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SUMMARY

The aim of this study was to. attempt to improve the student -
teaching experience., Specifically, we sought to compare the
effects of the traditional method of student teacher placements
to methods in which student teachers and cooperating teachers
(regular school district teachers) were matched on certain
characteristics, : 1

Ninety applicants to.winter quarter student ‘teaching at the -
University of Utah were randomly assigned to five treatment groups,
differing only in the extent to which the applicants were matched
vith cooperating teachers., The ninety student teachers were assigned
to cooperating teachers in the five school districts in the State of
Utah having approximately sixty per cent of the State's student popu-
laticen. .

The objectives of this study were:. .

yn 1. To determine whether matching of student and co-
. operating teacher produces improved student teaching performance.

2. To ascertain the essential elements or'variableg for
matching.

3, ' To ascertain whether the student teacher who is
"matched" gains a superior attitude about teaching and
senses a greater gain from the experience than does the
student who is assigned in the normal fashion.

.‘The basic method used was to compare mean scores of student
teacher performance or attitudes among the five groups;_ For example,
mean scores for each group on the Minnesota Teachers Attitude Inventory
collected at the termination of the experimental period were compared
to discern which method of matching produced the best results.

The major findings of this study were: (1) the methods of
matching invoked in this study, as a composite, did not produce
superior results in térms of student teaching performance and
attitude when compared to students placed in the traditional manner;
(2) within group comparisons appear to demonstrate the theoretical
advantages of matching in general. vt
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INTRODUCTION

Background

The role of student teaching in the preparation of teachers
is regarded as more significant today than it has been since ~
certification of teachers became an acceptable practice. It is
undoubtedly the most common element in teacher education and is
usually recognized as the most important, be it called student
teaching, practicum, or internship. But what are the factors of
the experience which contribute to the student teacher's success?

Although many of the factors affecting student teaching are
non-manipulable, some can be adjusted to meet the individual needs
of student teachers. Among these would be the selection of: the
school district cooperating teacher, the university supervisor,
the school to which the student teacher is assigned, subject
matter and grade level, and time of day.if the experience is limited
to a few hours. The non-human factors are relatively easy to adjust
to meet student needs where selection of cooperating teachers and
supervisors often are not so easily adjusted. The reason is that
cooperating teachers are not responsible to the university and
assignment of the latter are largely predetermined according to
subject-matter specialties. Of these two human variables, research
has clearly shown that the school-district-cooperating-teacher has
by far the greater impact upon student teacher behavior than does
"that of the university supervisor, To summarize, then, the cooperating
teacher is known to have the greatest (human) effect upon the student
teaching experience which is the most vital component of the training
program,

AL 5 e A it

The major hypothesis of this research was based upon the
aforementioned findings which may be stated: (1) Every known
research study seeking the answer to the question, ''what is the
most valuable component of your teacher preparation program?
has found the answer to be, "student teaching"; (2) The most
significant human factor affecting student teaching behavior has
been the cooperating teacher. Logically then, from an efficiency
standpoint, if one is to attempt changing student teacher behavior,
the strategic element of the program upon which to concentrate is
student teaching and the best individual to focus efforts-on is the
cooperating teacher.

Specifically, the literature reveals that it would seem
critical that the selection of the cooperating teacher be based
on a thorough knowledge of his characteristics and the individual
needs of the student teacher. The 1963, Association for Student
Teaching Yearbook, emphasizes that assignments should be made which

will best relate the known needs of the student teacher to his
anticipated learning potential in a given environmental setting,
taking into consideration compatability of personalities and
readiness of the student teacher in his particular placement.,
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Yet no evidence is listed in support of this assertion; apparently
the reader is expected to accept this statement at face value,
This explicitly points out the nature of the problem: (1) Does
"matching” of student and cooperating teacher produce an atmosphere
that is superior in its conduciveness to learning on the part of
the student teacher? (2) What are the essential elements or
variables for matching? (3) Does the student teacher who is
"matched" gain a superior attitude about teaching and sense a
greater gain from the experience than the student who is randomly
assigned? Do observers (cooperating teachers and university
supervisors) concur with these student reflections?

Bennie (1966) notes that it is significant that the most
vociferous critics of education have usually spared the student .
teaching experience or have at least treated it kindly, and some
of the more reputable educators in America have enthusiastically
endorsed it. Conant (1963) credits student teaching as being
"the one indisputably essential element in professional education."
Indeed, amidst all the conflict over teacher education, one point
on which all are agreed is that before being vested with complete
control of a classroom, every teacher should have a supervised
experience be it called student teaching, practice teaching,
internship, or apprenticeship.

Since it is the goal of all concerned to make the student teaching
experience an optimum learning situation, a variety of factors
must be considered. Of all the environmental factors, logically
the most crucial ones for the individual student teacher are those
in the particular classroom to which he is assigned. It is the
environment here that will determine, to a large extent, the
degree of success or failure he experiences.

Statement of the Problem

Essentially all of the literature stresses the importance of
the cooperating teacher, yet there is a noticeable lack of research --
to justify or negate this assumption. Typically, students are
placed on a near random basis in which little or no consideration
is given to the traits of either party. The purpose of this
study then is to determine whether matching of certain charac- -
teristics between the student teacher and the cooperating teacher
will provide a superior learning experience for the student teacher,
On a more specific level, the study will also attempt to identify
some of the elements or variables that contribute to successful
matching.

The research is to be undertaken to provide student teachers,
cooperating teachers, school district personnel, and university
placement offices a more successful situation for student teacher
placements,

Delimitations

_ The present study was limited to those senior students in
secondary education who were admitted to the winter quarter (1969)
student teaching program at the University of Utah. ’ '
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The study was further limited in that no students in the area.
of home eéconomics were used. Also, limited use was made of physical
education, business skills, and music majors. The reasors for this
being (1) the Home Economics and Physical Education Departments
supervise their own student teachers; (2) the instruments used for
data collection were not particularly suited for the above mentioned
subject areas; and (3) the Home Economics Department is already
attempting to match although in no systematic way.

Hypotheses

The major hypctheses, as stated in the null form, is as follows:
"There are no differences in attitudes expressed nor achievement in
student teaching among studqnts who are selectively placed and those
who are randomly assigned "

A further hypothesis will be -that certain variables that are
significant in student teacher placements can be identified.

Bennie, W.A. Cooperation for Better Student Teachi.ng. &ﬂnﬁqapolis;.,
Burgess Publishing, 196€6. o

Conant, J.B, The EducatiOﬁ of Amedcan Teachers.. warYork:_ Mbéiaw-
Hill, 1963, SR .

L
L
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METHODS

Description of the Participants

The sample consisted of ninety applicants to winter quarter
1969 student teaching at the University of Utah,

Cooperating teachers used for matching in the study were
selected from those individuals who returned a'mailed questionnaire
sent to every regilar classroom teacher in the Salt Lake and
Granite school districts. These two districts provided an N of
over 1000 secondary teachers and are the largest districts in the
state in terms of student enrollments.,

e

It should be noted that it is .a general policy of these districts
that only those teachers with.two or more years of successful teaching.
experience are used as cooperating teachers. .Also, it is the normal
procedure for the school district personnel officers to assign
student teachers to cooperating teachers. Being assigned a student
teacher is often viewed by the teacher as more of a burden than
an opportunity to help train future. teachers.,

The ninety student teacher participants. were primarily assigned
to cooperating teachers in the above named districts. .In a few
instances, where transportation and personal requests of student
teachers were major factors, participants were.placed in other
school districts close to. the University.

“All of the participants were in their senior 9esr.at the
University and the student teaching experience. for many was the
culminating phase of their preparation as future teachers.

- e w. e B SENCISTVN

Design of the'Experiqenti;‘;:

The ninety participsnts'were randomiy assigdéd to a cootroi- -

group and to four experimental groups by use of a table of random
numbers, The. random assignment to the five groups plus the fact
that the participants were not informed as to which group they were
in, nor under what conditions they were matched, was necessary in °
order to minimize the Hawthorne effect. All students were notified
that they were in the study. Cooperating teachers were likewise
informed, by means of a letter, of the scope of the studys but

they were likewise.not informed of the variables upon which they
were matched

Participants in the .control.group {Group I) were assigned in
the normal fashion by the district office, that is, no attempt
was made to match the.cogperating teacher with the student teacher,
Participants in Group LI were .assigned to cooperating teachers taken -~
from the total pool of teachers minus those identified by the
school district personnel and university supervisors as poor
cooperating teachers. No attempt. was made at matching this group, _-
Group III participants were matched with cooperating teachers
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taken from the same pool (no poor cooperating teachers) on such

demographic variables as age, sex, socio-economic status, rural-urban back-

ground,and religion. Those participants in Group IV were also

matched to teachers from the select pool; matching was

on personality variables., Group V combines the matches and.
\discriminations of Groups I1I, III, and IV to give as near- total

matching as possible.  Figure I presents an overview of the basic

design of the study: " '

FIGURE I
Treatment - S '
Group : ) Criteria For Matching
I (control) Normal Placement by School District Personnel ]
II (X2) Cooperating Teachers Screened but not Matched
III (X3) - X9 Plus Matching on Demographic Variables
IV (X4) X2 Plus Matching on Personality Variables
vV (Xs) | X2 Plus x3 Plus x4 (Total Matching)

There were basically two methodological problems, First was
the problem of collecting personal data about cooperating teachers
and student teachers and then making the assignments by matching.
(These personal data became the independent variables.) Second,
was the usual problem of ‘colleécting the data about the dependent.
variables; that is, devising methods of assessing attitudes and -
performance. Both problems are equally critical since the latter
hinges on the former; unless we can assume accuracy within and among °
the independent variables, data collected on the dependent variables °
would be meaningless. Fundamentally we are really testing our matches
which we must assume to be carefully conceived and in-line with the
major hypothesis which may be statéd in the null form as follows:

"There are no differences in attitudes expressed nor

achievement in student teaching among students who are
selectively placed and those who are randomly assigned.

A multitude of data Sources were utilizéd- to obtain demographic
and psychological data about the student teachers for matching.

\Student files yielded psychological scores on the Minnesota
Multiphasic Inventory (MMPI) and miscellaneous information from
letters of recommendation. Applications to student teaching produced
the usual subject matter choices, time of day available, and grade
level preferences; an attached blographical sketch offered anothexr
perspective. Additiondl insight was gained from interviews with
university instructors who were familiar with the student teacher in

\\question. A prerequisite course, '"The Teaching Assistantship",
produced a view from the assistant' teacher "about the cooperating
teacher , (who became a potential cooperating teacher for student
teaching), and the assistantsself-report included items on pre-

/ ferences for student teaching. Files, self-reports, dnd interviews
yielded a composite of the’'student teacher, and his likes and
dislikes in terms of teaching and thé classroom climate.. The most
fruitful source of information came from the student ‘téaching

N applicant himself, The applicant responded to two questionnaires,

6




to a Q-sort, and to an interview. A synthesis of information
gleaned from all thesesources produced what was considered to be
a broad and in-depth profile of the student teacher.

Ideally it would have been desirable to have the same amount
of information from the cooperating teachers, thus making it possible
to match the parties by computer. The same type of data were
sought; however, the logistical problems of obtaining complete
.nformation from the cooperating teachers caused serious difficulties,
The data sources were limited to a mail questionnaire and interviews
with experienced university supervisors, school district subject
matter specialists, and e®elected district administrators. Hence:
the plan was to use the computer to select four or five cooperating
teachers who seemed to be good matches. As we were not fully satisfied
with this technique, each student teacher was fully described to
selected individuals who were knowledgeable of cooperating teachers v/
in the school districts. These persons then indicated who, of the
four or five cooperating teachers, was the ''best'" match in their
opinion., If first choices were unavailable for some reason the next
choice was then sought. :

The variables selected for matching were gleaned from the
literature relevant to human relations' and communication theory,
upon interviews with university supervisors, and upon consideration
of the nature of past conflicts between student teachers and
cooperatlng teachers that have come to the attention of the prlncipal
investigator as Director of Student Teaching.

The demographic variables for matching can be seen in Appendix A,
PpP. 21-23. Major emphasis was placed on age, sex, socio-economic
status, religious preference, and rural-urban background. Personality
variables, which could perhaps be more accurately labeled, "preferenceg/
in classroom situations' were developed from the student teacher
Q-sort and from a mail questionnaire obtained from the cooperating
teachers. (See Appendix-A, pp. and Appendix B, Table .)
Variables obtained from a factor analysis of the Q-sort were: v
sense of security, autonomy, innovativeness, and progressivism.
It was the attempts to match by computer on these traits thut
caused considerable frustration and which led to interviews for aid
in matching.

Over a period of time it would be possible to build up files
on all cooperating teachers thus completely ‘allowing matching on
a basis analogous to computer dating.  In this study, there were
insufficient resources in time and personnei to collect all necessary
information for complete computer matching.

Data collection on the dependent variables is the critical task
of most research studies. How does one test the hypothesis. that,

1For a discussion of the theory for selection of variables see
Chapters 1-3 of Classroom Grouping for Teachability, Herbert A’
Thelens, Wiley, -1967; Characteristics of Teachers, David G; Ryans,
American Council on Education, 1967; and d Handbook of Socisl Psychology I,
Gardner Lindsay (editor), Addison-Wesley, 1954.
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if matched, student teachers will have a superior attitude toward

and perform better in student teaching? And, how can we determine
what the key personal variables are for matching? The latter question
necessarily calls for a more complex design.

Instruments used to investigate questions in the affective e
domain were the Minnesota Teachers Attitude Inventory (MTAI),
time budget analysis, a Q-sort, interviews with the cooperating
teacher and student teacher, and questionnaires from the same two
parties plus one from the university supervisor. Cognitive instru-
ments were: Flanders' technique of interaction analysis and rating
schemes solicited from the university supervisor and the cooperating
teacher. See Appendix A for illustration of these instruments.

Pretesting of all particpants with the Minnesota Teachers ul
Attitude Inventory (MTAIL) took place during the orientation on
the first day of the quarter, Investigations indicate that the
attitudes of teachers toward children and school work can be measured
with high reliability, and that they are significantly correlated
with the teacher-pupil relations found in the teachers' classrooms.
The MTAL is by far the most popular instrument used for the measure-
ment of such attitudes. It is designed to measure those attitudes
of a teacher which predict how well he will get along with pupils
in interpersonal relationships, and indirectly how well satisfied
he will be with teaching as a vocation. Post-testing, using the
MTAI, occurred during the final week of the quarter, as was student
and teacher evaluations of the experience (questionnaires and inter-
ViGW) .

During the quarter two basic techniques were implemented.
One, the student teacher-cooperating teacher relationship was
assessed using time budget analysis--a research technique in which
the interviewee chronologically relates with great care the everts
of a recent time period. In this study, the student teachers were
interviewed asking them to carefully describe in detail their
experiences in the school on the previous day, (See Appendix A
for interview guide,) The purpose of time budget analysis is to“
record the interplay of thought and emotion between the student '
teacher and the cooperating teacher, especially the student's |
attitude toward the guidance offered by the regular teacher. The
primary focus was on the time spent with the student teacher by
the cooperating teacher. Communication theory states that frequency
of communication isdirectly related to ¢ommon understandings.
Hence, the more commnication, the better should be the attitude of
the student teacher toward his experience. Each participant was %
interviewed three times at equal intervals during the quarter
and total amount of interaction time was recorded. All interviews
were conducted by the same person for reliability purposes.

The second such technique was interaction analysis which was
used to record quantitative and qualitative. dimensions of teacher
verbal behavior in the classroom. This technique, which was developed
by Ned A. Flanders, is an observation procedure designed to permit
a systematic record of spontaneous acts, and is one of the most
sophisticated techniques developed to record classroom climate.
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Using the system of ten categories (Appendix A) the observer, at

the end of each three-second interval, decides which category best
represents .the '"communication behavior" during that three seconds
and makes the appropriate tally on the observation sheet (Appendix
A). Interaction analysis was used in the study under the hypothesis
that the more compatzble the student teacher-cooperating teacher
relationship, the more noticeable the social-emotional climate and
its effect on human behavior would be, Participants were observed
three times, at approximately equal intervals, during the quarter
and tallies were grouped under three major categories: teacher
indirect verbal communication, teacher direct verbal communication,
and student talk. Observations were approximately fifteen minutes
in duration and total number of tally marks were adjusted to a

base of 300 (20.observations per minute for 15 minutes) for ease

of handling., All observations were conducted by the same two.
trained researchers,

Due to the amount. of time necessary to conduct the time
budget analysis interviews and the interaction analysis observations,
and due to the limited availability of qualified observers, a limited ”
number of participants in each of the five groups were randomly
selected on whom the two techniques mentioned atove were implemented.
Statistical "power" calculations indicated that a sample size of
ten (N=10) per group would be adequate for these analyses. d

During the last week of the quarter, data was collected by -
questionnaire and interview of both student teachers and cooperating
teachers. Post-testing on the MTAI was also carried out.

The last data gathered were from supervisor and cooperating
teacher evaluations.of the student teacher's performance for the
quarter (see Appendix A). Both parties rated the student by forced
comparison to previous siudent teachers with whom they had worked.

Generally the study investigated the opinions of both parties
toward the experience of the quarter, This required discerning -
hos each person viewed the other in regard to fulfillment of role
expectations and to .seek the student teachér's assessment of how
well the experience satisfied his needs.




FINDINGS AND ANALYSES

This section presents an analysis of the data collected and
consists of (1) verification of controls, (2) determination of the
best predictor variables for successful matching as measured by
performance and attitudes, and (3) analyses of differences among
the five groups.

Verification of Controls

Verification of the controls was necessary in order to show
that effects were attributable to the treatment. Although student
teachers were assigned randomly to each of the five groups, there
was some reason to suspect that cooperating teacher typologies
were not equally distributed across the five groups since they
were drawn on a clearly, non-random basis; that is, they were
matched to the randomly drawn student teachers. Further, the
control group cooperating teachers were selected by the school
districts in normal fashion only after the total pool had been
diminished by withdrawal of those teachers who were matched.
(Theoretically, since the pool of cooperating teachers was well
over 1000, the selection of these teachers can be assumed to be
sampled with replacement),

Hence, a check was made by Chi-square analysis and ANOVA to
determine if, in fact, cooperating teachers were distributed evenly
across the five treatment groups according to demographic and
Classroom characteristics. Data for these checks were drawn from
a questionnaire containing demographic questions and items reflecting
the cooperating teachers perception of her classroom environment.
Since neither Chi-square nor F values were significant, it was
assumed that cooperating teacher typologies were not unevenly spread,
Tables are not presented in relation to these checks as they are
purely mechanical. They would contribute very little,being not
directly related to the hypotheses under study.

Determination of Predictor Variables

Although between group comparisons via analysis of variance
promised to detect the best general form of matching, such analyses
would not specify which particular variables were the best specific
criteria for matching. Hence, in order to locate the best predictors
of good matches, a multiple regression analysis was conducted. v

There were twenty-two independent variables (see Table 1 for
a listing) from which to select the best predictors and there were
twenty-three dependent variables (see Table 1 for a listing), each
to be taken singly against all of the independent variables. That
is, all independent variables were considered together against
each dependent variable in order to discern which were the best
predictors of each student teacher score. The twenty-two independent
variables consisted of ten demographic varia bles, five each from
the student teacher and cooperating teacher; four factor scores
from the pre-Q-sort; pre-test scores on the Minnesota Teachers
Attitude Inventory; and seven factors from a cooperating teacher's
questionnaire. (For a detailed discussion of the demographic
variables, the factor analyses, and of each factor, see Apprendix B.,)
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In summary, since matching was conducted in consideration of all
twenty~-three independent -variables, we would like to know which of
these tended to produce the h2st matches in terms of the various
measurements of student teacher performance and attitudes.

Table 1 summarizes th2 results of all the multiple regression
analyses. The column numbers represent the ranking of each in-
dependent variable 1in terms of the proportion of its contribution
to the total variance., For example, by following down the column
headed MTAL (post) which is the first column under the dependent
variable , the independent variables contributing the most variance
is the MTAL (pre), as would be expected, and is therefore numbered
1; the second best predictor is Factor 5 of the cooperating teacher
mail questionnaire and is numbered 2. By referring below to the
explanation of the symbols, Factor 5 can be identified as referring
to the egalitarian bent of the cooperating teacher. By referring
to Appendix B, the full explanation of this factor can be found.

