with studentExpert teachers prefer the
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strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.22), ‘legislafé.03), ‘delegate’(0.6), ‘consult’
(0.48) and ‘comply’ (0.23) and tend to avoid theatgies ‘retaliate’ (-1.48) and
‘avoid’ (-1.18). Expert teachers prefer the strgtégonfer’(M=1.22, SD=0.54)
significantly more than the strategies ‘deleg@i4=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 ‘legislat&/1£€1.03, SD= 0.73)tE-
1.72, p>.05]. Moreover Expert teachers avoid thatsfly ‘retaliate’ =-1.48,
SD=0.56) significantly more than the strategy ‘avaii=-1.18,SD=0.63) [=-4.51,

p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relatioith student’, Expert
teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘cgnfegislate’, ‘delegate’, ‘consult’
and ‘comply’; where ‘confer’ shows a significantffdrence from the rest of the
preferred strategies except ‘legislate’. In the méae they tend to evade the

strategy ‘retaliate’ significantly more than ‘avbid
4. Strategies for dealing with Mocking habit of ielligent student

Table 10 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wingndling the situation

‘Mocking habit of intelligent student’ (Situatid).
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Table 10
Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extemtreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Mocking Habit ofdhigent Student’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat@omply

Confer 1.31 047 - 19.97%  4.92%  21.93% 973% 3.96% 2501%
Delegate -0.82 0.73 (.01) - -18.23* 159  -380%16.71%* 4.65%
Consult  0.88 055 (03)  (.33) - 18.15%  7.14** 018  21.42%
Retaliate  -0.98 0.62 (-18)  (.20) (.01) - -4.95%:18.90%  4.48%
Avoid 025 112 (-18) (-10)  (-05) (.14) - 9B* 7.74%
Legislate 0.89 0.71 (.01)  (.34) (.45) (.29) (26) - 17.74%

Comply -1.40 061 (-22) (-15)  (-.10) (.26) (13) (-.25)

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 10 show that in dealiegsttuation ‘Mocking
habit of intelligent student’, Expert teachers ferethe strategies in the order
‘confer’ (1.31), ‘legislate’ (0.89) and ‘consult088) and tend to keep away from
the strategies ‘comply’ (-1.4), ‘retaliate’ (98), ‘delegate’ (-0.82) and ‘avoid’
(-0.25). The paired comparison of mean scores tefhat Expert teachers prefer
the strategy ‘confer’ NI=1.31, SD=0.47) significantly more than the strategies
‘legislate’ (M=0.89, SD=0.71) [=3.96, p<.01] and ‘consult’ 1=0.88, SD=0.55)
[t=4.92, p<.01]. In addition Expert teachers tend to avoide strategy ‘comply’
(M=-1.4, SD=0.61) significantly more than the strategies fiata’ (M=-0.98,
SD=0.62) [=4.48, p<.01], ‘delegate’ K=-0.82, SD=0.73) [=4.65, p<.01] and

‘avoid’ (M=-0.25,SD=1.12) }=7.74,p<.01].
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While dealing ‘Mocking habit of intelligent studénExpert teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislatedaconsult’; where ‘confer’ exhibits
a significant difference with the strategies ‘légis’ and ‘consult’. They tend to

evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘rei#i, ‘delegate’ and ‘avoid’.
5. Strategies for dealing with Poverty stricken dant

Table 11 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wialedling the situation ‘Poverty
stricken student’ (Situation 10).

TABLE 11

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Poverty Strickendemt’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat€omply

Confer 118 058 -  1211* 156  18.70% 18.92% 24  1.10
Delegate -0.46 0.94 (.02) - -10.36**  5.14%  5.79% -9.93%  -11.20%
Consult  1.03 075 (31)  (.07) - 16.59* 16.89* 0.3  -0.52
Retaliate  -1.14 0.68 (-.25)  (.17) (-.08) - 1.10 .84 -16.78*
Avoid 123 058 (-57)  (.06) (-.31) (.43) - -17'81 -19.31%
Legislate 1.00 0.56 (.43)  (-.21) (.30) (-21) (363 - -1.00

Comply 1.09 0.63 (.38)  (.02) (.06) (-33)  (-28) 22 -

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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In Table 11 the mean scores reveal that in dealittythe situation ‘Poverty
stricken student’, Expert teachers prefer thetesgras 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) dcnrdelegate’ (-0.46). The paired
comparison of mean scores reveal that Expert teaghefer the strategy ‘confer’
(M=1.18, SD=0.58) significantly more than the strategy ‘legisl (M=1.00,
SD=0.56) [=2.44, p<.05] and equally with the strategies ‘comply’ (M6Q,
SD=0.63) f=1.10,p>.05] and ‘consult’ M1=1.03,SD=0.75) {=1.56,p>.05]. Expert
teachers evade the strategy ‘avoii=-1.23,SD=0.58) significantly more than the
strategy ‘delegate’™M=-0.46,SD=0.94) [=5.79,p<.01] but equally with the strategy

‘retaliate’ M=-1.14,SD=0.68) [t=1.10p>.05].

In dealing with ‘Poverty stricken student’, Expeachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘conswnd ‘legislate’; where ‘confer’ is
preferred significantly higher than ‘legislate’ bequal with ‘comply’ and ‘consult’.
Expert teachers try to evade the strategies inotlger ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and
‘delegate’; where they disfavour ‘avoid’ signifidgn higher than ‘delegate’ but

equally with ‘retaliate’.
6. Strategies for dealing with Insult from students

Table 12 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers whadedling the situation ‘Insult

from students’ (Situation 11).
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Table 12

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Insult from Studénts

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat@omply

Confer  0.65 0.86 - 4.89%  A57*  10.34% 3.13% 494 1.20

Delegate -0.14 1.12  (.16) - 126 475 081 D2 -3.19%
Consult  0.02 1.02 (31)  (.58) - 6.13*  0.00 0.64 .4
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 045 103 (-01)  (.06) (.04) (29)  (-05) .1p)

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 12 reveal that in dealitly the situation ‘Insult
from students’, Expert teachers prefer the stragegn the order ‘confer’ (0.65),
‘comply’ (0.45), ‘consult’ (0.02) and ‘avoid’ (0.0zand tend to keep away from the
strategies ‘retaliate’ (-0.88), ‘delegate’ (-0.1dnd ‘legislate’ (-0.09). The paired
comparison of mean scores shows that their preferdor the strategy ‘confer’
(M=0.65, SD=.86) is significantly more than the strategiesnsalt’ (M=0.02,
SD=1.02) [=4.57,p<.01] and ‘avoid’ #1=0.02,SD=1.08) [=3.13,p<.01] but equal
with the strategy ‘comply’ NI=0.45, SD=1.03) {=1.2, p>.05]. In addition Expert
teachers avoid the strategy ‘retaliat81<-0.88, SD=0.80) significantly more than
the strategies ‘delegate’ME-0.14, SD=1.12) [=4.75, p<.01] and ‘legislate’

(M=-0.09,SD=1.06) }=-4.46,p<.01].
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In dealing with ‘Insult from students’, Expert téacs prefer the strategies in
the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘avoidivhere the preference for ‘confer’
is significantly higher than the strategies ‘cdtisand ‘avoid’ but equal with
‘comply’. Expert teachers tend to avoid the streegin the order ‘retaliate’,

‘delegate’ and ‘legislate’.
7. Strategies for dealing with Spontaneous verbbliae from student

Table 13 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wiisndling the situation

‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’ (Situat@n

Table 13

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Spontaneous Verlials® from Student’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legisla@omply

Confer 1.22 048 - 10.92%  7.04%  22.64% 14.58% @4  3.84%
Delegate -0.48 1.08 (-.16) - 5.13%  5.44% 183 99"  -6.94*
Consult 022 0.99 (-10)  (.45) - 10.59%  6.13%*  2@%  -3.65%
Retaliate  -1.22 054 (-41)  (.22) (.09) - -4.59%22:90%  -16.13*
Avoid -0.75 081 (-38)  (.19) (.01) (.33) - -13.74* -9.81*
Legislate 0.98 0.48 (.08)  (-01)  (24) (-13) (319 - 2.35*

Comply 077 077 (-08) (-21) (05  (-12)  (-26) (.37) -

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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In Table 13 the mean scores depicts that in deahth the situation
‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’, Expeathers prefer the strategies in
the order ‘confer’ (1.22), ‘legislate’ (0.98), ‘cquty’ (0.77) and ‘consult’ (0.22) and
tend to disagree the strategies ‘retaliate’ (-1.2&void’ (-0.75), and ‘delegate’
(-0.48). The paired comparison of mean scores leuwbat Expert teachers prefer
the strategy ‘confer’ NI=1.22, SD=0.48) significantly more than the strategies
‘legislate’ (M=0.98, SD=0.48) [=2.84, p<.01], ‘comply’ M=0.77, SD=0.77)
[t=3.84,p<.01] and ‘consult’ M1=0.22,SD=0.99) [=7.04,p<.01]. However Expert
teachers disagree with the strategy ‘retaliate’ {M22,SD=0.54) significantly more
than the strategies ‘avoid’ (M=-0.7%5D=0.81) [=-4.59, p<.01] and ‘delegate’

(M=-0.48,SD=1.08) [t=5.44,p<.01]

In dealing with ‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from esttig Expert teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘ldégie’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’;
preferring ‘confer’ significantly higher than ale other preferred strategies. They
tend to evade the strategies significantly in thidep ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’, and

‘delegate’.
8. Strategies for dealing with Too many questiomsrh a student

Table 14 displays the mea®D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers whdadling the situation ‘“Too

many questions from a student’ (Situation 13).
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Table 14

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Too many Questioasfa Student’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat8omply

Confer ~ 1.05 0.60 -  14.13" 203* 913" 16.27* TB8&  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* €0  2.51*

Retaliate -0.18 1.01 (17)  (.19) (-.16) - 439 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) 001 - -3.07*

Comply 048 0095 (-07) (.19) (.08) (21)  (-12) .30)

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

In Table 14 the mean scores reveal that in dealiilg the situation ‘Too
many questions from a student’, Expert teachersfeptthe strategies in the order
‘confer’ (1.05), ‘consult’ (0.83) and ‘comply’ (083 whereas they tend to evade the
strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.85), ‘delegate’ (-0.71)etaliate’ (-0.18) and ‘legislate’ (-
0.17). The paired comparison of mean scores defhietsthey 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 ‘avoil=0.85,SD=0.78) significantly more than the
strategy ‘retaliate’ M1=-0.18, SD=1.01) [=4.39, p<.01] and ‘legislate’ ¥1=-0.17,
SD=1.08) [=-4.12, p<.01] but equally with the strategy ‘delegatéi£-0.71,

SD=0.84) }=0.91,p>.05].
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In dealing with “‘Too many questions from a studgBtpert teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer, ‘consult’ afmbmply’; where ‘confer’ is
preferred significantly higher than the rest. le thean time they tend to evade the
strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘delegate’, ‘reddé’, and ‘legislate’; where the
disapproval for ‘avoid’ is significantly higher dh ‘retaliate’ and ‘legislate’ but

equal with ‘delegate’.
9. Strategies for dealing with Sexual abuse at home

Table 15 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers whalledling the situation ‘Sexual

abuse at home’ (Situation 14).

Table 15

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extetreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert teachers in dealing ‘Sexual Abuse at Home

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislatéomply

Confer 1.20 0.67 - 3.37%  4.02% 14.05% 19.31%* Tr** 114
Delegate  0.74 0.87 (-.02) - 1.03  10.34%* 15.04* 7@*  -2.86%
Consult  0.62 1.00 (.05)  (.48) - 9.44%  12.49% 349 -3.55%
Retaliate -0.78 0.91 (-.02)  (11) (21) - 3.35% 4@ -15.47*
Avoid 112 070 (-01)  (.20) (.16) (.51) - -7.68%* -20.44**
Legislate 0.00 1.12 (-08)  (.21) (.10) (.02) (22) - -7.36%*

Comply 1.11 056 (44) (-01)  (.05) (17) (03) 8o -

Note: Note: N=65]f =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 15 shows that in dealitigthe situation ‘Sexual
abuse at home’, Expert teachers prefer the stemsteqg the order ‘confer’ (1.20),
‘comply’ (1.11), ‘delegate’ (0.74) and ‘consuf0.62) and disfavour the strategies
‘avoid’ (-1.12) and ‘retaliate’ (-0.78). The pad comparison of mean scores
reveals that Expert teachers prefer the strategnfér’ (M=1.20, SD=0.67)
significantly more than the strategies ‘delegat=0.74,SD=0.87) [=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) [=1.14,p>.05]. Moreover Expert teachers evade the
strategy ‘avoid’ M=-1.12, SD=0.7) significantly more than the strategy ‘rettdia

(M=-0.78,SD=0.91) }=3.35,p<.01].

While dealing the situation ‘Sexual abuse at horapert teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ldgate’ and ‘consult’; where
‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than het preferred strategies except
‘comply’. Expert teachers tend to evade the sfiate significantly in the order

‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’.
10. Strategies for dealing with Defamation througtatsapp messages

Table 16 displays the meagD, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wingndling the situation

‘Defamation through watsapp messages’ (Situation 16



Zlm@m 106

Table 16

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Defamation throught8#pp Messages’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislatéomply

Confer  1.18 056 - 6.65%  4.45% 12.06%* 17.64** 39%*  8.46%
Delegate 0.28 0.02 (.13) - -3.20%  6.46" 854 OB  2.20
Consult 0.62 0.86 (-01)  (.60) - 9.39%  12.16%* 75 4.24%
Retaliate -0.66 0.91 (-19)  (.27) (.23) - 3.01% 247 -2.63*
Avoid  -1.00 075 (-15)  (.10) (12) (.41) - -13.98* -5 55
Legislate 0.86 0.73 (26) (12)  (-01)  (24)  (-06) - 6.42%*

Comply -020 112 (-14) (-22) (-21)  (.04) (28) (.00)

Note: Note: N=65]f =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

From Table 16 the mean scores reveal that in dgalith the situation
‘Defamation through watsapp messages’, Expert exagbrefer the strategies in the
order ‘confer’ (1.18), ‘legislate’ (0.86), ‘consuli0.62), and ‘delegate’ (0.28) and
tend to keep away from the strategies ‘avoid’ @).O‘retaliate’ (-0.66) and
‘comply’ (-0.2). The paired comparison of mean ssoreveal that Expert teachers
prefer the strategy ‘conferM=1.18,SD=0.56) significantly more than the strategies
‘legislate’ M=0.86,SD=0.73) [=3.29,p<.01], ‘consult’ M=0.62,SD=0.86) [=4.45,
p<.01) and ‘delegate’M=0.28,SD=0.02) [=6.65,p<.01]. In the mean time Expert
teachers evade the strategy ‘avoii=-1.00,SD=0.75) significantly more than the
strategies ‘retaliate’ M=-0.66, SD=0.91) [=3.01, p<.01] and ‘comply’ M=-0.2,

SD=1.12) }=-5.55,p<.01].
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While dealing the situation ‘Defamation through s&ip messages’, Expert
teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘cnfexgislate’, ‘consult’, and
‘delegate’; where ‘confer’ shows significantly heghpreference than rest of the
preferred strategies. Whereas Expert teachers tendevade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ aridomply’.

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Expeeathers in Dealing with

Students

Table 17 displays the mea®D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers envthole 10 situations clubbed

under Dealing with students.

Table 17

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extetreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing with Students

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislai@omply

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**  20. 7.70%*
Retaliate -0.98 0.83 (-.04) (.02) (.07) - -0.83 .8@B* -19.93*
Avoid -0.94 0.92 (-.21) (-.18) (-.10) (.23) - -23% -17.58**
Legislate 0.62 1.03 (.18) (.06) (.112) (-.14) (-08) - 7.29**

Comply 0.3 122 (07) (-05) (-.06) (.09) (-.03) -.16) -

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 17 reveal that in Dealitiy Students, Expert
teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘coffet0), ‘legislate’ (0.62), ‘consult’
(0.60), ‘comply’ (0.13) and ‘delegate’ (0.09) anéntl to evade the strategies
‘retaliate’ (-0.98) and ‘avoid’ (-0.94). The ipad comparison of mean scores
reveals that Expert teachers prefer the strategnfér’ (M=1.10, SD=0.71)
significantly more than the strategies ‘legisla¥#~0.62,SD=1.03) {=10.65,p<.01],
‘consult’ (M=.60, SD=0.92) [=11.48, p<.01] , ‘comply’ (M=0.13, SD=1.22)
[t=17.94,p<.01] and ‘delegate’M=0.09, SD=1.14) [=19.05, p<.01]. However
Expert teachers tend to keep away from the stratetpliate’ (M=-0.98, SD=0.83)

equally with the strategy ‘avoidM=-0.94,SD=0.92) {=-0.83,p>.05].

In Dealing with Students, Expert teachers’ praieee for the strategy
‘confer’ shows a significantly high difference fronine rest of the preferred
strategies ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and ‘bgate’ . At the same time they

evade the strategies ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’ almexgpually.

To get a clear picture, visual representationshefgreference for the PDSs
of Expert teachers in specific and in total sitoiasi while dealing with students are

given as Figure 6.
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Sexual abuse at home Defamation through watsapp
message

Figure 6 Graphical representation of the comparison of rtfean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers in 8peand in total situations while

dealing with students.

Discussion of Results

When we consider category wise dealing viz. Deaiith Students, Expert
teachers prefer to ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consultcomply’ and ‘delegate’ and

always tend to keep away from ‘retaliate’ and iato

‘Confer’ is generally selected as the most acddetatrategy indicating that
when teachers have to cope up with student refatgalems, they consider the best
way is to engage in private discussion with theletis, explaining the rationality of
the teachers’ point of view. Formulating or follawgirules for actions (legislate) and
asking others to work together for solving the peais (consult) are also considered

as fairly acceptable strategies.
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It is found that in situations, where studentsnsdelpless (as in ‘Poverty
stricken Inattentive student’ and ‘Sexual abuskaabe’), teachers show a tendency

to ‘comply’; going for actions which actively exauthe behaviour of students.

‘Delegate’, the strategy of passing over the saspbility to someone else, is
considered as a preferred strategy only in seramg complicated situations like
‘Stealing tendency of Student’, ‘Drug mishap’, ‘Misderstanding teacher’s relation
with student’ and ‘Sexual abuse at home’. Here @isdendency to delegate is at its

highest when they have to take decision relateld \B&xual abuse at home’.

In all situations, Expert teachers express thegagieement with the
strategies ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’, indicating pigaly or verbally punishing the
students and avoiding or delaying the actions atethe fruitful strategies to solve

student related problems.
b) Dealing with Peers

This section examines whether there exist significéfference in the extent
of preferences of Expert teachers for the SevensPBidle Dealing with Peers.
There are 5 situations listed under Dealing witlerBen the order Supervision of
student teacher (Situation 3), Complaint from aiges (Situation 5), Irresponsible
colleague (Situation 17), Interfering in colleaguealecision (Situation 18) and

Commanding nature of senior colleague (Situation 19

The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Pdetowed by category wise

analysis is given below.
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1. Strategies for dealing with Supervision of Stud& eacher

Table 18 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wiisndling the situation

Supervision of student teacher (Situation 3).

Table 18

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Supervision of Studesacher’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateonply

Confer  1.02 074 - 8.90%  9.62%* 18.87* 17.44* @I**  11.53%
Delegate -0.57 1.07 (-.23) - 091 418  4.95* 3.86%  0.74
Consult -0.42 0.97 (.03) (.12 - 5.98%  7.76% 9@ 177
Retaliate -1.17 0.63 (.07)  (.16) (.24) - 2.50% 87*  -3.10%
Avoid  -140 072 (-16) (-10)  (.30) (.40) - -9%64  -4.94%
Legislate 023 1.26 (-19) (-.02)  (-22)  (-05) 41 - 4.76%

Comply -0.72 1.01 (06) (-31) (-01)  (.05) (22) .0Q) -

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

Mean scores in Table 18 shows that while dealingh vihe situation
‘Supervision of student teacher’, Expert teacherefer the strategies in the order
‘confer’ (1.02) and ‘legislate’ (0.23) and tend ddsfavour the strategies ‘avoid’
(-1.4), ‘retaliate’ (-1.17) ‘comply’ (-0.72), ‘detmte’ (-0.57) and ‘consult’( -0.42).

Their preference for the strategy ‘confekM=£1.02,SD=0.74) is significantly more
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than ‘legislate’ strategy (M=0.283D=1.26) [=4.01,p<.01]. Besides Expert teachers
disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’ (M=-1.45D=0.72) significantly more than the
strategies ‘retaliate’ (M=-1.17SD=0.63) [=2.50, p<.05], ‘consult’ (M=-0.42,
SD=0.97) [=7.76, p<.01], ‘delegate’(M=-0.57,SD=1.07) [=4.95, p<.01] and

‘comply’ (M=-0.72SD=1.01) [t=-4.94,p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Supervision of student teacherkpErt teachers prefer the
strategies ‘confer’ and ‘legislate’, favoring ‘cemf significantly higher than
‘legislate’. They tend to evade the strategies he brder ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’,
‘comply’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’. Disagreement tivithe strategy ‘avoid’ is

significantly higher than the other non-preferrgdtegies.
2. Strategies for dealing with Complaint from codlgues

Table 19 displays the meaD, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extexi preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wingndling the situation

‘Complaint from colleagues’ (Situation 5).
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Table 19

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extetreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Complaint from Calijgies’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateonply

Confer 0.86 0.81 - -4.20%* 0.11 12.76**  9.92* 86 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 3.a1**  -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=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

In Table 19, the mean scores reveal that in dealuiitp the situation
‘Complaint from colleagues’, Expert teachers preflee strategies in the order
‘delegate’ (1.32), ‘legislate’ (0.92), ‘confer’ @6) and ‘consult’ (0.85) and tend to
evade the strategies ‘retaliate’ (-0.80), ‘avo{eD.69) and ‘comply’ (-0.51). The
paired comparison of mean scores reveal that Expadhers prefer the strategy
‘delegate’ M=1.32, SD=0.73) significantly more than the strategies ‘tiafie’
(M=0.92, SD=0.82) }=2.93, p<.01], ‘confer’ (M=0.86,SD=0.81) f=-4.2, p<.01],
and ‘consult’ M=0.85,SD=0.71) [=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) [=-1.56,p>.05].
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In dealing with ‘Complaint from colleagues’ , Expaeachers prefer the
strategies ‘delegate’, ‘legislate’, ‘confer’ and oftsult’; opting ‘delegate’
significantly higher than the rest. They tend t@ade the strategies in the order

‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘comply’ almost equally.
3. Strategies for dealing with Irresponsible collgae

Table 20 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wiisndling the situation

‘Irresponsible colleague’ (Situation 17).

Table 20

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteiftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Irresponsible Coliea’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateomply

Confer 098 070 - 6.55*  4.66** 14.17** 19.66* 60  10.56**
Delegate 0.06 1.04 (.20) - -1.41 557 812 §'8  3.86%
Consult 029 1.03 (.07)  (.19) - 7.80% 957 543 5.32%
Retaliate -0.91 0.86 (.06) (-08)  (.15) - 1.66 34 -2.00*
Avoid  -1.08 059 (15)  (.13) (.06) (.41) - -17.01%-4.16%
Legislate 1.06 0.70 (-09)  (-.01)  (.06) (02) (321 - 9.91%

Comply -0.58 097 (-01) (10)  (11)  (-01)  (33) -.20) -

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 20 reveal that in deahity the situation
‘Irresponsible colleague’, Expert teachers prefee strategies in the order
‘legislate’ (1.06), ‘confer’ (0.98), ‘consult’ (09 and ‘delegate’ (0.06) and tend to
keep away from the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.08gtatiate’ (-0.91) and ‘comply’
(-0.58). The paired comparison of mean scores te\bat their preference for the
strategy ‘legislate’(M=1.06, SD= 0.70) is significantly higher than ‘consult’
(M=0.29, SD=1.03) [=-5.13, p<.01] and ‘delegate(M=0.06, SD=1.04) [=-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 ‘avo(t=-0.08, SD=0.59) significantly more than
‘comply’ (M=-0.58, SD=0.97) [=-4.16, p<.01] and equally with ‘retaliate’

(M=-0.91,SD=0.86) }=1.66,p>.05].

In dealing with ‘Irresponsible colleague’, ‘legitdais preferred significantly
more than the strategies ‘consult’ and ‘delegatd’ é&qually with ‘confer’. Their
disagreement with ‘avoid’ is significantly highenan ‘comply’, but equal with

‘retaliate’.
4. Strategies for dealing Interfering in colleagugdecision

Table 21 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers winndling the situation

‘Interfering in colleague’s decision’ (Situation)18
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Table 21

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Interfering in Calpue’s Decision’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD - : :
Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat&omply

Confer ~ 1.02 041 - 7.24%  545%  11.89%* 16.69% 86**  12.33*
Delegate 0.11 0.95 (.08) - -1.61  3.83* 6.79% 301 3.80**
Consult 034 0.92 (.03) (.24 - 5.01%  8.36%  4.45% 5.44%
Retaliate -0.51 0.95 (.02)  (.08)  (-.05) - 3.65% .78  -0.12
Avoid 095 0.69 (-44) (-15) (-17)  (.32) - 4789 -4.20%
Legislate -0.40 1.00 (-21)  (.03) (.03) (.34) (41) - 0.70

Comply -049 083 (-16) (-01)  (02)  (.33) (37) .32

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 21 reveal that in deahity the situation
‘Interfering in colleague’s decision’, Expert teach prefer the strategies in the
order ‘confer (1.02), ‘consult’ (0.34) and ‘delg¢ga(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 meaarss reveals that Expert teachers
prefer the strategy ‘conferM=1.02, SD=0.41) significantly more than ‘consult’
(M=0.34, SD=0.92) [=5.45, p<.01] and ‘delegate’ Nl=0.11, SD=.95) [=7.24,
p<.01]. Moreover Expert teachers disfavour the tsgw ‘avoid’ (M=-0.95,
SD=0.69) significantly more than ‘retaliateME-0.51, SD=0.95) [=3.65, p<.01],
‘comply’ (M=-0.49,SD=0.83) [=-4.29,p<.01] and ‘legislate’ M=-0.40, SD=1.00)

[t=-4.69,p<.01].

Expert teachers’ preference for the PDSs in ‘let@nfy in colleague’s

decision’ is in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’ andelegate’, ‘confer’ being preferred
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significantly higher than the rest. At the sameetithey tend to evade the strategy

‘avoid’ significantly more than ‘retaliate’, ‘comygland ‘legislate’.
5. Strategies for dealing with Commanding nature sénior colleague

Table 22 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wiisndling the situation

‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’ (Situatl®).

