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Zagurska I.S., Tkachuk O.R. The role of value interaction in perception of just teacher 
by juveniles with high and low level of academic success. Theoretical analysis of the 
perception of teachers by pupils problem showed, that it is influenced by the level of social 
reflection, features of self-image, values of pupils and future experience of interaction with 
teachers. For pupils of juvenile age pedagogue’s individual features, professional skills, 
educational methods, ability of communicating with pupils are important. As a particular feature of 
just teacher, pupils distinguish his ability to understand a juvenile that may be displayed in 
recognition and respect.

It is found, that the image of a just teacher in pupils’ with high level of academic success 
imagination consists of correlated constructs of moral (“honest”, “cheerful, has a sense of humor”, 
“clever”, “just”, “does not scream, does not offend”) and activity content (“permits to go outside”, 
“treats everyone equally”, “explains the tasks”, “likes and respects children”). Value interaction of 
pupils with teacher provides optimal congruence between the constructs that prevents appearance 
and development of conflict tendencies in the structure of personality. 

In the structure of just teacher image in pupils’ with low level of academic success 
conception, the constructs of moral content prevail (“interesting”, “beautiful”, “clever”, “cheerful, has 
a sense of humor”, “severe”, “kind”, “gentle”). Constructs of activity content (“treats everyone 
equally”, “leads pupils on excursions”, “likes and respects pupils”, “explains the tasks”) appeared 
less intensive and weakly connected with moral constructs. It is found, that the main criterions of 
justice pupils consider possibility of positive interpersonal, but not value, activity interaction.

Key words: value interaction, image of a teacher, justice, moral and activity values. 


