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PERFORMANCES SUGGESTS THAT EXPERIENCED TEACHERS CAN BE TRAINED 70
USE AN OSSCRVATION CHECKLIST AND ARPEVE AT A FAIR DEGREE OF
. AGREEMENT WITH OTHER SUCH TRAINED OBSERVERS. (LP)

)




> . & DR e -
ez (TSN S .

L u.S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE

o office of Education oo
This document has been reproc:iucec:t‘egc:l{s a:trs::ee; A nione

| organization originaling i

¥ psg::: :or no% necessarily represent officlal Office of Education

position or policy.

A NPT e o SN MR, T PR

v

/ EFFECTS (OF REDUCED IOADS AND INTENSIVE INSERVICE TREATMENT UPON
THE CLASSROOM BEXAVIOR OF BEGINNING ELEMENTARY TEACHERS

A

Cooperative Research Project No. 2973 (Bureau No. 5-0360)

F. Herbert Hite, Prineipal Investigator *

Washington State Superintendent of Public Imstruction; and
Washington State University, Puliman

Harry L. Garrison, Seattle Schools
Ge Pavl Killian, Washington State University

’(

o —— T

The research reported Larsiu wes sypneriad Ly
. the Ccopsrative Research Program of the Office of
} Education, U. S. Departaent of Health, Education,
and Welfare.




e X e e, =i RIS 5 2 R o S P SRR SPUNEY G C SR 3 UL N

ACKNOWIZDOEMENTS

The principal investigator here expresses his appreciation to his
associates, Harry L. Garrison, of the adminisirative staff of the Seattle
Public Schools, and G, Paul Killian, Washington State University, for
their sssistance in the conduct ¢f this investigation.

e

Over L4OO school, university and state department workers participated

g o

in the project. The sivaff especially acknowledges the financial and
moral support of the school districts of Seattle, Shorsline, Edmonds,
Bellewie and Lake Washington. Their contributions to this project wers
essential,

State Superintendent of School, louis Bruno, and Wendell C. Allen,

ﬁ" Ray Jongeward and Alan Motcalf of his staff materially assisted the project.
. The research office of the State Superintendent provided the computer
analysis ¢f the project data,

Finaily the principal investigator expresses his appreciation to the
following persons who served as an advisory committee to this project:
Homer Boroughs, Jr., University of Washington
Harry L. Getrison, Seattls Schools
Edward D. Gibba, University of Puget Sound ; - Tacoma
é Margaret Heiler, Principal, Vancouver, Washington Schools f
Alexander H., Howard, Contral Washington State College, Ellenrsburg ‘
w Joseph F. lagsoie, Tacoma Schools g |
N Roland B. lewis, Eastern Washington State College, Chenoy i'

, John Porter, Eimonds Schools

| Elmer B. Siebrecht, Seattle Pacific College

N William C. Sorenson, Spokane Schools [
Ralph H. 'Thompson, Western Washington State College, Bellingham

Earl M, Towner, Seattle Schools




e . P
RS LD\ 2 . s .

H

!

‘v\ »
s |
<. i
:
’ 1
3

L= i
- &, : 5

,_ TABIE OF CONTENTS

“ [PV

ACKNOWIEDGMENTS 4 o o o o v o o o o o o 0 0 s s s oy i |
LIST OF TABIES & o s o o o oo o cosoossosoe iv
Chapter

I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBIEM ¢ ¢ o o 6 ¢ o 0 ¢ s o
II., OBJECTIVES 4ND HYPUTHESES OF TRR SPUDY . . . .
I1I. REIATED LITERATIRE o o ¢ o 5 o o 0 s o 0 o o o

& -

& o

Iv. mmmwootoooooooo.eoouoo
V. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF THE DATA 4 o e v « « 35

- VI. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR ]
- FURTHER RSEARCH ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ 6 00 ¢ 06 o o 15

= BIBLIOGRAPHY « o o s o o s v oo s s o v cos v oass B2 |
APPENDIX ¢ ¢ o s o 5 6 ¢ v s o 06 06 65 0o s e ooeesas O §

A, FORMS USED INTHE STUDY « o o ¢« o s o o e s 0o 05
) Be SUMMARY TABTES & o o 0 o ¢ 5 0 0 060 00009 212 ;

b
ae

Il
‘%"
L%

AN
MR
VY et

E

T v I A ARt e
- - - ‘:’ ‘ s ‘w\ A%
- z T LR -
— i vy . o S Lo o q‘»{
- ' v




- N e L™ . -
= ’ . 2 . . AT -
irn & 2T R s B B s S i )

LIST OF TABLES AND ILIUSTHATION. '

Figure | Page
1. Mean Ratings on a1l Ten Criteria « » o « e o s o oo s 06 0 s 59 %

Table

1. Schsdule and Rotation of Teachers and Cbservers in Teacher . .
App?&i&ﬁ.lStu@oocoooaoqeoooooooooocoot 17

:; 2. Observer Correlations in the Pilot Study for the Stanford

FOM o s« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 6 ¢ 6 0 c ¢ 2 6 6 606 06 0 ¢ 06 06 0 ¢ 0600 a0 22

3. Observer forrelations in the Pilot Study for the Ryans Form. . 22

‘R i — = v St - . - U T e e e ot g 8 R et . et b e . <
e £ Eas o . RSP ~ o L., N e " T st ..;“}‘i:zﬂ..»_yx S o . i ——— T t—w,*..so.._&—-

e A > i . ot - - I . ~ PN PR SR oL . " - o MR RN .
D u .- R P L - - B L S « . i F & v

c,:(;“)

Y. Froduct Moment Correlations of Pilot Study Subjects?! Grade
= Point with Observer Ra‘bingﬁ of their Teachingo e oo o @ 0 0 © 25
¢
& 5. Mean Total Scores on Teaching Performance by Pilot Study
. Subjests According to College Academic Major ¢ ¢ o o ¢« ¢ 0 o o 25 :
2 6. Teaching Performancss of Pilet Study Teachers Compared 4o
. rades in Student Teaching ¢ o« ¢ c ¢ o s ¢ ¢ v ¢ 0 0 2 00 & o 25
7. Teaching Performances of Pilot Study Subjects Campared to
*.\? &a&eleveléssiment.........0'.0...OQ.. 26
8. ®bserver Correlations by Team by Round by Behavior ¢« « o o ¢ « 37
s 9. Gorrelations (btained When Two (bservers' Ratings Wers Ouitted 39 |
] 10, Reliability of Observer Appraisals by Team by Round by &
o Behﬁvj.oroooooooooooocoo.oooaoocoooo hO .
: f
= 11. Inter-item Correlations of Rouud 4 Ratings on Bach of the Ten i
> Perfmces, Indiﬁdually and in Comd - nations ¢ « o o ¢ o o o hl £
g 12, Obsarver Bvaluation of Teaching Behavicrs. o o o o o ¢ o s ¢ ¢ U3 ;
E i
13, Mean Performance Ratings of the Four Treatment Groups on First
- Round of Cbservationl ¢ ¢ 2 e ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 02 ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 0606 ¢ 00 oo ,.ls
1. Meen Scores of Four Treatment Groups on (bservation Rounds !
1and 2¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 6060 06 c s 000 0 600006 00 Co s s e o0 !l.? :
i5. Analysis of Covariances Significancs of Differences of Msan |
Scores Among ths Four Groups, Eack of 18 Subjects, Obtained R
= on the Second Round of (bservaticns (Round 1 Cbservation -
Ratings Used a8 Covardabie)e ¢ o o o o o s o e 0 a0 0 o oo o hD
* iv ;




S 3 N s T2 . AP 4 T WA T N 7 AU ITTAICT o A, At B 57 N Tl W S W B2 b i ¢ =,
.

Table Page

16, Mean Scores of Four Treatment Groups on Cbservation Rounds
landBOO.QOOOOOQC.Q0.0.......Q“. 52

17. Analysis of Covariance: Significance of Differences of
Mean Socres Among tue Four Groups, Each of 18 Subjects,
Cotainad on the Third Round of Observations (Reund 1
Observation Ratings Used as comiahle) e ¢ 0606 0 0 0 0 t 00 53

(i." 18. Mean Scores of Four Treatment Groups on Cbservation
ROMBlandh.........,........g,.... 58

19. Analysis of Covariance: Significence of Differences of Hean
5 Scores Amongz the Four Groups, Bach of i8 Subjects, Obtained
Y on the Fourth Round of (bservations (Round . Observation
9 RatingSU&edaBCoval‘iable)....oc........... 61

\ 20. Direction of Attitude Changes by Treatment Groups Shown
. on Four Administrations of the Semantic Differential Scale., . 67

. 21, Net Changes in Attitudes From the Beginning to the Ené of
o the Study by the Four Treatment GroupSs ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ o ¢ 6 0 s ¢« o 67

22. Analysis of Varianee Among Subjects Tested Withirn Four
Treatrunt Groups on Four Rounds of the Semantic Differential
AtLitude TeSt o o o 3 ¢ 6 8 ¢ 2 ¢ ¢ ¢ 8 068 60 06 8 063 ¢ ¢ @ w

N P s

“w Q*\ ;-) e
J) ]

L BANE A

23, F Ratios From Analysis of Variance Among Treatment Groups
on Each of Four Administrations of the Semantic Differential
Attitude Test (N = 62 I of 2,72 required for .05 level of
Simgmg)ooooseocooooooooooooooco 72

. 0’

IR

24, OCourrelation Coefficients of Ali-College Grade Point Averages
and Education Course GPA with Final Ratings of Teaching
FarformanceSe o « ¢ o ¢ ¢ ©¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ 6 ¢ s 0 06 ¢ 06 6 06 0 06 0 ¢ o 3

ﬂ(;‘»).
Q)

25, Datn From the Trial Form of the Semantic Differential
Attitude Scealo: ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 3 0 0o 0606 060 06 0 060 0 000 0 113

26. Sumary of Data on Pilot Study Teacher Ratings as Related
tOSubjectB' CharacteristicBe ¢« ¢« o0 ¢ ¢ ¢ 6 0 ¢ ¢ s 0 0 0 o 120

27. Correlations Betwesn Cbserver Fairs on A1 Rounds « « ¢ ¢ « ¢ 122

28, Sumnary of Data cn the Semantic Differential Attitude Scale
by Treatment Groups and Administrations (N = 96)s o ¢ ¢ o o

126




A

, ?}-'

A s, TIT T ¥ TR T IR § M TIPS e R AT st T 2T T T e s

CHAPTER X
STATEENT OF THE PROBLEM

The purpose of this gtudy was to see whother differential treatment
of begimning teachers during their first year of teaching results in sig-
mificant changes in either the classroom behavior of these teachers and/
or thsir attitudes towards the profession of teaching.

Unlike othor professional nsophytes, teachors begin abt the top.
The teacher in her first dsy has exactly the same rosponsibilities as
the most able and experienced teacher on the staff. The lack of a for-

mel induction procedure for teachers seems to some regearchers to account

* for the very slow rate of professional growth of teachers. For sxample,

Dan Lortie summarizes the typical pattern of the beginning teachers!
orientation in throe stages: (a) a year or two of struggles to get
through each day without major damage to students or selfs {R) a pariod
of attempts to innovate (which usually attract unfavorable attention
from administrators); and (c) crysteilisation into conventicnal prac-
tice.r Thus doos each wave of new teachers arrive at the same stage of

mediocrity.

Tn the Stabe of Washington tho State Board of Education, which has

1ogsl responsibility for policies governing $teacher aducation, sypointed
in 1960 a special committes to recommend changes in standards for ths

Liortie, Dan. "Teacher Socialization --The Robinson Crusoe Model®

Tha %ég World ef the Bopinning Teacher, Report of the Nineteanth Nabion-
al Gonfersnces WasLington DeC.t National Commission on Teacher Educs-
tion and Professional Standards, Natiomal Education Association, 1966 pe 556
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education of teachers. This committee, the Teacher Education Standards
Revision cormn\i.ttee, was charged with responsibility of recommending chang-
a8 in the teacher sducation program in the State ¢f Washington. After

a serizs of discussions, the committee recommended a study of the pos-
sible effects of a major change in the treatment of the beginning tea-
cher during the f£irst months of service. It was the committes's cpinion
that teachers adapt the procedures of other teachers with whom they
associate during these first months, and only to a amall degree apply the
procedures that they have studied in their college teacher education
programs, The committes also felt that it wes very possible that many
tozchers form their basic attitudes towards their profession in these

first months of service. The committes reasoned th.c a major change in the

treatment of teachers should involve different tsaching assignments

and much more than the ususl amount of inservice help for these baginners.
Such an effort could make a greater sffect on ths behavi.’cr of the class-
voom teacher than any other effort in the entire teacher education

programs

Another consideration was the fact thet in the State of Washington
the first year of tsaching is conceived of as part of the basic sduca-
tion of the teacher. After four years of study in an approved teacher
education program, a teacher graduates with thes provisional certificate.
The stendard certificate is granted after two years of successful teaching
and an gdditional year of collaege study. Although this beginning experi~
ience is thus a part of the actual #raining program, in fact, most echool
districts have rmrely reported the two years of experience as successful
without seriously svaluating the performance of the teachsr, or making

goarching recormendatfons for furthor training of the teacher.




Both rosearchers and practitioners strongly urge that the period

of beginning teaching should be comceived of as the critical stage in the
development and refinement of the technology of classroom teaching, For
exanple, the 1965 Conference of the Natioral Commission on Teachsr Edu-

[ —

cation and Profogsional Standards, in #The Heal Wordid of the Deglmusng

Teacher,® heard a variety of authorities and participants underline the

ased for new directions in teacher sducation which would focus on some

form of internship instsad of a full teaching assignment gor the begin-

ning yeara.l

~— o —— o poon = 2 o s
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At sbout the seme tima the committse was making the recomsendation
to the Stats Board, the James R. Conant report on teacher educalion was
““ published, One of the major recommendations of the Conant report, recom-
mendation mumber 11, seemed consistent with tha recommendation of the
Standards Revision comittea_.2

The recommendetion of the cormittes, and the basis for this project,
waes that the State ehovld undertake an experimental study to determine
vhsther or not a substanticl reduction in the load of the begimning
teachar, together with intensive in-service training, might affect the
classroon behavior of these teachers and also affect thelr attitudes to-

A
\

ward thelr profession, 1 .

139@ Ha,ﬁionﬂ,'Edueation Assoclation, National Commissior on Teacher
Bducation and Frofessionsl Standards. The Real World of the Begimning Tes-
cher. Report of the Ninsteenth National Thro conferences mﬁ%n DeCes
2gonant, Janos B The Bducation of the smarican Tesshers HMcGraw-

oo Rl 000, 1963. , i




CHAPTER II

OBJECTIVES AND HYPUTHESES OF THE STUDY

The specific objectives which guided this research weres

1. To determine whether or not reduced loads of beginning
:eachara would affect the classroom behavior of these
gachers.

2. To determine whether or not reduced loads would affect
the beginning teachers' attitudes towards teaching.

2. To determins whether or not intensive inservice help for
'gge beginning teacher would affect their classroom beha-
Qe

ke To determine whether or not such intensive inservice
belp wouid affect the attitudes of these beginning tuacherse

Secondary and related cbjectives of this study were:

1. To determine whether or not personal oi' profesiional char-
acteristics of beginning teachers medified the effects of
reduced loads snd intensive inservice training.

2. To arrive at a defsnsible judgement about the amount and
kind of help for begimning teachers necessary to affect
these teacher!s behaviors.

3¢ To determine whether or not it would be administratively
feasible and experimentally reliable to have trained ob-
sexrvers utilize an evaluative check 1list to appraise the
behavior of the beginning classroon teacher.

The f0ollzwiiz hypotheses are stated in the rmull form:

1. There wili be no significant di.ferences in terms of selected
aspects of teachers® classroom bghavior between groups of
beginning elementary teschaers who have a r~duction in load
compared o other teathers who havs no re¢ .«ced load.

2, There will be no significant differences in terms of thelr
opinions about teaching between groups of bogimiyg teachers
who heve reduced load end those who havs no reduced load.

3. Thers will b2 no significant differsnces in terns of selected
aspects of teachers® classroon behavior among groups of be-
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giming teachers who receive different types of inzervice
instruction during released time periods.

s o L v

Lo Thers will bs ne significant differsnces in terms of their ,
opinions gbout teaching among groups of beginming teachers - 5
who receive different types of inservice instruction during :
released tims periods. : .

a1




CHAPTER III
RELATED LITERATURE
Although there has been a great deal of research on teaching effective-
ness, there has not.been a great deal of study related to the major assump-
tions of this project. A major assumption of this study is that it is
feasible to evaluate teaching effectiveness by observing a teacher in the
act of classroom teaching, and further, that valid instruments exist which
are sensitive to changes in teaching behavior as observed by trained
educators.
A study which has become a milsstone in the research on teacher elfect-
iveness was directed by David (. Ryans. Ryans coricluded thats
Research (is neazded) into the refinemeni, of observing
ané assessing tecimiques, leading perhaps to the dewslopment
of behavioral check lists and forced-choice scales
tc'.the‘ end of pioviéing more valid behavior-in-process
criterion data.
Eyans'! research was focused on pupil and teacher classroom behavior.
Over 3400 teachers were observed and rated. Reliability coefficients
were determined using paired-observers who made independent judgements.
Coefficients from .54 to .86 were cbtained. The minimum sample of
teachers observed was }43.
Ryans! behavior characteristics included:

Pupil Behavior

Apathetic - Alert
Obtrusive - Responsive
Uncertain - Confident

ependent - iritiating

T

g il RPN G S A AW e .

! David G. Ryans, "Ubabdctedistils of Teschers® Washington, D. C.:
Smerican .Qouncil on Bducation, 1960 p.hOUa
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Teacher Behavior:
Partial - Fair

Autocratic - Democratic

Alcof - Responsive
Karrow - Broad
A total of four pupil and 18 teacher characteristics were used.
Biddlel has proposed a seven variable model for determining teacher
effectiveness.
1. Formative experiences of the teacher
2. 'Teacher properties
3. Teacher behaviors
4. Intermediate effects
S. Long term effects
6. School and community contexts
7. Classroom situations

2

Approaches such as this have been studied in the past by Barr® and

McCallB. The model variables have a tendency to ovérlap in areas and s
due to the great amount of interaction, this type of model has not been
generaily accepted By. the profession,

Some recent strdies in classroom obgervation have used the approach

1 J. B. Biddle and william J. Ellena, "Contemporary Research on

Teacher Effectiveness" Chicago: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 196k, pp.5-18.
2 A, S. Barr, "Characteristic Differences in Teaching Parformance of
Good and Poor Teacher's of the Social Studies" Bloomington, Ill.:
Public School Fublishing Co., 1929.

3 WHlliem A. McCall, "Measurement of Teacher Merit" Raleigh, N. C.:
State Department of Education, 1962.
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of studying classroom interaction. Hu.ghesl and Flander32 have completed K -/
research in this agproach. Flsnders developed an observation instriment with “

ten categories for oticervable interact:ion behaviors. Seven were dagcriptive _[5

of behavioss of ¢eachers, two were of student behaviors, and one was for
silence. Hz distinguished between studsnt and teacher patterns. All cat-

egories were coservable in termz of direct or indirect influence cf the

i
i
X §
0 _. teacher. Hs compared the patierns with student achievement and attitudes. '
GarrisonB working with the Stanford Secondary Education Project, |
developed a teacher appraisal guide based on the Getzel interaction model
' of socicl, psychological, and anthropological aspects of a class situation.
\ Four steps of teaching were defined., Twenty-five behavioral statements
f;- , were incorporated in the four steps; the final statement being an overall

appraisal of the teacher. Oarrison found significant teacher improvement |

when the observation appraisal irnstrument was used as an improvement of . B

instruction device. The attitude of teachers towards observation was \ *~
improved when used to improve their ieaching rather than used as a rating ; h ”
device of the teacher. The reliability coefficients of observer agree~ i f

ment were consistently above .50. He concluded observers could agree on the
level of performance and that his instrument was sensitive to levels of

performance.
~ v B

Marie Hughes,"Patterns of Effective Teaching, Second Progress Heport, \
Merit Study" Provo, Utah: Provo City Schools, 1961. '

1

s 2 Ned Flanders, "Teacher Influence, Pupil Attitudes and Achievement, Vo
) % Studies in Interaction Analysis" Minneapolis: Universibty of Minnesota, L

U. S. Office of Education Cooperative Research Project No. 397. IMimeo-
graphed. :

3 Barry L. Garrison, "Evaluation of Teacking and Learning" unpublished 3
& Ed.D. thesis, Stanford University, 19G. 1
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/ Medley and Hitzell desceribe other classifications and mezt,hode; fc/z"
l direct observation and appraisal of classroom interaction. Inciwdsd in
_ these and the types of criteria investigated ares

Morsh's:? |

I p l. Imstructor verbal behavior

2. Instrﬁctor ron-verval behavior

3. Student beh&vior; :

Anderson ani Brewer >

1. 7Domina‘tion-~ i tﬁ evidence of conflicy

—-* 2. Domination with no evidence of conflict

- 3. Integration with evidence of working together

he Nervous habits of students

5. Child domination of other children

6., Non-conformance to teacher demands

"
L]

7. Social contributions by the child
: Mitzel and Modley:™
1. Pupil supportive

o : 2. P®roblem structuring

Y

2 3. Diresctive

TSI AV S
N ey
b vt
.

1 ponald M, Medley and Harold E. Mitzel, "Measuring Classroom Behavior by
Systematic Observation,! Handbook of Educational Research, ed. N. L. Gage
Chicago: Rand MeNally and Co., 1963, p. 247-329

2 J, E. Morsh, Systematic Observation of Instructor Bebavior., USAF Person- )
nel Training Research Center Davelopment Report No. AFPIRC-TN-56-52 |

3 H. H. Anderson and Helen M. Brewer, "Studies of Teachers! Classroom
F= Personalities II: Effecte of Teacher!s Dominative and Integrative Contacis
‘ on Children's Classroom Behavior," Applied Psychology Monograph, 1945 No. 6

, 4 Donald M. Medley and H. E. Mitzel, "Studies of Teacher Behavior: Refine- i
N ment of Two Techniques for Assessing Teacher's Classrooi Behaviors” New i
: Yorks - Board of High Education, City of New York, Division of Teacher - :
Fducaiion, Office of Research and Evaluation, 1955.
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Jersild® and others:

1. Cooparating activities

2, Ex;ﬁmrimemtal activities

3» Criticel activities
5 L. Ieadership activities

5. Recitational activities

6. Self-initiated activities

7. Work spirit activitiss
A1l of these studies have shown that the classroom chssrvation approach
~ to the appraisal of teaching is feasible., Thoy have asked educators whai
’:{ ' should take place in a classroom and they have called upou educators to
‘ interpret or svaluate what they observe in a classroon.
3 Another major assuiption of this study is that it is both important and

possible to assess changes in attitudes of beginning teachers.
: Getzel and Jackson refier to the importance of the teached’s attitude
E as a classroom variable by stating, "The educational impact of an Ichabod
Crane or a lMark Hopkins, of & Mr. Chips or a Socrates, is surely not due
solely to what he knows, or even to what he does, but in a very real sense
to what he 1g.n2
Studies of teacher attitudes include one by Callis (1950) who invest-

igated the changes that occur during teacher training and early teaching

experience. The measurement instrument used was an extension of the leeds

i A, T. Jorsild et al., " An Evaluation of Aspects of the Activity Pirogram

in the New York City Public Elementary Schools,® Journal of Experimental

Rducaticn, VITI (April, 1939), 166-207.