Table 22

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Commanding Natur&enior Colleague’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legisla@omply

Confer ~ 1.05 045 - 5.34* 134  13.34** 16.03* 854 15.39%
Delegate 0.40 0.93 (.14) - -4.35%  7.02%  7.88% O&  6.31%
Consult 092 0.74 (.30)  (.34) - 12.79% 12.64** 80 11.02*
Retaliate -0.62 0.82 (-18) (.12 (.23) - 1.72 %7 0.66
Avoid  -0.83 0.67 (-39) (-21) (-26) (.11 - 392 -1.11
Legislate -0.23 1.00 (-29)  (.15) (.13) (24) (306 - 3.14%

Comply -0.71 0.80 (01) (-33) (-20)  (.04) (28) .09) -

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 22 reveal that in dealty the situation
‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’, Experthess prefer the strategies in

the order ‘confer (1.05), ‘consult’ (0.92) and ldgate’ (0.40) and tend to keep



Zlm@m 119

away from the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.83), ‘comply0.71), ‘retaliate’ (-0.62) and
‘legislate’ (-0.23). Further paired comparison oéan scores reveals that Expert
teachers prefer the strategy ‘confeM=1.05, SD=0.45) significantly more than
‘delegate’ M=0.4, SD=0.93) [=5.34, p<.01] but equally with ‘consult’ NI=.92,
SD=0.74) t=1.34,p>.05]. In addition Expert teachers disfavour thatsgy ‘avoid’
(M=-0.83, SD=0.67) significantly more than the ‘legislateV1£-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’ )1=-0.62,SD=0.82) {=1.72,p>.05].

In dealing with ‘Commanding nature of senior cafjea’, Expert teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘cdtisand ‘delegate’; preferring
‘confer’ significantly higher than ‘delegate’ bug@al with ‘consult’. Further they
tend to disagree with the strategies in the ordeoid’, ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’ and
‘legislate’ where the disagreement with ‘avoid’ sgnificantly higher than

‘legislate’ but almost equal with ‘comply’ and ‘ediate’.

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Expertathers in Dealing with

Peers

Table 23 displays the meaD, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers whdadling the five situations

coming under Dealing with Peers.
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Table 23

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing with Peers

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat8omply

Confer 098 064 -  10.10% 9.06% 30.91%* 33.42% @3  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* 8.9 13.20%
Retaliate -0.80 0.86 (.06)  (.09) (.20) - 3.67% A4 -2.85%
Avoid 099 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) (-08)  (.02) (.04) (14) .03)

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 23 reveal that in dealitlg the five situations
coming under the category Dealing with Peers, Bxigachers prefer the strategies
in the order ‘confer’ (0.98), ‘consult’ (0.40), deslate’(0.32) and ‘delegate’ (0.26)
and tend to evade the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.9®taliate’ (-0.80) and ‘comply’ (-
0.60). The paired comparison of mean scores funténeeals that Expert teachers
prefer the strategy ‘conferM=0.98,SD=0.64) significantly more than the strategies
‘consult’ (M=0.4, SD=1.00) }=9.06,p<.01], ‘legislate’ M=0.32,SD=1.13) [=8.93,
p<.01], and ‘delegate’ M=0.26, SD=1.13) [=10.10, p<.01]. In addition Expert
teachers evade the strategy ‘avoil=0.99,SD=0.78) significantly more than the
strategies ‘retaliate’ M=-0.80, SD=.86) [=3.67, p<.01] and ‘comply’ M=-0.60,

SD=0.94) }=-6.15,p<.01].
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In Dealing with Peers, Expert teachers give highastference for the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’, ‘lefite’ and ‘delegate’ whereas the
preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is signifidgnhigher than the rest of the
preferred strategies. At the same time they tereltale the strategies significantly

in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’.

To get a clear picture, visual representationshefpreference for the PDSs
of Expert teachers in specific and in total sitoiasi while dealing with peers are

given as Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Graphical representation of the comparison of tfean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers in 8peand in total situations while
dealing with peers.

Discussion of Results

When we consider category wise dealing viz. Deglivith Peers, Expert
teachers prefer to ‘confer, ‘consult’, ‘legigtatand ‘delegate’ and always tend to

keep away from ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’.
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Here Expert teachers mostly opt to ‘confer'etmage in private discussion
with them and explaining the rationality of theioipt of view. Asking others to
work together for solving the problems (consult)l &ormulating or following rules
for actions (legislate) are also considered asyfaicceptable strategies. ‘Delegate’,
the strategy of passing over the responsibilitsameone else, is considered as a
preferred strategy at its highest in ‘Complaintiroolleagues’, possibly because of
the direct and open nature of the situation. Otrewit is not a much preferred

strategy while Dealing with Peers.

It also reveals that in all the situations comingder Dealing with Peers,
Expert teachers shows a reluctance to comply, atidig an unwillingness to
condone the behaviours of their peers. They are ta&lly against physical or

verbal reactions (retaliate) and avoiding or delgythe actions (avoid).
c) Dealing with Administrators

The main thrust of this section is to examine whaethere exist significant
difference in the extent of preferences of Expegchers for the Seven PDSs while
Dealing with Administrators. There are 2 situationsder Dealing with
Administrators viz. Principal’'s grudge towards teacher (Situation 7) and Division

fall problem (Situation 9).

The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Admsinators followed by

category wise analysis is given below.
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1. Strategies for dealing with Principal’'s grudgewards the teacher

Table 24 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers winndling the situation

Principal’'s grudge towards the teacher (Situatipn 7

Table 24

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs
of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Principal’s Grudgenards the Teacher’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat&omply

Confer  1.31 050 5.75%  5.82% 1245 14509% gl*  18.16%
Delegate 0.57 0.90 (-.01) - 200 9.15%  8.15% 2.90%  8.02*
Consult 0.85 0.69 (46)  (.02) - 9.64*  10.25%* 5B  11.70%*
Retaliate -0.71 1.01 (-43) (31)  (-14) - -1.26 10.35* 135
Avoid  -055 0.83 (-15) (.18)  (-.04)  (.44) - -9%82  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=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 24 reveal that in deahity the situation
‘Principal’s grudge towards the teacher’, Expedcteers prefer the strategies in the
order ‘confer’ (1.31), ‘legislate’ (.91), ‘consulf0.85) and ‘delegate’ (0.57) and tend

to evade the strategies ‘comply’ (-0.95), ‘retiig-0.71) and ‘avoid’ (-0.55). The
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paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Exgachers prefer the strategy
‘confer’ (M=1.31, SD= 0.5) significantly more than the strategies ‘tafie’
(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 ‘avoidM=-0.55,
SD=0.83) [t=2.51,p<.05] but equally with ‘retaliate’N|=-0.71,SD=1.01) {=1.35,

p>.05].

In dealing ‘Principal’s grudge towards the teaché&xpert teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislat&tonsult’ and ‘delegate’; where
‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than thest. Along with they tend to
evade the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘rei@i and ‘avoid’; where the
disagreement with the strategy ‘comply’ is sigrafily higher than ‘avoid’ but

identical with ‘retaliate’.
2. Strategies for dealing with Division fall prole

Table 25 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wialedling the situation ‘Division

fall problem’ (Situation 9).
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Table 25

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert teachers in Dealing ‘Division Fall Prolnke

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat&omply

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** .8@** 11.98**
Consult 1.03 0.73 (.61) (.10) - 8.61*  18.83** ¥+ 13.17**
Retaliate -0.31 1.13 (.10) (.12) (.14) - 6.93* 1.26**  3.65*
Avoid -1.37 052 (-.24) (-.18) (-.34) (.02) - -BB**  -4.59*
Legislate 1.35 0.60 (.43) (.36) (.48) (.16) (-48) - 16.73*

Comply -0.97 077 (-21) (-18) (-34)  (-15)  (.46) (-.33)

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 25 reveal that in dealith ‘Division fall
problem’, Expert teachers prefer the strategi¢benorder ‘legislate’ (1.36), ‘confer’
(1.06) ‘consult’ (1.04) and ‘delegate’ (0.94) aead to ‘avoid’ the strategies ‘avoid’
(-1.37), ‘comply’ (-0.97) and ‘retaliate’ (-0.31Yhe paired comparison of mean
scores reveals that Expert teachers prefer thieegyrdegislate’ M=1.36,SD=0.60)
significantly more than the strategies ‘confevi{1.06,SD=0.70) [=-3.36,p<.01],
‘consult’  (M=1.04, SD=0.73) [=-3.79, p<.01] and ‘delegateN|=0.94, SD=0.9)
[t=-3.80, p<.01]. Further Expert teachers evade the strateypid’ (M=-1.37,
SD=0.52) significantly more than the strategies ‘ctyhgM=-0.97, SD=0.77)

[t=-4.59,p<.01] and ‘retaliate’ {1=0.31,SD=1.13) [=6.93,p<.01].
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In dealing ‘Division fall problem’, Expert teachgpsefer the strategies in the

order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘deleggtwhere ‘legislate’ is preferred

significantly higher than the other preferred &gas. In mean time they tend to

evade the strategies significantly in the ordeoidy ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’.

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Expeeathers in Dealing with

Administrators

Table 26 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value

showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the

Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers whdadling the two situations

coming under Dealing with Administrators.

Table 26

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteiitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing with Administrators

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid  Legislat€omply
Confer 1.18 0.62 - 4. 59* 4.18* 14.59*  23.64** 73 22.68**
Delegate  0.75 0.92 (.07) - -1.89 11.58*  15.54*  7&* 13.76**
Consult 0.94 0.71 (.50) (.08) - 12.92*  18.46* 7B  17.59**
Retaliate  -0.51 1.09 (-.14) (.24) (.04) - 4.07* 5:31**  3.51*
Avoid -0.96 0.80 (-.05) (-.07) (-.20) (.12) - -18*F 0.00
Legislate  1.13 0.74 (.25) (.41) (.40) (.15) (-36) - 18.84**
Comply -0.96 0.82 (-.12) (-.34) (-.29) (-.18) (.07) (-.32) -

Note: N=65df =64

Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs

** denotesp< .01,

* denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 26 reveal that in deahty the situations
coming under the category Dealing with AdministratdExpert teachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.18), ‘legisgfa(1.13), ‘consult’ (0.94), and
‘delegate’ (0.75) and tend to disagree with thatsties ‘avoid’ (-0.96), ‘comply’
(-0.96) and ‘retaliate’ (-0.51). The paired compan of mean scores further reveals
that Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘conf&t=1.18, SD=0.62) significantly
more than the strategies ‘consiM¥$0.94, SD=0.71) [=4.18, p<.01] and
‘delegate’M=0.75, SD=0.92) [=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’ 1=-0.51,SD=1.09) {=4.07,p<.01] and equally with the strategy

‘comply’ (M=-0.96,SD=0.82) =0, p>.05].

While dealing with administrators, Expert teachaefer the strategies in the
order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegdt preferring ‘confer’ significantly
higher than the other preferred strategies exdegisiate’. Along with, they tend to
evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘compiyid ‘retaliate’; where the
disagreement with the strategy ‘avoid’ is signifitg higher than ‘retaliate’ but

almost equal with ‘comply’.

To get a clear picture, visual representationshefgreference for the PDSs
of Expert teachers in specific and in total sitolasi while dealing with

administrators are given below as Figure 8.
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Principal's Grudge Towards the Division Fall Problem
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Dealing with Administrators

Figure 8 Graphical representation of the comparison of tfean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers in 8peand in total situations while
dealing with administrators.
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Discussion of Results

When we consider the category viz. Dealing withmAaistrators, Expert
teachers prefer to ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consuand ‘delegate’ and always tend to

keep away from ‘avoid’, ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’.

‘Confer’ and ’legislate’ are selected as highlycemtable strategies;
indicating that when teachers have to cope up wvgthblems related with
administrators, they consider to engage in pridigeussion with them, explaining
the rationality of the their view and formulatirng following rules for actions.
Asking others to work together for solving the gdesbs (consult) and passing over
the responsibility to someone else (delegate) lae@nsidered as fairly acceptable

strategies.

In all situations, Expert teachers express thegagteement with the
strategies ‘avoid’, ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’ indittag, physically or verbally
reacting, condoning the authority behavior or atiand avoiding or delaying the

actions cannot be considered as the right strategideal with administrators.
d) Dealing with Parents

This section examines whether there exists sianti difference in the
extent of preferences of Expert teachers for the®S&roblem Dealing Strategies to
deal with. There are three situations under Dealiithp Students viz. Complaint
from Parent in PTA Meeting (Situation 1), Parentndeding higher grade (Situation

15) and Complaint raised in Science exhibitionu&ibn 20).
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The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Paseftllowed by category

wise analysis is given below.
1. Strategies for dealing with Complaint from pareim PTA meeting

Table 27 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wiisndling the situation

Complaint from parent in PTA meeting (Situation 1).

Table 27

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extetreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Complaint from ParanPTA Meeting’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateonply

Confer 1.09 .91 - 12.25% 3.88% 12.84% 17.44* 107*  0.00
Delegate -85 .96  (.07) - 724% 16 4.14%  -0.09 -10.50%*
Consult .35 1.15 (-09)  (.21) - 8.31% 12.08* 671 -3.83*
Retaliate -1.14 .93 (-15) (-22)  (.05) - 2.66% .3@*  -11.93*

Avoid  -1.45 61 (-15) (-07)  (.18) (.27) - AT -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=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

In Table 27 the mean scores reveal that in deahith the situation
‘Complaint from parent in PTA meeting’, Expert thacs prefer the strategies in the
order ‘confer’(1.09),’comply’ (1.09), and ‘consuli{0.35) and tend to disagree with

the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.45), ‘retaliate’(-1.14%lelegate’ (-0.85) and ‘legislate’
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(-0.83). The paired comparison of mean scores shioatsExpert teachers prefer the
strategy ‘confer’ M=1.09, SD= 0.91) significantly more than ‘consult’ strategy
(M=0.35, SD=1.15) [=3.88, p<.01]. Their preference for the strategy ‘comply’
(M=1.09,SD= 1.01) is also significantly higher than theirference for the strategy

‘consult’ (M=0.35,SD=0.91) [=-3.83, p<.01]. However Expert teachers disfavour
the strategy ‘avoid’ NI=-1.45, SD=0.61) significantly more than the strategies
‘retaliate’ (M=-1.14, SD=0.93) [=-2.66, p<.01], ‘delegate’ ¥1=-0.85, SD=0.96)

[ t=4.14,p<.01] and ‘legislate’ M1=-.83,SD=1.04) [t=-4.7,p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Complaint from parent in PTA mewggi, Expert teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘coyipand ‘consult’ ; where the
preference for the strategies ‘confer’ and ‘compiy’ significantly higher than
‘consult’. They tend to evade the strategies in trder ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’,
‘delegate’ and ‘legislate’ where the disagreemeot the strategy ‘avoid’ is

significantly higher than the rest.
2. Strategies for dealing with Parent demandinggher grade

Table 28 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers whidladling the situation Parent

demanding higher grade (Situation 15).
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Table 28

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Parent Demanding lt¢igGrade’

Obtainedt value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislatéomply

Confer 1.32 0.50 - 18.46** 7.86* 17.87* 16.10* .Q0* 3.74%*
Delegate -0.77 0.79 (.05) - -6.82%  2.15* 0.45  der* -15.31%
Consult 0.20 0.97 (-.13) (.16) - 9.10** 6.93** -85 -6.36**
Retaliate -1.05 0.74 (-46)  (.07) (.19) - -2.50% 5A7** -16.73*
Avoid -0.83 0.84 (-.24) (.08) (.13) (.62) - -13.27*-14.17*
Legislate 1.15 0.64 (.28) (-.13) (-.03) (-.41) B3 - 0.96

Comply 1.08 048 (42) (-13) (-.07) (-39) (-31) (.37)

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 28 reveal that in dealitiy the situation ‘Parent
demanding higher grade’, Expert teachers prefeisthategies in the order ‘confer’
(1.32), ‘legislate’ (1.15), ‘comply’ (1.08) and ‘neult’ (0.2) and tend to disfavour
the strategies ‘retaliate’ (-1.05), ‘avoid’ (-0.88hd ‘delegate’ (-0.77). The paired
comparison of mean scores reveals that Expert eéesgirefer 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’ strategyNI=0.2,SD=0.97) [t=7.86,p<.01] and ‘legislate’
(M=1.15, SD=0.64) [=2.00, p<.05]. Moreover Expert teachers evade the strategy
‘retaliate’ (M=-1.05, SD=0.74) significantly more than ‘avoidM=-.83, SD=0.84)

[t=2.5,p<.05] and ‘delegate’M|=-0.77,SD=0.79) [=2.15,p<.05].

In dealing ‘Parent demanding higher grade’, Expedchers prefer the

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘cphy’ and ‘consult’ where ‘confer’ is
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preferred significantly higher than other preferstihtegies. They tend to evade the
strategies in the order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’ ancldgate’; where the disagreement for

the strategy ‘retaliate’ is significantly high thavoid’ and ‘delegate’.
3. Strategies for dealing with Complaint raised sgience exhibition

Table 29 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wiisndling the situation

Complaint raised in science exhibition (Situati@).2

Table 29

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extemtreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing ‘Complaint Raise@&mence Exhibition’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateomply

Confer 1.23 046 - B.43%  A77*  17.24%* 21 55%  Br*  4.32%
Delegate  0.03 1.03 (-.05) - 5.74% 583 BOT* BT 4.96%
Consult  0.88 0.63 (.43)  (.03) - 12.80* 17.20*  60. 0.48
Retaliate  -0.77 0.70 (-.26)  (23)  (-.22) - 4.10%* 11:52%%  -12.20%
Avoid 117 055 (-59)  (18)  (-34)  (.23) - -16*46 -16.38*
Legislate 0.94 079 (39)  (-15)  (.33)  (-29) ()17 - 0.88

Comply  0.83 067 (18) (-13)  (28) (-18)  (-29) .1Q) -

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 29 reveal that in deahity the situation
‘Complaint raised in science exhibition’, Experateers prefer the strategies in the
order ‘confer’ (1.23), ‘legislate’ (0.94), ‘consul{0.88), ‘comply’ (0.83) and
‘delegate’(0.03) and tend to keep away from thatsgies ‘avoid’ (-1.17), and
‘retaliate’ (-0.77). The paired comparison of mescores reveals that Expert
teachers prefer the strategy ‘confeM=1.23,SD=0.46) significantly higher than the
strategies ‘legislate’ M=0.94, SD=0.79) [=3.17, p<.01], ‘consult’ (M=0.88,
SD=0.63) [=4.77, p<.01], ‘comply’(M=0.83, SD= 0.67) [=4.32, p<.01] and
‘delegate’M=0.03, SD=1.03) [=8.43, p<.01]. However Expert teachers disfavour
the strategy ‘avoid’ NI=-1.17, SD=0.55) significantly more than the stygte

‘retaliate’ M=-0.77, SD=0.7) [t=4.1p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Complaint raised in science extidn’, Expert teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘légis’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and
‘delegate’ and the preference for the strategy feons significantly higher than
the other preferred strategies. They tend to evadestrategies significantly in the

order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’.

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Expeeathers in Dealing with

Parents

Table 30 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Expert teachers wialedling the situations coming

under Dealing with Parents.
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Table 30

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extetreference for the Seven PDSs

of Expert Teachers in Dealing with Parents

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat@omply

Confer 1.22 0.66 - 2.59* 8.62*  26.58** 31.06** 388* 3.08**
Delegate -0.53 1.01 .04 - -11.42*  514** 719 &@* -15.61**
Consult 0.48 098 -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 A1 .10 14 A1 .20 - -5.54**
Comply 1.00 0.76 .06 -.18 -.02 -.25 -.13 -.03

Note: N=65df =64
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 30 reveal that in dealitiy the three situations
coming under the category Dealing with Parents, efixgeachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.22), ‘compl{.Q0) ‘consult’(0.48) and ‘legislate’
(0.42) and tend to ‘avoid’ the strategies ‘avoidl.(5), ‘retaliate’ (-0.98) and
‘delegate’ (-0.53). The paired comparison of meanres further reveals that
Expert teachers prefer the strategy ‘conféd=0.98,SD=0.64) significantly higher
than the strategies ‘complyM=1.00SD=0.76) {=3.08,p<.01], ‘consult’ M=0.48,
SD=0.98) [=8.62, p<.01] and ‘legislate’ M=0.42, SD=1.22) {=8.38, p<.01]. In
addition Expert teachers disagree with the strategpid’ (M=-1.15, SD=0.72)
significantly more than the strategies ‘retaliae!=-0.98,SD=.81) [=2.65, p<.01]

and ‘delegate’ N1=-0.53,SD=1.01) [=7.19,p<.01].

In Dealing with Parents, Expert teachers give hsghmreference for the

strategies in the order ‘confer, ‘comply’, ‘consuland ‘legislate’ where the
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preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is signifidgirtigher than the other preferred
strategies. They tend to evade the strategiesfisignily in the order ‘avoid’,

‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’.

To get a clear picture, visual representationshefpreference for the PDSs
of Expert teachers in specific and in total sitoiasi while dealing with parents are

given as Figure 9.

Complaint from Parent in PTA Parent Demanding Higher Grade
Meeting

Complaint against Science Exhibition Dealing with Parents
Valuation 15

Figure 9 Graphical representation of the comparison ofntle@n scores of the preference
for the PDSs of Expert teachers in specific andotal situations while dealing with

parents.
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Discussion of Results

When we consider category viz. Dealing with PaerExpert teachers
prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consultnd ‘legislate’ and evade the

strategies ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’.

‘Confer’ is generally selected as the most acdsetatrategy indicating that
when teachers have to cope up with parent relatelolgms, they mostly prefer to
engage in private discussion, explaining the teathlstandpoint. Secondly they go
for ‘comply’, a general willingness to overlook thehavior or actions of parents.
Asking others to work together for solving the gesbs (consult) and formulating
or following rules for actions (legislate) are alsonsidered as fairly acceptable

strategies.

When it comes up with Parents, Expert teachersedmetant to pass over the
responsibility to someone else (delegate). Initllasons, Expert teachers express
their disagreement with the strategies ‘avoid’ aethliate’, indicating avoiding or
delaying the actions and physically or verbally meuing are not the productive

strategies to solve parent related problems.
Summary of the Results

Section | provides a clear picture about the comparof the extent of
preference of the PDSs among Expert teachers wifigpproblem situations and in

total while dealing with students, peers, admiatsirs and parents.
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For a better visualization, a tabular representatibthe preferred and non
preferred PDSs of Expert Teachers in various sdgoatcoming under the four

categories of dealings are given as Figure 10.

S| 5|S|3|E|=|2|2
, Description of the Situation Sleolc|B|2|2|E
No: 8 [oh) o [e5) Z g (@)
0|C|x 4 [ O

1 Stealing tendency of student

Drug mishap
Misunderstanding teacher's relation with
student

Mocking habit of intelligent student
Poverty stricken student

Insult from students

Spontaneous verbal abuse from student
Too much question from student

Sexual abuse at home

10 | Defamation through watsapp messages
Dealing with Students

N

O[N]~ |w

Supervision student teacher

Complaint from colleagues
Irresponsible colleague

Interfering in colleagues decision
Commanding nature of senior colleague
Dealing with Peers

AR |WIN (|-

1 Principal's grudge towards the teacher
2 Division fall Problem
Dealing with Administrators

1 Complaint from parent at PTA Meeting
2 Parent demanding higher grade
3 Complaint raised in Science exhibition

Dealing with Parents ,, v » . ; »
Note: The preferred PDSs range from dark greeretiow and the non preferred PDSs range from
red to orange

Figure 10. Tabular representation of the preferred and nofepeel PDSs of Expert

teachers in various situations coming under the ¢ategories of dealings.
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From Figure 10 it can be concluded that, in all tbar categories of
dealings, ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’ ardet preferred strategies whereas
‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ are the non-preferred stgies. Expert teachers prefer the
strategy confer more or less to the same exterdn HvExpert teachers’ preference
for the strategy legislate falls almost at an edgsl in their dealings with students,
peers and parents, their preference for legisiatdigh while dealings with

administrators.

Meanwhile Expert teachers show category wise diffee in their preference
for the strategies ‘comply’ and ‘delegate’. Thougiomply' is considered as
preferred strategy for dealing with students anekmis; it is considered as a non-
preferred one in dealing with peers and administsat'Delegate’ is a preferred
strategy while dealing with students, peers andimidtrators but a non-preferred

one for dealing with parents.

For getting a better visualization of the significadifference among the
PDSs, the mean scores of Expert teachers’ preferdac PDSs with their
corresponding confidence interval in the four catexs of dealings is given as

Figure 11.
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Confer Legislate Consult

-1.5

B Dealing with Students B Dealing with Peers

Dealing with Administrators B Dealing with Parents

Figure 11. Graphical representation of the mean scores of EExpachers’ category
wise preference for PDSs with their correspondimgpfidence intervals while

dealing with students, peers, administrators amerpa

II. Comparison of Extent of Preferences for the Roblem Dealing Strategies

among Novice Teachers

The problem dealing strategies of Novice teacheesstudied, categorizing
the problematic situations under a) Dealing withd&nts b) Dealing with Peers c)

Dealing with Administrators and d) Dealing with Biats.

a) Dealing with Students

This section examines whether there exists sigmficifference in the extent
of preferences of Novice teachers for the Seveml®mo Dealing Strategies while
Dealing with Students. There are 10 situationgdisinder Dealing with Students in
the order Stealing tendency of student (SituatipnOtug mishap (Situation 4),

Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with studentugdion 6 ), Mocking habit of
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intelligent student (Situation 8), Poverty strinkstudent (Situation 10), Insult from
students (Situation 11), Spontaneous verbal alrose $tudent (Situation 12), Too
many questions from student (Situation 13), Seximise at home (Situation 14)

and Defamation through watsapp messages (Situsfipn

The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Studefallowed by the category

wise analysis is given below.
1. Strategies for dealing with Stealing tendencystfident

Table 31 displays the meaBD, co-efficient of correlation and value
showing the significance of difference in the exteh preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers whaledling ‘Stealing tendency of

student’(Situation 2).

