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Feasibility of the MTAI 
as a Selection lnstment 
for Pre-Service Teacher 
Education - A Pilot Pmject 

1 Introduction 
1.1 The lnstitute of Education is the only institu- 

tion in Singapore that trains and prepares 
individuals for the task of teaching. In order 
to ensure that its products, the teachers, are 
of a respectable calibre, not only should the 
training programme be reviewed regularly, 
but also the method of selecting trainees. 

1.2 The current selection procedures adopted 
by the lnstitute of Education in the selection 
of potential trainee teachers depends upon 
(a) the educational attainment at 'A' level, 
or university degrees (General or Honours), 
(b) the combination of subjects taken at 
the 'A' or degree level that is relevant to the 
school curriculum, and (c) interviews. 

1.3 There is no argument over the fact that a 
certain level of academic competence is a 
pre-requisite to competent teaching. How- 
ever, something else is required to produce 
the effective and outstanding teacher. The 
question then is, what constitutes "some- 
thing else"; is it to be the product of train- 
ing, or is it a personalitjt dimension? 

1.4 Studies have shown that the teacher's atti- 
tude to her job as well as the teacher- 
pupil relationship have an impact on pupils, 
for better or for worse. It therefore behoves 
the lnstitute of Education to develop reliable 
and valid instruments which can screen out 
applicants who are likely to have a negative 
impact on pupils. The task of developing 
instruments capable of predicting teacher 
effectiveness (and by implication, able to 
screen out "undesirable" applicants) is a 
long-term task. Nevertheless, a modest start 
has been made, and a committee was set 
up in August 82 to conduct such a study. 
The purpose of this study is to identify 
possible instruments that could complement 
the existing selection procedures. 

1.5 In line with the thinking that a good teacher- 
pupil relationship is essential to effective 
teaching, the study team sought to use 
an instrument that would discriminate effec- 
tive teachers from non-effective teachers 
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on the basis of their relationship with their 
pupils. However, this is not to say that other 
variables such as general intelligence of 
the teacher, language facility, techniques 
of classroom management, etc. are unim- 
portant in the making of an effective teacher. 
Rather, it was felt that owing to time con- 
straints and the presence of other commit- 
ments, the team would only examine initially 
teacher effectiveness with respect to 
teacher-pupil relationships. For this purpose 
it was decided that a pilot study be carried 
out on the feasibility of the Minnesota 
Teacher Attitude lnventory (MTAI) as a 
selection instrument for pre-service teacher 
education. 

2 Instrument, Procedure, Sample 
2.1 Instrument: Minnesota Teacher Attitude 

lnventory 
The Minnesota Teacher Attitude lnventory 
(MTAI) developed and standardized by 
Cook, Leeds and Callis (1951) was designed 
to predict teacher success on the basis of a 
positive or negative attitude towards 
children, teaching and discipline. 

2.1.1 The Instrument consists of 150 state- 
ments of opinions about children and 
their behaviour. Each statement re- 
quires a response on a five-point scale, 
varying from Strongly Agree (SA) to 
Strongly Disagree (SD). 

2.1.2 It is practically a self-administering 
test, with clear instructions on the 
front page. 

2.1.3 Subjects are encouraged to work 
rapidly through th 150 statements and 
they are told to indicate their first 
impressions rather than to deliberate 
over any statement. It should take 
about 20 to 30 minutes to complete 
the test. 

2.1.4 There are no 'right' or 'wrong' 
answers. There are instead 'agree- 
ments' or 'disagreements' with the 150 



statements which purport to measure 
a specific attitude. 

2.1.5 The possible range of scores on the 
MTAl is from plus 150 to minus 150. 
Each response scored 'right' has a 
value of + l  and each response scored 
'wrong' has a value of 0 or -1. Scoring 
of the MTAl results in a single measure 
called the attitude score which pur- 
ports to measure the subjects' attitude 
towards teaching. 

2.1.6 A high positive score is taken to 
indicate a classroom atmosphere of 
mutual co-operation, mutual liking of 
the task at hand and of each other, 
which are the qualities necessary for 
establishing a positive teaching-learn- 
ing situation. 

2.1.7 A high negative score, on the other 
hand, appears to indicate classroom 
atmosphere dominated by a teacher 
who may use repressive methods to 
control the class. Such techniques of 
the classroom control appear to be 
indicative of a negative attitude to- 
wards teaching. A high negative score 
also seems to indicate the inability of 
a teacher to establish a favourable 
teacher-pupil relationship. 

2.1.8 Items in the inventory are supposed 
to discriminate sharply between 
teachers who have, and those who do 
not have, good rapport with pupils. 
According to Cook et al. (1951), exami- 
nation of these items appears to show 
that inferior teachers (noneffective) 
are essentially insecure socially, and 
they seek security through other ways. 
The 150 statements appear to contain 
items which can measure this aspect 
of the non-effective teacher. 

2.1.9 This self-reporting inventory has' 
been used in more than 50 research 
studies, and could be one of the most 
widely used instruments for measuring 
teacher attitude. (It is possible that 
a few other scales are available, but 
none like the MTAl which deals speci- 
fically with teacher-pupil relationship). 

2.1.10 Research in this area has not been 
conclusive. Studies (Bedford, 1971; 
Tarpey, 1965; Michaelis, 1954) are of 
the opinion that the inventory can be 
used with a fair degree of validity and 

reliability. As for its predictive poten- 
tial, no conclusion can be drawn 
(Williams and Fox, 1967). 