- 2 J. W. Getznels and P. W. Jackson, "The Teacher's Personality and Charact-

eristics,® Hundbook of Research on Teaching, ed., N. L. Gage Chicagos
Rand m};ally & Cm@any, 1963, Pe 506.
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inventory. The first six wmouths of professicmal training produced signifi-
cant changes in the desired direction in 29 per cemt of the attitudas (items)
while the first six months of experience produced significant changes in
1] per cent of the attitudes(items) in an undesirable direction.l
An additional etudy of the attitude change of beginning teschers after
initial teachirg experience was reported by Harry P. Day., The atudy utilized
in part data collectsd by administering the Minnesota Teacher Attitude
Inventory to a group of graduates and 4o a group of studeni teachers atb
Florida State University. This wes aduinistered to the two groups before
and after an initial teaching expsrisnce. The graduates took the test
initislly upon their return from internship ieaching in the public schools.
A year later it wus administered agasn *» those who had prepared but had not
ontered teaching. There was s meen losz of 20.C for thoge who had taught for
one year compared with a mean loss ¢f 1.5 for the non-teaching group. %he
group which was administered $he MATI before and after internship also shoved
a mean loss of 4.2. In both groups there was a shift toward less desirable
attitudes after a teaching experiem:e.2
lHore than 50 other étudies using attitude inventories hav2 been sum-
marized by Getzels and Jackson in the "Handbook of Nesearch on Tea.ch:‘mg".3
For this project the staff chose to use the semantic differential technique
as reported by Osgoocd and his associates. As a by-product of their work in
experimental semantics; Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum developed a new approach

and rationale for attitude measurement. Attitudes according to Osgood

i A TS

3 & PR

letzel and Jackson, ops cit., p. 509

2 Harry P. Day, "Attitude Changes of Beginning Teachers After Initial
Teachixé_g l@scperience, " Journal of Teacher Education X, September, 1959,
PP 326~3286. )

3 .Getzels and Jackson, op. cit., p. 508
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"can be a&scribed to suns basic bipolar sontinuum with a neutral or zerc
referance point, lupiying that they have both direction and intensity and
providing n basis for the quantitative indeving of attitudes".l The semantic

differential. tschnique for measuring meaning is essentially . comblnation of

cendrolied association and scaling procedures. The subject is provided

with a concept to be differentistesd and a set of bipolar adjective scales
againgt which Yo do it. Hls %ask is tec indicate, for each item, the dirsction
and intensity on a zovan-step scale.?'

Evaisatior: of teachers® behavior appears likely to be affected by a
variety of variables, The research staff assumes that it is particularly
imperdant, in measuring teaching behavior, to attempt to control, or
compensate for, as many gross varisbles as possible. In the "Fandbook for
Fasearch on Teaching', Donald Campbell and Julian Stanley suggest a design
which appears to the research staff of this proposal to be applicable to

this problem.

"In Design L, matching can be recognized as a useful adjunct to
randonization but not as a substitute for it: in terms of scorss
on the pretest or on related variables, the total popuiation
available for experimental purposes can be organized into carefully
matched pairs of subjects; members of these pairs ean then be
assigned at random to the experimental or the control conditicns.
Such matching plus subsequent randomization usually produces an
experimental design with greater precision than would randomiza-
tion along."

1 Charles E. Osgood, George J. Suci, and Percy H. Tamnenbaum, The Measurement
of Megning, Urbana, Illincis: University of Illinois Press, 1957,
pp. 109-191 '

2 Toid, p. 20.

3 Donald 7. Campbell and dJulian C, Stanley, "Experimental and Quasi-Experi-
mental Designs for Research on Teaching", in Haidbouk for Besearch.on
Teaching, N. L. Gage, Editor, Chicago: Rand, McNally and Co., 1963
P. 219.
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CHAPTER IV
PROCEIURE

" The Dusign of the Study
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of heglnning teachers during their first year of teaching results in
significant changes in either the classroom behavior of these teachers
and/or their attitudes toward ths profession of teaching,

A pilot sindy was carried out in the spring of 1965 with 28 begiiz-
ring teachers of the Sesttle School District. The purposs of this stu-
dy was to test instruments for asgessing attitudes and appraising dif-
ferent clgssroom behaviors of begimning teachers. The pilot study was
also intended to fleld test procedures for collscting the essential. dabe
of the study, The staff folb that it was particularly important to as-
sess procedures for training the observars who weuld visit beginning
teachers to evaluaste their behavior, This pilot study was to determine
the specific instrumsnts and the procedures to be used in collecting
the data for the experimsnt which was to teks place in ths falil semes-
ter of 1965. An additional purpese of the pilot study was to collect
data about the begiming teachers and relate these data to Judgemsnts
about their classroom performance. The purpose cf this sffort was to
detormine which characteristics of teachers might be important ones to
use as matching varisgbles in the later experiment.

Approximately 120 beginning elementary teachers were to be ths popu-
lation for the experiment. In exder to eliminate many variables which
the staff judged not related to the major questionz of the study, tae
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tesners selested for Lhe study were o be drewn from as homogengous &
population as prachicable. The populetion was Limited to elenontary

teachers who were women, graduates of teacher-esducation institutions in

the State of Washington of the preceding June, and who were assigned to
schools ¢f comparsble socio-economic populations. This socio-economic

population served by the schools was middle or upper-middle class.
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After determining the teacher population from which the experimental
subjects were to bs drawn, two charéc%eristi.cs of begimning teachérs,
deternined by the pilot siudy, were to be uszd as matching varigbles,
Matched teachers were then rendomly assignsd to four different treatmsat
groups. )

The four groups were:

1. Group I was to be released of approximately 25 percent of
classroom teaching time. This released time was to »s used
by the teacher for class preparation, and slso for conferen-
ces with a superwisor who would observe the teach: 's per-
_formanca during the weel's In Group I each teacher was visit-
ed by a particular supervisor twice a week, and conferred
with the superivsor on the basis of this observation twice
a weeke The supervisors were trained in the techniques in-
volved in using a teacher appraisal guids. This appraisal
guide was the sams one used to judge performances of all of
the teachers in thp study.

The research project funds were used by the schocl districts
participating ir the study to hire experiences substitute
teaschers who took over the classes uf Group I tsachers for




e 1 o+ o o v~ R e

J .
it

D
N -t PN - N N
s Py P U NN N
G2 AR T I YT SV I O s

20

30

he

a quarter of each day during the pericd of the sxparimeit,
The same substituts teacher worksd with the individual Group I
teacher throughout the entire period of the study, In effect s
this waé a minjasture teaching team,

Growp II teachers were released from approximately 25 per
cent of clasagroom teaching time in the same mamner as were
CGrovp I teachers. The beginning teachers of Group II used
this released time for preparation for their classes, and
twlce a week visited an experienced teacher with a simi-
lar sssignment. These experienced teachers, observed by
Group II subjects, were selected by the beginning teachers®
prircipals as being teachers expert in soma teachinz ap-
»£och applicable to the classroom of the Group II teachers

Group III teachers were given approximately 25 per cent
reduction in pupil load as ware the first two groups.

This reduction %n load was accomplished, howsver, by as-
signing the Sroup IIX teachers to classrooms with approxi-
mately 25 per cent fewer pupils than the average essign-
ment of teachers in that school district for that grade
leviil, No obher special treatment was given the Group IIT

teacher,

Group IV teachers were intended to be a control group,

They wers to receive mo specisl treatmeat coxparable to
that of Groups I_ II, or JII. They rsceived the orien-
tation providad other begiming tezchers not members of




the study, which was the practice in the five coop-
erating school districts. They wers visited by observers

and an gttitude test was administered them as was the

case with the othar three groups. Tt wa:
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visits by observers would be sufficiently different
treatment for Group IV teachers that this would equalize
the "Hawthorne Effect! which might be experienced by the

~

other teachers in the study.

. Observers were trainad to administer an appraisal check list cov-
ering selected criteria for judging the performance of a classroon
teachers These observers were to visit each teacher in teams of thrae
on four occasions. The first round of observations was to take place
during the first four weeks of school in the fall, The judgements
made on this round of observaticns were t2 be used as covariates in
analyses of covariance tc .ssess changes in chassroom behavior of all
teachers in the study during the experimental period. The observations
were repeated at intervals of four and one-half weeks. The last of the
four observations was made in Janmuary just prior to the sonclusion of the
fall term, Theo observer teams were rotated so that each observer worked
with any othsr observer as infrequently as possible, while still visit-
ing any one teascher a minirum nurbor of times, For purposes of scheauling
the observations, the total group of teachers were divided into three
groups, The scheduls for assigning the nine observers to the three
groups of teachers for four observation rounds is shown in Table 1
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TAHLE 1

SCHEIULE AND ROTATICN OF TEACHERS ANu
OBSERVERS IN TEACHER APPRAISAL STUDY

Teachar Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
Group Obs, Team Obs. Team Obs, Team Obs. Team
1 AEC ADG CEF BT
2 DEF BEH: DoT FAC
3 GHT - CFI ABH GIE

' On the occasisn of 9ach bbaervation, each of the experimental
suojects was given a questionnatfe to indicate her ;ai':titudes towards
teachings Thus there were four administrations of the attitude scale
during the studya

The data for the study, then, were the judgements of three indepen-
dent observers of approximately i20 beginning teachers cn four differ-
ent occasions, and the responses of the beginning teachers to the four
different edministrations of the attitude scale, These data were to
be analyzed by computers to deter:\ina whether or not there were signi-
ficant differences among the groups in terms of either classroom beha-

vior or attitudes.

The Pilot Study
During the apriné semester of 1965, 28 bsginning teachers in the
Seattle School District were visited three times by a team of threa
tralned observerss The observers were tralned in the application of

two ecales for eppralsing classroom tesching, One was the Ryans!
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Classroom Obgervation Record and the ether was the Stanford Teacher
Appraisal Competence Guide. Coples of these instruments appear in
Appendix A, The two forms were selechied because members of the
research staff hal experience in previous studies with these forms, and

su - mmvernle o smd - —le 2 ..tk .9
alsn hacanas the tuo sczlses ssamsd o SHpLasize uuuurauuulg Crivoride

The Ryans Scale seemed to be concerned with the characteristics of the .
teacher, while the Stanford Guide sesmed to be focussd upon the teaching
acts Previcus cxperience with the Stanford form had been limited +o
secondary school teachers, ard one of the concerns of the staff was
whether or not the criteria of this Stanford form were spplicable to
elementary teaching, | | .

The 28 teachers who were the population for the pilot study were
all in their first year of teaching. Approximately half of the group
had begun teaching during the same semester as the pilot study. lThe
scher members of the group had begun at different times during the pre-
ceding semester, They were chosen becavse they were the least experi-
enced teachers in the Seattle School Systeme This lack of experience on
the part of the pilot study subjects, was consideved the most important
factor in their selection. Because of the small number of available
teachers with this limited experience in Seattls, the group possessed
gome characteristics which were not commbn te the population for the
major study ir the fall, For example, the teachers were both secondary
and elementary teachers, rather than being limited to the elementary
lovele The teachers were alsé &£ both sexes, and some of them had been

" trained in institutions outsids of the State of Washington., Nonc of

the teuachers in this pilot study received any cf the experimental treat-

ments designed for the major study,
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The observers tralned for this pilot study were a formsx mscondery
toacher of agrioulbure; 2 teacher trained for junior high Jlagmvsong,
but who was a substitute teacher in the Seattle Dlstrict &n the infer-
mediate grades; and a primary grads teacher vho wag a substitute tea-
cher in the Seattle systems During the training psricd, ths steff woriked
with other professionsl persons who they thought might te potsnbial
observers for the study, including supervisors of giudent teachsrs and
consultants to other elementary teachers. In this iimited axperience,
the staff dscided that the substitute teachers rscruited for this study
were somewhat mors traingbls than the exprrienced supervisers. This
belief was important to the judgemente mads later in stterpbing to re-
crult observars for the major study,

Training included seminar sessions with Dr. Harry L. Garrison, a
Research Associste with the project, whose special field of compstency
was training of Seattle school persornsl in the appraisal of classroon
behavior. Dr. Garrison's previous ressarch included the developmsnt
of the Stanford Appraisel Guide., His major responsibiiity on this
project was to train and supervise tha tesms of obssrvers who visited the
classrooms of the beginning teachers in the study, The process of
btraining the observers included visits to clas=rooms of experienced,
ablo Seattle teachers and to the classrooms of cadet teachers. Obser-
vers, i.n this way, were able to study a range of behevior for the dif-
ferent criteria used in the rating forms. A need that aross in the
study was to develop materials for training observers which would pro-
vide for ropeated study of exactly the same taacher bshavior. To meeb
this nesd, the research staff developed video-taped rccordings of tea-
chers in the Pullman, Washington schools. ‘These tapes were uscd

N
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repostedly throughoud the project as %raining materials for obssivers.

During this pilot study each of the 28 beginning teschers was vis-
1ted by this team of three trained obespvars on thres different occa-
sions. 7he visits wers four weeks gparb and the two instruments under

study ware rotated equally among the observers and among the 28 class-
TOOMS,

A triel form of an attitude test wau developed and tested with the
28 pilot study teachers. The attitude best was based upon the saaantic
dlfferential concept of Osgood and others. All of the concepts, which
in the otaff?s judgement were plsusible objects of heginning teacher
opinions or attitudes, ware inmcluded in this trial instrument. Also, pairs
of adjectives were included from ths Dsgood material which ssemed appli-
cable to these concepts in thie contoxt. This rather lengthy instrument
was to be given each of the 28 subjects on each of the three occasions
vhen the observers visited their classrooms. A copy of the trial forin of
the attitude scale, appears in Appendix 4 in underline.

The 28 teachers for the study met jJust before the f£irst round of
observations with the research staff, who explained to them the purposes

end procedurss of this pilot program, On that occasion each of the 28
toachers was given a questicnnaive tc 2111 out, furnishing the staff
with information about each of tho subject!s personal and professional
backgrounds. A copy of this questionnsire is shown in Appendix &. The
purpose of this information, as was explained abovs, was to collect data
which might be related to the classroom behavior o2 begiuning Gegchere,
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I% wds hoped by ths staff thut these analysss vould imsicate which tw
factors ahout the bogimming teacher would be irportant es mstching vericbles
in ths £211 study.
A diary was kept of the experiences 2f the observers during trainiag
and during the actuasl observations., This anecdotal record was meant to

r serve &s a guids to the staff in the later conduct of the actual experi-
mens.

- \ The date ffom the pilot shudy t:cmsisted then of Judzements by three
trained observers, based upon tws different reting acales and made on three
i different occasions, as t¢ the clasarcom benavior of 28 beginning Seattle
teachers. The data alsc consisted of these 28 teachers! respsnsas to the
trisl form of a Semantic Differential Test of sttitudes towards teaching,

Regults of the Pilot Study

Both of the instrumonts used to appraise classroom performance of ths
28 teachers in the pilot stwly wers judged administratively efficient and
capabis of high rali,abi.li,_t o The coefficients of correlation batween
| pairs of observers using the Ryane Scale and the Stenford Form appesr in
, Tables 2 and 3.

The independent judgementis of the three observers, when compared on
the different oriteria of sach instrument, were gratifyingly highly relsated.
It sppesred to the r3BBaith ‘wtaff that™:hd first two basic assumptions of
. the study were upheld by this pilot study experience.

k The data concerning observer ratings on the two instruments did not
';, ' indicate a clear preference for one of ths two instruments., Tha three

‘ observers were unanimus in their opinions, however, that the Stanford
B sppraisal guide wae the simpler to administer and the mors logicel %o
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TLELE 2

CBSERVER CORREIATIONS® IN THE PIIOT
SWEY FOR THE STANFORD FORM

1&2 85 «Sh +89
1&3 75 »61 95
2& 3 o717 o 79 091

I

e?eax*san product moment correlationse.

TAELE 3

OBSERVER GORRELATIONS® IN THE PXIOT
STUDY FOR THE RYANS FORM

Observers

1&2
1&3
2% 3

8Pezrson product momsnt correlations.
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use. Thelr feslings were that viewing the teaching ast was =pt to lead to
a more objective judgemant than studying the characteristics of the teacher,
which wae ths focus of the Rysns scais.

On the basis of the observers! judgemantz and partly due to tha fact
that the Research Assotiate, Dr. Harry L. Garrison, had extensive experience
with one of the scaies, the Stanford appraisal guide was chosen as the basic

instrmmn?. for classroom observations,

During the summer of 19€5, Dr. \Garri.son, working with the observers
from the pilot study, modiried the Stenford scale somewhut to make it easier
to adminlister and likely to be more consistently applied by different obser-

. verss The resulting modificetion of the Stanford guide is called the
Ssattle Teaching Performance Appraisal Guide. This became the basic instru-
ment for assessing the bshavior of the experimental subjects ia the study.
A copy of the Seattle Teaching Performance Appraisal Guide appears in
Appendix A,

The experience of the staff in training the observers for the pilot
study led to some new practices for preparing the observers who worksd with
the actual experiment. One unexpected finding was that observers were found
to need repeated training throughout the study. The opinion of Dr. Garrison
| and the research staff was that the appraisal technique required ths obser-
| ver to develop some mental models of different kinds of classroom bansvior
E of teachera. As the observer spplied these models in sppraising specific
& teuching acts, subtle changes in these mental models developed; and, with
time, the criteria used by a particular observer bscame less and less the
criteria with which he started the observation exy-rience. Thus it ssemsd
to the staff that repsated training, preferably with video-taped record-
ings, was nscessary to maintain a consistent application of the instrument.
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In the judgemsnts of the observers snd Dr. Garrison, the Stanford
eppralsal guide; as revised in the form of the Seattle sppraisel guide,
clearly was gpplicable to ths elementary school clsssroom as well as to the
sscondary clussroom. Because this form is based upon a model of a complete

‘A--uﬂ.ﬁ macedloccms oo w Bh o aaae 9_ .8 8.8 LL_L L __ e A T e e
vOTviiaiig MULR

vers ses the teacher at the point where classes begin in the morning or
efter an intermission during the school day. The observers found, howaver,
thst all steps in the teaching act, as developed in the Stanford form, could
by viewad in a typical classroom of an elomentary teachsr in approxinmately

one hour.

The semantic differentisl trial form designed to test atiitudes was
administered three times to the 28 subjects in the pilot study. The
yegponses of the subjects were tabulated £or each concept and for sach pair
of adjectives designaed to test attitudes regarding that concepts Table 25
in Appendi.x B shows the mean ratings of the 28 subjects and siandard devi-

ations of these means for each palr of adjactivsc, for each concept in the
trial form.

It was the staff's judgement that ths trial form of the attitude scale
was too long. The beginning teachers found it tedious to complete and thus
tended to mark the responses without sufficiont care. In the interests of
shortening and improving the scale the staff eliminsted ‘what seemed to ba
the least promising concepts and pairs of adjectives. Through inspection,
the stoff eliminated concepts on which responses tande: : group near L.0,
and for which standerd deviations were small, These «..ids of patterns of
responses suggested that attitude intensity was low. (h.o is "nsutral!
on the seven point scale.) The staff slsc eliminated those items where
mans ofy responses were near 1.0 aud whers standard deviations were small,
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- These patterns suggested that there wes little rengo of rasporse, end vari-
ations smong moups in tho experiment would be small. Also, some adjective
palrs consistently empeared to lack dieciimination powsr, and these ware
eliminated.s The staff also dscided to use only concepte for which at least
8ix adjective pairs appeared to bs promising diseriminators. One of the

§ conicepts did not mset these subjective criteria and was still kept in the

e
S
.

final form of the scale. This concept was "teaching as a carser.® The
staf? left this ons in the final form because it was most closely related
to the principle concern of the project in this phase of the study. Ths
revised forn of the Ssmantic Differential Attitude Scale appears in
Appandix A.

TAELE L

/B PROIUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS OF PILOT STUDY SUBJECTS® GRAIE
' POINT WITH OBSERVER RATINGS OF THEIR TEACEING

% ‘ (N=26)

& Grade Point Avarages Coxrelation Coefficients With:

: Ratings oa Ratings on
Stanford Form Ryans Form

. Cumulative Grade Point

Y | average in college 06 - 68

”’ GPA in Education Courses 020 19

TAELE S

MEAN TOTAL SCORES ON TEACHING FERFORMANCE BY PILOT STUDY
SUBJECTS ACCORDING TO COLLEGE ACADEMIC MAJOR

R et e
SRR

B ar N Hoan Of Total Scorcs  Moan of Total Scores

on Stanford Forn on Ryans Fora
Social Studiss 12 107,75 212,25
Languages Arts 6 109.16 22l
Other 8 102,75 2213,50




TAELE 6

TEACHING PERFORMANCES OF PIYOT STULY TEACHERS CCMPARED T0
GRADES IN STUDENT TEACHING

At or Eolow Mean Above Megn
of Ratings on the of Ratings on
Ryens Scale Ryans Scale

"A" in Student Teaching 7

9B &n Student Teaching 6
Chi Square = 0

e

At or Balow Mean Above the Mean
Ratings on the Rating on the
Stanford Scals Stvanford Scale

T

A" in Student Teaching é 8

——

"B" in Student Teaching 7 5
Chi Sguare for 2 x 2 fold table, corrected for contimuitya = 1,39 {(n.s)

8 Haliry Bs Gabrstt, "Statistics in Psycholozy and Educabion®, David
YcKay Cos, Ince 1962’ Pe 265,

TABLE 7

TEACHING PERFORMANCES OF PILOT STULY SUBJECTS COMPARED
70 GRAIXS LEVEL ASSIGNMENT

I e

B-e:low Memn of Pyans rAbove lEéa.n of Ryaaéﬁ
Scale Ratings Scale Ratings

Primary T T
Intermediate 3 5

Chi Square 202 2 x 2 fold table, corrected contimuity = .87 (n.s.)

A —— _ PSR TR S R
Below Mean of Stanford Above Mean of Stenford
Scale Ratings Scele Ratings

Primary [{ 7
Intermediate 4 4
Chi S;qgrare =0

& Garrett, op. cite
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Tabls 26, Appondix B, shows a swarary of the data ¢n tsacher behav-
ior ag relagted to general characteristics of the beginning toachers in ths
pilot study. Ifo chorscteristics wsre found to be significantly associated
with the level of teaching performance as determined by observer ratings.
Ina design of the project called for a matching procedure in which clus-
ters of four subjects would be matched sccording to two characteristics.
As the data in Table 2l do not svggest two variables, the staff used their
own jJudgements and those of merbers of the advisory committee to the pro-
Ject to make this selection, frade in student teaching and primary or
intermediate grade-leval assignment were chosen because they were each two-
factor varlablag, end would be simple to apply in matching. Also, the
cormittee and staff jJudged them to be likely to be related to teaching per-
formance in a larger sample than that of the pilet study.

Tables 4-7 show comparisons ~f pilot study subjects' characteristics
with teaching performances.

One comparison, college grade point with Ryans scale ratings, appeared
to be noegatively significant. Bsnause the other three comparisons with
grade point approached zero correlation, ths staff judged this significant
correlation to be due to chance. Final ratings of teschers in the £3ll
experinont were correlated with grade point, howsver, to chock on this
Judgement.

The results of the pilot study then were:

1. The gppraisals by trained observers of ths classroom perfor-
nances of teachers were Judged to be administrativaly feasibla
and sufficiently reliable for pwrposes oZ this research,

2. The Stanford Appraizal Quide, as adax;ted, was Jud..d easier
to sdminister thax the Ryans Scale, and more likely to be
gpplied consistently by different observors.

3. The factors whick were selected to be used in a matching pro-

cedure for selecting experimentsl subjects were grade level
azsignment and student teacher grads.
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ko Thorough and repeated training of obssrvers was judged essen-

tial for maintaining reliability in the use of tho appraisal
instruments.

5¢ The Semantic Differential Attitude Scale was revised and short-
ened according to the relative discriminating pcuer of adjective
pairs and concepts which were respondsed to by 28 boginning teachars.
Procedures in the Major Experiment,

While the pilot study was being undertaken, the research staff me% with
school districts in the Seattle me%ropolitan area to arrange the conditions
which were necessary for the experiment, Five of the largest school dis-
tricts in the State of Washington agreed to participate in the study. These
districts were the Seattle School Iistrict, Shoreline School District,
Edronds School District, Bellevus School District, and Lake Washington School
Digtricte To limit the factur of varying school district populations,
schools in the central area of Seattle were not used for the study. Those
school populations in Sesttle which were used, and the four other districts,
comprise outlying residential areas in metropolitan Seattle. It was rot
feasible to control the socio-economic backgrounds of the pupils in the study
to a greater degree. The cooperation of these five districts was a major
factor in the successful completisn of this reaearch. Indirect costa borns
by these districts were a substantial contribution to the financing of the
project.