Table 1 summarizes from the most important twenty-three
dependent variables and the best independent variable predictors.-
Although the variance is not large, certain patterns do emerge.

The best predictors would appear to be student teacher and cooperating
teacher demographic- variables (according to frequency of prediction
Isee second from far right column]) although isolated factors

from the cooperating teacher's questionnaires and the Q-sort have
higher frequency counts. The highest count$&in the cooperating
teacher questionnaire and is for Factor 2, the Reluctant Factor,
which identifies the cooperating teacher attitude about student .
teachers who fail to grasp the importance 'of student teaching

and desire to watch rather than get involved, Apparently, the
interpretation should be that cooperating teachers often feel very
strong about this type of student teacher attitude and if they sense
such an attitude, they act in such a way that the student teacher
gains little. The converse would also be true. The second highest
frequency is observed for the Q-sort, Factor 4, the Progressive
Factor, which identifies student teachers hav1ng a progressive
orientation towards education.

The far right column lists the frequency that each independent
variable predicted significantly the most vital instruments, as
designated by the investigator. The MTAI post tes: was so designated
because of its wide use. The interaction analysis variables were
included because they give the only direct assessments of performance.
The first factor of each questionnaire was designated as critical
because they are ratings of performance. One can see that the MTAL
pretest was mentioned four times, as was the Egalitarian Factor '
(Factor 5) of the cooperating teacher's questionnaire and the
socio-economic status.of the cooperating teacher.

To help in interpreting the symbols used in this section of
the analysis, the following descriptions are presented:

5.T. - .Student Teacher

C.T. - Cooperating Teacher “

C.T. Mail - Cooperating teacher mail questionmnaire (a description
of the factors are given in‘'Appendix B.) -

3t 5 .'1‘1. .
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OF THE MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
VARTABLES " . TABLE ‘1 (Cont.)
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Factor 1 - Friendly
Factor 2 - Reluctant :
Factor 3 - Assured, Independent 1
Factor 4 - Innovative, Confident
Factor 5 - Egalitarian

, Factor 6 - Traditional j
, Factor 7 - Self-conscious, subject centered ‘

I—_

Rel. -~ Religious preference

SES -~ Socio-economic status

Rural furban - This denotes whether the individual grew up

in a rural or urban setting.

MiAl - Minnesota Teachers Attitude Inventory

Q-sort 1
Factor 1 - Insecure, Dependent
Factor 2 - Autonomous
Factor 3 - Innovative, Anti-subject Matter
Factor 4 - Progressive
(A more in-depth description of these factors is given
&s they are discussed in Appendix B.)

The Main Analysié

The main analysis of the study utilized a two-way analysis of
variance, which was used to determine which kind of matching was
best in terms of each of the dependent variables. In addition
to checking which of the matches were best by examining differences
among the five groups, it was also deemed important to analyze within
group differences, thus necessitating the two-way rather than one-
way design. The categorization within jroups is discussed below
and briefly stated involves separating each group of student teachers
into those who assessed their cooperating teacher above the median
of each Group (I-V) and those who assessed their cooperating teacher
below the group median. The rationale for investigating differences
within groups is to neutralize the effects of our particular skill
or lack of it in matching. In other words, by comparisons within
groups it is possible to first ask participants to evaluate how
well they were matched and then to reduce or eliminate the effects
of poor matching brought on by the fallibility of the investigator.

JRpn—

For purposes of review, the five treatment groups consisted of:
Group I - Normal assignment by the school district. )
Group II - "Poor" cooperating teachers screened out,

but no other attempt at matching.

Group III - Matching from the same pool as Group II, but
in consideration of thosedemographic variables,
deemed important. ‘ ' ‘ &

Group IV - Matching from the same pool as Group II, but

in consideratipn of those psychological o

' characteristics) deemed important. :

Group V - Matching on characteristics of 1II and IV

for “"total" matching, from the pool of Group II.

The complete procedure for performing. the analyses is demonstrated
in its entirety on the first dependent variable, the MIAIL post test,
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by the student teacher, more student talk, and less direct influence
in classes conducted by demographically-matched students in terms

of raw scores. At the same time, matching on personality variables
was not fruitful; in fact, such matching led to more direct influence
‘on the part of student teachers. The behavior of Group IV student
‘teachers. continued to be perplexing, During trials two and three,
those students in Group IV who had assessed their cooperating teachers
as above ihc median at the beginning of the quarter, demonstrated

the least desirable behavior. They tended to show more direct
influence, less indirect influence, and less student talk in their
‘classes. Again, very few significant F values were reached.

General

As noted previously, there were no comparisons between the
control group and each method of matching taken singly, the reason
being that the statistical procedures adopted did not allow these
analyses. The factorial analysis was based upon a set of planned ¥
comparisons and the basic planned comparison was to contrast
matching versus no matching. Hence, once this planned comparison
was established, only comparisons orthogonal to the original set
were allowable. Therefore, only speculations regarding the comparison
of the control group versus the demographically matched group are
defensible.

The pattern favoring matching was evidenceiby visual examination
of the mean scores on the interaction analysis, the Minnesota
Teacher's Attitude Inventory, the assessment of the experience by
the student teachers, and the assessment of the experience and
performance of the student teacher by the university supervisor
(although only the supervisor's assessments were significantly
different). The only deviatiors from this pattern were the assessments
of the student teachers' performance by the school district
cooperating teacher with one such difference being significant.

Again, it must be understood that the statistical procedures
adopted did not justify the comparison of the control to the
demographically matched group aithough a priori decisions could
have been so made. At the least, matching appears to be a promising
- - technique and is certainly worthy of future research investigations.
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and can be found in Appendix C., All tables relating to the following
paragraphs can be found in Appendix C.

Major Findings

Simply comparing the control group with the composite four
groups who were matched, reveals very litcle information. It would
appear that the matching that was carried out in this study, -
compositely, was not superior to making placements in the normal
fashion. In other words, we must fail to reject the null hypothesis
that: "There are no differences in attitudes expressed nor achievement
in student teaching among students who are selectively placed and
those who are randomly assigned." This is not to say that the
matching in any one group taken singly was inferior, or for that
matter not superior to, the control group. 4

The Three Questionnaires

The over-riding, consistent finding from the three questionnaires
was that in almost every case, mean scores appeared to favor those
student teachers who had assessed their cooperating teacher above
the median within their group at the beginning of the quarter.

There were only two deviations from this within the three question-
naires in which cases the findings were not contrary but were mixed,
the two deviant cases being assessments made by the university
supervisors. Between group comparisons showed two significant F
values. Neither of these had an important bearing cu the hypothesis.
(See Appendix C, Tables 10-16, for the data supporting these
generalizations. Factor analyses of the three questionnaires are
found in Appendix B, Tables 4-6.)

The Time Budget Analyses

Time budget analyses results confirmed the major trends.
(See Tables 17-27 of Appendix C) First it was again those students
who had assessed their cooperating teachers as above thernedian who:
appeared to spend more time with their cooperating teachers, find
their cooperating teachers present more often when they were teaching,
think they had gained more from their experience, and consistently
evaluate their cooperating teachers higher. Again the trend was
clear, but in this case, there were more numerous significant F
values. It was within the control group and the group matched
demographically that students having the highest ranked cooperating
teachers showed the most favorable mean scores. Between group comparisons,
when considered in light of the previous sentence, indicate the ‘
importance of demographic matching. That is, during the third
trials where matching on demographic variables do not appear
productive on between group comparisons, within group comparisons
showed this not to be the case.

The Interaction Analyses

The interaction analyses findings were consistent with the
major findings. (See Tables 28-30 in Appendix C.) In most case,
demographic matching appeared better upon visual examination of
mean scores. This means that there was more indirect influence
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- CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
Between Group‘Compafisons

The major consideration of this study and the most important
conclusion to be drawn from the results, would be the basic comparison
of matching versus not matching, The results showed very few
! significant differences and the results were mixed. In favor
] of the control group, cooperating teachers assessed. the perfbrmance
of this group to be superior to the combination of all groups
utilizing matching in some form. There was, however, no comparisou
between the control group and each of the matched groups taken singly,
In favor of matching, it could be noted that early in the quarter
student teachers in the control articulated a weaker desire to teach,
Also, it was noted that the cooperating teacher was present in the
classroom of Groups IIL and IV student teachers more often than
in the other four groups. This finding could be interpreted to mean -
that the cooperating teacher felt a greater meed to be present to
support the student teacher although the overall cooperatirg teacher
assessment of superior performance by “these control group students
would not so indicate. The general conclusion then would be that
in terms of the way in which matching was conducted in this study,
matching does not appear to prodiuce superior results over not
matching, At the same time, this conclusion can not be inferred to
mean that no type of matching, taken singly, would fail to produce
superior results in terms of student teacher performance and
attitudes,

v ——

] Within Group Comparisons

In fact, within group comparisons clearly suggest that student
teacher-cooperating teacher compatibility does lead to superior
performance and attitudes on the part of student teachers. The
basis of this statement is in the most consistent pattern demonstrated
by the data of this study. The .ever-present findings were that student
teachers, who had at the outset classified their cooperating teachers
above the median, performed better on nearly .all variables, but that
differences in mean scores were not usually large enough to produce
significant F values. . (Of eleven within group signtficant F scores,
nine were in the direction favoring the theory.,) They were assessed
as superior by the cooperating teachers and university supervisors,
and themselves rated their experiences higher, Nearly all significant
F values verified this pattern .which could be noted by a cursoy
view of the mean scores in approximately ninety per cent of the cases,
In other words, the basic hypothesis that people who are compatible
work well together was clearly demonstrated by this procedure, which
involved a student teacher assessment of their cooperating teachér
after they had been exposed to that teacher for approximately two
weeks, This rating serves as prima facia evidence of good matches,
Without this procedure, there could only be an appraisal of the
researchers ability to make mtches and not an appraisal of the
theoretical question of the effecte of compatibility. ,

- 17




Having failed to reject the general null hypothesis, it
nevertheless appears productive to proceed to examine the matchings
which appear superior to other matches. That is, since matching
theoretically appears advantageous (the within group comparisons
support this), what are the best variables for matching? We can
conclude that the investigations of this study revealed one
pcromising basis for matching--matching on demographic variables.

The best indication of the validity of this conclusion can be found

in the cooperating teachers' assessmeamts of student teacher performance
and in student teacher performance on interaction analyses. ;
Similary, those student teachers matched on personality variables -
consistently performed in an inferior manner when compared to
students who were matched on demographic variables or who were
not matched at all. Finally, and most convincingly, there were
numerous significant F values showing superior performance by ,
those students who had evaluated their cooperating teachers above ]
the median early in the quarter. The fact of the superior performance

of the "best, demographically matched" student teachers leads to

a conclusion in favor of demographic matching. On the other hand,

matching on psychological bases, in the manner performed in this

study, is not promising.

In summary, it may be concluded that: (1) matching as carried
out in this study did not, as a composite, warrant the efforts ;
required for matching; (2) theoretically, matching remains as a j
promising aid to superior student teacher performance and attitudes
although the overall potency of the student teaching experience
itself tends to dilute the effects which any one person may have; i
and (3) if matching is assumed to be a worthwhile endeavor, matching
on a few, simple demographic variables appears at this point to -
be the only warranted procedure as attested to by the formulation
of best predictor variables.

There are, of course, many possible explanations for the few
significant findings. On the basis of the trends of the within
group comparisons, one might assume that matching can be productive
if the right variables for matching tan be identified and if the
practical problems encountered in making the matches can be overcome.

The possibility cannot be discounted, however, that matching
is not potent enouigh to cause sizeable changes in attitudes or
behavior, thus the small differences in mean scores. This impotency
must be discussed in the full context of the impact of student
teaching upon the student teacher. Student teaching is an extremely
traumatic experience for the newcomer. It is the culmination of at
least four years of education and preparation to be a teacher.
The student teacher all at once finds herself on "center stage,"
in front of thirty to forty expectant pupils, She has no escape;
it is ejtheg¢ produce, or acknowledge the wasting of four years--
at least, so it seems to her., Apparently the cooperating teacher
simply cannot compete against these circumstances--the forces are
too strong.

Another pcssible answer may lie within the student teacher
herself. Interviews with student teachers revealed an effort on
their part to compensate for ineffectual cooperating teachers.

18




Perhaps by trying harder in order to make up for the cooperating
teacher's behavior, the student teacher learns more. Or, perhaps
we were witness to the related phenomenon of cognitive dissonance--~
learning by reaction against cooperating teacher behavior.

Recommendations

In view of the findings of this study, matching cannot be
recommended at this time. The efforts necessary are not insignificant
especially in light of the effects. It may even be that it is
advantageous to assign student teachers to cooperating teachers

who are their near opposites; i.e., in iight of the cognitive
dissonance theory.

It is recommended that future research focus on a comparison
of matching on demographic characteristics versus regular student
teacher placement. This research would be easily conducted since
the more complex solutions have been eliminated by the findings of
this study or at least been found to be somewhat unmanageavle in
the light of our existing knowledge of personality research.
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n
1-3

(Circle the Appropriate Mumber)

13.

15.

17.

20.

22,

24,

26.

27.

28.

COOPERATING TEACHER 3I0GR*PHICAL DATA

Name ) j
Last T First Middle ]

i, M 2, F

Age: 1. 18-22 2. 23-27 3, 28-35 4, 36-45 5. over 45

Ethnic group

o s

Area grew up in: 1. ity -2, Suburban 3. Rural

Father's occupation:

Estimate your family's socio-economic status: 1. Upper-
upper or middle-upper 2. Lowe:~upper Or upper-middle .
3, Middle-middle °~ 4. Lower-middli=z o7 upper-lower

5, Middle-lower or lever-lowe: '

Generally in what arsa do you ueach?

01. Davis County 02, Near University 03. Salt Lake
City North 04, Salt Lake City Central 05. Salt Lake .-
City South 06, Salt Lake City West 07. Granite North -
03, Granite East G9. Granite West  10. Granite South
11, Murray 12. Jordan '

-~

Religious Preference: 1. Catholic 2. Greek Orthodox

3. Jewish 4, I..D.S5. 5. Protestant 6. Other,
specify

Do you have any physical digability other than wearing
glasses? 1. Yes, swecify

2., No

Height: 1., Short 2. Medium 3. Tall

Weight: 1. Less
4, 151-175 5
8., over 240

than 10C lbs. 2. 1006-130 3. 131-150
7¢~200 6. 201-225 7. 225-240

What worries you mest abcut working with Student Teachers?

In one phrase give the charactaristics you would most
1ike to find in your student Ltcacher,
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Our student teachers vary markedly on several character-
istics. In order to promote a mutually enjoyable quarter for
both of you, we would like to place vou with a student teacher
who is compatible with you. Therefore, would you respond to
" these few items in the following way: We are stating the
preference of students. Please react by indicating how suit-
able the described student would be to you and your classroom,

Suitable § Unsuitable

45, - A student who needs a well dis-
ciplined and ordered classroom
- (versus one who can tolexrate some
noise and some disorder) .

46, A student who is well-grounded in
and emphasizes the subject matter
over personal development of
students (although he is of
course concerned about the latter)i

47. A student who believes that the
public Schools are presently and
have been far too traditicnal in
their approach (versus one who
thinks that the schools are
"generally doing an excellent

7 job). -

48, A student who prefers that the
cooperating teacher leave the
room when he begins teaching and
that she generally remain away
after that.

49, A student who welcomes construc-
tive criticism of his teaching
(versus one who would primarily
prefer only reinforcement).

50. A student who wishes to ohserve
for several weeks (versus one who
is anxious to assume early re-
sponsibility for the class).

51. A student to whom it is impor-
tant to be able to use hiis own
“teaching techniques (versus one
who is more than willing to
assume the cooperating
téacher®s methods). .’
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17,

18,

19.

20,

21,

22,

23,

24,

25,

26,

27,

28,

29,

30,

I would prefer working with a cooperating teacher who
emphasizes the subject matter in his classroom.

I welcome constructive criticism; in fact, I hope that
my cooperating teacher will be frank in his analysis of
my teaching.

Students. ought' tc play a major part in deciding what
will be taught in the classroom and how it will be
taught. *

I see student teaching as just another course, except
that it carries 12 units; and, I am really not especially
concerned about it.

Maintaining classroom discipline is a major concern of
mine.

I am anxious® to accept responsibility for the major
portion of the class and hope that my cooperating teacher
will not be reluctant to relinquish it.

I am confident that T will be able to communicate ef-
fectively with students of the age that I will be teaching.

I would highly value a warm and friendly cooperating
teacher.

I am willing to conform to the established policies of
dress and personal appearance that are required by the
school. '

I would prefer that the classroom in which I student
teach has an established set of rules and regulations.

I would prefer obsexving as lonay as I can before assuming
the full burden c¢f teaching,

Generally I havz been very successful in most things that
I have attenptea throughout my life.

I expect to be treated as a professional equal by my
cooperating teachor.

I hope that my cooperating teacher will not be a stickler
for such things as punctuality and will allow me to be
absent when I musit study or work.
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE, Q-SORT INSTRUCTIONS AND ITEMS

interview Schedule

Part I
INTRODUCTION

It is extremely important that you understand our pur-
poses in asking you some questions., Our only desire is to
provide you with the best possible student teaching experi-
ence, In fact, we are doing a study tc see if we can do
exactly that., Therefore, it becomes very important that you
be extremely honest with us, not onlv because it will serve
your best interest but ours also. :I.et we give you an
example of what we mean by honest. &e might ask you if you
prefer working in the democratic classrocm, to which you
would probably reply absolutely ves. Yet the truth of the
matter is, many people would prefcr working in a more
ordered or regularized classroor. !">: if vou told us that
you preferred the democr:ti-. <=ias. room, ihat is exactly what
we would try to get ior you. Yet this couid very well cause
you considerable grief shoulid discipline problems arise.
Another example would be that you might very well quote the
text books and say you would rather teach the child than the

subject matter. Yet again the truth of the matter is that
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for many ‘encha~z the suki~ct .. *.cer i wmore important and

=l

teaching iie chila is vweoy Aiffiin’t.  Be heuest in answering

L

our quections ¢r you w. 1 like vy fiad ycrrself in a student

tecching situation the’ isn'c at ol. vhat 7.ou wanted.

Finally, you have our word ithal youvr reactions will never go

intc any personzl file- ¢ yours nor will your reactions be

transmitted to snvoras ne- “iroctlv concerned with this study.
In other words, we give von 2ur as3surance that nothing you %
say will ever work against youn but quite the contrary, will i

work only in vour ‘favcir.

Part IT
QUESTIO'S

1. Go through the deracraphic var.=bles.

2. What are vonr an ..oties atrnat st nt teaching?

3. You heve avei'sn le (o v eve 'y ccnerating teacher in
the Salt I.ak.: A-ea, now % yz¢ can dentify by name or
if not, by description, -yactiy ‘nd :recisely your
choice of cooperz’aiig teache 's ¢ 2n we will do our
best to et ¢ - ¥ . tly th-t perrun oo kind of person.
So tell us -hat -, ou rea’iy look :zior in . cooperating
teacher.

4., Validate 2ac'. of cl.. gersval (-sovh impressions.,




INSTRUCTIONMS FC» COMPLIETTNG "HE CARD SORT

. TRt e . ¢ e S, A SEE WAL et ARMEEEN wowe

Enclosed is a packnt of 35 cauvds, each containing a statement
with which you may or may not Aagrece with. Also enclosed are
five papers, labeled as follows:

45 - I strongly agree with thesc s ctements.

#4 - I agree with thesa £ atsmenir,

#3 - I feel neutral chont th-ue stalenents,

#2 - I disagree with these statements.

#1 - I strongly disaadree with these statements.

You are asked to select seven statements for each category.