Procedure 

The original design calls fof three measures 
of teacher effectiveness based on the per- 
ceptions pf  principals, pupils and school 
inspectors. The decision to tap teaching 
effectiveness from three different sources 
is predicated upon the assumption that prin- 
cipals' perception represents a dimension 
of effectiveness that may be different from 
or CO-terminous with pupils' and inspectors' 
perception of effectiveness. The principals' 
concern with teacher effectiveness is more 
global and embraces dimensions of teaching 
and other roles expected of a school staff. 
The pupils' concern is almost exclusively 
with the teacher's role within the class. 
The inspectors' perceptions sum up perhaps 
the system's perspective which is con- 
sidered to represent the three perceptual 
sources. This leads us to hypothesize that 
the degree of teacher effectiveness or non- 
effectiveness will be reflected more realisti- 
cally by the different dimensions of a 
teacher's multiplicity of rules. 
The timing of the research (SepVOct 82) 
was inopportune as schools .were engaged 
in the preparation of students for the pre- 
liminary and final examinations. As such, 
the research team had to reduce the number 
of visits to a minimum and had to be satis- 
fied with only the principals' ranking of 
teachers on the effectiveness continuum. 
Valuable information was thereby lost. 

2.2.1 Principals' Views 
The team was to obtain from the prin- 
cipals their views of effective teachers 
(ET) and non-effective teachers (NET). 
Principals were asked to list the gene- 
ral characteristics of ET and NET. 
Next, the principals were requested to 
name their effective and noneffective 
teachers, and to rank order the lists so 
that the ET list started with the most 
effective teacher and the NET list 
started with the least effective teacher. 
After the principals had named the 
teachers, they were asked to provide 
adjectives, phrases to describe the par- 
ticular teacher's effectiveness or non- 
effectiveness, as the case may be. 
Before team members went to inter- 
view principals, a letter was sent to 
each principal explaining the nature 
of the task. At the interview, each 



principal was provided with forms to 
list the names of teachers and their 
characteristics (see Appendix A). 

2.2.2 Administration of the MTAI 

The MTAI was administered to all the 
teachers named by the principals, in- 
cluding a "control group" Each prin- 
cipal was asked to select from the rest 
of his staff a group of teachers equal 
in number to the ones he had nomina- 
ted. Thus if 8 names were provided, 
another 8 would be selected from the 
rest to form the controls. This was 
done so as not to arouse uneasiness 
on the part of noneffective teachers 
as the group would now comprise 
effective, noneffective teachers and 
average teachers. Data from the "con- 
trol group" will be analysed later. 

2.2.3 Computation of Data 

The MTAI scores of the ET and NET 
were analysed to test if there were any 
significant differences in the MTAI 
mean scores between these two 
groups as identified by the principals. 
Teachers identified as being the most 
effective (number one on the ET list) 
should obtain a high positive score on 
the MTAI; conversely, the most non- 
effective teacher (number one on the 
NET list) should obtain a negative 
score on the MTAI. 

ii) Type: Government Schools 
Government-Aided 
Schools 

iii) Level: Primary Schools 
Secondary Schools 

iv) Full schools having both primary 
and secondary levels were also 
sampled. 

v) Schools whose principals were 
confirmed and had been their 
head for at least 5 years. This 
is to ensure the validity and re- 
liability of their information. 

vi) Schools with a student popula- 
tion of 1000 or more. 

2.3.2 The teachers in the sample are from 
the English-medium. They are not 
senior assistants, or vice principals. 
The rationale was to select teachers 
who are mainly involved in teaching. 

Using the above criteria, 38 schools 
were selected. The next step was to 
select the first three names appearing 
on each of the principal's list of effec- 
tive teachers and non-effective 
teachers. (Sometimes less than 3 
teachers were nominated). Principals' 
descriptions of the first three would 
be most accurate since they would be ' 

describing the very good and very 
weak teachers. Table 2 shows the dis- 
tribution of teachers. 

2.3 Sample 

2.3.1 The sample was selected from the 3 Results and Analysis 
English medium schools along the 3.1 Results of M TA1 Survey 
following criteria: 3.1.1 Table 3 shows that both ET and 

i) Sex: All-boys schools NET obtained negative mean scores 
All-girls schools on the MTAI. The ET group was found 
Coed schools to have a higher mean score. Both the 

Table 1 
Distribution of the schools sampled 

# Excluded one school due to missing data. 



Table 2 
Distribution of teachers sampled 

# 1 primary school was omitted due to missing data. 
@l school did not nominate noneffective teachers. 
A excluded 2 who did not sit for the MTAI. 

Table 3 
Distribution of MTAI scores 

Possible maximum score 150 
Possible minimum score -150 

Score 
Intervals 

60 - 51 
50 - 41 

40 - 31 
30 - 21 

20- 1 1  

10- 1 

0- -9 

-10 - -19 
-20 - -29 
-30 - -39 
-40 - -49 

-50 - -59 

-60 - -69 
-70 - -79 

-80 - -89 

N 

Highest Score 
Lowest Score 

Mean 
Standard 

Deviat~on 

# For computerised statistics, 3 ET + 2 NET are excluded due to anonymous MTAl scripts. 

Effective Teachers 

4 

3 

7 

6 

10 

10 

1 1  

13 

9 

6 

8 

6 

3 

2 

2 

1 OO# 

56. 
-88. 
- 8.8 
33.35 

Non-Effective Teachers 

0 

0 

1 

4 

5 

6 

3 

9 

8 

1 1  

10 

10 

5 

1 

0 

73# 

39. 
-70. 
-24.9 
27.17 



highest and the lowest scores were 
from the ET group. This resulted in a 
larger standard deviation. 