During the summer of 1965 Dr. Harry Garrison worked with nins experi-
enced teachers who were recruited te serve as observers for the study. The
summer training period consisted of seminar discu.aions and practice in
applying the Seattle appraisal guide to video-type recorded performances

of classroom teachers.

During the same period of time the staff obbained the names of all

beginning elementary teachers who had beon hired by the five partici-
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Pating districts. Data on these teachers were also collscted which
included: the college frum which the teacher graduat.d, the astudewt
teaching grade, the college grads point average, the school district!s
asciznment of the new teacher, the college major study, and the maeri-
val status of this teschsr, T‘néae ;umes became the potential popula-

tion from which the subjects of the study were selected.

Near the end of the summer of 1965, Dre Garrison worked with su-
perviscers from the five participating districts who were involved in
the treatment of the Group I experimental subjects. These supervisors
wera to observe each beginning teacier in Group I for a period of ep-
proximately an hour and one-half tuice during each week, using the
Seattle appralsal guide, and then ~vere.to confer with the bsginning
teacher during that teacherts released time, The conference was to be
based upon the supervisorts obgervation of the beginning teachsr. The
supervisors i.nvolveci in this treatment wez;e given similar training te
that given the observerss

The research staff met with principals and other administrative
staff members in each of the five pmrticipating school districts to
explain the project and to indicate the nature of the support that was
expected of the principal, Principals of teachers in Group II were aakeg
to select experienced, able teachers which would bs appropriate for
the experimental subjects im Gfoup II to visit during thelr released .
tinse 1

In lata August, the staff worked with the administrators of the
five school districts to make it possiblo %o jugele class enyollments

~ - ~ wg N = r -
: ; : , - A
. . N AP
.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

I et e R et e o e



30
80 tiat Oroup III teachers would have tix 25 per cent smaller class

size which was required by the desigp of the study.

Just prior to tho bepimning of school the ressarch staff selscted
the subjects from the population of new elementary teachers. The sub-
Jocts selected met these criterias They were wozon; they were June
gracuates of Washington teacher-education institution; this wss their
first teaching expsrience; and their assignment was limited %6 an ele-
mentary achool with grades kindergarten through six. From this group,
clusters of four teachera were matched on the bases of their respective
grades in studen’: tesching ("A® or "B"), and their grade level assign-
ments (primary or intermediate). These clusters of four matched tea-
chers were then randomly assigned to cach of the four treatment groups.

The resaarch staff then met with the sefocted beginning teachers
i each of the five participating districts., At these meetings the
svaff explainsd the purposes of the atudy and the nature of each group's
treatment. It was decided to be completely candid with the experimen-
tal subjects rather than to attempt to conceal the treatrmant of groups
other than the ones in whicia the; were participating. The advice :=£
school administrators was that this could not be kept secret at ory
rate, and would probgbly bs leses threatening if the toachers knew the
information they would find out anyway at the earliest possible tims,
The beginning teachers selected for the study were given the alterna-
vive of remaining in tha study or dropping out., A few of ths selected
subjects asked to be dropped trom ths study. Last minute exrollment pro-
blens in the cooperating school districts mads it impossible for some
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other selected teachors io participate.s The finel mumbor of subjests
at the beginning of the study in ¢he f£all was 105,

In each school distvict, substitute teachers were recruited to re-
place Group I and Group II ¢eachers during ons-quarter of each school
day. Typically, the substitute teachsr relieved the Group i and Group
IT teachor for a period of time, either efter lunch until the afier-
noon break in the school day, or from that point until the end of the
school day. The same substitute teacher remained with each Group I or
II teachsr throughout the period of ths experiment. Substitute teachers
did ct take up their duties, huyevar, until after the Group I and IX
teachers had been visited the f£irst time by teams of trained observers.

Croup III teachsrs were assigned 0 clagssrooms which the adminis-
tration had heen able to 1limit to tho smsller enrollment required under
the design of the study. Croup IV teachers ild not receive any of the
treatments planned for this experiment, but did partiecipate in the regu-
lar qrientation procedures held by the fivo districts for all their be-
gimning teachers.

A final poriod of truining wus given the nine observers who would
visit the beg‘inni.ng subjects, This finel training included visits to
the classroons of experienced Seattle teachers, and to classrooms whe.~
cadet teachers were doing their practice teaching. These observers also
reviewed vidso tapes of experienced teachers, The first round of ob-
carvations began ons week after the fall term openad in the five dis-
tricts and continmued for a two ard one~half week period. Diring this
round of abservations, as in subsequer® rmm&s, sach clasarcom teacher
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in the four groups was visited by a team of three observers. The obser-
vers made thelr judgemente independent of each other, and recordsd thoss
Judgements on the Seattle appraisal gnids while they were actually in
the classrocnme

Pri;:r to this visit each teacher had received g ietter informing
thenm of the impending visit, and also asking them to f£ill out an enclos-
ed copy of the Semantic Differnntiai Attitude Scale. Upon lesving the
classroom tegcher afier the observation, the observors piclked up tha

completed Semantic Differential Attitude Scale.

Between the first and second round of obssrvations the nine obser-
ﬁer-s went through o brief pericd of retraining, and wers reaseigned to
differsnt teachers and as mambers of different teams of observers. The
plar of tha project was to rotats observers so that there would be a
ninimum nurber of times whon eny given observer worked mith the sams
observer or saw the same beginning tescher. (See Table 1,

After this first round of observations, experimental treatments
for Groups I and II subjects wers bsgune. Group III veachers had received
the experimental treatment from the opsning of school. This was nsces-
sary bacause thsre was no administrative method for reassigning pupils
after school storted to mwet the experiental conditions of a smaller
class siss as required in the scudy, T?‘us a limitation in the study was
that the Group IIT teachare raceived from two to four wesks more treat-
ment than did the Group I and II teachers.

Observers visited the bagimning teachers at one of three timess
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at ths boginning of school in the morning, after classes recomvemed
following the morning recess, or at ths beginning of classes after
lunch. The team remsined with the classroom teacher until they had
observed, to ocach observer's satlsfaction, the entire teaching act waich
was the model for the Seattle appraisal form. If a particular teaching
behavioz could not be observed by an obssrver, hs was instructed to mark
that bchavior zero,

Four and ons-half wecks after the first round of observationms, the
teams made a second round and also administersd the Semantic Differen-
tial Attitude Test a second time. This procedurs wus repeated, aluays
with additional training ¢f the observers, a third and a fourth tims.
Final observations were sompleted in Jaruary, just before the end of
the fell schoocl terme Ths scheduls of observations was made 80 that
ths interval between observations was ths sams for cach beginning tea-
cher in the study. During the fazll term, because of illmess or other rea-
sons, the experimental group was reduced t6 96, Tiir rather large
1loss of subjects was due partly to the fact that mabjects ware matched
in clusters of four. When one subject was lost, data for all four
matched subjects in the cluster had to be droppsec from the final
analysise

Tha data collscted from the experimental phase of the project in-
cluded observations by three different teams of trained observers of
boginning teachors who wers ziven four different tweatmants. These obser-
vatioa data were ratings of taen different teaching hehaviors appraised by
the thres observers on four different aduinistrations. The data also
included four differont administraticns of an attitude scale to these

o ;- L T L P e o - EnD 1.4
. - . . = o N




B
.
L LeA\n

.Qﬁ?
>

A

[T

o e o,

T, p—

- -, ~ - ' [N
. . - P
I . PPN - p
N 4 ~ -
prd Yoo o= N A ™ .
¢ = Al . > -
o= - '

bogimming tecchers.s Thaeco dste wore then analyzed by computers in the
Resaareh Oicloco of tha State Supsvintendent of Public Iastruction.
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CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF THE DATA

Inteoduction

The main effect to be studied was bho ‘exparimental treatments of thres
groups of matched beginning teachers compared to a fourth matched group on
the basis of their classroom performances. The data collected for this
analysis were the judgements of obserwver tsams as to ten different teaching
behaviors of these subjects. These judgements were made four times at
approximately one-month intervals.

The first step in the analysis of the main effect of the study was an
assessment of the reliability of the observers! ratings. The independent
Judgements of observers who rated the same teacher were compared as a test
of reliaoility. To see if the ten different teaching behaviors rated were
in fact different, the combined ratings of observers for each beshavior were
correlated with each of the other behaviors,

Then the observer ratings of ths four treatment groups were analyzed to
see if there were differences in teaching performances among the groups.
These analyses of group differences were made for each of tie four rounds of
observer ratings.

A secondary effect of the study was to be the apparent effects of treat-
ments upon the attitudes of the beginning teachers, feachers in the four
treatment groups respondsd t;.: an attituds scals based upon the semantic
differential technique as reported by Osgood and revised on the basis of
pilot study results. The attitude scale was adminiatered four times at
ronthly intervals. The responses of the four groups were studied to deter-
mine if there were differences among the four groups in attitudes towards
different concepts associated with teaching.

35
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- The total group's ratings on tha four ohservation rounds were compared
) with grade point averages in college and, separately, with grade point in

Eclucation coursas,

.
' .
e U s o R s

. Anglysis of the Observation Ratiig Procedures

Teams of three observers viecited teachors in each of the four treatment
groups, The observers made their Judgements of ten different teaching
behaviors independantly. There were a total of nine observers. In the four
N rounds of observations, observer assignments were rotated so thet a different
team judged each teacher on each of the four rounds. Table 8 shows correls-
tion coefficients of the three observers® ratings in each team for each of
N ths four rounds. In order to compare three observer scoraes, Pearson pro-

\ } duct moment coefficients, which were obtained for each pair »f observers,

L

were converted to Fisher 7 scores.t Product moment correlations betwesn

pairs of ohservers are repoxted in Appendix B.

. 5 "

As reported in Table 8, correlations of observer judgements ranged from
29 to 88, The total correlation nf all observers on each round varied

}hi.,f from «38 to .02, The degres to which ohservers judged teachers the sams way
N was less than reported in the pilot study. Thic lesser amount of agreement
B i nay have been due to the greater number of observers (nine compared to
three), or to the changes in the evaluation instrument. The instrument

1 Henry F. Garrett, "Statistics in Psychology and Education®, New Yorks
David McKay Co., Inc., 1962, pages 13k, 172.
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TABIE 8

OBSERVER CORRELATIONS® BY TBAM BY ROUND BY EEHAVIOR

B _ Behavinrs

> i Jbserver

4 Tem

® 1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10 Overall

Round 1 *\

1 B0 Wb5 52 W52 3B W52 W9 Sk W9 W29 W6

R 2 52 55 W66 u63 6L W85 .65 W56 39 W6 5T

L

- j 3 ‘.53 67 58 63 JBL W59 6L 55 W65 ST W59

" Round 2
1 56 TS W68 59 WL W61 G066 82 W72 W72 W67
2 69 ok JI5 W15 W62 oT6  WT8  STL  SO6L 56 W72
3 rah o2h W24 W20 W32 W31 .29 W29 W31 W23 W27

- Round 3

A

' 1 80 .87 o8 .81 Bl 488 .80 8L 85 .81 .82

. 2 28 428 .36 435 W53 452 W53 W29 429 433 W30
3 8l 460 Sh 88 L0188 67 60 5Lk W58 59

Round %

1 129 L9 oS W38 463 WL W9 WO WO AT W7
2 JT6 19 W1 W77 ST W77 W76 W75 W80 T8 LT
3 r81 J9 W86 81 86 .86 Bk 8L 82 .80 .82

B | ' — — - e

' i - & Correlations are from converted Fisher 2 scorcs of Pearson r's
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used in The experimsnt wes sdspted from tho Stanford scale used in the pilot
studye A third possible source of variation might be the interaction of
observers and the instrument. Inspection of the data on observer agresment
revealed that two of the nine observers accounted for most of the variations
in observers' judgements, When the ratings in which the two observers par-
ticipated are omitted (Table ¢) the remsining coefficlents of correlation,
especially on ths fourth round, are similar to those obtained in the pilot
study.

In spite of the relatively low degres of observer agresment, calecula-
tions bagsed upon the Spearman-Broyn relizbiiity formlal produced coaffi-
clents sufficiently high in the judgement of ths project staff to warrant
further treatment of the observer data. (Ses Table 1J)

Inter-Lten correlstions were compubed for pairs of the ta behavicws.
These correlations were calculated for each of the four rounds of observa-
tions, The coefficients of correlation betwesn teaching performsnces based
upon maan ratings by observers in Round L are reported in Table 11, The
very high eorrelaticns obtained suggest that either different behaviors
arc closely related in actual practice or observers tendsd ©o be influsnced
by some behaviors when rating others. ' ,' ‘ |

The evaluation instrument was conceived of es ten behaviorg constitu-
ting four steps in a teaching cycle. These @éps‘ were {a) ,cogxigihations of
bahaviors 1 and 2, (b) behaviors 3, L and 5,. () beheviors 6, 7 axd 8, and
(d) behaviors 9 and 10, Inspection of the correlations betwesn bshaviors
suggests, however, that there is little Justification for seeing these com-
binations as distinct stens in the teaching process, and considerable

" lgarrett, page 3h3.
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CORRELATTIONS CATATINED WHEN TWO OBSERVERS'
RATINGS WERE OMITTED

Bshavior

RarsmAd
ATV BN

O @® - O8N U & W N

o

L | .

61
67
59
61
56

] 459

«6l
.62
59
53

72

o172
67
67
065

o13
76
268
o711
76
o717
o7h
72
o13
o1

Overall

60

+69

o172

TR P P T S TP A ey e
b 0 - x s - e
PP } A B X 3 L . - - ~"5 P BRI ’ J
' i - e .. - . R ). [
R 1 > Y - £ 4 . ) w v
" . . AT e N
- ', . 1y 27 = .

Lo RN o S -
I e N +
A . . N . e .
Py . ,‘ “ ,‘, - i

,{g




» [« oo
R 77 W Yo VUV PRI WO S

40
TABIE 10

RELIABILITY OF OBSERVER APPREISALS BY TEAM
BY ROUND BY BEHAVIOR

Behavior
Obgerver
Team 1 2 3 L4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Overall
Round 1
1 o7 oTL 77 oTT 62 oTT oTh 78 T4 o55- 72
2 T 479 o85 Bl 482 B85 85 J79 W66 .72 .80
3 8l 86 Bl Bl oT8 8L .82 (79 85 L80 LBl
Round 2
1 979 090 l86 081 990 .86 .85 .8’4 088 988 086
2 87 90 S0 90 8L 87 .85 .86 .82 .79 «88
3 ok LG U9 b3 59 W57 55 W55 5T b7 .53
Round 3
1l 092 495 92 .93 U 96 92 W93 95 .93 93
2 oSl oSh 263 462 oTT oTT o717 55 55 <60 6l
3 Ol 82 .78 81 .82 81 .86 .82 .78 .81 81
Round 4
1 055 oTh oTL 65 Bh 82 U $ET 67 T3 473
2 o7 492 91 91 o,90 9L WL W90 92 W92 91
3 093 292 9L 93 SU WU b W93 93 W92
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4 Justification for interrweting cll tho behavicrs o clessly related acpects

of & general teaching perf~vmance.

ks
.
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Ubservers were instructed to score zero for a teaching behavior which
they felt thay were unable to obaserves, Ono test of the usefuinsss of the

instrurants was believed to be the perceutage of zero scorese Only 18 of

1260 hehaviors, 1.42 per cent, were scored zero. These zero ratings were
Judged to be an insignificant limitation to the uscfulness of ths instrument.
Finally. each of the nine obsarvers and two members of the research
staff, who were occasionaily used as substitute observers (one of whom was
an observer in the pilot study), were questionnaired as to their opinions
= about various aspects of the instrument. A summery of their responses to
the queeti.oﬂs which were asked gppears in Table 312, Thess tabulations
show that the observers were nearly unanimous in their belief that the
instrument was a falr and valid basis for ev-luating teaching, and that
aach teaching performance represented a distinct behavior which they felt
:,, thay had no difficulty in isolating during tieir appraisals of the bsgin-
- ning teachers.
Analysis of the observers! ratings and g queclionnaire to the obser-
vers resulted in the following judgements by the project staff concerning .
the observation p-ocedure: '

l. Observer agreement was less than anticipated, but was judged to
gztadequately reliabls for purposes of further analysis of the
Qe

2. The relatively low agreement among obssrvers probably produced
}\ considerable variability of the ratings within trestment groupse
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3. High correlations between mean scores of different teaching behav- J
iors suggected that tho different scores should be treated as -
different approaches to rating ons general complex of teaching s
performances. L

U. The obgervers supported the evalustion instrument and the proce-
grgs_ for. appralsing teachers. This was judged to be supporting
8viaance tnav vie procogures ware vallGe.

Anglysis of Classroom Performance

The observer teams made their first visits to the teachsrs in the four
Gifferent treatment groups beginning with the second week of school and
cortimuing through the fourth week. The msan ratings of these observer
teuns for esch of the ten toaching bshaviors are reported for each group
in Tabie i3 The sama table alsc reporte the F ratios in an analysis of
variance. No differences which were significsnt were found among ths
groups fer any of the ten behsviors. Except for behavior mumber 1, the F
ratios, in fact, spproached zero. Apparently the mabtching procedurss and
celection {echniques were effective in equating the four groups at the
outset of the study. Inspection of the mean scores shows that the avarage
levels of performance of the subjects were somewhat below the average to ba
expected of a theoreticel teaching population universs, l.e. LQ on a seven
point scale,

The design of the experiment called for a procedurs of adjusting such
differences as would appear in this initial round of obsaervabion through
an anelysis of covariance. In the covarisice analysis the means on the
initial round of observations were to be used as the control variable in
the subsequent analysis c? differences among groupé on these later observer

ratingse This analysis of covariance followed six steps suggested by
lindquist,t

1 E, F. mndqu:fst "Design and Analysis of Experimenis in Psychology and
Education®, Houghton Miffl!: Co., Boston 1958, pagea 332-333.
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- TABIE 13

MEAN PERFORMANCE RATINGS OF 7HE FOUR TREATMENT

o GRGUPS ON FIRST ROUND CF OBSERVATION

,; Pegieggﬁee T:*s:—;atman‘b,Group Heuns F -
: Sroup 1  Grows 2 Orsup 3 Growp L Rablos
_% 1, Sultebility of Goals 275 3.13 3,00 245k .78
2. Acceptance ol Goals 2,65 2,63 2,80 2.61 <07

; 3: BExplanction of Resources 2665 2,90 3,04 2.7 423
o L. Selecting the Plan 2057 2.76 2,81 2,59 013
b 'S, Organizing the Class 2474 2,72 2,82 2,96 12
Z 6. Classrcom Control 2072 2,89 2,89 2,85 07
- 7. Classroon Climate 2460 2,70 2,87 2,80 012
8¢ Active Participation 3.04 2,89 3409 2493 +09
9. Measuring Achievement 2472 2,92 2,81 2,48 Ol
; 10, Using Measurement 2,70 2,82 2,70 2,47 .23
° 11, Performances i and 2 270 2,88 2,50 2,57 . 6
12, Porformances 3, h and £ 2,65 2,79 2,89 2,78 09
13, Performances 6, 7T and 8  2.79 2.83 2,95 | 2.86 +05
- 1l, Perfcrmances 9 snd 10 2472 2,87 2,76 2,18 30
15, Performances 1 - 10 2,72 2,84 2,88 2,70 +09
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Cbservers were re-assigned to different teams and weont through a - B

peried of retraining before moking a second round of visits to the beginning
teachers. This sccond round teosk place four and a half weeks aftes the first "

round. The ratings of observers for each group and for each teaching bte-
havior are reported in Table 1l Observers judged the entire population
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consisting of all four groupas to be inferior in parformances wh.en compared

to the initial round of observations. On the 4O mean ratings, 38 are lower
than the mean ratings made in the first round. Inspection of thess date
suggests that there are no differences among treatment groups in the natterns
cf changs.

The analysis of covariance is shown in Table 15. As expscted from the
inspection of data, no significant differences were found among the four
groups for any of the ten behaviors.,

A third round of obsarvations was made following the same procedures
which were carried out in the sacond round. Obgerver teams' judgements
are reported for each of the ten behaviors in Tabie 18, Inspecticn of
this table shows a differeat tendency for the mean sacores to vary than was
* found in the second round. Croups I and I'I show consistent improvement,
while Groups III and IV remsin at relatively low levels of teaching perform-
ance. All of the mean ratings for Groups I and II show gains over their
cbaerver ratings on the sacond round. In the case of Group I, nine of the
ven behaviors are rated higher than they wers rated on the first rcund.

In the case of Qroup II, s=ven of the ten behaviors wers auperior to
round one. This consistent pattern of changes wes not considersd to be
explaincble in’ terms of pure chance.

The analysis of covariance is shown in Table 17. No significant
differcnces were found among the four groups for any of the ten bohaviors.
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*r TABIE 15
", AMALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES OF MEAN SCORES AMONG
i THE FOUR GROUPS, EACH OF 18 SUBJECTS, OBTAINED ON THE SECOND
I ROUND OF OBSERVATIONS (ROUND 1 OBSERVATION RATINCS
= USED AS COVARIAELE)
— e A S P Sy ANy >
Sowice Sums of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares 4°
\ for Reund 2 . Products: for Round 1

AR

A

l, Teaching Performance: Sultability of Goals

E—

; Treatments (T) 1.35 2.17 3,72 3
l Subjects (S) 22,97 17.10 45,9 -~ 17
B TxS (Errornx E) 95063 210521» 81951 51

F ratio = 4083 (n.s.)

N, _

2o Teeching Performance: Student Acceptance of Goals

B __z e

Treatments (T) 3.79 - 01 «36 3
Subjects (S) 38,37 1,61 56,19 17
? x S (Error: E) 93058 - 2,10 950442 51

F ratio = o670 (ness)

3¢ Teactiing Porformanchs Uae 6£ Raesources

‘ Trestments (T) 3407 oli0 1.51 3
' Subjects (S) 29485 ° 1.43 49.19 17
T x S (Error: E) 103,77 10 109,52 51

F ratio = 493 (n.s.)

