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C HAPTER I 

THE PROB LE M  

Introduction 

In view of the constant search for competent admini strators 

on all  levels  of school administration/ there is a need for defining 

the personal and operational characteri stics which will indicate to 

an emplo yer how a pers on will react in a given set of circum stance s  1 

particularly those which are related to the s pecific po sition involved . 

For exam ple I how would a princ ipal  go about dealing with a parent 

who s e  child ha s been s us pended from school for discipl inary reason s ?  

How can we know I before hand 1 whether an individual will b e  a good 

or a poor administrator? Ind ustry ha s deve loped time and motion 

studie s  for better production in plants by ob serving their personnel .  

It seems feas ible I then, that some method can be developed which 

will enable educational administrators to se lect more efficient 

personnel . 

In studies completed at the University  of Tennes s ee, Luton J 

IJame s Norfleet Luton , .. A Study of the Use  of Certain Stand­
arized Tests in the Selection of Potential Educational Admini strators"  
(Unpublished Ed  . D .  the sis , The University of  Tenne s s ee , March 1 9 5 5) ,  
pp . 8 - 19. 



Moffett 12 and Nunnery3 have found that psychologica l tests alone 

do not pred ict succe s s  to a high degree in job performance . If 

the se  studie s are indicative I they sugge st that something else 1 

along with the psychological tests,  is needed in selection . 

It would seem 1 then 1 that some method of  analysis  could 

be deve loped which would utilize and supplement the se p sycholo-

gica 1 te sts in the selection proce s s . The method of role p laying 

2 

seem ed to offer a potentia l approach . While role playing has been 

used almost e xclu sively for training purposes  1 it may well be an 

effective procedure for selection . The technique of role playing is 

one of s imulating a life situation 1 usua lly one involving conflicts 

between people 1 and then having individuals play the roles of 

spec ific personalitie s .  Role playing might ena ble adm inistrators I 

through an evaluation of a person ' s  behavior in the role playing 

situation 1 to s e lect the right person for the right j ob .  Since only 

2 Char1es  R .  Moffett 1 "Operationa l Characteristic s of Begin­
ning Ma ster's Students in Educational Ad ministration and Supervis ion" 
(Unpublished Ed . D .  the s i s  1 The University of Tenne s see 1 June 19 54 )  1 
p. 2 2 2 . 

3 Michae1  Yate s Nunnery 1 "A Study in the Use of Psycholo ­
gical Tests  in Determining Effectivene s s  and Ineffectivene s s  in 
School Administrators"  (Unpublished Ed .D . the sis,  The Univers ity 
of Tenne ss ee,  June 19 58 ) 1  p .  1 0 5 . 
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the s ituation i s  given I the dialogue must spontaneously grow out of 

the s ituation created, and the end product is fluid in that it will 

depend upon the way different persons play the ir role s. 4 

Statement of the Problem 

The specific purpo s e  of the pre sent study was to determine 

the extent to which role playing provided data s imilar to that 

obtained through field ratings of school administrators or potential 

school admini strators .  Field ratings must be made while an indivi-

dual concerned is actually on the j ob . Role playing can be 

accomplished during the training period before the person actually 

begin s  work. Thus , if role playing can be shown to be as effective 

for selection as are field ratings, a tremendou s saving of time 1 

energy I and expense can be brought about . 

The sub-problems that were e s s ential to th is study were : 

I. To review other materials which have been written 

re lative to the problem; 

2. To develop appropriate role playing situation s and means 

4Norman R .  F .  Maier , Principle s of Human Re lations (New 
York: John Wiley and Son s 1 lnc . I 1 9 52), p. 8 7 . 
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for their use  in the res earch; 

3 .  To rate subjects in both role playing and field s itua -

tions;  

4 . To analyze the data obtained from role playing ratings 

and field rating s .  

Need for the Study 

Taylor found in a study at the University of Tenne s s ee that 

the role playing technique wa s helpful in revealing certain 

personality characteristics of rna ster' s student s involved in an 

experimental program conducted by the Department of Edu cational 

Administration and Supervision . A member of the group would 

take a pos ition at the front of the total group . Another member of 

the group would 1 in effect 1 " hit him in the face" with a touchy 

administrative problem . She state s :  

Following each situation the person in the ta sk 
s ituation wa s critiqued by the total group . Empha s i s  
in the se  critique s e s s ion s wa s placed on how the 
s imulated administrator handled the problem 1 consistency 
of his a s s umptions 1 relation s of his characterized actions 
to behavior of effective school administrators I and know­
ledge or lack of knowledge of school administration 
employed . The se s ituations pointed up conspicuou s 
places where members of the group needed to improve 



5 

the ir operational characteristic s .  5 

The re search in the pre sent study wa s d e signed a s  an effort 

to provide a ba s i s  for more intelligent selection of effective school 

administrator s :  first 1 in the selection o f  personne l for pos ition s in 

the field of school adm inistration; second I in the selection of 

students for training in school administration . 

The in strument to be u sed in rating the se  individuals would 

be the Tenne s see Rating Guide (in Appendix A) . The Tenne s see 

Rating Guide was used for rating administrative personnel by 

Greever 16 Coker 1 7 and Gentry . 8 Attacking the problem through the 

u s e  of role playing would be u s ing the guide in an entirely different 

way than it had been u sed before 1 because 1 a s  explained above I 

5Gem Kate Taylor 1 " The Development of Effective Charac­
teristic s in Students of School Administration" (Unpublished Ed . D . 
the s i s  1 University of Tenne s see I June 1957 ) , p .  3 5 . 

6c1arence E .  Greever I "A Study of the Characteristics of 
Selected 1 Effective Superintendencie s in East Tenne s see " (Unpub­
lished Ed . D . the s is 1 University of Tenne s s e e  1 June 195 6) . 

?phyllis U .  Coker 1 "A Study of the U se of the Tenne s see 
Rating Guide as a Means of Differentiating Between Effective and 
Ineffective School Administrators" (Unpublis hed Master's thes i s  1 

College of Education 1 Univers ity of Tenne s see 1 Augu st 1956). 

8 Haro1d Wayne Gentry 1 " Patterns of Behavior Exhibited by 
School Administrators "  (Unpublished Ed . D . the s i s  1 Univers ity of 
Tenne s see 1 June 1957 ) . 
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the ratings could be made prior to the time that administrative per­

sonnel actually begin their work . The finding s  would provide some 

information as to whether the Guide could be u s ed in this  manner . 

As sumption s 

Ba sic a s sumptions underlying the study were : 

I .  The Tenne s see Rating Guide 1 1958 I is  a valid instrument 

for determining characteristic s of s chool administrators .  

2 .  Field rating s I using the Tenne s se e  Rating Guide 1 

accurately reflect the degree to which the individuals rated po s se s s  

the behavioral characteristics covered in the Tenne s see Rating 

Guide . 

Definition s 

The following term s and their definition s were u sed in thi s 

study: 

Role playing is acting the part of a character in a s imulated 

situation . 

Central role is the part the major character plays in the 

s imulated s ituation . 

Panel refers to a group of ob servers who rate a subj ect ' s 
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performance in a role playing situation using the Tenne ssee Rating 

Guide . 

Subordinate role s are minor parts a ssumed by members of the 

panel to confu se or perplex the major character in the role playing 

situation . 

The Tenne ssee Rating Guide is an in strument u sed to mea sure 

the behaviora l characteristic s of educational administrators or 

potential educational administrators .  

Hypothe se s  

There were two major hypothe se s for the study: 

I .  Role playing situation s can be developed which will 

reveal behavioral characteristic s posse ssed by school administrators 

or potential school administrators .  

2 .  There will be no significant difference s between role 

situation ratings and field ratings .  

Limitation s 

Thi s study was limited to twenty-five male graduate students 

and/or person s holding graduate degre e s  from the College of Educa­

tion , University of Tennessee . 
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The study wa s limited to two composite ratings , the panel 

rating and the field rating. 

The Background I Development 1 and Use  of the 

Tennes see Ratin g  Guide 

S ince thi s  study involved the use of the Tenne s see Rating 

Guide in both role playing ratings and field ratings I a brief sketc h 

about the development and the us e of this  instrument wa s neces sary . 

A decade a go adm inistrators in the Southe rn  Region felt that s ome 

instrument m ight be developed for the purpos e  of mea s uring charac-

teristic s pertinent to effective educational leadership . 

A work conference attended by ed ucational leaders of the 

Southern Re gion met at George Peabody C olle ge in Na s hville during 

the month of May ,  1 9 5 1 . It was during thi s  Southern State s 

Cooperative Program in Educational Administration (SSCPEA) con-

ference that m uc h  thought was given to the deve lopment of 

competency patterns which would attempt to describe be havioral 

c haracteristics  . 9 

9 "Tentative Report of the Work Conference on Planning for 
the Study of Preparation Program s  in Educational Administration " 
( Report prepared by the Program C e nter Staff I Southern State s 
Cooperative Program in Ed ucational Administration I George Peabody 
College for Teac hers , Nas hville, Tennes s ee, May 1 0 - 1 2 , 1 9 5 1 )1  
p .  1 3 . 
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As a re sult of this  and later SSC PEA conference s 1 a decis ion 

wa s made by the De partment of Educational Administration and 

Supervis ion at the University of Tenne s see to undertake the develop­

ment of an instrument for defining the behavior of educational 

administrators . It wa s believed that the con struction of such an 

in strument would provide som e insights into the formulation of a 

preparatory program 1 which would provide some behavioral charac­

teristic s d e s irable in school adm inistrators . 1 0  

Reflecting on their experience s at the SSC PEA conference s 1 

all of the staff in educational administration and supervis ion at the 

Univers ity of Tenne s see decided to de s ign a rating guide . The guide 

in its finished form " housed " the characteristic s which the sta ff 

felt could be identified and which 1 according to Moffett 1 II most 

clearly portrayed those tra its neces sary for administrators . (See 

Appendix B . ) 

Moffett made the first formal study involving the use of th is  

instrument . The guide in his study consisted of s ix major divis ions . 

The se  were : (a) Democratic Operation 1 (b) Intelligent Operation I 

I OGentry , QE. c it .  1 P. 2 .  

ll Moffett1 2.2.· cit . , p, 4 5 . 



1 0  

(c) Condition of Health 1 (d) Ethical and Moral Strength 1 (e) Adequacy 

of Communication 1 and (f) Operation a s  a Citizen . The rating guide 

in its earlie st form wa s constructed in such a way that there wa s a 

continuum or scale from one to five 1 attempting to reflect the degree 

of competence on each characteri stic . It should be noted that 

there were 1 8 0  items included in this  first guide . 

Moffett state s that the first attempt at such a scale revealed 

many weakne s s e s  . 1 2  Since its inception I the Tenne s see Rating 

Guide ha s been revised practically every year . In the present study 

the 1 9 5 8  form 1 which consisted of s ix maj or divisions and 1 2 5  items 1 

wa s used . The revised 1 9  5 8  divis ion s are a s  follows : (a) Inter­

personal Relation s 1 (b) Intelligent Operation 1 (c) Emotional Stability 1 

(d) Ethical and Moral Strength 1 (e) Adequacy of Communication I and 

(f) Operation a s  a C itizen . (Appendix A shows this form . )  

Validity of the Tenne s see Rating Guide 

The valid ity of a te st or an instrument has been defined as  

the degree to which the te st or  instrument measure s what it is meant 

to measure . It would be rea sonable to define the validity of the 

1 2 Loc. cit . 



I I  

Tenne s s ee Rating Guide a s  the degree to which it mea sure s the 

behavior which it is u sed to mea sure . Validity is  in term s of the 

u s e  made of the instrument 1 not in term s of the intended u s e  of 

it . 1 3  

One o f  the ba sic a im s  of the educational administration 

staff at the Univers ity of Tennes see wa s that of e stablishing 

validity of the Tenne s see Rating Guide . There have been ten 

stud ie s completed by re searchers at the Univers ity of Tenne s see 

toward thi s end . A brief sketch of a few of the se will g ive some 

indication as to the completene s s  of this va lidation . 

In June 1 9 5 6 ,  Greever completed a study identifying opera-

tiona! characteristics of central school staffs . He state s :  

The hypothe s i s  wa s to the effect that the behavioral 
characteristics of selected school superintendents would 
be the one s  a s  identified and described in the rating 
guide . The se  specific conclu s ions which se emed to 
emerge , empha sized that eighty-two of 1 3 7 statements 
of behavioral characteristic s abstracted from 1 7  8 critical 
inc idents 1 related to the rating guide , while fifty-five 
did not . • . . 

The specific finding s  empha sized that the purpos e s  
and philosophy which seem to underlie the rating guide 
provided a definite scope and limitation , and that all 

1 3Jacob S. Orleans 1 Mea sure in Education (New York: 
Thomas Nelson and Son s , 1 9 3 7 ) 1 p .  3 9 0. 



abstracted statements which seemed to lie within thi s  
framework appeared to relate t o  the rating guide . Con­
versely 1 tho se  characteristics which se emed to lie 
outside this framework did not seem applicable . In 
view of the s e  finding s  1 this  study would seem to have 
sub stantiated the hypothe sis  to a cons iderable degree . 14 

1 2  

Another study wa s completed by Coker in Augu st 1 9 5 6  u s ing 

the Tenne s see Rating Guide to differentiate between effective and 

ineffective school principals . She says:  

The problem wa s that of determining 1 in a mea sure 1 
the validity of the rating guide as  a means of differen­
tiating between effective and ineffective school 
administrators . It wa s concluded that the guide clearly 
differentiated among the principal s  involved in this 
study . In final conclus ion I this means that on the 
ba s i s  of this  study 1 the Tenne s see Rating Guide doe s 
differentiate between " effective " and " ineffective " school 
administrator s . 1 5  

The coefficient o f  correlation in all sections and cate­
gories of the guide 1 except one category in the section 
concerning condition of health I ha s a s ignificance at the 
. 0 I level of confidence . 1 6  

Gentry submitted a study in June 1 9 57 which further validated 

the instrument . He asked twenty-five school administrator s from 

all parts of the United State s to identify patterns of behavioral 

I4Greever1 .Q£. cit . I pp . 1 87- 8 8 . 

1 5coker I Q£. cit . I p .  52 . 

I 6Ibid . I P. r4 . 



characteris tic s of selected administrators . He hypothe s ized: 

. . . that an analysis of the rating s of school admin­
istrators will reveal important patterns of behavioral 
characteristics . 

In the se patterns :  
A .  Selected effective administrators will have 

certain characteristic s  which tend to differentiate them 
from selected ineffective school administrators . 

B .  Selected ineffective administrators will have 
certain common characteristics which tend to differen­
tiate them from selected effective school administrators. 

C .  Tne ratings of both effective and ineffective 
adm ini strators will vary widely on certa in character i s ­
tic s .17 

Gentry concluded that :  

I .  The effective adm inistrators rated had common 
characteristics which tend to d ifferentiate them from the 
ine ffective administrators rated . 

2 . A rating of four or better characterized the 
effective adm inistrator . 

3 .  While the effective adm inistrator po s se ss ed a 
core of common characteristics 1 they varied in some 
instances in the po s s e s s ion of characteristic s which 
were not cons idered desirable for effective administra­
tion . 

4 .  The ineffective administrators rated had co:nmon 
characteristics which tend to differentiate them from 
effective administrators rated . 

5 .  A rating of three or le s s  characterized the ineffec­
tive administrator . 

6 . The ineffective administrators' ratings varied 
widely 1 e specially within a one to three range . 

7. The preceding conclu sions 1 when viewed a s  a 

13 



whole , sugge st the general conclus ion that the hypothe sis 
which gave direction to this  study has been substantiated 
to a relatively high degree . 1 8  

His  final conclus ion wa s " that a s ignificant difference existed 

1 4  

between the mean score s o f  effective and ineffective administrators , 

with re spect to all item s and all divis ions . n 1 9  

Schmitt further validated the Tenne s see Rating Guide in his 

study completed in June 1 9 5 8 . His study dealt with behavior of 

twenty-four selected princ ipals . He hypothes ized: 

. . . that the behavioral characteristics of the 
principals j udged to be effective would s how a high 
correlation with most statements of effective character­
i stics found in the Tenne s see Rating Guide , and that 
the characteristics found in the group of ineffective 
principals studied would show a high correlation with 
mo st statements of ineffective behaviora l characteristics 
found in the same instrument . 2 0 

He concluded " that , in general , the hypothe s i s  in the study wa s 

susta ined to a fairly high degree . .. 2 1  

The four studie s cited strongly suggest that the Tennes see 

1 8Ibid . I PP. 9 4 -9 5 .  