To accomplish the final result of your sorting, proceed as
follows:

e e B ke

1. Go through all of the cards, arranging them first in
three piles: one for statements with which you agree, another
for those about which you feel neutral, and a third for those
with which you disagree. Ycu may pvt any number of cards in
each of the three piles in this first sorting, but you will
find that subsequent sorting c(oes more efficiently if you put
roughly 14 in the first, scven in the second, and 14 in the
third.

2. From the first rile, select the seven cards with which
you strongly agree and place them on top of paper #5.

3. Next, select the seven cards with which you agree and
place them on paper =4.

4. Now it is best to start at the other end. From the
third of the original threc piles, select the seven cards with
which you strongly disac:ic and place them on paper #1.

5. Next, select th. seven cards with which you disagree
and place them on paper #2.

6. Go through each nile a final time, changing cards
from pile to pile if yon 1-ke, but making sure that, when you
have finished each pile has the same number of cards in it
(which should be seven). '

IMPORTANT: You may fird it difficult to force the same num-
ber of cards into each pile and have the feeling, when you

are finished, that some of the czrds are mismatched with the
labels on the piles into which you have put them. Neverthe-
less, it is essential to our treatment of the data that you
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follow these instructions exactlv, despite the reluctance you
may feel.

Happy sorting! When vou have compieted the card sort, please
paper clip the piles togethor (pap.r clips enclosed) and
return it to Dr. IlLeslie.




10,

11,

12,

13,

14,

15,

16,

Q-~SORT ITEMS

I would prefer working with a cooperating teacher who
de-emphasizes classvoom discipline and order.

The major objective of teaching in my subject area is
0 transmit the kncwledge tha: composes the discipline.

I would like to be allowed complete autonomy in the
assignment of student grades.

I would prefer being placed for student teaching in a
cliassroom situation in which textlooks provide the major
focus for the work of the class.

I would prefer that my cooperating teacher leave the
room when I begin student teaching and generally remain
away after that.

A high noise level is disturbing to me.

Teachers should emphasize subject matter over the per-
sonal development of students because in the long run
it is the knowledge of the subject matter that pays off.

It is important to me to be placed with a cooperating
teacher who is understanding and supportive,

I believe that the public schocls are presently and have
been far too traditional and rigid in their approach.

I worry about visits from the University supervisor.

Noise does not bother me much if it contributes to the
objectives of the class.

The knowledge I possess in my subject area would satisfy
the most knowledarable of cooperatinag teachers,

I have little doubt about my ability to become an ef-
fective student teacher.

As a teacher I would like to try as many new and dif=-
ferent ideas as I can.

I am anxious about my up“omrng student teaching
experience.

Generally the movement ¢f students around the classroom
for miscellaneous rcasons should be curbed.
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17. I would prefer working with a cooperating teacher who
emphasizes the subject matter in his classroom.

18. I welcome constructive criticism; in fact, I hope that
my cooperating teacher will be frank in his analysis of
my teaching.

19, Students.ought tc play a major part in deciding what
will be taught in the classroom and how it will be
taught. *

20. I see student teaching as just another course, except
that it carries 12 units; and, I am really not especially
concerned about it.

21, Maintaining classroom discipline is a major concern of
mine.

22, I am anxious' to accept responsibility for the major
portion of the class and hope that my cooperating teacher
will not be reluctant to relinguish it.

23, I am confident that T will be able to communicate ef-
fectively with studenis of the age that I will be teaching.

24, I would highly value a warm and friendly cooperating
teacher.

25, I am willing to conform to the established policies of
dress and perscnal appearance that are required by the
school. ‘

26. I would prefer that the classroom in which I student
teach has an established set of rules and regulations.

27. I would prefer observing as lona as I can before assuming
the full burden ci teaching,

28, Generally I havz been very successful in most things that
I have atternptea throughout my life.

29, I expect to be treated as a professional equal by my
cooperating teacher.

30. I hope that my cooperating teacher will not be a stickler
for such things as punctuality and will allow me to be
absent when I musit study or woik.
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32,

33,

34,

35.

It is important to me to have the opportunity to use my
cwn teaching teachniques rather *than be expectei L0 as-
sume the style and methods of the cooperating teacsher.

The physical arrangement of the classroom and student
seatlng should vary with the nature of +the tasks und:
taken in the classraom,

cher would ma RAD

A shy or reserved felatalela ratzr tea
nt experience.

studant teaching a lass pl asa

Although teaching is more than just a job, peopla an: :0Y
me when they say that we should worrv more about our
service to the children than aboui such mundane i

as salaries and non-paid, extra-curricular assign

SHEUCS
{1 s

mant
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INTERACTION ANALYSIS CATEGORIES AND MATRIX

Section I
CATEGORIES FOR INTERACTI(™ ANALYSIS

— — _——— ]

1.* ACCEPTS FuniiNG: accepts and clarvifies the
feeling ton: of the students in a nonthreaten-
ing manner. Feelings may be positive or

negative. Tredicting or recalling feelings are

included.
2.* PRAISES (F ENCCURACES:. praises ox encourages
1 a2

student a-iion or measavici:. dJokes that release
tension, ot @i the axnense of anothej individ-
ual, noddmxg nead ¢ saving, "um ham?" or "go

;.‘
on" are includad.

3.* ACCEPTS OR USES iGBas OF ISUTDENY: ¢lariiyving,
building, or deve“uylhg ideas suggested by a
student. As a t2acher brings more of his own
ideas into piar. shifi zo cotegory five.

INDIRECT INFLUENCE

4.* ASKS QUESTICNS: asking a question about content
or proceduie with tix: intent thzit a student
answer.

5.*% LECTURING. givﬁng Fapi-a on opiniens about con-
tent or riocsduic: onpressiang ndy ow ideas,
askir:.; \h=’c:‘~nl gowtzions,

TEACHER TALK

6.% GIVING DINVCYTONYe directions. commands, oOr
orders Lo wiidioh o etuCent is expected to
comply.

7.% CRITICIZING OR Thg4uXFYING AUTHORITY: statements
intended tc change ztudent bahavior fiom non-
acceptable tu accencable pattarn: uawllng
someone ou+: staiing why the tcacher is doing
what he is do’ng; extieme oelf-reference.

3

DIRECT INFLUENCE

— s - o

8.* STUDENT TALK-RESPONSE: & 3tudent makes a pre-
dictable respoanse to teucher. Teacher
initiates *he contact or solicits student
, statement i sete limit to what the student

says.

STUDENT
TALK

33




Ty

T O T T T PO . Oy Sy e — |

N
o

STUDENT TA2LK

~ETITT ATt La s rrn**r 1. .o >
9.* STUDRENT TALX-INITINTICN: tallk Ly students which
4.\.”.\‘1 .;,.’.‘, 4..:—.:-, TIrevy At ¢ o+l T P e <«
Ciass _—ddil e el s ‘.-‘.-}:‘J.ed-'.b-d&)-‘.s} Sod e e 1.1( ln
" - 3. g 3 Fod & Qe
roaenonre o maronar. Shirt frxrom £ o 9 as
- [
siavient introdoosas wn Ldesn,
- AT, vl B T Rl . RO S 2
10.%* GELERCY OR COFFUSTON: uwaveses, oport mericds of

. )
"

4 =y s
SILLLGE anid u!’".'--_ a2

manacation canreoh ho nadan

There is NO scale impiied by tha

2 numbers. Each number is
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is to enumerate, not *+o Jjurca A wogition on & scale.

N

I T Y




_ Te30L
| : |
| 0 |

. e e
Lo o,

.
O OOL . Mt hiad ALY 4 e xt e A ek mee W Wt o TN AR Wl WA at S e o P B dy RN # BHTIW xiiaahd Lo Be -
.

TEAMIINUA e W x o) 9F uxt Mrbeed  Yewm Viade N0 aCTeb A -,

H
(]
¢

/-
™~

vf.
H
14
: [ 4
m H H
: i . .
M L3 !
w.tt - -l v - P 2) m R N R T dihpterdns . & uh -u. e .- T P R T L LT T e P PR PP 2 O DRSS J .
i 4 e
H [ SR
3
1 ' i m i AN !
H
: ' ¢ 4 { ~, G '
{ H } ! ", bl '
H f . ) ' *, \
1 s i L _
, ~ g P R L o .. AW pmss o % A% v e B TeRRER PYORTN rervanrin e, [EUNI S . son I
{ : i : ! e _v
}
; i i //
. :
k) s
v
i . { TN G
! ~
u . : N
N ! } ..,
* ﬁ ",
s —~—cr - T A e s pmaimaes ot et seemaems W e be R st vr s maet b, ———n — L

1 .

m | ~
|

[2EN an NN - how . Mme B A e eemean N T EaR L SLSM aed W S e, SNt e ) . [
' . .
H .
j ! , !
H H ~
. H !
i ~ A m
3 H
i ¥ w
[} f * ! “
g s w [ S R N Lty R T L T Y e LT S T L <o) MWW e s (o

oy

- ———r AGNAT v TR W A A eRT N M

§

P T e

T

e e am . e w . esme o o  wew —sme o
e e Tl ' W it adn TRV Ren® e

TE3ChL 0t

§ ot st dnatisom e 81000 0 de Do’

e o I oo wf o
e e o

6 8 L S g 174 € Z T Axobajze)d

i
T et W sttms wm e e | b

AJTATROV

o
3
L

1T | suepN

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




3 e

TIME DBUDCET ANALYSTS CUIDE

Name Trial 1 2 3
1. Introduction: I am geing te ask you to describe the
events that cccurred while vou were in the school
l
]

as to

vesterday T yemlize “has oo mav be somewhat at a loss
T'Y
order €

am aootora Lox bul this is desirable in
3

Therefore, please begin to :clate what occurred indicat-
ing approximately how long each event took. We will
adjust for the amcunt c¢i detail which you should relate
as we proceed--so how did the day begin?

2. Was your cooperating teacher present?
3. Wwhat portion of the two hours do you teach?

4. TIndicate on this scala how ycu would rate your experience

in this school I COMPARISON TO WHAT YOU KNOW OR ASSUME
ABOUT THE ENPERIENCES OF (THER STUDEBNT TEACHERS.

T 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
The very Average The very
worst nverag best

5. 1Indicate on this scale how you would rate your relation-
ship with your cooperating -sachor IN COMPARISON TO WHAT
YOU KMOW OR ASSUME TO BT TEL RELATIONSHIP OF OTHER STU-
DENT TEACHERS WITH TIIEIR COOPERATING TEACHERS.,

1 2 3 5 G 7 8 9
The very The very
worst Average best
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COOPRRATING TDACHER QUESTIIONNAIRE

tiow well did the Studeni Teaching experience meet your
exnectations?

0 4 9
Not at Fairxlsy
all vell Perfectly

Did you enjoy working with this particular student
teacher?

0 ‘ 4 9
Not at | o "
211 Somewhat Absolutely

Relative to other expreriences with student teachers how
did this guarter compare?
0 4 9

Worst Average Best

How did your student teacher's performance change since
the beginning of the qguarter?

0 4 9
Moderately Dramatically
Unchanged Improved Improved

If any change, how much of it do you attribute to you
and your suggestions? (Please be frank)
0 4 9

None 0% ALL

What alterations, if any, would you have made in the
student teacher's attitude orxr behavior?

Wwould you want to work with a similar student teacher
again?
With what reservation?
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8., Rate your student teacher in comparison to others you may
have had and to others you hawve known about.

0 4 9
The very e The very .
worst Average best
9. Assess the student teacher's desire to teach.
J 4 9
Very poorly motivated The most highly
(Blasé) motivated

10. Assess the student teacher's desire to teach at the be- |
ginning of the guarter. i

0 4 9

Very poorly motivated The most highly

(Blasé) - motivated
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STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE AND INTERVIEW GUIDE

(Note: The~e instruments will undoubtedly undergo modifica-
tions as the time for their use approaches and as we discover
questions which remain unanswered by our ongoing instruments.
However, the tenor that we expect to maintain is established
by these instruments.)

1.

How well did the Student Teaching experience meet yonur
expectations?

0 4 9
Not at Fairly
all well Perfectly
How helpful was your cooperating teacher?
0 4 9
Not at Fairly Ideally
all Helpful SO
Evaluate your Student Teaching experience.
0 4 9
A failure Fair 1deal

In your opinion, how has your teaching performance
changed since the beginning of this quarter?-

0 4 .
- - : ‘Moderately . : “Dramatically
Unchanged improved improved

If any change, how much of this change do you attribute
to your cooperating teacher?
0 4

None " 50%

e ©

) o Al

What alterations, if any, would you have preferred in
the cooperating teacher's attitude or behavior?

39
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10.

11.

Would yvou recommend using this cooperating teacher again?

With what reservations?

Rate your cooperating teacher.
0 4 9

The very
worst

The very
Average bast
How well did the Student Teaching experience meet your
needs?

) : : : : : . . . .

Ng:lat iniiy Perfectly

Assess your desire to teach.

0 4 9

éoorly.motivéted . Moti%ated : . - Most.h1§h1§
(Blasé) somewhat motivated

Assess your desire to teach at the beginning of the
quarter,

0 4 9
Poorly motivated Motivated Most highly
(Blasé) somewhat motivated
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STUDENT TEACHER
INTERVIEW GUIDE

(Note: paraphrase this statement) Intvoduction}' During this

quarter we have asked you to do quite a number of things in
order that we might improve upon our ability to make "good"
placements of student t+eachers. We do appreciate your assis-
tance and we are certain that students following you will be

equally grateful.

As a final order of business may we ask a few more questions?

(Note: Attempt to validate questionnaire by repeating items i,
3, 7 and 8.)

What comments would you like to make regarding the quarter and
your cooperating teacher? Be as open as you like~--you have
our pledge of confidence.

As you know, questionnaires, tally sheets and tests cannot
accurately produce a "feeling" for what has transpired; nor can
they measure true "quality" of an experience. With this in
mind, please comment as you see fit on your student teaching

experience.

(Note: Look for openings to pursue important ideas and points.)
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COOPERATINMG TTEACHER
INTERVIEW GUIDE

(Note: paraphrase this statment) Introduction: During this
quarter we have asked you To do quite a number of things in
order that we might improve upon our ability to make "good"
placements of student teachewrs. We do appreciate your assis-
tance and we are certain that students will be equally grateful.

As a final order of business may we ask a few more questions?

(Note: Attempt to validate questionnaire by repeating items 1,
3, 7 and 8.)

What comments would you like tc make regarding the quarter and
your student teacher? Be as open as you like--you have our
pledge of confidence.

As you know, questionnaire, tally sheets and tests cannot
accurately produce a "feeling" for what has transpired; nor
can they measure true "quality” of an experience. With this
in mind, please comment as you Ssee fit on your student teacher.

(Note: Look for openings to pursue important ideas and points.)




SUPERVISOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE

Did you enjoy working with this particular student
teacher? .

0 4 9
[ ] L] ® [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] *
Not at

all

Somewhat Absolutely

Relative to other erperience with student teachers, how
did working with this student dvring the quarter com-
pare?

0 ’ 4 9

Worst Average Best

How did your student teacher's performance change since
the beginning of the quarter?

0 4 9
Moderately IR Dramatically
Unchanged “Inproved improved

If any change, how much of it do yow attribute to you
and your suggestions? {(Please be frank)

0 4 9

L] [ ] L] [ ] L] » [ ] * [ ]

None 50% All

What alterations, iF any, would you have made in the
student *eacher's altitude or behavior?

Would you want to work with a similar student teacher
again?
With what reservation?

Rate your student teacher in comparison to others you
may have had and to others you have known about.

0 4 9

The very
best

The very

Avera
worst rage

u3




Assess the rela
the student te:s

0 4

4 - .

] - -~ B T S Y M Sy Y L. - d
icnship of the cooperating hteacher an
.

9

The very Sonewhat The very
worst compatibla best

bssess the student teacher's desgire
0 4

s \O

- * < L ] o [ X *

very poorly ' Motivateo Tne most highly
motivated (Blasd) somewhat motivated
Agszss the studen: *zacheris desire o teach at the be~
ginning of the guavrter,

G 4

9

* 2 » » L3 L J *
very poorly Motivated ) ~ The most highly
nmotivated (Blasé) somevihal motivated
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APPENDIX B

FACTOR ANALYSES OF THE Q-SORT
AND QUESTIONNAIRES
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A questionnaire was mailed to all prospective cooperating
teachers in Salt Lake and Granite School Districts. This question-
naire consisted of (1) questions seeking the same demographic
information from the cooperating teacher as was sought from the
student teacher, and (2) fifteen statements extracted from the
Q-sort instrument which the prospective cooperating teacher was
asked to react to on a "suitable" or "unsuitable" basis (see
Appendix A): that is, the cooperating teacher responds to whether
his classroom atmosphere and his own personality is suitable or
unsuitable to that of the described student teacher, These statements
were carefully selected so as to provide some perspective of
cooperating teacher typologies.

The fifteen statements were then factor analyzed first to gain
information for matching and second to determine if cooperating
teachers, matched with participants in the five groups, represented
equal samples drawn from populations which were themselves distributed
normally. Seven rotations of the factor matrix produced seven
factors having Eigen values of 1.00000 or greater. These seven
factors accounted for sixty-two per cent of the total variance as
shown in Table 2. The rotated factor matrix contained the factor
weightings for each item and is shown in Table 3.

TABLE 2

EIGEN VALUES AND CUMULATIVE PROPORTIONS
OF TOTAL VARIANCE

Cumulative Proportion

Factors Eigen Values of Total Variance
One (Friendly)* 1.86898 «1246
Iwo (Reluctant) 1.68159 -2367
Three (Assured-Independent) 1.36239 «3275
Four (Innovative-Confident) 1.23023 -4095
Five (Egalitarian) 1,14391 4858
Six (Traditional) 1.04919 «5558

Seven (Self-conscious,
subject-centered) 1.03377 «6247

*See following pages for description of these factors
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Factor 1 was labeled the Friendly Factor since the single
contributing item (item number 53) dealt with a student teacher
who desired a close, friendly relationship with the cooperating
teacher. The item was stated thus: "A student who prefers a very
warm and friendly cooperating teacher (versus one who prefers a
more reserved person)."

Factor .2 was termed the Reluctant Factox since the two items
composing this factor described a student teacher who was not
overly-enthused about or failed to recognize the importance of
the student teaching experience. The items were: Number 50:

#A student who wishes to observe for several weeks (versus one
who is anxious to assume early responsibility for the class);

and, Number 56:. "A student who hopes that his cooperating teacher
will not be a stickler for such things as punctual ity and will
allow him to be absent when he must study or work."

Factor 3 was entitled the Assured-Independent Factor. As
the term implies, the items in this factor describe a student
who is capable of evaluating himself and is appreciative of con-
structive criticism., The items in this group were: Number 49:
wA student who welcomes constructive criticism of his teaching
(versus one who would primarily prefer only reinforcement)"; and,
Number 51: "A student to whom it is important to be able to use
his own teaching techniques (versus one who is more than willing
to assume the cooperating teacher’s methods)."

Factor 4 was labeled the Imnovative-Confident Factor since the
two items weighted heavily in this factorx describe a student who
desires change in the schools and is confident of his ability.

The items contributing to this factor are: Number 47: "A student
who believes that the public schools are presently and have been
far too traditional in their approach (versus one who thinks that
the schools are generally doing an excellent job)", and, Number 52:
nA student with great confidence (versus one who is in obvious
need of support)".

Factor 5 was termed the Egalitarian Factor since the three
items within this group suggest a student who believes in profess-
ional and personal equality. The items within this factor are:
Number 54: "A student who desires complete autoncmy in the assign-
ment of grades"; Number 55: '"A student who expects to be treated
as a professional equal by the cooperating teacher'; and, Number
58: "A student who feels that students should play a major role
in determining what will be taught and how'.