Le Teaching Performance: Selecting the Plan

Troctments (T) 1.27 57 78 3
Subjects (8S) 33,86 16,33 49,78 17
T £ 8 (Brror: E) 97.13 23494 995k 51

1.‘ F ratio = ,191 (n.e.)
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TABLE 15 --Cor L.
Sourco Sums of Squares Sums of Crosg- Sums of Squares  df X
- for Round 2 Products for Round 1
5¢ Testhing Pebformance: Qrganizing the Class
Treatments (1) 1,02 - W9 65 3
Subjects (8) 42,49 3026 6805 17
T x 8 (Error: E) 111.hk 19,80 91,07 51
| F rabie = 4196 (nos.)
" - N
Bl 6. Teaching Performance: Class Control.
i Treatments (7) 1.31 o6 «33 >
Subjects (S) h5.24 3he35 68,60 17
T x S (Error: E) 105,k 20,8l 81,27 51
A= F ratio = :182 (n.s.)
R 7+ Teaching Performances Classroom (iimate
: Treatments (T) 1,67 «69 ' 70 3
3 Subjects (S) STe7h 29,04 57499 17
' T x S (FError: E) 109,33 30,03 100,33 51
F ratio = ,219 (3030)
8, Teaching Performance: Student Participation
B Treatments (T) 1,31 031 ols9 3
: Subjeots (S) 39,23 19,27 51,10 17
T x 8 (Error: E) 10k, 17.72 944,08 51

F ratio = ,198 (n.s.)
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i TABLE 15--Continued
N \
Source Suris of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares  df

for Round 2 Products for Round 1

R |
.3 g

9o Teaching Performance: NMeasuring Achievement

Trestments (T) 167 1.19 1.87 3
: Subjects (S) 25.77 14,37 46,12 17
3 T x S (Error: E) 911,90 15,91 82,66 51

F ratio = 0228 (n.s‘)

10¢ Teaching Performance: Using Measurement

Treatments (T) 3,22 «T1 116 3
Subjects (S) 29492 16,64 L3.7h 17
T x S (Error: E) 86427 8,61 , 86457 51

F ratio = 0602 (noSQ)

11, Step One: Performances 1 and 2

i Treatments (T) 8.52 6452 5.10 3
. Subjects (S) 113,11 77.78 196,93 17
T x S (Errors: E) 355,02 80,39 - 335,95 51

F ratio = +286 (n.s:)

12, Step Two: Performances 3, L and 5

‘ Treatments (T) 13.05 2,90 he51 3
, SUijOtS (S) 300,19 18h.52 h8h023 17
* ? x S (Error: E) 883472 197.49 848,68 51

F ratio = 237 (n.s.) -
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Lz TAELE 15-~Contiruned

: Source Sums of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares df
for Round 2 Products for Round 1
13. Step Three: Performances 6, 7 and 8
Treatments (T) 11.73 3530 2,29 3
3 Subjects (8) 113,85 2lih.81 509,53 17
a T x § (Error: E) 91k.66 213495 758,12 51
F ratio = 196 (nss.)
. 1, Step Four: Performances 2 and 10
Treatments (T 9,11 3;81 592 3
. Sub’ sets (S) 107,12 61.54 178.13 17
2 T x S (Brrors E) 350,03 48kS 331,50 51
f'; F ratio = 039)4 (noSQ)
15, A1l Performances (total)
g Teaabments (') 140,11 76,91 112,92 3
Subjects (S) 3287.88 2095460 5023095 17
T x 8 (Brros: E) 9042,52 2017457 8152.93 51

F ratioc = 4210 (n.s.)
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TABIE 17

LRRPE SR FVLL I £33 S0 S

ANSLYSIS OF COVARYANCE: SIGNIFICANGE OF DIFFERMNCES OF MBEAK 1'CORIS AMONG
: THE FOUR QROUPS, FACH OF 18 SUBSECTS, OBTAINED OF THE THI-D
| : ROUND OF ORSERVATIONS (ROUND 3. ORSERVATION RATINGS

USED AS COVARTABLE) ‘

PR BN, g Y e
L g e

Source Sume of Squerss Sums of Cross  Sums of Squares  d&f
: for Round 3 - Procuste for Round 1

1. Teaching Performence: Sultsbilgty of Guels

3
H
F
i
H
§ s o R
3

Treatnonts (1) 9037 134 3,72 3
Subjects {8) 29,85 7.6k 15,90 17
; Tz § {(Erzor: B) 86669 17.7% 82,51 51

F rablo = 1,80 {ncse}

. w”

2. Teaching Performance: Studsnt Accephance of CGosgis

y Treatrents (T) Te53 16 238 3
] SubJects (S) 37.58 224 SEals9 17
: Tx8 (Ermrz E) 110,0h ~ 3,09 - 95o2 51

F rotio = 1,10 (n.se)

i 3 Teaching .Pezfomances Usa’of.Resources

Treatments {T) 35,19 I 1,51 3
Subjecte (3) ~ 37.00 - 1,10 49019 17
T x S {Exrror: E) 88,17 - <59 109,52 ) !

F ratio = 983 (n.se)

IR AR X

4, Teaching Performances ‘Selacting the Flan

Treatments {7) bo73 1 Y | 3
Subjects (S) 32,18 10.1); W8 - 17
T x 8 (Error: E) 97.18 17.27 99.64 X

F ratio © 878 (1.8.)
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TABLE 17--Contimned

J—is - — A, E—— S T~ Y —
: = AP N E——— o~

S.arce Sums of Cquares Sums of Crogg- Sums of Sguaras af
Zor Round 3 Prodiucts for Round 1

o

5+ Toaching Porférminde: Jrganizing the Class

Treatments (T). 74.815‘ - 1.87 65 3
Sabjects (S) 38,29 10,99 68,06 17
? x 8 {Errors E) 1356k U467 91407 51

3 F ra;&io 8 1.233 (nos.)

; \ 6, Teaching Performemce: Class Control

e

; treatments (T) 5.77 ~ o8 o33 3
Sudjscts (S) 39416 126k 6860 17
®'x § {Error: E) 121,60 18497 81,27 51

¥ ravle = 09)#9,' {nese)

o~ - 2 e

] Te Teachkiug Performance: Classroois Clinate
| Treatments (1) - %71 L o0
Subjects {S) - 50,10 15.49 57492

B ra_tic = 10&59 (noﬁo)

U e Se - Partd

8, Teaching Performence: Student Participation

0

R Ve s P T JE AP G SR T R

geatments (T) 6077 - #25 b2
Subjects (5) 3157 20,09 51,10,
Tx5 (Erors B} 0Lk 22.53 T

F ratic = Lo113 (n,8.)

L e = o Ay . - [SapiPpw iy ESP N - - . e Wty fpsnriaraat it 2
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TAZLE 17~--Continuod
Source Sumg of Sruarss Sume of Oross- Sums of Squares af

for Round 3 Preduete for Round 1

9s Teaching Perfermanctet Maaauri.ng Achievement

Treatmente {(T) 6,37 2436 1.87 3
Subjects {S) 26,77 15.62 46.22 17
T x 8 (Ef2orbt E) 87,86 15.92 82,66 51
P ratdo = 1,076 {nes¢)
30, Tesching Parformance: Using Megsurement
Treatmente (T) 10659 2:77 1)16 3
Subjects (3) 12,31 22,23 L3 Th 17
? x S {Error: E) 92,54 1567 86057 51
F ratio = 1,778 (no@o)
12, Stép Onas Pezv.‘r.‘ormancés land2
Treatnents (T) 32499 012 5.10 3
Subjects (8) 129,31 55629 196,93 17
? x S {(Errors E) 371,53 83,16 335.9% 51
F ratio = 1,565 (nes,)
Treatnents (T) h9013 - 10‘.65 i;.Sl 3
Siibjects (S) 303,12 100326 h8h¢23 W §
T x S (Error: E) 81h,23 157653 848,68 51

P ratio = 1,222 (n.s.)

WA 2T
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TABLE 17-~-Continued

Sums of Squares Sums of Crogs- Sums of Squarss
for Hound 3 Products for Round 1l

r—

13. Step Thres: Performances 6, 7 and 8

Treatnents gr) BT - 9,08
Subjechs (S 334406 139635
T x § (Error: E) 882,22 190,38

F ratio = 1.30!; (ﬁa@o)

1l, Step Four: Performances 9 and 10

Treztnents (T) 33038 10,27
Subjects (S) 130,8Y 75489
x 8 (BError: Ej 339415 62,06

F rai;io = 1.50L (ns'Bo)

15, A1l Performances (total)

Treatnente {T) 679 - 18,37
Subjects (S) 3528,96 146323
T x S (Error: E) 8453. 71 187545kt

F ratio = 2418 {nese)
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Apparently the total variance among the four greups was n;:t sufficiently
| greater than the variance within each of the four groups. Contributing
| to this within-group variance was the relatively low amcunt.of agreement
among observers which has been discussed. Also the means for the total of
all behaviors for each group ranged from 2,34 to 2.96 on & 7-point scale.
The ratings weve thus depresséd wiiliin the 7-pdint scale to-a relatively
small range, limiting the potential amount of variance for this analysis,

The fourth round of observations took place in January, the last
month of the fall term. The means for sach of the four groups on the
‘ten behaviors comparéd te the respective means of these groups on thé
r first round of observations is reported in Table 18. The three expsrimental
groups (I, II, and III) on this serles of observations were rated as
superior to Group IV in 28 of 30 comparisons. The degree of superiority on
the total teaching performance of Group I over Group IV was 31 per cent,
for Group II over Group IV was 26 per csnt, and for Group III over Group IV
was 58 per cent. These percentagzs are based upon the net gains of groups
compared to the Greup IV mean »ating. In thess ratings the lowes. possible
seors was L,0 To calculate the tzue relationship of the net gains of the
groups to the mean rating of Group IV on ail ten behaviors the actual mean é
rating of Group IV, 2.55, was converted to 1.55. The graph in Figure 1
shows the actual reletionship of these scores. ‘

Group IIT was superior to all groups and considered superior to Qroups
I and IT by about the same degree these two groups were considered the
superlor of Group IV, The changes in rated performances on the part of
Group III betwéen round 3 and round L were the greatest degreeﬁ of change
noted by obseryeré in the entire stady. | ,

In tems’ of net change from the beginning of éxe gtudy to.the ‘end
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of the study, six of the ten behaviors, teacking performances 3 through 8,
show the most magked"differences betwesn experimental groups and Group IV.
These are the gehaviors which observers judged most likely to be seen as
direct; or overiy, behavior by the teacher during %he perlou of obssrvations.
On these six behaviors the superiority of the ax@erimentaT groups to
Group IV ranged from 28 per cent to 78 per c¢ont of the mean Group I‘J’ratings°
The analysis of covariance is given in Table 19, This analysis shows
no significant difference among éhe four groups. As in the analysis on
the third round, in this fiﬁal round the total variance amopg groups was nob
sufficiently larger than the variance within groups to be considered
significant,
Summary of the Data on Classroom Perfcrmance
There are no differences in total variance among the four treatment
groups which were significant, There were consistent patterns of difference
among the groups in certain directions, These patterns are illustrated
by the graph in Figure 1 which summarizes these tendencies by showing
the means of the four groups calculated from the total judgements of
observers on all ten behaviors for each of the four rounds. These consistent

patterns c¢f change show:

1. Groups I and II wore rated consistently superior to Groups III and
IV at the third round of observations.

2. All three experimental groups were superior to Group IV on the
final round.

3. Grcup I1I was superior to all of the other groups on all behaviors
in the final round.

Variations of rating, within treatment groups. the small number of
subjects in the final matched group analyeis, and the limited range of

performance scores all contributed to the finding that variability among the

,A.M,m,/w,«.,,m...w...wmmm,ﬂm,.,,vw.-

'
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TABL. 19

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: SIGNIFICANCE OF LIFFERENCES OF MZAN SCORES AMOMNG
THE FOUR GROUPS, EACH OF 18 SUBJECTS, OBTAINED ON THE FOURTH
ROUND OF OBESERVATIONS (ROUND 2 OBSERVATICN RATINGS
‘ USED AS COVARTAELE).

] e o e . = i

. > e e gy a1 g

Source Sums of Squares Ju.us of Cross- Oums of lquares

ag
for Round I Products for Round 1
le Teaching Porformance: Suitability of Goals
Troatments {T) 8.10 Lol 3,72 3
Subjects (S) 31,22 12,30 45.99 17
T x 8 (Error: E} 110,60 M 81.51 51
F ratioc = 1,01 {n.s,)
2+ Teaching Performance: Student Acceptance of Goals
Treatments (T) . 5626 012 «38 3
Subjects (S) 50,07 1ol 56049 17
T x S (Error: E) 125,78 . - 23 ‘ 95,122 51
F ratio = 969’4 (n.s.)
3+ ‘Poaching Performanch: Uae of Risources
Treatments (T) 11,97 »718 1.5 3
Subjects (8) 51,09 - SeBﬁ 19.19 17
T % S (Exror: E) 130,32 - 059 209,52 51
F ratio = 14529 {n.8.)
L. Teaching Performance: Selscting the Plan
Troatments (T) 1477 2,12 .78 3
Subjects (8) 30,88 18.61 49,78 Js.’li

T x S (Error: E) 134,48 18.28 99.64
' F ratio = 1.779 (n.8.)
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TABLE 19--Contimsed
Source Sams of Squares Sums of Croes- Sums of Squares — df
for Round 4 Products Fox» Round 1
S. Toaching Porformgmse: Orgenizing the Class
Treatments (T) ‘ 9.10 ~ %020 065 -3
Subjscts (S) 32,33 28495 68,08 17~
T x S {(Error: E) 116,06 8.11 91,07 51
F ratio = 1,065 (n.s.)
6. Teaching Performances Class Comirol
Troatments (T) 12,72 .80 033 3
Subiects (8) 40,79 32,21 68,60 17
T x 8 (Error: E) 114089 29087 81.27 51
3 F ratio = 1,350 (n,s.)
7. Teaching Performance:s Classroom Climate
Treatments (T) 111k 1,08 «70 3
Subjacts (S) 36,06 2he92 57699 17
| T x 8 (Error: E) 135,12 23,38 10033 51
' F ratio = 1,369 (nese)
1 = -
8, Teaching Performance: Student Participation
Treatments (T) 17035 2,09 o9 3
Subjecta (S) Ao T75 . 19,96 51.10 17
T x S (Error: E) 127029 26,55 9k, 08 51
F ratio = 2,333 (n.e0)
»
B
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TABLE 19-~Contimed

Source Sums of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums cf Squares df
for Round L Products for Round 1

9« Teaching Performance: Measuring Achievement

Treatmente (T) 9,00 . 3432 1.87 3
Subjects (S) 35,54 17,54 $6,12 "17

T x S (Error: E) 108,30 19,42 82,66 51
' Fratio = 10198 (n:;Sa)

PSR-

10, Teaching Performance: Using Neasurement

Treatments (T) 15,48 2,05 1,16 3
Subjects (S) 52,23 13,88 3.7L 17
? x S (Error: E) 10509 12,32 86,57 51

F ratio = 24373 (n.s.)

11, Step One: Performances 1 and 2

Treatments (T) 25478 9,89 5.10 3
Subjects (S) 14845 7195 196,93 17
T x 8 (Error: E) 115,01 71059 335,98 51

F ratic -~ 0836 (3950)

12. Step Twos Performances 3, U4 and 5

Treatments (T) 102.82 6060 hoSl 3
Sﬁbjﬂcts (S) 292.25 19&019 h8h923 17
™~ TxS (Error: E) 1168,08 102,35 818468 51

F ratio = 1,460 (n.s.)
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TABLE 19--Contimmed

Source Sums of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares Qaf
for Round 4 Products for Round 1

13s 3tep Three: Performances 5, 7 and 8

Treatunents (T) 117,57 10,15 2,29 3
Subjects (S) 315,18 225,19 509,53 17
T % S (Errors k) 1162,96 198,43 758012 51

F ratio = 1.685 (ns:s.)

14, Shep Four: Performances 9 and 10

Treatmorts (T) 46.83 131,07 5,92 3
Subjects (5) 166,58 63,11 178,13 17
? x S (Error: E) 413,55 62,33 331,50 51

F ratio = 1.77h {(n.s.)

i 15, All Performances (toutal)

f Treatments (T) 1050,55 179,78 12,92 3
‘ Subjects (S) 3441.69 2051,80 5023495 17
: T x 8 (Error: E) 1631,73 1662,0l 8152.93 51

F ratio = l.4hO (n.s.)
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groups was not significani. The consistent pattera of differences, however,
does mot appgar to the staff o be a finding which tan-be atiributed. .

to chance, and is thus considered to be a significant result of this analysis.

Analysis of the Data on Teacher Attitudes

The revised attitude srale was administered to all the beginning teachers
in the study during each round of observations. The scale consisted of
seven concepts related to the profession of teaching which appeared to
discriminate among subjects during the pilot study. These concephs were
tests, teachers' meetings, schocl adninistrators, homework; teaching work
load, grading and teaching as a career. Adjective scalss were taken from
Osgood's thesaurus analysis. These scales were tested during the pilot
study, and those scales which appeared to be most promising as discrimin-
ators were utilized. Particular adjeciive scales varied somewhat from concept
to concept, depending upon the evidence obtained in the pilot study, The
revised scale appears in Appendix B,

The first adminiatraticn of the attitude scale, during the 7irst round
of observations, tonk place betwsen ths second and fourth weeks of school.
Each subject was mailed & copy of the attitude test befors the observaticn
team's first visit. At the conclusion of the observaiion the team pickcd up
the completed attitucde test from the subject. The same procedure waé
foliowed in the laier administration of the test.

Mean scores and standard deviations for sach treatmant group of "‘oegin—
ning teachers for each adjective pair ca each cencept are reported in

Table 28 in Appendix B. The same hable shows these data for &2l four

——

g administrations of this semantic differential attitude scale. Iow scores
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indicate relatively high or favorable attitudes, and high scores indicats
low or unfavorasble attitudes.

The initial assessment of attitudes indidited a generaliy favorable
feeling towards the profession of teaching. OCn the seccnd administration
of the attitude test; four and a half weeks after the first administration,
most of the mean scores of the groups wers in the negative direciion.

(Table 20) There was not much net change in attitude by the entire popvls-
tion of the study after the second administration. A possible exception

was the changes in attitudes reflected towards the concept, "Teaching

Work Load". Ths beginning teachers showed a strong negative change towards
this concept on the second round of appraisais, followed by a strong positive
change on the third round of administrations.

Table 21 reports the net changes in attitude from the first to the last
administration of the test by treatment groups. Only members of Group IT
changed their responses to the attitude scale in a positive direction.

Group II attitude scores were slightly lower than other groups at the
beginning of the study, which may accoun? partly for this difrsrence in
pattern of attitude changes.

Table 22 shows the analysis of variance of group mean scores on the
attitudé scale when data for all four rounds are grouped. Signiticaut
differences between rounds, or administrations, were found for two of the
seven concepts. There were no significant differsnces among treat;ﬂent groups.
The significant F ratios betwsen rounds, together with results of simple
imapection of the direction of attitude changes, suggest that there was
a significant tendency fur all the beginning teachers to show more negative
attitudes toward teaching after the first month nf exparience.

'I‘he F ratios obtained for each round in the analysis of variance among
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TABIE 20
IIRECTION OF ATTITUIE CHANGES BY TREATMENT GROUPS SHOWN ON FOUR
ANIINISTRATIONS OF THE SEMANTIC INFFERENTIAL SCALE
From Round 1 to 22 From Round 2 to 32 From Round 3 to kC
Concept No. Pos- | No. Neg-|Wo Pos-| No Neg- | No. Pos-| No. Neg-
itive ative itive abive itive ative
i Teshs 5 2k i3 17 16 Al
2¢ Teachorst
Meatings I ~a 15 17 17 15
3e School Admin-
istrators 9 19 7 21 ) 13
be Homewerk 8 22 18 1l 18 13
S5¢ Teaching Work
Load 3 23 20 g 17 10
6. QGrading 1l i} )Y 18 9 L 16
Te Teaching as a
Carsor 6 18 8 16 12 il

aNo changps 9 comparison: bHo changes 3 comparisons ©No changes L comparisons
TABIE 21

NET CHARGES IN ATTITUDES FROM THE BEGINNING TO THE END
QF THE STUDY BY THE FOUR TREATHENT GROUFS

-~ o A2 ~ -
(AR WA e < ot 2 dvry v BB v |

e L YA
L e PV S

Direction of Sh_g._r#e of Attitude cn idjective Pairs
Group Negative -t Pogitive i No Change
Group I 39 ) ; 11 3 ‘ 1 N
Group II l 2k g 27 i -
Group III L3 ! 7 1
Group IV 39 E 9 i 3
L “;‘i T - N ; SR S el W‘——Jm jj




TABIE 22

AGLLYSIS OF VARIALCE 410.G STJECTS TESTLD WITIMIT FOUR TREATIET GROUPS
ON FOUR ROUNDS OF THE SEMATIC DIFFEREI‘ITI{&L ATTITODE TEST

Source of Variance Sums of Squares Mean Squares df F ratios
1, Concept: Tests
Trestments (T) | 29L1,80 98427 3 1,103
Rounds (R) 76,80 25,60 3 1.99
Subjects tested with-
in Treatments (S:7) 8,208.90 89.23 92
Treatments x Rounds (TR) 117.20 13.02 9 1,01°
Rounds x Subjects (R S:sT)  3,558.20 12.89 276 :
2o Concept: Toachertis Mestings
Treatments (T) 520,20 173,40 3 958
Rounds (R) 188,70 62490 3 3.60."
Subjects tested with~
in Treatments (S:T) 16,704.,90 181,58 92
Treatments x Rounds (TR) 112,70 12,52 9 «72¢
Rounds x Subjects {R S:T}  4,620.80 17.L7 276
3. Concgpt: School Administrators
Treatments (T) 339.90 113.30 3 1.2;7%.-.
Rounds (R) 130.90 L3.63 3 323%%
Subjacts tested with-
in Trestments (S:T) 7,099.60 T7.17 92 o
Treatments x Rounds (TR) 93.90 10.43 9 »9L°
Rounds x Subjects (R S:7) 3,063.50 11,10 276
& Fp = M8y
5 - MSg,p
FR - lﬁﬁ_
- 1Bps.7p ]
¢ Fp=MSqy ;
"SRiST

# Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 22-Continued

L. Cencept: Homework

Treatments (T) 232,90 77463
Rounds (R) 73.20 2l.150
Subjects tested with- ) '
in Treatments (S:T) 17,095.80 18,82
Treatments x Rounds (TR) 69,20 7669
Rounds x Subjects (R S:T)  5,099.98 1848

%. Concept: Teaching Work Load

Treatments (7) 867.60
Subjects tested with-

in Treatments (S:T) 13,356.60
Treatments = Rounds (TR) 87.60
Rounds x Subjects (R S:7 2,597.20

v

é. Conceptt @rading

Treatments {(T) €07.00
Subjects tested with-

in Treatments (S:T) 16,877.20
Traatments x Rounds (TR) 256,90
Rounds x Subjects (R S:T)  6,054.20

IR

7. Concept: Teanhing as a Career

Trestoents (T) 132,90
Rounds (R) 3hc50
Snbjects tastad with- ,
in Treatments (S:T) 11, 181,00
Treatments x Rounds (TR) ~  63.90
Rounds x Subjects (H S:F)  1,L05.00

-
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the four treatment groups, is shown in Table 23. 7This table esems to chow
that differences emong the four groups as to aititude were slightly more
pionounced, not significantly, at the begivning of 4ie study and less so

amd oD

ad &iia
L X1 Cild W4,

AL e study,

Inzpaction of Table 26, Appendix B, shows that there was 1ittls nst
change in zttitude during tie peried of the study. Only 15 of 204 group
mean scores on differsnt edjsctive peire of the seven concepts tested
changed by as much .as half of & point cn the seven-point scale used in the
semantic diffurential attistvde test.

Tue Gata obbtalund frem the semautic differential attitude seale do not
appear %o show significant difforsnces which ara related to the experiﬁlental

treatnents of the cubd wcis in this study.

Charasteristics of Teachars Related to Performance

Iwe chavecterictics of the subjects in the study were correlated with
teaching performance. Thase charscterietics were cumelative grade point
average earned in the bachelor dsgree program and the grade point sverage
of courses in Education. These two averages were correlated with the
mean ratinge of cbhserver tesns on each of the ton teaching behaviors
evaluated in the siudy. Table 24 rsports these correlstions for the final
round of obhservations. PBoth asts of correlations show slightly negative
éeiationships s although for practical purposes thase correlations approach
&are. There sppears to be nu correlation of grade point earned in college
with parformance as rated by trained observer teams. Other data regarding
characteristics of bsginming teachers which might have been related to
perfornance in this study resulted in such emall sub-groups, .chat no

practical purpogse seemed likely to be served by further analysis,.
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Sumnary: The Evidence ag to the Major Hypotheses .s
Hypothesis 1 was that tliere would be no differences in selected aspects

of classrcom behavior between groups of elementary teachers who have a
reduction i ioved CoNparss wilh oUheTs WAth no roduction. ALl threa of the 3
exparimental groups were given a reduction in lcad. Compared to Group IV
teachers, Group III teachers had 25 per cent fewer pupils and éroups I and
II teachers met their pupils for 25 per cent lesz time during each day.

The anslysis of covariance supporte the hypothesis in that no signi-
ficart differences among groups were cbtained. The ubserved patierns of
differences wonld reject the hypothesis in that 28 out of 30 comparisons of
Groups I, II and III teachers with Group IV on the final round of appraisals
of classrocm performance showed that each of the experimertal groups were
supericr to tiie control group.