1 9 Loc . c it . 

2 0 Leonard R .  Schmitt , " The Behavioral Characteristics of 
School Principals " (Unpublished Ed . D .  the s i s , The Univers ity of 
Tenne s see , June 19 5 8) , p .  5 .  

2 1 Ibid . I pp . 1 1 7 - 1 8 . 
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Rating Guide doe s distinguish between effective and ineffective 

administrators . The validity of the guide ha s been te sted locally 1 

regionally 1 and nationally . 

Reliabil ity of the Tenne ssee  Rating Guide 

E stablishing the reliability of the Tenne s see Rating Guide 

wa s of vital importance to the designers of this in strument , the 

staff of the Department of Educational Admini stration and Supervi­

s ion at the University of Tenne s see . If thi s  in strument wa s 

reliable I it meant that it would be accurate in mea surement . In 

other word s , the instrument could be u sed over and over with the 

same persons and each time the re sults would be practically the 

same . 

Nunnery reported in his study a partial reliability check . 

He found through a rate -rerate that there wa s :not le s s  than 8 8  per 

cent agreement in the item judgments on the first and second ratings 

in twenty-five out of twenty-six ca ses . 2 2  

Evernden I in his study to determine the degree of stati stical 

reliability of the Tenne s see Rating Guide I gave some indication a s  

to what studie s com pleted have reported. He state s :  

2 2 Nunnery I QQ. cit . I pp . 4 4 -4 9 . 



After s ix years of deve lopmenta l study , re search , and 
revis ion , the Tenne s see Rating Guide had reached that 
point of refinement where it gave great prom ise of being 
the s imple , convenient and practical instrument its original 
des igners had hoped it would become . 

The Tennes see Rating Guide had been accepted and used 
on an experimental ba s i s, in several colleges and universi­
tie s compris ing the Southern State s Cooperative Program in 
Educational Administration 0 The most obvious drawback to 
putting the rating guide into general use  a s  a practical 
instrument for the selection of potential educational leaders 
wa s the que stion of its reliability . 2 3  

1 6  

Evernden concluded that the reliability coefficients of the 

Tenne s s ee Rating Guide u s ing the Pearson Product Moment statistical 

method varied from 0 . 7 6 to 0 . 9 5 on variou s s ections of the rating 

guide , a ll s ignificant at the 0 .  0 1  level of confidence . 2 4  

Nunnery reported a personal interview with Spears o f  the 

Univers ity of Florida , where thirty-four principals were in an 

experimental program . The Tenne s see Rating Guide wa s used to 

determine educational leadership 0 Four teachers acted a s  raters for 

each of the principa ls . Tentative re sults indicated that there wa s 

a high degree of con sistency among the ratings  of the four teachers . 

2 3william Lyle Evemden , " The Reliability of the Tenne s see 
Rating Guide for School Administrators " (Unpublished Ma ster•  s 
thes i s , The Univers ity of Tenne s see , June 1 9 5 8 ) , p. 4 .  

2 4 Ibid . I p . 3 9 0 
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Furthermore 1 using the total score on the rating guide 1 it wa s found 

to discrim inate between "good" and "poor" principals . 2 5  

Organization of the Study 

Chapter I includ e s  a d is c us s ion of the problem 1 need for the 

stud y I a s s umptions 1 definition s 1 hypothe se s 1 limitations 1 and the 

Tenne s s ee Rating Guide. 

C hapter II  reviews re lated literature and how role pla ying 

might be used in the selection proce s s . 

C hapter III con s is t s  of a detailed outline of the e xperimental 

procedure s and the stati stical technique s applied to the data . 

The res ults of the study are pre sented in C hapter N. 

Chapter V gives a s ummary I findings I and recommendation s.  

25N unnery 1 Q£. cit 0 1  pp . 50- 5 1 .  



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RElATED STUDIES 

The purpo se of this  chapter is  to review re lated literature 

and to point out how role playing could be u s ed in the selection 

proce s s . 

There ha s been much re search conducted in the area of role 

playing for training purpos e s  by bus ine s s  and indu stry . An 

attempt to pre sent a review of all available res earch in the area of 

role playing is  impractical .  Thu s 1 the review reported here is  

limited to tho se re search studie s which have some relation to the 

problem in que stion . Actually there have been no studie s that deal 

with the specific problem treated in this  paper . 

Role Analysis  of School Superintendencie s 

A study completed at Harvard Univers ity in 19 52  pre sented 

an empirical analysis  of the job of the model superintendent in term s 

of the social structure s in which it i s  involved . 1 

The Harvard study first examined problem areas which had 

!Neal Gro s s  et al . 1 Explorations in Role Analy sis  (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons I Inc . 1 1 9 5 8) 1 p .  17 . 
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definite intere st to students of social behavior . Two of the se 

areas were role and role -conflict analysis . Most authors use the 

role concept to embrace the :normative element of social behavior . 

A ba s ic idea that appears in thi s study is that in a social s ituation 

individuals behave with reference to expectation s .  

Some concluding observations of the Harvard study were : 

(a ) the role playing concept focu ses  attention on idea s of central 

importance to several social s ciences ;  (b) human behavior i s  

influenced t o  some degree by the expectation s which we hold for 

ourselve s and others hold for us; and (c) a person ' s location or 

position in the social structure influence s the kind of social rela­

tionships in which he is  involved and the evaluative standards he or 

others apply to his behavior . 2 

Finally, the inquirie s reported in this  study sugge st that a 

family of role concepts may be useful for the analysis  of problems 

at several d ifferent levels : the level of individual behaviors, levels 

of group behavior , and a level of culture . The se might also be u sed 

to cut acro s s  different levels;  for example, the group ' s  expectations 

2 Ibid . I p .  319 . 
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of the individual , and the individual's expectation of the group. 3 

Re se arch in Industry 

Experience with human relations training and executive 

d evelopment program s has shown that merely learning the principles 

of human behavior ha s little value unle s s  supplemented with prac-

tice. A study by Ma ier and others of supervisory and executive 

deve lopment provided for supplementing the learning of principle s 

with practice through role playing . 4 F irst 1 the manual developed 

by the authors offered challenging, realistic material for role 

playing. Second 1 the study involved u sing carefully planned cas e s  

in human relation s . In addition to these  e s sential mean s I it was 

a study which stimulated discu s s ion and an analysis  of critical 

is su e s  on the part of the personnel who u sed it. 

This study proposed to avoid giving answers. Some 

principle s and facts were introduced 1 but ba sically the aid that wa s 

supplied wa s through ra is ing que stions and exploring i s sue s. With 

the se  a ids 1 groups or individuals s hould come up with good answers 1 

3Ibid . I p. 3 2 6. 

4Norman R .  F .  Ma ier et 1 Supervi sory and Executive 
Deve lopment (New York: John Wiley and Son s I Inc . I 1 9 57 ) . 
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conclus ion, this study had as  its goal improvement 1 not perfection .5 

Since management involve s the coordinated functioning of a 

group 1 it is  clear that effective training at any level of management 

implies adjustments throughout the group . Otherwi se 1 training 

directed at a specific group in management can only be a s  effective 

a s  the adequacy of the entire management group permits it to be . 6 

Bavela s state s that the u s e  of role playing in management 

training seems to indicate that an effective procedure for teaching 

specific social skills require s :  (1) the u s e  o f  carefully planned 

" stereotype " s ituations a s  ba s ic training material; and (2)  rather 

close  controls of all role s being played 1 with the exception of the 

role primarily under con sideration 1 that one being left entirely free 

to  be played a s  the ind ividual sees  fit . 7 

5Ibid . 1 chap . VIII . 

6Alex Bavela s 1 "Role Playing and Management Training , "  
quoted in Pigors and Myers (eds  . )  , Readings in Personnel Admini s ­
tration (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company I Inc . I 195 2 ), 
p .  2 81 .  
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Role Playing in the C la s sroom 

Children a s  well a s  adults  need to solve their own problem s .  

They need to experience a s ituation 1 to " step into another's shoe s 

and feel  what the other feels"; 8 by doing thi s  they may understand 

somewhat the effect of their actions upon others . A person need s 

to work through a problem before he arrives at a solution which is  

satisfactory to him . 

George and Fannie Shaftel have u sed a role playing technique 

in the clas sroom . They s ugge st that if real learning i s  to take place 

the s ituations used must be crucial life situations in which persons 

are participating . Ind ividual s  can solve the ir problem s more e a s ily 

if they can observe others who have somewhat the same difficulty 

they are having . Frankne s s  and spontaneou s feelings are important 

a s pe cts in role playing. They provide great impetu s for serious 

thinking and discu s s ion. Role playing not only permits  mistakes 1 

but it provide s opportunity for person s  to experiment with better 

ways of dealing with s ituations . Some of the ways  are criticisms I 

sugge stions I re-enactments, difference s  of opinions I and principles 

8George and Fannie Shaftel ,  Role Playing in the Problem 
Story (New York: National Conference of Christians and Jews , 
I952L p. s. 
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of conduct that can be developed . 9 

Benne and Muntyan at the University of Illinoi s  found that 

the development of an educational role-playing situation usually 

follo ws a definite s e quence of steps :  (a) sensitizing the need for 

training; (b) the warm-up 1 role-taking , and definition of the 

s ituation; (c) helping the audience group to obs erve intelligently; 

(d) evaluating the role playing; and (e) replaying the s ituation . 

In the clas sroom the methods used in fulfilling each of the stages 

may vary with the topic I group I and teacher .10 

Johnson and Rau 1 in their article entitled " Sociodrama I" 

sugge st the following points pertaining to role playing in the 

cla s sroom: (a) s ince there i s  an indirect impact rather than an 

authoritarian one 1 all the group can see  their mutual problems 

m irrored; (b) it  i s  realistic reality practice;  (c) it  adds creativity 

and variety to the teaching approach; {d) becaus e  the problem s  

treated are actual ones I this method i s  more digestible t o  observers; 

and (e) as a democratic proces s , it is  pos itive and introduce s a 

9 Ibid. I p. 11 0 

1 °Kenneth D .  Benne and B .  Muntyan I Human Relations in 
Curriculum Change (New York: The Dryden Pre s s  1 1951) 1 

pp . 2 33 -34 . 
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perm i s s ive climate which results in group sharing . I I  

Air F orce Leadership Training Through Role Playing 

Through the leadership training carried on by the Air Force 

in role playing I the instructor can observe and diagnose short-

comings of traine e s . All members of the cla s s  profit by seeing 

others  solve problem s .  Training of this  type create s an atmosphere 

of trial and error 1 and the student is  not on the defens ive . 

Students may actually practice methods of leadership to discover 

their effectivene s s . 

The Air Force suggests that role playing should be kept 

s pontaneous. Interruptions should be avoided . The action I once 

started 1 should not be allowed to drag . Important points must be 

brought out by the action; and I above all1 overemphas is of excep-

tions to sound principle s s hould be avoided . The leader of role 

playing must  know " what should be done" and "how to do it" in a 

given s ituation . I 2  

It should be cautioned that the tendency for a clas sroom 

liM .  R .  Johnson and Gilbert Rau, " Sociodrama 111 Peabody 
Journal of Education , 3 8 : 9 3 -9 61 I 9 5 7 . 

I 2Air Univers ity Student Handbook I Role Playing Technique 
in Military Leadership Instruction (Montgomery I Alabama: Maxwell 
Air Force Base 1 I 9 5  5) I pp. 8 5 -9 8 . 
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teacher to interrupt may be more frequent than is wise 1 a ccord ing to 

Benne and Muntyan . 13 The s pontane ity of the s ituation must be 

protected .  It is  from spontaneity of reaction that the "reality" 

arise s .  

Personnel Selection by the Office of Strategic Service s 

The Office of Strate gic Services undertook during World 

War II to a s se s s  the leadership potential of 5 ,  3 91 recruits . T hi s  

wa s done during a one - to three -day period . An attempt wa s made 

to evaluate the general usefulnes s  of men and women accord ing to 

the projects  the OSS needed done . To do thi s  a s ses sment , the 

OSS devised te sts of a number of special aptitude s .  The se were : 

(1) the ability to ob serve , remember 1 and reporti (2 ) the ability to 

analyze news ; (3 ) the ability to improvise subvers ive propaganda; 

(4 ) the ability to in s truct; and (5 ) the ability to recruit . 14 

The part of this  a s se s sment procedure whic h re lated mo st to 

the pre sent study wa s that of the stre s s  interview . This interview 

wa s designed primarily to te st the candidate• s capacity to tolerate 

1 3Benne and Muntyan , Q..E.. cit . , pp . 2 3 3 - 3 4 . 

14 office of S trategic S ervice s,  As s e s sment of Sta ff, As se s s­
ment of Men (New York: Rinehart and Company I Inc . ,  1 9 4 8 ) I p .  16 .  
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severe emotional and inte llectual strain . The strain wa s created 

by rapid and mercile s s  cro s s que stio:ntng under disagreeable 

cond itions with the aim of detecting flaws in a cover story which 

the candidate had been given only a few m inute s to invent . 1 5  (An 

e xample of a cover story would be the following : you are caught 

with secret government papers . Your cover story would of :nece s s ity 

ju stify why the se papers were in your pos se s s ion . )  

The OSS sta ff s uggested the following to s upport their 

a s se s sment procedure s :  

1 .  This system of examination and d iagnos is wa s 
better than any with which they had previously been 
familiar . 

2 .  The staff fe lt that the serie s of procedures gave 
members  a s urer sense of "knowing a man . " 

3. The staff fe lt that a s se s se e s  would behave in the 
field a s  they did when first a s se s  sed . 

4 .  The utilization in the future of this  a s s e s sment 
system to deve lop it into an instrument for the purpo se of: 

(a} se lection of the most suitable persons for 
important jobs, and 

1 5  

(b) for the advancement o f  our understanding of 
personality . 1 6  

Ibid . , p . 13 3 • 

1 6rbid . , P. 2 o. 
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Criteria of Succe s s  Study 

Columbia University and the Educational Te sting Service , 

with funds from the United State s Office of Education , have 

cooperated in a three -year project, the purpose  of which wa s to 

develop criteria of succe s s  for school administrators � 7 Over two 

hundred principals  have participated in the proj ect 1 each principal 

having gone through a standard five -day te st period . A realistic 

school s ituation wa s pre sented in which each of the principals wa s 

given the opportunity to show how he would handle the same set of 

administrative problems .  

A day and a half wa s given to orienting the principals to the 

fictional school and city . This orientation pre s ented the materials 

relevant to the school and community in such a way that the 

principal s  should know enough to take administrative action with an 

adequate fund of information to support their decisions . Situational 

te sts were then pre sented--te sts which involved problem s  typical of 

those  which :normally come to the attention of a school administrator . 

Each principal ' s  performance on the se tests wa s scored according to 

l 7 " Gai:n Ins ight into Principal's Job Through Use  of Situational 
Te sts, " ETS Developments , VIII: 1 : 3 , October 1959 . 
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the type s of behavior exhibited I sixty- seven different kinds of 

behavior having been tabulated in the original analysis. Thes e  

involved s uch behaviors a s  the kind o f  decisions made 1 type of 

planning done 1 consideration toward s ubordinate s 1 and concern for 

human values. 

To evaluate the relationship between performance on the 

te sts and actual performance on the job I confidential ratings were 

obtained from each principal's s uperior a s  well a s  the teachers in 

his s chool. In addition, a battery of tests  was administered for use  

in the final evaluation. The re s ults are still in the analysis stage, 

but it is  felt that the study will provide a better understanding of 

what school administrators do and what abilitie s are nec e s s ary to 

carry on effective work . A second outcome of the study 1 it is 

hoped 1 will be suggestions for revision of the pre s ent curriculum for 

s chool administrators in order to provide future administrators with 

better preparation for their jobs. 