3.1.2 Though negative scores were expec- 
ted from the NET, ET were also found 
to have scored negatively. Effective 
teachers are expected to have a favour- 
able teacher-pupil relationship. 60 out 
of 10(3 ET obtained negative scores. 
Of these, 18 were ETI. 16 out of 73 
NET obtain& positive scores. Of 
these, 7 were NET1. 

3.2 Statistical Analysis of MTAl Scores 

3.2.1 MTAl scores of teachers classified 
according to Ranks 1-3 within each 
category (Effective and Non-Effective) 
were tested for significant differences 
between categories between ranks in 
each category and between cross cate 
gory ranks. The Effective and Non- 
Effective categories were first treated 
separately and a one-way ANOVA 
administered. The 2 categories were 
then combined and the six ranks 
(Ranks 1-3 of each category) tested 
for significant differences. The Gene- 
ral Linear Model (GLM) procedure of 
the Statistical Analytical System (SAS) 
was used. 

For scores treated in separate cate- 
gories (Table 5), there is a significant 
difference between the Effective and 

Non-Effective group. The Effective 
category scored significantly higher 
than that of the Non-Effective, F(1,171) 
= 11.54 at p < .001. A closer analysis 
of rank differences within each cate- 
gory shows that there is no significant 
difference between ranks. 

3.2.2 An ANOVA of the combined cate- 
gories shows that there are significant 
differences between the Six ranks; 
F(1,167) = 3.23 at p < .05. 

3.2.3 To find out which pair of ranks con- 
tributed to the significant differences, 
pairwise comparisons were carried 
out. The TLIKEY option is used to 
control Type I experiment-wise error 
rate at the .05 level. Pairwise com- 
parisons show that significant differ- 
ences are contributed by the compari- 
sons of Rank 1 of the Effective Cate 
gory with each of the ranks in the 
Non-Effective Category. There is no. 
significant difference between ranks 
in each category (Table 6). 

3.2.4 A Discriminant Function Analysis 
using the DISCRIM procedure of the 
SAS was performed to classify 
teachers according to the probability ' 
of membership in each rank. This is 
based on the generalized squared dis- 
tance function to each rank. 

Table 4 
MTAl scores hxrding to ranks within each category 

Table 5 
ANOVA on MTAl scores 

Source of Variance 

Between Categories 

Between Effective Ronks 

Between Non-Effective Ranks 

df 

1 

2 

2 

MSs 

1 102.49 

2120.60 

63.82 

MSw 

954.8 

1091.61 

757.39 

F 

11.54" 

1.94 

q r.0 



Table 6 
Paimise comparison between ranks 

+ Effective. 
'p < .05. 

"p < ,001. 

Table 7 
Percentage classified into ranks according to general squared distance function 

Rank 

F .- 
W 

.c 

iii 

F .- 
C 

0 
2 
4 
C 
0 z 

Table 7 shows that 61.11°/o and 56.25O/o 
of the teachers classified into Rank l+  
and Rank 1 respectively correspond 
with that of the principals' classifica- 
tions. There are two possible explana- 
tions: 

i) The MTAl may not be sensitive 
enough although it may discrimi- 

Effective 

1 + 

2+ 

3+ 

1 

2 

3 

V) - 
m 
a .- 
0 
.- c 
& 
2. 
D W  

X .- 
'C 
V) 

% 
0 
X -  

B 

nate broadly between categories 
(see Table 5). 

ii) It may be diffiwlt for principals 
to correctly rank order teacher 
effectiveness since it is a subjec- 
tive matter. There was no given 
set of criteria on which princi- 
pals could base their evaluation. 

1 + 

- 

Non-Effective. 

.- F 
C 

E 

F .- 

C 8 2  q 
C 

2 

3 

5.50' 

< 1.0 

< 1.0 

< 1.0 

< 1.0 

- 

2+ 

3.14 

- 

1 

11.62" 

2.78 

2.06 

- 

3+ 

3.40 

< 1.0 

- 

2 

10.26' 

2.42 

1 .82 

< 1.0 

- 

1 + 

2+ 

3+ 

1 

Eff ecitve Non-Effective 

3+ 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

1 

22.22 

31.43 

27.59 

56.25 
P 

53.85 

37.57 

1 + 

61.11 

40.00 

48.28 

21.88 

'26.92 

33.33 

2+ 

16.67 

28.57 

24.14 

21 .B8 

19.23 

22.54 

2 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

3 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 



3.3 MTAI ltem Analysis 

3.3.1 Discrimination lndex (D.I.) 

To find out the items which discri- 
minate the effective teachers from the 
non-effective teachers, the Discrimi- 
nation lndex is used. 

Discrimination lndex = HC - LC 
H (or L) 

where Hc = Number of correct 
responses in the HlGH 
group (ET Category) 

Lc = Number of correct 
responses in the LOW 
group (NET Category) 

H or L = Number in the HIGH or 
LOW group (ET or 
'NET category) 

According to Ebel (1979) the value of a 
Discrimination lndex may be inter- 
preted as follows: 

Discrimination lndex 

.40 and above Discriminates well 

.30 - .39 Discriminates reasonably 

.20 - .29 Discriminates marginallyX 
below . l9  Discriminates poorly 

The Discrimination lndex can take on a 
negative value when more of the non- 
effective teachers select the correct 
response than the effective teachers. 
Such items need to be seriously ex- 
amined, either to be rejected or re- 
placed. 