Factor 6, the Traditional Factor, describes a person who is
structured and orderly in his methods, whose prime concern is dis-
pensing information. Items in this group (Numbers 45 and 46)
are stated thus: "A student who needs a well disciplined and
orderly classroom (versus one who can tolerate some noise and
disorder)", and "A student who is well-grounded in and emphasizes
the subject matter over personal development of students (although
he is of course concerned about the latter)".
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Factor 7 was called the Self-conscious, Subject._centered
Factor. The items in this grouping somewhat overlap those in
factor 6 in that subject matter is emphasized. However, a person
in this category is perceived to be much more timid in his position.
Items contributing to this factor are: Number 48: 'A student who
prefers that the cooperating teacher leave the room when he begins
teaching and that she generally remain away after that", Number 57:
"A student who feels that textbooks should provide the major focus
of the class" and Number 59: "A student who feels that although
teaching is more than just a job, we should be annoyed when people
say that we should worry more about service to children than about
such unprofessional issues as salaries and pay for extra-
curricular assignments'. Question number 48 might be construed
to indicate a person simply desiring autonomy and having confidence;
however, the pattern of responses reveal that student teachers
who affirmatively respond to this item lack confidence and do not
wish to be observed.

In addition to the value gained from matching students with
cooperating teachers, the questionnaire was valuable in demon-
strating theequalness of classroom typologies among the five
groups. The procedure used was to contrast mean factor scores
for the five groups by the use of a one-way analysis of variance
on each factor. The procedure is to calculate factor scores on
each factor for each individual and then ‘to compare factor score

means among the five groups. No significant differences were obtained.
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TABLE 3
FACTOR COMPOSITIONS AND FACTOR LOADINGS
OF COOPERATING TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE

"USED FOR MATCHING
Compositions" Factors -
(Item No's) i 2 3 4 5 6 7
53% .90
50 .76
56?.:‘;‘ F AR 065
49 o .81
51 .78
47 .74
52 .66
55 | .73
58 N T ek 048
45 e LT -.83
46 e T =60
48 L e . .54
57 - .55
59 .77

*See Appendix A, pages 37 and 3 for items. Pages 46-48 describe
these factors.
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TABLE 4

FACTOR COMPOSITIONS, FACTOR LOADINGS AND EIGEN VALUES
OF THE COOPERATING TEACHERS QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN
THE ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT TEACHERS AT END OF QUARTER

Item Factors
No's 1 2
1 91
2 .89
3 .96 The two factors listed
6 .92 " account for 81% of the
7 Il total variance.
8 .81
Eigen Value 5.27986
4 .64
5 ' .82
Eigen Value '1.19775

Items constituting Factor 1 referred to evaluations of the
student teachers performance by the cooperating teacher. Items
in Factor 2 refer to change in performance of student teachers
as observed by the C.T. A copy of the questionnaire items are
included in Appendix A, pp, 37 and 38.
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TABLE 5

FACTOR COMPOSITIONS, FACTOR LOADINGS AND EIGEN VALUES OF
THE STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE ASSESSMENT
OF HIS OPINION ABOUT HIS EXPERIENCES OF THE QUARTER

Item Factors
No's 1 2 3
1 Sy 2 L
3 .85 L
4 .60 T .
7 "79 : S .
8 .80 The three factors account
Eigen Value 3.90578 : for 81% of:the total
N variance.- -
2 f .92 '
5 .74
6 .9
Eigen Value 1.80555
9 -.91
Eigen Value 1.02473

The items grouped under Factor 1 constitute an evaluation of the
experience by the student teacher and his present desire to teach;
High scores here indicate a high evuluation.

The items in Factor 2 refers to the evaluation of the cooperating
teacher by the student teacher.‘ As in Pactor 1, a high score ‘means
a high evaluation.

The lone item in Factor 3 refers to the student teacher's
desire to teach at the beginning of the quarter. A low score
here indicates a high desire.

The items comprising the questionnaire are included in Appendix A,
pp. 39 and 40,
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TABLE 6

FACTOR COMPOSITIONS, FACTOR WEIGHTINGS AND EIGEN
VALUES FOR THE SUPERVISOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE
ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT TEACHERS AT THE END OF THE QUARTER

Item Factors
No's 1 2
1 .. 15
2 , .82
5 .83
6 .71 These two factors constitute 64% of
Eigen Value 3.90102 the total variance of this
questionnaire.
3 .64 )
4 .82
7 .64
8 .68
Eigen Value 1.23379

Factor 1 comprises those items evaluating the “student teéacher and
assessing the relationship of the cooperating teacher and the student
teacher. High scores on this factor represent high evaluations.

The items in Factor 2 describe the change in student teacher
behavior and also change in the student teacher's desire to teach.
High scores on this factor represents great change. A copy of the
questionnaire can be found in Appendix A, pp. 43 and 44.
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a%ee @

. . .FACTOR COMPOSLTIONS, FACTOR LOADINGS AND EIGEN VALUES ' !
FOR THE Q-SORT (USED .FOR PERSONALITY MATCHING)

Item ' Factoxrs -. - .
No's 1 2 3 - . 4

5 .68

6 .53

27 -.71
Eigen Value 3.08282

10 . =J48
18 o .81
22 .74
Eigen Value 2.42145

9 W48

14 ' . +61

16 . -048

17 -.73

32 . } " , -, 074
Eigen Value . : 1.51187

o a e et s te aL

1 '074

3 . , T W6l

11 ' . , '075

- 33 : : -.68
Eigen Value - ' 1.25732

dependent and somewhat traditional in his approach. These items

It is quite evident from Table 7 that each factor has bi-polar
values. This does not mean that the items within the factor are
inconsistent, but rather some items are stated positively and some
are stated negatively. In both instances they describe the same
trait about the individual.

Items in Factor 1 describe an individual who appears insecure,

were: Number 5: "I would prefer that my cooperating teacher
leave the room when I begin student teaching and generally remain
awvay after that;" Number 26: "I would prefer that the classroom
in which student teacher has an established set of rules and
regulations;'" and 27: "I would prefer observing as long as I can
before assuming the full burden of teaching."

Factor 2 items indicate a very open person and has been labeled
the Autonomy Factor., These items would also indicate a person
who wants to improve and accepts criticism willingly., Items in
this factor include: Number 10: "I worry about visits from the
University supervisor;" Number 18: "I welcome constructive
criticism; in fact, I hope that my cooperating teacher will be
frank in his analysis of my teaching;" and Number 22: "I am
anxious to accept responsibility for the major portion of the class
and hope that my C.T. will not be ireluctant to relinquish it.
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Factor 3 has been labeled the Innovative Factor. This type of
person is clearly anti-textbook, and non-structured. The following
items comprise this factor: Number 9: "I believe that the public
schools are presently arnd have been far too traditional and rigid
in their approach;" Number 14: "As a teacher I would like to try .
as many new and different ideas as I can;' Number 16: "Generally
the movement of students around the classroom for miscellaneous
reasons should be curbed;'" Number 17: "I would prefer working with
a cooperating teacher who emphasizes the subject matter in his
classroom;" Number 26: '"I would prefer that the classroom in which
I student teach has an established set of rules and regulations;"
and Number 32: "It is important to me to have the opportunity to
use my own teaching techniques rather than be expected to assume
the style and methods of the cooperating teacher.”

Factor 4 was termed the Progressive Factor since the items in

this factor clearly identify the progressive type individual. The

items included in this factor were: Number 1: "I would prefer
working with a cooperating teacher who de-emphasizes classroom
discipline and order;" Munder 3: "I woull like to be allowed
complete autonomy in the assignment of grades;' Number 11:

""Noise does not bother me much if it contributes to the objectives
of the class;" and Number 33: "The physical arrangement of the
classroom and student seating should vary with the naturc of the
tasks undertaken in the classroom."
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APPENDIX C

. MAIN ANALYSIS

All values in the following tables were calculated in
the manner illustrated for the Minnesota Teachers Attitude

Inventory. (Pages 5¢andsy)
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TABLE 8

MEAN SCORES ON THE MINNESOTA TEACHERS ATTITUDE INVENTORY (MTAL)
POST TEST BETWEEN AND WITHIN THE FIVE GROUPS

TREATMENT GROUPS
G Gz G3 34 GS
i m]n LW WY U

68.80[56.80 | 47.80 | 58.80 ||56.60 | 57.80} 69.80 | 50.80 || 37.00 57.00
62,80 53.30 57.20 60. 30 47.00

Note: MTAL data are raw scores, The mean scores for each group and
within each group are in the sbove table, Using Group I as an example,
the MTAI rav score in this, the control group, is 62.80. Within

this group, those student teachers who had assessed their cooperating
teacher as sbove the median in comparison to other cooperating
teachers at the outset (R2) had a mean MTAI post test raw score of
56.80. Those who had assessed their cooperating teachers below

the median had a mean of 68.80,

36 ,}/
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TABLE 9

TWO WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE MFAL POST TEST

F
SOURCE d/f SS MS Value
Between Conditions ‘ 4 1543.88 385,97 <1
Yj Lontrol vs. All Others 1 557.78 557.78 <1
‘;’2 Personality vs. Mon-Personality 1 115.60 115.60 <1
-Demographic vs. Non-Demographic 1 156.47 156.47 <1
; “Intéraction of Personality and 1 714,03 714,03 <1l.
.Demographic .
Within Conditions 5 2568.60
Rin C 1 360.00 360.00 <1
R in Cy 1 302.00 302.00 <1
R in G4 1 902.50 902,50 1
R in Cs 1 1000.00 1000.00 <1
Error 40 46420.79 1543.88

The above table gives both between group (conditions) and
vithin group comparisons. The degrees of freedom, sum of squeres,
mean square within, and F values are presented. The critical value

- (value needed to reject the null hypothesis) at the .05 level for
1, 40 degrees of freedom is 4.08., Since all F values are<l, we
fail to reject the null hypothesis in all cases. Therefore, there
are no differences among the five groups in terms of post-test
scores on the MIAI.

The final explanation required for full understanding is the

calculation for each comparison, which is the calculation producing

the F values. All values of ‘E!'(Betveen Conditions). were airi.ved at

by the general formula W= N, [X) - k (X) + Xq + X, + X))

Sum of Coefficients Squared - J

Using control vs. all other variance squares i.n the MTAL, this becomes:

1 = 10 [62.8 - X (53,3 + 57.2 + 60.3 + 47.0))2 ., 557.78
1€ + 4(1/16) )

P = us, (Mean Square Bctwecn) 557.78

MSu (Mean Square Within) 1543.88

vhere ‘SI( is the conpatison of interest (e.g., Group I versus all
other groupc), N is the number of subjects in each treatment group,
and X's are the means for the treatment groups.

=<1

a As can be noted in the analysis of variance table,
W, is Pvs P (P is Personality)
. is Dvs D (D is Demographic)
4 is the interaction of P and D

F values within conditions are calculated in a similar manner.
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TABLE 10

THE ANALYSIS OF V.ARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 1 OF THE
' COOPERATING TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE*

M
E 4] ] ) G Gj
: 53,29 [53.810 49,24 46,89 | 48,23 [|52.17 | 52,01 _
S 33,55 [ _352,24 47,56 52,09
SOURCE d/f SS MS F
Between Cond 4 198.71 49.60 2.6
‘. 1 1 8‘5.50 84.50 4.36
2 1 8.83 8.83 <1
3 1 69.17 69.17 3.57
W 1 36.10 36.10 1.4
Between R in C , 5 30.84
R in C, 1 13.45 13.45 <1
R in C3 1 12.10 12.10 <l
R in C4 1 4.48 4.48 <1
R in Cg 1 .06 .06 <1
Error 40 774,12 19.35.

*Walues are factor scores standardized with a mean of 50 and a
standard deviation of 5. (This note applies to all factor scores in
the following tables.)

This factor potently expresses the cooperating teacher's
assessment of the student teacher's performance at the end of
the quarter. A cursory view of the five mean scores indicate
that student teachers in Group I were assessed the highest
followed by student teachers in Group V. A similar inspection
of the mean scores within treatment groups show higher assess-
ments, in four of five cases, for the student teachers who
assessed their cooperating teachers as above the median at the beginning
of the quarter. The two way analysis of variance showed signficant
F scores on comparison 1. Upon examining the mean scores, it is
clear that the control group students were, in fact, evaluated
higher than students in the other four groups combined.
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o " TABLE 11 .

i . _THE ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 2 OF THE
== COOPERATING TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

i ¢ T Gy c c Gs
253,18 i 51,26_ 30.3¢ 153.28 |l51,35 | 52,06 [{47,35] 47,36 ]| 49,74 | 51,68
N 52,2 + 51,79 51,70 47.36 50, 71
; S = . -
SOURCE d/f SS MS F
Between Cond . _ 4 156.57 39.14 1.77
hs! 1 26.76 26,76 1.4
3 1 26.89 26.89 14+ |
% 1 28.90 28.90 1.+ |
; Between R in C -5 42.09
R in G 1 9.20 9.20 <1
R in Cy 1 22.20 22.20 1o+
R in C3 1 2,28 2.28 <1
Rin G4 - 1 .0C .00 <1
_ R in Cs, 1 . 9.0 - 9,40 . (1
Error 40 C-+¢ 877,98  21.95

_ This factor portrays the cooperating teacher's perception of
the change in the student teacher's performance thrcughout the
quarter and the amount of change that the cooperating teacher
attributes to his own guidance.  Again, a visual inspection of
the data shows the control group to have the highest mean and
Group IV to have the lowest mean., Further, it appears that in
this case the student teachers who ranked their cooperating teacher
above the medisn at the beginning of the quarter had lower mean
scores in Group I and higher scores in the other four groups.

The analysis of variance found these means not to be significantly
different.
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TABLE 12

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 1 OF THE
STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

M .
E G [ G G? Gs -
A47.72 |49.56 49.71 }50.9 48,25 [52.71 || 53,02 [52,08 }} 48,91 | 50,37
N 48.64 50,32 50,48 52,55 49,64
S
. SOURCE d/f ss MS F
Between Cond 4 82.71 20.17 1.02
W 1 37.28 37.28 1.+
Yo 1 4.90 4.90 <1
3 1 18.77 18.77 <1
4 1 23.70 23.70 1.+
Between R in C 5 69.46
R in C} 1 8.45 8.45 <1
R in C) 1 3.70 3.70 <1
R in C3 1 49.75 49.73 2.+
R in C4 1 2.20 2.20 <1
R in Cs 1 5.30 5.30 <1
Error 40 791,45 19,78

Factor 1 of the Student Teacher's Questionnaire, which was
also administered at the end of the quarter, reflects the
student's evaluation of the quarters experience and his desive
to teach at the end of the quarter. Visually, it appears
that the reverseof the pattern established on the Cooperating
Teacher's Questionnaire is the case. That is, the control group
shows the lowest mean score and Group IV shows the highest score.
Again, in four out of five cases those students who assessed
their cooperating teacher above the median at the outset appeared

to show higher scores on this factor as they evaluated the quarter
in retrospect.
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TABLE 13

{ THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 2 OF THE
STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNALRE

M
E._ .G G 1 G G Ge
: 49,20 |52 25 i] 48,17 iSl,l4 46.58 ! 51,19 |} 52,191 52.35 || 48.60§ 51,19
g = 0*?2 « 00 48.89 . 52,27 49.89
SOURCE d/f SS MS ___r_ |
Between Cond ~ 4 66.40 16.60 <1 i
\ii 1 2,42 2.42 1 |
Y3 1 24,96 24,96 <1
B 1 6.60 6.60 <1
Between R in C 5 115.44
Rin C 1 23.40 23.40 <1
R in C 1 20.90 20.90 <1
R in C3 1 52.90 52.90 2.+
~ Rin C4 1 .06 .06 <1
R in Cs 1 16.90 16.90 <1
Error ' 40 1066,23 26,66
This factor dealt with the student teacher's evaluation of
his cooperating teacher. A visual inspection of the means

suggests the highest assessment in Group IV with the other
four groups approximately equal. Within group comparisons
followed the same pattern as shown in the several tables above;
that is, students who had assessed their cooperating teacher
above the median at the outset clearly had the higher mean
scores in evaluating their cooperating teacher at the end. The
analysis of variance table, however, shows no significant
differences on this factor.
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TABLE 14

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACIOR 3 OF THE
STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAILRE

E Gy G, G ]} 6, || ©
A 54,28 [50.32 || 44.50 ] 48,61 || 47.981]52.63 | 49.24 | 48.46 || 48,42 ]| 48,99

g 52,30 ? 46,56 Il 50,30 5 48,85 48,68
SOURCE d/f SsS Ms F
Between Cond . 4 181.17 45.29 2.58
o 1 109.52 109.52 6.27
% 1 1.15 1.15 <1
G 1 32.40 32.40 1.+
G 1 38.42 38.42 2.+
Between R in C . 5 137.84
R in C} 1 39.20 39.20 2.+
R in C; 1 42,44 42.44 2.+
R in Cg 1 53.82 53.82 3.07
R in C4 1 1.52 1.52 <1
R in Cs 1 .68 .68 <1
Error 40 696.82  17.42

On this factor, which is the student teacher's desire to
teach at the beginning of the quarter, high scores represent a
poor desire to teach at the beginning of the quarter, Hence, an
interpretation of the means (high scores indicate low desire on this
factor) suggests control group students to have assessed their desire
at the outset lower than the other four groups, Within group
comparisons appear to be mixed. The analysis of variance reveals
that, in fact, control group students did show a significantly
poorer desire to teach at the outset,
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TABLE 15

THE ANALYSLS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 1 OF THE
SUPERVISOR' S QUESTIONNAIRE

G G | G G G
49,31 150.19 51,26 | 51,35 49,86 |51,70 }| 47,46 49.81 51,66
49,75 51,31 50,78 48,63 48,53
SOURCE d/f SS MS F
Between Cond 4 62.16 15.50 <1
Y2 1 21,61 21.61 <1
W3 1 1.02 1.02 <1
Y 1 04 04 <1
Between R in C S5 122,18
R in C; 1 1.94 1.94 <1
R in C3 1 .03 .03 <1
R in C3 1 8.46 8.46 <1
R in Cy 1 13.92  13.92 <1
R in Cs 1 97.97 97.97 4,34
Exrror 40 901,95 22,55

This factor is
student teacher and cooperating teacher rel

ationship.

the university supervisor's assessment of the
Supervisors

assessed the best relationship in Group 1I, which was the Group
matched with teachers from the pool formed when inferior
teachers were eliminated. Within group comparisons followed
the same pattern as shown above in four of five cases, However,
the only significant F values given by the analysis of variance
was revealed in this deviant case. Within Group V, university

supervisors assessed the relationship to be the best in those
cases where students had assessed their cooperating teachers as
belov the median at the begimnning of the quarter.
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THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOK 2 OF THE

TABLE 16

SUPERVISOR' § QUESTIONNAIRE

G1 Gy G Ga T
28,12 149.69 715055 ;_;_,gﬁz,_g 50.03 [50.68 |[51.i1145.5
48,90 50, 41 53,04 50,36 48,32
SOURCE _ d/f 88§ MS F
Between Cond . 133,63 33.40 1.79
g 1 57,12  57.12 2.4+
W3 1 .09 .09 <1
@, 1 54,76 54.76 - 2.4+
Between R in C 5 100,83 |
R in C2 1 «20 . .20 - <1
R in C3 1 15.13  15.13 <1
R in C, 1 1,09 1.09 <1
Error 40 790,21 19,76

Factor 2 of the university supervisor's questionnaire refers
to the supervisor s assessment of the change in student teacher
behavior and the student teacher's desire to teach.
assessment was given to Group III, those matched on demographic
variables, and the lowest was given to the control group.
of five groups, means favored the student teachers who had
assessed their cooperating teacher as above the median at the

beginning of the quarter,
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TABLE 17

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR TIME SPENT
WITH THE COOPERATING TEACHER BY THE
STUDENT TEACHER ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1

M
i G] Gy cF G, G,
N 37,00 [42.00 || 24.20 |38.00 || 19.40 |30.60 37,80 | 39.60 {| 19.80 | 34.20
S 39,50 31.10 . 25,00 38,70 27.00
SOURCE d/f SS _MS P _
Between Cond A 1756.12 439,00 <1
R ) 1 230.40 230,40 - - <1
W3 1 792.10 792.10 1.+
W 1 78.40 .. 78.40 <1
Within Conditions _ 5 1378.70
R in C 1 62.50 62.50 <1
R in C) 1 476.10 476.10 <1
R in Cy 1 313.60 313.60 <1
R in C4 1 8.10 8.10 <1
R in Cs 1 518.40 518.40 <1
Error 40 23378,79 584,47 _

The theory behind time budget analysis as pertains to this
study, suggests two possibilities: (1) it might be that a
cooperating teacher and student teacher who are well matched will
spend more time together since they are more compatible; or (2)

a cooperating teacher might tend to spend more time with the student
teacher whom he perceives to be in the greatest need of help.