Table 31

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of ExtenPraferences for the Seven

PDSs of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Stealing Tengder Students’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateonly

Confer 0.64 1.09 - 3.14* 2.70*  26.36** 28.70** 28* 19.48**
Delegate 0.44 1.12 (.38) - 0.04 2311  27.03** D1 16.95*
Consult  0.44 1.14 (.15) (.27) - 22.10 25.73* 0.1 16.32*
Retaliate  -1.16 0.90 (.13) (.13) (.07) - 5.25* 20~ -5.10**

Avoid  -1.43  0.83  (-.26) (.09) (.02) (.36) - -25.14* -9.83**
Legislate  0.43 112 (-11)  (-11) (-.01) (-11) 06) - 15.32%
Comply  -0.85 1.04 (.04) (.07) (.02) (.27) (.28) 12) -

Note: N=374df =373

Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01,

* denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 31 reveal that in deality the situation
‘Stealing tendency of student’, Novice teachersfqr the strategies in the order
confer (0.64), delegate (0.44), ‘consult’ (0.44nhddlegislate’ (0.43) and tend to
disfavour the strategies avoid (-1.43), retaligt®.16) and ‘comply’ (-0.85). The
paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Bdeiachers prefer the strategy
‘confer’ (M=0.64, SD=1.09) significantly higher than the strategies edate
(M=0.63, SD=0.91) }[=3.14, p<.01] ‘consult’ M=0.44, SD=1.14) [=2.70, p<.01]
and ‘legislate’ 1=0.43, SD=1.12) [=-2.48, p<.05]. Moreover Novice teachers
disagree with the strategy ‘avoid¥E-1.43, SD=0.83) significantly more than the
strategies ‘retaliate’M=-1.16,SD=0.90) [t=5.25, p<.01] and ‘comply’ \1=-0.85,

SD=1.04) [t=-9.83,p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Stealing tendency of student’, Nme teachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer, ‘delegate’, ‘calts and ‘legislate’; though
‘legislate’ is preferred to a significantly lesstent, p<.05. At the same time they

evade the strategies significantly in the ordeoidy ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’.
2. Strategies for dealing with ‘Drug mishap’

Table 32 displays the me&M), co-efficient of correlation anttvalue
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers whdadling the situation ‘Drug

mishap’ (Situation 4).
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Table 32

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extereference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Drug Mishap’

Obtainedt value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateonly

Confer 121 0.88 - 6.66**  7.90* 31.21* 41.90** Bl** 25.84*
Delegate 0.76 1.04 (.10) - 1.20 22.78* 33.10* 82* 19.62**
Consult 0.68 0.97 (.03) (.18) - 23.64* 36.46** -63** 19.77*
Retaliate -0.97 0.89 (-.18)  (-.16)  (-.07) - 11.89*38.83**  -2.14*

Avoid -160 0.72 (-.31) (-.20) (-.01) (:22) - 5@ -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=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 32 reveal that in dealitiy the situation ‘Drug
mishap’ Novice teachers prefer the strategiehénarder ‘legislate’ (1.50), confer
(1.21), delegate (0.76) and ‘consult’ (0.68) anaddtéo avoid the strategies avoid
(-1.60), retaliate (-0.97) and ‘comply’ (-0.83). &tpaired comparison of mean
scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer theegirdegislate’ M=1.50,SD=0.73)
significantly more than the strategies ‘confevi<1.21,SD=0.88) [ £-5.81,p<.01],
‘delegate’ M=0.76,SD=1.04)[ t=-12.85,p<.01] and ‘consult’ 1=0.68, SD=0.97)

[ t=-13.67,p<.01]. However Novice teachers disagree with tirategy ‘avoid’

(M= -1.60, SD=0.72) significantly more than the strategies fiata’ (M=-0.97,

SD=0.89) [11.89,p<.01] and ‘comply’ 1=-0.83,SD=1.15) [t=-12.54,p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Drug mishap’, Novice teachers grethe strategies in the

order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consulwhere ‘legislate’ is preferred
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significantly higher than others. At the same tithey tend to evade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ aridomply’.
3. Strategies for dealing with Misunderstanding tger’s relation with student

Table 33 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extef preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers wibndling the situation

‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with studd€Bituation 6).

Table 33
Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extetreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Misunderstanding drea’s Relation with Student’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD
Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateomply

Confer  1.14 071 - 14.69* 16.00% 37.12* 3539% 0.84  24.58*
Delegate 0.14 1.17 (.09) - 1.20  19.69% 17.66* A@* 8.38*
Consult  0.07 1.13 (.06)  (.45) - 18.47%  17.11% DA%  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 -059 1.16 (.00) (-05)  (.00)  (-~02)  (.02) .04 -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 33 reveal that in dgahith the situation
‘Misunderstanding teacher’'s relation with studeiobvice teachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer (1.14),'legisldfel0), ‘delegate’ (0.14), and

‘consult’ (0.07) and tend to avoid the strategresdliate’ (-1.23) , ‘avoid’ (-1.10)
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and ‘comply’ (-0.59). The paired comparison of memores reveal that Novice
teachers prefer the strategy ‘confévi<1.14,SD=0.71) significantly higher than the
strategies ‘delegateM=0.14, SD=1.17) [=14.69,p<.01] and ‘consult’ M=0.07,
SD=1.13)f=16.00, p<.01] but equally with the strategy °‘legislateM£1.10,
SD=0.86) t=0.84, p>.05]. However Novice teachers avoid the strategyaliate’
(M=-1.23, SD=0.89) significantly more than the strategies ‘avo{M=-1.10,

SD=0.87) }=-2.74,p<.01] and ‘comply’ ¥=-0.59,SD=1.16) [t=-8.35,p<.01].

In dealing ‘Misunderstanding teacher’s relation hwistudent’, Novice
teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘cgnfegislate’,” delegate’ and
‘consult’; where ‘confer’ shows a significant difemce from the rest of the
preferred strategies except ‘legislate’. In the méae they tend to evade the

strategy ‘retaliate’ significantly more than ‘avbahd ‘comply’.
4. Strategies for dealing with Mocking habit of ielligent student

Table 34 displays the meaD, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers winbndling the situation

‘Mocking habit of intelligent student’ (Situatior).8
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Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Mocking Habit ofdiigent Student’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate  Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate omply
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*  89*  30.40*
Retaliate  -0.70 097 (-.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) -.2B)

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs

** denotesp< .01,

* denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 34 show that in dealinth whe situation

‘Mocking habit of intelligent student’ Novice teamis prefer the strategies in the

order ‘confer’ (1.40), ‘legislate’ (0.98) and ‘cant (0.62) and tend to avoid the

strategies ‘comply’(-1.47), ‘retaliate’ (-0.70fj€legate’ (-0.55) and ‘avoid’ (-0.34).

The paired comparison of mean scores exhibit thatidé teachers prefer the

strategy ‘confer M=1.40, SD=0.72) significantly more than the strategies

‘legislate’ M=0.98, SD=0.79) [=8.67, p<.01] and ‘consult’ 1=0.62, SD=0.97)

[t=12.99,p<.01]. In addition Novice teachers tend to avoid #trategy ‘comply’

(M=-1.47, SD=0.82) significantly more than the strategies fiata’ (M=-0.70,

SD=0.97)[ t=13.04, p<.01] ‘delegate’ ¥1=-0.55, SD=1.02) }=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, Wee teachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ anmbhsult’; where ‘confer’ exhibits a
significant difference with the strategies ‘legtefaand ‘consult’. They tend to evade

the strategies in the order ‘comply’, ‘retaliatefelegate’ and ‘avoid'.

5. Strategies for dealing with Poverty stricken dant

Table 35 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers whiliedling the situation Poverty

stricken student (Situation 10).

Table 35

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteiftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Poverty Strickendgstt’

Obtainedt value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD
Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat8omply

Confer ~ 1.28 0.69 -  26.24* 9.38% 38.32% 36.64** 82 6.02%
Delegate -0.56 1.10 (-.11) - -10.85%  12.65%*  8.91* -23.90%* -18.71*
Consult 075 0.95 (.15)  (.22) - 30.05% 27.74* g@»  .2.88%
Retaliate -1.31 0.90 (-34)  (.36) (-.03) - -2.49* 35:81%*  -30.95**
Avoid  -1.17 091 (-09)  (.15) (-.04) (.29) - -36472 -28.08*
Legislate 1.26 0.77 (.38)  (-.24) (.16) (-38) ()16 - 5.43%

Comply 094 099 (21) (-11) (.16) (-10)  (-17) .18) -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 35 reveal that in deahity the situation

‘Poverty stricken student’, Novice teachers préifer strategies in the order ‘confer’
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(1.28), ‘legislate’ (1.26), ‘comply’ (0.94) and ‘neult’ (0.75) but tend to avoid the
strategies ‘retaliate (-1.13), ‘avoid’ ( -1.17) adélegate (-0.56). Further paired
comparison of mean scores reveals that Novice éeagirefer the strategy ‘confer’
(M=1.28, SD=0.69) significantly more than the strategies ‘ctyhpgM=0.94,
SD=0.99) [t=6.02, p<.01] and ‘consult’ M=0.75, SD=0.95) [=9.38, p<.01] but
equally with the strategy ‘legislateME1.26,SD=0.77) [t= 0.32p>.05]. Moreover
Novice teachers evade the strategy ‘retaliadM={1.31, SD=0.90) significantly
more than the strategy ‘delegat®<-0.56,SD=1.10) {=12.65,p<.01) and ‘avoid’

(M=-1.17,SD=0.91) [t=-2.49,p<.05].

In dealing ‘Poverty stricken student’, Novice teaxshprefer the strategies in
the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, comply and ‘consulwhere ‘confer’ is preferred
significantly higher than ‘comply ‘and ‘consult’ ubalmost equal with ‘legislate’.
Novice teachers try to evade the strategies inadttuer ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’, and
‘delegate’; where they disfavour ‘retaliate’ sigo#é&ntly more than ‘delegate’ and
‘avoid’.

6. Strategies for dealing with Insult from students

Table 36 displays the measD, co-efficient of correlation and-value

showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the

Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers whdadling the situation Insult

from students (Situation 11).
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Table 36

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Insult from Studénts

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislate onply
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** .08* -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% | ZB*  -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 076 1.02 (-.10) (-.28) (-.25) (.00) (23)  -.08)

Note: N=374df =373

Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 36 reveal that in deailiitiy the situation ‘Insult

from students’, Novice teachers prefer the stratem the order ‘confer’ (0.79) and

‘comply’ (0.76) and tend to evade the strategietaliate’ (-0.66), delegate (-0.54)

‘legislate’ (-0.39), ‘avoid’(-0.28) and ‘consult-@.15).The paired comparison of

mean scores reveals that Novice teachers preferstiiagegy ‘conferi=0.79,

SD=

.90) equally with the strategy ‘comply’ ( M=0,786D=1.02) [t=.33, p>.05]. In

addition Novice teachers evade the strategy ‘wdtli (M=-0.66, SD=1.00)

significantly more than the strategies ‘legislaé.39,SD=1.10)[ t=-3.77, p<.01],

‘avoid’ (M=-0.28,SD=1.05) [t=-5.20, p<.01] and ‘consultM£-0.15, SD=1.05)

[t=7.83, p<.01] but equally with the strategy ‘dgdte’ (M=-0.54, SD=1.07)

[t=1.76, p>.05] .
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In dealing ‘Insult from students’, Novice teachgueefer the strategies
‘confer’ and ‘comply’ equally whereas tend to kempay from the strategies in the

order ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’, ‘legislate’, ‘avoidind ‘consult’.
7. Strategies for dealing with Spontaneous Veridduse from Student

Table 37 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers winbndling the situation

‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’ (Situat@n

Table 37

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing ‘Spontaneous Verlmais&é from Student’

PDS Mean SD

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

Confer Delegate  Consult Retaliate Avoid  Legislateomply

Confer 1.23 071 - 27.06%  17.31** 35.69*  33.65% 4.33*  16.85%
Delegate  -0.70 1.08  (-.16) - -11.64%  7.59%  505% -2419%  -10.50**
Consult 001 111 (-07)  (A41) - 17.40%  15.14** 4F1%*  -2.00*
Retaliate  -1.15 0.87 (-33)  (.32) (.16) - -2.91%* 32:87*  -18.20**
Avoid -1.02 092  (-.25) (.27) (17) (.50) - -29.96* -15.98%
Legislate ~ 1.03 076  (26)  (-.11) (.01) (-.24) (323 - 13.91%
Comply 0.17 1.04 (08)  (-16) (-.07) (-.08) (-.08) (.15) -

Note: N=374df =373

Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 37 reveals that in dgaliith the situation
‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from student’, Novieelters prefer the strategies in
the order confer (1.23), ‘legislate’ (1.03), ‘coryip(0.17) and ‘consult’ (0.01) and

tend to avoid the strategies ‘retaliate’ (-1.1%\oid” (-1.02), and ‘delegate’
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(-0.70). The paired comparison of mean scores lewhat Novice teachers prefer
the strategy ‘confer’ NI=1.23, SD=0.71) significantly more than the strategies
‘legislate’ (M=1.03SD=0.76)f=4.33, p<.01], ‘comply’ M=0.17SD=1.04)
[t=16.85, p<.01] and ‘consult’ M=0.01S5D=1.11) {=17.31, p<.01]. Moreover
Novice teachers disfavour the strategy ‘retalighé=-1.15, SD=0.87) significantly
more than the strategy ‘avoidE-1.02,SD=0.92) [=-2.91,p<.01] and ‘delegate’

(M=-0.70,SD=1.08) [t=7.59,p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from estiticd Novice teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘ldgie’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’;
preference for ‘confer’ is significantly higheratt all the other preferred strategies.
Along with they tend to evade the strategies sigaiftly in the order ‘retaliate’,

‘avoid’, and ‘delegate’.

8. Strategies for dealing with Too many questiomgri student

Table 38 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers whdadling the situation ‘Too

many questions from student’ (Situation 13).
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Table 38

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Too many Quesifrom Student’

Obtained t value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat&omply

Confer 0.80 0.81 - 20.34*  5.88*  18.49** 25.12* (0173** 5.57*
Delegate -0.59 1.08 (.06) - -15.12**  -0.55 .2®* -7.43* -13.89*
Consult 0.45 1.03 (.24 (:22) - 13.15** 19.54** 60 0.37
Retaliate -0.55 1.08 (-.08)  (.26) (.04) - 6.47* .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 042 0.96 (-09)  (.08) (-16)  (-09)  (.00) -.1p)

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 38 reveal that in dealitiy the situation “Too
many questions from student’, Novice teachersfeprihe strategies in the order
confer (0.80), ‘consult’ (0.45), ‘comply’ (0.42) arlegislate (0.00) and tend to
avoid the strategies avoid (-0.92), delegate §0.tetaliate (-0.55). Further paired
comparison of mean scores depicts that Novice eragbrefer the strategy ‘confer’
(M=0.80SD=.0.81) significantly more than the strategies ‘wdti
(M=0.45SD=1.03) [=5.88, p<.01],‘comply’ (M=0.42SD=0.96) [=5.57, p<.01]
and ‘legislate’ =0,SD=1.20) [t=10.73, p<.01]. Besides Novice teaslevade the
strategy ‘avoid’ M=-0.92, SD=0.98) significantly more than the strategies
‘delegate’ M=-0.59,SD=1.08) [=5.25,p<.01] and ‘retaliate’ ¥=-0.55S5D=1.08, )

[t=6.47,p<.01].
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In dealing with “Too many questions from studeigvice teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult'ofaply’ and legislate; where ‘confer’
is preferred significantly higher than other prefer strategies. In mean time they
tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avodlegate’, ‘retaliate’; where the

disapproval for ‘avoid’ is significantly higherdh ‘delegate’ and ‘retaliate’.
9. Strategies for dealing with Sexual abuse at home

Table 39 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers windiedling the situation ‘Sexual

abuse at home’ ( Situation 14).

Table 39
Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice teachers in dealing with ‘Sexual AbusE@mne’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD
Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislaomply

Confer 134 078 - 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* B  -9.17*

Retaliate -0.66 1.04 (-11)  (.04)  (-.02) - 9.30%* 12:72%  -27.07**
Avoid  -133 097 (-27) (12) (11) (.07) - -22.34* -36.61*
Legislate 0.34 1.10 (11)  (.28) (13)  (-.01)  (03) - -14.08*

Comply 1.24 076 (50)  (10)  (-01)  (-11) (-21) .19 -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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In Table 39 the mean scores reveal that in dealitiythe situation ‘Sexual
abuse at home’, Novice teachers prefer the siemtag the order confer (1.34),
‘comply’ (1.24), ‘consult’(0.62) delegate (0.35)d ‘legislate’ (0.34) and tend to
avoid the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.33) and retali@®66). The paired comparison of
mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prefer dtrategy ‘confer’
(M=1.345D=0.78) significantly higher than the strategies mgby’
(M=1.24SD=0.76)t=2.61, p<.01], ‘consult’ (M=0.62SD=1.05) [=10.93, p<.01],
‘delegate’M=0.35SD=1.11) [=14.41p<.01] and ‘legislate’ M=0.34SD=1.10)
[t=15.17, p<.01]. Moreover Novice teachers disagree with thategy ‘avoid’
(M=-1.33, SD=0.97) significantly more than the strategy ‘rettdi (M=-0.66,

SD=1.04) }=28.29,p<.01].

While dealing with the situation ‘Sexual abuse atnle’, Novice teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer, ‘coyipl‘consult’, ‘delegate’ and
legislate ; where ‘confer’ is preferred significgnhigher than other preferred
strategies. They tend to evade the strategiesfisignily in the order ‘avoid’ and

‘retaliate’.

10. Strategies for dealing with Defamation throughatsapp Message

Table 40 displays the meagD, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers winbndling the situation

‘Defamation through watsapp messages’ (Situat@®n 1



Zlm@m 156

Table 40

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extereference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Defamation tgh Watsapp Messages’

Obtained t value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateonply

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** .9B** 8.48*
Retaliate -0.63 1.04  (.04) (.39) (.24) - 8.02* @6  -1.42
Avoid -1.12 0.93 (-.16) (.20) (.10) (.28) - -27.80* -9.23**
Legislate 0.84 0.96 (.19) (.08) (-.03) (.08) (-.05) - 15.44*
Comply -051 1.27 (-16)  (.00) (-.07) (.05) (.36) -.1B)

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores reveal in Table 40 that in deahity the situation
‘Defamation through watsapp messages’. Novice @acprefer the strategies in the
order confer (1.07), ‘legislate’ (0.84) and ‘corti5ul0.24) and disfavour the
strategies avoid (-1.12), retaliate (-0.63), ‘coypt0.51) and delegate (-0.37).
Further paired comparison of mean scores revealsNbvice teachers prefer the
strategy ‘confer’ 1=1.07,SD=.86) significantly more than the strategies ‘léajis
(M=0.84, SD=0.96) [t=3.73,p<.01] and ‘consult’ 1=0.24, SD=1.06) [t=11.44,
p<.01]. Moreover Novice teachers disagree with thrategy ‘avoid’ M=-1.12,
SD=0.93) significantly more than the strategies fiata’ (M=-0.63, SD=1.04)
[t=8.02, p<.01], ‘comply’ (M=-0.51, SD=1.27) [=-9.23, p<.01] and ‘delegate’

(M=-0.37,SD=1.08) }=11.24,p<.01].
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In dealing with the situation ‘Defamation throughatsapp messages’,
Novice teachers’ preference for the strategien ihe order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and
‘consult’; where ‘confer’ shows significantly highgreference than rest of the
preferred strategies. Whereas Novice teachers tendevade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, Gamply’ and delegate.

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Noviaadhers in Dealing with

Students

Table 41 displays the mea®D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers enwhole 10 situations clubbed
under Dealing with students.

Table 41

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with Students

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD
Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateomply

Confer  1.09 0.86 -  53.23* 33.43* 88.75% 00.71* 18.20%  44.25*
Delegate -0.16 1.20 (.05) - -24.52%  31.46% 32.98%-34.21**  -2.08%*
Consult 037 1.09 (11)  (.32) - 55.23% 57.20% -18%  15.40%
Retaliate -0.90 1.00 (-.09)  (.15) (.09) - 6.36* 2.82* -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 -007 134 (-02) (-08)  (-05) (.04) (07) (-.16) -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 41 reveal that in dealiitly the 10 situations
coming under the category Dealing with Studentsyitd teachers prefer the
strategies in the order confer (1.10), ‘legisld®62) and ‘consult’ (0.60) and tend
to disfavour the strategies avoid (-1.03), retali&t0.90), ‘delegate’ (-0.16) and
‘comply’(-0.07) . The paired comparison of mean resoreveals that Novice
teachers prefer the strategy ‘confévi{1.09,SD=0.86) significantly more than the
strategies ‘legislate’ M=0.70, SD=1.11) [=18.20, p<.01], ‘consult’ M=0.37,
SD=1.09) [=33.43, p<.01]. However Novice teachers evade the strategpid’
(M=-1.03, SD=1.02) significantly higher than the strategiesdliate’ (M=-0.90,
SD=1.00) [=6.36, p<.01], ‘delegate’ M=-0.16, SD=1.20) [=32.98,p<.01], and

‘comply’(M=-0.90SD=1.00) [t=6.36,p<.01].

While dealing the situations under Dealing with d&gts, Novice teachers’
preference for the strategy ‘confer’, shows sigaifitly high difference from the rest
of the preferred strategies ‘legislate’ and ‘cotiséit the same time they evade the

strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘afiaite’ ‘delegate’ and ‘comply’.

To get a clear picture, visual representationshef mean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in §ipeand in total situations while

dealing with students are given as Figure 12.
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Figure 12 Graphical representation of the comparison of rttean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in ipeand in total situations while

dealing with students.
Discussion of Results

A strategy wise analysis of the results shows Wiate Dealing with Students,
Novice teachers prefer to ‘confer’, ‘consult’ alegjislate and always tend to keep

away from ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘cqty’.

‘Confer’ is generally selected as the most accdptatrategy indicating that
when teachers have to cope up with student refatggslems, they consider the best
way is to engage in private discussion with thelsiis, explaining the rationality of
the their point of view. Formulating or followingiles for actions (legislate) is

considered as a fairly acceptable strategy. As@thgrs to work together for solving
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the problems (consult) is also considered as aepaable strategy though to a less

extent.

It is found that in situations, where students sewipless (as in Poverty
stricken Inattentive student and Student suffegegual abuse at home), teachers
show a tendency to ‘comply’; going for actions wharctively excuse the behaviour

of students.

‘Delegate’, the strategy of passing over the raspmlity to someone else, is
considered as a preferred strategy only in seraomgs complicated situations like
‘Stealing Tendency of Student’, ‘Drug mishap’, ‘Misderstanding Teacher

Relationship’ and ‘Sexual Abuse at Home'.

In all situations, Novice teachers express theaglieement with the strategies
‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’, indicating physically orevbally punishing the students and
avoiding or delaying the actions are not the faligtrategies to solve student related

problems.
b) Dealing with Peers

This section examines whether there exist sigmficéfference in the extent
of preferences of Novice teachers for the SevensPbl§ile Dealing with Peers.
There are 5 situations listed under Dealing witlerBen the order Supervision of
student teacher (Situation 3), Complaint from @ulees (Situation 5), Irresponsible
colleague (Situation 17), Interfering in colleagadecision (Situation 18) and

Commanding nature of senior colleague (Situation 19
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The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Peartofved by category wise

analysis is given below.

1. Strategies for dealing with Supervision of sturdéeacher

Table 42 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers wibndling the situation

Supervision of student teacher (Situation 3).

Table 42

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteiftreference for the Seven PDSs
of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Supervisiorsaident Teacher’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislaomply

Confer ~ 1.10 094 - 18.97*  20.67* 27.09% 38.79% 8.31%  18.53*
Delegate -0.30 1.16 (.08) - 149  8.90* 18.01* 42~  0.19
Consult -0.41 1.08 (.02)  (.23) - 7.27%  17.27% 48 -1.19
Retaliate -0.98 1.13 (-.02)  (.19) (.07) - 8.20% 5.Q2%  -7.74%
Avoid  -150 0.78 (-13)  (.17) (.16) (.23) - -23.93* -17.19*
Legislate 0.39 1.29 (-08) (-.08)  (.06)  (-.05)  8)0 - 8.31%

Comply -0.32 1.17 (02)  (.01) (14)  (-02) (1) 1M -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores shows that in dealing with thein ‘Problem related
with supervision of student teacher’, Novice teash prefer the strategies in the
order confer (1.10) and ‘legislate’ (0.39) and tdndavoid the strategies avoid
(-1.50), retaliate (-0.98) and ‘consult’ (-0.419naply (-0.32) and ‘delegate’ ( -0.30).

Further paired comparison of mean scores revealsNbvice teachers prefer the
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strategy ‘confer’ =1.02, SD=.74) significantly more than ‘legislateM&0.39,
SD=1.29) [=8.31, p<.01]. Besides Novice teachers evade the strategpid’
(M=-1.50, SD=0.78) significantly more than the strategies ‘iata’ [(M=-0.98,
SD=1.13) [=8.29,p<.01], ‘consult’ M=-0.41SD=1.08) [=17.27,p<.01], ‘comply’
(M=-0.32SD=1.17) }=-17.19,p<.01] and ‘delegate’|=-0.30SD=1.16) }=18.01,

p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Supervision of student teachergvite teachers prefer the
strategies ‘confer’ significantly higher than ‘lsizite’. They tend to evade the
strategies significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘aéiite’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and

‘delegate’.
2. Strategies for dealing with Complaint from codlgues

Table 43 displays the mea§sD, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers winbndling the situation

Complaint from colleagues (Situation 5).
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Table 43

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extereference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Complaint fr@ulleagues’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legisla@omply

Confer ~ 1.07 084 - 5.78%  6.68% 2504 2450 Q9%  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% 38x  11.28%
Retaliate -0.62 1.01 (.02)  (.09) (.05) - 0.81 -BB'0 -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=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 43 reveal that in dealty the situation
‘Complaint from colleagues’, Novice teachers prefiee strategies in the order
‘delegate’ (1.33), ‘confer’ (1.07), legislate’ (89 and ‘consult’ (0.64) and tend to
avoid the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.66), ‘retaliate0.62) and ‘comply’ (-0.19). The
paired comparison of mean scores reveal that Na@aehers prefer the strategy
‘delegate’ M=1.33, SD=0.84) significantly more than the strategies ‘@hf
(M=1.07,SD=0.84) [=-5.78,p<.01], ‘legislate’ M=0.98SD=0.80) [=7.67,p<.01],
and ‘consult M=0.64SD=0.99)f=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) }=-5.60, p<.01] but equally with the

strategy ‘retaliate’1=-0.62,SD=1.01) [=0.81,p>.05].

In dealing with ‘Complaint from colleagues’, Novideachers prefer the

strategies ‘delegate’, ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and oftsult’; opting ‘delegate’
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significantly higher than the rest. They tend teade the strategies ‘avoid’

significantly higher than comply but equally wittetaliate’.

3. Strategies for dealing with Irresponsible collgae

Table 44 displays the mea®D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers wibndling the situation

Irresponsible colleague (Situation 17).

Table 44

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Irresponsibleligague’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legisla@omply

Confer 095 085 - 9.43%  10.95%* 28.20% 29.99% 6.08%*  12.85%
Delegate 0.28 1.05 (-.05) - 0.76  18.77* 20.47* 4A7**  3.50%
Consult 023 1.03 (.08)  (.22) - 18.65** 19.68* -97*  3.08**
Retaliate -1.06 0.93 (-.21)  (.02) (.06) - 0.06  3BB* -15.24*
Avoid  -1.07 086 (-16)  (.12) (.10) (.47) - -35.34* -16.85**
Legislate 1.28 0.83 (22) (-04) (-07) (-07) )1 - 17.79%

Comply 0.00 1.07 (-10) (-.01)  (.06) (.10) (22) .06) -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 44 reveal that in deahity the situation
‘Irresponsible colleague’, Novice teachers prefke strategies in the order
‘legislate’ (1.28), confer (0.95), delegate (0.28)d ‘consult’ (0.23) and tend to

avoid the strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.07) and ‘retaligt&.06). Further paired comparison
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of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers prifer strategy ‘legislate’
(M=1.28SD=0.83) significantly more than the strategies ‘@vifM=.95SD=0.85)
[t=-6.08, p<.01], ‘delegate’ K=0.28SD=1.05) f=-14.27, p<.01] and ‘consult’
(M=0.23SD=1.03) [=-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 ‘retaliateM=-1.06, SD=0.93) [=0.06,

p>.05].