The studie s cited had as their basic purpos e  training indivi­

dual s to do a more competent job and finding out the various a s pects 

of role-playing situations. Therefore 1 in purpo s e  and procedures I 

all studies cited differ from the pre s ent study. The pres ent study 

sought a better and s horter means of selection through role playing. 
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Role Playing in the Selection Proce s s  

The ba sic idea the writer of this  study had wa s to use  

s ituations that were practical and one s  which every person in the 

study could comprehend . In addition, having a subject play a 

particular role would give some indication a s  to how that person 

viewed the po s ition he wa s playing . Playing this  role would also 

give some indication s as to how he would react to others 1 espe ­

cially if enough stre s s  could be placed upon him . In this  kind of 

s ituation 1 the person would have nothing to draw upon except the 

experience s he m ight have had in the past in dealing with a similar 

s ituation . Probing into a problem with pane lists constantly 

waiting 1 putting stre s s  on the subject I and attempting to trip him 

would 1 it was hoped 1 give some indication as to how a subject 

would handle thi s  and other s ituations where he would be expo sed 

to stre s s . 

Through evaluating the re s ponses  made by each subject, an 

attempt wa s made to determine how effective each individual might 

be . The individual wa s rated on the Tenne s see Rating Guide 

according to his performance in the role s ituations . Then I us ing 

the same instrument, he wa s rated on the job . It wa s hypothe s ized 

that there would be no significant difference in the two ratings . If 
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no s ignificant difference s  were found 1 role playing might be used in 

the selection proces s, especially for those  who were intere sted in 

advanced graduate work in educational administration . If this 

proved to be succe s sful , it might be po s s ible to develop and refine 

role playing so that it would prove to be more succe s sful than in 

the pre sent study . 

Role playing had other po s s ibilitie s ,  such a s  attempting to 

predict how a person who had had no previou s experience in a 

s pecific po sition would react if he occupied it . Role playing could 

be u s ed to help employers 1 school boards I and others determine 

whether they m ight want to risk employing such a person . 

Chapter Summary 

Thi s chapter ha s pre sented a review of re search which 

focu sed on the u s e  of role playing in the superintendency , in 

indu stry I in the cla s sroom , and in variou s other leadership activi­

tie s . From an analysis  of the re search there wa s no evidence of 

the u s e  of role playing as a s elective device , although it has been 

used for training purpo s e s , :not only in industry , but i:n the cla s sroom 

a s  well . The pre sent study wa s designed to give some clue a s  to 

the extent role playing can be u s ed in the se lection proce s s . 



CHAPTER III 

PROC EDURES 

Introduction 

The related literature provided examples of s ituations and 

principle s for the ir use which served as guid e s  in the development 

of the s ituations actually used i:n this study . The s ituations 

:ne eded had to be of a practical nature. The s e  s ituation s :needed 

to be types of activitie s a practicing principal ,  supervisor , or 

other leader in s chool adm inistration would encounter during a 

typical day in his work . 

Development of Role Situations 

In developing s ituations it wa s :nece s sary to cons ider the 

six s ections of the Tenne s see Rating Guide . Since this Guide wa s 

to be used not only in the role rating s but in the field rating s a s  

well , it wa s imperative to cover each section of the Guide with a 

situation so  that each person a s s um ing the role s could be rated 

adequately . 

The problem of selecting s ituations which covered the Guide 
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wa s seriou sly considered. Members of the staff of the Department 

of Educational Administration and Supervis ion and doctoral candi-

date s suggested different types of s ituations. Another source 

drawn upon wa s the critical incidents which Schmitt reported in his 

study .1 Using the se re source s ,  several s ituations were designed 

for experimental use . 

Trial runs were made on each s ituation , u s ing members of 

the educational adm inistration staff , graduate students , and staff 

members of other universitie s in the regional Kellogg proj ect. 

This practice wa s continued and a sample analysis  wa s made of 

prom is ing s ituations .  In the se trial runs a correlation of several 

s ituations ind icated that four s ituations which had correlations of 

0 .  7 0  to 0 .  8 2  between role -playing ratings and field ratings would 

be satis factory for general use  in the study. The correlations of 

all four of the se s ituations wa s s ignificant at the 0 .  0 I level of 

confidence . 

The decis ion a s  to which s ituations were to be used wa s 

ba sed on the above data and on the judgment of those ind ividuals 

I Leonard R .  Schmitt , "The Behavioral Characteristics of 
.School Principals 1 1  (Unpublished Ed . D . thesis , The Univers ity of 
Tenne s s ee , June 1 9 5 8) , p .  2 8 .  
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individuals ,  being qualified on the ba sis  of training and experience , 

could function as  competent judges of the se s ituation s which would 

meet the :need s of this study . 

One may que stion the use  of four role -playing situation s 

rather than three , five , or even ten . Four s ituations were cho sen 

on an arbitrary ba sis  in order to meet the limitations impo sed by 

the willingnes s , time, and availability of the subjects and the 

raters . It wa s felt that if this experiment were to prove the u seful-

ne s s  of role playing for selection of administrative personnel , 

practical requirements demanded that the use  of the role -playing 

s ituations take as little time as po s s ible . 

It i s  not pos s ible , in the evaluation of role playing , to 

a s sign definitive score s such as  one would obtain o:n an objective 

te st; therefore , it wa s nece s sary to depend on the opinions of 

judges . Much the same type of method is  u sed in the initial 

preparation of other forms of individual evaluation . 2 The judges 

rate the individual o:n his  performance along a scale running 

2 J. P .  Guilford , Psychometric Method s (New York:  McGraw­
Hill Book Company , Inc . ,  1 9 3 6) , pp . 2 63 -8 1 . 
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roughly from " excellent " to " poor . "  The scale may be divided 

into anywhere from thre e to eight or nine different rating points I 

depending upon the use to be made of the ratings and the accuracy 

re quired . The Terrnes see Rating Guide ha s five points along each 

characteri stic to be rated. 

The following four role situations were finally adopted for 

u s e . A discu s s ion of how the situations were related to the 

section s of the Rating Guide follows the pre s entation of the situa ­

tions them selve s. 

S ituation A: You ar� a principal in the following situation . 

Nine seniors out of a cla ss  of twenty-seven have 

failed American History 1 one of the required courses  

for graduation . The grades have been recorded on 

the ir permanent record s by the history instructor. 

The chairman of the board of education 1 the superin­

tendent , and the history instructor are in your office . 

The chairman of the board ha s reque sted the history 

instructor to give the final examination again . The 

history instructor ha s refused to do so. 

The role of the board chairman will be played by 
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The role of the superintendent will be played by 

The history instructor will be played by -----­

The chairman of the board is s peaking . 

Situation B :  Members o f  several civic organizations have formed a 

Committee for School Improvement in your community . 

You are principal of the school in thi s  community . The 

committee has :not consulted you or any of the profe s ­

s ional educational leaders about the recommendations 

they are going to make to you . The se  leaders  are in 

your office: the Pres ident of the Lions Club ; the 

Chairman of the Education Committee of the Junior 

Chamber of Commerce ; and the Secretary of the Rotary 

Club , who is also the County Judge . They are going 

to tell you what improvements need to be made in their 

school . 

The Pre s ident of the Lion s Club is  ------

The Junior Chamber of Commerce committee member is  

The County Judge and Secretary of the Rotary Club is  

The Pre s ident of the Lion s Club is  speaking . 
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Situation C :  You are a principal of an elementary school. There 

wa s a double group of students in the fourth grade . 

This group required two teachers. A divis ion of the 

fourth grade wa s made by placing all children ' s  nam e s  

in a hat and each teacher drawing one name a t  a time. 

The situation of some of the children ha s not been 

satisfactory for many parents . It is  the third week of 

school, and two fathers are in your office complaining. 

They want their son and daughter moved to the other 

s ection of the fourth grade from the section they are 

in now . The fourth grade teacher of the other section 

is a personal friend of theirs . 

------ will play the role of one of the fathers . 

------ will play the role of the other. 

Mr. Jone s 1 the father of the boy I is speaking. 

S ituation D :  You are a principal of a school which ha s a large 

number of children in the lower economic bracket . 

Gambling at school has gone on for a number of years. 

You were a s s igned to this  school for the first time this 

year. On the previous day you caught two boys in the 

boy s '  re stroom shooting dice. You sent them home , 
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telling them to return with their pare nts  they want 

back in school . The boys are in the s ixth grade .  

T he fathers o f  each o f  the boys are i n  your office . 

------ will play the role of o ne of the fathers .  

------ will play the role of the other . 

Mr . Wad el!, one of the father s 1 is  s peaking . 

Re lation of the Guide to the S ituations 

The situations developed were des ig.ned to cover all sectio ns 

of the Rating Guide .  However 1 some sections were covered more 

ade quate ly tha n others because of the large number of items in tho s e  

particular sections . 

Interpersonal Relations, Section I 

Each s ituation used gave some data for rating a s ubj ect on 

Section I. The s ubject's reaction toward panel members gave an 

indication of his interaction with others in a stres s  s ituatio n .  T he 

role s ituations s ugge sted data for other item s in this  section of the 

Guide 1 s uch a s  whether the s ubject utilized information received 

from each panel member . The s ubject involved in a s ituation might 

give some indication a s  to the degree of cooperation one might 
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behavior he demonstrated to a great extent his consistency of 
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action , :not only in democratic proce s s e s  1 but his behavior sugge sted 

whether he was capable of working with people . Section I wa s 

covered in all s ituations. 

Intelligent Operation, Section II 

During the role ses s ions the subject• s answers to questions 

involving Section II seemed to be covered extremely well . In 

answering leading questions posed by subordinate role players 1 the 

s ubject used whatever available facts he had in propos ing solutions. 

An e s sential part of thi s  section was to see if the subject sought 

additional information other than was g iven in the introductory 

s ituation . The s ituations used gave additional data about the 

attitude toward e xperimentation of each subject . The se s ituations 

also sugge sted pos s ibilitie s for rating each subject on the bas i s  of 

con s istent action . That is , did the subject follow a rigid pattern 

in his reactions I or did he dis play flexibility , an ability to adjust 

to the requirements of the different s ituations ?  An attempt wa s 

made to determine different type s of bia s e s  that the subjects m ight 

have . In s umming up Section II, it appeared that i:n almost any 

s ituation u s ed some indication of inte lligent operation would be 
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evident . 

Emotional Stability, Section III 

The ba sic aim of Section III wa s to try to determine , through 

the use of role playing I if the subj ect wa s emotionally stable . The 

subordinate role players u s ing the s ituations made frequent attempts 

to disturb the equilibrium of each subj ect and to keep him in this 

state if po s sible. Through the se means 1 some evidence became 

available about the emotional stability of each ind ividual . All 

s ituations covered this section . 

Ethical and Moral Strength , Section IV 

All situations were used to evaluate this section . In u s ing 

the s ituations during the role s e s s ions 1 there wa s an attempt to 

determine the amount of courage a person had. Would a subj ect 

stand up for the things he believed ? For example 1 when the 

subj ect wa s experiencing difficulty holding on to his conviction s in 

the face of problem s posed by the panel ,  one pane l member would 

casually sugge st an "easy way out . " It wa s felt that in this 

manner his integrity would be put to the te st . 

Ad e quacy of Communication, Section V 

Naturally all s ituations would cover this section if there 
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were communication at all . The panel wa s vitally intere sted in 

seeing how well each subj ect expre s s ed him s elf orally . Through 

the role ses s ion I the panel tried to determ ine if the subj ect wa s a 

good listener and whether he wa s interested in examining idea s of 

others . The panel gave each subj ect opportunity to expand on any 

idea he might have . 

Operation a s  a C itizen 1 Section VI 

Situation B was especially des igned for coverage of this 

section . In this  s ituation the subj ect actually dealt with com­

munity leaders in regard to some of the educational problem s of 

their school . The item s in this section determ ine how well a 

subj ect knows his community 1 the events that are taking place in 

his surroundings 1 and his competence in dealing verbally with 

contemporary events . 

Data for the other s ections of the guide were also obtained 

through thi s  s ituation . Section VI wa s the only section for which 

a specific s ituation wa s devi sed . 

Selection of a Panel 

Careful cons ideration wa s given to the s election of a pane l 

to rate the subjects in the role s ituations . Care wa s taken to see  
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that panel raters for the role s ituations d id :not participate in the 

field rating s in order to avoid contamination of the rating s due to 

any pos s ible " halo " effect or preconce ived prejudices. The panel 

wa s composed of doctoral students and members of the educational 

administration staff who had had experience in using the Rating 

Guide. The panel wa s interchangeable and at no time cons isted 

of le s s  than thre e members who played subordinate role s and made 

ratings. The subordinate role s directly involved the panel 

members a s  participants in each s ituation . 

Different panel members started the role playing with each 

subject . The framework of the s ituation wa s always the same 1 but 

in mo st instance s the manner of beginning with the subject wa s 

different. An intentional effort wa s made to place the subj ects 

under stre s s  s imilar to those faced in actual life s ituations. The 

tone or inflection of the voice seemed to disturb some of the 

subjects 1 and they reflected this in their voices  and behavior. 

Many of the others could :not be shaken I moved I or disturbed from 

their calm and ea sy approach to the se stre s s  s ituations. 

Selection of Subjects 

In a number of the previously cited studie s 1 re stricted or 

selected sample s were us ed. That is 1 the experimenters used 



homogeneous groups in sofar a s  positions in the school system s 

were conce rned . In thi s  study it wa s felt that a heterogeneous 

group I composed of potential as well as active administrators ,  
• 
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would make i t  po s s ible I if  the findings were pos itive 1 to apply the 

re s ults to any level of school administration . 

Twenty-five s ubjects 1 an adequate n umber for the particular 

s tatistical technique applied , 3 were used . The s ubjects were 

graduate s tudents in education at the Univers ity of Tennes see . 

Some of the se s ubjects were planning to go into public s chool 

administration , some were full-time administrators who were com-

pleting the ir education 1 a n umber were teaching 1 and several were 

coachin g .  (See Table I . ) The s ubjects came from both city and 

county systems i  no s ubject had les s  than five years of experience 

in the field of ed ucation . All s ubjects  were male . 

De scription of the Role Se s s ions 

Role s ituations A and B were used with all twenty-five 

s ubjects in the role playing ,  while situations C and D were 

3Quinn McNemar , Psychological Statistics {New York: 
John Wiley and Sons , 1 9 5 5) , p .  2 1 0 .  
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TABLE I 

POSITION AND EXPERIENCE OF SUBJECTS 

Average 
Years of 

Po sition Number County C ity Profe s s ional 
System System Experience 

E lementary teachers 5 3 2 6 . 6  

Secondary teachers 6 4 2 8 . 3 

Elementary principals 8 5 3 8. 7 

Secondary principals I I 5. 0 

Coache s 2 I I 7. 0 

Supervisors  2 2 6 . 5  

Superintendents I a I 9 . 0 

Total 2 5  I 7  8 

aThis  superintendent wa s a secondary principal at the time 
of the role -playing rating . 
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a lternated . Thus I each of the s ubj ects wa s s ubjected to a series 

of three role-playing situations .  A member of the panel read a 

s ituation to him . The s ubj ect wa s then allowed to read the situation 

for hims elf . He wa s then told the s ubordinate role that each member 

of the pane l would play . The panel attempted to clarify all que s ­

tions the s ubj ect had be fore beginning the role -playing s e s s ion . 

The role-playing s e s s ion be gan by one of the members of the 

panel , who a s sumed a s ubordinate role que stionin g  the s ubject . 

This wa s done to probe for more information than the s ubject would 

have to s upply . All of the s e s s ions and various s ituations that 

were dealt with were purely spontaneous , the only s im ilarity being 

that the beginning by the various panel members wa s somewhat the 

same for each s ubj ect . Panel members had some general idea a s  to 

the d irection but :not as  to the approach used by other panelists . 