The research staff believed that the consistent findings showing superior
classroom performances by teachers with reduced loads, together with the
relatively large percentage difforencess betwsen mean scorss, can not be
explained as being likely to resvit from pure chance. The staff judged
that the weight of evidence would reject the hypothesis, tut that others may
Judge differsntly frow these same data.

Bypothesis 2 was that thers will be no sigrificant differences in
attitude between groups of elementary teachers with recuced loads and those

with no reduced loads. Again the comparison %o test the hypothasis was
batween Groups I, II and III with Group IV. The analysis of veriance

produced no signiflcant differsnces, neither were there observed patterns

of differences. Regardless of load, beginning teachers tend to change
vhedr attitudes towards teaching in a nagative directicn Jduring the first
five moaths of school. Hypctiesic 2 was nol rejected by the evidunce-
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F RATICS FROM ANALYSES OF VARYANCE AMONG TREATMENT GROUPS ON EACH OF
FOUR ARMINISTRATIONS OF THE SEMANTIC ITFFERENTIAL AITTITUDE TEST
(N«92 ¥ of 2,72 required for .05 level of significancs)

. BT S

F Ratios
Round 1 _i Round 2 Round 3 { Round by

Concept

1, Tests .56 . osll 223 1.06

2. Teachers!
Meetings 1.77 91 62 U7

3. Admin? -trators 2471 1.38 1,07 51
lh Homework .17 373 .2)4 .hB

5« ‘Peaching Worle
Load 292,8 069 079 1.20

60 Grading 2.12 065 .86 c99

7« Teaching as e
Career 2,51 1.16 92 «37

o
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TABLE 2l

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF ALL-COLLEGE GRADE POINT AVERAGES AND
EDUCATION CCURSE GPA WITH FINAL RATINGS OF TEACHING PERFORMANCES

Teaching Performance

r with Collsge
GPA

# with Edication
Course GPA

1,
2,

1 8

Suitabllity of Goals

Student Acceptance
of Goals

Use of Resources
Selecting the Plan
Organizing the Class
Classroon Control
Classroom Climate
3tudent Participation
Heasuring Achievement
Using lMeasurement

Total, 1. - 10,

[ ST

-o09

-+C7
-+03
-,08
-o07
-407
-+0l
-+03
1)
~o08
-.07

Al R il ek S SRC L
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Hypothesis 3 was that there will be no significant differences in
terms of gelected aspects of classroom behavior between groups of beginning
elementary teachers who received different types of inservice instruection
during released time periods. 7o test this hypothesls, Groups I and II were
compared. Neither the analysis of covariance or the inspection of patterns
of differences produced evidence which would reject this hypothesis.
Hypothesis i was that there will be no differences in attitudes
betw.,on groups of teachers who received different types of inservice instruc-
tion during relecased time periods. Analysis of variance showed no diff-
erences in the saumantic differential attitude scale betwsen Groups I and II.
Group II differed semewhav from Group I (and also from Groups III and IV)
in that teachers of Group II siowed more evidence of change in attitude in
a positive direction during the pexiod of the study. The net changes in
attitudie, positive or negative, did not appear to be large, and the research

staff judged that the evidence of the study supported, rather than rejected,
Hypothesis L.




CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
| This study was an attempt to see whether cxperimental treatments involving
reduced loads and intensive inservice instruction would affect the performances ~
and attitudes of beginning teachers. The treatmenis were chosen because
an advisory commitiee to the research project believed in the efficacy of
these treatments on “he bases of their respective ackgrounds of experience.

The 25 per cent reduction in load and the inservice instruction which was

glven iuice a week over a period of one semester as treatments 'to experimental
groups of teachers consituted rather gross variables., It was hoped that

these treatments would be sufficiently powerful to be reflected in changes

in behavior, but the treatments were deliberately kept to a moderate deéree

of intensity in hopss that the project staff could make judgements as to the
feasibility of administering these treatments. Questions as to cost of the
treatments and the degree to which the education of teachers would be
prolonggd were factors considered subjectively in setting the intensity of the
experimental treatments.

The project staff hoped %o conclude from the data of the study tc what
extent an internship program for career teachers would be justified. The
practical purpose for the study, then, was to determine the degree to which
internship programs, based upon the experimental treatments in the project;
would bring about changes in behavior which were proportionate to the cost
and effort expended. The staff also uoped to be able to identily questions
which would bs important to study with more refined research designs.

The measures of performance and attitude used were chosen because they
seemed likely to reveal changes in behavior and would yield reliable data ior
comparing subjects. The purpose of the instiruments used was to ldentify

differences among subjects, rather than to help them improve their teaching.
P . ’ 75 R
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The observation check list is not claimsd to be a valid way of assessinyg
the antirc teaching act, but was choser; because it seemed a promising tool
for appraising & sample of a teacher!s classroom skills. The semantic
differential attituds scale was sslected because it was easily administered
and other studies suggested it could be sensitive to differeneeg among
subjects cn concepts which seem to reflect attitudes. Finally, the eveluation
instruments were choseu partly tecause different membsrs of the advisory
committee had experience in other studiex with these instruments.

The experience in this study with the appraisal techniques used to
evaluate teachers! performances suggests that experienced teachers can be
trained to use an observation chsck list and arrive at a fair degree of
agreament with other such traired observers,. Judging €rom thé retings of ~
groups of teachers by teams of observers, the trained sbserver temnds to see
different btehaviors defined in the check-list as different ways of Judging
one, general teaching performance., Also, two of the observers in the study
rated teachers somewhat differsntly than the other seven, A limitation o
this appraisal procedure is the possibility that some cbservers wiil differ
from the majority depending upon personal characteristics which are not
known to the staff of this project.

A possible subject for further study would be tue erient to which
diflorert kinds and amounts of professional experisnce affeet observers!
appraisals of teaching psrformance.

. The observers in this project were trained in seminar sessions with
Dr. Harry Garrison, who helped develcp the Stanford Teacher Competence
Appreaisal Guide ang who adapted the Stanford quide in the form used for this
project. The observers then practiced using the checkiist in observaiions of
experienced, able Ssattle taachsrsqand in observations of student teachers

from colleges in the Saattle area. In this way they wers able tc see a range

N 1o
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of teaching behavior. They alsc practiced Ly using the checklist to evalumate
teaching behavior which had been videy-taped. In this way they were ahle
to test their judgements by comparing them with cther cbservers.
At the start of the project, the obsarvers rated the beginning teachers

somewhat below what they conceived to be average for tsachers in general,

After about a month; the observers rated these teachers a second time and
fcund their performances te be lower than on the first yrosand., These lower
ratings were reported for all teachers regardless of treatment. The group
of beginning teachers who received no special treatment remained at this 2ow
level of rated performaice throughout the period of the atudy. Two of ihe
three groupe recsiving treatments showed marked improvement on the third
round of appraisals. The ex;;@imental‘ group which showed no improvement on the
third rourd wes ratad the highest of all on the fourtn and final rowmd. At
the conclusion of the stuly all thres treatment groups were considered
superior to ihe mo-trsatment group on 26 of 30 comparisons. The differences
batwean meams of each of the three experimental groups and the control group
o total teaching performance ware between 26 and Y per cent of the éontrol
Er'S. eakt 6eCPe.

In spits of the large and consistent apparent differences betsieen
groups, analysis ¢f covariance ghowsd that these differences wers not signif-
lcantly greater ihan the variance within groups. One reason for this was the
shrinkage in the si»s of the sample. Subjectc were assigned to troatments
randomiy after being matched in sets ¢f four svbjectz. When one subject was
lost because of illness or some other reason, the project lost that subject!s
counterparts in each-:of the cther groups. By the end of the study for
analysis purposes there wers 18 subjects in each group instesd of the 26 in
each group who actually were appraissd in the Zirst round of cbservations.

Another reason for the lack of significance in the anslysis of covariance
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was the variation in observer ratings within the different teams. Some
agreement was obtaired cut the correlations betwoen obsoivers ware lower than

hoped. Ancther reason for lack of significance in the analysis of covariancs

R - TV ke

was that two of the experimental groups tended to achieve mean ratings

Ao o B

] which were almost the same. Thus variability among all four grours was limited
’ by the fact that experimental groups were not different from each other,
evan though there were large apparent differences between these groups and
the control group.

Althoughi all threo of the experimental groups were rated superior to
ths control group by the end ¢f the study, there wers apparent differences
among vhe three exparimentel groups. Two of the experimental groups received
intensive inservice help in addition to reduced leads. The third group
received only reduced loads in the form of fewer pupiis. At the third round

1 the groups with ingervicy treatments appeared to De markedly superior te beth

) Jln!mfﬂh";&ﬁﬁm o E.iﬂ!!.!,“’u’,v:ﬂm%? Nﬂ,..m Emﬁ&' SRt iR b SN Co v ¢St y A |5 T
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B the eontrol group and the other experimental group. At the final round,

A AL i
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B however, the group with only reduced )oads as treatments was about the same

4 amount superlor to the two inservice groups sa these two treatment groups ,, N
i were superior to the control group. Why Group IXI, the small-class group, L :»
g made & sudden irmprovement in teaching performance is nof, ¢clear. R !
’ % Bias ox the pert of the observer teams was corsidered as a possible '
§ explanation for the high final Group III scores. Although the chservers were E “
g not told to which group any of the beginning teachers wera sssigned, they 5
| 3 could have identified Group ILI subjects by noting the relatively small t
11 aumbars of pupils in these teacherst clesses. If this kmowledge eounld have
besn reflectad in biased ratings, it is still difficult to reconcile the fact % \
that observer tesms consistently rated Group IIY beachers low for three
rounds and then high on the last round. There seems no rezson for a chinge '“

in bias, if such existed. ' : 2
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The patiera of improvement in teaching performaace on the part of the
treatment groups receiving both inservice hslp and reducsd loads suggests

ths major changs resulting from this treatment occured in the first four

months end 13i4le change oscurred after that., (Figurs 1 ) This pattern
suggests an intensive internship type of treatment for begimnirg teachers
during the fall of the first year of experience. The Qroup III pattern,
however, is inconclusive as 4o the amount of time necessary for intenszive
treatment, Irom the evidence in this study, we have no way.of predicting bbe
level of teaching behavior on the part of Group III after January. A longer
study would b2 necessary to determine if tne appareznt high levels of pertorm-
ances of Group III teschers would be sustained. Why having amall classes
was not effective in raising levels of teaching performance for four moaths,
-a3 suddenly became effsctive is not clear. Thers seems ne exglanation,
however, . other than the change in bshavior by Group III isachers wes reiated
%o emall classes. Inspection of the patteins of changed teaching behavior
on the part of the experimental groups suggests that an internship program
should be extended for at least a semester and probably for the first year.

The amounts of intensive treatment in the form of inservice instrustion,

however, might be reduced in the second semester.

The attitude changes of the teachers in this study did not appear (o be
of very great magnituds. There were significant changes in a negative
direction after the first month of school. All the treatment groups indicated
a mora negative attitude towards school-redated concepts on the gecond
administration of the attitude scale than on ths first sdministration.

This lower level of attitudes was maintained throughout the rsmainder of the
study, Changes in atiitudes, however, did not &ppear to be related to

treatnents,
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Success of the teacher in courses while at college does not appsar to be
related to teaching performance. This sesms to be trus both of the over-all !
acadealc parfermance of the teacher while at college and those courses
wiaich were part of the professional eduecation requirement. Correlations

of grade point and teaching performance a3 rated by ths Shssrver toams were
consistentiy negative, but not to a significant level.

In the judgement of ths.steff £ha change in clasarcpr performancd of the
experimental groups and the lack of change on the part of the contrsl group

s -
.. .

Justify the development of a plan for internchip as training for career
teachers in the elementary school. In spite of the gress character of ths
experimental variables and the diffienltr of controlling ail factors which

i I St S all

uight have affected the vesults of the study, the general findings about
teachers! behavior were such that the staff ferls that it is highly walikely
that varisbles othsr than the treatments administered to the experimental
groups couid havs accounted for the observed differenses.

Questions for Further &itudy

Colw S T T P A i R e O 071 WP 1 A TS R Y QI ) N [ APy preseser
N ; L G VAL T e, 1T

i bl Mot BTl ).

1. Will the advantage in teaching skill apparently demonstreated by i
teachers in the axperimental groups of this study be observeable at the end of
one academic year; al soms point during the second year of tseaching?

2. Will a cembinatica of smell class size (Group IIT treatment) and v
intensive inservice instruction of a type comparable to that sdministered

to Croups I and II contribute to a level of teaching performance higher
than that achieved by teachers given either of the three trestments in
this project?

reduced Joud and ineervice instruction apply to beginning secondary teaclLsrs

i
% 3, Wil: the general conclusions of this study as to the eflects of “
i
1
%
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228 wali as slementary teachers?
4, Would recoxmended treatments other than those administered to ths
subjects of this study coatributs to similar or different lovels of teaching

narfamannsra?

& W %

5. Will begimning teachers ﬁ.vens.nini;amahip experignece similar to the
experinzntal trestacnts in this study remain in teaching longer than the
average usginning teacher, or otherwise demonstrate a high level of comitt-
ment to the profession of teaching?

6. What speciai competencies and expsriences ars required for tha person
who provides intensive inserviee instruction to the beginring teeched?

7+ If futare teachers while in collegs are glven systematic instraction
and practice in demonstrating the spacific bshaviers evaluated in this study,
will they then demsastrate these behaviors at a significantly higher level
than corparabie beginning teachers?

. S
N ) . T 3
PR — . . N 3, AW
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Teachay

Observation Nc.

PeTL BEHMAVIOR

A
2,
3.

4,

Apathetic
Cbstructive
\ihcertain

Dependent

TEACHER BEHAV.'OR

e
6.
Te

Partial
Autocratin
Aloo”
Restricted
Ha;sh

Dull
Stereotyped
Apathetic
Unimpreasive
Evadirng
Srratic
Bxeitable
Uncasrtain
Disorganized
Inflexible
Pessimistic
Immature

Narrow
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RYANS? CLASSR00M OBSERVATION RECORD
Class or
Sex __Subject _Date
Schoel Time Observer
REMARKS
1284567N Alert )
1234567N Responsitle
12345€67N Confidant
1234567N Initiating -~
123456 7N Fair
123456 7N Democratie
123456 7N Responsive
1234567N Understanding
123456 7N Kindly
123456 7N Stimulatine
12348857N Original
123456 7N Alert
123456 7% Attrastive
1234567N Responsible
L1234%67N Steady
123456 7N Poised
1234856 7N Confident
123456 7N Systematic
1234567 H Adaptable
123456 7TH Optimistic
12356 7N Integrated
123484586 7NR Sroad
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1,
2,
3,

5.
S.
6.

2,
3.
B

5.
6.

GLOSEARY

(To bz used with Ryans' Classroom Observation Record)

&

PUPIL BEHAVIORS

2- Apathetic-Alert Pupil Bechavior

AEt’hetic

LisYless

Bored-acting

Bntered into activities half-
heartadly

Restless -

Attention vandered

Slow in getting under way

Alert

Appeared anxious to recite and
participate

"latched teacher attentively
HWorkzd concentratedly

Ssemed to respond eagerly

Prompt and ready tc take part in
activities when they begin

2. Obstructive-Responsible Pupil Behav'or

{Lstructive

Rude to one another and/or teo
teacher '
Interrupting; demanding atteationg
disturbing

Obstinate; sullan

Rufusal to participate
OQuarrelsome; irritvable

Engaged in name~calling and/or
tattiing

Unprepared

Responsible

Courteous, cooperative, friendly
with each other and with teacher

" Completed assignments without

complaining or unhappiness
Controlled voices

Received help and criticism atten-
tively

Asked for halv when ncedzsd

Orderly without specific directions
fronm teacher

Prepared

3. Uncertain-Confident Pupil Behavior

Uncertain

Seemed afraid to try; unsure
Hesitan®; restrained

Appeared embarrassed

Frequent display of nervous habits,
nail-biting, etec.

Appeared shy and timid

Hesitant and/or stammering speech

1.

2.
3.
4.
S.
6.

Confident

Seemed anxious to try uew problens
or activities

Undisturbed by mistakes
Volunteered to recite

Entered freely into activities
Appeared relaxed

Spoke with assurance
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4, Dependent-lnitiatigghfupil Behavior

Dependent Initlating
l. Relied on teacher for explicit 1. Volunteered ideas and sugaestions
directions 2, Showed resourcefulness
2. Showed little ability to work things 3. Took lead willinsly
out for seives 4, Assumed responsibliities without
3. Unable to proceed when initiative evasion

called for
4, Appeaced reluctant to take iead or
to accept respensibility

TEACHER BEHAVIORS

5. Partial-Fair Teavher Behavior

*

Partial _ Fair

1. Repeatedly slighted a pupil 1, Treatad all pupils anproximately
2, Corrocted or criticized cextain equally

pupils repeatedly " 2. In case of controversy pupil ai-
3. Rroeatedly gave a pupil special lowed to explain his side

advantages : 3. Distributed attention to manvy
4., Gave most attenticn to one or a few punils

pupils 4, Rotated leadership impartialliy
5. Showed prejudice (favorable or un- 5. Based criticism or praise on

favorable) toward some social, factual evidence, not hearsay

racial, or religious groups
6. Expressed suspicion of motives ef a

pupil
6. Autocratic-Democratic Teacher Behavior
Autocratic Democratic

1. Told pupile each step to take 1. Guided pupils r7zithout being man-
2, Int>larant of pupils' ideas datory
3. ™andatsry in eiving directions; 2. Exchanged ideas with pupils

orders to be obeyed at once 3, Enccurazed (asked for) mupil ovin=
4, Interruoted pupils aithough their fon

¢ jeussion was relevant 4, Epcouraged wupnils to maks own
5. Alvays directed rather than parti- decisions

cipated S. Entered into activities without

domination

7. Aloof-Responsive Teacher Behavior

Aloof Regponsive

l. Stiff and formal in relations with 1. Approachable te all pupils
pupils
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1.

2,
S,

4,

1.
2,
3.

&,
S
6,
7.

s waamasrad
NrSe vy & wuwve vu

Condescending to pupils

88

Routine and subject matter only con-

cern; pupils as persons ignored
Referred to puril as "this ¢hild"
or "that chilg"

8., Restricted-Understanding

2]
Lo

3.

4,
Se
6.
7.

Particinated in eclass activity
Regponded to reasonible requests
and/or questicns

Spcke to pupils as equale
Commended effort

Gave encouragement

Recognized individual differences

Teacher Bchavior

Restriected’

Recognized only academic accomplish-
ments of pupils; no concern for ver-

sonal problens

Completely unsympathetic with a
pupil'!s failure at a task

Calied attention enly to very good
or very poor werk

Was impatient with a pupil

l.
2.
Se

4.

Understanding

Skowed awareness of a pupil's per-
son:il emotional vroblems and needs
Was tolerant of error on vart of
pupil

Patient with a nupnil bevond ordiw.
nary limits of patience

Showed what appeared to be siacere
sympathy with a pupil's viewsoint

8., HarsheKindly Tescher Hehavior

Harsh

Byperceritical; fault-finding
Cross; curt ‘
i»nreclated pupil's efforts; was
sarcastic

Scolded a great deal

Lost temper

Used threats ‘
Per=mitted pupils to laugh at mis-
takes of others

1.

2,
3.

Lo

S,

6,

Kindlz

Hent cut of wav to be pleasant and/
or to helw pupils; friendly

Gave a2 pupil a degserved compliment
Found go.d things in puoils to call
attention to

Seemed to show sinceie concern for
a vupil's personal oroblem

Showed affection without being
damonstrative

Disengagod self from a pupil with-
out bluntnsss

10, Dull-Stiﬁulating;Teachgr Behavior

Dull

Uninteresting, monotonous explana-

tiong

Assignments provided little or no
motivation

Failed to provide challenge
Lacked animation

Failed to capitaliza on pupil I1- ‘

terests
Pedantic, bering
lacked enthusiasm; bored-acting

1.

r

3.
4,
5,
6.

7,

Stimmating

Highly interesting presentation;
got and held attenticn without

" being flashy

Clever and witty, ‘thoush not smavte-
alecky or wisecrackina
Enthusiastic; animated

Assiomments challengine

Took advantace of pupil inferests
Brought lessoa successfully to a
climax

Seemed to provoke thinking

P A TIPS

Lo

—
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1.
2.

1.

2.
3.
4,
S.
G

i,
2,
3e
4,
Se

6

1.

8s

11. Sterecotyped-Original Teachep Bshavior

Stereol ;ped
Used rcutin: procedures without )
varistion
Would not depart from proccdure
<o take advantage of a relevant 2.
question or situation 3.

Presentation seemed unimaginative
Not resourceful in answering ques-
tlong or providing explanations 4,

ggg'inal

Used what secmed .o be oricinal
and radativoly unique devices to
213 iamtiuctieon

Tried new materials ¢r methods
Seemed imzyinative and able to
develop prcsentation ar~und a
question or situation

Rezourceful in answaring guestions:
had many pertinent iilustrations
availadble

12, é@gthetic-aggrt Teacher Behavior

Apathetic
Seemed listless, iarguid, lacked 1.
enthusiasm
Scemed bored by pupils
Passive in responoz to pupils 2,
Seemed preoccupied <

Attention scumed to wander
Sat in chalr most of time; took no
active part in class activities 4,

Alert

Appeared buoyant; wide-aw2ke;
enthusiastic about activity of the

moment
Kept constructively buay

Gave attention to, and seemed in-
terested in, what was going on in
class

Prospt to "pick up® class when
pupils! attention showed siens of
lagging

. ®

13, UnimpressivevAttvactiveAzgpcher Bahavior

Unimpressive
Untidy or sloppily dressed 1.
Irappropriately Gressed 2,
Drsd; coloriess
Peetura and bearing unattractive 3.
Possessed distracting personal 4,

habits _

Mupbled; inaudible speech; limited S
exnrergion: disagreesble velce tones
poor inflection

Attractive

Clean and neat

Hell-groomed; dress showed wood
tasgts

Posture and bearing attractive
Free from distracting personal
habits

Plainly audible speech; good ex-
pression; agreeable voice tone;
good inflection

14, §2§din§- asponsible Teacher Behavior

Bvading

Avcided responsibility; disinclined 1,
to make decisions

Responsible

Assumed responsibility; made de-
cisions as required

Mean ekt b~
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2. ‘“passed the buck® %o class, to other 2, Conscientious
teachers, etc. 3. Punctual
3. Left learning to pupii, failing to 4, Painstakingg careful
give adequate help 5, Suogested aids to learning
4, Let a difficult situation get out 6., Controlled a difficult situation
- of control 7. Gave definite direcctions
5, Assigments and directions indefinite 8., Called attention to standards of
6§, No insistence on sither imdividual qusliity
or group standards 9, Attentive to class
7. Inattentive with pupils 10, Thoroush
8., Cursory .
15, Erratic-Steady Tsacher Behavior
Erratic Steady
1. Impulsive; uncontroiled; tempera- 1, Calms controlled
mentaly unsteady 2, Maintzined prugress toward cbjec-
2. Course of action easily swayel by tive
circumstances of the moment 3. Stable, consistent, predictable
3. Inconsistent
16. Excitable -Poised Teacher Behaviocr
Excitable Poiged
1, Easily distrubed and upset; flus- 1., Seemed at ease at all times
tered by classroom situation 2., Unruffled by situation that devel-
2, Hurried in class activities; spoke oped in classroom; diqnified with-
rapidly using many words and ges- out being stiff or formal
tures 3. Unhurried in class accivitiess
3, Was "Jumpy"; nervous spoke quietly 2.d slowly
4, Successfully diverted attentior from
a stress situation in classroonm
17. Uncertain~Confident Teacher Bg!gyicr
Uncertain Confident
1, Seemed unsure of self; faltering, 1. Secmed sure of self; self-confident
hesitant in relations with pupils
2, Appeared timid and shy 2. Urdisturbed and unembarrassed by
3. Appeared arti icial mistakes and/or criticism
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18, Disorpanized-Systematic Teacher Behavior

‘4 mpv(ﬂﬂﬂ":{+ 14 Y
I

Disorganized Systematic

1. No plan for classwork 1., Evidence of a nlanned though flex-
2, Unprepared ible procedure
3. Objectives not apparent; undecided 2, Well prepared
as %% nest step 3. C3reful in olanninz with puoils
4, Waated time 4, Systematic about procedurs of class
5. Explanations not to the péint 5. Had anticipated needs
6., Easily distracted from matter at 6. Provided reasonable explanatioms
hand 7. Held discussion together; objectives
apparent

19. Inflexible=Adaptable Teacher Behavior

Inflexibie Adaptable

1. Rigid in conforming to routine 1, Flexible in adaptine explanations
2, WMade no attenpt to adapt materiais 2. Individualized matarials for pupils
to individuval pupils as required; adapted activities to
3. Appeared incapable of medifying . pupils
explanation or activities to .aeet 3, Took advantage of pupils' questions
sartisular classroom situations to further clarify ideas
%4, Impatient with interruptions and 4, Mot an unusual classroom situatica
digressicns competently

20, ESQMisgg@_gtMistic Teacher Behavior

Passimistic :_gtimj:_stic
2, Depressed; unhappy 1. Cheerful: cood-natured
2, Skeptical 2, Gsnial

3. Called attention to potential "bad" 3. Joked with pupils on occasion:
4, Expressed hopelessness of “education 4., Emphasized potentlal "good"
tedav." the school system, or fellew S, Looked on bripht side; spoke opti-

educators mistically of the future
5. Noted mistakes; isnored good points 6. Called attention to gocd ooints;
€, Frowned a great deal; had unpleasant emphasized the positive

facial expression

21, Immature-]:nteggated Teacher Behavior

Immature Integrated

1. Appearad naive in approach to class- 1, Maintained class as center of

roon situations activity; kept self ocut of spot-
2. Selfepitying; complaining; demanding licht; roferred to class' activi-
3., Boastfuls conceited . ties, not own

2. Emotionally well controlled
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Narrow
L, .

P'eesentation strongly suggested

limited baskgmund in subject or

mutcrm, iackof ucnw.ar'smu

" Did not depast from taxt

" Fafled o earich discussions mth

illustrations from rslated areas

Showed little evidence of brezdth

- of cultural b

ag scime, arts, Iiteratum, and

nistery. .