The variable represented in the above table is the time spent by

the cooperating teacher and student teacher together in the school
on the first trial, which was completed by the second week of the
quarter. Mean scores appear to show the greatest time spent in the
control group and the least time spent in Group ILII and V. In all
cases, within group comparisons indicate greater time spent in the
situations where student teachers assessed their cooperating teacher
as above the median at the beginning of the quarter. The analysis
of variance table, however, showed none of these mean scores to be
significantly different. ' S
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TABLE 18

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR WHETHER THE COOPERATING TEACHER

WAS PRESENT ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1

61 l G, | G, G, G
1,20 : 1,20 | ,40 i .60 .60 i 1,20 1,00 ; 1,40 40 .80
1.20 250 . 290 | 1,20 .60
SOURCE d/f SS MS F
Between Cond 4 4.28 1.07 2.5
Y 1 1.28 1.28 2.9
..\-j:rz ) § 040 040 (1
N3 1 1.00 1.00 2.+
4 1 2.50 2.50 5.81
Between R in C 5 1.80
R in C 1 0 0 1
R in Cy 1 .10 .10 <1
R in C3 1 .90 .90 2.+
R in C4 1 .40 .40 <1
R in Cs 1 .40 .40 £1
Error 40 17.20 .43

This variable considers whether or not the cooperating teacher
was present in the classroom while the student teacher was teaching.
The theory suggests the same two possibilities which were discussed
following Table 17. Visual inspection of the means shows cooperating
teachers to be present most often in Groups I and IV and least

often in Groups 1I and V.

present more often where students, at the beginning
gave the higher evaluations of the
values of 5.81 in comparison four,
personality and demo
teachers in conditions three and four to be

in 2 and 5.

In all cases, cooperating teachers were
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which shows the interaction of

graphic matching, indicates that the cooperating
present more often than
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TABLE 19

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR NUMBER OF CLASSES TAUGHT BY THE
STUDENT TEACHER ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1

M
E G 34 “ Gq GL“.“"" ... Gs
A 1.8 .1.,80 || 1.60 | 1,20 |- 1,60 1,60 |[1.80]| 1,80 ‘.1,80 1.40
g 1,80 . 1.40 5 1,60 : 1,80 1.60
SOURCE d/f ss MS = F
Betveen Cond 4 1,12 .28 Q
el 1 .32 .32 <1
ik < 1 .40 .40 <1
W3 1 0 0 <1
. Yy l .40 .40 1
Between R in C 5 .80
R in C; 1 - 0 0 o o<i
R in C2 1 40 .40 ¢
R in Cj 1 0 0 <l
R in C4 1 0 0 <1
Error _ 40 19,60 L 49

There were no significant F values on this variable , which
vas the number of classes taught by the student teacher on the
first triasl. Apparently, the variations on this variable were
negligable. The theory was that careful matches would lead to
greater trust and confidence on the part of the cooperating

teacher and thus that the student teacher would be teaching more
classes,
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SUMMARY

The aim of this study was to attempt to improve the studemnt -
teaching experience, Specifically, we sought to compare the
effects of the traditional method of student teacher placements
to methods in which student teachers and cooperating teachers
(regular school district teachers) were matched on certain
characteristics, :

Ninety applicants to winter quarter student teaching at the -
University of Utah were randomly assigned to five treatment groups,
differing only in the extéent to which the applicants were matched
with cooperating teachers. The ninety student teachers were assigned
to cooperating teachers in the five school districts in the State of
Utah having approximately sixty per ceant of the State's student popu-
lation. . ,

The objectives of this study were:..

1. To determine whether matching of student and co-
operating teacher produces improved student teaching performance.

2. To ascertain the essential elements or variables for
matching.

3., To ascertain whether the student teacher who is
"matched" gains a superior attitude about teaching and
senses a greater gain from the experience than does the
student who is assigned in the normal fashion.

The basic method used was to compare mean scores of student
teacher performance or attitudes among the five groups. For example,
mean scores for each group om the Minnesota Teachers Attitude Inventory
collected at the termination of the experimental period were compared
to discern which method of matching praduced the best results.

The major findings of this study were: (1) the methods of
matching invoked in this study, as a composite, did not produce
superior results in teérms of student teaching performance and
attitude vhen compared to students placed in the traditional manner;
(2) within group comparisons appear to demonstrate the theoretical
advantages of matching in general. . Lo :




INTRODUCTION

Background

The role of student teaching in the preparation of teachers
is regarded as more significant today than it has been since “
certification of teachers became an acceptable practice, It is
undoubtedly the most common element in teacher education and is
usually recognized as the most importaant, be it called student
teaching, practicum, or internship. But what are the factors of
the experience which contribute to the student teacher's success?

Although many of the factors affecting student teaching are
non-manipulable, some can be adjusted to meet the individual needs
of student teachers. Among these would be the selection of: the
school district cooperating teacher, the university supervisor,
the school to which the student teacher is assigned, subject
matter and grade level, and time of day if the experience is limited
to a few hours. The non-human factors are relatively easy to adjust
to meet student needs where selection of ¢cooperating teachers and
supervisors often are not so easily adjusted.- The reason is that
cooperating teachers are not responsible to the university and
assignment of the latter are largely predetermined according to
subject-matter specialties. Of these two human variables, research
has clearly shown that the school-district-cooperating-teacher has
by far the greater impact upon student teacher behavior than does
that of the university supervisor. To summarize, then, the cooperating
teacher is known to have the greatest (human) effect upon the student
teaching experience which is the most vital component of the training
program, . ,

The major hypothesis of this research was based upon the
aforementioned findings which may be stated: (1) Every known
research study seeking the answer to the question, "what is the
most valuable component of your teacher preparation program?"
has found the answer to be, "student teaching"; (2) The most
significant human factor affecting student teaching behavior has
been the cooperating teacher. Llogically then, from an efficiency
standpoint, if one is to attempt changing student teacher behavior,
the strategic element of the program upon which :to concentrate is
student teaching and the best individual to focus efforts -omn is the
cooperating teacher.

Specifically, the literature reveals that it would seem
critical that the selection of the cooperating teacher be based
on a thorough knowledge of his characteristics and the individual
needs of the student teacher. The 1963, Association for Student
Teaching Yearbook, emphasizes that éssignments should be made which
will best relate the known needs of the student teacher to his
anticipated learming potential in a given environmental setting,
taking into consideration compatability of personalities and
readiness of the student teacher in his particular placement,
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Yet no evidence is listed in support of this assertion; apparently
the reader is expected to accept this statement at face value.
This explicitly points out the nature of the problem: (1) Does
"matching" of student and cooperating teacher produce an atmosphere
that is superior in its conduciveness to learning on the part of
the student teacher? (2) What are the essential elements or
variables for matching? (3) Does the student teacher who is
"matched" gain a superior attitude about teaching and sense a
greater gain from the experience than the student who is randomly
assigned? Do observers (cooperating teachers and university
supervisors) concur with these student reflections?

Bennie (1966) notes that it is significant that the most
vociferous critics of education have usually spared the student .
teaching experience or have at least treated it kindly, and some
of the more reputable educators in America have enthusiastically
endorsed it. Conant (1963) credits student teaching as being
"the one indisputably essential element in professional education."
Indeed, amidst all the conflict over teacher education, one point
on vhich all are agreed is that before being vested with complete
control of a classroom, every teacher should have a supervised
experience be it called student teaching, practice teaching,
internship, or apprenticeship.

Since it is the goal of all concerned to make the student teaching
experience an optimum learning situation, a variety of factors
must be considered. Of all the environmental factors, logically
the most crucial ones for the individual student teacher are those
in the particular classroom to which he is assigned. It is the
environment here that will determine, to a large extent, the
degree of success or failure he experiences.

Statement of the Problem

Essentially all of the literature stresses the importance of
the cooperating teacher, yet there is a noticeable lack of research
to justify or negate this assumption. Typically, students are
placed on a near random basis in which little or no consideration
is given to the traits of either party. The purpose of this
study then is to detemmine whether matching of certain charac-
teristics between the student teacher and the cooperating teacher
will provide a superior learning experience for the student teacher,
On a more specific level, the study will also attempt to identify
some of the elements or variables that contribute to successful
matching.

The research is to be undertaken to provide student teachers,
cooperating teachers, school district persomnel, and university
placement offices a more sxcessful situation for student teacher
placements,

Delimitations

_ The present study was limited to those senior students in
secondary education who were admitted to the winter quarter (1969)
student teaching program at the University of Utah.
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The study was further limited in that no students in the area
of home economics were used. Also, limited use was made of physical
education, business skills, and music majors. The ressons for this
being (1) the Home Economics and Physical Education Departments
supervise their own student teachers; (2) the instruments used for
data collection were not particularly suited for the above mentioned
subject areas; and (3) the Home Economics Department is already
attempting to match although in no systematic way.

Hypotheses

The major hypotheses, as stated in the null form, is as follows:
"There are no differences in attitudes expressed nor achievement in
student teaching among students who are selectively placed and those
who are randomly assigned."

A further hypothesis will be that certain variables that are
significant in student teacher placements can be identified.

Bennie, W.A. Cooperation for Better Student Teaching. #inneapolis:..
Burgess Publishing, 1966.

Conan;, .II.B. The Education of Ametcan Teachers. New York: McGraw-
111, 1963, | | ST o

’.
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METHODS

Description of the Participants

The sample consisted of ninety applicants to winter quarter
1969 student teaching at the University of Utah.

Cooperating teachers used for matching in the study were _
selected from those individuals who returned a mailed questionnaire
sent to every regilar classroom teacher in the Salt Lake and
Granite school districts. These two districts provided an N of
over 1000 secondary teachers and are the largest districts in the
state in terms of student enrollments. :

J

It should be noted that it is a general policy of these districts
that only those teachers with two or more years of successful teaching
experience are used as cooperating teachers. Also, it is the normal
procedure for the school district personnel officers to assign
student teachers to cooperating teachers. Being assigned a student
teacher is often viewed by the tescher as more of a burden than
an opportunity to help train future teachers..

The ninety student teacher parti.ci.pants were priuruy assigned
to cooperating teachers in the above named districts. In a few
instances, where transportation and persomal requests of student
teachers were major factors, participants were.placed in other
school districts close to- the Uni.verlity.

'All of the participants were i3 their senior year at the
University and the student teaching experience for many was the
culminating phue of their preparation as future teachers.

Design of thc iment = T T

The ninety participants were randomly assigned to a control . -
group and to four experimental groups by use of a table of random
numbers. The random assignment to the five groups plus the fact
that the participants were not informed as to which group they were
in, nor under what conditions they were mtched, was necessary in
order to minimize the Hawthorne effect. All students were notified
that they were in the study. Cooperating teachers were likewise
informed, by means of a letter, of the scope of the study; but
they were likewise not informed of the variables upon which they
were mtched. ‘

Participants in the control.group (Group I) were assigned in
the normal fashion by -the disgtrict ofﬂ.cc, that is, no attempt
was made to match the .cooperating teacher with the student teacher.
Participants in Group II were assigned to cooperating teachers taken -
from the total pool of teachers minus those identified by the
school district personnsl and university supervisors as poor
cooperating teachers. No attempt was made at matching this group., _-
Group III participants were matched with cooperating teachers
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taken from the same pool (no poor cooperating teachers) on such

demographic variables as age, sex, socio-economic status, rural-urban back-

‘ground,and religion. Those participants in Group IV were also

matched to teachers from the select pool; matching was
\ on personality variables. Group V combines the matches and .
\discriminations of Groups II, III, and IV to give as near total ~ ' '

matching as possible, Figure I presents an overview of the basic

design of the study: _— .

FIGURE I
Treatment o
Group . ’ Criteria For Matching

I (control) Normal Placement by School District Personnel

II (X2) Cooperating Teachers Screened but not Matched |
IIT (X3) X2 Plus Matching on Demographic Variables |
IV (X5) X2 Plus Matching on Personality Variables : |
vV (Xs) -] X2 Plus X3 Plus X4 (Total Matching)

There were basically two methodological problems. First was
the problem of collecting personal data about cooperating teachers
and student teachers and then making the assignments by matching.
(These personal data became the independent variables.) Second,
was the usual problem of ‘collecting the data about the dependent.
variables; that is, devising methods of assessing attitudes and
performance. Both problems are equally critical since the latter
hinges on the former; unless we can assume accuracy within and among
the independent variables, data collected on the dependent variables -
would be meaningless. Fundamentally we are really testing our matches
which we must assume to be carefully conceived and in line with the
major hypothesis which may be stated in the null form as follows:

"There are no differences in attitudes expressed nor
achievement in student teaching smong students who are

selectively placed and those who are randoqlz assigned."

A multitude of data sources were utiliged to obtain demographic
and psychological data about the student teachers for matching.

\Student files yielded psychological scores on the Minmesota
Multiphasic Inventory (MMPI) and miscellaneous information from
letters of recommendation. Applications to student teaching produced
the usual subject matter choices, time of day available, and grade
level preferences; an attached biographical sketch offered another
perspective. Additional insight was gained from interviews with
university instructors who were familiar with the student teacher in

\question. A prerequisite course, "The Teaching Assistantship’,
produced a view from the assistant teacher ‘about the cooperating
teacher , (who became a potential cooperating teacher for student
teaching), and the assistantsself-report included items on pre-

" ferences for student teaching. Files, self-reports, and intervievs
yielded a composite of the student teacher, and his likes and
dislikes in terms of teaching and the classroom climate. The most
fruitful source of information came from the student ‘teaching

\ applicant himself, The applicant responded to two questionnaires,
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to a Q-sort, and to an interview. A synthesis of information
gleaned from all thesesources produced what was considered to be
a broad and in-depth profile of the student teacher.

Ideally it would have been desirable to have the same amount
of information from the cooperating teachers, thus making it possible
to match the parties by computer. The same type of data were
sought; however, the logistical problems of obtaining complete
information from the cooperating teachers caused serious difficulties.
The data sources were limited to a mail questionnaire and interviews
with experienced university supervisors, school district subject
matter specialists, and eelected district administrators. Hence
the plan was to use the computer to select four or five cooperating
teachers who seemed to be good matches. As we were not fully satisfied
with this technique, each student teacher was fully described to
selected individuals who were knowledgeable of cooperating teachers 4
in the school districts. These persons then indicated who, of the
four or five cooperating teachers, was the ''best" match in their
opinion. If fixst choices were unavailable for some reason the next
choice was then sought,

The variables selected for matching were gleaned from the
literature relevant to human relations! and comsunication theory,
upon interviews with university supervisors, and upon consideration
of the nature of past conflicts between student teachers and
cooperating teachers that have come to the attention of the principal
investigator as Director of Student Teaching.

The demographic variables for matching can be seen in Appendix A,
PPe 21-23. Major emphasis was placed on zg3e, sex, socio-economic
status, religious preference, and rural-urban background., Personality
variables, which could perhaps be more accurately labeled, "preferences/
in classroom situations' were developed from the student teacher
Q-sort and from a mail questionnaire obtained from the cooperati.ng
teachers. (See Appendix A, pp. and Appendix B, Table .)
Variables obtained from a factor analysis of the Q-sort were: v
sense of security, autonomy, innovativeness, and progressivism.
It was the attempts to match by computer on these traits that
caused considerable frustration and which led to interviews for aid
in matching.

Over a period of time i.t would be possible to build up files
on all cooperating teachers thus completely ‘allowing matching on
a basis analogous to computer dating. In this study, there were
fnsufficient resources in time and personnel to collect all necessary
information for complete computer matching.

Data collection on the dependent variables is the critical task
of most research studies. How does one test the hypothesis that,

lFor a discussion of the theory for selection of variabLes see
Chapters 1-3 of Clgssroom Grouping for Teachability, Herbert A’
Thelens, Wiley, 1967; Characteristics of cs of Teachers, David G; Ryans,
American Council on Education, 1967; and d Handbook of Social Psychology I,
Gardner Lindsay (editor), Addison-Wesley, 1954.
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if matched, student teachers will have a superior attitude toward

and perform better in student teaching? And, how can we determine
vhat the key personal varisbles are for matching? The latter question
necessarily calls for & more complex design.

Instruments used to investigate questions in the affective -
domain were the Minnesota Teachers Attitude Inventory (MEAL),
time budget analysis, a Q-sort, interviews with the cooperating
teacher and student teacher, and questionnaires from the same two
parties plus one from the university supervisor. Cognitive instru-
ments were: Flanders' technique of interaction analysis and rating
schemes solicited from the university supervisor and the cooperating
teacher. See Appendix A for illustration of these instruments,

Pretesting of all particpants with the Minnesota Teachers -
Attitude Inventory (MTAI) took place during the orientation on
the first day of the quarter. Investigations indicate that the
attitudes of teachers toward children and school work can be measured
with high reliability, and that they are significantly correlated
with the teacher-pupil relations found in the teachers' classrooms,
The MTAL is by far the most popular instrument used for the measure-
ment of such attitudes. It is designed to measure those attitudes
of a teacher which predict how well he will get along with pupils
in interpersonal relationships, and indirectly how well satisfied
he will be with teaching as a vocation. Post-testing, using the
MTAI, occurred during the final week of the quarter, as was student ‘/
and teacher evaluations of the experience (questionnaires and inter-
view).

During the quarter two basic techmiques were implemented.
One, the student teacher-cooperating teacher relationship was o
assessed using time budget analysis--a research technique in which
the interviewee chronologically relates with great care the events
of a recent time period. In this study, the student teachers were
interviewed asking them to carefully describe in detail their
experiences in the school on the previous day, (See Appendix A
for interview guide,) The purpose of time budget analysis is to-
record the interplay of thought and emotion between the studeat -
teacher and the cooperating teacher, especially the student's
attitude toward the guidance offered by the regular teacher. The
primary focus was on the time spent with the student teacher by
the cooperating teacher. Communication theory states that frequency
of communication isdirectly related to common understandings.
Hence, the more communication, the better should be the attitude of
the student teacher toward his experience. Each participant was y
interviewed three times at equal intervals during the quarter
and total amount of interaction time was recorded. All interviews
were conducted by the same person for reliability purposes.

The second such technique was interaction analysis which was
used to record quantitative and qualitative dimensions of teacher
verbal behavior in the classroom. This technique, which was developed
by Ned A, Flanders, is an observation procedure designed to permit
a systematic record of spontaneous acts, and is one of the most
sophisticated techniques developed to record classroom climate.

8
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Using the system of ten categories (Appendix A) the observer, at

the end of each three-second interval, decides which category best
represents the "communication behavior' during that three seconds
and makes the appropriate tally on the observation sneet (Appendix
A). Interaction analysis was used in the study under the hypothesis
that the more compat:l.ble the student teacher-cooperating teacher
relationship, the more noticeable the social-emotional climate and
its effect on human behavior would be, Participsnts were observed
three times, at approximately equal intervals, during the quarter
and tallies were grouped under three major categories: teacher
indirect verbal communication, teacher direct verbal communication,
and student talk. Observations were approximately fifteen minutes
in duration and total number of tally marks were adjusted to a

base of 300 (20 observations per minute for 15 minutes) for ease

of handling. All observations were conducted by the same two
trained researchers.

Due to the amount of time necessary to conduct the time
budget analysis interviews and the interaction analysis observations,
and due to the limited availability of qualified observers, a limited ~
number of participants in each of the five groups were randomly
selected on whom the two techniques mentioned above were implemented,
Statistical 'power' calculations indicated that a sample size of
ten (N=10) per group would be adequate for these analyses. d

During the last week of the quarter, data was collected by
questionnaire and interview of both student teachers and cooperating
teachers. Post-testing on the MTAI was also carried out.

The last data gathered were from supervisor and cooperating
teacher evaluations.of the student teacher's performance for the
quarter (see Appendix A). Both parties rated the student by forced
comparison to previous student teachers with whom they had worked.