In dealing with ‘Irresponsible colleague’, ‘legitda strategy is preferred
significantly more than the strategies ‘confer’elegate’ and ‘consult’ ; however

their disagreement with the strategies ‘avoid’ aathliate’ is identical.
4. Strategies for dealing with Interfering in colégues decision

Table 45 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers winbndling the situation

‘Interfering in colleague’s decision’ (Situation)18
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Table 45

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extereference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘InterferingQolleagues Decision’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legisla@omply

Confer 091 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** 2335 7.68**
Retaliate -0.64 1.01 (-.17)  (.18) (.02) - 3.20% 8@ -2.88%
Avoid -0.82 0.98 (-.18) (.24) (.05) (-39) - -11.34* -6.24**
Legislate -0.10 1.14 (-.20) (.04) (-.03) (.27) 0.34 - 5.13**
Comply  -0.46 1.01 (-18)  (.15) (.11) (.33) (37) 223

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores reveal that in dealing with theasdn ‘Interfering in
colleagues decision’, Novice teachers prefer tmatesjies in the order ‘confer
(0.91) and ‘consult’ (0.09) and tend to evade thategies ‘avoid’ (-0.82), ‘retaliate’
(-0.64) , ‘comply’ (-0.46), delegate (-0.36) antkgislate’ (-0.10). Further
paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Haeachers prefer the strategy
‘confer’ (M=0.9SD=0.64) significantly higher than the strategy ‘coltis
(M=0.095D=1.07) [t=12.97,p<.01].Moreover Novice teachers evade the strategy
‘avoid’ (M=-0.82SD=0.98) significantly more than the strategies fiate’
(M=-0.64SD=1.01) [=3.29,p<.01], ‘comply’ (M=-0.46SD=1.01) f=-6.24,p<.01],
‘delegate’ M=-0.365D=1.13) [t=6.96, p<.01] and ‘legislate¥1=-0.10SD=1.14)

[ t=-11.34,p<.01].
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Novice teachers’ preference for the PDSs in ‘letenfy in colleagues
decision’ shows that ‘confer’ is preferred sigrdgiintly higher than the ‘consult’. At
the same time they tend to evade the strategy dawignificantly more than

‘retaliate’, ‘comply’, ‘delegate and ‘legislate’.
5. Strategies for dealing with Commanding nature s#nior colleague

Table 46 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers wibndling the situation

‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’ ( Situatl®).

Table 46
Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Commanding Matof Senior Colleague’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislaomply

Confer 0.99 0.76 - 9.37*  5.09** 20.12** 29.08* 236** 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** §8** 14.29*
Retaliate -0.37 1.01 (-.07)  (.25) (-.10) - 6.72** .83  0.41
Avoid -0.83 0.92 (-.04)  (.07) (-.05) (.05) - -4.31* -6.90%*
Legislate -0.55 1.01 (.03) (.22) (.00) (.29) (.19) - -2.10*

Comply -040 1.04 (-25)  (05)  (-14) (.07) (23) .12 -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 46 reveal that in dealinly the situation
‘Commanding nature of senior colleague’, Noviceckemas prefer the strategies in

the order ‘confer (0.99), ‘consult’ (0.69) andlelgate (0.36) and tend to avoid the



Zlm@m 169

strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.83), ‘legislate’ (-0.55¢¢mply’ (-0.40) and retaliate (-0.37).
The paired comparison of mean scores reveals tloaictl teachers prefer the
strategy ‘confer’ 1=0.99,SD=0.76) significantly more than the strategies ‘adtis
(M=0.69,SD=0.91) [=5.09,p<.01], ‘delegate’ M1=0.36 SD=1.06) [=9.37,p<.01].
In addition Novice teachers evade the strategy ithvgM=-0.83, SD=0.92)
significantly more than the strategies ‘legisla{®=-0.55, SD=1.01) [=-4.51,
p<.01], ‘comply’ (M=-0.40, SD=1.04) [=-6.90, p<.01] and ‘retaliate’

(M=-0.37,SD=1.01) [t=1.72,p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Commanding nature of senior caljea’, Novice teachers
prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘dgi¢e’; preferring ‘confer’
significantly higher than the rest. Further theydéo disagree with the strategies in

the order ‘avoid’, ‘legislate’, ‘comply ‘and ‘retalte’.

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Noviceathers in Dealing with

Peers

Table 47 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers whdedling the five situations

coming under Dealing with Peers.
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Table 47

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extereference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with Peers

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat@omply

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** TB*  14.63*
Consult 0.25 1.09 (.05) (:33) - 29.22* 39.21** Q93**  15.06**
Retaliate -0.73 1.05 (-.08)  (.16) (.08) - 9.04** 0:25** -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=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 47 reveal that in dealititythe 5 situations coming
under the category Dealing with Peers, Novice teecprefer the strategies in the
order ‘confer’ (1.00), ‘legislate’ (0.40), ‘delegat(0.26) and ‘consult’ (0.25) and
tend to avoid the strategies ‘avoid’ (-0.98), ‘tieti®’ (-0.73) and ‘comply’ (-0.27).
The comparison of mean scores further reveals Nwtice teachers prefer the
strategy ‘confer’ 1=1.00SD=0.82) significantly more than the strategies ‘tafie’
(M=0.40SD=1.23) [=18.16, p<.01], ‘delegate’ M=0.26SD=1.20) [=22.83,
p<.01] and ‘consult’ M=0.25, SD=1.09) [=24.64, p<.01]. In addition Novice
teachers evade the strategy ‘avoibl<-0.98,SD=0.96) significantly more than
the ‘retaliate’ M=-0.735D=1.05) [=9.04, p<.01] and ‘comply’ =-0.27,

SD=1.09) [t=-22.36,p<.01] strategies.
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In Dealing with Peers, Novice teachers give highesference for the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘dghte’ and ‘consult’; preferring
‘confer’ significantly higher than the rest of tipeeferred strategies. At the same
time they tend to evade the strategies signifigamtithe order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’

and ‘comply’.

To get a clear picture, visual representations haf mmean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in ipeand in total situations while

dealing with peers are given as Figure 13.
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Supervision of Student Teacher Complaint from Colleagues

Irresponsible Colleague Interfering in Colleagues
Decision

Commanding Nature of Senior Dealing with Peers
Colleague

=
i
|

1.5 +

Figure 13 Graphical representation of the comparison of rttemn scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in ipead in total situations while
dealing with peers.
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Discussion of Results

A strategy wise analysis of the results shows Wiate Dealing with Peers,
Novice teachers prefer to ‘confer’, ‘legislat€onsult’, and ‘delegate’ and tend to

keep away from ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’.

Here Novice teachers mostly opt to ‘confer’, tm&ge in private discussion
with them and explaining the rationality of theioipt of view. Formulating or
following rules for actions (legislate) is also satered as a fairly accepted strategy.
Asking others to work together for solving the gdesbs (consult) and passing over

the responsibility to someone else ‘delegate’ also preferred to a lesser extent.

It also reveals that in all the situations comingder Dealing with Peers,
Novice teachers are totally against avoiding orayiely the actions (avoid) and
physical or verbal reactions (retaliate). They admw a reluctance to comply,

indicating an unwillingness to condone the bahawai their peers.
c) Dealing with Administrators

The main thrust of this section is to examine wlethere exist significant
difference in the extent of preferences of Noveachers for the Seven PDSs while
dealing with the situations coming under DealinghwAdministrators. There are 2
situations listed under Dealing with Administratansthe order Principal’'s Grudge

towards the Teacher (Situation 7) and Division Patiblem (Situation 9).

The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Admtragors followed by

category wise analysis is given below.
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1. Strategies for dealing with Principal’s grudgewards the teacher

Table 48 displays the meaD, co-efficient of correlation and-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteh preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers winbndling the situation

Principal’s grudge towards the teacher (Situafipn

Table 48

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice Teachers in Dealing with ‘Principal’s Glge towards the Teacher’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legisla@omply

Confer 1.35 0.64 - 9.46** 10.70** 28.86** 29.15** .@g2**  38.28*
Delegate 0.86 0.89 (.15) - 0.65 22.12* 20.38** 8&*  26.33*
Consult 0.82 0.80 (.12) (:14) - 19.15** 19.62** 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=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in table 48 reveal that in deahty the situation
‘Principal’s grudge towards the teacher’, Novicacteers prefer the strategies in the
order confer (1.35), ‘legislate’ (1.15), delega®eB6) and ‘consult’ (0.82) and tend
to avoid the strategies ‘comply’ (-1.00), retadiat (-0.55) and avoid (-0.42). The
paired comparison of mean scores reveals that Haeachers prefer the strategy
‘confer’ (M=1.35, SD=.64) significantly more than the strategies ‘légis

(M=1.15SD=0.77) [=4.92,p<.01] ‘delegate’ k1=.86 SD=.89) }=9.46,p<.01], and
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‘consult’ (M=.82, SD=0.80) f=10.70,p<.01]. Moreover Novice teachers disfavour
the strategy ‘comply’ NI=-1.00, SD=0.90) significantly more than the strategy
‘retaliate’ M=-0.55, SD=1.06) [=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 Thar’, Novice teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘légis’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’;
preferring ‘confer’ significantly higher than theher preferred strategies. Along
with they tend to evade the strategies in the oi@anply’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’;

where the disagreement with the ‘comply’ is sigrafitly higher than the rest.
2. Strategies for dealing with Division fall prolie

Table 49 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the extei preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers whimledling the situation Division

fall problem (Situation 9).
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Table 49

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extereference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice teachers in dealing with ‘Division Faltdblem’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate  Avoid Legislaomply

Confer 1.18 0.76 - 1.12 1.24 16.73**  38.41* -4.81* 25.37**
Delegate 1.12 0.97 (.20) - -0.05 15.31**  34.04** .0G** 22.43**
Consult 1.12 0.73 (.17) (.22) - 15.44*  40.95**  3@** 2571
Retaliate 0.00 1.21 (.10) (.18) (.02) - 18.08* gB*  8.71*
Avoid -1.37 0.82 (-.32) (-.24) (-.15) (.00) - -4T7F  -8.31*
Legislate 1.38 0.74 (.37) (.32) (.17) (.02) (-33) - 26.27**

Comply -0.87 1.23 (-19) (-.20)  (-.11) (-.25) (42) (-.37) -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 49 reveal that in dedhiegsituation, ‘Division
fall problem’, Novice teachers prefer the stragegn the order ‘legislate’ (1.38),
‘consult’ (1.12) ‘delegate’ (1.12) and ‘confer’ .18) and tend to avoid the
strategies ‘avoid’ (-1.37) and ‘comply’ (-0.87)a& mean score of ‘retaliate is found
to be ‘0’. The paired comparison of mean scoresaksvthat Novice teachers prefer
the strategy ‘legislate’ M=1.38SD=0.74) significantly more than the strategies
‘delegate’ M=1.12SD=0.97) {=-5.00, p<.01], ‘consult M=1.12,SD=0.73) f=-
5.34, p<.01] and ‘confer’ M=1.18, SD=0.76) f=-4.61, p<.01]. In addition
Novice teachers disfavour the strategy ‘avoilll=¢1.37, SD=0.82) significantly

more than ‘comply’ M=-0.87,SD=1.23) =-8.31,p<.01].

In dealing with ‘Division fall problem’, Novice tehers prefer the strategies

in the order ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, ‘delegate’ aridonfer’. The preference for the
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strategy ‘legislate’ is significantly higher thalmet other preferred strategies. In the
mean time they tend to evade the strategies inotder ‘avoid’ and ‘comply’;

disfavouring the strategy ‘avoid’ significantly higr than the other.

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Noviceathers in Dealing with

Administrators

Table 50 displays the mea®&D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers whaedling the 2 situations

coming under Dealing with Administrators.

Table 50

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteitreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice teachers in Dealing with Administrators

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD
Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate  Avoid Legislat8omply

Confer ~ 1.26 071 - 7.08%  8.21** 30.81%  45.80* 0  43.13%
Delegate 0.98 0.94 (.16) - 44 2594 3554 g6 33.93%
Consult  0.97 0.78 (12) (.20 - 24.36*  37.72* 28%  37.76%
Retaliate -0.28 1.17 (.00)  (22) (.02 - 10.82% 0:84*  10.48*
Avoid  -0.89 1.00 (-11) (-11) (-13)  (-02) - 43 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=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

In Table 50 mean scores reveal that in dealing twvo situations coming
under the category Dealing with Administrators, Mev teachers prefer the

strategies in the order ‘confer (1.26), ‘legiglai1.26), ‘delegate’ (0.98) and
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‘consult’ (0.97), and tend to avoid the stratedmsmply’ (-0.93), ‘avoid’ (-0.89)
and ‘retaliate’ (-0.28). A paired comparison of mescores further reveals that
Novice teachers prefer the strategy ‘confé=(1.26 SD=0.71) significantly more
than the strategies ‘delegateM£0.985D=0.94) [=7.08, p<.01] and ‘consult’
(M=0.97SD=0.78) [=8.21, p<.01] and equally with the strategy ‘legislate’
(M=1.26SD=0.77) =0, p>.05]. In addition Novice teachers disfavour thetsigy
‘comply’ (M=-0.93, SD=1.08) significantly more than the strategy ‘redtdi
(M=-0.28, SD=1.17) [=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, Noeicteachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘dghte’ and ‘consult’. Preference for
the strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher thtre other preferred strategies except
‘legislate’. Along with, they tend to evade theastgies in the order ‘comply’,
‘avoid’, and ‘retaliate’; where the disagreementthwihe strategy ‘comply’ is

significantly higher than ‘retaliate’ but equal tvitavoid'.

To get a clear picture, visual representationshef mean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in §ipeand in total situations while

dealing with administrators are given as Figure 14.
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Division Fall Problem

Principal's Grudge Towards
the Teacher 2 -

Dealing with Administrators

Figure 14 Graphical representation of the comparison of rttean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in ipeand in total situations while

dealing with administrators.
Discussion of Results

A strategy wise analysis of the results shows thhtle Dealing with
Administrators, Novice teachers prefer to ‘cohfélegislate’, ‘consult’, and

‘delegate’ and always tend to keep away from ‘clymfavoid’, and ‘retaliate’.

‘Confer and ’legislate’ are selected as highlycemtable strategies;
indicating that when teachers have to cope up wvgthblems related with
administrators, they consider to engage in pridigeussion with them, explaining

the rationality of the their view and formulatirng following rules for actions.
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Asking others to work together for solving the gdesbs (consult) and passing over
the responsibility to someone else ( delegatepbs@ considered as fairly acceptable

strategies.

Novice teachers express their disagreement with dinategies ‘avoid’,
‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’ indicating, physically orerbally reacting, condoning the
authority behavior or actions and avoiding or delgythe actions cannot be

considered as the right strategies to deal withiaidtrators.
d) Dealing with Parents

This section examines whether there exist sigmificifference in the extent
of preferences of Novice teachers for the Sevehleno Dealing Strategies to deal
with. There are three situations listed under Degphwith Parents in the order
Complaint from parent in PTA meeting ( Situation Parent demanding higher

grade ( Situation 15 ) and Complaint raised iersceé exhibition (Situation 20).

The situation wise analysis of Dealing with Pardotltowed by category wise

analysis is given below.
1. Strategies for dealing with Complaint from pareim PTA meeting

Table 51 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteh preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers winbndling the situation

Complaint from parent in PTA Meeting (Situation 1)
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Table 51

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extereference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice teachers in dealing with ‘Complaint fr&arent in PTA Meeting’

Obtained value when compared with each PDS

PDS Mean SD Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legisla@omply

Confer 1.10 0.86 - 22.45*  6.11*  27.64* 35.78* T7242**  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** Q8%  -2.62*
Retaliate -0.94 1.02 (-.15)  (.36) (.00) - 5.86* .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 091 1.01 (.02)  (.01) (-20)  (-08)  (-.14) -.80)

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 51 reveal that in dgahith the situation
‘Complaint from parent in PTA meeting’, Novice téacs 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(-D.94gislate’ (-0.86) and delegate
(-0.61). The paired comparison of mean scores shbat Novice teachers prefer
the strategy confeM=1.10), SD=0.86) significantly more than ‘complyM=0.9,
SD=1.01) [ t=2.87, p<.01] and ‘consult’ K1=0.69, SD= 1.08) [=6.1, p<.011]
strategies. However Novice teachers disfavour the&ategy ‘avoid’
(M=-1.30, SD=0.87) significantly more than the strategies fiata’ (M=-0.94,
D=1.02) [=5.86, p<.01] , legislate {1=-0.86, SD=1.03) [=-7.34, p<.01] and

delegate (1=-0.61,SD=1.07) [t=10.93,p<.01].
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In dealing with ‘Complaint from parent in PTA mewgi, Novice teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘coyipand ‘consult’ ; where the
preference for ‘confer’ is significantly higher thahe rest. They tend to evade the
strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, ‘lstate’ and ‘delegate’; the disagreement
for the strategy ‘avoid’ is significantly higher ah all the other non-preferred

strategies.
2. Strategies for dealing with Parent demanding hi&y grade

Table 52 displays the mea&D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers wihdedling the situation Parent

demanding higher grade ( Situation 15).

Table 52

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Exteftreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice teachers in Dealing with ‘Parent Demamngktigher Grade’

Obtained t value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat8omply

Confer ~ 1.28 0.78 - 2409 15.62* 37.18% 30.64* 174  4.99%
Delegate -0.51 1.06 (-.20) - -9.91%  12.20%  Q.17* -25.43%  -21.30%
Consult 015 1.11 (-06)  (.30) - 10.62% 15.00% 5.BO* -12.38%
Retaliate -1.16 0.82 (-.27)  (.42) (.13) - -2.66%*38:19%  -34.78%
Avoid  -1.04 099 (-37)  (A41) (07) (52 - -32.33*-29.68**
Legislatle 1.20 0.74 (31) (-01)  (03) (-17) (320 - 3.98%*

Comply 1.00 0.85 (12) (-01)  (11) (-04) (-04) .27 -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation cieffis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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In Table 52 the mean scores reveal that in dealirig the situation ‘Parent
demanding higher grade’, Novice teachers prefersthategies in the order confer
(1.28), ‘legislate’ (1.20), ‘comply’ (1.00) and ‘nsult’ (0.15) and tend to avoid the
strategies retaliate (-1.16), avoid (-1.04) ancegate (-0.51). A paired comparison
of mean scores reveals that Novice teachers ptieéestrategy ‘confer’ N\I=1.28,
SD=0.78) significantly more than ‘comply’ strategil€1.00, SD=0.85) [=4.99,
p<.01] and ‘consult’ strategyM=0.15,SD=1.11) [t=15.62.p<.01] but equally with
the strategy ‘legislate’ M=1.20, SD=0.74) f=1.74, p>.05]. Moreover Novice
teachers evade the strategy ‘retaliad=¢1.16,SD=0.82) significantly higher than
the strategies ‘avoid’ M=-1.04SD=0.99) [=2.66, p<.01] and ‘delegate’

(M=-0.51SD=1.06) [t=12.20,p<.01].

In dealing ‘Parent demanding higher grade’, Novieachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘cpiy’ and ‘consult’; showing
significantly high preference for the strategy ‘tem with all the other preferred
strategies except ‘legislate’. They tend to evdwestrategies in the order ‘retaliate’,
‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’; where the disagreement wikle strategy ‘retaliate’ is

significantly high than ‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’.
3. Strategies for dealing with Complaint raised $gience exhibition

Table 53 displays the mea§D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteh preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers winbndling the situation

Complaint raised in science exhibition ( Situation 20).
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Table 53

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extetreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice teachers in Dealing with ‘Complaint Raise Science Exhibition’

Obtained t value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislat@omply

Confer 1.13 0.85 - 14.16 6.18 2750 30.89 -2.87 515
Delegate 0.13 1.07  (.00) - -11.07 13.81 1929 H86.4-14.23
Consult 0.81 0.81 (.26) (.22) - 2420 30.15 -8.10 4.90
Retaliate -0.86 1.00 (-.13)  (.11) (-.07) - 5.68 4Bl -27.55
Avoid -1.17 086 (-42)  (11) (-.15) (.39) - -34.42 -35.01
Legislate 1.28 0.85 (.42) (.04) (.13) (-.01) (-28) - 4.16

Comply 1.06 0.70 (.38)  (.02) (14)  (-22) (-23) 25)

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 53 reveal that in deality the situation
‘Complaint raised in science exhibition’, Novicathers prefer the strategies in the
order ‘legislate’ (1.28), confer (1.13), ‘comply’l.06), ‘consult’ (0.81), and
‘delegate’(0.13) and tend to avoid the strategiagoid (-1.17), and ‘retaliate’ (-
0.86). The paired comparison of mean scores Igv¥kat Novice teachers prefer
the strategy ‘legislate’M=1.28SD=0.85) significantly higher than the strategies
‘confer (M=1.13SD=0.85)=-2.87, p<.01], ‘comply’M=1.06SD=0.70) [=4.16,
p<.01],‘consult’'=0.81,SD= 0.81) [=-8.10,p<.01] and ‘delegateM=0.13SD=
1.07) =-16.45, p<.01]. However Novice teachers disfavour the stpat@void’
(M=-1.17, SD=0.86) significantly more than the strategy ‘rettdi (M=-0.86,

SD=1.00) }=5.68,p<.01].
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In dealing with ‘Complaint raised in science extidn’, Novice teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘legislate’,nfa’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’, and
‘delegate’ and the preference for the strategy feons significantly higher than
the other preferred strategies. They tend to evadestrategies significantly in the

order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’.

Preferred Problem Dealing Strategies among Noviceathers in Dealing with

Parents

Table 54 displays the mea&D, co-efficient of correlation and t-value
showing the significance of difference in the exteri preference among the
Problem Dealing Strategies of Novice teachers whnliedling the situations coming

under Dealing with Parents.

Table 54

Data and Results of Paired Comparisons of Extetreference for the Seven PDSs

of Novice teachers in dealing with Dealing with Eats

Obtained t value when compared with each PDS
PDS Mean SD

Confer Delegate Consult Retaliate Avoid Legislateonply

Confer 1.17 0.83 - 34.22 16.02 52.32  55.92 14.80 485.
Delegate -0.33 1.11  (-.12) - -21.62 17.82 2233 .099 -31.68
Consult 055 1.05  (.06) (.21) - 37.29  41.02 30  .780
Retaliate -0.99 0.96 (-.18)  (.29) (.06) - 5.68  &Bl. -48.78
Avoid -1.17 091  (-.29) (.24) (-.02) (.35) - -36.24 -54.30
Legislate 0.53 1.32 (.17) (.24) (-.02) (.04) (.04) - -10.22

Comply 099 087 (15  (02)  (-01)  (10) (~12) 117) -

Note: N=374df =373
Values in parantheses denote the correlation ciefis between the corresponding PDSs
** denotesp< .01, * denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 54 reveal that in deahit the 3 situations
coming under the category Dealing with Parents, ibweachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’ (1.17), ‘compl®.99) ‘consult’(0.55) and ‘legislate’
(0.53) and tend to avoid the strategies ‘avoid’l.X7), ‘retaliate’ (-0.99) and
‘delegate’ (-0.33). A paired comparison of meanresdurther reveals that Novice
teachers prefer the strategy ‘confevi1.17SD=0.83) significantly higher than the
strategies ‘comply’ M=0.99SD=0.87) [=5.48, p<.01], ‘consult (M=0.55,
SD=1.05) f=16.02,p<.01] and ‘legislate’ M=0.53SD=1.32) [=14.80,p<.01]. In
addition Novice teachers evade the strategy ‘avd¥-1.17,SD=.91) significantly
more than the strategies ‘retaliatdi£-0.99, SD=.96) [=5.68, p<.01] and

‘delegate’ W=-0.33SD=1.11) [=22.33,p<.01].

In Dealing with Parents, Novice teachers prefer dtrategies in the order
‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ andhe preference for the strategy
‘confer’ is significantly higher than the othereferred strategies. They tend to

evade the strategies significantly in the ordeoidy ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’.

To get a clear picture, visual representationghef mean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in §ipeand in total situations while

dealing with parents are given as Figure 15.
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Complaint from Parent in PTA Parent Demanding Higher Grade
2 Meeting

Complaint against Science Dealing with Parents
Exhibition Valuation

Figure 15 Graphical representation of the comparison of rttean scores of the
preference for the PDSs of Novice teachers in §ipeand in total situations while
dealing with parents.

Discussion of Results

A strategy wise analysis of the results showswale Dealing with Parents,
Novice teachers prefer the strategies ‘confeoniply’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’ and

evade the strategies ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘dglte’.

‘Confer’ is generally selected as the most acdsetatrategy indicating that
when teachers have to cope up with parent relatelolgms, they mostly prefer to
engage in private discussion, explaining the teatklstandpoint. Secondly they go

for ‘comply’, a general willingness to overlook thehavior or actions of parents.
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Formulating or following rules for actions (legi®a and asking others to work
together for solving the problems (consult) and ateo considered as fairly

acceptable strategies.

In all situations, Novice teachers express thagagreement with the
strategies ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’, indicating aslimig or delaying the actions and
physically or verbally countering are not the prciilte strategies to solve parent
related problems. Also when it is to deal with p#se Novice teachers are reluctant

to pass over the responsibility to someone eldeddee).
Summary of Results

Section Il provides a clear picture about the camspa of the extent of
preference of the PDSs among Novice teacher inifspemnd in total problem

situations while dealing with students, peers, astriators and parents.

For a better visualization, a graphical represematf the preferred and non
preferred PDSs of Expert Teachers in each of tuatsdns coming under the four

categories of dealings are given as Figure 16.
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. | 2= Q L =
S| - - e Sl |l2l8le
No: Description of the Situation S| 2| 5| 8| 8|35 E
O | R2|Oo|2 || 2|
) o |
1 | Stealing tendency of student
2 | Drug mishap
Misunderstanding teacher’s relation with
3 | student
4 | Mocking habit of intelligent student
5 | Poverty stricken student
6 | Insult from students
7 | Spontaneous verbal abuse from student
8 | Too many questions from student
9 | Sexual abuse at home
10 | Defamation through watsapp messages
Dealing with Students
1 Supervision of student teacher
2 Complaint from colleagues
3 Irresponsible colleague
4 | Interfering in colleague’s decision
5 Commanding nature of senior colleague
Dealing with Peers
1 Principal’s grudge towards the teacher
2 Division fall Problem
Dealing with Administrators
1 Complaint from parent in PTA meeting
2 Parent demanding higher grade
3 Complaint raised in Science exhibition

Dealing with Parents

Note: The preferred PDSs range from dark gregrelow and the non-preferred PDSs range from

red to orange

Figure 16. Tabular representation of the preferred and nofeperl PDSs of
Novice teachers in various situations coming urnllerfour categories of dealings.
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It can be concluded from Figure 15 that ‘confecorhply’, ‘legislate’ and
‘consult’ are the preferred strategies whereasitiyaetaliate’ and ‘delegate’ are
the non-preferred strategies of Novice teachesdlithe four categories of dealings

with students, peers, administrators and parents.