Answars to pupils’ questions incom-

plete or inaccurate . .
Noncritical appmach t> subject

umd iIn such anase

Broad
Presentation suggested. good back-
ground in subject, guod scholar-
sm.p suggesteq
Drew examples and explanat:‘.ons from
various sourcee and related fields
Shewed evidence of broad cultural

backgz*e'.snd in acience, art, liter-
Turs, fistory, ete,’

""'f’Gave ‘satisfying, comnlgta..‘and

accyrate answers to.questions

Yas constructively oriticai in

anoroach to subject ma‘tar -
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This Appraisal Guide defines the mojor teocher coinpe'ences whith the progrim of tecandary teacher education ot Starford aims to
devalop. Thz iotal program of teacher education focuses on growth toware these standords os tho common target.

7o determine whether the program produces the desired growth, ievols of compatence must be approised. Evidence {er such apprais-
als ;agy come from the trainee himself, from experienced teachers and adiministrators who sugervise in the schools, from University
teachers who instrict the trainees, and from the students tauht.

This Appraisal Guide hos been designed to assist in o cooperative effort o ossess and ic improve levels of competence in taaching.
The basic sources of evidence are direct observations of the teccher follovsed by conferences ond discussions reloted to obssrvotions
Secondary sources are communicotions wit.1 others who ore in @ position to obscrve and o know the teacher's work. The guide en-
courages the teacher (1) to accep? with confidence his proper responsidility for continual self-improvemens as a practicing professional
in his specialty and (2) to contribute to the ongoing inquiry r..d the guiding body of theory by which he and his peers sesk excellence
in their areo or specialty subject matter.

Purpcsely the guide avoids a rigid formula by defining 13 general practitioner cumpetances, around whith departmental speciolists
moy build specific standords of expert prastices appropriate to subject matter, grade levels, and groupings of students. The taacher
being cppraised is o most importont one of these specialists and should be encovraged to participate in defining and improving
standurds for his specialty. Self-appraisals followed by observation and conferences with fellow taochers within a deportment will be
usefut to teachers as they accept ncreasing respeasibility for self-improvement.

The <onference following each <hservation stresses cooperctive sharing of perceptions and ideas between professionol teachers
focused on the targat of improving tsaching, supsrvising, ord leaming. Ta facilitate tiis co amunication, the conierence record is
provided in duplicate so both porticinents may have copies for futura use.
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3 Organizatien of the Lessen. The individual parts of the lesson are clearly related to each other in an appro-
priate way. The total organization facilitates what is to be leamed.

The content is appropriate for the aims of the lesson, the levei of it cigis, and

4§ Selection of Contont.
the teaching method.

The spacific instructional moterials and humoan resouices used are clecily reiated
to the content of the {esson and compleinent the salected rmethod of instruction.
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Iz Varlcty of Evaluative Precedures. The teacher devises and uses an adequcte variaty of procedures, both formal end
informal, to evaluate progress in all of the aims of instruetion,

l3 Use of Evalutriion to Impreve Tocering and  The resiits of evaluation are carefully reviewed by teacher and pupils for the pur.
Leaming. oose of improving teaching and lecrning.
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I. Summarize notes relevon? to the class setiing:

H#. Summarize interpretations of obssrvation data: related o aime, planning, performonce, and evaluation.

AL A

m mwm.mwnmmhmdﬂmmmmm Whest shouid be re-
:oheri:;:wod,w How might this by done? Whar hypotieses for achleving more effective ond cfficient teaching end
sorning were discased?

Date of Conforence Texative plons {or next abservation
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TRIAL FORM - SEMANTIC DIP%ERENTIAL ATTITUDE SCALE | |

Kame

This scale i3 a new method of measuring what words mean to people. Thare are no
right or wrong answers, so simply indicate your first impressiona or feelings
about each word or phrase. Try to move fairly rapidly.

At the bottom of the page is a complated example of what you will be asked to do.
Please refer to it as vou read these instructions.

There are sever blanks separating each word pair., The positicn of each blank
can be describad by the following terms. The letter designating it avpears above
sach blank,

Very Guite Slightly Neutral Slightly Quite Very

For example, the seven blanks separating the first word pair "Good-Bad" would be

reads - .
Very Quite Slightly Slightly Quite Very :
Good Good Good Neutral Bad Bad Bad
GOOd“ apmmra" anaewm— PSSR o [t ) -—ngad ‘
The seven blanks separating the next word pair "™eaningless-Meaningful® would be
reads
Very Quitn Slightly Slightly Quite Yery :
Hezning- Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- MNeaning- ~
less less less Neutral ful ful fui
aning- Keaning-
less ' - ' ) ful

Look at the example below. The word to be described is SISTER., This is not any
particular SISTER, Whatever SISTER means to you is what you are to think,

Now let me explain how I daceribed SISTER. Look at the first word pair "Sood-Bad,"
The idea of SISTER was very good tc me so I placed am X im the diank cleossat to
"Good." Look at the other word pairs in the example.

Make each item 8 separato decision. Be sure to put your X on the line provided.
Check only one blank for each line, If you make a mistake, erase the X or cross

it out and remark,
-~ EXANPLE
Describs: SISTER
f v ¢ s 1S5 Qv
% Good X Bad
‘ Meaningloss — X Meaningful
Fair . __ Unfair
Negative X Positive
Interesting X Boring
Unpieasant "X Pleasan_
Necessary X _Umnecessary
| Cruel X Kind
i Unsuccessful X Successful
; Valuable "X Worthless
;’ Reputable X — Disreputable
f Harmful "X Beneficial

g v i——— e A ——l . T St s i | e, spa— - - - —— . R G e ——— e St ot R i
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Describe: TESTS

¥y 3 5 X
Good Bad
Meaningless Meaningful
Fair Unfair
Negative Pogitive
Interesting Boring
Unpleasant Pleasant
Necessary Unnecessary
Cruel King
Unsuccessful Successful
~Valuable Worthless
Reputable Disreputable
Harmful Beneficial
Describe: EDUCATION
Y Q5 N
Good Bad
Meaningless o Heaningful
Fair Unfair
Negative Posit ve
Interesting — Boring
Unpleasant Pleasant
Necessary Unnecessary
Cruel Kind
Unsuccessful Successful
Valuable Worthless
Reputable Disreputable
Harmful Beneficial
Describe: DISCIPLINE
v & 5§ XN
Good Bad
Meaningless Meaningful
Fair i Unfair
Negative Positive
Interesting ) Boring
Unpleasant Pleasant
Necessary N " Unnecessary
Cruel ~ Kind
Unsuccessful ~ Successful
Valuable Worthless
Reputable Disreputable
Harmful _Beneficial
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Describe: TEACHING SALARIES

vV Q 8§ N § Q V

- L2 .ar - - - -

Gond Bad
Heaningless Meaningful
Fair ~__ Unfair ;
Negative Pogitive }
Interesting . Boring ;
Unpleasant Pleasant ’
Necessary Unnecessary g
Cruel Kind |
Unsuccessful Successful
Valuable Horthless
Reputable Disreputable
Harmful ’ Beneficial
Describe: TEACHER MEETINGS
Nos Q¥
Good Bad
Meaningless Meaningful g
Fain —7 7 Unfair |
Negative Pogitive :
Interesting ___ Boring
Unpleasant D Pleasant §
Necessary Unnecessary :
Cruel . Kind i
Unsuccessful ~ — " Sucecessful |
Valuable Worthless f
Reputabie — . Disreputable %
Harmful T 777 Benefieinl ;’
.Descrille: PUPILS' PARENTS .
Nos Qv
Good Bad
Meaningliess Meaningful !
Fair — Unfair §
Ne jative - Positive L]
Interesting ~ ~_ Boring ;
Unpleasant ___ Pleasaat i
Necessary Unnecessary i
Cruel Kind |
Unsuccessful Sugcessful
Vaiuable Horthless
Reputable ____ Disrcputable
Harmful Beneficial

b -
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Describe: SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

Good

Meaningless

Fair

Negative

Interesting

Unpieasant

Necessary

Cruel

Unsuccessful

Vaiuable

Reputable

Harmful —

Good

Describe: HOMEWORK

Meaningless

Fair

Negative ___

Interesting

Unpleasant

Necessary

Cruel

‘Unsuccessful

Valuable

Reputable

Harmful

Good

Describe:

Bad

= Meaningful

Unfair
Positive
Boring
Fleasent
Unnecessary

T T T Kind

Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial

Bad
Meaningful
Unfair
Positive

=TT T 77T YT T Boring

Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
forthless
Disreputalle
Beneficial

FELLOW TEACHERS

Bad

Meaningless ___

Fair

Negative ~ —

Meaningful

—T T 7 Unfair

Pogitive

Interesting

Boring

Unpleasant

Pleasant

Necessary
Cruel

~ Unnecessary

Kind

Unsuccessful

Valuable =

Successful

Worthless

Reputable

Disreputable

Harmful

Beneficial
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Describe: TEACHING WORK LOAD e
Yy Qs N s gy
Good Bad
Meaningless Meaningful
Fair Unfair
"Negative Positive
Interesting Boring
Unpleaaant — ~ " Pleasant
Necessary Unnecessary
Cruel Kind
Unsuccessful Successful
Valuable HWorthless
Reputable Disreputable
Harmful Beneficial
. Deseribe: GRADING
Yy 2 8 8N s Qv
Geod Bad
Meaningless T Meaningful
Fair = Unfair
Negative T T T 7 Positive
Interesting Boring
Uapleasant Pleasant
Necessary "nnecessary
Cruel Kind
Unsuccessful Successful
Valuable Worthless
Reputable Dieaveputable
Hapmful ) Beneficial
Describe: TEACHING AS A CAREBER
y 2 s 8 s QVy
cood Bad
Meaningiees Mezningful
Fair Unfair
Negative — __ ___ ______ Positive
Interesting Boring
Unpleasant ~ Pleasant
Necessary Unnecessary
Cruel — Kind
Unsuccessful Successful
Valuable ~ P Worthless
Reputable " — " Disreputable
Harmful Bensficial

TR
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Describe: STUDENTS

vV Q § ¥ § Q@

[T I A Y )

Ghod Bad
Meaninglens ~ Meaningful
Faiy — Unfair
‘Negative — Positive
Interesting Boring
Unpleagant Pleasant
Necessary ~— Unnecessary
Cruel Kind ‘
Unsuccessful Successful ,
Valuable Worthless "
Reputable Disreputable -
Harmful = Beneficial N

Describes TEACHER SOCIAL STATUS
vV Q 8§ N § Q VvV

Good

Meaningless

Fair

Negative

Interssting

Unpleasant

Necessary

Cruel

Unsuccessiul

Valuable

Reputable

Harmful

Bad
Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Boring
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial
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PERSONAL DATA FORM-~PILOT STUDY
Name ' School
Age Sex: Male 0l Temale 02
Single 01 Married _02 Married with children 03
Coilege graduated from: Washinaton State University 0%
; University ol Washington 62
] Central Washington State Collese 03
, Eastern %ashington State Collaze 0%
Western Washington State Coilege 05
‘j Whitworth _ 06
| Gonzacga 07
Whitman 08
Walla Walla Ccllege 09 f
Pacifie Lutheran College 10 N -
Puget Souna TS!lage 11 -
; St, Martin's Collece 12
Seattle Pacific College 13
Seattle Univeraity 14
Ft. Wright College 15
Date of graduation (moath and year)t:

Date you began regular teaching (month and year):

; College major (30 semester or 45 quarter hours minimum)s

Collece minor(s) (15 semester or 20 quarter hours minimum:

Student teaching assisnment in -- Major area: 01 5
Minor area: 62
Major and minor areas: 03

»SSIGWMENT INFORMATION

Teaching grade{s):

! Average number of pupils in class(es):

Extra-curricular assismment(s):
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Subjects taucht: Elementary: All subjects:

All suijects encept art, music, or p.e.

Mus2e o« ¢ 0.0 ¢ 0.0 o
ATt ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 04 o
P.E. e o6 0 0 0 0 o o

Foreign Lancouage

Other - specify

Junior High - specify
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THE SERTTLE TEACHING PERFORMANGE APPRAISAZ GUISE
1

EXCELLERCE IN CLASSROOM TEACHIHG
Experimanta! Form 185-1868

THE TEACHING ACT~ A FOYR STEP CHLE OF WOUKY
¥ =

R Vg

!

2

NI, TN COCTEIT, AMD

STEPIL -
THE CHOSEN PIAN
18 FULFULED

cre
ok
OF TéACHNY

STEP I i
THE QESIRED GORi5 FOR TS |e——
| " 2esson ate pEvELOFSD
S
5 ! oo
S  STEPIL 88
R 427 W0 ActiEE T §;§ *
% LESSON 6GALS 18 CHOSEN 55

3
§0/2

e i

TNE PROCLESES OF IZAC

N X \L h\u§
B <
. STEPIL
4 THE RESULTS, RELATED 7O le—-
; PESIEED GOALS,, ARE FVALUATED
| T - |

The Seatile Teaching Performance Appraisal Guide serves tedchers, department heeds, principals, and
supervisors of beginning teachers, who sha:: responsitilities to improve the teaching abiltiies it defines. To datermine
whatho: improvement in ieaching results from any training or professicnal growth prog: ym, performance by the teasher
of expected classroom lezdershin roles in tne teaching act, and of the teacher's profescicnal and community participa-
tion must be appraised. This guide iefines ten expected abilities in the teaching act, and tvo in professional and
community narticipation. It provides scales to measure observed performance of each ability, supporting evidence in
the form of observation notes, and a :onference sucord uf fmprovement suggestions., It adapts o short observation of
a specific abllity, or to cbservation ol & complete iessor.

PSS e

—

The Guide recognizes th» importance of the teacher whose performance is appraised, as a professional
partner in sirengthening the teaching in his field. It does this by expecting & post-obsorvation conference with him and
by providing copies for his persons' use of the observation notes, the observer's judgment of his perlormanocs, and
improvement suggeations focused on specific abilities. 3

Purposely the denired teaching roles are "general," adapting to many different ways to domonstrate thom,
acoording to the subject mattur, grade level, student grouping, school and community. The emphsasis is on the tesching
process, not on teachar characteristics. Flexibility and creativity, secking impreved jnstruction, are buiit into the
Gufde design. * *

The Guide encourages tsam work among teaching specislists cooperatively to eirengthen tns prastice which
is their shared responsibility. Teachers will find appraisals, when made by cbearvexs experienced o their field, to be
reliable resources in their seli-evaluative efforts.
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SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHBALS
X ; -
z d
: PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL GUIDE
g e § 4
5 ¥ -
C . ° DESIRED TEACHING ABILITIES—THE GOALS O! PBQFESSIONAL GROWTH
:'. SUITABILITY OF Tha lesson aims are clear—reachable by t:ese siudents—-measurable~show modera knowiedge of
> gg 1 GOALS the subject—relate to what precedes and what follows in the subject~include what and how to
s learn—serve authorized dietrict educational goals.
3% T
e Th N
H R e teaching explores student understanding of lesson aims—relates aims meaningfully to the
.- 35 2 guggﬁzsACCBPThNCB present lives of these studunts—the students zeec the goals as worth working to achieve——the
- teaching helpns students to establich personal goals consistent with lesson aims.
EXPLORATION OF The teaching appreises student talents, activities, interests—stresses the students as primary
3 | HUMAN AND resources, fellow teachers and staff specialists, parents, other significant adults—available
. 3 MATERIAL RESOURCES space, texts, tools, audio-vigus] zids, labs, iibsarics—time, staff, and material budget limits.
— g The teaching considers altsrnstive ways to use available rescurces to accomplish aims—szslcots
SELECTING THE PLAN a plan promising optimal success within budget limits of available rescurces and conforming to
4
N FOR THIS CLASS schooi policies—the teaching helps ihe students to see how the plan makez sense—to plan their
2 own learning activities~inguiry, not habi¢t. guides the plan choice.
x
5 3 ORGANIZING THE The teaching clearly defines who is to do what-when-why-how as the plan unfolds—each student
2 5 | CLASS TO ACHIEVE is an active, vilued member of the organizaticn—each atudent is helged to see how he fits, how
THE PLAN he belongs, how he can be useful, what to expeot of the teaciior, cf himsslf, and of other students—~
h ground rulen are established.
- The teaching follows the pian—each phase has an introduction, a body of action, and a conclusion—~
. unnecessary dsviations are controlled=-clear, iatriguing, strategically timed explanations,
| 8 g;:‘:?:a’l‘ols: fg.?:o‘%m' demoncirations, reminders gain sitention~maintain intersst~motivate~inform of planyrogress~
- encourage student fnitiative and self-discipline—materiale are ready vhen needed—ground rules
. i are enforced,
- ]
. z
. > o The teaching conserves humai an¢ material resources-pecple-gropertv-time-—~shows sensitivity
- g 7 g;‘:fgg?)?# A%l.;.lg:'m to and understanding of attention span-fatigue-human problems-~pacing adapts to student achieve-
i ment~—gelf-respest and confidence i8 encouraged—rappory is positive—problems, not people, are
5 attackecd~leadership patterns are democratic.
-] PR
. -
ij! The teaching delegates to students responsibilities they can handle—encourages students to teach
8 ACTIVE STUDENT themselves, to help teach others-—-leaves somsething for the students to doubt, to ask, to inves-
.- PARTICIPATION tigate, to test, to interpret, to express, to discover, to be responsible for, to recoguize as
® theirs.
fo B L
; MEASURING GOAL The teaching messures what was achieved and “how ".s did it"~using modern techniques for this
= 9 | ACBRIEVEMENT subject—appraises coste to the participants=helps students to design their own testa—~—to inves~
g ? AND COSTS tigate thexr own progress—measurements sro timed to serve the next step in the class effort.
{ 3 3
! e The teaching uses test scores, grades to guide the teaching and learning decisions—not as ends
» ’
| 3¢ 10 ggm lsp:g:,g‘uggrcam in themselves—post-test discussions are learning experiences, for both students and the teach-
| AND LEARNING ers—measurements are not uszd to label students, to indoctrinate fear of falluras, to develop
- uncritical worship of high grades.
v R - - =
i o The teacher acoepts with hia follows responsibility to define and enforce standnrds admitting
- i 3 1 PROFESSIONAL beginners to practice fn his fisld~to achieve the in-service conditions, training opporiunities,
. aE PARTICIPATION and rewards which are essential to the improvemert of practice, to a professicnal caveer
] 3 commitment.
: 1
3 § +- leommuNiTy The teacher studies continuously his school sommunity—relating his profassional services to its
. 13 PARTICIPATION educntioral problems. He helps to ciarify and strengthen the educationn! values and expecta-
) tlons of parents and community leadesship, related to his special field.
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Dato . Participunts

%a.g';.‘g.'.: ‘?.!3:‘:1‘.:‘."“" atuuit thia umnhlna aituation

Pravious observationo, conferences, if any, supporting this performance appraisal:
Dates ¢f observation Foliowed by conference? © Copy furnished teacher?

WY A e b -

E L - — R
SEATILE PUBLIS SCHOOLS &
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL CONFERENCE RECORD |

Sy
e

Suggestions for action to improve teaching, (by the teachor, by others, by the teacher to help cthers)

1. To strengthen development of goals:

et

2. To strengthen planning:

3. 7o atrengthen plan fulffllment:

4. To strengthen evaluation:

5, Professional and community:

Toacher's Signature -
1 - e e

. v SyRE A COPY GOES TO THE TEACHER . .

Chgervor's Signaiure
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE SCALE

-

This scale is & new method of measuring what words mean to peonle. There are no
right or wrony answers, so simply indicate your first impressions or feelings
about each word or phrase. Try tu move fairly rapidly.

At the bottom of the page iz a completed example of what vou will be asked to do.
Please refer to it as you read these instructions.

There are seven blanks sseparating each word pair.
can be described by +hs followinz +erms.
each blank.

The position of each blank
The le*ter designatine it appears above

a

Quite Neutral Slishtlv

Very Slightly Nuite Verv

L -

caNEmEARS B4 oueaWRID

For example, the seven blanks separating the first word pair "Good~-Bad" would be
read:

Very Quire Slishtly Slightly Quite Verv
Sood Good Bood . Neuttral Bad Bad Bad
Good — Bad

The seven blanks separating the next word oair "Meaningless-Meaninaful: would be
read:

Very Quite Slighrly SXightly Quite Very
Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- .‘earinge
less less less 7 -Newtdal ful ful il
YMeatidrge- Meaning-
lesy T I ful
T.ook at the example below, The word to be described is TAXPAYER, This is mot

any particular TAXPAYER, Whatever TAXPAYER means to you is what you are to think,

Now let me explain how I described TAXPAYER. Look at the firgt word pair "Good-
Bad." The idea of TAXPAYER was very good to me so I placed an X in the blank
closest to "Good." Look at the otEer word pairs in the example.

Make each item a separate decision. Be sure to put your X on the line provided.