Generally the study investigated the opinions of both parties
toward the experience of the quarter. This required discerning
hav each person viewed the other in regard to fulfillment of role
expectations and to seek the student teacher's assessment of how
well the experience satisfied his needs.




FINDINGS AND ANALYSES

This section presents an analysis of the data collected and
consists of (1) verification of controls, (2) determination of the
best predictor variables for successful matching as measured by
performance and attitudes, and (3) analyses of differences among
the five groups.

Verification of Controls

Verification of the controls was necessary in order to show
that effects were attributable to the treatment. Although student
teachers were assigned randomly to each of the five groups, there
was some reason to suspect that cooperating teacher typologies
were not equally distributed across the five groups since they
were drawn on a clearly, non-random basis; that is, they were
matched to the randomly drawm student teachers. Further, the
control group cooperating teachers were selected by the school
districts in normal fashion only after the total pool had been
diminished by withdrawal of those teachers who were matched.
(Theoretically, since the pool of cooperating teachers was well
over 1000, the selection of these teachers can be assumed to be
sampled with replacement),

Hence, a check was made by Chi-square analysis and ANOVA to !
determine if, in fact, cooperating teachers were distributed evenly
across the five treatment groups according to demographic and
classroom characteristics. Data for these checks were drawn from
a8 questionnaire containing demographic questions and items reflecting
the cooperatirg teachers perception of her classroom environment.
Since neither Chi-square nor F values were significant, it was
assumed that cooperating teacher typologies were not unevenly spread.
Tables are not presented in relation to these checks as they are
purely mechanical. They would contribute very little, being not
directly related to the hypotheses under study.

Determination of Predictor Variables

Al though between group comparisons via analysis of variance
promised to detect the best general form of matching, such analyses
would not specify which particular variables were the best specific
criteria for matching. Hence, in order to locate the best predictors
of good matches, a multiple regression anslysis was conducted. v

There were twenty-two independent variables (see Table 1 for
a listing) from which to select the best predictors and there were
twenty-three dependent variables (see Table 1 for a listing), each
to be taken singly against all of the independent variables. That
is, all independent variables were considered together against
each dependent variable in order to discern which were the best
predictors of each student teacher score. The twenty-two independent
variables consisted of ten demographic variables, five each from
the student teacher and cooperating teacher; four factor scores
from the pre-Q-sort; pre-test scores on the Minnesota Teachers
Attitude Inventory; and seven factors from a cooperating teacher's
questionnaire. (For a detailed discussion of the demographic
variables, the factor analyses, and of each factor, see Apprendix B,)
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In summary, since matching was conducted in consideration of all
twenty-three independent variables, we would like to know which of
these tended to produce the kst matches in terms of the various
measurenents of student teacher performance and attitudes.

Table 1 summarizes the results of all the multiple regression
analyses, The column numbers represent the ranking of each in-
dependent variable in terms of the proportion of its contribution
to the total variance. For exmiple, by following down the colummn
headed MTAI (post) which is the first column under the dependent
variable , the independent varisbles contributing the most variance
is the MTAI (pre), as would be expected, and is therefore numbered
1; the second best predictor is Factor 5 of the cooperating teacher
mail questionnaire and is numbered 2. By referring below to the
explanation of the symbols, Factor 5 can be identified as referring
to the egalitarian bent of the cooperating teacher. By referring
to Appendix B, the full explanation of this factor can be found.

Table 1 summarizes from the most important twenty-three
dependent variables and the best independent variable predictors.
Although the variance is not large, certain patterns do emerge.

The best predictors would appear to be student tescher and cooperating
teacher demographic variables (according to frequency of prediction
Isee second from far right column]) although isolated factors

from the cooperating teacher's questionnaires and the Q-sort have
higher frequency counts. The highest count$ in the cooperating
teacher questionnaire and is for Factor 2, the Reluctant PFactor,
which identifies the cooperating teacher attitude about student .
teschers wvho fail to grasp the importance of student teaching

and desire to watch rather than get involved. Apparently, the
interpretation should be that cooperating teachers often feel very
strong about this type of student teacher attitude and if they sense
such an attitude, they act in such a way that the student teacher
gains little. The converse would also be true. The second highest
frequency is observed for the Q-sort, Factor 4, the Progressive
Factor, which identifies student teachers luving a progressive
orientation towards education.

The far right column lists the frequency that each independent
variable predicted significantly the most vital instruments, as
designated by the investigator. The MIAI post tes: vas 80 desigmted
because of its wide use. The interaction analysis variables were
included because they give the only direct assessments of performance.
The first factor of each questionnaire was designated as critical
because they are ratings of performance. One can see that the MIAL
pretest was mentioned four times, as was the Egalitarian Factor
(Factor 5) of the cooperating teacher's questionnaire and the
socio-economic status.of the cooperating teacher.

To help in interpreting the symbols used in this section of
the analysis, the following descriptions are presented:

S.T. - Student Teacher

C.T., - Cooperating Teacher

C.T. Mail - Cooperating teacher mail questionnaire (a description
of the factors are given in‘Appendix B.)-
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Factor 1 - Priendly

Factor 2 - Reluctant

Factor 3 - Assured, Independent

Factor 4 - Innovative, Confident

Factor 5 - Egalitarian

Factor 6 - Traditional

Factor 7 - Self-conscious, subject centered

Rel. - Religious preference
SES - Socio-economic status
Rural /urban - This denotes whether the individual grew up
in a rural or urban setting.
MiAl - Minnesota Teachers Attitude Inventory
Q-sort
Factor 1 - Insecure, Dependent
Factor 2 - Autonomous
Factor 3 - Innovative, Anti-subject Matter
Factor 4 - Progressive
(A more in-depth description of these factors is given
ss they are discussed in Appendix B.)

The Main Analysts

The main analysis of the study utilized a two-way analysis of -
variance, which was used to determine which kind of matching was
best in terms of each of the dependent variasbles. In addition
to checking which of the matches were best by examining differences
among the five groups, it was also deemed important to analyze within
group differences, thus necessitating the two-way rather than one-
way design. The categorization within groups is discussed below
and briefly stated involves separating each group of student teachers
into those who assessed their cooperating teacher above the median
of each Group (I-V) and those who assessed their cooperating teacher
below the group median. The rationale for investigating differences
within groups is to neutralize the effects of our particular skill
or lack of it in matching. In other words, by comparisons within
groups it is possible to first ask participants to evaluate how
well they were matched and then to reduce or eliminate the effects
of poor matching brought on by the fallibility of the investigator.

For purposes of review, the five treatment groups consisted of:
Group I - Normal assignment by the school district. )
Group II - "Poor'" cooperating teachers screened out, .

but no other attempt at matching.

Group III - Matching from the same pool as Group II, but
in consideration of thosedemographic variables
deemed important. | ’

Group IV - Matching from the same pool as Group LI, but

in consideration of those psychological oo
characteristics, deemed important.

Group V - Matching on characteristics of 1II and IV

for '"total" matching, from the pool of Group IIL.

The complete procedure for performing the analyses is demonstrated
in its entirety on the firat dependent varigble, the MIAL post test,
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by the student teacher, more student talk, and less direct influence
in classes conducted by demographically-matched students in terms

of raw scores. At the same time, matching on personality variables
was not fruitful; in fact, such matching led to more direct influence
on the part of student teachers, The behavior of Group IV student
teachers continued to be perplexing., During trials two and three,
those students in Group IV who had assessed their cooperating teechers
as above the median at the beginning of the quarter, demonstrated

the least desirable behavior. They tended to show more direct
influence, less indirect influence, and less student talk in their
classes, Again, very few significant F values were reached.

General

As noted previously, there were no comparisons between the
control group and each method of matching taken singly, the reason
being that the statistical procedures adopted did not allow these
analyses. The factorial analysis was based upon a set of planned ”
comparisons and the basic planned comparison was to contrast
matching versus no matching. Hence, once this planned comparison
was established, only comparisons orthogonal to the original set
were allowable. Therefore, only speculations regarding the comparison
of the control group versus the demographically matched group are
defensible.

The pattern favoring matching was evidenceiby visual examination
of the mean scores on the interaction analysis, the Minnesota
Teacher's Attitude Inventory, the assessment of the experience by
the student teachers, and the assessment of the experience and
performance of the student teacher by the university supervisor
(although only the supervisor's assessments were significantly
different). The only deviatiors from this pattern were the assessments
of the student teachers' performance by the school district
cooperating teacher with one such difference being significant.

Again, it must be understood that the statistical procedures
adopted did not justify the comparison of the control to the
demographically matched group although a priori decisions could
have been so made. At the least, matching sppears to be a promising
- technique and is certainly worthy of future research investigations.
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and can be found in Appendix C. All tables relating to the following
paragraphs can be found in Appendix C.

Major Findings

Simply comparing the control group with the composite four
groups who were matched, reveals very litcle information. It would
appear that the matching that was carried out in this study, -
compositely, was not superior to making placements in the normal
fashion. In other words, we must fail to reject the null hypothesis
that: "There are no differences in attitudes expressed nor achievement
in student teaching among students who are selectively placed and
those who are randomly assigned." This is not to say that the
matching in any one group taken singly was inferior, or for that
matter not superior to, the control group.

The Three Questionnaires

The over-riding, consistent finding from the three questionnaires
was that in almost every case, mean scores appeared to favor those
student teachers who had assessed their cooperating teacher above
the median within their group at the beginning of the quarter.

There were only two deviations from this within the three question-

naires in which cases the findings were not contrary but were mixed,

the two deviant cases being assessments made by the university

supexrvisors, Between group comparisons showed two significant F

values. Neither of these had an important bearing on the hypothesis. -
(See Appendix C, Tables 10-16, for the data supporting these

generalizations. Factor analyses of the three questionnaires are

found in Appendix B, Tables 4-6.)

The Time Budget Analyses

Time budget analyses results confirmed the major trends.
(See Tables 17-27 of Appendix C) First it was again those students
who had assessed their cooperating teachers as above themedian who:
appeared to spend more time with their cooperating teachers, find
their cooperating teachers present more often when they were teaching,
think they had gained more from their experience, and consistently
evaluate their cooperating teachers higher. Again the trend was
clear, but in this case, there were more numerous significant F
values. It was within the control group and the group matched
demographically that students having the highest ranked cooperating
teachers showed the most favorable mean scores. Between group comparisons,
when considered in l1ight of the previous sentence, indicate the
importance of demographic matching. That is, during the third
trials where matching on demographic variables do not appear
productive on between group comparisons, within group comparisons
showed this not to be the case,

The Interaction Analyses

The interaction analyses findings were consistent with the
major findings. (See Tables 28-30 in Appendix C.) In most case,
demographic matching appeared better upon visual examination of
mean scores. This means that there was more indirect influence
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

Between Group Comparisons

The major consideration of this study and the most important
conclusion to be drawn from the results, would be the basic comparison
of matching versus not matching. The results showed very few '
significant differences and the results were mixed. In favor
of the control group, cooperating teachers assessed the performance
of this group to be superior to the combination of all groups
utilizing matching in some form., There was, however, no comparison
between the control group and each of the matched groups taken singly.
In favor of matching, it could be noted that early in the quarter
student teachers in the control articulated a weaker desire to teach,
Also, it was noted that the cooperating teacher vas present in the
classroom of Groups III and IV student teachers more often than _
in the other four groups. This finding could be interpreted to mean
that the cooperating teacher felt a greater need to be present to
support the student teacher although the overall cooperating teacher
assessment of superior performance by these control group students
would not so indicate. The general conclusion then would be that
in terms of the way in which matching was conducted in this study,
matching does not appear to produce superior reeults over not
matching. At the same time, this conclusion can not be inferred to
mean that no type of matching, taken singly, would fail to produce
superior results in terms of student teacher performance and
attitudes,

Within Group Comparisons

In fact, within group comparisons clearly suggest that student
teacher-cooperating teacher compatibility does lead to superior
performance and attitudes on the part of student teachers. The
basis of this statement is in the most consistent pattern demonstrated
by the data of this study. The ever-present findings were that student
teachers, who had at the outset classified their cooperating teachers
above the median, performed better on nearly all variables, but that
differences in mean scores were not usually large enough o produce
significant F values. (Of eleven within group significant F scores,
nine were in the direction favoring the theory.) They were assessed
as superior by the cooperating teachers and university supervisors,
and themselves rated their experiences higher. Nearly all significant
F values verified this pattern .which could be noted by a cursoy
view of the mean scores in approximately ninety peér cent of the cises.
In other words, the basic hypothesis that people who are compatible
work well together was clearly demonstrated by this procedure, which
involved a student teacher assessment of their cooperating teacher
after they had been exposed to that teacher for approximately two
weeks. This rating serves as prims facia evidence of good matches,
Without this procedure, there could only be an appraisal of the
researchers ability to makcmtches and not an appraisal of the

theoretical guestion of the effects of compatibility.
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Having failed to reject the general null hypothesis, it
nevertheless appears productive to proceed to examine the matchings
which appear superior to other matches., That is, since matching
theoretically appears advantageous (the within group comparisons
support this), what are the best variables for matching? We can
conclude that the investigations of this study revealed one
promising basis for matching--matching on demographic variables.
The best indication of the validity of this conclusion can be found
in the cooperating teachers' assessmeats of student teacher performance
and in student teacher performance on interaction analyses.
Similary, those student teachers matched on personality variables
consistently performed in an inferior manner when compared to
students who were matched on demographic variables or who were
not matched at all. Finally, and most convincingly, there were
numerous significant F values showing superior performance by
those students who had evaluated their cooperating teachers above
the median early in the quarter. The fact of the superior petformance
of the "best, demographically matched" student teachers leads to
a conclusion in favor of demographic matching. On the other hand,
matching on psychological bases, in the manner performed in this
study, is not promising.

In summary, it may be concluded that: (1) matching as carried
out in this study did not, as a composite, warrant the efforts
required for matching; (2) theoretically, satching remains as a
promging aid to superior student teacher performance and attitudes
although the overall potency of the student teaching experience
itself tends to dilute the effects which any one person may have;
and (3) if matching is assumed to be a worthwhile endeavor, matching
on a few, simple demographic variables appears at this point to
be the only warranted procedure as attested to by the formulation
of best predictor variables.

There are, of course, many possible explanations for thefew
significant findings. On the basis of the trends of the wituin
group comparisons, one might assume that matching can be productive
if the right variables for matching tan be identified and if the
practical problems encountered in making the matches can be overcome.

The possibility cannot be discounted, however, that matching
is not potent enough to cause sizeable changes in attitudes or
behavior, thus the small differences in mean scores. This impotency
must be discussed in the full context of the impact of student
teaching upon the student teacher. Student teaching is an extremely
traumatic experience for the newcomer, It is the culmination of at
least four years of education and preparation to be a teacher.
The student teacher all at once finds herself on 'center stage,"
in front of thirty to forty expectant pupils, She has no escape;
it is eitheg produce, or acknowledge the wasting of four years--
at least, so it seems to her. Apparently the cooperating teacher
simply cannot compete against these circumstances--the forces are
too strong,

Another possible answer may lie within the student teacher
herself. Interviews with student teachers revealed an effort on
their part to compensatefor ineffectual cooperating teachers.




Perhaps by trying harder in order to make up for the cooperating
teacher's behavior, the student teacher learns more. Or, perhaps
ve were witness to the related phenomenon of cognitive dissonance--
learning by reaction against cooperating teacher behavior.

Recommendations

In view of the findings of this study, matching cannot be
recommended at this time. The efforts necessary are not insignificant
especially in light of the effects. It may even be that it is
advantageous to assign student teachers to cooperating teachers
who are their near opposites; i.e., in 1ight of the cognitive
dissonance theory.

It is recommended that future research focus on a comparison
of matching on demographic characteristics versus regular student
teacher placement. This research would be easily conducted since
the more complex solutions have been eliminated by the findings of
this study or at least been found to be somewhat unmanageable in
the light of our existing knowledge of persovality research.
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APPENDIX A

DATA GATHERING INSTRUMENIS
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COOPERATING TEACHER 3IOGR+PHICAL DATA

1-3 Name

“Tast ~First Middle

(Circle the Appropriate Mumber)
5. l. M 2., F

7. Age: 1. 18-22 2. 23-27 3. 26-35 4. 36-45 5. over 45

9. Ethnic group

11. Area grew up in: lr.Cif" -2, Suburban 3. Rural

[

13, Father's occupation:

15. Estimate your family's socio-economic status: 1. Upper-
upper or middle~upper 2, Lowel~-upper Or upper-middle .
3. Middle-middle °~ 4. Lower-middla o upper-lower
5., Middle-lower or lewer-lowex '

17. Generally in what area do yocu teach?
01l. Davis County 02. Near Uuniversity 03, Salt Lake
City North 04, Salt Lake City Central 05. Salt Lake
City South 06, Salt Lake City West 07. Granite North -
08. Granite East 09. Granite West 10. Granite South _
11, Murray 12, Jordan )

20. Religious Preference: 1. Catholic 2. Greek Orthodox
3., Jewish 4, L.D.S. 5. Protestant 6. Other,
specify

22, Do you have any physical disability other than wearing
glasses? 1. Yes, sweclfy _
2. No

24, Height: 1. Short 2. Medium 3. Tall

26. Weight: 1. Less than 100 lbs, 2. 100-130 3. 131-150
4, 151-175 5. 17¢-200 6, 201-225 7. 225-240
8, over 240

27. What worries you mcet about working with Student Teachers?

28. In one phrase give the characteristics you would most
l1ike to find in your student tecacher.
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Our student teachers vary markedly on several character-
istics. In order to promote a mutu.lly enjoyable quarter for
both of you, we would like to place you with a student teacher
who is compatible with you. Therefore, would you respond to
these few items in the fo'lowing way: We are stating the
preference of students. Pleas: react by indicating how suit-
able the described student would be to you and your classroom.

Suitable | Unsuitable

45, A student who needs a well dis-
ciplined and ordered classroom
(versus one who can tolerate some
noise and some disorder).

46, A student who is well-grounded in
and emphasizes the subject matter
over personal development of
students (although he is of
course concerned about the latter)|

47, A student who believes that the
public Schools are presently and
have been far too traditicnal in
their approach (versus one who
thinks that the schools are
generally doing an excellent

48, A student who prefers that the
cooperating teacher leave the
room when he begins teaching and
that she generally remain away
after that.

49, A student who welcomes construc-
tive criticism of his teaching
(versus one who would primarily
prefer only reinfoicement).

50. A student who wishes to obhserve
for several weeks (versus one who
is -anxious to assume early re-
sponsibility for the class).

51. A student to whom it is impor-
tant to be able to use lhiis own
‘teaching techniques (versus one
who is more than willing to

| assume the cooperating

| teachér*s methods). .

f
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E Suitable |Unsuitable
52. A student with great confidence

. (versus one who 1s in obvious
need of support). u 1

53, A student who pre:i<rs a v2r;
warm and friendly cooperating
teacher (versus on¢e who prefers
a more reserved person).

54, A student who desires complete
autonomy in the assignmernit of
grades .

55. A student who expactes to bke
treated as a orofessional equal
by the cooperating teacher,

56. A student who hopes that his
cooperating teacher will not
be a stickler for sach things
as punctuality and will al o
him to be absent when he must
study or work.

57. A student who feels that text
books should provide *the major
focus of the class.

58, A student who feels that students
should play a major role in
determining what will ke taught
and how.