Meanwhile Novice teachers show category wise difiee in their
preference for the strategies ‘comply’ and ‘delegatComply’ is considered as
preferred strategy while dealing with parents boba-preferred one in dealing with
students, peers and administrators. ‘Delegate’ pseferred strategy while dealing
with peers and administrators but a non-preferneel while dealing with students

and parents.

For a better visualization, of the significant diftnce among the PDSs, a
graphical representation of the mean of PDSs wilresponding intervals of
Novice Teachers while dealing with students, peadsninistrators and parents is

given below as Figure 17.
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Confer Legislate Consult

B Dealing with Students B Dealing with Peers

" Dealing with Administrators ®m Dealing with Parents

Figure 17. Graphical representation of the mean scores of dd¢oueachers’
preference for PDSs with corresponding confidemgervals while dealing with

students, peers, administrators and parents

lll. Difference in the Extent of Preference for eab of the Problem Dealing

Strategies between Expert and Novice Teachers

The extent of preferences for the seven PDSs o&iExgnd Novice teachers
are calculated and compared in this section. Thdone by analyzing the strategy
wise difference in the four categories of teachealidgs, with students, peers,
administrators and parents. The mean scores ofsédwen PDSs in the four

categories are summed up separately and analyeéddgurpose.
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1. Difference between Expert and Novice teachems the extent of preference

for the PDS ‘confer’

Table 55 displays the mea8D and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetsetyg ‘confer’ between Expert and

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peenmsidtrators and parents.

Table 55
Data and Results of Test of Significance of Diffeesin the Extent of Preference for

‘Confer’ between Expert and Novice Teachers

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue

Expert 65 1.10 0.34

Students 0.15
Novice 374 1.09 0.43
Expert 65 0.98 0.36

Peers ) -04
Novice 374 1.00 0.46
o Expert 65 1.18 0.46

Administrators _ -1.24
Novice 374 1.26 0.57
Expert 65 1.22 0.39

Parents ) 0.81
Novice 374 1.17 0.58

Table 55 reveals that there is no significant déifee between Expert and
Novice teachers in their preference for the PB&fer’ in dealing with students,
peers, administrators and parents as the obtainallies are below 1.96, the tabled
t value for significance at .05 level. Therefore Expert ahalvice teachers do not
differ significantly in their preference for the BDconfer’ irrespective of the type of

dealings they handle.

Expert and Novice teachers prefer the strategy fesbralmost equally,

irrespective of the four types of dealings. Thidicates that to solve the situations
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that arise in the social side of teaching domaothtExpert and Novice teachers
prefer to engage in private discussion by explaitire rationality of teachers’ point

of view.

2. Difference between Expert and Novice teachens the extent of preference

for the PDS ‘delegate’

Table 56 displays the mea8D andt-value , showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetstyg ‘delegate’ between Expert and

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peenmsidtrators and parents.

Table 56

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieeein the Extent of Preference for

‘Delegate’ between Expert and Novice Teachers

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 0.09 0.46

Students . 3.94**
Novice 374 -0.16 0.59
Expert 65 0.26 0.47

Peers . 0.04

Novice 374 0.26 0.59
o Expert 65 0.75 0.71

Administrators . -2.42*
Novice 374 0.99 0.71
Expert 65 -0.53 0.58

Parents _ -2.45*
Novice 374 -0.33 0.74

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

From Table 56, it can be inferred that there isi§icant difference between
Expert and Novice teachers in their preferencdlerstrategy ‘delegate’ in Dealing

with Students tg 3.94,p<.01], Dealing with Administratorst$-2.42, p<.05] and
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Dealing with Parentd$-2.45,p<.05]. However they prefer ‘delegate’ equally while

Dealing with Peers t£.04,p>.05].

Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘delegate’ orpass over the
responsibility to someone else more than Novicegewbealing with Students. At
the same time while Dealing with AdministratorssiNovices who tend to delegate
more. However Expert teachers show higher tendémajisagree with ‘delegate’

than Novice teachers, in Dealing with Parents.

3. Difference between Expert and Novice teachergn the extent of

preference for the PDS ‘consult’

Table 57 displays the mea8D andt-value , showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetstyg ‘consult’ between Expert and

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peemimidtrators and parents.

Table 57

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Diffeesin the Extent of Preference for

‘Consult’ between Expert and Novice Teachers

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 0.6 0.42

Students 3.81*
Novice 374 0.37 0.62
Expert 65 0.4 0.44

Peers 2.39*
Novice 374 0.25 0.6
- Expert 65 0.94 0.55

Administrators -0.39
Novice 374 0.97 0.6
Expert 65 0.48 0.55

Parents -0.95
Novice 374 0.55 0.6

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 57 reveals that theresigigficant difference
between Expert and Novice teachers in their praterdor the strategy ‘consult’
while Dealing with Studentst$3.81, p<.01] and Peerst$2.39, p<.05]. However
they prefer ‘consult’ almost equally in Dealing viadministrators t=-0.39, p>.05]

and Dealing with Parent$5-0.95,p>.05].

Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘consult’, askthers to work together
for solving the problems, more than Novices whikaling with Students and Peers.
But they prefer the strategy ‘consult’ almost etual dealing with administrators

and parents.

4, Difference between Expert and Novice teachergn the extent of

preference for the PDS ‘retaliate’

Table 58 displays the mea8D and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetstyg ‘retaliate’ between Expert and

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peemimidtrators and parents.

Table 58
Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieesin the Extent of Preference for

‘Retaliate’ between Expert and Novice Teachers

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Students 5255:2 36754 -06298 00.541 13
S v S S T B
Administrators I\El:)(\F/)i?:Z 36754 82; 82; -1.99*
s e 0% 0% o

* denotegp< .05
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The negative mean scores of ‘retaliate’ in Tablarbglies that both Expert
and Novice teachers prefer to avoid the strateggaliate’ in all the four types of
dealings. It is evident from Table 58, that theani¢dt value for the strategy
‘retaliate’ is significantly different only in Dealg with Administrators, though to a
less extent tE1.99, p<.05]. Both Experts and Novice teachers disagreth wi
‘retaliate’ almost equally in Dealing with Studerjts-1.3, p>.05], Dealing with

Peerst=-1.03,p>.05] and Dealing with Parents}.06, p>.05].

Expert and Novice teachers avoid the strategwliede’ irrespective of the
four types of situations indicating that they disse to respond in a vengeful
physical or verbal manner while dealing the proldemthe social side of teaching.
It is also found that Expert teachers’ disagreenvath ‘retaliate’ is significantly
higher than Novices while dealing with administratdut almost similar while

dealing with students, peers and parents.

5. Difference between Expert and Novice teachertn the extent of

preference for the PDS *avoid’

Table 59 displays the mea8D andt-value , showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for the tetgg ‘avoid’ between Expert
teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with stisdgreers, administrators and

parents.
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Table 59

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieesin the Extent of Preference for

the PDS ‘Avoid’ between Expert and Novice Teachers

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 -0.94 0.42
Students . 1.54
Novice 374 -1.03 0.52
Expert 65 -0.99 0.47
Peers . -0.21
Novice 374 -0.98 0.53
o Expert 65 -0.96 0.5
Administrators _ -0.98
Novice 374 -0.89 0.67
Expert 65 -1.15 0.5
Parents _ 0.3
Novice 374 -1.17 0.65

In Table 59 negative values of the mean scores shawboth Expert and
Novice teachers disfavour the strategy ‘avoid’gpective of the type of dealings.
There is no significant difference between Expertl &lovice teachers in their
preference for the PDS ‘avoid’ in dealing with stats, peer, administrators and
parents as the values are below 1.96, the table valug @r significance at .05

level.

The result shows that Expert and Novice teachesagdee with the strategy
‘avoid’ almost equally in all the four categoridis means that to cope up with the
situations in the social side of dealings Exped Blovice teachers do not favour to

avoid or delay actions to get the problem resoltsif.
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6. Difference between Expert and Novice teachers inhe extent of

preference for the PDS ‘legislate’

Table 60 displays the mea8D andt-value , showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetstyg ‘legislate’ between Expert and

Novice teachers in dealing with students, peenmsidtrators and parents.

Table 60
Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieeein the Extent of Preference for
the PDS ‘Legislate’ between Expert and Novice Teexh

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 0.62 0.35
Students -1.86
Novice 374 0.70 0.42
Expert 65 0.32 0.5
Peers -1.23
Novice 374 0.4 0.49
Expert 65 1.13 0.52
Administrators -1.87
Novice 374 1.26 0.61
Expert 65 0.42 0.52
Parents -1.62
Novice 374 0.53 0.5

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

Table 60 reveals that there is no significant défee between Expert and
Novice teachers in their preference for the P[@fidlate’ in dealing with students,
peers, administrators and parents as the obtainallies are below 1.96, the table
value oft for significance at .05 level. Table 60 also shdlat Expert and Novice
teachers differ significantly in their preferenae the PDS ‘legislate’ when all the

situations are taken togeth&r{2.48;p>.05].
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Expert and Novice teachers equally prefer ‘legeslaexplicating rules
governing future actions of self and others, whdlealing with students, peers,

administrators and parents.

7. Difference between Expert and Novice teachergn the extent of

preference for the PDS ‘comply’

Table 61 displays the mea8D andt value , showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for the tetgg ‘comply’ between Expert
teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with stisdgreers, administrators and
parents.

Table 61

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Diffeesin the Extent of Preference for

the PDS ‘Comply’ between Expert and Novice Teachers

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 0.13 0.33
Students 4.44**
Novice 374 -0.07 0.39
Expert 65 -0.6 0.48
Peers -4.93**
Novice 374 -0.27 0.57
Expert 65 -0.96 0.67
Administrators -0.3
Novice 374 -0.93 0.83
Expert 65 1.00 0.49
Parents 0.18
Novice 374 0.99 0.53

** denotesp< .01

The mean scores in Table 61 reveals that Expeshégs prefer the strategy
‘comply’ significantly higher than Novice teachenhile Dealing with Students

[t=4.44; p<.01] and disfavour ‘comply’ significantly highehan Novice teachers
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while Dealing with Peerst$-4.93; p<.01].They disagree with ‘comply’ equally in

Dealing with Administratorstf-.3; p>.05] and Dealing with Parents=[18; p>.05].

Expert and Novice teachers show a tendency to ptgndoing whatever is
asked for while dealing with students and parentstand to avoid it while dealing

with administrators and peers.
Discussion of results

Section 1l gives the difference in the extent okfprence of the PDSs
between Expert and Novice teachers. Both the grqup$erred the strategies
‘confer’, ‘legislate’ and ‘consult’ in irrespectivef the categories. Meanwhile

‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’ falls into the class of npneferred strategies.

To get a clear picture, mean plots of the diffeeem the extent of preference
for each of the PDSs between Expert and Novicehtacwith 95% confidence

interval (CI) error bars are given as Figure 18.



ﬂlm@m 201

y confer delegate
. '|' 1.5
1.3
1.2 ; g 1 L ]
11— 0.5 ¢
1 i ry L]
0 T T T 1
0.9 L}
0 05 DS DP DA [?L
DS DP DA DPr -1
consult retaliate
1.2 0 T T T 1
0_; ] 02 DS DP l? DPr
0.6 B 0.4
04 % & 3 06 T
0-2 ¢ 0.8 i
0 T T T 1 .
DS DP DA DPr 1 ; i
-1.2
0 avoid . . legislate
DS DP DA DPr 1.5
-0.5 1 ‘
18 s ] ; 0.5 5 —
1 5 0 T T T 1
o DS DP DA DPr
comply
1.5
1 —
0.5 @® Novices
0 = B — . 1 B Experts
0.5 bSs P bA BPr
-1 a
-1.5

Note : DS- Dealing with Students, DP - Dealing witkers, DA - Dealing with Administrators and
DPr- Dealing with parents

Figure 18Mean plots of the preference for each of the PO%pert and Novice
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teachers with 95% CI error bars

From the graphs it can be inferred that both tloeigs prefer ‘confer’, more
or less equally irrespective of the type of sitoiasl they deal with, indicating their
inclination to engage in private talk to prove th&de. When it comes to ‘delegate’
there is category wise difference in their prefeserExpert teachers show higher
tendency to ‘delegate’ while dealing with studemtsgy be because they want to
ensure the involvement of some responsible authortsubordinates when they
deal with complicated situations related with stnide At the same time ‘while
dealing with administrators it is Novices who ‘dgd¢e’ more. Both the groups show
reluctance to ‘delegate’ while dealing the parertsjugh the rate of Expert

teachers’ disagreement was much higher than Navices

The strategies ‘consult’, asking others to worketbgr for solving the
problems and ‘legislate’, explicating rules govemiuture actions of self and others
are considered as preferred strategies, irresgeofithe type of dealings. However
Expert teachers show higher tendency to ‘conshi#thtnovices, while dealing with

students and peers.

In the case of ‘comply’ also a category wise dgface is noted. Expert
teachers’ preference to comply with students wasarkably higher than novices.
Both groups favours it while dealing with parentg disapproves it while dealing

with peers and administrators.



Zlm@m 203

IV. Difference in the Extent of Preference for each of the ProblenDealing
Strategies of Novice Teachers in the Beginning ani&nd of the B.Ed.

Programme

The extent of preferences for the seven PDSs ofiddoteachers, in the
beginning (Pre test) and end of the B.Ed. prograr(frest Test) are calculated and
compared in this section. This is done by analyziveggcategory wise difference for
each of the PDSs of Novice teachers in both tddte. mean scores of the seven

PDSs in the four categories are summed up sepagaatdlanalyzed for this purpose.

1. Difference in the Extent of Preference for th PDS ‘Confer’ of Pretest and

Posttest Novice Groups

Table 62 displays the mea8D and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetsetyg ‘confer’ of Novice teachers, in
the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme inimtpavith students, peers,

administrators and parents.
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Table 62
Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieeein the Extent of Preference for
the PDS ‘Confer’ of Pre Test and Post Test Novioau@ (N=374, df =373

. Coefficient of
Type of Dealing Group Mean SD ) t value
correlation

Pre test 1.00 0.36
Students .25 0.30
Post Test 1.09 0.43

Pre test 1.07 0.44
Peers .23 2.3*
Post Test 1.00 0.46

Pre test 1.30 0.64
Administrators 13 0.97
Post Test 1.26 0.57

Pre test 1.19 0.56
Parents 21 0.52
Post Test 1.17 0.58

* denotegp< .05

Table 62 reveals that there is significant diffeerbetween pretest and
posttest scores of Novice teachers in their pratardor the PDS ‘confer’ in Dealing
with Peers f=-2.3; p<.05]. Whereas no significant difference is notaddealing
with students, administrators and parents as tledreult values are below 1.96, the

table value of for significance at .05 level.

The result indicates that Novice teachers, in tagirming and end of the
B.Ed. programme prefer the strategy ‘confer’ almegtally when they deal with
students, parents and administrators. But theialrpreference for it in dealing with

peers remarkably decreases at the end of the BreBgramme.
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2. Difference in the Extent of Preference for th PDS ‘Delegate’ of Pretest

and Posttest Novice Groups

Table 63 displays the meaSD and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetsetyg ‘delegate’ of Novice teachers,
in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programmeadaling with students, peers,

administrators and parents.

Table 63

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Diffeeebetween the Preference for
the PDS ‘Delegate’ of Pre Test and Post Test NoBimaip (N=374, df=373)

, Coefficient of
Type of Dealing Group Mean SD , t value
correlation

Pre test -0.20 0.61
Students .37 -1.13
Post Test -0.16 0.59

Pre test 0.30 0.60
Peers .16 0.93
Post Test 0.26 0.59

Pre test 0.88 0.82
Administrators 21 -2.10*
Post Test 0.99 0.98

Pre test -0.31 0.78
Parents 32 0.51
Post Test -0.33 0.74

* denoteg< .05

From Table 63, it can be inferred that there isi§icant difference between
pretest and posttest scores of Novice teacherdeir preference for the PDS
‘delegate’ in Dealing with Administratord=5-2.10; p<.05]. Whereas there is no
significant difference in dealing with studentsemeand parents as the obtained

t values are below 1.96, the table valuetofor significance at .05 level.
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Novice teachers, while dealing with administrat@isow a remarkable
increase in their preference to delegate, or pass the responsibility to someone
else, in the end of their B.Ed programme. At thmes@me both pretest and post test
Novice groups are equally reluctant to ‘delegatéien they deal with students and

parents. But agree with it when the dealings atk peers.

3. Difference in the Extent of Preference for th PDS ‘Consult’ of Pretest and

Posttest Novice Groups

Table 64 displays the meaSD and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetstyg ‘consult’ of Novice teachers, in
the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme inimtpavith students, peers,

administrators and parents.

Table 64
Data and Results of Test of Significance of Diffeezbetween the Preference for
the PDS ‘Consult’ of Pre Test and Post Test No@oaup (N=374, df=373)

. Coefficient of
Type of Dealing Group Mean SD . t value
correlation

Pre test 0.33 0.68 46 -1.14
Post Test 0.37 0.62

Pre test 0.21 0.67
Peers 40 -0.97
Post Test 0.25 0.60

- Pretest  1.05 0.59 2.01*
Administrators .16
Post Test 0.97 0.60

Pre test 0.55 0.66
Parents .26 0.11
Post Test 0.55 0.60

Students

* denotep< .05
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Table 64, depicts that there is significant diffexe between pretest and
posttest scores of Novice teachers in their praterefor the PDS ‘consult’ in
Dealing with Administratorstf-2.01 , p<.05]. Whereas in dealing with students,
peers and parents, no significant difference isetles the obtainet values are

below 1.96, the table value ofor significance at .05 level.

From the results it can be inferred that in theifr@gg as well as in the end
of the B.Ed. programme, Novice teachers’ show amaktendency to ‘consult’,
asking others to work together for solving the peats when they with students,
peers and parents. But when they deal with adtratiss, a notable decrease in

their preference for ‘consult’ is observed aftedergoing B.Ed. programme.

4. Difference in the Extent of Preference for ta PDS ‘Retaliate’ of Pretest

and Posttest Novice Groups

Table 65 displays the mea8D and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetstyg ‘retaliate’ of Novice teachers,
in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programmeaaling with students, peers,

administrators and parents.
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Table 65

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Diffeezbetween the Preference for
the PDS ‘Retaliate’ of Pre Test and Post Test No@coup(N=374, df=373)

Coefficient of

. t value
correlation

Type of Dealing Group Mean SD

Pre test -0.92 0.48
Students .39 0.78
Post Test -0.90 0.51

Pre test -0.71 0.55
Peers .23 0.52
Post Test -0.73 0.58

Pre test -0.10 0.86
Administrators 21 3.11*
Post Test -0.28 0.88

Pre test -1.08 0.64
Parents .20 -2.13*
Post Test -0.99 0.70

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

Table 65, depicts that there is significant diffexe between pretest and
posttest scores of Novice teachers in their praterefor the PDS ‘retaliate’ in
Dealing with Administratorstf-3.11, p<.01] and Dealing with Parent$=f2.13,
p<.05]. Meanwhile there is no significant differeniseobserved in dealing with
students and peers, as the obtainedlues are below 1.96, the table valud fdr

significance at .05 levels.

From the results it can be inferred that while ohgalith students and peers
B.Ed. programme doesn’t make any remarkable diffe¥an Novices tendency to
disagree with ‘retaliate’, an act of vengeful resp®m But while dealing with
administrators their disagreement increases rerhbriar ‘retaliate’. With parents

their tendency to ‘retaliate’, decreases signifiaafter their B.Ed. Programme.
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5. Difference in the Extent of Preference for th&DS ‘Avoid’ of Pretest and

Posttest Novice Groups

Table 66 displays the meaSD and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetstyg ‘avoid’ of Novice teachers, in
the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme inimtpavith students, peers,

administrators and parents.

Table 66
Data and Results of Test of Significance of Diffeezbetween the Preference for
the PDS ‘Avoid’ of Pre Test and Post Test Noviceup{N=374, df=373)

. Coefficient of
Type of Dealing Group Mean SD . t value
correlation

Pre test -1.09 0.39
Students .37 -2.24*
Post Test -1.03 0.52

Pre test -1.12 0.47
Peers .23 -4 53**
Post Test -0.98 0.53

o Pre test -1.05 0.63
Administrators .25 -3.85**
Post Test -0.89 0.67

Pre test -1.14 0.55
Parents .30 0.84
Post Test -1.17 0.65

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

Table 66, indicates that there is significant défece between pretest and
posttest groups of Novice teachers in their pref@edor the PDS *avoid’ in Dealing
with Students tF-2.24; p<.05], Dealing with Peersf-4.53; p<.01] and Dealing
with Administrators {=-3.85; p<.01]. Whereas in Dealing with Parents, no
significant difference is there as the obtaih&dlue is below 1.96, the table value of

t for significance at .05 levels.
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From the results it can be inferred that B Ed paogne makes a
considerable decrease in ‘Novice teachers’ tendémcgvoid’ while dealing with
students, peers and administrators. But while dgaliith parents they show almost

equal disagreement with ‘avoid’ in the beginning @mnd of the B Ed programme.

6. Difference in the Extent of Preference for t PDS ‘Legislate’ of Pretest

and Posttest Novice Groups

Table 67 displays the mea®D and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetstyg ‘legislate’ of Novice teachers,
in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programmeadaling with students, peers,

administrators and parents.

Table 67
Data and Results of Test of Significance of Diffeezbetween the Preference for
the PDS ‘Legislate’ of Pre Test and Post Test No@coup(N=374, df=373)

. Coefficient of
Type of Dealing Group Mean SD . t value
correlation

Pre test 0.71 0.38
Students .16 0.04
Post Test 0.71 0.42

Pre test 0.54 0.51
Peers .22 4. 24%*
Post Test 0.40 0.49

o Pre test 1.24 0.61
Administrators 22 -0.71
Post Test 1.26 0.61

Pre test 0.63 0.54
Parents 14 2.68**
Post Test 0.53 0.50

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05
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From Table 67, it can be inferred that there isificant difference between
pretest and posttest groups of Novice teachersheir preference for the PDS
‘legislate’ in Dealing with Peers-4.24; p<.01] and Dealing with Parents
[t=2.68;p<.01]. Whereas in dealing with students and adrmatisrs, no significant
difference is there as the obtainedalues are below 1.96, the table value @r

significance at .05 levels.

From the results it can be inferred that Novicecheas while dealing with
peers and parents show a significant decreaseiinrtite of legislating in the end of
the B.Ed. programme than in the beginning of tiEd. programme. But while
dealing with students and administrators they slafwost equal agreement with

‘legislate’.

7. Difference in the Extent of Preference for ta PDS ‘Comply’ of Pretest and

Posttest Novice Groups

Table 68 displays the mea8D and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for thetstyg ‘comply’ of Novice teachers,
in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. programmeadaling with students, peers,

administrators and parents.
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Table 68

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieeebetween the Preference for
the PDS ‘Comply’ of Pre Test and Post Test Novicau@®(N=374, df=373)

Coefficient of
Group Mean SD , t value
correlation

Pre test 0.04 0.40
Students .25 4 .34%*
Post Test -0.07 0.39

Pre test -0.29 0.58
Peers .26 -0.55
Post Test -0.27 0.57

Pre test -1.15 0.70
Administrators .24 -4.33**
Post Test -0.93 0.83

Pre test 1.00 0.56
Parents .07 0.25
Post Test 0.99 0.53

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

Table 68, indicates that there is significant ddéfece between pretest and
posttest groups of Novice teachers in their prefggefor the PDS ‘comply’ in
Dealing with Studentst$-4.34; p<.01], and Dealing with Administrator$=f4.33;
p<.01]. Whereas in dealing with peers and paremsignificant difference is there
as the obtainetl values are below 1.96, the table valud @r significance at .05

levels.

From the results it can be inferred that Novicecheas while dealing with
students and administrators, show a significantedese in their rate of complying in

the end of the B Ed programme than in the beginnifigeir disagreement to
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‘comply’ in Dealing with Peers and agreement in [Dwpwith Parents are almost

equal in both pretest and posttest.
Discussion of Results

Section IV depicts a clear presentation about ifferdnce in the extent of
preference for the PDSs Novice teachers in thenbegy and end of the B.Ed.
programme. Both in pretest and post test they peafethe strategies ‘confer’,

‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ in majority of the situahs and at the same time ‘Retaliate

and ‘avoid’ falls into the class of non preferréxdhtegies.

To get a clear picture, mean plots of the diffeeenn the extent of
preferences for each of the PDSs of Novice teadhetise beginning (pretest) and
end of the B.Ed. programme (posttest) with 95 %e@br bars are given as

Figure 19.
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Figure 19 Mean plots of the preference for each of the PDISBlovices in the

pretest and posttest with 95% CI error bars
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Regarding the strategy ‘confer’ it is revealedtthovices, both in the
beginning and end of the B.Ed. programme prefenf&o, more or less equally,
while dealing with students, administrators andepts, indicating their inclination
to engage in private talk to prove their side. Biditen they deal with peers it is
evident that B.Ed. programme has created a comditkerdecrease in their

willingness to confer.

When it comes to ‘delegate,’ in both stages Nowaehers disagreed almost
equally while dealing with students and parentsy tmabecause they don’t want the
involvement of some authority in such situations.tide same time, while dealing
with administrators Novices delegated more aftetengoing B.Ed. course and with

peers the agreement was almost same in both tests.

The strategies ‘consult’, asking others to worketbgr for solving the
problems and ‘legislate’, explicating rules govemifuture actions of self and others
are generally considered as a preferred strate@yl ithe situations irrespective of
the type of dealings. However, while dealing withranistrators, Novice teachers’
tendency to ‘consult’ remarkably decreases afterr tB.Ed. course. Their tendency
to ‘legislate’ also gets reduced significantly vehdealing with administrators and

parents.

A category wise difference is distinct with theastigy ‘comply’ (doing
whatever is asked for) as Pre test and Post teat&® prefer it while dealing with
parents and avoid it while dealing with adminigiratand peers. B Ed programme
creates considerable decrease in their tendencgonoply while dealing with

students administrators and parents.
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It can be thus concluded that B.Ed. programme masesinfluence in

determining the preference for some of the PDSs.

V. Difference between Expert Teachers and Novicesndergone two year
B.Ed. programme in the Extent of Preference for edt of the Problem

Dealing Strategies

During the time period of the present study, the gear secondary teacher
education programme was revised and the two yeandary teacher education
programme came into effect. As per the regulatiohiCTE 2014 the two year
B.Ed. programme came into effect from 2015-2017 amals. As this shift was in the
midst of the research period investigator crosgdatdd the results obtained from
the Novices of two year programme and an attemptdeae to compare it with that

of Expert teachers.

The extent of preferences for the seven PDSs péixand Novice teachers
undergone two year B.Ed. programme are calculatedcampared in this section.
This is done by analyzing the strategy wise difieee in the four categories of
teacher dealings with students, peers, adminisgatod parents. The mean scores of
the seven PDSs in the four categories are summeskepgrately and analyzed for

this purpose.