Check only one blank for each line. If you make a mistake, erase the X or cross
Tt out and remark,
EXAMPLE
Describe: TAXPAYER
vy 9 5 2 5 QY
Goad — e, Dad
Meaningless —_ Meaningful
Fair - Unfair
Irieresting Boring
Unpleasant Pleasant
Necessary Unnecessary
Valuable Worthless
Rarmful Beneficial
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Deseribe: TESTS

v g5 § s oV

GCood Bad
Meaningless Meaningful
Fair Unfair
Interesting ~ ' Boring
Unpleasan* - Pieasant
Necessary — Unnecessary
Valuable Yorthless
Harmful — Beneficial

Describe:s TEACHER MEETINGS

v o S N s Qv

Good Bad
Meaningless ] Meaningful
Interesting Boring

Unpleasant - Pleasant
Necessary ) Unnecessary
Unsuccessful Successful
Valuable Worthless
Harmful ~ ==~ T Beneficial

Describe: SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
v g S X § Q V

[ D B - @ @aw W

Géod Rad

Meaningless __ Meaningful
Fair T Unfair
Negative Positive
Unsuccessiul Successful
Valuable Worthless
Harmful ‘ Beneficial




kA X3
Describe: HOMEWORK

y 2 8 ¥ s 2 ¥
Good Bad
Meaningless T Meaningful
Fair Unfair
" Negative ' Positive
Unpleasant T T 7 Pleasaat
Necessary ™ T Unnecessary
Yaluable Yorthless
Harmful Beneficial

Describe: TEACHING WORK LOAD

v @ §$ ¥ S Q V

Good Bad
Faip Unfair
Interesting Boring
Unpleasant Pleasant
Necessary Unnecessary
Valuable Worthless
Harmful Beneficial

Describe: GRADING

v g s 8 soa¢

Goad Bad
Meaning’ess Meaningful
Fair Unfair
Unpleasant __ T T T Pleasant
Necessary T Unnecessary
Valuable Worthless
Harmful ~ Beneficial

Describe: TEACHING AS A CAREER '

 Good Bad |
Meaningless | Meaningful o
Fair Unfair g '
Unpleasant Pleasant ! A
Unsuccessful ~ Succeast . .
Valuable o Worthless . -

o l: l C v - e p—— - m—rng ittt oo bt . ot ¢ - PR 3 <D p
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TAHLE 25
DATA FRCM THE TRIAL FORM OF THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAI. ATTITUDE SGALB
1, Cone~nt: Tests
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Adjective Fairs “Toan  Sels Tean  S.U.  Veen or o
}
Good-Bad 2,52 | 1.24 2,59 | 1401 2.52 | 1.54
Meaningful-Meaningless 2,67 | 1.L7 2,77 | 12| 2.86 | 1.6
Fair-Unfair <85 | 1.32 2,82 | 1.uh] 2.05 | 1.57
Positive-Negative 3.2 | 1.h2 2:90 | 1.41{ 3.1k | 1.9
Interesting-Boring 2.4k 1 1.26 3.0C | 1.48}] 3.05 | 1.39
Pleasant-Urpleasant 3.78 | 1.42 405 | 156 3.76 | 1.67
Necassary-Unnecessary 2,00 1,64 2.33 1.39 2,00 1{52
Kind-Cruel 3.7 | 1.26 | 3-86 | 1.13] 3.57 | 1.36
Successful-Unsuccessful 2,85 | 1.06 2,95 | 2.501 3.05 | .53
Valuable-Worthless 2,33 1 1.1 2,59 { 1.50 2,62 | 1.60
Reputable-Disrepu‘bable 34,07 1036 3018 1-937 2095 1053
Beneficial-Harmful ! 2,15 82 2.6L | 1,181 2,81 | 1.40
Qe Concept:s Education
Good-Bad 1.07 027 1027 ohé 101h 036
Meaningful-Meaningless 1,15 46 132 S71 1.1k 36
Fair-Unfair 1,93 | 1.27 2.23 | 1.27] 2.10 9k
Po sitive-Negative 1. 711 098 1, 73 . 99 1062 067
Interesting-Boring 1.37 57 1.45 671 1,57 51
Pleagant-Unpleasant 1,63 53 1,68 o721 1486 o79
Necessary-Unnecessury 2,00 | 1.-64 2,33 | 1.10 2,00 | 1.52
Successful-Unsuccessful 1,81 oTh 1,82 Sl 1,90 | 1,00
Valuable-Worthless 1,15 A6 1 0 1.1 0351 1.05 022
Reputable~Disreputable 1.78 1.01 1,82 1,18 1,67 97
Beneficial-Harmful '.1.11 032 1,23 53| 1ol 36
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TARLE 25 - Conbinued

3. Concept: Discipline
Adjsctive Patrs Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

Moan D> Tean | oS.D. | Hean T SeDe
Good-Bad 1.63 8L 1,77 | 111 | 1.95 | 132
HMeaningful -Meaningless 1,59 | .69 | 1.82 | .67 | 2,00 | 2.0
Fair-Unfair 2,11 | 1.05 2,05 | 1.02 § 2,38 87
Fusitive-Negative 2,30 | 1.33 2,50 | 1.7h | 2.65 ! 1.66
Interssting-Bering 3.33 | 1.04 2,68 | 1.17 | 3.u46 | 1.2
Pleassnt-Unpleasant 3,96 | 1.87 boli5 | 1,57 | Le2h | 292
Hecessary-Unnecessary 1,32 56 132 i | 162 092
Rind-Cruel 2.85 | 217 | 301 | 1.26 | 3.29 | 1.23
Successful-Unsuccasaful Rohs | 2412 2,45 | 1622 | 2,57 | 1.33
Valuabls-Worthless 1,70 S | 1.82 | 1.10 | 1.81 | 1,08
Reputable-Disrepusable 2,7h | 1l.k3 2,91 | 1.31 | 2,95 | 1,16
Beneficiel-Harmful 174 | 132 1.6h | 1,05 | 2.05 | L.12

Lo Concept: Teaching Salaries

Good-Bad 2,78 | 1.37 2082 | L.l | 2490 | 1.3k
Meaningful-ieaningless 2.37 | 1.50 2032 | 1.39 | 2,52 | 1.33
Fair-Unfair 2,85 | 1.52 30,18 | 140 | 3419 | 1.57
Pesitive-Negative 2,85 | 1.26 2,90 | 1.hU5 | 2.81 98
Interesting-Boring 3,00 | 1.21 3,09 | 1,07 | 2.90 | 1.09
Pleasant-Unpleasant 2656 | 1.37 2682 | 1ol | 2,71 | 1,29
Necessary-Unnecessary 1.26 71 1.27 »86 | 1.19 o0
Xind-Cruel 3,00 | 1.30 3,09 | 1.31 | 3.10 | 1.09
Successful-Unsuccessful | 267 | 1.33 | 2.95 | .00 | 3.4 | 1.5
Valuable-Worthless 1.56 |, 93 1,50 80 | 1.67 | 1.02
Reputable-Disreputable 2.56 | 1.3k 2,82 | 1.37 | 3.14 | 1,01
Beneficial-Harmful 1.7 | 1.32 | Lle6l | 1.05 | 2:05 | 1.2
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: ) TARLE 25 - Contiuued
] 5. Concept: Teacher Heetiags

Adjective Pairs Rovnd 1 Round 2 _Round 3
Msan , SeDe Mean Dels Itean Sele
] Good-Pad 3.04 | 1.58 300 ] 1.5h | 2.86 | 128
! Meaningful-Meaningless  |2.96 | 1,70 | 3.09 | 1.60 | 2.81 | 1.50
J Fair-Unfair 3.00 | 1,29 | 3.271 1.2k | 2481 | 1.08
] Positive-Negative 2,81 | 1.17 3.23 | 1.54 } 2,90 | 1.18
Interesting-Boring 3.31 | 1.9 3045 | 150 | 3,10 | 1,18
Pleasant-Unpleasant 2,88 | 1.3k 2,91 | 18 | 2090 | 1.15
1 Necessary-Unnacessary 174} 1,02 2,00 | 1.02 | 2,05 87
Kind-Cruel 3.4k | 1,09 3.36 | 1.1l | 3.43 98
| Successful-Unsuccessful | 2,70 | Lokl | 3409 | 1.63 | 2.67 | 1,11
J Valusble-Worthlese 2.22 | 116 | 2911 1.8 | 2433 | 1.6
3 Beputable-Disreputable 2,Th | 1.29 3,00 | 1,38 | 3019 | 1.08
Beneficisl-Harmiul 2,33 | 1427 | 2450 | 1.06 | 2,82 | 1.03

b6 Concept: Pupils' Parents

. Good-Bad 2,56 | 1428 | 2,27 | 1.16 | 2.38 | 1,16
Meaningful-Meaningless 2,30 | 1,77 2,36 | .40 | 2,05 87
| Fair-Unfair 2,7h | 1420 | 2,52 | 1.45 | 2.86 | 1.28
J Positive-Negative 2,61 | 1l.47 2473 | 1458 | 3010 | 1l.61
Interesting-Boring 2,00 | 1.1 1.95 | 1.09 | 1.5 89
Pleasant~Unpleasant 2,41 | 1,37 2.45 86 | 2429 | 1.06
Necessary-Unnecessary 1.30 72 1,52 § 1.08 | 1l.33 o713
] Kind-Cruel 2,78 | 1431 | 2.3 | 1420 | 2.90 | 1.38
% Successful-Unsuccessfil 2,85 | 1.32 3:23 | 1e31 | 3429 | 1.35
| Valuable-Worthless 159 | W97 | 1491 | 1.27 | 1.95 | 1.07
Rsputable-Disreputablie 2,81 | 1.33 2,82 | 1,18 | 2467 | 1.20
Benefictal-Haraful 2.8 | 248 | 273 | 1.32 | 2.52 | .29

éj‘?‘*‘“‘?}’f e T e — B
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TABLE 25 - Continued

i
i

7. Concept: School Administrators

Adjective Pairs ~Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

Mean | SeDe | Hean | SoDe | Msan | SeDe
Good-Bad 1.93 | 1.04 2,14 | 1.3 | 2410 9L
Meaningful-Meaningless 1,96 98 2,14 § 1.25 | 2.24 | 1.18
Fair-Unfsir 2411 | 1.09 2,23 | 1.19 | 2.4 | 1.1
Positive-Negative .50 | 1425 2,41 | 1.26 | 2.43 | 1.20
Interesting-Boring 2,37 | 1.33 | 2.2 | 1.05 | 2.62 | 1.L0
Pleasant-Unploasant 2,00 96 | 2424 | 1,18 | 2.30 | 1.02
Necessary-Unnecessary 1,12 32 1.2 90 | 1,38 59
Kind-Cruel 211 | 1.09 2,55 | 1430 | 2438 | 1.07
Successful-Uinsuccessful 2,04 | 1,09 2:23 | 1,15 | 2.25 | 1.02
Valuable-Worthlsss 1,70 | .72 1,76 | 1,00 | L.78 19
Reputable-Disreputable 2.0l | 1,29 2,23 | 1.3k | 1,85 | 1.18
Beneficial-Harmful 1,70 99 1,91 | 1,11 | 2,05 | 1.05

8. Concept: Home Work
Good-Bad 2,33 | 1.39 2:55 1 17 | 2452 | 1637
Meaningful-leaningless 2,19 92 2436 | 1429 | 2,81 | 1.47
Falr-Unfair 2,93 | 1.1 | 246k | 1422 | 2.67 | 1416
Positiva-Negative 2.48 | 1.25 2.55 | lell | 2.81 | l.l2
Intepesting-Boring - 2,61 | 1.30 | 2.6 | 1.33 | 2.86 | 1,02
Plessant~Unpleasant 3652 | 1.0 | 3,27 | 1.28 | 3029 | 1,31
Naceosaary-Unnecessary 2,35 | 1l.52 2,52 | 1.47 | 2.52 | 163
Kind-Cruel 337 | 108 | 348 | .98 | 3.52 | .93
Successful-Uncuccess.'ul 2.85 | L.46 2,95 | 1,16 | 2.61 | 1.17
Vsluablo-Worthless 201 | 1.39 | 243 | 129 | 2.43 | 1436
Reputable-Dlevepubable . |3.26 | L8| 3,20 | 1.26 | 3.29 | 2.3
Beneficial-Harmiul 2,37 | 1,31 | 2,19 ] 1.08 | 2.43 ; 1.08
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TABLE 25 - Continued

amott B~ .

9, Concept: Felluow Teachers

P 1,

E Adjecilve Pairs Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
! Mean | SeDe - |, Mean | ScDo | Mean | SeDe
Good-Bad 1,56 | 97 | 1.64 | 2.08 | 1,81 | 21.03
Meaningful-Meaningless 1.96 | 1.09 1 1,95 | 1.25 { 2,00 | 1.b
Fair-Unfair 2,15 | 1.29 2,00 | 1.07 | 2.29 1 1.k
Positive-Negative 241 | 1.3L | .95 | 127 | 2.4} 100
Interasting-Boring 1.85 | 1,06 | 1.86 | 2.36 | 1.81 | 1.l12
| Pleasant-Unpleasant 1.63 63 3.6l 95 | 171 | 1,01
Necessary-Unnecessary | 1.48 85 1.32 78 | 1.87 o33
Kind-Cruel 2,12 99 1,77 92 | 1.90 ) 21.04
Succeasful-Unsuccessful 2,11 89 2,05 | 1.21 § 2,19 { 1.08
Valuable-Worthless 1.89 | 2.22 | 1464 | 1400 | 1,76 9L
Reputable-Disreputable 2,22 | 1,31 | 1.82 | 1.8 | 1.81| 1.06
Beneficial-Harmful 1,70 82 | 1.82 90 | 1,86 1.06

10, Concepts Teaching Vork Load

Good-Bad 3.19 | .47 3455 ‘ 1,87 | 3.48 1 1.81
Meaningful -Heaningless 278 | 1.22 | 259  1.05 | 2.76| 1.00
Fair-Unfair | 3,00 | 1.L9 3436 1| 147 | 3,33 171
Positive-Negative 3,00 | 1.27 | 3.08 7| 1.22 | 3.38) 1.L3
Interssting-Boring 2,35 | 1.13 2655 | 1adh | 2,72} .27
Pleasant~Unpleasent 2.81 | 1.30 2.82 | 1.37 | 3.62| Ll.72
Necessary-Unnccessary 1.81 92 2,36 | 1.53 | 2.57| 1.5k
Kind-Cruel 3,00 | 1,24 | 3.55 | 1.26 | 3.62| 1.24
Successful-Unsuccessful 2.70 | 2,17 el | 1433 | 3.05| 1.20
Valuable-Worthless 2.30 | 1.20 2,95 | 1,17 | 2.95| 1.6
Reputable-Disreputable 3.1 | 140 3,27 | 1,12 | 34295 1.19
. Beneficial-Haxmful 27 |18 | 3,05 | .43 '3.}9‘*‘1.79
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TABLE 25 - Contimued

11, Concept: Grading
Adjective Pairs Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Mean | Sels |  MNean| SecDe! DMean| SeDs
Good-Bad 3.4k | 1463 el | 19| 3.19] 1.60
Meaningful-Meaningless J.11 | 1.60 3,321 1.78| 3.10] .61
Fair-Unfair 3.58 | 1,60 3473 155) 3.29| 1.38
Positive-Negative 3.78 | 1.63 359 1e53| 3.381 1.77
Interesting-Boring 3eithy | 1.k2 341} 1.l 3,381 1.28
Pleasant-Unpleasant LoiO | L7 | - LeS2| 1.72| 3495} 1.53
Necessary-Unnecessary 2ohly | 1.48 2,591 l.7h] 2.43{ 1.h43
Kind-Cruel 2463 | 1.31 2,501 1.30) 270} 1.19
Successful-Unsuccessful 3456 | 1eU5 3486 1421 3,29 | 1.b9
Valuable~-Worthloss 2,85 | 1.51 3| 165 2,81 1,40
Reputable-Disreputable .3 | 1.9 3.6 1.26] 3.29] 1.15
Beneficial-Harmful el | 1463 3,591 L1J71] 3,19 1.60
12, Concepts: Teaching ge & Caresr

Good-Bad 156 | 89| 1.68] .78 1.82] .48
Meaningful-Meaningless  |1.52 | 70 | 1.64] .85] 1.67| .91
Fair-Unfair 12411 | 1.2 2,181 1.1k %.19 1,08
Positive-Negative 1.89 | 1.09 1,95 1.05{ 1.95| 1,07
Interesting-Boring 1.37 63 1.15 861 1.62 | 1.16
_Plegsant-Unpleasant 1,63 | 108 | 1.77| 87| 167 W56
Nacessary-Unnecessary 1.85 | 1.20 177 1.27) 1.86 | 1.39
Kind-Cruel 2,63 | 1.31 2,50 1.30) 2.71 | 1.19
Succeesful-Unsuccessfvl 1,93 | 1.07 2:141 1,081 1.86 91
Valuabls-Wor thless 1.33 68 145 961 1.67] 1,07
Reputable-Disreputable 1,78 | 1.3 1,86 146 1.76| 1.1k
Beneficial-Harmful 1.78 | .37 1.6k 851 192 1.0k
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TABLE 25 - Continusd

é
%
|
3

13, Concepis: Students

Adjective Fairs | Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 §
Mean | SoD. | Mean | S.D»| Mean | S<D |
{
Good-Bad © {2026 | 205 | 200 | 120] 162 | .59 |
Meaningful-Meaningless 1.93 | 1.00 1.86 § 1,17 161 | 1.03 t
Fair-Unfair 208 { 1.22 | 2.85 | .22l 2al | 102 g z
,‘ Pogitive-Nogative 2,56 | 1.3k 27| 24| 24k | 1.0 g
‘ Interesting-Boring 138 | W57 1.27 701 1.33 ol é
f Pleasant-Unpleasant 196 | 1.36 | 2.27 | 1.32] 181 | .75 t
Necessary-Unnecessary 1.7 | 1.6 1.6h | le22) 1.35 93
Kind-Cruel 2.37 | 1.21 | 2.h1 | 1l.22] 2,62 | 1.3
Suceessful-Unsuccessful 2.33 | 1.00 2,64 | 1.0} 247 | 1.03 ;
Valuable-Worthless 1,70 | .99 | 1.95 | 1.33] 1.90 | .04 r
Reputable-Disreputabla 2,56 | 1.3k 2,55 | 1,26} 2.h43 | 1.7
Beneficial-Harmful 2.5 | .20 | 2.45 | 1.30| 229 | L.27
1L, Concepts: Teachsrs® Social Status i
Good-Bad 2,19 38 2418 85 | 2.1h T:L.J.l
Meaningful-Meaningless 2.59 | 1.56 2,73 | L.h9 | 2.38 | 1.36
| Fair-Unfair 3.19 | 1.57 2,82 | 1,30 | 2.43  1.33
| Positive-Negative 296 | 145 | 2073 | 1,20 | 257 | 1.0 §
Interusting-Boring 2,81 | 1.2ls] 2486 OL 1 2,52 |1l.21
Ploasart-Unpleasant 2,69 | 1.6 3,00 | 1.07 | 2.76 | l.3h
Necessary-Unnecessary 2,82 | 1.39 3,00 | 1.51 ] 2.90 | 1.70
| Kind-Cruel 335 | 1.23 | 3.0 | 2.23| 3.57 |27
| Successful-Unsuccessful 2,96 | 1.29 2,73 | 1.12 | 2.52 | 1.l7
Valuable-Worthless 2.89 | 1.31 2,91 | 11| 2,62 |1.43
Reputable-Disreputabie 2,56 | 1.58 2,36 1 1:29 | 2,29 | 1.5
Beneiicial-Harnful 2,36 | 1.28 | 2,77 | 1.07 | 2.57 |1.60
;
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TAELE 26
SUMMARY OF DATA ON PILOT STUDY TEACHER RATIS AS
RELATED TO SUBJECTS® CHARACTERISTICS
Code 1in 500Te | Rank |Mn Score| Hamk jGrade Soudent | Gus | Bd (Hagos —5
#  [Stanford Ryans Levellﬁje.cher GPA | GPA o
Yrade
1 ;2,02 {2 | 3.6 22 6 | B 2.5 | 3.2 [Soc. Ste”: y
22 {287 | 1he5 | Le69 6 |{Int-Adj A 2.8 | 2.8 |Sve. St ?f-f”
3 133 |3 |3% | 2| 3 |a |31] 3.6 Soc St -
b 229 |23 [320 | 28| 3 | a 28] 3.2 |soc. st
5 | 3.6 7 lie12 il 1 | A {24 | 3.0 [Soc. St. \
3, » 6 | 2.88 13 L1 2 5 A 2,8 3.2 |Music ,.,
~ . 7 |2.67 18 | L8 7 3 | A 2.9 | 3.4 [Soce Sta i
i 3 8 |2.56 ]19.5 | 3.k0 23 1 | B 2.6 | 3.3 |Lang Aris :
'3 9 | 2.56 |19.5 | 3.87 16 L' | B 249 { 3.3 |Soc. St- ~5
} 10 |23k (22 | 3.7 26 | 8-9 | B 2,7 | 2.5 jart | % .
“ ; 11 Drepped {from spudy "B
12 | 3.32 W | k.20 2179 | B 2,8 | 2.9 [Soc. St. ?
13 | Dropped {from Study ‘:ff
W (2.9 |12 | kB2 | 1 |3 |26 3.3 [Lang Arts 2
i 15 | 253 |20 | 3.76 17 R Y 3.0 | 3¢3 [Soce St. _;
16 | 4,08 2 5.83 1 1} A 2.8 | 3.l [Lang Arts ‘i?;
17 | 3.03 9 | kel 10 K | B 3.1 | 3.0 [Soc. St. &
;’J‘ 18 | 287 |1h5 | 3.33 2l K | & 2,3 | 2.2 [Lang Arts ,g
’{i | 19 | 3.23 5 | LloO 9 6 | B 21 | 2.k A §
; 0 |1.82 |26 | 3.9 15 L | B 3.3 | 3.2 [Socs St. ;
' 2 |305 |8 |86 a3] 5 |2 |34 3.7 poc. st. R
’; 22 |29 |17 |37 |18 | 3 | B |30 3.2 Soc. St |
a | 5
?
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K . TABLE 26 - Continued

Code | i Score | Rank | Min Score | Rank| Grade |Student| Cum | Ed | Major

Stanford Ryans Level .|Teachsr| GPA GPA
Grade

.lw‘-,w«
I PRI
A NP Yoo v F

N
gt
(o]

B 3.2 3431 Mueic
205 207 He Ece
3.7 3.8 | Lang Arts

23 | 3.00 10 3.59
2h | 2.92 11 L.57
25| 319 [ 6 .26
26 | L9 1 L.78
27 | 281 |16 | L.87
28 | 1.97 25 3.73

T
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A A e 43
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2.9 | 3.6!80ce Ste
3.3 306 Lang Arts

Int.
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. TABLE 26
B )
2 |
A SUMMARY OF DATA ON TiE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE SCALE
. BY TREATMENT GROUPS AND ADMINISTRATIONS (¥ = 96)
5.
vy | z
- L
o ;
B : 1
o i Treatment Round 1 : Round 2 ! Round 3 i Round 4 g
2 | Grouos { Mean ! S.D. Meaa ! S.D. - "Mean  S.k, ¢ Medn _ S.D, Pl
o r
3 % A, Concept: "Tests"
;N 1. Adjective pair: ™sood-bad"
g Group 2 2.64 §1.15 | 2,44  ,93 ; 2 70 |
- Groun 3 2,44 1,26 ! 2,32! 1.09 ¢  2.52]
b Sroup b 2,15 1,08 . 2,31 .93 ! 2,36
’ﬁl , » * ‘
B 2, Adjective pair: "meaningful-meaning)ess"
N Group 1 2,15 ! 1,08 ; 2,63 1.12 . 2,76
o Group 2 2,82 ;1,47 | 2,96 1.43 | 3.07;
N Croup 3 2,62 '1,23 ! 2,57 1,12 @ 2.36;
L Group 4 2,19 1,13 ' 3,27 1.59 ° 2,58
e 3. Adjective pair: "fair-unfair"
- Group 1 2,50 1,03 , 3,04 1,22 . 2,72|
Zo Group 2 2,86 1,31 § 3,04 1,37 | 2.95‘
gd Group $ 2.68 11,25 : 2,95 1,53 ! 2,72}
5 Croun 4 2,88 '1.23 - 3,08. 1.35 @ 2,79!
o 4, Addective pair: "interesting-boring"
*s Group 1 2,33 'i.,22 ;, 2,52: 1,16 : 2,44
8 Group 2 2.54 1,10 . 2,81} 1,00 2.96i
o Group 3 2.u8 11,30 ! 2,57 P09 ! 2,721
. Groun Y4 2,73 11,31 ° 2,73. 1,28 ! 3,12
;ﬁ nDs Adjective pair: 'pleasant-unpleasant”
5 groun 1 3,70 1,22 . 3,46 1.1% 3,44
Group 2 4,26 11,30 | 4,22, 1,25 4,15 |
. Group 3 4,12 | 1,17 5,32, 117 | 3.63!
- Group 4 4,08 : 1.62 3.81  1.17 . 3,921
. B 6. Adjective pair: "necessary-unnecessary"
7 Group 1 .80 v .80 | 1.81, .92 1,80
S Group 2 1.80 | .82 | &.oo, .67 2.26 !
A Group. 3 1,72 ’ 1,10 71 1, 3u 2,20
) Group % 1.96 ‘1,11 ! 2.3 gl 1.55 | 2,24,
LA AEE \:ﬁyp 7 03 Fr, o F e
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i TABLE 28--Conrinued
?k‘;' PRI BTN TR
b 3‘
T Treatmen® Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

s ' R
' __Srouns Mean | S.D. ,  Mean | S.D. Tesn: B0, | Vean | S.D.