59, A student who feels that although
| teaching is more than just a 3ob,
we should be annoyed when pecrle
say that we should worry more
about service to children than
| about such unprofessiona] issues
F as salaries and pay for cxtra-
curricular assignitnts

A e Anh
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE, Q-SORT INSTRUCTIONS AND ITEMS

interview Schedule

Part I
INTRODUCTION
It is extremely important that you understand our pur- |
poses in asking you some questions. Our only desire is to
provide you with the best possible student teaching experi-
ence., In fact, we are doing a study toc cee if we can do
exactly that. Therefore, it becomes very important that you
be extremely honest with us, not onlv because it will serve

your best interest but ours also. I.et wme give you an

example of what we mean by honest. %e might ask you if you
prefer working in the democratic classrocm, to which you
would probably reply absolutely yvcs. Yet the truth of the
matter is, many people would prefcr working in a more
ordered or regularized classroor. 2>: if vou told us that
you preferred the democrati- c<las-room, that is exactly what
we would try to get ¥or you. Yet this couid very well cause
you considerable grief should diucipline problems arise.
Another example would be that you might very well quote the
text books and say you would rather teach the child than the

subject matter. Yet again the truth of the matter is that
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for many 'enchovz the subisci .. .cer i wore important and
teaching ‘ho c¢hili is vy Aiffrinlt Be hcaesit in answering ,
our quections ¢x you w: "1 .ikely find ycrrselr in a student
tecching situation the® isn'c nt L1l. vhat —ou waated,

Finally, you have our word Lhal: your reactions will never go

into any personal file- ¢l yours nor will your reactions be

transmitted ta snvore ne- “irocilyv concerned with this study.

ST Y Ty

In other words, we give vo# our &3surance that nothing you

say will ever work against you but gquite the contrary, will

work only in vour favo:i.

Part IT
QUESTIO 'S
1. Go through the derscraphic var.=bles.
2. What are vour an .oties aboit itu’ nt teaching?

3., You have avei's le o v o0 eve v o ~herating teacher in

the Salt Tak. A-ea, nov % yo can " dentify by name or
if not, by description, -.,actly 'nd ‘recisely your
choice of cooper=:1ig teache 's ¢ 2n we will do our
best to get "¢ - oy . “tly th-t perrwn ous kind of person.
So tell us -hat ,ou rea.iy look zol in » conperating
teacher.

4, validate 2ac’. of cl.. gerswal (-sovh impressions,




INSTRUCTION: FGE _(-'.C."W.TE’.E.'TNG ", CARD SORT

PO e L ey )

e — top  E—— 4 wce

Enclosed is a pacli~t of 35 cavrs, each containing a statement
with which you may or may no: agree with. Also enclosed are
five papers, labeled as follows:

#5 - I strongly agree with thesc s-ctements.

#4 - I agrée with theeo « atsmonte,

#3 - I feel neutral ~hont thiue stalolents.

#2 - I disagree with these statements.,

#1 - I strongly dizaarece with these statements.

You are asked to select seven statements for each category.

To accomplish the final result of your sorting, proceed as
follows:

1. Go through all of the cards, arranging them first in
three piles: one for statements with which you agree, another
for those about which you feel neutral, and a third for those
with which you disagree. You may put any number of cards in
each of the three piles in ihis first sorting, but you will
find that subsequent sorting c¢oes more efficiently if you put
roughly 14 in the first, scven in the second, and 14 in the
third.

2. From the first prile, select the seven cards with which
you strongly agree and place them on top of paper #5.

3. Next, select the seven cards with which you agree and
place them on paper =4.

4, Now it is best to start at the other end. From the
third of the original threc piles, select the seven cards with
which you strongly disacic- and place them on paper #1.

5, Next, select tli- seven cards with which you disagree
and place them on paper #2,

6. Go through each nile a final time, changing cards
from pile to pile if yon 1'ke, hut making sure that, when you
have finished each pile has the same number of cards in it
(which should be seven).

IMPORTANT: You may find it difficult to force the same num-
ber of cards into each pile and have the feeling, when you

are finished, that some of the csrds arc mismatched with the
labels on the piles into which yocu have put them. Neverthe-
less, it is essential to our treatment of the data that you
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follow these instructions exactlv, despite the reluctance you
may feel.

Happy sorting! When vou have compieted the card sort, please
paper clip the piles togethor (pap.r clips enclosed) and
return it to Dr. lLeslie,




10.

11,

12,

13.

14,

15,

1s.

Q-SORT ITEMS

I would prefer working with a cooperating teacher who
de-emphasizes classroom discipline and order.

The major objective of teaching in my subject area is
to transmit the knowledge tha: composes the discipline.

I would like to be allowed complete autonomy in the
assignment of student grades,

I would prefer being placed for student teaching in a
ciassroom situation in which texthooks provide the major
focus for the work of the cliass.

I would prefer that my cooperating teacher leave the
room when I begin student teaching and generally remain
away after that.

A high noise level is disturbing to me,

Teachers should emphasize subject matter over the per-
sonal development of students because in the long run
it is the knowledge of the subject matter that pays off.

It is important to me to be placed with a cooperating
teacher who is understanding and supportive,

I believe that the public schocls are presently and have
been far too traditional and rigid in their approach.

I worry about visits from the University supervisor,

Noise does not bother me much if it contributes to the
objectives of the class.

The knowledge I possess in my subject area would satisfy
the most knowledarable of cooperatina teachers.

I have little doubt about my ability to become an ef-
fective student teacher.

As a teacher I would like to try as many new and dif-
ferent i1deas as I can.

I am anxious about my upcoming student teaching
experience.

Generally the movement vl students around the classroom
for miscellaneous recasons should be curbed.
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17,

18,

19,

20,

21,

22,

23,

24,

25,

26,

27,

28,

29,

30.

I would prefer working with a cooperating teacher who
emphasizes the subject matter in his classroom.

I welcome constructive criticism; in fact, I hope that
my cooperating teacher will be frank in his analysis of
my teaching.

Students. ought tc play a major part in deciding what
will be taught in the classroom and how it will be
taught. “

I see student teaching as just another course, except
that it carries 12 units; and, I am really not especially
concerned about it.

Maintaining classroom discipline is a major concern of
mine.

I am anxious‘ to accept responsibility for the major
portion of the class and hope that my cooperating teacher
will not be reluctant to relinguish it.

I am confident that T will be able to communicate ef-
fectively with studenis of the age that I will be teaching.

I would highly value a warm and friendly cooperating
teacher.

I am willing to conform to the established policies of
dress and personal appearance that are required by the
school. ‘

I would prefer that the classroom in which I student
teach has an established set of rules and requlations.

I would prefer observing as long as I can before assuming
the full burden c¢f teaching,

Generally I have been very successful in most things that
I have atterptea throughout my life,

I expect to be treated as a professional equal by my
cooperating teacher,

I hope that my cooperating teacher will not be a stickler

for such things as punctuality and will allow me to be
absent when I must study or woxk.
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32,

33.

34,

35.

I would prefer working with z teacher who will ail
to begin teaching without first chkserving her tezachinag
for several weeks,

It is important to me to have the opportunity to use Wy
own teaching teachniques rather than be expected Lo as-—
sume the style and methods of the cooperating teasher,

L3

The physical arrangement of the classroom and siudent
seating should vary with the nature of +the tasks undar-
taken in the classroon.

A shy or reserved cooperating teacher would make mvy
iing a lass pleasant experience,

Although teaching is more than just a job, peoplsa an:oy
me when they say that we should worry more about our
service to the children than about such mundane issue
as salaries and non-paid, extra-curricular assignme:nt

U]
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Section I

INTERACTION ANALYSIS CATEGORIES AND MATRIX

CATEGORIES FOR INTERACTIC™ ANALYSIS

TEACHER TALK

STUDENT

e —— e

ﬁl;

INDIRECT INFLUENCE

1.*

G: accepts and clarifies the

f the students in a nonthreaten-
eelings may be positive or
dicting or recalling feelings are
included.

student eciion or veaavicr. Jokes that release
tension, o ab tha axpense of anothey; individ—
wal, noddiny nead ¢ saving, "vm hum?” or "go

on" are included.

ACCEPTS OR USES 1UDEAS OF SUTDENY: clarifying,
building, or develouping ideas suggested by a
student. As a t2acher brings more of his own
ideas into piar. shifi o ceotegory five.

ASKS QUESTICNG: asking a question about content
or proceduie with tii: intent thzt a student
answer.,

PRAISES ¢ ENCCURACES: praises or encourages
i

it K PTG SRS e v W) CWPYS F O O\ wr L R L I i

DIRECT INFLUENCE

LECTURING. giwing “arts ol opinicns about con-
tent or reoc=sdus.:: ongressing niy owa ideas,

-

askin - iLotonleal ghuogzions.

GIVING DINWEDTONY: dirvections. commands, Or
orders L~ wiioch o etudent is expected to
comply.

CRITICIZING Ok TULwiFYING AUTHORLLY © statements
intended to <hange zcudent bshavios fiom non-
acceptable to accapiable pattern: bawling
someone ou+; stating why whe tcacher is doing
what he is doing; extrveme zelf-reference.

———————

STUDENT TALK-RESPONSE: a student makes a pre-
dictable respoanse to teucher. Taacher
initiates +he contact or solicits student
statement ari sete limit to what the student

says.
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Name

TIME BUDGET ANALYRTS CUIDE

Trial 1 2 3

Introduction: I am going to ask you to describe the
events that cccurred while vou werce in the school
vesterdav., I realise thit oo mav he somewhat at a loss
as +o what I am sepnk:rg ocox bui this is desirable in
order that I gei & “vur puoriure of what took place.
Therefore, please begin to :clate what occurred indicat-
ing approximately how long each event +ook. We will

g
adjust for the amoun

c® detail which you should relate
as we proceed--cn how did the cay begin?

Was your cooperating teacher present?
What portion of the two hours do you teach?
Indicate on this scalaz how ycw would rate your experience

in this school IN COMPARISON TO WHAT YOU XNOW OR ASSUME
ABOUT THE E¥PERIENCES OF OTHDR STUDENT TEACHERS.

T 2 3 3 5 G 7 8 E)
The very <y The very
worst Average best

Indicate on this scale how vou would rate your relation-
ship with your coopera-ing zeachex IN COMPARISON TO WHAT
YOU KNOW OR ASSUME TO BT THBL RELATIONSHIP OF OTHER STU-
DENT TEACHERS WITH THEIR COOPERATING TEACHERS.

1 2 3 5 G 7 8 9

The very The very
Average
worst erage best
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CCOPLRATING TLACHER QUESTTONNAIRE

How well did the Student. Teaching experience meet your
expectations?

0 4 9
Not at - Fairly 5
all well Perfectly

Did you enjoy working with this particular student
teacher?

0 4
Not at Y '
alla Somewhat Absolutely

Relative to other experiences with student teachers how
did this guarter compare?

0 4 9

Worst Average Best

How did your student teacher's performance change since
the beginning of the guarter?

0 4 9
Moderately Dramatically
Unchanged Improved Improved

If any change, how much of it do you attribute to you
and your suggestions? (Please be frank)

0 4
H0% o All

None

What alterations, if anv, would you have made in the
student teacher's attitude or behavior?

Would you want to work with a similar student teacher
again?
with what reservation?
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10.

Rate your student teacher in comparison to others you may
have had and to others you hawve known about.

0

4 9

The very
worst

Assess the student teacher's desire to teach.

J

The very
Averag .
Average best

4 9

Very poorly motivated

Assess the student teacher's desire to teach at the be-
ginning of the guarter.

0

The most highly
(Blasé) mo tivated

o

Very poorly motivated

The most highly
(Blasé) - motivated
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STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIOMNAIRE ANMD INTERVIEW GUIDE

(Note: These instruments will undoubtedly undergo modifica-
tions as the time for their use approaches and as we discover
questions which remain unanswered by our ongoing instruments.
However, the tenor that we expect to maintain is established
by these instruments.)

1.

How well did the Student Teaching experience meet your
expectations?

0 4 9

ﬁbt at. . . Fairly : . . : .
all well Perfectly

How helpful was your cooperating teacher?

0 4 9

&ot at. : . Faiély . : ; ideall§
all Helpful e}

Evaluate your Student Teaching experience.

0 4 9

A FaTTure - . FalT . : —Tdeal

In your opinion, how has your teaching performance
changed since the beginning of this quarter?:

" O 4 9
- : - ME&eraEéi& - - ”.DramaticaIIy
Unchanged improved improved

If any change, how much of this change do you attribute
to your cooperating teacher?

0 4 9
50% o All

[ ]
None

What alterations, if any, would you have preferred in
the cooperating teacher's attitude or behavior?
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10.

11.

Would yvou recommend using this cooperating teacher again?

With what reservations?

Rate your cooperating teacher,
0 4 9

The very
best

The very

Average
worst

How well did the Studeni Teaching experience meet your
heeds?

0 : : . : : : : : H

Ng%lat Fiéiiy Perfectly

Assess yvour desire to teach.

0 4 9

ﬁoorly.motivéted . Moti;ated . . ) Most.high1§
(Blasé) somewhat motivated

Assess your desire to teach at the beginning of the
quarter.

0 4 9
Poorly motivated Motivated Most highly
(Blasé) somewhat motivated

40
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STUDENT TEACHER
INTERVIEW GUIDE

(Note: paraphrase this statement) Introduction: During this
quarter we have asked you to do quite a number of things in
order that we might improve upon our ability to make "good"
placements of student teachers. We do appreciate your assis-
tance and we are certain that students following you will be

equally grateful.

As a final order of business may we ask a few more questions?

(Note: Attempt to validate questionnaire by repeating items 1,
P

3, 7 and 8.)

What comments would you like to make regarding the quarter and
your cooperating teacher? Be as open as you like--you have
our pledge of confidence.

As you know, questionnaires, tally sheets and tests cannot
accurately produce @ "feeling" for what has transpired; nor can
they measure true "gquality" of an experience. With this in
mind, please comment as you see £it on your student teaching

experience.

(Note: Look for openings to pursue important ideas and points.)
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COOPERATINMG TEACHER
INTERVIEY GUTDE

(Note: paraphrase this statment) Intvoduction: During this
quarter we have asked you to do quite a number of things in
order that we might improve upon our ability to make "good"
placements of student feachevs. We do appreciate your assis-
tance and we are certain that students will be equally grateful.

As a final order of husiness may we ask a few more questions?

(Note: Attempt to validate questionnaire by repeating items 1,
3, 7 and 8.)

What comments would you like to make regarding the quarter and
your student teacher? Be as open as you like~-you have our
pledge of confidence.

As you know, questionnaire, tally sheets and tests cannot
accurately produce a "feeling" for what has transpired; nor
can they measure true "quality" of an experience. With this

in mind, please comment as you See fit on your student teacher.

(Note: Look for openings to pursue important ideas and points.)




1.

SUPERVISOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE

Did you enjoy working with this particular student
teacher?

0
Not at
all

9

* * L] [ *
oy

Somewhat Absolutely

LR~

Relative to other erperience with student teachers, how
did working with this student dvring the gquarter com-
pare?

0 ‘ 2 9

Worst Average Best

How did your student teacher's performance change since
the beginning of the guarter?

0 4 :
— Moderately ' Dramatically
Unchanged " inproved improved

If any change, how much of it do yow attribute to you
and your suggestions? (Please be frank)
0 4 9

L - o ol [ . * [] L]

None 50% ) ALl

What alterations, i7 any, would you have made in the
student teacher's altitude or behavior?

- Would you want to work with a similar student teacher

again?
With what reservation?

Rate your student teacher in comparison to others you
may have had and to others you have known about.

0 4 9

The very

The very Average best

worst
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~ercher and

Assess the rei: g of B OCOnENating

the student teacher.

0 4 9
® L ] . L] * 4 [ - : L ]
The very conewhat ' The very
worst compatibla best
bssess the student teacher's desire to teach.

0 4 9
L ] * - [ ] * . —w . 2 . » L 3 . ]

Very poorly Motivated The most highly

motivated (Blasé) somawhat motivated

Asszss the student haacherts dessire to teach at the be-
ginning of the guarvter,

0 4 9
- * 2 » » L ] L] [ ]

Very poorly Motivated The most hlgh Y

motivated (Blasé} = somevhial motivated




APPENDIX B

FACTOR ANALYSES OF THE Q-SORT
- AND QUESTIONNAIRES
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A questionnaire was mailed to all prospective cooperating
teachers in Salt Lake and Granite School Districts. This question-
naire consisted of (1) questions seeking the same demographic
information from the cooperating teacher as was sought from the
student teacher, and (2) fifteen statements extracted from the
Q-sort instrument which the prospective cooperating teacher was
asked to react to on a “suitable" or "unsuitable" basis (see
Appendix A): that is, the cooperating teacher responds to whether
his classroom atmosphere and his own personality is suitable or
unsuitable to that of the described student teacher. These statements
vere carefully selected so as to provide some perspective of
cooperating teacher typologies.

The fifteen statements were then factor analyzed first to gain
information for matching and second to determine if cooperating
teachers, matched with participants in the five groups, represented
equal samples drawn from populations which were themselves distributed
normally. Seven rotations of the factor matrix produced seven
factors having Eigen values of 1.00000 or greater, These seven
factors accounted for sixty-two per cent of the total variance as
shown in Table 2. The rotated factor matrix contained the factor
weightings for each item and is shown in Table 3.

TABLE 2

EIGEN VALUES AND CUMULATIVE PROPORTIONS
OF TOTAL VARIANCE

Cumulative Proportion

Factors Eigen Values of Total Variance
One (Friendly)* 1.86898 <1246
Two (Reluctant) 1.68159 .2367
Three (Assured-Independent) 1.36239 .3275
Four (Innovative-Confident) 1.23023 -4095
Five (Egalitarian) 1.14391 4858
Six (Traditional) 1.04919 «5558

Seven (Self-conscious,
subject-centered) 1.03377 .6247

*See following pages for description of these factors
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Factor 1 was labeled the Friendly Factor since the single
contributing item (item number 53) dealt with a student teacher
who desired a close, friendly relationship with the cooperating
teacher. The item was stated thus: "A student who prefers a very
warm and friendly cooperating teacher (versus one who prefers a
more reserved person).'

Factor -2 was termed the Reluctant Factor since. the two items
composing this factor described a student teacher who was not
overly-enthused about or failed to recognize the importance of
the student teaching experience, The items were: Number 50:

"A student who wishes to observe for several weeks (versus one
vho is anxious to assume early responsibility for the class);

and, Mumber 56:. "A student who hopes that his cooperating teacher
will not be a stickler for such things as punctuality and will
ailow him to be absent when he must study or work.”

Factor 3 was entitled the Assured-Independent Factor. As
the term implies, the items in this factor describe a student
who is capable of evaluating himself and is appreciative of con-
structive criticism. The items in this group were: Number 49:
"A student who welcomes constructive criticism of his teaching
(versus one who would primarily prefer only reinforcement)"; and,
Number 51: "A student to whom it is importamt to be able to use
his own teaching techniques (versus one who is more than willing
to assume the cooperating teacher's methods)."

Factor 4 was labeled the Inmovative-Confident Factor since the
two items weighted heavily in this factor describe a student who
desires change in the schools and is confident of his ability.

The items contributing to this factor are: Number 47: "A student
who believes that the public schools are presently and have beer
far too traditional in their approach (versus one who thinks that
the schools are generally doing an excellent job)"', and, Number 52:
"A student with great confidence (versus one who is im obvious
need of support)".

Factor 5 was termed the Egalitarian Factor since the three
items within this group suggest a student who believes in profess-
ional and personal equality. The items within this factor are:
Number 54: "A student who desires complete autonomy in the assign-
ment of grades"; Number 55: "A student who expects to be treated
as a professional equal by the cooperating teacher'; and, Number
58: "A student who feels that students should play a major role
in determining what will be taught and hov".

Factor 6, the Traditional Factor, describes a person who is
structured and orderly in his methods, whose prime concern is dis-
pensing information., Items in this group (Numbers 45 and 46)
are stated thus: "A student who needs a well disciplined and
orderly classroom (versus one who can tolerate some noise and
disorder)', and "A student who is well-grounded in and emphasizes
the subject matter over personal development of students (although
he is of course concerned about the latter)".
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Factor 7 was called the Self-conscious, Subject.centered
Factor. The items in this grouping somewhat overlap those in
factor 6 in that subject matter is emphasized. However, a person
in this category is perceived to be much more timid in his position.
Items contributing to this factor are: Number 48: ''A studeat who
prefers that the cooperating teacher leave the room when he begins
teaching and that she generally remain away after that', Number 57:
"A student who feels that textbooks should provide the major focus
of the class" and Number 59: '"'A student who feels that although 5
teaching is more than just a job, we should be annoyed when people
say that we should worry more about sexvice to children than about
such unprofessional issues as salaries and pay for extra-
curricular assignments'. Question number 48 might be construed
to indicate a person simply desiring autonomy and having confidence;
however, the pattern of responses reveal that student teachers
who affirmatively respond to this item lack confidence and do not
wish to be observed.