This technique al lowed flexibility on the part of the panelists in the 

role-playing s ituation in order to bring out the maxim um amount of 

information . That is  1 after the situation wa s pres ented 1 the 

panelists d id not follow a rigid , structured proced ure in the ir 

que stions and comments . The s e s s ion with each s ubject continued 

until panel members felt that all the data po s s ible had been obtained I 

at which point the pane l called a ha lt to the s e s s ion . 
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Immediately after the s e s s ion I the three members o f  the 

panel d id an individual rating of the s ubject . Thi s wa s done alone 1 

each panelist completing a rating without any discus s ion; then the 

panelists discus s ed the ratings item by item and completed a 

composite rating for each s ubj ect . In practically all of the ratings 

there wa s never more than a one -point variation on the s cale from 

an individual panelist' s rating to that of the com posite rating . The 

composite rating wa s not completed until all members of the panel 

came to an agreement as to the point on the Guide' s  rating scale 

that they felt best rated the s ubj ect . 

The average time of the s e s s ions wa s approximately forty 

minutes . The individual rating of each s ubj ect wa s done in about 

fifteen minute s . The s e s s ion where compo s ite ratings were done 

la sted much longer because of discus s ion s and disagreements of 

the paneli sts , and the over-all average amount of time spent on one 

individual  was a pproximately one and one -half hours . 

F ield Ratings of S ubj ects 

Each s ubj ect wa s rated while he wa s actually carrying out 

the j ob he held during the reg ular s chool year . The ratings were 

made by a panel of two or more j udge s who had been trained at the 
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College of Education o f  the Univers ity of Tennes see . The s e  judges 1 

doctora l candidate s and staff members in the College of Education 1 

went into the field and vis ited each subj ect . The evaluations were 

made after a two- to three -hour s e s s ion with each subj ect 1 each 

s e s s ion involving an interview and ob servation of the subject while 

he wa s me eting some of the various requirements of his j ob . Each 

judge made his own evaluation 1 after which a ll the judge s together 

agreed upon a s ingle 1 over-all evaluation on the Tenne s see Rating 

Guide . 

Statistical Techniqu e s  

A comparison o f  the data obtained from role-playing s ituations 

and from field ratings were made . Table s were prepared to show 

how each subject compared with the others 1 and correlation s were 

run through the u s e  of the Pearson Product Moment4 and the Spearman­

rank difference 5 coeffic ients of correlation . 

4Ibid . l pp . I I S -2 1 .  

s rbid . I PP . 2 o s - 1 o . 
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Chapter Summary 

The deve lopment of the role situations u sed in  thi s  study 

wa s outlined in detail , and the rea sons for the selection of the 

s ituations were give n .  The four role s ituations were pre s e nted , 

a nd the relationship between the situations and each of the six 

s e ctions of the Tennes see Rating Guide was expla ined . The 

s e lection of pane l  members and subjects wa s outlined , a nd a 

deta iled description of the actual use  of the role-playing s e s s ions 

a nd ratings wa s give n.  The stati stical  technique s to  be  used in  

the eva luation of  the study wa s briefly summarized . 



C HAPTER IV 

CORRELATIONS OF ROLE-PLAYING AND FIELD RATINGS 

Introduction 

An analys i s  of data included in this  study is pre sented in 

this chapter . The data were analyzed by running correlations of 

ratings obtained from role -playing s ituations with rating s obtained 

from field observations .  In making this  comparison , it should be 

pointed out that this study wa s the first attempt to use  the Tenne s see 

Rating Guide to eva luate role -playing s ituations . Field ratings 

were used as the criterion aga inst which to mea sure role -playing 

rating s .  Thi s study attempted to determine whether s imilar data 

would be obtained through the se two d ifferent types of ratings . The 

methods and technique s of data analys i s  will a lso be di scu s sed . 

Interreliability of the Instrument 

The ba s ic hypothe s is of this  study wa s that there would be no 

s ignificant difference between the data obtained from role s ituations 

and the data obtained from field rating s . A check wa s made to 

determine the internal con s istency of the rating s on the Tenne s see 
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Rating Guide to avoid the pos sibility that lack of inte rnal reliability 

might caus e  unreliable data . In comparing the two sets of data , 

the interreliability of the instrument was checked by com paring the 

odd a ga inst  the even item s .  Table II shows the interreliability of 

item s on the Guide in role -playin g s itua tion s,  and Table III pre sents 

the data on field ratings . Corre lations were run using the data from 

both typ e s  of situation s 1 and it wa s found to be . 9 2  6 in the role 

s ituations and • 87  4 on the field data . Bot correlations are signifi­

cant at the 0 . 0 I level of confidence . 

The greate st discrepancy in ranking between odd and even 

ratings in the role -playing situations for any one individ ual , 

individual I, wa s seven . Individuals  A ,  B,  and C a ll had the same 

rank for total s core s on odd and even item s for the role s itua tion s . 

The wide st  variance in ranking for any one ind ividual on 

fie ld ratings wa s for individual V .  There wa s a difference of ten and 

one-half between the odd and even ratings . Individuals C ,  G ,  H,  

U ,  and W all had the same rank for total s core s o.n odd and even 

items  for field ratings . 

T hese data seemed to warrant the conclus ion that lack of 

interreliability in the instrument used wa s :not likely to a ffect 

advers e ly the us e of the Guide a s  a device for correlating role -playing 
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TABLE II 

CORRElATION OF ODD AND EVEN ITEM TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE 
SC ORES OF TWEN TY-FIVE SUBJECTS RATED IN 

ROLE-PLAYING SITUATIONS 

Odds  Evens 
Subject Rank X Rank y D D 2 

A 1 3 7  1 3 3  0 
B 2 3 8  2 3 8  0 
c 3 4 2  3 4 0  0 
D 6 4 7  4 4 2  2 4 
E 4 4 6  6 . 5 4 5  2 . 5 6 . 2 5  
F 6 4 7  6 . 5 4 5  . 5  . 2 5  
G 6 4 7  9 . 5 4 6  3 . 5  1 2 . 2 5  
H 8 4 9  6 . 5 4 5  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
I 1 3 . 5  5 1  6 . 5  4 5  7 49  
J 1 0  5 0  9 . 5 4 6  . 5  . 2 5  
K 10  50  1 1 . 5  4 7  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
L 1 0  5 0  l l .  5 4 7  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
M 1 3 . 5  5 1  1 4  4 8  . 5  . 2 5  
N 1 3 . 5  5 1  1 4  4 8  . 5  . 2 5 
0 1 3 . 5  5 1  14  48  . 5  . 2 5  
p 1 8  5 3  1 6  5 0  2 4 
Q 1 6 . 5  5 2  1 9  5 2  2 .  5 6 . 2 5  
R 2 0  5 4  1 7 . 5  5 1  2 . 5 6 . 2 5  
s 2 0  5 4  1 7 . 5  5 1  2 . 5  6 . 2 5  
T 1 6 . 5  5 2  2 3  5 4  6 . 5 42 . 2 5  
u 2 2  5 6  2 0 . 5  5 3  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
v 2 0  5 4  2 5  5 6  5 2 5  
w 2 3 . 5  5 9  2 3  5 4  . 5  . 2 5 
X 2 3 . 5  5 9  2 3  5 4  . 5 . 2 5  
y 2 5  _.21_ 2 0 . 5  5 3  4 . 5 2 0 . 2 5  

1 2 6 1  1 1 9 1  
Formula : r - 1 - 6 w:d2 = . 9 2 6  

N (N2 
- 1 )  

Source : C .  C .  Ros s ,  Mea surement in Toda::t's  Schools (New 
York : Prentice-Hall , Inc . , 1 9 4 5 ) , p .  2 4 6 . 
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TABLE III 

C ORRELATION OF ODD AND EVEN ITEM TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE 
SCORES OF TWENTY-FIVE SUBJECTS RATED IN FIELD RATINGS 

Odd s Evens 
Subj ect Rank X Rank y D Dz 

A 1 7 . 5  5 0  1 3  4 3  4 . 5  2 0 . 2 5 
B 1 7 . 5  5 0  1 3  4 3  4 . 5  2 0 . 2 5 
c 1 7 . 5 5 0  1 8 . 5  47  I I 
D 8 . 5  4 3  1 3  4 3  4 . 5  2 0 . 2 5  
E 2 3 9  6 . 5  3 9  4 . 5 2 0 . 2 5  
F I 3 4  4 3 5  3 9 
G 1 7 . 5  5 0  1 6 . 5  4 5  I 1 

5 4 1  4 3 5  1 I 
I 1 4 . 5  4 7  9 4 1  5 . 5  3 0 . 2 5  
J 2 0 . 5  5 4  2 1  5 0  . 5 . 2 5  
K 3 4 0  1 3 3  2 4 
L 2 2 . 5  5 5  1 8 . 5  47  4 1 6  
M 1 0 . 5  4 5  9 4 1  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
N 5 4 1  6 . 5  3 9  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
0 2 0 . 5  5 4  2 2  5 2  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
p 7 4 2  4 3 5  3 9 
Q 1 2 . 5  4 6  9 4 1  3 . 5 1 2 . 2 5  
R 2 2 . 5  5 5  2 0  4 8  2 .  5 6 . 2 5  
s 5 4 1  2 3 4  3 9 
T 1 0 . 5  4 5  1 5  4 4  4 . 5  2 0 . 2 5  
u 2 4  5 8  2 5  5 7  1 1 
v 1 2 . 5  4 6  2 3  5 3  1 0 . 5  1 1 0 . 2 5  
w 2 5  6 4  2 4  5 4  1 1 
X 1 4 . 5  4 7  1 6 . 5  4 5  2 4 
y 8 . 5  4 3  1 1  4 2  2 . 5  6 . 2 5 

1 1 8 0  1 0 8 6  
Formula: r = 1 - 6 t d2 

= . 8 7 4  
N (NZ 

- 1 )  
Source : C .  C .  Ros s ,  Mea surement in Today• s Schools (New 

York: Prentice-Hall , Inc . , 1 9 4 5 ) , p .  2 4 6 . 
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s ituation ratings with field ratings .  

C omparison and Analys i s  

Total  Guide 

The data were s et up so that a correlation of role s ituation 

ratings and field rating s would be pres ented for the total Guide and 

all section s . Table IV lists each individual •  s total score in role 

s ituations and in field rating s . The ratings in both cas e s  are for 

the entire Guide , with the total score pos s ible for any individual 

be ing 1 2  5 .  The highe st pos s ible score on any item was 5 and the 

lowe s t ,  I .  The lowest pos s ible total score was 2 5 .  

Variou s method s are used in making comparisons . However , 

to s implify the pre sentation of the data in this  study , the median , 

range , and correlations will be reported . In order to give a clear , 

concise p icture of the data the s e  interpretations will be pre sented 

for the total Guide and then for each s ection . 

The median score over the total Guide for role playing was 

9 9 . 3 .  This meant that ha lf of the twenty-five cas e s  were above 

thi s  figure and the other half below it . The median for field 

ratings wa s 9 2  (7 . 3 points lower than the role rating) . 

The range of score s for the total Guide in role playing ran 

from 7 0  to 1 14 . This was a range of 44  points . Field ratings ran 
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TABLE IV 

CORRElATION OF TOTAL SCORES AND RANKS OF TWENTY-FIVE 
SUBJECTS RATED ON THE TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE IN 

ROLE-PlAYING SITUATION S  AND IN THE FIELD 

Role Playing Field Rating 
Subje ct Total Guide Rank Total Guide Rank D D 2 

A 7 0  1 9 3  1 5 . 5  1 4 . 5  2 1 0 . 25 
B 7 6  2 9 3  1 5 . 5  1 3 . 5  1 8 2 . 25 
c 8 2  3 9 7  1 8  1 5  2 25 
D 89  4 8 6  9 . 5 5 . 5 3 0 . 25 
E 9 1  5 7 8  6 1 1 
F 9 2  6 69 1 5 2 5  
G 9 3  7 9 5  1 7  1 0  1 0 0  
H 9 4  8 7 6  4 4 1 6  
I 9 6  9 . 5 8 8  1 2  2 . 5 6 . 25 
J 9 6  9 . 5 1 0 4  2 2  1 2 . 5  15  6 .  2 5  
K 9 7  1 1 . 5  7 3  2 9 . 5 9 0 . 2 5 
L 9 7  1 1 . 5 1 0 2  2 0  8 . 5 7 2 . 25 
M 9 9  1 4  8 6  9 . 5 4 . 5  2 0 . 25 
N 9 9  1 4  8 0  7 7 49  
0 9 9  1 4  1 0 6  2 3  9 8 1  
p 1 0 3  1 6  7 7  5 1 1  1 2 1  

Q 1 0 4  1 7  87  1 1  6 3 6  
R 1 05 1 8 . 5  1 0 3  2 1 2 . 5 6 . 2 5 
s 1 05 1 8 . 5  7 5  3 1 5 . 5  2 4 0 . 25 
T 1 0 6  2 0  8 9  1 3  7 49 
u 1 09 2 1  1 1 5 2 4 4 9 
v 1 1 0 2 2  9 9  1 9  3 9 
w 1 1 3 2 3 . 5 1 1 8  2 5  1 . 5 2 . 25 
X 1 1 3  2 3 . 5 9 2  1 4  9 . 5 9 0 . 25 
y 1 1 4 2 5  8 5  8 1 7  2 89 

2 1 1 7 . 0 0 

Spearman Rank: . 1 8 6  Pearson Product Moment: . 1 87  

Median - RP 9 9 . 3  Range - RP 7 0 - 1 1 4 
Median - FR 9 2  Range - FR 69 - 1 1 8 
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from 69 to 1 18 1 a range of 49  points . This  range for field ratings 

wa s 5 points greater than for role ratings . 

It i s  striking to note that subj ect Y ranked highest in role 

playing 1 yet in field ratings he ranked eighth from the lowe st 

ranking . Subj ect C 1 on the other hand , ranked third 1 very near 

the lowe st 1 in role playing and e ighte enth , or near the top 1 in the 

field rating s . 

It should be pointed out that interpretations of the data need 

to take into account the fact that the lowe st rating us ing either 

rating method wa s 69 . This meant that practically every subj ect 

averaged a score of 3 or better per item . This could mean that the 

subj e cts in the study were all average or above . There is  also the 

pos s ibility that raters used only the top three-fifth s of the scale in 

attempting to rate subj ects . Whatever the rea son 1 the limited u s e  

o f  the lower portion o f  the measuring instrument would indicate a 

problem in trying to use  it to discriminate through ranki:ngs  among 

people who scored largely on the upper points of the Guide . 

Correlations for the total Guide were run 1 u s ing the Pearson 

Product Moment and the Spearman rank order coefficients of correla­

tion . The se  correlated at . 1 8 7  and . 1 8 6 1 :neither be ing s ignificant . 
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A correlation o f  . 38 1  was needed to be significant at the 0 . 0 5  

level . 1 

Interpers onal Relations , S ection I 

Table V depicts the ratings for Section I having to d o  with 

interpers onal relations . Sample item s  in thi s  s ection are : 

(a ) utilizing the opinions of other s , (b) seeing that policies are 

formulated cooperatively , and (c ) u s ing democratic proce s s e s  in all 

pha s e s  of work . 

The median s core for role playing wa s 2 7 . The median for 

field ratings wa s 2 5 , a difference of only 2 points . S ubj ect Y 

s howed the greate st difference in ranking s .  He had the highes t  

ranking in role playing , but was ranked only e ighth in field ratings .  

S ubj ect R s howed the s ame ranking in both ratings . 

The range in score s for this  section was identical . Thes e  

ran from 1 8  to 34 . This was a difference of 1 6  points in both 

ratings . The highe st pos s ible s core for the s e ction was 3 5 ,  the 

lowe st being 7 .  