Item statistics are worked out in 4 
ways (see Appendix B): 

i) Between 2 distinct categories of 
primary school teachers, the 
effective and the noneffective 
teachers (ET and NET). 

ii) Between 2 extreme categories of 
primary school teachers, the 
most effective and the least 
effective teachers (ET1 and NET I )  

iii) Between 2 distinct categories of 
primary and secondary school 
teachers, the effective and the 
noneffective teachers. 

iv) Between ET1 and NET1 of primary 
and secondary school teachers. 

As the number of secondary school 
teachers in the sample was too small. 
the Discrimination lndex was not com- 
puted. 

The values of the Discrimination lndex 
in Table 8 clearly show that most of the 
items do not discriminate well. How- 
ever, several more items are discrimi- 
nating when used to discriminate ex- 
treme categories. 24 items appear to 
discriminate the most effective 
teachers from the least effective 
teachers. 

3.3.2 Facility lndex (F.I.) 

To further analyse the items of the 
MTAI, the Facility lndex is calculated 
to find out how many of the subjects 
responded 'correctly' to each item 
(Appendix C) and to identify items 
that may be culturally biased. 

Facility lndex = Hc + Lc 
H + L  

where Hc = Number of correct responses in 
the High Group (ET Category) 

Lc = Number of correct responses in 
Low Group (NET Category) 

H + L = Number in both the High Group 
and the Low Group added 
together 

According to Nuttal and Skurnick 
(1974) the value of a Facility lndex 
may be interpreted as follows: 

Facility Index (%) Evaluation of Item 

90 and above Very easy item 
76 to 89 Easy item 
25 to 75 Item is of medium difficulty 
11 to 24 Difficult item 
10 and below Very difficult item 

In this context the F.I. is not treated 
as an indicator of difficulty, rather 
it is utilized to indicate the frequency 
of the options selected. The higher the 
numerical value of this index, the more 
frequently the 'right' option is chosen. 

A breakdown of the medium difficulty 
range (2575) shows that 55% of the 
items cluster around the difficult end 
of the scale. Table 9 shows the dis- 
tribution of F.I. of the 150 items of 
the MTAI. 



Tabk 8 
Discriminating items of MTAI 

X discriminates marginally 
XX discriminates reasonably 
XXX discriminates well 

Item 
No. 

6 
16 
25 
30 
31 
36 
46 
48 
54 
55 
6 1 
65 
70 
74 
79 
80 
8 1 
89 
32 
94 
96 
97 
100 
106 
107 
109 
113 
116 
124 
128 
132 
133 
146 
149 

Total 

Primary 

ET vs NET 

X 

X 

X 

X ' 
X 

X 

X 

7X 

Schools 

ET1 vs NET1 

XX 

X 
X 
X 

XX 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
XX 

X 

X 

X X 
XX 
X 

XXX 
X 
X 
XX 
XX 
X 
X 
X 

X 

17X 
7XX 
l XXX 

Primary and 

ET vs NET 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

11 X 

Secondary Schools 

ET1 vs NET1 

XX 

X 
X 

X 
XX 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
XX 

X 
XXX 

XX 
XX 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

18X 
5XX 
l XXX 



Table 9 
.Distribution of F.I. based on 75 ET and 75 NET 

(from primary and secondary schools) 

3.3.3 Scoring System 

3.3.3.1 A closer look at the MTAl 
items and its scoring system 
reveals that many items re- 
quire responses ih the ex- 
treme ends of the scale 
(strongly agree/st rongly dis- 
agree). Table 10 is a fre- 
quency count of items which 
demand responses in the ex- 
treme ends of the scale. 

r 

Level of Difficulty 

Easy 

Medium 

Difficult 

There are 36(24%) of the 
total items which penalise 
respondents when they do 
not respond "strongly". A 
frequency count of the raw 
data reveals that more than 
25% of the teachers were 
penalised when they res- 
ponded less strongly al- 
though in the right direction. 

Table 10 
Items which penalise respondents in the sample 

F.I. 

( 90 and above 

( 
( 76 - 89 
( 60 - 75 
( 
( 41 -60 

( 
( 25 - 40 
( 1 1  -24 

( 
( 10 and below 

Frequency 

3 1 
1 

12 ) 

18 ) 
1 

34 ) 
) 

41 1 
29 ) 

1 
13 

Responses 

Item 

Total 

O/O 

10 

62 

28 

"Strongly Agree" 
score +l 

- 
Agree 

Score-l 

1 3 25 
37 40 89 

127 133 136 
138 144 145 

12 

"Strongly Disagree" 
score + l  

Disagree 

Score 0 

142 

1 

Score -1 

7 3 9 4 1  
42 43 58 
60 67 99 
102 105 106 
119 123 131 
132 137 141 
148 149 

20 

Score 0 

1 4 2 7 6 3  

3 



3.3.3.2 Further investigation reveals 
that the scoring system 
favours liberal views towards 
offences such as throwing 
chalk, truancy and writing 
obscene notes. In Singapore 
schools however, such be- 
haviour is normally not 
acceptable, for example: 

ltem 32 "A pupil should 
not be required to 
stand when 
speaking up in 
class." 