1. Difference between Expert Teachers and Noés Undergone Two Year

B.Ed. in the extent of preference for the PDS ‘@Gnfer’

Table 69 displays the mea8D and t-value, showing the significance of

difference in the extent of preference for the tetyg ‘confer’ between Expert
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teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with stisdgreers, administrators and
parents.
Table 69

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieesin the Extent of Preference for

the PDS ‘Confer’ between Expert and Novice Teacherdergone Two Year B.Ed.

Programme.
Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 1.10 0.34
Students 2.27*
Novice 120 .92 .73
Expert 65 0.99 0.36
Peers 0.57
Novice 120 .94 0.74
Expert 65 1.18 0.46
Administrators 1.78
Novice 120 1.01 0.82
Expert 65 1.22 0.39
Parents 2.16*
Novice 120 1.02 0.82

* denotep< .05

Table 69 reveals that there is significant diffeetetween Expert teachers
and Novices undergone two year B Ed programmeair fireference for the PDS
‘confer’ in Dealing with StudentstE2.27,p<.05] and Dealing with Parent$42.16,
p<.05]. Whereas there is no significance while depWith peers and administrators
as the obtaineti values are below 1.96, the table valud @r significance at .05
level.

The result shows that Expert teachers show a teydea ‘confer
significantly more than Novice teachers undergome fear B.Ed. programme,
while dealing with students and parents. Howevey trefer it almost equally while

dealing with peers and administrators.
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2. Difference between Expert Teachers and Novicéindergone Two Year

B.Ed. in the extent of preference for the PDS ‘Blegate’

Table 70 displays the mean, Standard Deviationtavadue , showing the
significance of difference in the extent of prefere for the strategy ‘delegate’
between Expert teachers and Novice teachers inindealith Students, Peers,

Administrators and Parents.

Table 70

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieesin the Extent of Preference for
the PDS ‘Delegate’ between Expert and Novice Taachmdergone Two Year

B.Ed. Programme

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 A3 0.45
Students . 4.98**
Novice 120 -0.23 0.52
Expert 65 0.26 0.47
Peers _ 3.33**
Novice 120 -.02 0.66
o Expert 65 0.75 0.71
Administrators _ 0.31
Novice 120 72 0.91
Expert 65 -0.53 0.58
Parents _ -0.17
Novice 120 -0.51 0.71

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

From Table 70, it can be inferred that there isi§icant difference between
Expert teachers and Novices undergone two year BpEdjramme in their
preference for the strategy ‘delegate’ in Dealinthwtudents tE 4.98 ;p<.01] and
Dealing with Peerst£3.33; p<.01]. However they prefer ‘delegate’ equally while
Dealing with Administratorstf0.31; p>.05] and ‘Dealing with Parents=0.17;

p>.05]'.
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Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘delegate’ orpass over the
responsibility to someone else more than Novicedergone two year B.Ed.
programme, while dealing with students and peetsth& same time Experts and
Novice teachers, agree to delegate while dealirtlg administrators and disagree to

delegate while dealing with parents more or lessky

3. Difference between Expert Teachers and Novicddndergone Two Year

B.Ed. in the extent of preference for the PDS ‘@nsult’

Table 71 displays the mean, Standard Deviationtavadue , showing the
significance of difference in the extent of prefeze for the strategy ‘consult’
between Expert teachers and Novice teachers inindealith students, peers,

administrators and parents.

Table 71

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieesin the Extent of Preference for
the PDS ‘Consult’ between Expert and Novice Teachéndergone Two Year

B Ed Programme

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 0.6 0.42
Students _ 6.22**
Novice 120 0.05 0.77
Expert 65 0.4 0.44
Peers ) 6.08**
Novice 120 -11 g1
o Expert 65 0.94 0.55
Administrators . 2.32%
Novice 120 0.70 .82
Expert 65 0.48 0.55
Parents . 2.90**
Novice 120 19 .79

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05
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The mean scores in Table 71 reveals that theresigrsficant difference
between Expert and Novice teachers in their praterdor the strategy ‘consult’
while dealing with students}6.22; p<.01], peers tF6.08; p<.01], administrators

[t=2.32;p<.05] and parents$-2.90;p<.01].

Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘consult’, askiimers to work together
for solving the problems, significantly more thanvites undergone two year B.Ed.
programme, irrespective of the type of dealingsthBtbe groups prefer consult to

the highest while dealing with administrators agast while dealing with peers.

4. Difference between Expert Teachers and Novicddndergone Two Year

B.Ed. in the extent of preference for the PDS ‘Btaliate’

Table 72 displays the mean, Standard Deviation taradlue, showing the
significance of difference in the extent of prefere for the strategy ‘retaliate’
between Expert teachers and Novice teachers inindealith students, peers,

administrators and parents.
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Table 72

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieesin the Extent of Preference for
the PDS ‘Retaliate ‘between Expert Teachers andidésvUndergone Two Year

B Ed Programme

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue

Expert 65 -0.98 0.4

Students _ 0.08
Novice 120 -0.98 0.56
Expert 65 -0.8 0.47

Peers _ -1.76
Novice 120 -0.66 0.58
o Expert 65 -0.51 0.87

Administrators _ -0.82
Novice 120 -0.40 0.84
Expert 65 -0.98 0.45

Parents . -0.37
Novice 120 -0.95 0.71

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

Table 72 reveals that there is no significant déifce between Expert and
Novice teachers in their disapproval for the PD&aliate’ in dealing with students,
peers, administrators and parents as the obtdinatlies are below 1.96, the table

value oft for significance at .05 level.

Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year B.gwgramme,
irrespective of the four types of the dealings alisur ‘retaliate’ almost equally.
This indicates that to solve the situations th&eam the social side of teaching

domain, Expert and Novice teachers do not prefeegpond in a vengeful manner.
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5. Difference between Expert Teachers and Novicesndergone Two Year

B.Ed. in the extent of preference for the PDS “®oid’

Table 73 displays the mea8D andt value , showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for the tetygg ‘avoid’ between Expert
teachers and Novice teachers in dealing with stisdgreers, administrators and

parents.

Table 73

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieesin the Extent of Preference for

the PDS ‘Avoid’ between Expert and Novice Teachkrdergone Two Year B.Ed.

Programme
Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 -0.94 0.42
Students 1.07
Novice 120 -1.01 0.48
Expert 65 -0.99 0.47
Peers 0.08
Novice 120 -1.0 0.54
Expert 65 -0.96 0.5
Administrators -2.53*
Novice 120 -0.71 0.84
Expert 65 -1.15 0.5
Parents -0.28
Novice 120 -1.12 0.65

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

Table 73 reveals that there is no significant déifee between Expert and
Novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme in thesference for the PDS
‘avoid’, in dealing with students, peers and pasea$ the obtainet values are

below 1.96, the table value offor significance at .05 level. Meanwhile while
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dealing with administratorg$-2.53;p<.05] there is a significant difference between

the two groups.

Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year BpEmgramme, while
dealing with students, peers and parents tendades\avoid’ equally. While dealing
with administrators, Expert teachers keep away fravoid’ remarkably more than

Novice teachers.

6. Difference between Expert Teachers and NovieUndergone Two Year

B.Ed. programme in the extent of preference for thé°DS ‘Legislate’

Table 74 displays the mea8D and t-value, showing the significance of
difference in the extent of preference for the tetyq ‘legislate’ between Expert
teachers and Novices undergone two year B. Ed.rgmuge in dealing with

students, peers, administrators and parents.
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Table 74

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieesin the Extent of Preference for
the PDS ‘Legislate’ between Expert Teachers andid¢svUndergone Two Year

B.Ed. Programme

Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue

Expert 65 0.73 0.36

Students 2.19*
Novice 120 0.57 0.63
Expert 65 0.32 0.5

Peers 1.12
Novice 120 0.22 0.64
Expert 65 1.13 0.52

Administrators 2.16*
Novice 120 91 0.88
Expert 65 0.42 0.52

Parents 1.58
Novice 120 0.28 0.63

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

Table 74 depicts that there is significant differeretween Expert teachers
and Novices undergone two year B. Ed. programmehgir preference for
‘legislate’ in Dealing with Student$42.19p<.05] and Dealing with Administrators
[t=2.16, p<.05]. Whereas there is no significance in the gyeice for ‘legislate’
while dealing with peers and parents as the oldainealues are below 1.96, the

table value of for significance at .05 level.

Expert teachers and Novices undergone two year.BEmyramme prefer
‘legislate’, explicating rules governing future iacis of self and others, while
dealing with peers and parents almost equally bgieE teachers’ preference is

significantly higher when they deal with studemntsl @administrators.
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7. Difference between Expert Teachers and NoviedJndergone Two Year

B.Ed. in the extent of preference for the PDS ‘@mply’

Table 75 displays the mean, Standard Deviationtaralue , showing the
significance of difference in the extent of prefere for the strategy ‘comply’
between Expert teachers and Novice teachers inindealith students, peers,

administrators and parents.

Table 75

Data and Results of Test of Significance of Difieeein the Extent of Preference for
the PDS ‘Comply’ between Expert Teachers and Newicelergone Two Year B Ed

Programme
Type of Dealing Sample N Mean SD tvalue
Expert 65 0.13 0.36
Students -0.01
Novice 120 0.02 0.47
Expert 65 -0.60 0.48
Peers -3.32**
Novice 120 -0.34 0.57
Expert 65 -0.96 0.67
Administrators -1.37
Novice 374 -0.81 0.76
Expert 65 1.00 0.49
Parents 3.55"
Novice 120 0.70 0.77

** denotesp< .01, *denotep< .05

The mean scores in Table 75 reveals that Expedhéss and Novices
undergone two year B. Ed. programme prefer theegfya'’comply’ while dealing
with students and parents. Their preference is stinegual while dealing with

students =-.01; p>.01], whereas with parents, Expert teachers comiglyificantly
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more than Novicest$-4.93;p<.01]. Meanwhile Expert teachers’ disagreement with
‘comply’ is almost equal with Novices in Dealing ttvi Administrators and

significantly high {=-4.93;p<.01] in Dealing with Peers.

Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year BoEajramme, show a
tendency to ‘comply’, doing whatever is asked fdrilev dealing with students and
parents but avoid it while dealing with peers adthmistrators. There is a tendency
for Expert teachers to opt ‘comply’ more with paseand to avoid it more with

peers, when compared with Novices undergone twoBeBd. programme.
Summary of the Results

Section V presents a clear illustration about tlfer@nce in the extent of
preference of the PDSs between Expert teacherdNanites undergone two year
B.Ed. programme. Both the groups preferred thaegjias ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and
‘legislate’ in majority of the situations and aketsame time ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’

are considered as the non preferred strategies.

To get a clear picture of the mean plots of théed#nce in the extent of
preference for each of the PDSs between Experthéescand Novice teachers

undergone two year B.Ed. with 95% CI error barsgiwven as Figure 20.
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From figure 20 it is revealed that both the groppefer ‘confer’, irrespective
of the type of situations they deal with, indicgtitheir inclination to engage in
private talk to prove their side. But expert teashshowed higher tendency to
confer in dealing with students and parents thances undergone two year B.Ed.
programme. When it comes to ‘delegate’ there iegmty wise difference in their
preference. Expert teachers show higher tendenayetegate’ while dealing with
students and peers, may be because they want te ceatain the participation of
some responsible authority in such dealings. Bbéhgroups almost equally show
reluctance to ‘delegate’ while dealing the pardmis accepted to do so when the

dealing is with administrators.

Expert teachers showed considerably higher tendeaciconsult’ than
novices undergone two year B.Ed. programme irrdgmeof the type of dealings.

However novices showed a disagreement with ‘conisuttealing with peers.

Both the groups opted ‘Legislate’, explicatingesigoverning future actions
of self and others in all the situations irrespextof the type of dealings, though
expert teachers preferred it notably higher in idgalwith students and
administrators. In the case of ‘avoid’ and ‘retiiahough both groups rejected it
almost in all situations expert teachers’ disagemfor it in dealing with
administrators was considerably higher than novigedergone two year B.Ed.

programme.

A category wise difference is distinct with theastigy ‘comply’ (doing
whatever is asked for as Expert and Novices piiefehile dealing with students

and parents and avoid it while dealing with adntraiers and peers. At the same
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time it is Expert teachers who reject to complya dtigher level than Novices while
dealing with peers and parents.

Conclusion

A comprehensive analysis of Section Ill, Sectionail Section V reveals a

clear picture about the nature of strategy wiséepeace of the teachers.
Dealing with Students

To get a better visualization, graphical represtons of the mean scores of
the preference for the PDSs of Expert teachers,iddoteachers ( Pre and Post
groups) and Novice teachers undergone two year.Bpiegramme, in Dealing with

Students is given as Figure 18.

1.5

confer legislate consult co

-1.5

MW Expert Teachers  m Pretest Novice Posttest Novice ~ m Novice (2 year B.Ed.)

Figure 21 Bar Diagrams of the mean scores of the preferémcéhe PDSs with
corresponding confidence intervals of Expert teeghbdlovice teachers (Pre and
Post groups) and Novice teachers undergone twoB/&at. programme, in Dealing
with Students
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From Figure 21, it can be inferred that whilaldey with students there is a
general tendency to prefer the strategies in thaerofconfer, ‘legislate’ and
‘consult’ and to evade the strategies ‘avoid aredaiiate’. All the groups almost

equally prefer the strategies confer and legisdaute keep away from the strategies

avoid and retaliate.
Regarding the strategy consult it is seen thattherogroups reach near to
the preference level of Expert teachers indicatihgt Expert teachers prefer

‘consult’ significantly higher than other groups.oMover pretest and post test
Novices prefer consult almost equally, whereas plstice group undergone two

year B.Ed. programme exhibits a significantly lovpeeference for ‘consult’ than

the rest.

In the case of ‘delegate’ only Expert teacherdepré in a significantly

higher manner where as the rest of the groups awalthost equally. To sum up all

the four groups’ preference for the strategies evdgaling with students are more or

less similar except in the case of consult, conaplg delegate.

Dealing with Peers
To get a better visualization, graphical represgms of the mean scores of
the preference for the PDSs of Expert teachersjdddeachers in the beginning and

end of one year B.Ed. programme and Novice teaadnsiergone two year B.Ed.

programme, in Dealing with Peers is given as @it
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Figure 22 Bar Diagrams of the mean scores of the preferémcéhe PDSs with
corresponding confidence intervals of Expert teeshBlovice teachers (Pre and
Post groups) and Novice teachers undergone twoB/&at. programme, in Dealing
with Peers

From Figure 22 it can be seen that while dealinthvpeers there is a
general tendency to prefer the strategies in tderdconfer’ , ‘legislate’ and evade
the strategies ‘avoid, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’ Il Ahe groups almost equally prefer
the strategies confer and legislate and keep away the strategies ‘avoid’ and

‘retaliate’.

Regarding the strategy consult it is seen thgteBxteachers, pre test and
Post test Novices prefer ‘consult’ almost equakly, the same time Novices
undergone two year B.Ed. shows an unwillingnes&aasult’ when it is to deal

with peers.
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There is no significant difference among the fgtoups in their preference
for ‘delegate,’ though Novice teachers undergone year B.Ed. shows a negligible
reluctance towards the strategy. In the case ahpdg’ Expert teachers disagree
with it in a significantly higher manner than othlgmoups. To sum up all the four
groups’ preference for the strategies while dealvith peers are more or less
similar with confer, retaliate, and avoid but drfaces are there in their choice for

consult, comply and delegate.
Dealing with Administrators

To get a better visualization, graphical reprederia of the mean scores of
the preference for the PDSs of Expert teachersjdddeachers in the beginning and
end of one year B.Ed. programme and Novice teaadnsisrgone two year B.Ed.

programme, in Dealing with Administrators is giv@nFigure 23.

1.5

confer legislate consult delegate

-1.5

M Expert Teachers m Pretest Novice Post Test Novice M Novice (2 year B.Ed.)

Figure 23 Bar Diagrams of the mean scores of the preferémcéhe PDSs with
corresponding confidence intervals of Expert teeghbdlovice teachers (Pre and
Post groups) and Novice teachers undergone twoB/&at. programme, in Dealing

with Administrators
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It is seen from the graph that the while dealintp\vadministrators there is a
general tendency to prefer the strategies in tkeroconfer , ‘legislate’, ‘consult
and ‘delegate’ and evade the strategies ‘compbvpoid and ‘retaliate’. Though
pretest and post test Novice groups prefer ‘coisldgislate’ and ‘confer’ almost
equally with Expert teachers their preference fogst strategies is significantly
higher than Novices undergone two year B.Ed. progra. In the case of delegate

all the four groups prefer it almost equally.

Regarding the strategy ‘comply’ and ‘avoid’ thevis® undergone two year
programme exhibited comparatively less disagreerttert other groups. Novices
undergone one year B.Ed. programme reached teeted df Experts here. All the

four groups disagreed to comply with administrators

To get a better visualization, graphical repredena of the mean scores of
the preference for the PDSs of Expert teachersjdddeachers in the beginning and
end of one year B.Ed. programme and Novice teaalnsiergone two year B.Ed.

programme, in Dealing with Parents is given as fagi4.
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Figure 24 Bar Diagrams of the mean scores of the preferéoicéhe PDSs with
corresponding confidence intervals of Expert teeghbdlovice teachers (Pre and
Post groups) and Novice teachers undergone twoB/&at. programme, in Dealing

with Parents

From the graph it can be seen that when it comeégal with parents there is
a general tendency to prefer the strategies imtter ‘confer’ , ‘comply’, ‘consult’
and ‘legislate’ and evade the strategies ‘avoidtaiiate’ and ‘delegate’ . All the
groups almost equally prefer the strategies ‘cordad ‘legislate’ and keep away

from the strategies ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘destg’.

It is noted that Novices undergone two year B.g@gramme exhibits a
remarkably low preference for ‘comply’ and ‘consultan the other two Novice

groups. However no difference is marked with tbe preferred strategies.
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Tenability of Hypotheses

Based on the findings, tenability of the hypotlseder the study was

reviewed.

The first hypothesis states th#tere is significant difference in the
preference for each of the PDSs among Expert Teadisein Dealing with
Students, in total and in specific problem situatias. The findings of the study
revealed that while dealing with students, Expesichers differ significantly in their
preference for some of the Problem Dealing Strategn total and in specific

problem situations. Hence the hypothesis is onitigdly substantiated.

The second hypothesis states tliadre is significant difference in the
preference for each of the PDSs among Expert teaalsein Dealing with peers, in total

and in specific problem situations The results of the study revealed that while
dealing with peers, Expert teachers differ sigaifity in their preference for some
of the Problem Dealing Strategies in total andpeac#fic problem situations. Hence

the hypothesis is only partially substantiated.

The third hypothesis states tliatre is significant difference in the preference
for each of the PDSs among Expert teachers in Deatj with administrators, in total

and in specific problem situations. Results revealed that Expert teachers while
dealing with administrators differ significantly their preference for some of the
Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in spegifioblem situations. Thus the

hypothesis is only partially substantiated.
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The fourth hypothesis states that tkiadre is significant difference in the
preference for each of the PDSs among Expert teaaisein Dealing with parents, in

total and in specific problem situations.Findings revealed that Expert teachers while
dealing with parents differ significantly in thgireference for some of the Problem
Dealing Strategies in total and in specific problgitnations. Thus the hypothesis is

only partially substantiated.

The fifth hypothesis states that titaere is significant difference in the
preference for each of the PDSs among Novice teackein Dealing with
students, in total and in specific problem situatias. The findings of the study
revealed that while dealing with students, Novieachers differ significantly in
their preference for some of the Problem Dealingt8gies in total and in specific

problem situations. Hence the hypothesis is onitigdly substantiated.

The sixth hypothesis states that thi@re is significant difference in the
preference for each of the PDSs among Novice teachen Dealing with peers,
in total and in specific problem situations.Findings showed that while dealing
with peers, Novice teachers differ significantlytheir preference for some of the
Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in spegifioblem situations. Hence the

hypothesis is only partially substantiated.

The seventh hypothesis states that thate is significant difference in the
preference for each of the PDSs among Novice teackein Dealing with
administrators, in total and in specific problem stuations. Results revealed that

Novice teachers while dealing with administratoiffed significantly in their
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preference for some of the Problem Dealing Strategn total and in specific

problem situations. Thus the hypothesis is onlyigiy substantiated.

The eighth hypothesis states that ttratre is significant difference in the
preference for each of the PDSs among Novice teacken Dealing with parents, in
total and in specific problem situations.The results of the study revealed that while
dealing with parents, Novice teachers differ sigatfitly in their preference for
some of the Problem Dealing Strategies in total ianspecific problem situations.

Thus the hypothesis is only partially substantiated

The ninth hypothesis states that tltlaére is significant difference in the
preference for each of the PDSs between Expert amdbvice teachersResults showed
that Expert and Novice teachers differ significantl their preference for some of
the Problem Dealing Strategies in total and in sigegroblem situations. Thus the

hypothesis is only partially substantiated.

The 18" hypothesis states thdtere is significant difference in the preference
for each of the PDSs among Novice teachers in thedinning and end of the B.Ed.
programme. Results indicatethatNovice teachers in the beginning and end of thelB.E
programmediffer significantly in their preference for sonoé the Problem Dealing

Strategies in problem situations. Hence the hymhe only partially substantiated.

The 11" hypothesis states thetere is significant difference in the preference
for each of the PDSs between Expert teachers and Woe teachers undergone two year

B.Ed. programme. Results indicatedhat the two groupdiffer significantly in their
preference for some of the Problem Dealing Stratedgihus the hypothesis is only

partially substantiated.
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This chapter highlights the significant stagethefstudy, important findings,

their educational implications and suggestionddaher research.

Restatement of the Problem

The study was restated as ‘Problem Dealing Stegarf Novice and Expert

Teachers at Secondary School Level'.

Variables

The variables involved in the study are the Prob@saling Strategies viz. confer,

delegate, consult, retaliate, avoid, legislate @mdply.

Objectives

Objectives of the study were:

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

specific problem situations while dealing with
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a) students

b) peers

C) administrators and

d) parents

To find out whether there exists significant diffiece in the extent of
preference for the PDSs between Expert Teacherblanide Teachers.

To find out whether there exists significant diffiece in the extent of
preference for the PDSs of Novice Teachers in #gnning and end of the
B.Ed.programme.

To find out whether there exists significant diffiece in the extent of
preference for the PDSs between Expert TeachersNawice Teachers

undergone two year B.Ed.Programme.
Hypotheses Tested
The hypotheses tested were as follows:

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Studemtspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Peerspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.
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There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Adnmaisets, in specific

problem situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Expert teachers in Dealing with Paremtspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Studemtspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Pearspiecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Admiatsts, in specific

problem situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in Dealing with Parentspecific problem

situations and problem situations in total.

There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the

PDSs between Expert and Novice teachers.



&mammy 241

10. There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs among Novice teachers in the beginning and anthe B.Ed.

programme.

11. There is significant difference in the extent okference for each of the
PDSs between Expert teachers and Novice teachelsrgone two year

B.Ed. programme.
M ethodology

The investigator makes use of two methods in $hisly. For identifying
Expert and Novice teachers’ preference for the PIDSsroblematic situations, a
survey using a situational judgment test is corgllicin order to check whether the
B.Ed. programme bring any difference in Novice beas’ preference for PDSs, a
single group pretest posttest design is also emagloin the midst of the research
period the duration of B.Ed. programme got extenfileth one year to two year.
Hence the same test is conducted in Novices undertyeo year B.Ed. programme
to check whether the two year B.Ed. programme make difference in the

preference for PDSs than one year novices.
Sample

The sample for the present study constitutes @6n&kary school teachers
(expert teachers), 374 teacher trainees (undergneeyear B.Ed. programme) and
120 teacher trainees (undergone two year B.Ed.ranoge) from four districts of

Kerala viz., Thrissur, Palakkad, Malappuram and tikade.
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In selecting Novice teachers, as the populatiotongs to teacher
community, stratified sampling technique is usexaiit ensures representativeness
and is applicable when the population is composkedubgroups or strata of

different sizes.
Tool used for the study

The tool ‘Tacit Knowledge Scale for Teachers’ Ie®ytha & Mumthas)
was constructed to measure the extent to whicthéeaendorse a set of Problem
Dealing Strategies across a variety situationsclhvimay arise in their career life
while ‘Dealing with Others’. In teaching domain, éBling with Others’ comprises
of four subcategories viz. (i) dealing with studgntii) dealing with peers (iii)
dealing with administrators and (iv) dealing witar@nts which in turn is studied by
presenting Tacit Knowledge items, in the form @nststories or vignettes followed

by response options corresponding to seven stesegi
Statistical Techniques Used
The various statistical techniques used are gbatow.

A. Two tailed test of significance of difference beémemeans for large
dependent samples
B. Two tailed test of significance of difference beémemeans for large

independent samples
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Major Findings
Major findings of the study are as follows

In dealing with Stealing tendency among studemntpel teachers prefer the
strategies ‘delegate’, ‘confer’ and ‘consult’ eduallegislate’ strategy is
also preferred though to a significantly less eteand tend to evade the

strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ anaraply’.

In dealing with ‘Drug mishap’, Expert teachers prethe strategies in the
order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consulwhere ‘legislate’ is
preferred significantly higher than others. At th@me time they tend to
evade the strategies significantly in the orderoidy ‘retaliate’ and

‘comply’.

In dealing with Misunderstanding teacher’s relatioith student’, Expert
teachers prefer the strategies is in the orderfargtegislate’, ‘delegate’,
‘consult’ and ‘comply’; where ‘confer’ shows a sifjoant difference from
the rest of the preferred strategies except ‘laggsl In the mean time they

tend to evade the strategy ‘retaliate’ significamtiore than ‘avoid’.

In dealing with Mocking habit of intelligent studerkxpert teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislat&da‘consult’; where ‘confer’
exhibits a significant difference with the strategjilegislate’ and ‘consult’.
They tend to evade the strategies in the order (tgiriretaliate’, ‘delegate’

and ‘avoid’.
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In dealing with ‘Poverty stricken inattentive statle Expert teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, fegult’ and ‘legislate’; where
‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than dislate’ but equal with
‘comply’ and ‘consult’. Expert teachers try to eeathe strategies in the
order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’; where eth disfavor ‘avoid’

significantly more than ‘delegate’ but equally witataliate’.

In dealing with ‘Insult from students’, Expert téges prefer the strategies in
the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘avoigdiwhere the preference for
‘confer’ is significantly higher than the strategi‘consult’ and ‘avoid’ but

equal with ‘comply’. Expert teachers tend to ‘avoilde strategies in the

order ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘legislate’.

In dealing with ‘Spontaneous verbal abuse from extticd Expert teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘légflis’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’;
prefering ‘confer’ significantly higher than allétother preferred strategies.
They tend to evade the strategies significantiyheorder ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’,

and ‘delegate’.

In dealing with “‘Too many questions from a studeB&pert teachers’ prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’ dadmply’; where ‘confer’ is

preferred significantly higher than ‘consult’ armbmply’. In mean time they
tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘avoitlegate’, ‘retaliate’, and
‘legislate’; where the disapproval for ‘avoid’ ggnificantly higher than

‘retaliate’ and ‘legislate’ but equal with ‘delegat
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. While dealing the situation ‘Sexual abuse at horapert teachers prefer

the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ldgate’ and ‘consult’; where
‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than het preferred strategies
except ‘comply’. Expert teachers tend to evadesthagegies significantly in
the order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’.