7. Adjective »aipr: "yaluable-worthless”

- Sroun 1 2,151 .79 | 2.37 97 2.32; .35 2.u8 i .95
= Group 2 2.28 1 2,32 o7 2,74 .30 2,23 .86
. Grouo 3 2,281 .88 § 2,13 82 2.15! .59 2,26 { .79
. Groun U 2,15 1.00 ! 2,231 .9 ! 2,40 1.00 2.61 | 1,03
8, Adjsctive pairs "heneficial-harmfui® -
N Groun 1 2,351 1.09 | 2.52 l.12 . 2,52} 1.09 2,58 | .83
# Group 2 2,561 .92 | 2. | 1.02.0 3,00} 1.00 2,77 | .99
# Sroup 3 2,28 1,06 § 2.7% | 1.32 ; 2.96) 1.37 2,80 | 1,12
s Grouo 4 2,31} 1,12 ; 2.54 1 1.1 ° 2,681 :,07 } 2,78 ' 1,00
A
P B, Conceptt "Teacher Meetinags"
: 1. Adisctive nair: "sood-kad"
y Aroup 1 2,04 | 1,29 2.19 | .52 | 2.08] 1.15 | 2,63 ; 1.28
. Groun 2 2.27{ .88 2.54 | .96 2,56 .97 2,52 1,05
=~ Groud 3 2.44 4 1.26 2.57 | 1.27 2,521 1.45 2,76 | 1,45
i LBrecup 4 2,12 1 1,50 2,15 .93 2,38 1,10 2,12 .60
- 2. Adjzctive nair: "meaninefui-meanineless®
~ Group 1 .26 | 1.32 | 2.3 1,20 | 2.72} 1.75 2.5% | 1.29
i Group 2 2,42 .66 2.6} 1.03 | 2,78 1l.u45 2.31 { 1,01
By Groun 3 2.28 ¢ 1,02 2,78 | 1.57 ‘ 2.68‘ 1.65 2.72 | 1,46
. Group 4 2.31 | 145 | 2,54 1.56 | 2.32) .85 ©.57 | 1.3%
ii j 3. Adjective nair: "intepesting-borina" i
B Group 1 2.59 | 1.22 | 2,67} 1.2% 2,52 1,39 | 2.58 ; 1,32
. ; Group 2 3,19 | 1.30 3.32 | 1.31 3,15{ 1.26 2.88 { 1.28
o Group 2 2,92 | 1.61 2.91 1 1.73 3,08 1,55 3,12 | 1l.64
{1 ¢ 4, Adiective nair: #n]ecasant~-unnleasant"
' Groun 1 2.37 { 1.08 { ?2.5¢ | 1.09 2,56} 1.29 2,38 | 1.10
a8 Group 2 2.73 | 1.22 | 2,57 .A8 2.7&1 .86 2,65 | 1,33
M Group 3 2.88 ; 1.33 ‘ 3.26 | 1.63 3,161 1,43 3.00 ; 1.29
i Group 4 2,38 | 1,06 3.04 | 1.37 2,801 1,19 2,92 |1,21
: | 5. Adjective pair: "necsssary-unncoessarv® L
v Groun 1 1.59 | 1.08 i 1,931 1,07 1.eu; 1,03 | 2,00 { 1.29
; Grouo 2 2,12 .99 | 2,25} 1l.18 1.93 .73 1.85 .68
B Group 3 2,04 | 1.4 | 2,09} 1.28 2,16| 1.u3 .28 | 1,43
". . Group 4 1,73 { 1,12 | 2,044 1.3% | 2.24 1,13 | 2.9 1.26
;’5"5%;'&’}%" :;0 -}Y‘}h )O :/(j’“j;n\a;;ﬁ;zﬂ"“* XN ‘1’0 P ‘R‘_ﬁ\ "”"%rg} > ?‘:)T-?Vi ‘r’ “ P\u
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TABLE 22 «=Cont inued

S

Treatment | Round ) Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
Srouns ; ean | 9.0, M2an | 5.0 Wean | S.Dec Mean v S.D,

AR S &W,:wmnﬂ”
SN . B
\ P S S 4 ‘

6. Adjec*ive pair: »aluablgmwor*hless"
Grouw 1 2,11} 1,19 | 2,15 4l 2.16 | 1.14 | 2.50; 1.38
Groun 2 2,27 | .82 ‘ 2.32 | .72 2,41 1 1.1¢ i . i -
Groun 3 2.16 | 1. oa 2,52 | 1.34 2.55 | 1.50 i 2.84 | 1.38
Group 4 2.00 i 2.38 } 1.39 2,32 ' .90 2,171 .64
A tdizctive nair: "bensficial-harmful
Group 1 1.96 | .54 2,22 | .85 i 2.28 | .79 | 2.25| .79
Group 2 2.35 .75 229 .80 2,19 79 ) 2,28 95
Group 3 2,08 | 1.15 2,39 § 1.12 ! 2,72 l 143 | 2.52 ; 1.09
Graun b 1,96 .67 i 2,081 .o 1 2,72 1.2 I 2,291 1,12
8., Adiectivs oalr' "successful~unsuccessful ” —
Sroup 1 2.26 ) 1.26 2.48 | 1.34% 2.44 | 1,47 2,54 | 1.u47
Grouo 2 2.85 | 1.32 2.43 | ,87 2,37 1 1,01 2,381 ,90 ,
Group 3 2,36 { 1.32 2,52 | 1.2 2,64 | 1.63 2.60 [ 1.29 E
. Groun 4 2,08 1 1,22 2.32 1 1,26 i 2.52{10¢ ' 2,21 .78
) ]
C. Concent: "School Administrators"
1, Adjzcrive pair: "soo0d-bad" -
Group 1 1.41 . 1.67 ' .68 l 1,68 . .80 } 1,92 1. .93
Groun 2 1.81 | 1.61 | .63 .76 { .75 | 2.07 1,07
Grou™ 3 1.52 | .82 1.7 | .69 | 1.84 ‘ <94 ‘ 1.% | .89
Groun 4 1,77 1 1.11 1.96 } 1,90 2,04 : 1.00 1.95 ¢+ 79
2. hkdjsetivz pair: "meaniraless-meanineful® -
Group 1 148! 75 1,56 | .64 | 1,80 } .9 | 192, .93
Group 2 2.27 | 1.04 2.36 | 1.52 2,07 | .87 2.19 | 1.10 :
2roup 3 1.72 | 1.06 1,91 .67 ! 1.88 | .80 t 2,20 ‘ 1.12 i
Group b 1.73| .96 2,381 1.99 ; 2,181 1,03 2,00 |1 .89 ,
— 3. Adjzctive pair: "fair-unfair" 2
Eroun 1 1811 .69 7w .71 1.80 | .87 1.88 | .u5 f
Group 2 2,12 | 1.31 1.79] .82 1,96 | 1.19 2,15 { 1.22
Grour 3 1,76 | 1.13 2.091 ..9¢ 1,52 .76 1.88 | .83
Group U4 1,88 .91 2,121 1,20 2,26 ' 1,00 | 2,04 .75 *
b Adiective naip: Yheoa+ive-nositive” . i
Grour 1 1,52 | 1.22 1.56 { .75 1,76 ¢ .78 1.63 | .65 ;
Group 2 1.81{ .98 1.54 ¢ .88 1.85 ¢ .77 1.85 j, .83 {
Groun 3 1,46 1 .52 1.98 1 1.15 1.92 | 1.08 1,80 | .71 f
Group Y4 1.88 1 .95 1,771 71 2,12 | .88 2.04 | 1,04 ;
i
. '
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o TABLE 28 -~Cori*nued
1, _
Y Treatmen;jg; Round 1 Round 2 ___Round 3 Round & )
A Grouns '+ Mean | S.D. Mzan | S.D. Mean . S.D. Mean | S.C.
- 8, Adiccrive pair: "unguccessfulesuccessful”
® Groun 1 1,33 | .62 . 1.93| L4 ,  1.60 |7} L9y a8
- Sroup 2 2,04 § 1,11 i.89) 1,03 { 2,19} 1.08 ; 2.23} 1.18
> *  Groun 3 1.60 | .71 . 1.74 ’ 69 | 2,2 1 1.33 L 1.021 .18
3 Groun 4 1.77 t .82 i 1.88¢{ ,91 @ 2,048 : .94 I 2,000 .08
’ 6. Adjective vair: "valuable~-worthless"
g Grouo 1 1,48 | .51 | 1.881 .70 2.0 | 1,21 | 1,75} .74
. Group 2 2,12 | .77 | 1.88; .89 2.19 l 96 | 1,920 .89
- Group 3 1,92} .95 | 213 f 1,10 2,08 | 1.00 | 2.40 ‘ 1.38
kR Group 4 2,27} 1,00 | 2,081 .72 2,281 1,02 ! 2,25 1.07
o 7. Adjective pair: ‘“harmfui-beneficial ——
‘ Groun 1 1.73 | 1.12 ‘ 1.85| .99 1.92 : 1,14 | 2,04 1.04
- Sroup 2 1.9 | .77 i.881 T 2,07 | 1.27 © 2.121 1l.2u
Group 3 2.08 | 1.12 § 2.22 ) 1.17 2.36 | 1.15 % 2,28 1,02
Growp 4 2.27 | 1.2 ' 2081 ,e8 | 2,2 .87 ! 217! 1.13
¥ D. Concent: "Homer:epk™
- 1. Adjsctive pair: "good~bad"
‘ Group 1 2.70 | 1.17 | 3.04 | 1.16 2,96 | 1.14 2,79, 1.14 ik
o Group 2 2.92 | 1,25 3,07 1.30 3,11 1.19 3.11} 1.25
g Group 3 3.16 | 1,43 3.13 | 1.39 {3,081 1.35 3.16 1.11 1
. Groun 4 2,92 , 1,85 | 2.,92: 1,06 + 2,96 ; .9 2,921 1,26 -
et 2. _Adjective pair: "meaningless-meaningful"
B Group 1 2.63 | 1.25 2.70 ¢ 1,07 ; 2.96 ; 1.27 ; 2,92} 1l.21
K Group 2 2.88 | 1.18 3.00 | 1.44 2.85 | 1.26 2.92} 1.20 |
N | Groun 3 2.96 | 1.37 | . 2.87 | 1,33 3., 04 i 143 1 3,20 119 1
i Group & 2,65 | 1.36 | . 2.85 | 1,08 2,92 | 1,19 | 2.83, 1,17 % .
. 3. Adjscrive pair: "faip-unfair" ,?;
i Group 1 3.08 | 1.26 7.38 | .85 | 2.84 1 1,25 . 2,701 1.06 3
kY Group 2 3.15 | 1,64 2,93 | 1.33 3,07 | 1.52 | 2.85 i'l.ul x|
& | Grouo 3 2.68 | 1.31 3,17 | 1.40 3,08 | 1.35 | 3.16{ 1.31 R
N | Group U 2,77 | 1.42 3.00 | 1.47 2,88 | 1,15 2,79 | 1.38 i
. ‘ [
. y, Adfective nair: "nega-ive-positive! | B
= Group 1 3.33 ;| 1.07 3.52 | 1.01 3,20 | 1.12 , 3.57 ' 1.29 | B
3roup 2 3.96 | 1.37 3.67 | 1,36 3.06 | 1.32 ©  3.58 2,27 '}
Group 3 3.60 | 1.12 4,43 | 1.41 g,on ! 1.27 , 3.83 1 1.27 i |
Group 4 3,85 { 1,32 3.96 | 1,37 4,08 | 1,19 , 3.% ] 1.35 I

et v e o o
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=, TABLE 28--Con*inued

2 Treatmen® | _ Round 1 * Round 2 Round 3 Round &

| - Grouns Tean | S.D. ' Mean | S.b. jean] S.D. Wean D,

= §, Adjective nair: 'umnleasant-nleasan*" _ _

.o Group 1 2,74} 1.33 3.00 | 1.39 2.33; 1,62 2,751 1.23
. Group 2 3.04 ] 1.59 3.04 i 1,80 3,061 1.39 2,77 1 1.53
~ 1 Group 3 2.921 1l.41 3,091 1,44 2,96 | 1.34 5,20 | 1.35

B Group 4 3.28 | 1.65 3.04 1 1,45 2.2 1,50 3,25 | 1,48

i % 6. @giecfive pair: "necessary-unnecessarv" _

B Group 1 2.81 | 1.21 i 2.56 { 1.12 2,76 1.36 2.58 .93
(o Sroup 2 2,65 1,33 3.04 ] 1.u48 2,811 1.24 2,62 | 1.17
o | Group 3 2.60 | 1.08 2,781 l.24 3,041 1,23 2,96 | 1.17
s Group 4 2.85 1 1.35 2.96 | 1.15 2,721 1.17 2.88 ! 1,15
33'5 7. Adjective pair: "valuable-wor*hless" _ . |
x| Grouo 1 o481 .89 i 2.58}{ 1.05 2.641 3,04 | 2,78 l 1.11
. | Groun 2 2.62 | 1.20 2.93 | 1.27 2.70‘ 1,17 | 2,541 .99
| Group 3 2,60 | .96 | 2.07] 155 | 3.08) 1.38 1 3.00 | 1.16
o i Group 4 2.58 | 1,03 2.88 1 1,18 2.eul 1,31 ¢ 2.88 1 1,12

§?Q m 8, Adjsctive nair: ‘harmful-beneficial ,

R Groun 1 2.96 | 1.28 2.85 | 1,12 ’ 3,00 1.16 ; 3.04 \ 1.27

A 3roup 2 3.35 | 1.4 3.39 | 1.52 1,07| 1.80 | 3.31) 1.2
e Group 3 - 3.04 | 3.14 | 3.35| 1,58 | 3.16; 111 | 3.5 | 1.29
£y | Groun 4 3,191 1,30 | 3.35: 1.38 ¢ ° 3,28! 1.3 3,001 1,22
fﬁ ; E. Concent: "Teaching Work Load"
¥ 1. Adjective pair: "sood~bagd" ] N

jﬂig? Group 1 2,46 | 1.24 2.77 | 1.21 ’ 2,63} 1,38 2,46 { 1.10
; Group 2 3.36 { 1.75 3.5% | 1.84 3.41| 1.76 3.23 | 1.77

i Group 2 2.52 | 1.16 2.52 | 1.47 ‘ 2.56] 1.23 2.u8 | 1.33

o Group 4 2,96 | 1.84 3.46 | 1,77 ' 3,36} 1.55 , 2,80 ! 1.22
‘;,r‘ 2. Adjective paips "fair-unfair" —

5 | Group 1 2,69 | 1.38 2.58 | 1.10 3,251 1.07 | 2.251 79
K Group 2 2.60 | 1,26 2.85 | 1.77 2.61. 7 1.57 3.27 | 1.78
) ¥ Groun 3 2,20 | 1.12 2.43 | 1.47 2,60 .29 2,56 | 1.50

K | Group 4 2,65 | 1.16 3.31 1 1,57 3,281 1,43 ¢ 2,63} 1.35

i%z i 3, Adjective pair: "interes*inq-béring"

R Group 1 1.6 | .65 | 1.69] .7 1.63] .71 | 1.79]| .88

o Group 2 1,72 .79 2,00 | 1.14 2,22 1.42 2,00 ! 1,20

S Group 3 1.52 | .65 1.70 | .77 1.79] .5¢ 1.67 1 .70

N } Group 4 1,73 | .92 2.04 | 1.28 2,000 .76 ¢ 2,04 { 1.08

Y |

.
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Treatment | Found 1 Round 2 r Round 3 Round 4
Gronps Wean ; 9.0, _Mzan j S.D, Mean | S.D. Hean | S.D,

TABLE 28 - “an+inued

4, Adjective pair: '"unnlsasant-pleasan*"
Grouo 1 2.64 1 .98 2.46 | 1.27 ' 28
. . ;
3roud 2 2,40 § 1.32 2.85 | 1.51 1.55
GSroup 3 1.96 7% 2.78 | 1.7~ 1.1k
Group 4 2,19 1 1.30 2.50 ' 1.34 | 1.20

5, Adjective maip: ‘nzcsssarv-unnscessary —
Group 1 1.54 § .65 1.85 | 1.01 | 1.14
Group 2 .44 | 1,76 2.97 § 1.11 1.65
Sroup 3 1.88 § 1.39 1,78 | 1.13 1.02
Group & 1.77 § .99 3 2,31 1.54 | i 1,26

B Adjective pair: "va]uabic-wor?hlhss" ’ — ‘

Group 1 1.77 N 2.15 f .93 ' i 1.17
Geoup 2 2,16 | 1.03 | 2.37 | 1.12 t | 2.38 | 1.39
Group 4 2,08 ! 1,09 2,08 | 1.16 l | .85

7. Adjective pair: "ha“mful-bsnOflczal"
Group 1 1.96 1 1.00 2 58 | 1.45 ] ! ; 1.06
Group 2 3.00 | 1.68 i 2.81 | 1,52 | ‘ : 1.6¢
Group 3 2,24 | 1.50 | 2.35 | 1.34 ! s ; 1.1
Group 4 2,15 !1,35 : 2,731 1,36 ! t 1,50

7. CLConcent: "Gpradina
1. Adjective pair: "good-~bad"
Groun 1 3.30 | 1,73 { 3.19: 1.30
Groun 2 3.92 | 1.62 3,70 { 1.66
Group 3 3.20 { 1.63 3.20 | 1.3 1
Srour & 3,12 1 1.56 | 3.,23¢ 1.53 |
2. Adisctive pa airs "neaninzless-meaningful
Group 1 2.74 1,13 | 3,04 1.22 5 | 1
Groun 2 3.50 | 1.53 1 .46 | 1.69 ! & .
Group 3 3.20 | 1.6 | 3.39| 1.85 | | 1.
Group % 2.46 | 1.2) 3.04 ! 1,46
3. Adiscrive mair: Yfair-unfair" |
Group 1 5.52 | 1.63 | 3.26! 1.40 2,88 |
Group 2 4,12 | 1.58 3.70 § 1.59 3.81
Sroup 3 3.33 | 1.37 3.57 : 1.59 3,08 2
Group 4 3.35 { 1,23 + 3.35' 1.41 , 3,36

|
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TA3LE 28--Continued

MW

———

Tve&tmenf Round 1 Round ? Round 3 i Round &
.Grouns f"Mzan| S.D. Mean ;| S.D. Mean | 8.0, |  Mean | S.D,
4, Adveetlve pair: "unoleasant nleasant"
Group 1 . #.4L1 1,58 4,70 § 1.35 | 3,627 31,35 4,29 | 1,49
Groun 2 5.45§ 1,27 | 5,39 | 1,34 | 4,85 1.48 4,77 | 1,45
Group 3 5.20) 1,58 | u.22| 1057 | w33 1.e6 | 416 1187
Groun & 3,96 | 1,64 ' 4,80 ! 1,53 | 4,63 ' 1,50 46 - 144
S, __Adjecvive nairs "nccessarv-unnecessary"
Srouo 1 284 12,50 2.44 11,31 2,32 L. 2,17, 1.2
Group 2 2,77 1 1.63 1 2,36 | 1,42 1 267 | 147 | 2,38 | 1,89
Grous 3 2,55 ] 1.78 | 2.8% ; 1.50 2.80 | 1,58 2.64 | 1.52
Sroup 4 2081 1,00 | 2,08 . it 2,88 ! 1,25 2,70 | 1,27
6. Adjective sair: "valuable-worthless"
Group 1 2,93 1 1.4 1341, 125 | 2,68, .99 | 2581 .65
Group 2 3.46 | 1.45 | 2.96 | 1,32 2,67 | 1,08 | 2,81} 1.30
Group 3 2,88 | 1.4 ' 2,78 ) 1.00 | 2720 120 ' 2,92 l.u
groun 4 2,54 1,14 2,69 ! 100 | 3,00 1,26 ! 2,06 1.16
7. Adjective nair: "harmful-benaficial"
Groun 1 3.08 1 1,46 3.22; 1,286 | 2,681 %03 | 3.08 1.8
Group 2 3,77 | 1.37 ‘ 4,00 { 1.68 t 3.33 | 1.36 | 5.62 ) 1.27
Group 3 3.21' 1.6 ! 3,30) 1.52 | 3,061 1,57 ; 3.28} 1.5
Group 4 3.04 , 1.46 2,96 ' 1,18 3.40 ' 1,81 ! 3421 1.38
G. Concept: "Téaching Ag a Careep"
3. _Adiscrive Dair: "aood-bad™ o _
Grous 1 1,261 .53 1 1,87 | .57 | 1.0( ,50 ., 1.38; .58
Group 2 19| .40 | 13| 7% | 1,561 1,09 ! 1.52.] .85
Group 3 1,28 .54 1,263 .45 ; 1,80 .76 1.327 .63
Group 4 1.23! .52 1.7} 53 1 1.0 m 1.4 0 .58
2. Adjsctive nair: "meanineless-meaningful"
Groun 1 1.11; .32 f 1.22 42 1,48 1,05 . 1.71; 1,63
Group 2 1.42] 1,21 | 1.3 | .62 1811 1,05 | 1.35) .56
Group 3 2.36) 1.22 | 143 | 1.08 Lok | 1,23 L.uby 1,08
Groun 4 1,12 .23 1,301 .68 | 1l.44; 51 . 1.58| .93
3. Addective palr: "fair-unfair"
Grouo 1 1.63] .74 | 1.5 | .90 1.68 ; .95 1,79 .93
Group 2 2,31 | 1. 26 P2,25 | 1,21 2,151 1,32 | 2,27 I 1.25
Group 3 1.58 i g 1.77 | 1.07 1.64 1 1,00 § 1.9 1.2
Sroun &4 1.62 .go 1,96 | 1.34 1,80 1,00 . 1.8 ' ,95
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TAZLE 28~-Continusd

Treatment Round 1 : Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
__Groups Mean | 9.D. |  Mzan j S.D, Mean | S.D. Mean | SeD.
4, Adjective pair: “unpleasan*-pleasant" _
Group 1 1u1) .57 1.56 | .64 | 1,36 { .49 1.50 | .78
Group 2 1,65 .75 1.75 | 1.11 1.70 | 1.07 1,50 .65
Group 3 1.36 .76 1.39 .50 1 1,36 .57 148 | .87
Group 4 1,46 .58 1.31; .55 ! 1,56 1 1.50 + ,59
5, Adjective mair: "unsuccessful-successful' ,
Group 1 1,07 .27 1.19 40 i 1,82 .56 1,29 .62
Group 2 1.15 .37 1.32 .55 © 0 1.7 | 1.32 1.58 | 1.39
Group 3 1,12 .23 1.26 45 1 1,36 | .57 1,24 .52
Group 4 1.27 .60 1.31 68 | 1,48 7 1,54 . .83

8, Adjective pair: 'valuable-worthless"

Greun 1 1.67 .73 1.52 .51 1.64 ¢ L70 1,96 1 1,33
Groun 2 2,00 ! .85 2.25 1 1.3 | 2,07 1,24 1.88 ‘ .77
Grouv 3 1.52 1 .59 1.61 ] .66 | 1.58 | .88 1.68 | .80
Groud b 1.92 | 1,23 1.46 J1 0 1.67 .70 1.63 l .71
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