The scoring system favours 
a positive response. This im- 
plies that pupils need not 
stand up when speaking up 
in class which is contrary 
to the expected classroom 
behaviour in Singapore 
schools. 

Other examples are: 

ltem 70 Dishonesty as 
found in cheating 
is probably one of 
the most serious of 
moral offenses. 

ltem 75 No child should 
rebel against 
authority. 

ltem 84 A teacher should 
not tolerate use of 
slang expressions 
by his pupils. 

ltem 86 If a child wants 
to speak or to 
leave his seat 
during the class 
period, he should 
always get 
permission from 
the teacher. 

ltem 87 Pupils should not 
respect teachers 
anymore than any 
other adults. 

ltem 88 Throwing of 
chalk and dusters 
should always 
demand severe 
punishment. 

ltem 95 Children should 
not expect talking 
privileges when 
adults wish to 
speak. 

ltem 1 15 Classroom 
rules and 
regulations must 
be obeyed without 
question. 

ltem 118 A pupil found 
writing obscene 
notes should be 
severely 
punished. 

3.3.3.3 The following items illus- 
trate other aspects of cul- 
tural differences such as in 
philosophy of education and 
child rearlng practices. For 
example: 
ltem 126 "Children today 

are given too 
much freedom" 

The scoring system favours 
a negative response which 
implies that children should 
be given more freedom. 
However this is contrary to 
the prevailing attitude in 
Singapore. 

Other examples are: 

ltem 24 Too many 
children 
nowadays are 
allowed to have 
their own way. 

ltem 26 The teacher is 
usually to blame 
when pupils fail to 
follow directions. 

ltem 36 Most pupils lack 
productive 
imagination. 

ltem 42 Every pupil in 
Primary 6 should 
have sixth grade 
reading ability. 

ltem 74 Pupils usually 
are not qualified to 
select their own 
topics for written 
assignments and 
reports. 

ltem 81 All children 
should start to 
read by the age of 
seven. 

ltem 128 Children are not 
mature enough to 
make their own 
decisions. 



3.4 Principals' Descriptions of Effective and 
Non- Effective Teachers 

A content analysis was made of the list 
of characteristics of effective and non- 
effective teachers described by. the prin- 
cipals. Principals were asked to use 
adjectives, or phrases to describe the 
ET and NET. Consequently there was a 
host of adjectives. The analysis was 
done by examining the characteristics 
and classifying them under the follow- 
ing categories:- 

1) Personal Qualities which include 
traits such as a sense of responsibility, 
patience and the ability to communi- 
cate well. 

ii) Professional Attitude which includes 
a love for children, dedication and 
willingness to assume extra respon- 
sibilities. 

iii) Self-improvement which includes 
characteristics such as an enthusiasm 
to learn, keenness to upgrade oneself 
and to learn new ideas. 

iv) Relationships with pupils, colleagues 
and parents. 

The following indicates the principals' des- 
criptions of the ET and NET. 

ET Characteristics 

Personal Qualities 
Professional Attitude 
Self-lmprovement 
Relationships 

NET Characteristics 

Personal Qualities 
Professional Attitude 
Self-Improvement 
Relationships 

For details refer to Appendices D and E. 

Personal Qualities were mentioned most 
frequently by the principals when describing 
both groups of teachers. Under Professional 
Attitude, principals differed in their empha- 
sis on "love for children" as an attribute. 
28 compared to 9 identified this as an attri- 
bute of ET and NET respectively. 

In general, principals listed more charac- 
teristics for the ET than the NET. The des- 
criptions appeared to be global and the 
majority of their views emphasised the per- 
sonal qualities of the teacher. 

4 The Summary of Findings 
4.1 All the 173 teachers in the sample scored 

low on the MTAl with a negative mean 

score. Effect~ve teachers and non-effective 
teachers obtained a mean score of -8.8 and 
-24.9 respectively. 

4.2 The MTAI does significantly discriminate 1 
broadly the effective from the non-effec- 
tive teachers at the ,001 level but does 
not discriminate between ranks in each cate- 

gory. 
4.3 61.1 1% and 56.25% of the teachers classified 

into rank l+ and rank 1 correspond with 
that of the principals' classification. 

4.4 Item analysis shows that 24 out of 150 items 1 
appear to discriminate the most effective 
teachers (ET1) from the least effective tea- 
chers (NETi). 

4.5 55% of the items cluster around the difficult l 

end of the scale. 

4.6 36 items penalise teachers if they do not 1 

agree/disagree "strongly" with the items. 
A frequency count reveals that more than 
25% of the teachers in the sample have been l 

penalised. 

4.7 Principals place considerable emphasis on I 
personal qualities and professional attitude 
in describing effective and non-effective tea- 
c he rs. 