In dealing with the situation Defamation throughtsegpp messages, Expert
teachers’ preference for the strategies is in ttieero‘confer’, ‘legislate’,
‘consult’, and ‘delegate’; where ‘confer’ shows migcantly higher
preference than rest of the preferred strategidseréas Expert teachers tend
to evade the strategies significantly in the orthvoid’, ‘retaliate’ and

‘comply’.

In dealing with the whole 10 situations under Deglwith Students, Expert
teachers’ preference for the strategy ‘confer’ shaav significantly high
difference from the rest of the preferred strategidegislate’, ‘consult’,
‘comply’ and ‘delegate’ . At the same time they d®athe strategies

‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid’ almost equally.

In dealing with ‘Supervision of student teacherkpErt teachers prefer the
strategies ‘confer’ and ‘legislate’; favoring fer significantly higher
than ‘legislate’. They tend to evade the strategreshe order ‘avoid’,
‘retaliate’, ‘comply’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’. Bagreement with the strategy

‘avoid’ is significantly higher than the other npreferred strategies.

In dealing with ‘Complaint from colleagues’ , Expaeachers prefer the

strategies ‘delegate’, ‘legislate’, ‘confer’ andoftsult’; opting ‘delegate’
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significantly higher than the rest. They tend v@de the strategies in the

order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘comply’ almost ediya

In dealing with ‘Irresponsible colleague’, ‘legitda strategy is preferred
significantly more than the strategies ‘consultdddelegate’; and equally
with ‘confer’. Their disagreement with ‘avoid’ iggsificantly higher than

‘comply’, but equal with ‘retaliate’.

Expert teachers’ preference for the PDSs in ‘let@nf in colleagues
decision’ are in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’ ardklegate’; ‘confer’ being
preferred significantly higher than the rest. Ae thame time they tend to
evade the strategy ‘avoid’ significantly more tHeetaliate’, ‘comply’ and

‘legislate’.

In dealing with ‘Commanding nature of senior caljea’, Expert teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘cdtisand ‘delegate’; preferring
‘confer’ significantly higher than ‘delegate’ bufj@al with ‘consult’. Further
they tend to disagree with the strategies in thderoravoid’, ‘comply’,
‘retaliate’ and ‘legislate’ where the  disagreemenith ‘avoid’ is

significantly higher than ‘legislate’ but equal tvicomply’ and ‘retaliate’.

In Dealing with Peers, Expert teachers give higha®tference for the

strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult’, ‘legite’ and ‘delegate’ whereas
the preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is sigrdfitly higher than the rest of
the preferred strategies. At the same time theg tenevade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ ariddomply’.
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In dealing with ‘Principal’'s grudge towards the dkar’, Expert teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘légjie’, ‘consult’ and ‘delegate’;
where ‘confer’ is preferred significantly higherath the rest. Along with
they tend to evade the strategies in the order ptgm retaliate’ and
‘avoid’; where the disagreement with the strategymply’ is significantly

higher than *avoid’ but identical with ‘retaliate’.

In dealing with ‘Division fall problem’, Expert teaers prefer the strategies
in the order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘consult’ andélegate’; where'legislate” is
preferred significantly higher than the other prefd strategies. In mean
time they tend to evade the strategies signifigamtl the order ‘avoid’,

‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’.

While dealing with administrators, Expert teachamesfer the strategies in the
order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘consult’ and ‘deleggpreferring ‘confer’
significantly higher than the other preferred &gas except ‘legislate’.
Along with, they tend to evade the strategies & dider ‘avoid’, ‘comply’
and ‘retaliate’; where the disagreement with theatsgy ‘avoid’ is

significantly higher than ‘retaliate’ but equal tvicomply’.

In dealing with ‘Complaint from parent in PTA mewegi, Expert teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘copi@nd ‘consult’ ; where the
preference for the strategies ‘confer’ and ‘compb/’significantly higher
than ‘consult’. They tend to evade the strategiesthe order ‘avoid’,
‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘legislate’ where thesagreement for the strategy

‘avoid’ is significantly higher than the rest.
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In dealing ‘Parent demanding higher grade’, Expedchers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘cpty’ and ‘consult’ where
‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than ettpreferred strategies. They
tend to evade the strategies in the order ‘re&/igavoid’ and ‘delegate’;
where the disagreement for the strategy ‘retalistesignificantly high than
‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’.

In dealing with ‘Complaint raised in science exthdn’, Expert teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘légis’, ‘consult’, ‘comply’ and
‘delegate’ and the preference for the strategy feons significantly higher
than the other preferred strategies. They tend ade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’.

In Dealing with Parents, Expert teachers give hsghmreference for the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consudnd ‘legislate’ where the
preference for the strategy ‘confer’ is signifidgntigher than the other
preferred strategies. They tend to evade the gtestesignificantly in the

order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘delegate’.

In dealing with stealing tendency of student, Nevieachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘delegate’, ‘sait’ and ‘legislate’; though
‘legislate’ is preferred to a significantly lesstemt, p<.05. At the same time
they evade the strategies significantly in the prdeoid’, ‘retaliate’ and

‘comply’.

In dealing with ‘Drug mishap’, Novice teachers grethe strategies in the

order ‘legislate’, ‘confer’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consulwhere ‘legislate’ is
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preferred significantly higher than others. At th@me time they tend to
evade the strategies significantly in the orderoidy ‘retaliate’ and

‘comply’.

In dealing with Misunderstanding teacher’s relatisith student’, Novice
teachers prefer the strategies in the order ‘cgnfegislate’,” delegate’ and
‘consult’; where ‘confer’ shows a significant difece from the rest of the
preferred strategies except ‘legislate’. In the méme they tend to evade

the strategy ‘retaliate’ significantly more thawéed’ and ‘comply’.

In dealing with Mocking habit of intelligent studemovice teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislat&da‘consult’; where ‘confer’
exhibits a significant difference with the strategilegislate’ and ‘consult’.
They tend to evade the strategies in the order (tgiriretaliate’, ‘delegate’

and ‘avoid’.

In dealing with ‘Poverty stricken inattentive stutle Novice teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislategmply and ‘consult’; where
‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than foply ‘and ‘consult’ but
equal with ‘legislate’. Novice teachers try to egdte strategies in the order
‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’, and ‘delegate’; where they sthvor ‘retaliate’

significantly more than ‘delegate’ and ‘avoid'.

In dealing with ‘Insult from students’, Novice téwrs prefer the strategies
‘confer’ and ‘comply’ equally whereas tend to kespay from the strategies

in the order ‘retaliate’, ‘delegate’, ‘legislatéavoid’ and ‘consult’.



31.

32.

33.

34.

&mammy 250

In dealing with Spontaneous verbal abuse from siiyddovice teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘ldgfis’, ‘comply’ and ‘consult’;

preference for ‘confer’ is significantly higherath all the other preferred
strategies. Along with they tend to evade thetefjias significantly in the

order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’, and ‘delegate’.

In dealing with ‘Too many questions from a studeNvice teachers prefer
the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘consult'pfoply’ and legislate; where
‘confer’ is preferred significantly higher than ethpreferred strategies. In
mean time they tend to evade the strategies irottier ‘avoid’, ‘delegate’,
‘retaliate’; where the disapproval for ‘avoid’ ggnificantly higher than

‘delegate’ and ‘retaliate’.

While dealing with the situation ‘Student sufferisgxual abuse at home’,
Novice teachers prefer the strategies in the ordenfer, ‘comply’,
‘consult’, ‘delegate’ and legislate ; where ‘confex preferred significantly
higher than other preferred strategies. They tenévade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’.

In dealing with the situation Defamation throughtsegpp messages, Novice
teachers’ preference for the strategies is in tideroconfer’, ‘legislate’ and

‘consult’; where ‘confer’ shows significantly highereference than rest of
the preferred strategies. Whereas Novice teachrdstb evade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’, Gamply’ and delegate.
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While dealing the 10 situations under Dealing wHBtudents, Novice
teachers’ preference for the strategy ‘confer’, vehaosignificantly high
difference from the rest of the preferred stratediegislate’ and ‘consult’.
At the same time they evade the strategies sigmifig in the order ‘avoid’,

‘retaliate’ ‘delegate’ and ‘comply’.

In dealing with ‘Supervision of student teachergvite teachers prefer the
strategies favour ‘confer’ significantly highdran ‘legislate’. They tend to
evade the strategies significantly in the ordemldy ‘retaliate’, ‘consult’,

‘comply’ and ‘delegate’.

In dealing with ‘Complaint from colleagues’, Novideachers prefer the
strategies ‘delegate’, ‘confer’, ‘legislate’ andoftsult’; opting ‘delegate’
significantly higher than the rest. They tend vade the strategies ‘avoid’

significantly higher than comply but equally wittetaliate’.

In dealing with ‘Irresponsible colleague’, ‘Legista strategy is preferred
significantly more than the strategies ‘confer glegate’ and ‘consult’ ;
however their disagreement with the strategies ithvand ‘retaliate’ is

identical.

Novice teachers’ preference for the PDSs in ‘lmtieniy in colleagues
Decision’ shows that ‘confer’ is preferred signdidly higher than the
‘consult’. At the same time they tend to evade #teategy ‘avoid’

significantly more than ‘retaliate’, ‘comply’, ‘degate and ‘legislate’.
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In dealing with ‘Commanding nature of senior caljea’, Novice teachers
prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘dgée’; preferring ‘confer’
significantly higher than the rest. Further thepdeto disagree with the

strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘legislate’, ‘cotypand ‘retaliate’.

In Dealing with Peers, Novice teachers give highmstference for the
strategies in the order ‘confer, ‘legislate’, ‘dghte’ and ‘consult’
preferring ‘confer’ significantly higher than theest of the preferred
strategies. At the same time they tend to evadsttlagegies significantly in

the order ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’ and ‘comply’.

In dealing with ‘Principal’'s grudge towards the dkar’, Novice teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘légjie’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consult’;
preferring ‘confer’ significantly higher than theher preferred strategies.
Along with they tend to evade the strategies indrder ‘comply’, ‘retaliate’
and ‘avoid’; where the disagreement with the ‘coyhid significantly higher

than the rest.

43.In dealing with ‘Division fall problem’, Novice teaers prefer the strategies

in the order ‘legislate’, ‘consult’, ‘delegate’ antbnfer’. The preference for
the strategy ‘legislate’ is significantly higherath the other preferred
strategies. In the mean time they tend to evadestitadegies in the order
‘avoid’ and ‘comply’; disfavoring the strategy ‘add significantly higher
than the other.

In dealing with administrators, Novice teachersf@rehe strategies in the

order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘delegate’ and ‘consul preference for the
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strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher than tlo¢her preferred strategies
except ‘legislate’. Along with, they tend to evaithe strategies in the order
‘comply’, ‘avoid’, and ‘retaliate’; where the diseement with the strategy

‘comply’ is significantly higher than ‘retaliate'ub equal with‘avoid’.

45.In dealing with ‘Complaint from parent in PTA meawgji, Novice teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘cogi@nd ‘consult’ ; where the
preference for ‘confer’ is significantly higher thdahe rest. They tend to
evade the strategies in the order ‘avoid’, ‘retalidlegislate’ and ‘delegate’;
the disagreement for the strategy ‘avoid’ is sigaifitly higher than all the
other non-preferred strategies.
In dealing ‘Parent demanding higher grade’, Novieachers prefer the
strategies in the order ‘confer’, ‘legislate’, ‘cpiy’ and ‘consult’; showing
significantly high preference for the strategy ‘tmn with all the other
preferred strategies except ‘legislate’. They tendvade the strategies in the
order ‘retaliate’, ‘avoid’ and ‘delegate’; whereetldisagreement with the

strategy ‘retaliate’ is significantly high than @d’ and ‘delegate’.

In dealing with ‘Complaint raised in science extidn’, Novice teachers
prefer the strategies in the order ‘legislate’,nf@’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’,
and ‘delegate’ and the preference for the strateggfer’ is significantly
higher than the other preferred strategies. Thay to evade the strategies

significantly in the order ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’.

In Dealing with Parents, Novice teachers prefer gtrategies in the order

‘confer’, ‘comply’, ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ andhte preference for the
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strategy ‘confer’ is significantly higher than tloéher preferred strategies.
They tend to evade the strategies significantiherorder ‘avoid’, ‘retaliate’

and ‘delegate’.

Expert and Novice teachers prefer the strategy fasbralmost equally,

irrespective of the four types of dealings. Thiditates that to solve the
situations that arise in the social side of teagldamain, Expert and Novice
teachers’ preference is to engage in private dssonsby explaining the

rationality of the teachers’ point of view.

Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘delegate’ orpass over the
responsibility to someone else more than Novicelevtidealing with

Students. At the same time while dealing with adstiators, it is Novices
who tend to delegate more. However Expert teacsieogy higher tendency

to disagree with ‘delegate’ than Novice teacher®)ealing with Parents.

Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘consult’, askthers to work together
for solving the problems, more than Novice whileedling with Students
and Peers. But they prefer the strategy ‘consuiioat equally in dealing

with administrators and parents.

Expert and Novice teachers avoid the strategy lleg¢a irrespective of the
four type of the situations they deal with. Thidigates that to cope up with
the situations in the social side of dealings, Ex@mad Novice teachers

disagree to respond in a vengeful physical or dertzaner.
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The result shows that Expert and Novice disagrek thie strategy ‘avoid’
equally in all the four categories. This means ttmatcope up with the
situations in the social side of dealings Exped &lovice teachers’ do not

prefer to avoid or delay actions to get the probigtiing resolved itself.

Expert and Novice teachers equally prefer ‘legeslaexplicating rules
governing future actions of self and others, whdlealing with students,

peers, administrators and parents.

Expert and Novice teachers show a tendency to ‘tgngning whatever is
asked for while dealing with students and parentstand to avoid it while

dealing with administrators and peers.

Novice teachers, in the beginning and end of th&Bprogramme prefer the
strategy ‘confer’ almost equally when they dealhw8tudents, Parents and
Administrators. But while dealing with peers theljow a remarkable

decrease in their preference for ‘confer’ at the ehthe B.Ed. programme.

Novice teachers, while dealing with administrat@isow a remarkable
increase in their preference to delegate, or pass the responsibility to
someone else, in the end of their B.Ed. programfehe same time both
pretest and posttestNovice groups are almost gqrelictant to ‘delegate’,
when they deal with students and parents. But agngle it when the

dealings are with peers.

In the beginning as well as in the end of the B.fpchgramme, Novice

teachers’ show an equal tendency to ‘consult’,ragskithers to work together
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for solving the problems when they with Studentser8 and Parents. But
when they deal with administrators, a notable deswen their preference for

‘consult’ is observed after undergoing B.Ed. prognze.

While dealing with students and peers B.Ed. prognantoesn’t make any
remarkable difference in Novices tendency to disagrith ‘retaliate’, an act
of vengeful response. But while dealing with admiir@dtors their
disagreement increases remarkably for ‘retaliaM/ith parents their

tendency to ‘retaliate’, decreases significanttgatheir B.Ed. programme.

Novice teachers while dealing with students, paexs administrators, show
a significant decrease in their rate of avoidinglelaying actionsin the end
of the B.Ed. programme than in the beginning oirtlBeEd. programme.

But while dealing with parents they show almostaqlisagreement with

‘avoid’.

Novice teachers while dealing with peers and parefiow a significant
decrease in their rate of legislatingin the enthefB.Ed. programme than in
the beginning of their B.Ed. programme. But whiégalihg with students and

administrators they show almost equal agreemeiht {egislate’.

62.Novice teachers while dealing with students and iatnators, show a

significant decrease in their rate of complyingtire end of the B Ed
programme than in the beginning. Their disagreeneeiomply’ in Dealing
with Peers and agreement in Dealing with Parerdsamost equal in both

pretest and posttest.
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Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘confer’ sigaiftly more than Novice
teachers undergone two year B.Ed. programme, wieisging with students
and parents and almost equally while dealing wééars and administrators.
Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘delegate’ orpass over the
responsibility to someone else more than Novicekergone two year B.Ed.
programme, while dealing with students and peetshé same time Experts
and Novice teachers, agree to delegate while dgalith administrators and
disagree to delegate while dealing with parentsenoodess equally.

Expert teachers show a tendency to ‘consult’, @skimers to work together
for solving the problems, significantly more thamies undergone two
year B.Ed. programme, irrespective of the typeedlithgs. Both the groups
prefer consult to the highest while dealing withmamistrators and least
while dealing with peers.

Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year B.gwgramme,
irrespective of the four type of the situationsfalier ‘retaliate’ almost
equally. This indicates that to solve the situaitimat arise in the social side
of teaching domain, Expert and Novice teachershaprefer to respond in
a vengeful manner.

Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year BpEagramme, while
dealing with students, peers and parents tendades\avoid’ equally. While
dealing with administrators, Expert teachers keeyaya from ‘avoid’
remarkably more than Novice teachers.

Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year Bpsgramme, prefer

‘legislate’, explicating rules governing future iacis of self and others,
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while dealing with peers and parents almost equially Expert teachers’
preference is significantly higher when they deaitthwstudents and
administrators.

69. Expert and Novice teachers undergone two year BoEmhramme, show a
tendency to ‘comply’, doing whatever is asked fohiley dealing with

students and parents but avoid it while dealingp\weers and administrators.
Conclusion

The study identified Expert and Novice teachergfgrence for each of the
Problem Dealing Strategies that falls under the tmiegories of dealings viz. with
students, peers, administrators and parents anu fadnether there is significant
difference between them. It also tested the infteenf B.Ed. course in Novice
teachers’ preference for the PDSs by testing thehe beginning and end of the
B.Ed. programme. During the course of the studydim@ation of B.Ed. course was
extended from one year to two year. So a comparddaxpert teachers and this
two year B.Ed. is also done. The conclusions thagrged from the results of the

analysis of data are discussed below.

Expert teacher preference for the PDSs differs siggantly in specific and in total

situations, for different types of dealings in thiesocial side of teaching.

Basically there seemed a general tendency for fExpachers to prefer
confer, legislate and consult and to keep awaynfthe strategies retaliate and

avoid.
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While dealing with students, Expert teachers optdnfer the most, tackling
the problems through private discussion with thelents, explaining their point of
view. Legislating and consulting are also con®deilas reasonably tolerable
strategies. Where students seem helpless they ahewdency to ‘comply’; going
for actions which actively excuse the behavioustofdents, reflecting their concern
for the oppressed. Their tendency to ‘delegate’bgetsted with more serious and
complicated situations, may be because they waensare the involvement of some

other responsible persons in solving the issues.

In dealing with peers and administrators they showluctance to ‘comply’
as different from their dealings with students aadents. ‘Delegate’, is considered
as a preferred strategy at its highest in situatieith direct and open nature as in
‘Complaint from Colleagues’, otherwise not. At teame time they are totally
against ‘retaliate’ and ‘avoid. A tendency to légie more is seen when they deal
with administrators. However they were not willing delegate their role while

dealing with parents.

Novice teachers’ preference for PDSs differs siga#intly in specific and total

situations, for different types of dealings in tle®cial side of teaching.

In dealing with students Novice teachers selecteshfer as the most
acceptable strategy, highlighting the role of odestussions in coping the problems
with students. They consider ‘Legislate’ as a Yaimlcceptable strategy and their
tendency to ‘delegate’ gets boosted with more seriand complicated situations.

Consulting others to work together for solving th®blems is also a preferred
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strategy though to a less extent. An inconsistesgyoticed in their preference for

‘comply’; they mark high preference for it in canaituations,

With peers also, Novice teachers mostly opt tonfed. Formulating or
following rules for actions (legislate) is considdras a fairly accepted strategy
except in the situation ‘Interfering in colleaguecision’. Consulting and delegating
the responsibility to others is not given much erefice. They showed a reluctance
to comply, indicating an unwillingness to condohe behaviors of their peers and

totally disapproved avoiding and retaliating.

In dealing with administrators ‘confer’ and ‘lelgite’ are selected as highly
acceptable strategies. ‘Consult’ and ‘delegate’faity acceptable strategies. They
expressed their disagreement with the strategiesida ‘comply’ and ‘retaliate’
indicating, physically or verbally reacting, condupn the authority’s behavior or
actions and avoiding or delaying the actions carbwtconsidered as the right

strategies to deal with administrators.

While confronting parents Novice teachers selectsshfer’ as the best
strategy. Comparatively a general willingness tertmok the behavior or actions of
parents (comply) was shown by Novices. ‘Legislaggid ‘consult’ are also
considered as acceptable strategies though tsa&ktsnt. They have the judgment
that while dealing the parents, it is not advisabl@lelegate their responsibility to

someone else. Here also ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliatevprbto be in their bad books.

To conclude, Novice teachers generally prefer shetegies ‘confer’,

‘legislate’ and ‘consult’ and keep away from ‘avomhd ‘retaliate’. They show
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category wise difference in their preference fataia strategies like ‘comply’ and
‘delegate’. ‘Comply’ is considered as preferrecatggy while dealing with parents
but a non-preferred one in dealing with studentserp and administrators.
‘Delegate’ is a preferred strategy while dealinghwpeers and administrators but a

non-preferred one while dealing with students asuepts.

Expert and Novice teachers differ significantly itheir preference for some of the

PDSs in different types of dealings in the sociales of teaching

Expert and Novice teachers prefer the strategiesfér’, ‘legislate’ and
‘consult’ and evade the strategies ‘retaliate’ amadoid’ irrespective of the
situations. However Expert teachers’ preferencedonsult’ is remarkably higher
than Novices. Expert teachers prefer ‘delegateldaling with students but Novices
prefer it while dealing with administrators. Botietgroups prefer to comply while
dealing with parents and keep away from it whdkealing with peers and
administrators. Though Expert teachers showed swradiness to comply with

students, Novices showed a reluctance to comply thigm.

Novice teachers in the beginning and end of the B.grogramme differ
significantly in the preference for some of the PB$ different types of dealings

in the social side of teaching

Both in the beginning and end of the B.Ed. progrerNovices generally
prefer the strategies ‘confer’, ‘consult’ and ‘lsigite’. Meanwhile ‘retaliate’ and

‘avoid’ falls into the class of non-preferred ségies.
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Though Novices, in both stages prefer ‘confer’ renor less equally, while
dealing with students, administrators and pareaftey the B.Ed. programme their
preference get considerably decreased with peeargic&l groups disagreed almost
equally to delegate in the case of students andngar At the same time, after
undergoing B.Ed. course they showed the tendencydétegate’ more with

administrators.

The strategies ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ are cdesed as preferred strategies
irrespective of the type of dealings. However, whilealing with administrators,
Novice teachers’ tendency to ‘consult’ remarkablgcredases after their B.Ed.
course. Their tendency to ‘legislate’ also getsuoced while dealing with
administrators and parents. Novices in both stagefer to comply while dealing

parents and avoid it while dealing with peers ashahiaistrators.

Expert teachers and Novice teachers’ undergone twear B.Ed.
programme differ significantly in the preference fesome of the PDSsin different

types of dealings in the social side of teaching

Both the groups preferred the strategies ‘confednsult’ and ‘legislate’ in
majority of the situations and at the same tim&lrate’ and ‘avoid’ are considered

as the non preferred strategies.

Both the groups prefer ‘confer’, more or less diguerespective of the type
of situations they deal with, indicating their iimgtion to engage in private talk to
prove their side. A category wise difference isavbed with ‘delegate. Expert

teachers show higher tendency to ‘delegate’ whdlalidg with students and peers,
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may be because they want to ensure the involveofestme responsible authority
in such situations. However both the groups shawctance to ‘delegate’ while

dealing with parents and accepted it with admiatsts.

The strategies ‘consult’ and ‘legislate’ are cdesed as preferred strategies.
However Expert teachers showed considerably higieadency to ‘consult’
irrespective of the type of dealings. Regardinggitate’, Expert teachers’
preference is remarkably higher than Novices whiéaling with students and
administrators. A category wise difference is distiwith the strategy ‘comply’
(doing whatever is asked for) as Expert and Noteeehers prefer it while dealing
with students and parents and avoid it while dgalith administrators and peers.
At the same time it is Expert teachers who rejectdmply at a higher level than

Novices while dealing with peers and administrators

The results of this study endow with some insigitb the nature and
development of teachers’ tacit knowledge and tpessible strategies while tackling
problems in their social side of teaching. It thisolight to the fact that Expert and
Novice teachers do not differ significantly in texraf the capacity to identify the
extremely good and bad solutions to the situatiopablems, but there are

variations with other strategies that come in thedbe way.

The findings of the study reveals that in majoofysituations from among
the seven strategies teachers prefer to ‘compghifer’ and ‘consult’ more than the
other strategies. At the same time it is quite iekghat majority of the teachers are
not willing to ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ in any of #se situations. This implies the truth

that avoiding and retaliating cannot be considexedin acceptable strategy while
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dealing with social side of teaching. This furthewplies that teachers have to
interact with others like students, peers, adnmaists and parents it is better to
discuss the issue within the context of more intevend private sphere, to do what
is ordered and requested instead of agitating arappeal to a third party if it is
needed. There is also some sort of relevance tpsléding especially when the
dealing is with students. Generally there is adramong practically intelligent
teachers to discard the usage of the strategiesd’aand ‘retaliate’ than the less
practically intelligent teachers. Also the findingsints that level of tacit knowledge
make significant difference in the preference afaas Problem Dealing Strategies.
This implies that there is an association betwerssblEm Dealing Strategies and
level of tacit knowledge. This necessitates therowpment of practical intelligence

of teachers through the process of sharing taciwkedge.
Educational Implications

The findings and the conclusion of the preserdystitave wide implications
for the improvement of the social conditions ofcteag on both theoretical and

practical context. The study put forward the foliogvimplications.

Generate a comprehensive awareness of the commalpms that arise in the

social side of teaching by addressing the challergsituations faced by teachers

Normally teachers get the opportunity to understdre common problems
of teaching only when they enter into the mainstreh teaching. There they have to
deal with a variety of situations each differing threir nature, persons involved,

impact and complexity. A lot many reasons like idiffty in monitoring the class,
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behavior problem of students or even peer teachensecessary involvement of
parents, dependent students due to financial, i@mol physical reasons, faulty
decisions of management or supervisors, sexualvanoal harassments etc can
contribute to the foundation of problems in teaghtareer. A sudden exposure of
novice teachers to such complications can incrdasgerplexity in their dealings
with such problems and may even lead to burnendiéncy. But if teachers are
addressed to the challenging situations of sodi@ sf teaching in advance, it will
give them the opportunity to have a wholesome Vigaton of the wide-ranging
possible problems.Necessary steps from the pasgacher educators and curriculum
planners of teacher education should be takenisnréigard for providing them with
a comprehensive awareness of such frequently aegusocial issues in teaching

profession. Definitely this will bring positive inapt in teaching profession.