Correlations for Section I were . 2 6 1  and . 1 80 . Neither 

1 J .  P .  Guilford 1 Fundamental Statistics in Psychology and 
Education (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company , Inc . I 1 9 5 6) , 
p .  5 3  9 1 adapted from H . A .  Wallace and G .  W .  Snedecor , 
C orrelation in Machine Calculation . 
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TABLE V 

CORRElATION OF SECT ION I SCORES AND RANKS OF TWENTY- FIVE 
SUBJECTS RATED ON THE TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE IN 

ROLE-PlAYING SITUATIONS AND IN THE FIELD 

Role Playing: Field Rating 
D2 Subje ct Section I Rank Section I Rank D 

A 1 8  1 2 5  1 2 . 5  1 1 . 5  1 3 2 . 25 
B 2 0  2 2 6  1 6 . 5  1 4 . 5  2 1 0 . 2 5 
c 2 3  5 2 5  1 2 . 5  7 . 5 5 6 . 2 5 
D 2 2  3 2 5  1 2 . 5  9 . 5  9 0 . 25 
E 2 3  5 2 2  6 1 1 
F 2 5  8 1 8  1 7 49 
G 2 3  5 2 7  1 9 . 5  1 4 . 5 2 1 0 . 25 
H 2 6  9 . 5 2 1  3 6 . 5  42 . 2 5 
I 2 8  1 6  2 4  9 7 49 
J 2 6  9 . 5 2 9  2 2 . 5  1 3  1 69 
K 2 8  1 6  2 1  3 1 3  1 69 
L 2 4  7 2 7  1 9 . 5  1 2 . 5  15  6 .  2 5  
M 2 7  1 1 . 5  2 2  6 5 . 5 3 0 . 2 5 
N 2 8  1 6  2 6  1 6 . 5  . 5  . 2 5 
0 27  1 1 . 5 2 9  2 2 . 5  1 1  1 2 1  
p 2 8  1 6  2 2  6 1 0  1 0 0  

Q 2 8  1 6  2 4  9 7 49 
R 3 0  2 1  2 8  2 1  0 0 
s 2 8  1 6  2 1  3 1 3  1 69 
T 2 8  1 6  2 5  1 2 . 5  3 . 5  1 2 . 25 
u 3 3  2 4  3 4  2 5  1 1 
v 2 9  2 0  2 6  1 6 . 5  4 . 5  2 0 . 25 
w 3 1  2 2 . 5  3 3  2 4  1 . 5 2 . 25 
X 3 1  2 2 . 5  2 6 1 6 . 5  6 3 6  
y 3 4  2 5  2 4  9 1 6  25 6  

2 1 3 2 . 0 0 

Spearman Rank: . 1 8 0  Pearson Product Moment: • 2 6 1  

Median - RP 2 7  Range - RP 1 8  - 3 4  
Median - FR 2 5  Range - FR 1 8  - 3 4  



wa s s ignificant at  the 0 .  0 5  level . 

Intelligent Operation £ Section II 

Table VI l ists the statistical data for Section II . Ite m s  

c overed were: (a) cons ideration of new data in problem solving , 

(b) recognition and definition of a problem ., (c) con s istency , 

{d) experimentation , (e) the use of previous experiences , and 

(f) wise  acceptance of res pons ibility . 

The median score for role playing wa s 3 2 . 5  and for field 

rating s ,  2 9 . 3 ,  a difference between the two ratings of 3 .  2 .  The 

greate st  discrepancy wa s that of subj ects B and C .  Subj ect B 

ranked lowe st in role playing and e ighteenth in field ratings . 
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Subj ect C ranked third from the lowe st in role playing and e ighteenth 

in field rating s . The highest pos s ible score wa s 3 5 i the lowe s t , 7 .  

The range of score s for role playing was 2 2  to 3 6 ;  this wa s 

a range of 1 4  points in role s ituations . Field ratings ranged from 

2 0  to 38 , a spread of 1 8  points . 

Correlations utilizing the data were run and found to be . 2 9 2  

and . 3 0 0 . The s e  were not s ignificant . 

Emotional Stability , Section III 

The main concern of Section III wa s to try to determine if the 
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TABLE VI 

CORRELATION OF SECTION II SC ORES AND RANKS OF TWENTY-FIVE 
SUBJEC TS RATED ON THE TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE IN 

ROLE-PLAYING SITUATION S AND IN THE FIELD 

Role Playing Field Rating 
Subject Section II Rank Section II Rank D D2 

A 2 4  2 2 9  I 4  I 2  I 4 4  
B 2 2  I 3 0  I S  I 7  2 89 
c 2 6  3 3 0  I S  I S  2 2 5  
D 2 9  5 2 6  9 . 5 4 . 5 2 0 . 2 5  
E 3 I  I O . S  2 3  5 5 .  5 3 0 . 2  5 
F 2 8  4 2 3  5 I I 
G 3 0  7 . 5 2 9  I 4  6 . 5  42 . 2  5 
H 3 0  7 . 5 2 3  5 2 .  5 6 . 2 5  
I 3 I  I O . S  2 8  I I .  5 I I 
J 3 0  7 . 5  3 4  2 I  1 3 . 5  I 8 2 . 2 5  
K 3 0  7 .  5 2 I  2 .  5 5 2 5  
L 3 2  I 4 . 5  3 4  2 I  6 . 5  42 . 2 5  
M 3 2  I 4 . 5  2 9  I 4  . 5 . 2 5  
N 3 2  I 4 . 5  2 I  2 . 5 I 2  I 4 4  
0 3 2  I 4 . 5  3 4  2 I  6 . 5  42 . 2 5  
p 3 3  I 8 . 5  2 5  7 .  5 I I  I 2 I 

Q 3 3  I 8 . 5  2 8  I I . S  7 49  
R 3 5  2 I  3 5  2 3 . 5  2 . 5 6 . 2 5 
s 3 2  I 4 . 5  2 0  I 1 3 . 5  I 82 . 2 5 
T 3 5  2 I  2 5  7 .  5 1 3 . 5  I 82 . 2 5  
u 3 5  2 I  3 5  2 3 . 5  2 .  5 6 .  2 5 
v 3 6  2 4  3 3  2 0  4 I 6  
w 3 6  2 4  3 8  2 5  I I 
X 3 6  2 4  3 0  I S  6 3 6  
y 3 2  I 4 . 5  2 6  9 . 5 5 2 5  

I 8 2 0 . 0 0 

Spearman Rank: . 3 0 0  Pearson Product Moment: . 2 9 2  

Median - RP 3 2 . 5  Range - RP 2 2  - 3 6  
Median - FR 2 9 . 3  Range - FR 2 0  - 3 8  



individual wa s emotionally stable . There wa s only one item in 

thi s  s ection . Table VII s hows the data obtained . 
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The median score s were 4 .  8 for role playing and 4 .  5 for 

field ratings ,  a difference of only 0 .  3 betwe en the medians . 

Subj ect N was rated a s  high as  anyone in role playing and a s  low 

a s  anyone in field ratings .  

The range in score s from role playing wa s from 3 to 5 and 

for field ratings ,  2 to 5 .  The greatest  amount of d ifference for 

e ither field ratings or role playing wa s 3 points . 

Correlations were run for Section III . The se  were . 19 6 and 

. 3 9 8 . Neither of the correlation s for this  section wa s s ignificant . 

Ethical and Moral Strength , Section IV 

Table VIII pre sents the data compiled for Section IV . In 

thi s  s ection an attempt wa s made to determin e :  (a ) the subj ect • s  

integrity , (b) con sideration of agreements made with others , and 

(c) the placing of principle above personal advantage . 

The median score s were practically the same , be ing 8 .  7 and 

8 .  6 res pectively . Subj ects D 1 G 1 I ,  J ,  L ,  and M each had a 

d ifference of 1 in the ranking s of role playing and field ratings .  

Subj ect X showed the greate st difference in ranking . He was 

twenty-first ,  or highest , in role playing and first , or lowe s t ,  in 



6 0  

TABLE VII 

C ORRElATION OF SECTION III SCORES AND RANKS OF TWENTY-FIVE 
SUBJECTS RATED ON THE TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE IN 

ROLE -PlAYING SITUATIONS AND IN THE FIELD 

Role Playing: Field Rating: 
Subject Section III Rank Se ction III Rank D D2 

A 4 9 . 5  4 1 3  3 . 5  1 2 . 2  5 
B 3 1 . 5  4 1 3  l l .  5 1 3 2 . 2 5  
c 4 9 . 5  5 2 2 . 5  1 3  1 69 
D 3 1 . 5 3 4 2 . 5 6 . 2 5 
E 4 9 . 5  4 1 3  3 . 5 1 2  . 2 5  
F 4 9 . 5  3 4 5 . 5  30 . 2 5  
G 4 9 . 5  4 1 3  3 . 5 1 2 . 2  5 
H 4 9 . 5  4 1 3  3 . 5 12 . 2  5 
I 4 9 . 5 4 1 3  3 . 5  1 2 . 2  5 
J 4 9 . 5 4 1 3  3 . 5 1 2 . 2  5 
K 4 9 . 5  3 4 5 . 5 3 0 . 2 5  
L 4 9 . 5  5 2 2 . 5  1 3  1 69 
M 4 9 . 5  4 1 3  3 . 5  1 2 . 2  5 

N 5 2 1  2 1 2 0  4 0 0  
0 4 9 . 5  4 1 3  3 . 5 1 2 . 2 5  
p 4 9 . 5  3 4 5 . 5  3 0 . 2 5  
Q 5 2 1  4 1 3  8 6 4  
R 4 9 . 5  4 1 3  3 . 5  1 2 . 2 5  
s 5 2 1  4 1 3  8 64 
T 5 2 1  5 2 2 . 5  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
u 5 2 1  5 2 2 . 5  1 . 5  2 . 2 5  
v 5 2 1  5 2 2 . 5  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
w 5 2 1  5 2 2 . 5  1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
X 5 2 1  3 4 17  2 89 
y 5 2 1  4 1 3  8 

I 

Spearman Rank: . 3 9 8  Pearson Product Moment: . 1 9 6  

Median - RP 4 . 8 Range - RP 2 - 5 
Median - FR 4 . 5 Range - FR 3 - 5 
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TABLE VIII 

CORRELATION OF SECTION IV SCORES AND RANKS OF 1'\VENTY-FIVE 
SUBJEC TS RATED ON THE TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE IN 

ROLE -PLAYING S ITUATIONS AND IN THE FIELD 

Role Playing Field Rating 
Subject Section IV Rank Section IV Rank D D 2 

A 5 I 9 I 9 . 5 I 8 . 5  342 . 2 5  
B 7 2 . 5  8 I I  8 . 5 7 2 . 2 5  
c 7 2 . 5 9 I 9 . 5  I7  2 8 9  
D 8 I O  8 I I  I I 
E I O  2 I  8 I I  I O  I O O  
F 8 I O  7 3 . 5 6 . 5  42 . 2 5  
G 8 I O  8 I I  I I 
H 8 I O  7 3 . 5 6 . 5  42 . 2 5  
I 8 I O  8 I I  I I 
J 8 I O  8 I I  I I 
K 8 I O  7 3 . 5 6 . 5  4 2 . 2 5  
L 8 I O  8 I I  I I 
M 8 I O  8 I I  I I 
N 8 I O  9 I 9 . 5  9 . 5 9 0 . 2 5  
0 8 I O  I O  2 4  I 4  I 9 6  
p I O  2 I  7 3 . 5 I 7 . 5  3 0 6 . 2 5  
Q I O  2 I  8 I I  I O  I O O  
R 8 I O  9 I 9 . 5  9 . 5  9 0 . 2 5  
s I O  2 I  8 I I  I O  I O O  
T 8 I O  9 I 9 . 5  9 . 5  9 0 . 2 5  
u I O  2 I  I O  2 4  I 3  I 69 
v I O  2 I  9 I 9 . 5  1 . 5  2 . 2 5  
w I O  2 I  I O  2 4  I 3  I 69 
X I O  2 I  5 I 3 0  4 0 0  
y I O  2 I  8 I I  I O  I O O  

2 7 49 . 5 0 

Spearman Rank: - . 0 0 5  Pearson Product Moment: - . 2 0 9  

Median - RP 8 . 7 Range - RP 5 - I O  
Median - FR 8 . 6  Range - FR 5 - I O  
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field rating s .  

The range of score s in both role p laying and field ratings 

ran from 5 to I O ,  a range of only 5 points . There were only two 

item s in Section !Vi therefore 1 the highest p o s s ible score for this 

s ection wa s I O  and the lowest pos s ible was 2 .  

Correlations for thi s  section were - . 2 0 9  and -
. 0 0 5 . 

Neither of the s e  i s  s ignificant . 

Adequacy of Communication 1 Section V 

Table IX lists the data for Section V .  Each s ubject wa s 

rated according to: (a )  his s kill in oral expre s s ion I (b) his atten­

tivenes s  a s  a listener 1 (c) his s kill in leading groups ,  and (d) his 

communication with others . 

The median for S ection V wa s 1 6 . 4 for role playing and 1 4  

for field ratings , a d ifference o f  2 .  4 points . Subj ect C showed the 

greatest  difference in rank ings .  He was next to the lowe st in role 

p laying and ranked highest  in field rating s . Subj ect G had a 

d ifference of only 1 point in both rankings . Two other s ubjects , W 

and X ,  had a difference of only 2 points in both ratings .  

There wa s a range of 7 in role playing , from 1 1  to 1 8 .  Field 

ratings ranged from 9 to 1 8 ,  a difference of 9 points . The highest  

pos s ible s core for this  section was 2 0 ;  the lowe st pos sible wa s 4 .  
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TABLE IX 

C ORRE LATION OF SEC TION V SCORES AND RANKS OF TVIIENTY-FIVE 
SUBJEC TS RATED ON THE TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE IN 

ROLE-PLAYING SITUATIONS AND IN THE FIELD 

Role Pla:ting Field Rating 
S ubject Section V Rank Section V Rank D D2 

A 1 1  I I 3  9 8 64 
B I 3  4 I S  I 4 . S  I O . S  I I O . 2 S  
c I 2  2 I 8  2 4 . S  2 2 . S  S 0 6 . 2 S  
D I 6  I 3  I 6  I 7 . S  4 . S  2 0 . 2 S  
E I 3  4 I 3  9 s 2 S  
F I 6  I 3  9 I I 2  I 4 4  
G I 6  I 3  I 4  I 2  I I 
H I S  8 . S  I 2  s 3 . S 1 2 . 2  s 
I 1 3  4 I S  I 4 . S  I O . S  I I 0 . 2 5  
J I 7  1 9  I 7  2 I . S  2 . 5 6 . 2 5  
K I S  8 . 5  I 2  5 3 . 5  I 2 . 2 5  
L I 7  I 9  I 7  2 1 . 5  2 . 5 6 . 2 5  
M I 6  I 3  I 3  9 4 1 6  
N I 4  6 . S  I 4  I 2  5 . 5  3 0 . 2 5  
0 I 7  I 9  I 6  1 7 . 5  1 . 5  2 . 2 5  
p I 6  I 3  I O  2 I I  I 2  I 

Q I 6  I 3  1 2  s 8 64  
R I 6  I 3  1 6  I 7 . 5  4 . 5  2 0 . 2 5  
s I 7  I 9  1 2  5 1 4  I 9 6  
T I 8  2 3 . 5  I 6  1 7 . 5  6 3 6  
u 1 4  6 . S  1 8  2 4 . 5  I 8  3 2 4  
v I 7  I 9  I 4  I 2  7 49  
w I 8  2 3 . 5  I7  2 1 . 5 2 4 
X 1 8  2 3 . S  I 7  2 1 . 5  2 4 
y I 8  2 3 . S  I 2  s I 8 . 5  3 4 2 . 2 5  

2 2 2 7 . 0 0  

Spearman Rank: . I4 4  Pearson Product Moment: . 0 2 9  

Median - RP I 6 . 4  Range - RP I I  - I 8  
Median - FR I 4  Range - FR 9 - I 8  
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The correlations for this section were . 1 44  and . 0 2 9 . 

Neither wa s s ignificant . 

Operation a s  a C itizen , Section VI 

Table X indicate s data for Section VI . In thi s  section the 

subj ect wa s rated according to: (a) his interpretation of contemporary 

trends and events , (b) his cooperation with non-educational groups ,  

and (c) the extent of his consideration for m inority groups in the 

school community . 

The median for role playing wa s 1 2 . 3  and for field ratings ,  

1 0 . Thi s  wa s a difference of 2 . 3 points . Subj ects E ,  L ,  Q ,  and R 

were ranked at a difference of only I point for both ratings .  Subj ect 

A showed the greate st variance in rank . He wa s the lowest  in role 

playing but ranked next to the top in field rating s .  