5 Recommendations 
Based on the findings of the present study, 
the following recommendations are proposed:- 

5.1 that the MTAI be revised as follows: 

i non-discriminating items be weeded 
out; 

ii) culturally biased items be rephrased 
or replaced; 

iii) scoring system be modified so that 
conservative responses will not be 
penalised, 

5.2 that a validity study and further item analysis 
of the revised MTAl be carried out. If valid, 
it will then be possible to do further research 
using the revised instrument to see if a more 
sensitive discrimination of the effective tea- 
chers, average teachers and non-teachers 
can be obtained. This will provide empirical 
evidence of the MTAl as one of the instru- 
ments for future teacher selection in Singa- 
pore, 

5.3 that further tests be carried out with a much 
larger sample of teachers in service as well 
as teacher trainees. Variables such as ser 
age, educational background, academiz 
attainment, years of teaching experience, 
instructional level and subject(s) taught will 
be considered. This will help to determine 



whether there are differences between effec- 
tive and noneffective teachers along these 
variables, 

5.4 that a more detailed classification of the 
characteristics of the effective and non- 
effective teachers be obtained. This can be 
done by incorporating the perceptions of 
teachers, pupils and teacher educators, 

5.5 that correlational studies be carried out to 
establish whether perceptions of pupils, tea- 
chers, principals and teacher educators cor- 
relate, 

5.6 that effective and non-effective teachers/ 
trainees be identified by pupils, teachers, 
principals and teacher educators. The re- 

vised MTAl will then be administered to them 
to determine if the instrument is sensitive 
enough to discriminate the effective from 
the noneffective teachers, 

5.7 that a longitudinal study be conducted on 
teacher trainees to establish the predictive 
value of the MTAI, 

5.8 that the MTAl be normed on the local popu- 
lation, 

5.9 that instruments such as Cattell's Sixteen 
Personality Factors and the California Per- 
sonality lnvkntory be employed to measure 
other aspects of teacher effectiveness be- 
sides teacher-pupil relationship. 
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IE 094/G/73 Vol. 3 
5 Oct 82 

Dear 

1. We are seeking your cooperation in under- 
taking a project aimed at improving the quality of 
our student selection procedures. 

2. The project will be undertaken in thirty-eight 
Singapore primary and secondary schools. It in- 
cludes the following aspects:- 

(a) It examines the appropriateness of the 
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory 
(MTAI) in predicting success in teaching 
in Singapore and 

(b) It relates the scores on this inventory to 
the principal's opinion of 'what is an 
effective teacher'. 

3. The project will involve two visits to your 
school by selected members of the School of 
Professional Studies of the Institute of Educa- 
tion. This project has the support and approval of 
the Ministry of Education. 

4. The first visit will be to meet the principal to 
discuss his ideas regarding the qualities of an 
effective teacher. 

5. The second visit will be to administer the MTAI 
to selected members of the teaching staff (ap- 
proximately 12 in number). 

6. A member of the Institute staff will be contact- 
ing you shortly to arrange the first visit. 

7. Thanking you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely 

DR ENG SO0 PECK 
HEAD 
SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL STUDIES 
INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION 



Dear Principal 

Your help in giving your views of what is an 
effective teacher, and what is a non-effective 
teacher will be greatly appreciated. Please list the 
general characteristics in the space provided. 

Characteristics of Effectiveness (Please list 
characteristics in order of importance). 

Characteristics of Non-Effectiveness (Please list 
the most negative characteristics first) 



CONFIDENTIAL 

Names of ET (Please list them starting with the 
most effective teacher. Please use descriptive 
adjectives or phrases to describe the teacher in 
the space provided). 

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION 



CONFIDENTIAL 

Names of NET (Please list them starting with the 
least effective teacher. Please use adjectives or 
phrases to describe the teacher in the space 
provided). 

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION 



Appendix B 

MTAl ltem Statistics 
(Discrimination Index) 

(64 ET vs 64 NET of 29 Primary Schools) 

ltem No. ltem No. ltem No. 

1 .l6 51 .02 101 
2 .09 52 .06 102 
3 .03 53 0 103 
4 .l9 54 .09 104 
5 -.03 55 .05 105 
6 0 56 -.03 X106 
7 .06 57 .06 107 
8 -.08 58 .l6 '108 
9 .l4 59 .06 109 
10 .09 60 .05 110 
1 1  -.02 X 61 .20 1 1 1  
12 .09 62 .l 1  112 
13 -.02 63 -.02 113 
14 .02 64 -.03 114 
15 -.09 65 .l1 115 
16 .l6 66 .l3 X116 
17 -.08 67 .l9 117 
18 -.05 68 .03 118 
19 .03 69 .03 119 
20 0 70 .l 1 120 
21 0 7 1 -.02 121 
22 .05 72 .05 122 
23 .l6 73 -.02 123 
24 109 74 .09 124 
25 .l9 75 .08 125 
26 -.05 76 .05 126 
27 -.06 77 .02 127 
28 -.06 78 .l6 128 
29 .l1 79 .l4 129 
30 .l1 80 .l9 130 
3 1 .l4 8 1 .06 131 
32 0 82 .06 132 
33 .05 83 .03 133 
34 .l3 84 -.05 134 
35 .08 85 -.03 135 
X36 .23 86 0 1 36. 
37 .06 87 .08 137 
38 .l 1 88 -.03 138 
39 .05 89 .l5 139 
40 .06 90 .l1 140 
4 1 -.03 9 1 .02 141 
42 .05 92 .06 142 
43 -.05 93 .02 143 
44 -. 02 94 .l6 144 
45 .06 95 .l3 145 
46 .l 1 96 .l9 146 
47 .08 97 .l 1  147 

X48 .25 98 -.03 148 
49 .08 99 .05 X149 
50 .l3 X100 .20 150 

D.I. - 
.l6 
.08 
.05 
-.03 
-. 1 1 
.28 
.l 1 
-.05 
.09 
.l1 
0 
0 
.l7 
.l3 
.05 
.23 
-.05 
-. 1 1 
.l3 
.06 
-.06 
.03 
.09 
.l7 
-.03 
-.02 
-.02 
.09 
.08 
-.03 
.l 1 
.l9 
.l4 
.08 
.09 
.06 
.05 
-.09 
-.l 1 
-.02 
.05 
0 

-.06 
.09 
-.03 
.l7 
.02 
.02 
.20 
.l7 



ltem No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

XX6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14' 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2 1 
22 
23 
24 

X25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

X30 
X 3  1 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 

XX48 
49 
50 

MTAl ltem Statistics 
(Discrimination Index) 

(27 ETivs 27 NET1 of Primary Schools) 

D.I. - ltem No. D.I. - ltem No. 