Provide an insight into the best problem dealingategies practiced by Expert

teachers while dealing with the social side of thaty

The study implies that when teachers have to faoblematic situations
while dealing with students, peers, administratord parents, the best policy is to
discuss the issue openly within the context of miatenate and private sphere.
There is also some sort of relevance for bringiathenticity to the solutions taken
by legislating and seeking other teachers’ helpcbysulting especially when the
dealing is with students. In no way Expert teaclger$or avoiding and retaliating as

strategies to solve the problems.

The study provides guidelines to teachers andh&raeducators for the

possible way of solving the problems and the waoitladopting different Problem
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Dealing Strategies in different situations. Thedepth analysis of these strategies
can play an important role in training the Novicése effective use of strategies can
be understood and practiced by them for the easglyt and tactful solution of

challenging professional situations.

Accelerate Novice teachers’ ability to learn fronxperience and to modify their

strategies accordingly

In order to gain expertise normally Novices hawewait for years of
experience, though the period may vary from pefsoperson. Incorporating the
concept of Tacit Knowledge and Problem Dealing t8gi@s as a part of B.Ed.
Curriculum can acquaint Novices with possible wayhandling students, peers,

administrators and parents. It can benefit thehacommunity as a whole.

During the initiatory practice of teacher trainegghey are to do a task of
collecting career related stories from Expert teashdepicting the problematic
situations in their career life, Novices will get apportunity to reflect on such
situations. If all such collected stories are puitoidiscussions among teacher
trainees they can analyze the situations and tinggn the effective strategies to be

implemented in each situations.
Makes the implicit knowledge of Expert teachers &gip

There always feel a difficulty in transferring theaplicit knowledge of
Expert teachers to Novices. As many of the decisiay have contextual relevance,
these knowledge cannot be directly articulated. phecedures followed in this

study attempted to bring this implicit knowledge EBxtpert teachers explicit in a
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natural way. The findings of this study implies tthaur teacher preparation
programme could benefit if they expand their fotmugclude explicit instruction on
practical skills for dealing with social interaat® and day to day problems that

occur in teaching career.

Incorporate concept of Tacit Knowledge and Problédealing Strategies as a part

of B.Ed. Curriculum

The incorporation of the concepts of tacit knowkedmd problem dealing
strategies can promote the interpersonal skillsstoflents. This can be better
attained if B Ed curriculum introduces a theordtenad practical framework in this
area. The effective use of strategies can be utodersind practiced by them for the

easy, timely and tactful solution of challengingfessional situations.

Normally for internship programmes and all schost®w a reluctance
towards the intake of trainee teachers on the jmége that they may be immature
in handling school situations. But if tacit knowtgdof teachers are increased they
will become proficient in handling the stakeholdesk teaching and thereby

minimizing the anxieties of school authorities.

Provide a platform for self reflection of teacheesd sharing of tacit knowledge of

teachers

This study provides viewpoints for the need of jdovg a common platform
for teachers with different levels of experience &nowledge level for promoting
the sharing of tacit knowledge possessed by thetk bf systematic approaches for

the transmission may leave the less experienceatbwice teachers to implement
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series of trial and error strategies before finafjzan apt strategy to tackle the
problems in their career life. If a common platfofon all the level of teachers can
be provided novice teachers can learn from theirglhgrocess and the time lag to

attain expertise can be minimized.

Implementation of innovative teacher training to anease the tacit knowledge of

the teacher trainees

With the advent of technology the sharing of t&ecibwledge can be made
much easier .Video conferencing with experts isnaovative approach in this area.
Problems in various level of teaching can be eagi§sped with such interactions
and queries can be clarified then and there witpedx. Problems in teaching
profession may vary according to country and celtiNowadays faculty exchange
programme and all between different countries amgeusities are quite popular.
Hence as teachers they should have a global avesrefiesuch differences in order
to make them true experts in their profession. @trecept of global teacher can be
thus made practical with the usage of successfategfies and compensating for

faulty strategies.

The results of this study endow with some insightb ithe nature and
development of teachers’ tacit knowledge and tpessible strategies while tackling
problems in their social side of teaching. It thisolight to the fact that Expert and
Novice teachers do not differ significantly in texraf the capacity to identify the
extremely good and bad solutions to the situatiopablems, but there are

variations with other strategies that come in thedbe way.
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The findings of the study reveals that in majoofysituations from among
the seven strategies teachers prefer to ‘compghfer and ‘consult’ more than the
other strategies. At the same time it is quite iekgghat majority of the teachers are
not willing to ‘avoid’ and ‘retaliate’ in any of #se situations. This implies the truth
that avoiding and retaliating cannot be considexedin acceptable strategy while
dealing with social side of teaching. This furthewplies that teachers have to
interact with others like students, peers, adnmaists and parents it is better to
discuss the issue within the context of more intevend private sphere, to do what
is ordered and requested instead of agitating arappeal to a third party if it is
needed. There is also some sort of relevance tpsléting especially when the
dealing is with students. Generally there is adramong practically intelligent
teachers to discard the usage of the strategiesd’aand ‘retaliate’ than the less
practically intelligent teachers. Also the findingmints that level of Tacit
Knowledge make significant difference in the prefere of various Problem
Dealing Strategies. This implies that there is &soaiation between Problem
Dealing Strategies and level of Tacit KnowledgeisTiecessitates the improvement

of practical intelligence of teachers through thecpss of sharing Tacit Knowledge.

To improve the practical skill of teachers attesnpaive to be made right
from the teacher training institutions. But in olgaching training institutions our
teacher trainees are not taught much to deal wihsbcial side of teaching, which
encompasses the major portion of all teaching iegrprocess. The findings of this

study implies that our teacher preparation prograncould benefit if they expand
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their focus to include explicit instruction on ptigal skills for dealing with social

interactions and day to day problems that occteaching career.
Suggestionsfor Further Resear ch

Teacher trainees at the outset of their profeskitr@ning may have
rudimentary concepts regarding the strategies tgraeéerred while dealing the
social side of teaching , but may bring a changehwir professional dealings,
perhaps experimental, as they progress throwghphriod of training. At the same
time Expert teachers preference for the strategeessed on their experience and
expertise, exhibits practical decisions which amrenknowledge driven and tacit
oriented. The focus of future research should baaw greater gains in the field of
teaching domain can be achieved by focusing exiylicn developing practical

interpersonal skills in teachers.

1. An investigation in to how Expert teachers’ tacibhokledge can be

transferred to Novice teachers is recommended.

2. Along with strategic examination, dynamic aspedtadion performed by
teachers to tackle the problematic situation inche®y domain can be
investigated, which can effectively reveal the @afyeof teachers in carrying

out issues successfully.

3. A study on the Problem Dealing Strategies adoptetkachers can be done
at various levels of teaching to compare the diffiees in their usage of

strategies.
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Determining the predictive efficiency of tacit kniedge in the career
success of teachers is a suggested area for study.

Influence of tacit knowledge, problem dealing €tgaés and job satisfaction
on burnout tendency among teachers can be investiga

An investigation on different factors like leadapskkill, conflict resolution
strategies and decision making skill in predictiagit knowledge can be
carried out

Problem dealing strategies of teachers in relatwith their gender,
educational qualification and experience cantbdied.

An investigation can be done to bring out the sgimial preference in other

dealings of teachers such as ‘Dealing with taskd’ ‘®ealing with self’.
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Appendix B.1
TACIT KNOWLEDGE SCALE FOR SCHOOL TEACHERS

(ENGLISH VERSION)

Blessytha Anwar Dr. MumthasN.S.

Research Scholar Associate Professor

Farook Training College Farook Training College
SECTION |

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 I1

I nstructions

Given below are some of the challenging situatiossally faced by
the teachers and their possible response actideasd’ rate each of the
response actions under each situations in the gegponse box accordingly
with the given five response options viz., strgndisagree (SD), disagree
(D), neutral (N), agree (A) and strongly agree (S8ing 'vV"'. Please make it
sure that you rate every statement. Your answel bl treated strictly

confidential and we assure you that it will be uBadesearch purpose only.



Situation No. 1

Situation No. 2

1. At the PTA meeting Mr Ravi, one of the best teas of the 2. Shyam is one of the best students of Jeenheeat 16"
school. Once he happened to face the complainpafent thaf standard. But she realizes that Shyam is behind the
children are not able to understand the subjediquotaught by frequent thefts occurring in the class. But Shyanmat
him. But Ravi has not yet received such a feedemk the willing to admit it at all. Given the situation jaige rate
children. Given the situation please rate the jbsgiesponse the possible response actions of Jeena accordigguig
actions of Ravi according to your opinion in theegi response opinion in the given response box.
box.

1. Accepting the parent’s opinion, he would say thatwill try to 1. Would call Shyam and try to convince him theaesness

improve his teaching. of his deeds.
sb|D [ N][A]sA| SD|D|N|A|SA
2. Would not react at all. 2. Would inform the Principal or Student Counselio deal
[SD|[D[N[A]sA with the matter. SD|D [N|A|SA

3. Would react only after making it sure that otherepis are also 3. Would consult other teachers for taking a adrdecision

having the same opinion about him. |SD| D ‘ N | A | SA‘ ‘SD‘ D | N ‘ A ‘ SA|

4. Would conduct an open discussion with the studamdisparents. 4. Would give proper punishment to Shyam

SD|D [N ASA (SD[D [ N[A[sA

5. Would leave the matter for Principal’s decision 5.  Would keep apart from such an issue.

sb|D | N|A]|SsA| sD|D | N|A]|SsA|
6. As the students have not raised such a complaisay®that 6. Would decide that he will indulge in this mattaly after
there is no need for responding o such allegatigrzarents. getting proper evidence.
sb|D [ N|A]sA|
sD|D [ N|A]sA|
7. Would say that students are finding it difficultftdlow as the 7. As the student is a high achiever Ravi decid¢ to

students are academically backward. |SD| D ‘ N | A | SA‘

interfere ‘SD‘ D | N ‘ A ‘ SA|




Situation No. 3

Situation No. 4

3. thse Sir was supervising a student teacher alatisaching in 4. Leena has very good relationship with her sitsleShe
9" Standard. He found, that Hafsa is teaching wrarens happened to know from some trustworthy studentseir
entirely deviating from the main concept in thetb@ok. Given class that Rajeev one of the best student in lessdhas
the situation please rate the possible responsenacdf Jose started consuming drugs. Given the situation please
Sir according to your opinion in the given respobee. the possible response actions of Leena accordiyguo

opinion in the given response box.

1. Would not interfere thinking it is better not taténfere until the 1. She would send Rajeev for consulting the Studen

class is over. Counsellor
sD|D | N|A]sA| [SD|D | N|AJSsA|
2. Would take the class replacing Hafsa.‘ sSD ‘ D | N ‘ A ‘ SA| 2. She would consult other teachers to take wecis
SD| D | N|A]| SA

3. Would call her out of the class and make her redfie error and 3. She would take punishment actions against Rajee

reteach. (sD|D[NJA]SsA| (sD|D[N]A]SsA|

4. Would consult the other teachers for taking thesiea. 4. She would have an open talk with Rajeev.

SDID|NJ|A]SA sb|D [ N[ A]|sA|

5. Would inform the teacher educator about her mistake 5.  Will not interfere at all. | | ‘ | | ‘

SD|D | N|A|SA
sb|D [ N]|A]sA|

6.  Would generalize it as a part of teacher training &ave the 6. She would not complicate the situation as leebslliant

Issue |SD| D ‘ N | A | SA\ students.
sb|D [ N]|A]|sA|
7. Will abstain from supervising her class. 7. She would arrange some sort of awareness pnoges

sb|D | N|[A]sA

against drugs in the class for all.

sD|D [ N|A]sA|




Situation No. 5

Situation No. 6

5. Haris Sir mingles very well with his studentsll #e 6. Sunil is a teacher with literary aptitude. haprove
students are very active at his class. But somehézg] students’ interest in literature he used to supipdéym
mistook this interactive atmosphere in his classr@s an with articles and magazines. Accordingly |he
indiscipline problem. They complained to the Prnati happened to give some books to a student named
and he asked for Haris sir's explanation. Given |the Reema.But he understood from her further behaviour
situation please rate the possible response actofns that the girl has mistook him. Given the situatjon
Chandran sir according to your opinion in the give please rate the possible response actions of Sunil
response box. according to your opinion in the given response. bpx

1. He would oppose the complalner-.SD‘ D ‘ N ‘ A ‘ SA‘ 1. Wouldtbalgirl and tell her the truth.

sb|D | N|[A]sA|

2. Would say that admitting other's complaint he uldo 2. Would completely ignore the student.

restructure his teaching mode. ‘SD‘ D ‘ N ‘ A ‘ SA‘ ‘SD‘ D ‘ N ‘ A ‘ SA‘
3. Stating it as his psychological approach wibsantiate it to 3. Would behave to the child as usual.
the headmaster
sD|D |N|A]|sA| sD|D [ N|A]sA|
4. Would consult the other teachers to solve thees 4. Would consult other senior teachers.
sD|D | N[ A]sA| 'sb|D | N|A]|sA|
5. Would continue his teaching method in futueessks also 5.  Would send the student to a student Counsellor
‘SD‘D‘N‘A‘SA‘ ‘SD‘D‘N‘A‘SA‘
6. Would conduct an open discussion with other hegg to 6. In future would give the books to students after
explain the peculiarity of his teaching to othexdieers. convincing them the real purpose the deed.
sD|D | N|A]|SsA| sD|D | N|A]SsA|
7. Would ask the head master to observe his ctabsecide. 7. Would stop giving books and articles to Reema
anymore.
sD|D|[N|A|SsA| y
IsD|D|[N|A|SsA|




Situation No. 7

Situation No. 8

7. Devan is a high school teacher working in aedischool 8. Gijo is students’ favourite teacher .Henaalshts
He has noticed that since the very beginning ofdais in always try to sit very attentively in his class. | A
that school, the school principal is behaving tm m such student named Naveen used to comprehend even the
a way that he has some sort of grudge towards Qinite toughest lessons very easily. But he has a tegdenc
often the Principal assigned extra classes for De@me to mock at weak students when they ask their doubts
of Devan’s colleagues tell him that actually thénEipal or when they couldn’t answer the questions as
had prefered to hire his relative at Devans’ post,due to Given the situation please rate the possible respon
the interference of the management he couldn’t @lo actions of Gijo according to your opinion in the
Given the situation please rate the possible respon given response box.
actions of Devan master according to your opiniorhie
given response box.
1. He would obey whatever he is told to do by the Epial.
Isb|D [ N]|A]sA| 1. A code of conduct would be formed and try to
implement it in his class ‘SD‘ D | N ‘ A ‘ SA|
2. He would discuss the matter with an intimatdeagjue to 2. Would avoid the unnecessary interference ofelday
take decision. [sb[D[N]A]SsA] [sp[D[N[A]SsA]
3. He would avoid doing extra works given by the Pipat 3. Would take punishment procedures agdNiaseen..
sD|D | N|A]|SsA| sD|D [N |A]|sA|
4. He would present the matter in front of staff cdlioc 4. Would consult other teachers of Naveen and take a
Teacher Associations . |SD| D ‘ N | A | SA‘ decision
sb|D [ N][A]sA|
5. He would have an open talk with the Principal. 5.  Would initiate an open talk with Naveen
s D |N|A]JSsA| [SD|D |[N|A|SsA|
6. He would suggest for norms for equal distributién o 6. Would leave the matter for the decision of Head
iti o) D|N|A|SA
, additional works among the teachefD ‘ | Master. SO|D | N|A|SA

He would oppose the Principal.

sD|D | N|A]|SsA|

Would allow Navéo contintrehisusuat-ways.

sD|D | N|A]|sA|




Situation No.9

Situation No. 10

9. Veena is teaching in an aided school.Fiveesttadin her class come 10. Dhanya Teacher noticed that Rahul, a brighdesttin his
from a nearby orphanage and she has very goodbredaip with them, class is seen sleeping frequently in all his clas¥éhen he
She realised from them that these students arsngdtarassed in the asked for the reason students replied that itéauee he has o
orphanage .She informed the matter to the princiBat he reacted go for some sort of night jobs to meet the experisesis
indifferently to the matter saying that there is meed to interfere studies due to the worse financial condition inHogne. Given
because around fourty students are coming fromatidtanage and any the situation please rate the possible responsenacof
action would humiliate them and if they withdrawgde children from Dhanya Teacher according to your opinion in tleem
their school it will cause division fall in theiclsool. Given the situation response box
please rate the possible response actions of Vaerarding to youl
opinion in the given response box.

1. Would not take further interest in the issue as #lready reported 1. Would avoid the situation and continue her<las
to the Principal

p |SD|D‘N|A|SA‘ |SD|D‘N|A|SA‘

2. Would openly oppose the decision of the Principal 2. Would try to raise a fund from the school tophsuch
financially backward students.

sb|D | N|A]sA| sb|D [ N][A]sA|

3. Would seek for actions which can enable the stisden self 3. Would have an open talk with Rahul and trystdve the
resistance problem.

sD|D | N|A]|sA| sD|D | N|A]|sA|

4. Would discuss the matter with the orphanage aityhior solve 4. Would appreciate in the class Rahul’s urgdudys.
the issue. sD|D [ N[ ATSsA| [so[D [N]A]SsA]

5. Would consult other teachers for the right actiobé taken. 5.  Would consult other teachers to take a decision

sb|D | N[ A]sA| sD|D |N|A]|sA|

6. Would comply with the decision of the Principal. . 6Would take punishment actions against Rahul keepsng

|SD|D‘N|A|SA‘ in the classroom. ‘SD‘D|N‘A‘SA

7. Would seek the help of child line or women celhoedia. 7. Would inform the matter for the decision of trincipal or

sb|D | N|A]sA|

staff council. [sb[p [ N[A]SsA|




Situation No. 11

Situation No. 12

=2

and

—

11. MathewSir is going to another school as he got tran$feur 12 Sabeena Teacher always maintains a friendiyner
students from 10 standard gave him a present at his farevell with her students. Her class is always funny
party. He opened the present with much enthusiasmfaund interesting. Once while she was teaching in 9 dndsrd
that it was a sort of present intended to insutt.hiven the Riyas raised a sudden doubt in midst of the te&her
situation please rate the possible response actibiathew explanation.She reacted in a humorous way . BuaRiy
according to your opinion in the given response. box got agitated and used harsh words against thedeat

front of the class making the whole class sileiven
the situation please rate the possible responsanachf
Sabeena Teacher according to your opinion in thiengi
response box.

1.  He would not react. 1. She would understand his mental agony and rmomtthe

|SD| D ‘ N | A | SA‘ class after clarifying his doubts. ‘SD D | N ‘ A ‘ SA|

2. He would inform the principal or other senior teeish 2. She would totally avoid Riyas and continuedlaess.

sD|D | N|A]|sA| sD|D | N|A]|SsA|

3. He would call the students and ask for the reason. 3.  She would quit from the class.

sD|D | N|A]|sA| sD|D [ N|A]sA|
4. He would consult other teachers for advice. 4. Would take the decision to follow the right tsaf
| S | ‘ | | S ‘ communication to be followed with students and act
DID|NJ|A A i
accordingly. |SD| 5 ‘ N | A | SA‘

5. He would take punishment action against the stisdent 5.  Would talk openly with Riyas .

SD|D [N A]SA| [SD|D N|A|SA

6. He would decide not to accept gifts from the shislén such 6. Would seek the help of other teachers in dgalime

situations anymore. student.
(SD[D[N[A]sAl 'sD|D | N|A]sA|

7. He would opine humourously about the presentécstudents. 7.  Would inform the Principal aboiyaRs rude behaviour

sD|D | N|A]|sA|

to the teacher.
sb| D[ N|A]sA|




Situation No. 13

Situation No. 14

13. Sharat as a teacher is well known for higepaé. He used tp 14. A girl named Devika in Jaya teacher’s clastapskes sd
take his class very effectively and always gaveispattention frequently. Jaya teacher understands that shevisigha
to clarify his students’s doubts. A'@tandard student Kiran some mental pressure but when asked she usually
who is a high achiever always has the tendency sio| a refuses. Once Jaya did an open talk with Devikathad
irrelevant questions in midst of class and tendsr&hto girl confesses that she is suffering from sexual
deviate form the topic. Given the situation pleaat the harassment from her maternal uncle. Being reltidtan
possible response actions of Sharat according to gpinion reveal the matter to the poor parents fearing ithaill
in the given response box. not be believed as her uncle is a socially accepéeson,

she insists Jaya to reveal the matter to her motGéren

the situation please rate the possible responsenacdf
Jaya teacher according to your opinion in the given
response box

1. He would clear Sharat’s doubts at time Wadakk the decision only after consulting with other

'sb|D | N|A]sA| teachers. sb|D [ N]|A]|sA|

2. He would announce in the start of the clasdfitbat doubts 2. She would seek the help of Law and order.
should be asked only at the last five munites efgériod. ‘ SD ‘ D | N ‘ A ‘ SA|

sD|D | N|A]|sA|

3. He would talk to Kiran privately. ‘ sD ‘ D | N ‘ A ‘ SA| 3. She would not interfere in the situation.

4. He would tell Kiran that irrelevant question altbnot be asked |SD| D ‘ N | A | SA‘
in his class further. | SD | D ‘ N | A | SA‘ 4. She would blame the girl for not revealing the é&ssu

o : . S.DI |D N | A|SA

5. He would avoid Kiran’s questions. DD INTAlsA 5. Would ask the Principal to deal

sD|D [ N|A]sA|

6. He would ask the opinion of other teachers teacKiran. 6. Would have an open talk with Devi&ad convince her

|SD| D ‘ N | A | SA‘ the need of revealing the fact herself
SD|D | N|A|SA
7. He would inform the Principal about Kiran’s fating behavior 7. As per the request of Devika will reveal thetterato her

and take the action. ‘SD\ D | N ‘ A ‘ 5A|

parents
SD| D | N| A | SA




Situation No. 15

Situation No. 16

15. Shyma is a dedicated teacher. Pradeep is aagavetudent in he
class. Once his father spoke impudently to Shyeaalter at the

staffroom saying that she has given only low gsattehis son
Given the situation please rate the possible respa@ttions o
Shyma according to your opinion in the given regeonox

v

i

16.

David studying in 9 th standard, is a below rage
student. Sheeba teacher teaches him Mathematitise In
quarterly examination David failed in MathematiGne
day another student shows Sheeba, David’s too abusi
post about Sheeba in their whatsapp group. Giten t
situation please rate the possible response actwdns
Sheba according to your opinion in the given respon
box.

She would creates a n open talk with the parentraakie him

realize her marking scheme

sD|D | N|A]|SsA|

She would inform the matter to Principal

_ SD|D|N|A|SA
She would seek for the advice of—otiterteacners

accordingly sb|D |[N[A]sA

She would oppose the parent and sticks to her stand

'sb|D|[N|A]|sA

She would avoid the parent completetl_\éD| D ‘ N | A | SA‘

She would decide that in future she would keegcand of the
value points and marking scheme of C E marks.

sb|D |[N[A]sA

Would say that she would consider whether theemysfault in
her grading procedure .

sD|D | N|A]|SsA|

Would call David and try to convince him theigasness
of his deeds. |SD| D ‘ N | A | SA‘
Woinltbrm the Principal to deal with the matter.

sDb|D|[N][A ‘Usn/i[
Would consult other teachers fortakinga airoecisi
sb|D [ N]|A]|sA|
Would give proper punishment to David
sD|D | N|A]|sA|

sb|D [ N]|A]sA|

Would avoid David.

Would inform the students that posts mentionewgchers
should not be posted anymore in such social netwgrk

sites. (sD[D [N A]JSsA|
Would behave with students as nothing has heggpe
sb| D[ N]|A]|sA|




Situation No. 17

Situation No. 18

sha
in

17. Seena is a 10 th standard class teacher andtiments | 18.  Usha is a hot tempered Maths teacher. Oncedee
complained to her about their Hindi teacher Khaalegjo is an 8" standard student was dismissed from
in her retirement year. Their complaint was tha¢ &h not teacher's class because she engaged hersel
completing their portions for the imminent examsve® the drawing while the teacher was teaching. She was
situation please rate the possible response actib@eena ordered to get Parents’ letter unless she couldn’t
according to your opinion in the given response. box Sﬁfr?d herdclass. N[[m; ¥Venth to Eelr claé,_s teafr?er
idhya and requested for her help. Given the
situation please rate the possible response actibps
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 thsu
sb|D [ N]|A]|sA| an issue. sb|D [ N]|A]|sA|
2. She would take the class herself* SD‘ D ‘ N ‘ A | SA‘ 2. Would talk to Ushateacher.‘ SD‘ D ‘ N ‘ A | SA‘
3. She would discuss openly with Khadeeja Teachers. 3. Would consult other teachers’ opinion.
sD|D|[N|A]sA| IsD|D|[N]|A]sA|
4. Would consult other teachers for a better decision 4. Would send her to Principal.
sD|D [ N|A]sA| SD|D | N|A|sA|
5. She would avoid the situation stating she coulvolve S. Would support Usha teacher’s action.
in this matter. |SD|D|N|A‘SA| |SD|D|N|A‘SA|
6.  She would express her dissatisfaction with Hiedcher. 6. Would ridicule the student’s action.
Isb|D|[N]|A]sA| (sp[D [N]A]sA]
7. Would decide that in future she would make it gt all 7. Would say that cannot interfere in other teacher’s

the teachers are completing their portions in time.
sD|D|[N|A|sA|

decision. ‘SD‘ D ‘ N ‘ A | SA‘




Situation No. 19

Situation No. 20

discussion

19. Basheer, a High School teacher is new in thedcHameed 20. Once a parent came to Saritha the Sciencedaeath
a senior teacher of the school used to visit hés<clsg the school, complaining that though her daughter
frequently and has the habit of criticizing himduoently presented a very good project for science exhibitio
in front of his students. Given the situation pkesaste the she was not selected for inter school scignce
possible response actions of Basheer Sir accortting exhibition to represent the school. She blames |that
your opinion in the given response box. the school authority discarded her daughter in rorde
to give more opportunities to &tandard students.
Given the situation please rate the possible resgpon
actions of Saritha according to your opinion in the
given response box.
He would not react at all. ‘ = ‘ 5 ‘ v ‘ A ‘ SA‘ 1. Would have an open talk with the parent and corevinc
her.
As no observation on junior teachers are done, dvealy 2. Would consult other teachers to take a right denisi
that there is no need to observe his class too. | sSD | D | N | A ‘ SA|
IsD|D | N|A|SsA|
He would have an open talk with Hameed Sir and icmev 3. Would send her to Principal.
him, (sb[D [N]A]sA] [so[D [N A]SsA]
He would inform the Principal about the behavior of 4. Would abstain from the issue stating that she danno
Hameed Sir. SO D [N A]SA interfere sb|D | N|A]sA|
He would oppose the criticisms of Hameed Sir. S. Would support the schools decision and says that he
‘SD‘ D ‘ N ‘ A ‘ SA‘ daughters may not be good| SD| D | N | A ‘ SA|
As Hameed sir is a senior teacher he would comply w 6. Would consider the concern of parent and will goafo
him re- evaluation
IsD|D | N|A|SsA| "S55 [NTA] A
Would discuss the matter with other teachers te tak 7. Would decide to inform the parents the value pdints

be covered while assessing the projects in future.
sb|D | N|A]sA|