The range from 8 to 1 5  wa s identical for both role playing 

and field ratings . The highe st pos s ible score wa s 1 5  and the lowe st 

was 3 .  

Correlations were run , and the se were . 1 0 7  and . 2 7 8 .  They 

were not s ignificant . 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter IV cons ists of a comparison between the role playing 
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TABLE X 

CORRELATION OF SECTION VI SC ORES AND RANKS OF TWENTY-FIVE 
SUBJECTS RATED ON THE TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE IN 

ROLE-PlAYING SITUATIONS AND IN THE FIELD 

Role Playing Field Rating 
Subject Section VI Rank Section VI Rank D n2 

A 8 I I 3  2 2 . 5  2 1 . 5  4 62 . 2  5 
B I O  3 I O  I l . 5  8 . 5  7 2 . 2 5  
c I O  3 I O  l l . 5  8 . 5  7 2 . 2 5  
D l l  7 8 2 5 2 5  
E I O  3 8 2 I I 
F l l  7 9 6 . 5 1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
G I 2  I 5  I 3  2 2 . 5  7 . 5 5 6 . 2 5  
H l l  7 9 6 . 5 1 . 5  2 . 2 5  
I I 2  I 5  9 6 . 5  8 . 5 7 2 . 2 5  
J l l  7 I 2  I 9 . 5  I 2 . 5  I 5 6 . 2 5  
K I 2  I 5  9 6 . 5  8 . 5  7 2 . 2 5  
L I 2  I 5  l l  I 6  I I 
M I 2  I 5  I O  I l . 5  3 . 5 I 2  . 2 5  
N I 2  I 5  8 2 I 3  I 69 
0 l l  7 I 3  2 2 . 5  I 5 . 5  2 4 0 . 2 5  
p I 2 I 5  9 6 . 5  8 . 5  7 2 . 2 5  

Q I 2  I 5  l l  I 6  I I 
R I 2  I 5  l l  I 6  I I 
s I 3  2 2 . 5  I O  I l . 5  l l  I 2 I 
T I 2  I 5  9 6 . 5 8 . 5  7 2 . 2 5  
u I 2  I 5  I 3  2 2 . 5  7 . 5 5 6 . 2 5  
v I 3  2 2 . 5  I 2  I 9 . 5 3 9 
w I 3  2 2 . 5  I 5  2 5  2 .  5 6 .  2 5 
X I 3  2 2 . 5  l l  I 6  6 . 5  42 . 2 5  
y I 5  2 5  l l  I 6  9 8 I  

I 8 7 9 . 0 0 

Spearman Rank: . 2 7 8 Pearson Product Moment: . I 07  

Median - RP I 2 . 3  Range - RP 8 - I 5  
Median - FR I O  Range - FR 8 - I 5  
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s tre s s  s ituation ratings and field ratings . An analysis  of  the total 

Guide wa s reported , a s  well a s  a comparison of each section 

conta ined in the Guide . Table s were pre sented to s how the m edian , 

the range , and the correlation of role playing ratings and field 

ratings .  

Analys is of the data sugge sts that the interreliability of  the 

in strument used for rating purpos e s  did not a ffect adversely the 

correlation s . The se  correlation s were . 9 2 6  in the role s ituations 

and . 87 4 on the field data . Both correlation s are s ignificant at the 

0 . 0 1 level of confidence . However , the fact that no ind ividual  

rated be low an absolute average on the total Guide may cause one 

to que stion the extent to which discrim inating rankings res ulted from 

the ratings . Individual s cores were not , there fore , widely different . 

It wa s pointed out in the body of the chapter that som e  individuals 

had wide d ifference s in their rankings on the two different scores , 

both for the total Guide and for the individual s ections . None of  

the correla tion s reported in  the study were s ignificant at the 0 .  05  

level . There fore , the hypothes is of  the study was not sustained . 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS 1 AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

Before presenting the findings and conclus ions of the study 1 

it might be well to recapitulate what was attempted in this study . 

The bas ic a im wa s to find a s horter 1 more effective means of 

selecting s chool administrative personnel through the u s e  of role 

playing . In order that this  m ight be done , it was neces sary to 

determine how role playing could be evaluated . The staff of the 

Department of Educational Administration and Supervis ion at the 

Univers ity of Tenne s see had at its d isposal an instrument known a s  

the Tennes see Rating Guide . This  device had been developed and 

te ste d  in eleven previous studie s at the Univers ity of Tenne s s ee . 

In addition to the se studie s ,  the instrument had been used at other 

colleges and univer s itie s throughout the Southern Reg ion . There ­

fore , it wa s decided to s e e  if thi s  instrument would g ive s im ilar 

results when used in rating people from role-playing s ituations a s  it 

d id when u s ed in rating people on the j ob . 

Making the a s sumption that the instrument wa s valid , the 
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next step was to de sign and develop situations that would mea s ure 

the type s of items included in the Guid e . This was done on a 

trial ba sis and , when there was some a s s urance that the situations 

to be used were valid , the collection of data began . 

The limitations of the study were set up and the selection of 

s ubj ects to participate wa s accomplished . A panel compos ed of 

members of the educational administration staff and doctoral 

candidate s wa s selected and the role playing s e s sions were held . 

After the completion of the role playing s e s sion s , some five months 

e lapsed . A complete new team of raters went into the field to 

a s se s s  again the characteristics of the individuals who had been 

rated . 

Findings 

The first hypothesis was that role-playing situations could 

be developed which would reveal behavioral characteristics 

pos s e s s ed by school administrators . The role situations were 

d eveloped , and the s cores obtained from the role-playing situations 

were correlated with field ratings. It wa s found that four of the 

situations correlated between 0 .  7 0  and 0 .  82 . The correlations 

were significant at the 0 .  0 1 level of confidence . On the basis of 
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the s e  correlation s , the se s ituations were used in the study . 

The other hypothes i s  s et forth in the study wa s that there 

would be no s ignificant difference in ratings made in role s ituations 

and thos e  made in the field . This hypothes is was not sustained . 

The following evidence pre s ented pertaining to the total Guide and 

each section of the Guide s ub stantiate the conclus ion drawn . 

The correlations for the total Guide were not s ignificant . 

The s e  were . 1 87  and . 1 8 6  u s ing the Pearson Product Moment and the 

Spearman rank order coefficients of correlation . It s hould be stated 

that to be s ignificant at the 0 . 0 5  level of confidence a correlation 

on the total Guide of . 3 9 5  was needed . The various sections of the 

Guid e  correlated in the following manner: (a ) Section I at . 2 6 1  and 

. 1 80 ;  (b) Section II at . 2 9 2  and . 300;  (c) Section III at . 1 9 6  and 

. 3 9 8 ;  (d ) Section IV at - . 2 0 9  and - . 0 0 5 ;  (e) Section V at . 1 44 and 

. 0 2 9 ;  and (f) Section VI at . 2 7 8  and . 1 07 . None of the correlations 

for any section of the Guide was significant . 

Recommendations 

None of the correlations between s core s obtained on the 

role-playing ratings and the field ratings wa s statistically s ignificant . 

Therefore , it would s eem that role playing a s  a s election in strument 
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in this  s ituation i s  not a useful technique . However , an exam ina­

tion of the data precludes any definite decis ion ruling out role 

playing a s  a selection technique . The failure of this study to bear 

out the given hypothe s i s  does :not :nece ssarily mean that future 

studies  us ing the same techniques would also be failure s . 

All of the subj ects except three received ratings of " average " 

(a score of 7 5) or better on the total rating s in both the field and 

role-playing s ituations . That i s  1 out of twenty-five pairs of 

ratings ,  only three fell below average 1 and non e  of thes e  three wa s 

rated below average in both ratings .  Thes e  findings s ugge st a 

pos s ible lack of discrimination on the part of the Tennes see Rating 

Guid e , the raters 1 or on the adequacy of the role-playing s ituations 

to provide enough information for fine discrimination . Of course 1 

it is  also pos s ible that all of the subj e cts were above average on 

the characteristics meas ured . Therefore 1 there are four po s sible 

factors which may well have given spurious results . 

The Tenn e s see Rating Guide may not be a fine enough 

instrument to provide adequate discrimination between subj ects who 

are average or above insofar a s  administrative behavior is concerned . 

U s ing thes e  subj ects to develop a s cale for finer di scrimination 

m ight help to obtain a guide which would tell more than whether an 
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individual i s  or would be an effective adm inistrator; it would tell 

how effective he would be • 

It is  a we ll-known fact that many raters tend to rate others 

as being average or somewhat above , not wishing to give a person 

what 1 in effect , would amount to a poor recommendation . A 

s tandardized , comprehens ive tra ining ses s ion for the raters might 

help to eliminate this  problem wherever it exists . 

While great care wa s used in the final s election of the 

role-playing s ituations u s ed in this  study , it is po s s ible that other , 

better s ituations could be developed which would provide enough 

information to lead to pos itive findings . 

Finally , an over-all evaluation of the study s uggests a 

further s tudy which might provide data on which fa irly definite 

conclus ions could be reached . Since none of the subj ects 

received poor rating s ,  the study may have included individuals 

between whom there wa s com paratively little difference insofar a s  

effectivene s s  wa s concerned . It is  therefore recommended that 

another pilot study be carried out , using the following outline as a 

preliminary guide:  

1 .  For purpos e s  of a pilot study , thirty subj ects would 

provide an ade quate number on which to draw general conclusion s . 
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2 .  School superintendents in perhap s  five areas  could be 

contacted and asked to pick out s ix of their administrative personnel 1 

three of whom would be selected on this bas i s :  " If you 1 as  a 

superintendent 1 had :no choice but to fire three adm inistrators 1 

which thre e would you choose ? "  The other three would be selected 

u s ing this  que stion: " If you had to fire all of your administrators 

but three 1 which three would you retain ? "  

3 .  After the s e  people were selected 1 each superintendent 

would then rate them on the Tennes see Rating Guide . This would 

automatically give field ratings a s  well a s  provide a check on the 

reliability of the superintendents ' initial selection s . 

4 .  The thirty people finally selected would then be exposed 

to the role -playing s ituations from which ratings by a panel would 

be obtained . None of the panel members would know the people 

being rated or know how they were rated by their s uperintendents . 

5 .  The same procedure s a s  already u s ed in this study would 

then be applied . 

It i s  felt that a study of the above type would determine more 

effectively the usefulne s s  of the role-playing technique in selection . 

However 1 regardles s  of the re sults of the pre sent or pos s ible future 

studies 1 it is recommended that the u s e  of role playing a s  a training 
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procedure for administrators be s erious ly con s idered . Its use  i:n 

the area of training ha s a lready been well e s tablished . 
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APPENDIX A 

Univers ity of Tenne s see Rating Guide 

Characteristic s of School Administrators 
(a s  Revised January 8 ,  1 9 58 )  

Interpersonal Relations 

A .  How does he relate to other s ? 

__ 
1 .  Tend s to be a lon e wolf 

__ 
2 .  Ha s a few friends but tend s to ignore others 

__ 
3 . Friendly when approached by others 

__ 
4 .  Popular; ha s many ca sual  acquaintance s 

__ 
5 .  Steadily warm and appealing in relation ship with others 

B .  Doe s he utilize the opinion of others ? 

__ 
I .  

__ 
2 .  

__ 
3 .  

__ 
4 .  

__ 
s . 

Generally ignore s  the viewpoints of others 
Uses  opinions if they agree with his  own 
Value s opinions of those  who volunteer sugge stions but fails 
to seek opinions of others 
Highly selective in utilizing opinions;  sometime s value s 
ideas  that differ from his own 
Con s istently seeks and cons iders the opinion s of others 

C .  Is  he skillful in developing an organization in which each can 
do his be st ? 

__ 
1 .  Most people with whom he works have important re spon s i­

bilitie s in which they are genuinely intere sted 

__ 
2 .  Sometimes  delegate s re spon s ibilities  with regard to s pecial 

intere sts and abilitie s of a s sociate s 

__ 
3 . Delegate s tas k s  largely mechanically; fa ils to recognize 

s pecial abilities of others 

__ 
4 .  Plays favorite s in delegating res pons ibility 

__ 
5 .  Runs the whole show himself 
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D .  I s  he skillful in getting policie s formulated cooperatively ? 

__ 
I . 

__ 
2 .  

__ 
3 .  

__ 
4 . 

__ 
5 .  

Involve s general public 1 staff members and students in 
major policy formulation 
Attempts to involve general public 1 staff members and 
students in policy formulation but has difficulty in setting 
up :nece s sary machinery 
Involve s only key people in policy formulation 
Discu s s e s  policie s with others 1 but decis ions are usually 
made prior to the discu s sion 
Formulates policie s him self; rarely discus se s them with 
others 

E .  I s  he skillful in continuous implementation of policie s ?  

__ 
I . 

__ 
2 . 

__ 
3 .  

__ 
4 .  

__ 
5 .  

Tend s to ignore or defer action on policie s 
Vacillate s in implementing policies  
Tend s to  force policies without s ufficient planning 
Cautious in effecting policie s 
Move s s urely and j udiciously in effecting policies 

F .  Doe s he help the group arrive at a working conce:nsus ? 

__ 
I .  

__ 
2 .  

__ 
3 .  

__ 
4 . 

__ 
5 .  

Contribute s little to help group arrive at a working concensus  
Tries to force group to quick agreements without really 
cons ide ring problem s 
Tend s to force action without careful group cons ideration 
Strives  for con sensus but sometim e s  encourage s group 
action on in sufficient data 
Continually strive s for careful group problem analysis ;  helps 
group recognize points of agreement 

G .  Doe s  he believe that democratic proce s se s  are e s sential ? 

I . Urge s the use  of proce s se s  cons istent with best democratic 
practice 

__ 
2 .  I s  cognizant of respons ibility to u s e  democratic procedure s ;  

is  sometime s unsure o f  how to employ them 

__ 
3 .  Attempts to use  democratic proce s se s ;  however 1 u sually 

re sorts to expediency in pre s s ing s ituations 
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__ 
4 .  Give s lip service to democratic proce s se s  which are not 

evident in his behavior 

__ 
5 .  U s e s  any expedient method available to attain a pre­

determined end 

Intelligent Operation 

A .  Doe s he give sufficient con s ideration to new data in problem 
s olving ? 

__ 
I .  

__ 
2 .  
3 .  

__ 
4 .  

__ 
5 .  

Disregards new data that challenge the status quo 
U s e s  new data only when they support his po s ition 
Will consider new data when pre sented to him 
Seeks new data along line s of special intere sts 
C on s istently seeks and employs new data 

B .  Doe s  he recognize and define problem s ?  

__ 
I .  
2 • 

__ 
3 .  

__ 
4 .  

__ 
5 .  

Tend s not to recognize existence of  problem s  
Tend s to cons ider symptom s instead o f  problem s 
Sometimes  confu s e s  symptom s with problems  in his 
efforts to improve 
Recognizes problem s  but has difficulty in analyzing them 
Recognizes and analyze s problem s 

C .  I s  he con s istent in term s of his  ba s ic a s s umptions ? 

I .  

__ 
2 .  

3 . 

__ 
4 .  

__ 
5 .  

Supports conflicting ideasj  action characterized by 
inconsistency 
Ha s tendency to discus s important problem s  in terms of 
his  like s and dislike s 
Frequently uncertain of his pos ition on controversial subj ects 
Is certain of his pos ition and con s istent in his behavior in 
area s which he cons iders important 
Is dependable and pred ictable in word and action 
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D .  Doe s  h e  experiment ? 

__ 1 . Tend s to try out new id eas a fter care ful s tudy and follows 
through on ba s i s  of e xperimental evidence 

__ 2 .  Undertak e s  various new proj ects for im provement but fails 
to interpret the ir s ignificance 
May be premature in trying out idea s for improvement; fa ils 
to fully incorporate acc epted princ iple s of e xperimentation 

__ 
4 .  Action tends to be ba sed on subj ective evidence 

__ 
s . Tend s to operate within traditional pra ctices or on ba s i s of 

hunche s 

E .  Doe s h e  try to recognize and deal with his own bias e s ? 