. l1  5 1 .04 101 

. l  1 52 .07 102 

.07 53 .04 103 

. l 1  X54 .26 104 
0 X55 .22 105 

.30 56 -.07 XXX106 

. l 5  57 -.07 X107 

.04 58 . l 9  108 

. l  1 59 . l 5  X1 09 

. l 5  60 .07 110 
-.l 1 X61 .22 111 
. l  1 62 -.07 112 
0 63 -.l1 XX113 
0 64 -.07 114 

- . l9  X65 .26 115 
. l 5  66 . l 5  XX116 

-.07 67 . l  1 117 
-.04 68 0 118 
. l  1 69 .07 119 
0 X70 .26 120 
0 71 0 121 

.04 72 . l 5  122 

. l 5  73 . l 9  123 

. l 5  XX74 .30 X124 

.22 75 -.l1 125 

.04 76 -.07 126 
-.l 1 77 . l 1  127 
. l 1  78 . l1  X1 28 

-.04 79 . l 9  129 
.22 X80 .26 130 
.26 8 1 . l1  131 

-.l9 82 .04 X132 
. l 1  83 .07 1 33 
. l 5  84 -.07 134 
. l 5  85 .04 1 35 
.04 86 .07 136 
.07 87 . l 1  137 
.04 88 .07 138 
.07 X 89 .22 139 

0 90 . l 5  140 
-.04 9 1 -.07 141 
.04 92 . l 9  142 

-.04 93 0 143 
.07 XX94 .33 144 
. l 5  95 .04 145 
. l 1  XX96 .37 146 
.l 1 X97 .26 147 
.37 98 .04 148 
. l 9  99 -.04 X1 49 
. l 9  100 . l 9  150 

D.I. - 
. l 5  
.07 
. l 5  

-. 07 
-.04 
.44 
.26 

-.04 
.22 
. l 9  

-. 04 
. l 5  
.37 
. l1  
. l 5  
.33 

-.09 
- . l5  
. l 5  

-.07 
.07 

-.07 
. l 9  
.26 

-.l1 
.04 

-.04 
.26 
. l 1  
. l 5  
. l 9  
.26 
. l 9  

0 
. l 5  
.04 
.07 

-. 19 
-.07 
-.04 
.04 

-.07 
-.07 
.04 

- . l5  
.07 
. l1  

-.04 
.26 
. l 5  



MTAl Item Statistics 
(Discrimination Index) 

(75 ET vs 75 NET of Primary and Secondary Schools) 

ItemNo. D.I. ItemNo. D.I. ItemNo. D.I. 

1 .07 5 1 .07 101 .l5 
2 .08 52 .l 1 102 .08 
3 .01 53 .01 103 .05 
4 .l7 54 .05 104 -.03 
5 -.01 55 .05 105 -.09 
6 -.03 56 .04 X106 .27 
7 .09 57 -.09 107 .09 
8 -.05 58 .l7 108 -.07 
9 .09 59 .05 109 .07 
10 .l2 60 .03 110 0 
1 1  -.01 X 61 .23 1 1 1  -.03 
12 .07 62 .l5 112 -.03 
13 .01 63 -.08 113 .l3 
14 .01 64 -.04 114 ' .07 
15 -.l 1 65 .09 115 .l 1 

X1 6 .21 66 .l5 X1 16 .23 
17 -.05 67 .l1 117 -.05 
18 0 68 .04 118 -. 08 
19 .05 69 .01 119 .05 
20 .03 70 .l3 120 .05 
21 -.01 71 .l 1 121 0 
22 .09 72 .05 122 .05 
23 .l2 73 -.01 123 .l3 
24 .l 1  74 .08 X124 .20 
25 .l5 75 .05 125 -.07 
26 -.01 76 .04 126 0 
27 -.01 77 .05 127 -.03 
28 -.08 78 .09 128 .08 
29 .04 79 .l 1 129 .09 
30 .l 1 X 80 .21 130 -.03 
3 1 .l6 8 1 .l3 131 .07 
32 -.04 82 0 132 .l6 
33 .l2 83 0 133 .l5 
34 -.01 84 .07 134 .08 
35 .07 85 .05 135 .08 

X36 .21 86 .01 136 .07 
37 .l1 87 .05 137 .07 
38 .l2 88 -. 03 138 -.07 
39 .04 89 .l7 139 -.08 
40 -.l1 90 .09 140 .04 
41 0 91 .09 141 .05 
42 .05 92 .l 1 142 0 
43 0 93 .09 143 -.04 
44 .03 94 .l5 144 .07 
45 .03 95 .07 145 -.08 
46 .l3 96 .l5 X146 .23 
47 .07 97 .08 147 -.07 

X48 .24 98 -.01 148 .01 
49 .l3 99 .07 X149 .23 
50 .l4 X100 .24 150 .l6 



MTAl ltem Statistics 
(Discrimination Index) 

(32 ET1 vs 32 NET* of Primary and Secondary Schools) 

Item No. D.I. Item No. D.I. Item No. 