__ 1 .  C on s i stently e xamin e s  h i s  own pos ition and attempts to 
understand the p o s itions of others 

__ 
2 . Tend s to evaluate h i s  pos ition but will re sort to b ia s e s  

under pre s s ure 

_
3 . Feels unea s y  about his pos ition at tim e s ;  can be s timulated 

to examine his opin ions 

__ 4 .  As sume s that his po s ition i s  generally right; doe s not know 
how to identify h i s  own bia s e s  

_5 .  Refu s e s to examine his pos ition 

F .  Doe s  he appear to have profited by previous experience ? 

__ I . 

__ 
2 . 

__ 
3 . 

__ 
4 .  

__ 5 . 

Frequently make s the same m istake but seldom admits it 
U s ua lly atte mpts to j u stify m istake s 
Recognizes that some m istak e s  a re inevitable but ha s 
difficulty in making readjus tment s 
Mak e s  s ome improvement a s  a re sult o f  past mi stake s 
Recognizes his  m i sta ke s and s e e k s  to avoid repeating them 

G .  Doe s  he have the ability to s i z e  u p  people ? 

__ 1 .  

_
2 . 

__ 
3 . 

Judge s potentialitie s of people in term s of the ir ra ce 1 

rel ig ion 1 nationa lity 1 or other such concepts 
Make s j udgments about people in term s of hunc h e s  
Tend s to base j udgments of people o n  past experience s 
without rethinking in term s o f  pre sent s ituation s 



4 .  Judge s people on ba s is of personal experiences , us ing 
additional res ources when problem s ituations arise  

__ 
5 .  Consciously endeavors to understand the ba s ic poten­

tialities  of each pers on through obj ective procedures 

H .  Doe s  he accept re s pons ibility wisely ?  
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1 .  Budgets the a s suming of re spons ibilitie s wisely in terms 
of own limitations in pres ent s ituation 

__ 
2 .  Carries out pre s s ing re spons ibil ities  well but neglects 

le s s  urgent dutie s 

__ 
3 .  Concentrate s on school routing; supports non-school 

endeavors on a highly s elective ba s is 
4 .  Attends  strictly to school routine without partic ipating in 

community enterpris e s  

__ 
5 .  Accepts too many re spons ibilitie s or refu s e s  to as sume 

re spons ibilitie s normally expected of him 

Emotional Stability 

A .  I s  he emotionally stable ? 

__ 
1 .  Tend s to be upset by everyday occurrence s and keeps staff 

in continuous uproar 

__ 
2 .  Attempts to exemplify outward calmne s s  but explode s about 

trivial matters 

__ 
3 .  I s  upset in :novel s ituations and ha s a tendency to upset 

others 

__ 
4 .  Meets :novel s ituations well but lets some problem s involve 

him in distracting entanglements 

__ 
5 .  Appears to meet crises  with a contagious calmneSS i  others 

feel at ease in his pre sence 

Ethical and Moral Strength 

A .  Doe s  he have the courage of his conviction s ?  

__ 
1 .  

__ 
2 .  

Tends to weasel  out of s ituation s 
Usually follows most popular viewpoint 
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__ 
3 .  Ha s a tendency to accept some viewpoints which he 

realizes are in conflict with his own 

__ 
4 .  Ha s we ll-tempered convictions which he trie s to follow 

but i s  sometimes unsure of their soundne s s  

__ 
5 .  Place s  principle above his own personal advantage 

B .  Doe s he exhibit integrity in dealing with others ? 

__ 
I . 

__ 
2 .  

__ 
3 .  

__ 
4 .  

__ 
5 .  

Con s iders agreements with others a s  promissory note s to 
which he is comm itted 
Exhibits integrity in important agre ements , but in le s s  
important agreements i s  somewhat carele s s  
Tend s to rationalize inadvertent breaches of agreements 
Through indirect methods leads people to be lieve in false  
s ituations 
Tend s to be unscrupulous in accomplishing his purpos e s  

Adequacy of Communication 

A .  How well doe s he expre s s  him self orally? 

__ 
I .  

__ 
2 .  

__ 
3 .  

__ 
4 . 

__ 
5 .  

Choo s e s  word s which clearly convey thoughts ;  i s  able to 
expre s s  ab stract ideas  
Expre s s e s  practical thoughts fairly we ll , but ha s difficulty 
with abstractions 
Is unimpre s s ive in oral communication 
Expre s s e s  him self in a fuz zy , incomprehens ible manner 
and tend s to puzzle listeners concerning what he means 
Is either unable or doe s not desire to convey thoughts to 
others 

B .  Is  he a good listener ? 

I .  
2 .  

__ 
3 . 

__ 
4 . 

__ 
5 .  

I s  attentive in trying to gra sp idea s  expre s sed by others 
Listens carefully to ideas in which he is intere sted 
Appears to listen but has difficulty in concentration 
Tend s to disrupt ora l communication by inattentivene s s  or 
by introduction of irrelevant ideas  
Tend s to listen only to him self 



C . Doe s he intere st people in examining ide a s ? 

Stimulate s people to seek solutions through criti cal 
analy s e s  of ide a s  
Encourage s e xamination o f  ideas  that he think s are 
important 

_
3 . Waxe s hot and cold in stimulating examination of ideas 

Appears to consider intellectual curios ity unimportant 
Dis courage s examination of ideas 

D .  How skillfully doe s he lead group discu s s ions ? 

I s  e ither at a lo s s  or monopoli ze s d iscu s s ion when 
appointed official leader of a group 
Permit s everyone to talk without ach ieving a group 
deci sion 

__ 
3 .  Tends to rely on key persons in group d iscu s s ions 

__ 
4 . Operate s well within a structured agenda 

Facilitate s a stimulating and well-ordered climate 
conducive to reaching group decis ions 

Operation as a Citize n  
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A .  Doe s h e  help people interpret s ignificant contemporary trend s 
and events ? 

__ 1 . Doe s not seem to be informed about or intere sted in 
contemporary event s 

__ 
2 .  Discu s se s  current affairs in term s of stock phra s e s  and 

generalitie s 

__ 
3 .  Knows about current affairs but shows prej udice in  dis­

cu s sing them 

__ 
4 .  I s  well informed in the socioeconomic problems  in which 

he i s  intere sted 

__ 
5 . Di scu s s e s  intelligently maj or social , political , and 

e conomic i s sue s 

B .  I s  he cooperative with non-educational group s working for 
community betterment ? 
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__ 
1 . Is  aware of and actively concerned with de s ire s and intere sts 

of community groups , agencie s and organi zations 

__ 
2 .  I s  interested in cooperating with community group s  but 

s pre ad s  his  effort s too thinly 

__ 
3 .  I s  selective in cooperating with group s in proportion to 

pre s sure applied 

__ 4 . Becomes  so involved with activitie s of non-educational groups 
that he neglects  proper administration of the s chool program 

__ 
5 .  Considers the s chool an i sland that i s  competitive with non­

educational groups 

C .  What i s  his  attitude toward minority groups in the school 
community ? -

__ 1 . Ins i sts  that minority points of view be appropriately 
repre sented in community- s chool deci s ions 
Uphold s right of most minority viewpoint s to be repre sented 
but neglects  consideration of thos e  that are e xtreme 

__ 
3 .  Follows a h and s-off policy in regard to minority groups in 

the community 
Tends to ignore the e xistence of minority group s in the 
community 
Indicate s that minority group s  have no right to repre sentation 
in community- school affairs 
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Democratic Operation 

A .  How d o e s  he relate to others ? 

__ I .  

__ 2 . 

__ 3 .  
__ 4 . 
__ s . 

S e ldom a s s ociate s with others . 
Form s few c lo s e  friend s hip s and tend s to neglect others . 
Tend s to make friend s with s ome . 
Q u iet and le s s  overt in expre s s ing a ffection for others . 
Steadily warm , a ppealing in relationship with others . 

Remarks : 

B .  Doe s  he value the opinion of others ? 

I .  

__ 
2 .  

__ 3 .  

__ 4 .  

__ 5 . 

Tend s to ignore the viewpoints of other s . 
Re s pects opin ion if they agree with h i s  own; plays down 
opin ion s that conflict with his . 
Valu e s  opin ion o f  persons cons idered intelle ctual superiors 
or peer s ;  h ighly s elective in con s id ering opin ion s . 
Usua lly seeks the o p inion o f  other s on problem s i  u sually 
e xa mine s idea s  fairly; and is us ually willing to alter 
personal opinion s when id ea has merit . 
C on s i stently s ee k s  the op inion of others on problem s ;  
e xa m ine s a ll idea s fairly; and i s  willing to alter per s onal 
opin ion s when idea has merit . 

Remarks :  

C • I s  he skillfu l in deve loping an organ ization in which each can 
do h i s  be s t ? 



__ 
I .  Each person clearly understand s  his re s pons ibility in 

relation to others ;  l ittle confus ion exi sts . 
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__ 
2 .  Most persons clearly understand the ir r e s pons ib il ity in 

re lation to other s ;  some confusion e xists which is 
generally recognized and rem edied . 

__ 
3 . Most persons clearly understand the ir re s pons ib ility in 

relation to other s ;  s ome confu s ion exists . 

__ 4 . Most persons under stand the ir re s pons ibility in relation 
to others ;  some c onfus ion exists which is not re cognized . 

__ 
5 .  Few und erstand the ir proper place in relation to others ; 

cons iderable unre cognized confu s ion e xists . 

Remark s :  

D .  I s  he s k illful in getting policie s formulated cooperatively ? 

__ 
I . Invo lve s lay pub lic I sta ff members , and students in major 

policy d e c i s ions . 
Involve s lay pub lic 1 sta ff members and s tudents in policy 
formulation; s o metim e s  neglects mach inery for full group 
parti cipation . 

__ 
3 . Invo lve s only key people in policy formulation; sometim e s  

neglects machinery for group partic ipation . 
D i s cu s se s  polic ie s with a s sociate s but dec i s ions are 
u s ua lly made prior to the d iscus s ion . 

__ 
5 .  U s ua lly make s d e c i s ions on policy matters himself; 

frequently discus se s decis ions with a s s oc iate s . 

Remark s :  

E .  I s  he skillful in continuous imple mentation of po licie s ?  

__ 
I . Infre quently fa ils to act on new policie s ,  operate s 

succe s s fully on older policie s .  

__ 
2 .  S low to move on new po licy; operate s s atisfactorily on 

old policie s .  

__ 
3 . U s ua lly acts to carry out new polic ie s ;  operate s well on 

old policie s . 

__ 4 . Generally acts quickly to carry out policy; i s  sometim e s  
h e s itant to revis e  procedure with re spect to new 



s ituation s .  
Acts qu ickly to c arry out poli cy; con stantly revise s 
proc edures a s  new s ituations arise . 

Remark s :  

F .  Doe s he help the group to arrive at a true con s en s u s ? 

__ 
1 .  D i sregard s group sugges tions in conflict with h i s  own; 

a ct s  when majority a ccept s  h iw v iew; pers onally mak e s  
m a jor decis ion s . 

_
2 .  Operate s on m a j or ity o pinion ; often di sregard s m inority 

v iewpoints; s e ldom concerned with true con s en s u s . 

__ 3 .  Sometim e s  operate s on ba s i s  of maj ority d e c i s ions ;  :not 
too concerned with true con s ens u s ;  sympathetic with 
m inority viewpoints . 
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__ 4 .  Striv e s  for consens u s ;  seldom tri e s  to force rapid deci s io n s ;  
s k illful i n  getting group t o  recognize po ints o f  a greement . 

__ 
5 .  Cb:nti:ntia lly s tr ives for con s ensus ;  never tries to force 

rapid decision s ;  very s k illful in getting group to recognize 
points o f  agre ement . 

Remarks :  

G .  Doe s he recognize that democratic m eans are e s s ential to 
atta in ment o f  dem ocratic end s ? 

__ 
1 .  G ive s e qual attention to means and end; a ction indicates 

belief that the mean s u s ed determ ine the end . 

__ 
2 .  C hange and growth in participants con s idered important; 

the end s are :not clearly determined but are cons idered 
m ore important . 
End s  are s ometim e s  predeterm ined but e ffort i s  made to 
u s e  d emocratic method s to achieve them . 

__ 4 . Recogniz e s  that means are important but s e ldom lets them 
interfere with the end when a cho ice is involved . 

__ 
5 .  H i s  a ction ind icate s that accompli s hment of a well de fined 

goal is of m a j or importan c e ;  m eans o f  reach ing the goal 
are unim portant . 

Remark s :  
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Intelligent Operation 

A .  Doe s he give sufficient con s ideration to data even when they 
challenge a belief?  

__ I .  Ignores new facts that challenge his  pos ition . Acts in 
terms of previous beliefs . 

__ 
2 .  U s e s  data which supports his po sition; in secure when 

data challenges  his beliefs ; avoid s inve stigations which 
would weaken his pos ition or challenge beliefs . 

__ 3 .  Will sometime s cons ider new data if made available to 
him and will sometimes  act in terms of the data . 

__ 
4 .  Sometimes seeks new data on problem s ;  sometime s acts in 

terms of data instead of previou s beliefs . 

__ 
5 .  Consistently seek s new data on problem s ;  acts in term s 

of data instead of previous beliefs . 

Remarks :  

B .  Doe s  he recognize and define problem s ?  

__ 
1 .  I s  unaware that problem s exist or cannot analyze problem 

when recognized; treats symptoms as problem s .  
__ 2 .  Disturbed by any unusual s ituation ; cannot understand 

causal  relationships ;  permits prejudice and/or emotion s 
to influence problem analysis  . 

__ 3 .  Usually recogniz e s  problems  1 but has some difficulty in 
analyzing and defining them . 

__ 
4 .  Usually recogniz e s  relationshiP S i  has ability to detect 

problem s ;  skill in analyzing a problem . 
__ 5 .  Consi stently recognize s cause  and effect; gra s p s  problems 

quickly; can analyze problem clearly . 

Remarks :  

C . I s  he logical in argument ? 

__ I .  Argue s in terms of personal likes and dislike s ;  continually 
contradicts him self . 

__ 2 .  Emotiona lly inclined; ha s some ability to carry on logical 
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d iscus s ion but can be easily s ide tracked . 

__ 3 .  Often uncertain of pos itioni sometimes not con s istent in 
argument . 

_4 . Can analyze a propo sition and s e e  the relationships but 
s ometimes has d ifficulty in remaining con s istent . 

__ 5 . Analyze s underlying a s sumptions ;  s e e s  points in proper 
relationship; can follow point to ultimate conclus ion . 

Remarks : 

D .  Doe s he experiment and test re sults in terms of group 
objective s ?  

Accepts obj ective s a s  stated; experiments or te sts re sults 
not usually related to group goals . 
Seldom experiments in terms of group goals . Experiments 
are u s ually in terms of statistical and mechanical data . 
Does some experimentation in terms of group goals;  s ome 
e xperimentation purely mechanical and unrelated . 

__ 4 . Most experiments are purposeful in terms of group goals ;  
carrie s on cons iderable experimentation . 
Ha s well d etermined group goals ;  d evelop s  related , 
meaningful � and purposeful experiments concerning goals  . 

Remarks : 

E . I s  he ultimately concerned with the welfare of people in the 
s election of experiments and u s e  of their outcome s ?  

Most experimentation i s  concerned with the welfare of 
people . 
U s ua lly experimentation i s  concerned with the welfare of  
people . 

__ 3 . Some experimentation i s  carried out that is  concerned 
with welfare of people; some unrelated experimentation . 

__ 4 .  Sees little relationship betwe en welfare of people and 
experimentation . 
Does not relate experiments to the welfare of the people 
and/or see s little value in experimenting . 

Remarks :  



F .  Doe s  he con s istently seek to understand his  own bia s and 
lim ita tio:n s ? 
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__ 
1 .  Cons istently examine s po s itions with others;  recogniz e s  

that all persons have bia s e s  and lim itations . 

__ 
2 .  U sually examine s po s ition with others ; recognizes that 

all persons have bia s e s  and limitation s .  

__ 
3 .  U sually examine s pos ition with others ;  he recognizes that 

all persons have bia s e s  but fails to see  his own on some 
occa s ion s . 

__ 
4 .  Bia s e s  color his evaluation of pos ition of others ;  doe s not 

often examine his  po s ition with others . 