1 0 5 1 .09 101 .l6 
2 .l9 52 .l3 102 .09 
3 0 53 .09 103 .l3 
4 .l3 54 .l6 104 -.06 
5 0 55 .l9 105 -.03 

XX 6 .31 56 .06 XXX106 .41 
7 .l3 57 -. 09 107 -.l9 
8 .03 58 .l9 108 - 03 
9 .l3 59 .l3 109 .03 
10 .l9 60 .06 110 .l6 
1 1  -.09 X6 1 .22 1 1 1  0 
12 .l3 62 .03 112 .09 
13 .03 63 -. 13 XX113 .31 
14 -. 03 64 -.09 114 .l9 
15 -.l9 65 .l9 115 .l9 
16 .l6 66 .l3 XX116 .38 
17 -.06 67 .06 117 -.l6 
18 .03 68 .06 118 -.06 
19 .l3 69 .03 119 .l6 
20 .03 X70 .28 120 -.03 
21 -.06 71 .09 121 .09 
22 .13 72 .09 122 -.03 
23 .03 73 .l6 123 .l9 
24 .l3 X74 .28 X1 24 .28 
25 .l6 75 -.06 125 -.09 
26 0 76 -.06 126 .06 
27 -. 13 77 .l6 127 -.03 
28 .03 78 0 X1 28 .25 
29 -.09 X79 .25 129 .l3 

X30 .22 X80 .28 130 .l3 
X31 .22 X81 .22 131 .16 
32 -. 13 82 0 X132 .25 
33 .09 83 .09 X1 33 .22 
34 .l9 84 0 134 .03 
35 .l3 85 .l3 135 .13 
36 .06 86 .09 136 .06 
37 .03 87 .06 137 .09 
38 0 88 .03 138 -.l6 
39 .06 X89 .25 139 -.06 
40 -.06 90 .l3 140 .03 
41 -.03 9 1 -.03 141 .03 
42 .06 X92 .22 142 -.09 
43 .03 93 -.06 143 0 
44 .l9 X94 .28 144 .03 
45 .09 95 .03 145 -.l9 

X46 .22 XX96 .38 146 .l3 
47 .06 97 .l9 147 .03 

XX48 .34 98 .06 148 -.03 
49 .06 99 0 X1 49 .25 
50 .l3 X1 00 .28 150 .l6 



Appendix C 

MTAl ltem Statistics 
(Facili Index) 

(75 ET vs 75 NET of Primary and Secondary Schools) 

ltem No. F.I. (O/o) 

17 
36 
1 1  
59 
69 
71 
'18 
3 1 
62 
30 
85 
26 
47 
3 
45 
45 
7 
79 
57 
79 
22 
90 
39 
17 
39 
43 
22 
45 
34 
53 
32 
35 
55 
75 
23 
4 1 
3 1 
54 
6 
36 
12 
4 
12 
23 
92 
52 
9 
5 1 
57 
20 

ltem No. ltem No. F.I.(Oo) 

101 78 
102 9 
103 59 
1 04 17 
105 7 
106 20 
107 49 
108 13 
109 29 
110 5 1 
1 1 1  3 1 
112 25 
113 83 
114 59 
115 27 
116 53 
117 28 
118 35 
119 27 
120 59 
121 68 
122 79 
123 20 
124 37 
125 19 
126 20 
127 15 
128 32 
129 9 1 
130 8 1 
131 15 
132 29 
133 30 
134 85 
135 79 
136 18 
137 6 
138 1 1  
139 71 
140 53 
141 3 
1 42 4 
143 15 
1 44 3 1 
145 13 
146 61 
147 62 
148 6 
149 29 
150 64 



Appendix D 

Characteristics of Effective Teachers 
(as described by 37 school principals) 

i) Personal Qualities (37%) 
1. Responsible 
2. Initiative 
3. Encouraging 
4. Morally honest 
5. Ability to communicate/teach 
6. Adaptable 
7. Ability to lead 
8. Patient 
9. Understanding 

10. Self-confident 
11. Impartial 
12. Decisive 
13. Humorous 
14. Healthy 

ii) Professional Attitude (27%) 
1. Love for children 
2. Dedicated 
3. Willing to assume extra responsibilities 
4. Loyal towards school, profession 
5. Co-operative 
6. Patriotic 

iii) Self-Improvement (18%) 
1. Enthusiastic to learn 
2. Keen to upgrade oneself 
3. Receptive to new ideas 

iv) Relationships (18%) 
1. Relating to pupil 
2. Relating to colleagues 
3. Relating to parents 



Appendix E 

Characteristics of Non-Effective Teachers 
(as described by 37 school principals) 

i) Personal Qualities (57%) 
1. Selfish 
2. Unmotivated 
3. Unapproachable 
4. Lazy 
5. Irresponsible 
6. Poor planning 
7. Unwilling to work overtime 
8. Petty 
9. Prejudiced 

10. Impatient 
11. Lacking confidence 
12. Lacking knowledge in content area 
13. Given to negative criticism 
14. Tardy 

ii) Professional Attitude (28%) 
1. Uncooperative 18 49 
2. Lacking professional interest 11 30 
3. No love for children 9 24 
4. Unwilling to assumeextra responsibilities 9 24 
5. Uncommitted 3 8 

iii) Self-Improvement (10%) 
1. Unreceptive to new ideas 

iv) Relationships (5%) 
1. Poor teacher-pupil relationship 9 24 