__ 
5 .  Ha s strong bia s e s ;  refu s e s  to examine position; :not aware 

of own limitations .  

Remarks :  

G .  How inte lligently doe s he manage his own personal affairs ? 

__ 
1 .  Manage s personal finance s well; s table moral codes ;  

whole some family relationships; others recognize " good 
j udgment " on personal matters . 

__ 
2 .  Is  recognized a s  a man of "good j udgment" in personal 

affairs;  above average family relation ships , financial 
management and other personal community obligations . 

__ 
3 .  Sometimes  fails to manage personal finance s well; good 

family relatio:nshiP S i  average of community on management 
of personal affairs . 

__ 
4 . Make s many errors in personal finance s ;  family relation­

s hip s and other operations as a citizen in community are 
s ometimes  que stionable . 

__ 
5 .  Cons idered a poor financial risk; impractical or "bookish" ;  

many people cons ider him a " joke " in management of  his  
personal affairs . 

Remark s :  

H .  Doe s  he profit by previou s mistake s ?  

__ 
1 .  Make s the same mistake frequently and will seldom admit 
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he ha s made mistake s ;  shows little improvement . 

__ 
2 .  Ha s difficulty recognizing mi stake s ;  symptoms of same 

problem s  repeat from year to year; he s itate s to que stion 
own action; shows some general improvement . 

__ 
3 .  Usually recogniz e s  mistake s but sometimes trie s to 

j u stify them . 

__ 
4 .  Usually recogniz e s  mi stake s and rarely repeats a mistake 

recognized . 
5 .  Recognizes mistake s and never repeats the same mistake s .  

__ ...;: 

Remarks :  

I .  Doe s he have the ability to s ize up people in relation to jobs ? 

__ 
I .  Little ability to analyze the important characteristics of 

people; seldom con s iders the se characteristics in relation 
to the j ob .  

__ 
2 .  Often fails to s e e  important characteristic s of people in 

relation to the job; makes personnel selections which 
sometimes re sult in inefficiency . 

__ 
3 .  Ha s some ability to perceive the ba sic potentialitie s of 

people in relation to job; makes some mistake s . 

__ 
4 .  Able to perceive the ba s ic potentia litie s of people but 

occa s ionally doe s not relate this  to the j ob . 

__ 
5 .  Able to perceive bas ic qualities or potentialitie s in 

relation to the requirements of  the job . 

Remarks :  

Condition o f  Hea lth 

A .  His phys ical condition: 

__ I . Frequently lacking in phys ica l drive; suffers chronic 
a ilment; is in poor phys ical condition for age . 

__ 
2 .  Does not always have proper energy to do the job; some­

time s ha s illn e s s e s  which keep him from his  job;  
sometimes appears to be in poor physical condition . 

__ 
3 .  Ha s neces sary strength and vitality; sometimes mis s e s  

work becau se o f  illnes s ;  appears to b e  properly 
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conditioned and balanced phys ically . 

__ 
4 .  Po s s e s se s  strength and energy :nec e s sary for job; rarely 

m i s s e s  work because  of illne s s ; appears to be properly 
cond itioned and balanced physically . 

__ 
5 .  Ha s abundance of energy; rarely mis se s work because of 

illne s s ; no obviou s physical handicap . 

Remarks : 

B .  His emotional condition: How well i s  he adju sted to others ? 

__ 
I . Frequently in difficulty with a s s ociate s ;  moody; little 

control of emotions ;  cannot maintain personal friend ships 
very long . 

__ 
2 .  Sometimes irritate s a s s ociate s;  sometime s ha s difficulty 

controlling emotions ;  reactions sometime s not predictable . 

__ 
3 .  U s ually gets along well with as sociate s ;  on some occa s ions 

lets emotions get out of control; reactions u sually pre ­
dictable . 

__ 
4 .  Gets along well with most as sociate s ;  rarely lo ses  

emotional control; emotionally stable . 
5 .  Gets along well with a s sociate s ;  doe sn't  los e  emotional 

control; not upset by unusual condition s . 

Remarks : 

C .  I s  he re spons ible but not overburdened with re spons ibility ? 

__ 
I . Accepts re spons ibilitie s without undue worry or indications 

of emotional tens ions . 

__ 
2 .  Accepts re sponsibility but sometimes  permits re spons ibility 

to worry him . 

__ 
3 .  Accepts re spon s ibilitie s that sometime s he i s  unable to 

carry out; sometime s lets work interfere with proper 
recreation and home life . 

__ 
4 .  Sometimes  avoid s re spon sibility or becomes  overburdened 

with re s pons ibility; often builds up emotional stre s s  
becau se of re sponsibility . 

__ 
5 .  Avoid s respons ibility; or he a s sume s re spon s ibility to the 
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degree that he i s  in a continual state o f  tens ion (worrie s 
a great deal) . 

Remarks :  

D .  How well does he use  recreational device s ?  

__ 
1 .  Ha s little apparent recreational intere sts;  seldom shed s 

burdens of profe s s ional activitie s ;  continually thinks 
and talk s shop . 

__ 
2 .  Ha s minor recreational intere sts but tend s to let work 

re spons ibility crowd recreation out of program . 

__ 
3 .  Engages in recreationa l activitie s when urged by friend s 

but doe s not conscious ly plan for recreation . 

__ 
4 .  Ha s a number of recreational intere sts ;  u sually manages 

to get some recreation in his program .  

__ 
5 . Has widespread recreational intere sts;  maintain s a whole­

some balance with profe s s ional activitie s .  

Remark s :  

Ethical and Moral Strength 

A .  Doe s  he have the courage of his convictions ?  

__ 
1 .  Does not manife st strong conviction s or is  afraid to 

expre s s  convictions .  

__ 
2 .  Ha s some definite convictions but usually follows the 

most popular viewpoint . 

__ 
3 .  Ha s fairly strong convictions (not always sure of belief) 

but hes itant to expre s s  views . 

__ 
4 .  Ha s strong convictions but doesn 't  always expre s s  his 

views . 

__ 
5 . Ha s strong convictions ;  defends and expre s se s  convictions ;  

not dogmatic but place s princ iple above personal welfare . 

Remarks :  
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B .  Doe s  he deal hone stly in personal and profe s s ional matters ?  

__ 
1 .  Ha s defined hone sty; con s istently hone st i:n personal and 

profe s s ional  matters ;  a s sociate s see  him as be ing con s i s ­
tently hone st . 

__ 
2 .  Hone st in personal affairs but doe s :not see  profe s s ional 

hone sty in the same light; motivations are hone st but 
actions not entirely consistent . 

__ 
3 .  Strive s for honesty but ha s conflicts when personal 

welfare is at stake; doe s  :not always s e e  personal and 
profe s s ional hone sty a s  the same thing . 

__ 
4 .  Give s lip service to honesty but sometime s fails to 

manife st hone sty when it is not expedient to do so . 

__ 
s . Little regard for hone sty; a s sociate s que stion his  motive s .  

Remarks :  

C .  Doe s he deal i:n term s of central ide a s  and beliefs rather 
than people ? 

__ 
1 .  Guided by the personal factor and tend s to neglect central 

idea s and beliefs . 

__ 
2 .  Believe s people are more important than central ideas and 

beliefsj trie s to reconcile the two but if forced to choice 
will decide on ba s is of personal factor . 

__ 
3 .  Ha s central idea s and beliefs but will sometime s sacrifice 

them in intere st of the welfare of people he like s and 
admire s . 

__ 
4 .  Is  guided by central ideas  and beliefs but personal factors 

influence his  decisions . 

__ 
5 .  Follows central idea s and beliefs in action; re s pects 

people but not to the extent that he place s them above 
principle . 

Remarks :  

D .  I s  he intellectually hone st?  

__ I. 
__ 

2 .  

__ 
3 .  

Intellectual hone sty is not important in his thinking . 
Does not realize importance of intellectual hone sty . 
Is  struggling with a concept of intellectual hone sty; trie s 
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__ 4 .  Is intelle ctually hone s t  but idea s sometim e s  :not well 
thought out . 
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__ 
5 .  C on s i stently a cts in term s of what he believe s i s  righti 

h a s  well thought out id eas of what mak e s  up intellectual 
hone sty . 

Remark s :  

Adequacy of C ommunication 

A .  Can he read we ll ? 

Read ing spe ed and interpretation con s iderably below average 
of college graduate s . 

__ 
2 .  Read ing speed and interpretat ion s lightly be low av erage o f  

coll e ge graduate s .  
Read ing speed and interpretation about avera ge of college 
graduate s .  

__ 4 . Read ing spe ed and interpretation above avera ge of college 
graduate s .  

__ 
5 .  Read ing spe ed and interpretation well above average 

(exceptional) of college graduate s .  

Remark s :  

B .  Can he write well ? 

Exce llent abil ity to organize and portray thought s through 
written e xpre s s ion . 

__ 
2 .  Abov e average (of college graduate s )  ability to organize 

and portray thoughts through written e xpre s s ion . 

__ 
3 .  About average (of colle ge graduate s )  ability to portray 

thoughts through written expre s s ion . 

__ 4 . Below average (of college graduate s )  ability to portray 
thoughts through written expre s s ion . 

__ 
5 .  Poor (far below average) ability to portray thoughts throu gh 

written e xpre s s ion . 

Remark s :  
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__ 
I .  Exce llent ability to expre s s  him self orally; pronunciation 

excellent; deci s ive in organizing and building on central 
idea s . 

__ 
2 .  Above average ability to expre s s  himself orally; pronun­

ciation good; is decisive in portraying idea s . 
3 .  Average ability to expre s s  himself orally; pronunciation 

acce ptable to groups ;  i s  generally decisive in making 
points . 

__ 
4 .  I s  awkward at time s in organizing and portraying central 

idea s ;  some hesitation and sometimes  unclear pronunciation . 

__ 
5 .  Halting and he sitant in pre senting ide a s ;  sometime s 

unclear pronunciation; and seldom clinche s vital idea s . 

Remarks :  

D .  How well doe s  he listen to others ? 

__ 
I .  Always intent on understanding points others make; 

does :n • t  monopolize conversation; and seeks clarification 
of ideas pre sented by others . 

__ 
2 .  Generally intent on understanding points others make ; 

doesn •t monopolize conversation; shows intere st in what 
others have to say . 

3 .  Generally listens to what others say but is sometimes 
unable to  follow certa in idea s ;  doe sn • t  always seek 
clarification of points . 

__ 
4 . Sometimes  doe s not listen attentively to what people say; 

unable to recall vital points made by s peaker; at time s has 
a tendency to talk too much . 

__ 
5 .  Is  :not attentive when others talk; cannot recall points 

made ; disrupts conversation with irrelevant idea s . 

Remarks :  

E .  Can he communicate well with laymen ? 

I .  Little ability to communicate with lay group s ;  is  often m i s ­
understood and misquoted;  tries t o  clarify points to lay 
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people but i s  sometime s accu sed of statements  which he 
has not intended to make 0 

__ 2 o Sometime s mi sunderstood by lay groups be cau se of technical 
vocabulary I rambling organization 1 and misunderstanding of 
lay language • 

__ 3 .  Occa sionally use s technical e xpre s s ion s which confu se lay 
group s;  u sually make s his  idea s understandable 0 

4 o Adj usts  communication to term s  understood by each lay 
group; laymen usually understand hi s po s ition 0 

__ 5 o  Skillfully adj u sts  communication to that of each particular 
lay group; make s idea s clear to lay persons ;  can and doe s 
use  lay language 0 

Remark s :  

F 0 Can he intere st people in examination of idea s ?  

__ 1 o  Ha s unusual ability to intere st people in fundamental problems;  
stimulate s people to  seek solutions through critical analy sis  
of  problems o 

__ 2 o Has ability to intere st people in fundamental problem s;  can 
usually stimulate them to seek solutions through critical 
analysis  of problems 0 

__ 3 0 Has some ability to intere st people in fundamental problems;  
some skill in stimulating them to seek solutions through 
critical analysis  of problems . 

__ 4 .  Not skillful in intere sting people in the critical analysis  of 
problems o 

__ 5 o Ha s little ability in intere sting people in critical analy sis  
of  problems;  rarely stimulate s people to  examine ideas o 

Remark s:  

G 0 How skillful i s  he in leading discu s sions ? 

1 .  Has trouble leading group discus sions;  sometime s lose s 
the trend of central ideas ;  doe s not alway s gra sp group 
problems;  let s group drag and doe s not always help reach 
conclusions o 

__ 2 .  Sometime s lack s ability to lead certain group discu s sions ;  
sometime s not skillful in  stimulating thought; sometime s 



fails to secure full participation; sometime s clo ses  
meeting s without having reached conclu sions . 
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__ 
3 . Has ability to lead group di s cu s s ions;  secure s good 

participation; discerns  central trend of ideas ;  some skill 
in getting agreement . 

__ 
4 . Has  superior ability to lead group d i s cu s sions; secure s 

participation of mo st members;  discerns trend of central 
idea s ;  guide s group toward agreement . 

__ 
5 .  Has out standing ability to lead group discu s s ion s ;  secure s 

participation of members; discerns central trend of idea s ;  
guides  group toward agreement . 

Remark s: 

Operation as a Citizen 

A .  How well can he help people interpret the significance of what 
is  happening today ? 

__ 
1 .  Is  not informed and not intere sted in current affairs; infre­

quently discu s se s  current big news items . 
2 . Is  not too well informed on current affairs ;  d iscu s se s  in 

term s  of stock phrase s and ideas . 

__ 
3 .  I s  informed on current affairs but o ccas ionally influenced 

by prej udice in di s cu s s ing the m .  

__ 
4 . I s  informed on current affairs and can intelligently discu s s  

them . 

__ 
5 .  I s  well informed on current affairs;  intelligently discus se s  

maj or social , e conomic , and political i s sue s with people . 

Remark s:  

B .  How well doe s he cooperate with non-educational groups ? 

__ 
1 .  Maintains excellent working relationship with non-educational 

groups ;  is active member of civic community groups . 

__ 
2 .  Attempt s to work with non-educational groups ;  i s  member of 

civic community groups . 

__ 
3 .  Usually cooperate s with non-educational groups but doe s not 

alway s appear to be intere sted in their problems . 
4 . Says he would like to work with non-educational group s ,  but 
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not willing or able to spare time • 

__ 
5 .  Doe s not appear intere sted in non-educational group s ;  

infrequent contact with other group s .  

Remark s:  

C .  Doe s  h e  a ccept a proper share of re sponsibility for community 
betterment on the local and other level s ?  

__ 
1 . Active participation in community affairs ;  maintaining good 

balance between own work and community affairs ;  has ready 
recollection and knowledge of community problem s .  

__ 2 .  Too active in community affairs;  s pread s  work too thin to 
be effective; easily recalls and discu s s e s  current community 
problems . 

__ 
3 .  Accepts some re sponsibility but feel s  profe s s ional work 

largely meet s this  obligation . 

__ 4 . Participate s in community affairs when some pre s sure is  
felt; not too intere sted in existing community problems . 

__ 
5 .  Take s little part in community affairs ;  little intere st in 

community problems . 

Remark s:  

D .  Doe s he help to bring about a spirit of cooperation de spite his  
personal views after a group has made a deci s ion ? 

__ 1 .  Sometime s sabotage s decisions with which he is  not in 
complete agreement . 

2 .  Is  indifferent toward deci sion; tends  to ignore group if 
views were not accepted . 

__ 
3 .  

__ 
4 . 

__ 
s . 

Trie s to cooperate but sometime s criticize s agreement 
against his personal wishe s .  
Cooperative but doe s not always hide his  personal wishe s . 
Believe s a democratic group deci s ion is  a contract to 
which he is obligated . 

Remark s:  
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E .  Doe s he help to deve lop a re spe ct for right s of minoritie s ?  

Point s out minority view and ins i st s that it be considered . 

_
2 .  Recogni ze s minority view and is willing to give some 

con s ideration to it . 

__ 
3 . Believe s that minority view should be recognized , but 

doesn 't alway s s ugge st cons ideration of it . 

__ 4 .  Give s some re cognition to minority right s ;  but actions 
show little concern for the m .  

__ 
5 .  Tend s to ignore right s of minority group s . 

Rem ark s: 
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