In addition to the value gained from matching students with |
cooperating teachers, the questionnaire was valuable in demon-
strating theequalness of classroom typologies among the five
groups. The procedure used was to contrast mean factor scores
for the five groups by the use of a one-way analysis of variance
on each factor. The procedure is to calculate factor scores on
each factor for each individual and then ‘to compare factor score

means among the five groups. No significant differences were obtained.
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TABLE 3

FACTOR COMPOSITIONS AND FACTOR LOADINGS
OF COOPERATING TEACHERS' QUESTIONNALRE
"USED FOR MATCHING

Compositions- Factors -
(Item No's) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

53* .90

50 «76
56".: . T .65

- 49 ’ . 81
51 .78

47 14
52 .66

54 - .61
55 | .73
58 - 48

45 e LT -8
46 AP e ‘ . . - ..60
| 48 oL sk

57 ' R fw .55
59 77

*See Appendix A, pages 37 and 3 for items. Pages46-48 describe
these factors.
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TABLE 4

PACTOR COMPOSITIONS, FACTOR LOADINGS AND EIGEN VALUES
OF THE COOPERATING TEACHERS QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN
THE ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT TEACHERS AT END OF QUARTER

Item Eactors
No's 1 2
1 91
2 -89
3 .96 The two factors listed
6 .92 " account for 8l1% of the
7 91 total variance.
8 081 -
Eigen Value 5.27986 -
4 .64
5 _ .82
Eigen Value 1.19775

Items constituting Factor 1 referred to evaluations of the

student teachers performance by the cooperating teacher. Items
in Factor 2 refer to change in performance of student teachers
as observed by the C.T. A copy of the questionnaire items are

included in Appendix A, pp. 37 and 38.
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TABLE 5

FACTOR COMPOSITIONS, FACTOR LOADINGS AND EIGEN VALUES OF
THE STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE ASSESSMENT
OF HIS OPINION ABOUT HIS EXPERIENCES OF THE QUARTER

Item Factors
No's _ 1 2 3
1 ) L
3 .85 L '
4 - 60 T -
7 " 29 : —t e N
8 .80 The three factors account
Eigen Value 3.90578 ) for 81% of: the total
P, variance,- ‘-
2 i .92 '
5 74
- 6 L ) 94
Eigen Value 1.80555
9 -.91
Eigen Value 1.02473

The items grouped under Factor 1 comstitute an evaluation of the
experience by the student teacher and his present deaire to teach.’
High scores here indicate a high evaluation.

The items in Factor 2 refers to the evaluation of the cooperating
teacher by the student teacher. As 'in Factor 1, a high score ‘means
a high evaluation.

The lone item in Factor 3 refers to the student teacher's
desire to teach at the beginning of the quarter. A low score
here indicates a high desire.

The items comprising the questionnaire are included in Appendix A,
pp. 39 and 40.
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TABLE 6

FACTOR COMPOSITIONS, FACTOR WEIGHTINGS AND EIGEN
VALUES FOR THE SUPERVISOR'S QUESTLONNAIRE USED IN THE
ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT TEACHERS AT THE END OF THE QUARTER

Item Factors
No's 1 2
1 A .
2 . . .82
5 .83
6 .71 These two factors constitute 64% of
Eigen Value 3.90102 the total variance of this
questionnaire.
3 .64 ’
4 .82
7 .64
8 .68
Eigen Value 1.23379

-

Factor 1 compri.ses those items eva]uati.ng the student teacher and
assessing the relationship of the cooperating teacher and the student
teacher. High scores on this factor represent high evaluations.

The items in Factor 2 describe the change in student teacher
behavior and also change in the student teacher's desire to teach.
High scores on this factor represents great change. A copy of the
questionnaire can be found in Appendix A, pPP. 43 and 44.
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..;.~ TABLE 7. _ _
. . .'FACTOR COMPOSITIONS, FACTOR LOADINGS AND EIGEN VALUES
FOR THE Q-SORT (USED FOR PERSONALITY. MATCHING)

Item ' Pactors -. - . .
No's 1 2 3 .. 4
5 .68 :
6 53
27 -.71

Eigen Value 3.08282

10 . =48
18 ST .81
22 .74
Eigen Value 2.42145

-

9 L o48
14 B ) |

16 . ..48

17 ..'73

32 o . .. elb4
Eigen Value - : 1.51187

1 =74

3. .61

11 - ' , ~e 75

- 33 L -.68
Eigen Value - ' 1.25732

It is quite evident from Table 7 that each factor has bi-polar
values. This does not mean that the items within the factor are
inconsistent, but rather some items are stated positively and some
are stated negatively. In both instances they describe the same
trait about the individual.

Items in Factor 1 describe an individual who appears insecure,
dependent and somewhat traditional in his approach. These items
were: Number 5: "I would prefer that my cooperating teacher
leave the room when I begin student teaching and generally remain
away after that;' Number 26: ''I would prefer that the classroom
in which student teacher has an established set of rules and
regulations;" and 27: "I would prefer observing as long as I can
before assuming the full burden of teaching."

Factor 2 items indicate a very open person and has been labeled
the Autonomy Factor. These items would also indicate a person
who wants to improve and accepts criticism willingly. Items in
this factor include: Number 10: "I worry about visits from the
University supervisor;'' Number 18: ''I welcome constructive
criticism; in fact, I hope that my cooperating teacher will be
frank in his analysis of my teaching;'" and Number 22: "I am
anxious to accept responsibility for the major portion of the class
and hope that my C.T. will not be iteluctant to relinquish it.
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Factor 3 has been labeled the Innovative Factor. This type of
person is clearly anti-textbook, and non-structured. The following
items comprise this factor: Number 9: "I believe that the public
schools are presently afid have been far too traditional and rigid
in their approach;" Number 14: '"As a teacher I would like to try .
as many new and different ideas as I can;" Number 16: "Generally
the movement of students around the classroom for miscellaneous
reasons should be curbed;" Number 17: "I would prefer working with
a cooperating teacher who emphasizes the subject matter in his _
classroom;”" Number 26: "I would prefer that the classroom in which
I student teach has an established set of rules and regulations;"
and Number 32: ''It is important to me to have the opportunity to
use my own teaching techniques rather than be expected to assume
the style and methods of the cooperating teacher.

Factor 4 was termed the Progressive Factor since the items in
this factor clearly identify the progressive type individual. The
items included in this factor were: Number 1: "I would prefer '
working with a cooperating teacher who de-emphasizes classroom
discipline and order;" Nuwber 3: "I would like to be allowed
complete autonomy in the assignment of grades;" Number 1i: :
"“"Noise does not bother me much if it contributes to the objectives
of the class;" and Number 33: "The physical ari:angement of the
classroom and student seating should vary with the nature of the
tasks undertaken in the clessroom.
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APPENDIX C

. MAIN ANALYSIS

All values in the following tables were calculated in
the manner illustrated for the Minnesota Teachers Attitude

Inventory. (Pages 55ands7)
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TABLE 8

MEAN SCORES ON THE MINNESOTA TEACHERS ATTITUDE INVENTORY (MTAI)
POST TEST BETWEEN AND WITHIN THE FIVE GROUPS

TREATMENT GROUPS

G, Gy Gy G, Gs

Ry Rlel Rt B & '!z_]#h ) .

68.80(56.80 | 47.80 | 58.80 || 56.60 | 57. 80!] 69.80 | 50.80 | 37.00 | 57.00
30

62.80 I 33. J 57.20 60,30 47.00

Note: MTAI data are raw scores. The mean scores for esach group and
within each group are in the above table., Using Group I as an example,
the MTAI raw score in this, the control group, is 62.80. Within

this group, those student teachers who had assessed their cooperating
teacher as above the median in comparison to other cooperating
teachers at the outset (R7) had a mean MTAI post test raw score of
56.80. Those who had assessed their cooperating teachers below

the median had a mean of 68.80.
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TABLE 9

TWO WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THi MJAI POST TEST

F
SOUKCE d/f CH] MS Value
Between Conditions ' & 1543.88 385.97 <1
W3 Contzol vs. All Others 1 557.78 557.78 <1
&’; Personality vs. Non-Personality 1 115.60 115.60 <1
-Demographic vs. Non-Demographic 1 156.47 156.47 <1
; “Intéraction of Personality and 1 714,03 714.03 <l
.Démographic
Within Conditions 5 2568.60
Rin C 1 360.00 360.00 <1
Rin C 1 302.00 302.00 <1
R in C3 1 3.60 3.60 <1
Rin C 1 902.50 902.50 <1
R in Cs 1 1000.00 1000.00 <1
Error 40 46420.79 1543.88

The above table gives both between group (conditions) and
within group comparisons. The degrees of freedom, sum of squeres,
mean square within, and F values are presented. The critical value
(value needed to reject the null hypothesis) at the .05 level for
1, 40 degrees of freedom is 4.08, Since all F values are<l, we
fail to reject the null hypothesis in all cases. Therefore, there
are no differences among the five groups in terms of post-test
scores on the MTAL, :

The final explanation required for full understanding is the
calculation for each comparison, which is the calculatfon .producing
the F values. All values of Y(Betweeu Conditions). vere a sr:l.ved at
by the general formula W= K, X - ¥ (%) + X3+ X, + X))

Sun of Coefficients Squared
Using control vs. all other variance squares :l.n the MTAIL, this becomes:
X1 = 10 [62.8 - & (53.3 + 57.2 + 60.3 + 47.0))2 _ 557.78
5 1€ + 4(1/16) ‘

; P us, (Mean Square Bctween) 557.18

HSu (Mean Square Hi.thin) 1543.88

, where '92', is the conparison of interest (e.g., Group 1 versus all )
t other groups), N is the nunber of subjects in each treatment group,
and X's are the means for the treatment groups.

=<1

a As can be noted in the analysis of variance table,
W) is Pvs P (P is Personality)
isDvs D (D is Demographic)
4 is the interaction of P and D

F values within conditions are calculated in a similar manner.
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TABLE 10

THE ANALYSIS OF \iﬂIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 1 OF THE
COOPERATING TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE*

M — .
E G . G2 Gy
- 2.11,.29__51&[_;__ laeza 51,56
§ 53,55 H§ 52,24 1 51.14
SOURCE d/f ss MS P
Between Cond 4 198.71 49.60 2.6
W 1 84.50 84.50 4,36
2 1 8.83 8.83 1
3 1 69.17 69.17 3.57
Wi 1 36.10 36.10 1.}
Between R in C . 5 30,84
; Rin C; 1 .70 .70 <1
t R in Cy 1 13.45 13.45 <1
: R in C3 1 12.10 12.10 <1
V R in Cy4 1 4,48 4.48 <1
| R in Cg 1 .06 .06 <1
Error 40 774,12 19.35.

*Yalues are factor scores standardized with a mean of 50 and a
standard deviation of 5. (This note applies to all factor scores in
the following tables.)

This factor potently expresses the cooperating teacher's
assessment of the student teacher's performance at the end of
] the quarter. A cursory view of the five mean scores indicate
2 that student teachers in Group I were assessed the highest
followed by student teachers in Group V. A similar inspection
of the mean scores within treatment groups show higher assess~
ments, in four of five cases, for the student teachers who
assessed their cooperating teachers as above the median at the beginning
of the quarter, The two way analysis of variance showed signficant
F scores on comparison 1, Upon examining the mean scores, it is
clear that the control group students were, in fact, evaluated
higher than students in the other four groups combined.
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o " TABLE 11 :

7" THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 2 OF THE
‘=" "="  COOPERATING TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

M e . —

£ G : ] ] Gy G
A 353,18 i 51,26 Fo’.so 53.28 |l 51,35 [52,06 |l 47,35] 47,36 ]} 49,74 | 51.68
N 52,22 51,79 51,70 47.36 50,71
S 3 , »
SOURCE d/ £ S MS F -
Between Cond - _ 4 156,57 39.14 1.77
4! 1 26.76 26,76 1.+
Vo 1 73.44 73.44 3.3%
3 1 26.89 26.89 1.+
Between R in C .5 42,09
R in C; 1 9.20 9.20 <1
R in Cy 1- 22.20 22,20 1.+ -
R in C3 1 2,28 2.28 1
Rin C; - 1 .0C .00 <1
R in Cs, 1 | 9.0 - 9.0 -. ¢l
Error 40 ¢ 871,98 21.95

This factor portrays the cooperating teacher's perception of
the change in the student teacher's performance thrcughout the
quarter and the amount of change that the cooperating teacher
attributes to his own guidance. . Again, a visual inspection of
the data shows the control group to have the highest mean and
Group IV to have the lowest mean., Further, it appears that in
this case the student teachers who ranked their cooperating teacher
above the median at the beginning of the quarter had lower mean
scores in Group I and higher scores in the other four groups.

The analysis of variance found these means not to be significantly
different,
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TABLE 12

i THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 1 OF THE
STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

M

E G G G G G -
A47,72 49,56 || 49.71 iso.s; 48,25 152.71 [ 53.02 52,08 || 48.91 |50.37
N

s

48.64 50,32 50.48 52.55 49,64
- SOURCE d/f SS MS F
Between Cond 4 82.71 20.17 1.02
Y7 1 37.28 37.28 1.4
) 1 4.90 4.90 <1
3 1 18,77 18.77 <1
B 1 23.70 23.70 1.+
Between R in C 5 69.46
R in C] 1 8.45 8.45 <1
R in Cp 1 3.70 3.70 1
R in C3 1 49.73 49.73 2.+
R in C4 1 2.20 2.20 <1
R in Cs 1 5.30 5.30 1
Error 40 791,45 19,78

Factor 1 of the Student Teacher's Questionnaire, which was
also administered at the end of the quarter, reflects the
student's evaluation of the quarters experience and his desixe
to teach at the end of the quarter. Visually, it appears
that the reverseof the pattern established on the Cooperating
Teacher's Questionnaire is the case. That is, the control group
shows the lowest mean score and Group IV shows the highest score.
Again, in four out of five cases those students who assessed
their cooperating teacher above the median at the outset appeared

to show higher scores on this factor as they evaluated the quarter
in retrospect.
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TABLE 13

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 2 OF THE
STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

M
E._ G G G G G
:‘49,i0‘!52.25 48.17 iSl,l& 46,58 ! 51,19 || 52,19 52.35 }]| 48.60 } 51,19
g 0 « 66 48,89 52,27 49.89
SOURCE d/£ SS MS r
3 1 2,42 2.42 <1
3 1 24,96 24.96 <1
R 1 6.60 6.60 <1
Between R in C 5 115.44
R in 1 23.40 23.40 <1
: R in Cp 1 20.90  20.90 <1
3 R in C3 1 52.90 52.90 2.+
L .- . g in c‘ 1 006 006 (1
R in Cs 1 16.90  16.90 <1
Error_ ' 40 1066,23 26,66

This factor dealt with the student teacher's evaluation of
his cooperating teacher. A visual inspection of the means
suggests the highest assessment in Group IV with the other
four groups approximately equal. Within group comparisons
followed the same pattern as shown in the several tables above;
that is, students who had assessed their cooperating teacher
] above the median at the outset clearly had the higher mean
scores in evaluating their cooperating teacher at the end. The
analysis of variance table, however, shows no significant
differences on this factor.

T TR ey,
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TABLE 14

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 3 OF THE
STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNALRE

M -
E G1 Gy G 1 G, - G
A's54,28 150,32 || 44,50 | 48,61 || 47.98 | 52,63 || 49.24 | 48,46 || 48,42 | 48.99
g ___ 52,30 46,56 50,30 :. 48,85 48.68
SOURCE a/f SS MS F
Between Cond _ 4 181.17 45,29 2.58
% 1 1.15 1.15 <1
<3 1 32.40 32.40 1.+
a2 1 38.42 38.42 2.+
Between R in C B 5 137.84
R in C; 1 39.20 39.20 2.+
R in C) 1 42,44 42,44 2.+
R in Cg 1 53.82 53.82 3.07
R in C4 1 1.52 1.52 <1
R in Cs 1 .68 .68 <1
Error 40 696,82 17.42

On this factor, which is the student teacher's desire to
teach at the beginning of the quarter, high scores represent a
poor desire to teach at the beginning of the quarter. Hence, an
interpretation of the means (high scores indicate low desire on this
factor) suggests control group students to have assessed their desire
at the outset lower than the other four groups, Within group
comparisons appear to be mixed. The analysis of variance reveals
that, in fact, control group students did show a significantly
poorer desire to teach at the outset.
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TABLE 15

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOR 1 OF THE
SUPERVISOR' S QUESTIONNAIRE

G G G G G
49,31 150,19 || 51,26 51 35 || 49.86 |51,70 || 47,46 49.81 || 51.66 45,40
49,75 51,31 50,78 48,63 48,53
SOURCE da/f ssS MS F_
Between Cond . 62.16  15.50 <1
Wi 1 . .03 .03 <1
92 1 21,61 21,61 <1
?3 1 1.02 1.02 <1
Between R in C 5 122.18
R in C2 1 .03 .03 <1
R in Cq 1 8.46 8.46 <1
R in Cs 1 97.97 97.97 4,34
Error 40 901.95 22.55

This factor is the university supervisor's assessment of the

student teacher and cooperat

assessed the best relationship im Group 1I,

ing teacher relationship.
which was the Group

natched with teachers from the pool formed when inferior
teachers were eliminated. Within group comparisons followed

the same pattern as shown ab
the only significant F value

was revealed in this deviant case.

supervisors assessed the rel

ove in four of five cases,

Supervisors

However,

s given by the analysis of variance

Within Group V, university

ationship to be the best in those
cases where students had assessed their cooperating teachers as
below the median at the beginning of the quarter.
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.. THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR FACTOK 2 OF THE
' SUPERVISOR' § QUESTIONNAIRE

TABLE 16

E G1 G2 Ga G S
A 48,12 149,69 |150,271 50,55 || 51,8} |54.27 03 1,11}45,52
l; 48,90 ‘ 50,41 53,04 50,36 48,32
SOURCE d/f Ss MS F
Between Cond 4 133,63 33,40 1.79
W | 21.25 21,25 1.+
92 | 57.12 57.12 2.+
/A | 54,76 54.76 L 2.4+
Between R in C 5 100.83 |
R in C; 1 6.17 6.17 1
R in Cy 1 «20 . «20 - «1
R in C3 1 15.13 15.13 <1
R in C4 | 1.09 1.09 <1
Error 40 g 790:.;; '19,7.6

Factor 2 of the university supervisor's queltionnfd.re refers
to the supervisor s assessment of the change in student teacher

behavior and the student teacher's desire to teach,

The highest

assessment was given to Group I1I, those matched on demographic

variables, and the lowest was given to the control group.

of five groups, means favored the student teachers who had
assessed their cooperating teacher as above the median at the
beginning of the quarter,

In four




TABLE 17

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR TIME SPENT
WITH THE COOPERATING TEACHER BY THE
STUDENT TEACHER ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1

M
E
y 31200 [42.00 || 24,20 138,00 ] 19.40 30.60 || 37.80 139.60 {| 19.80 | 34.20
s 39,50 31.10 25,00 38.70 27.00
SOURCE_ _d/f $S MS F
Between Cond 4 1756.12 439,00 <1 -
-4 1 655.22 655,22 . 1.2
8] 1 230.40° 230,40 - - <1
' w3 1 792.10 192,10 1.+
{ V4 1 78.40  ..78.,40 <1
Within Conditions S 1378.70
R in C) 1 62.50 62,50 <1
R in Ca 1 476.10 476,10 <1
R in Cq 1 313.60 313,60 <1
R in Cj 1 8.10 8,10 <1
R in Cs 1 518.40 518.40 <1
Error 40 23378, 79 584,47

The theory behind time budget analysis as pertains to this
study, suggests two possibilities: (1) it might be that a
cooperating teacher and student teacher who are well matched will
E spend more time together since they are more compatible; or (2)

a cooperating teacher might tend to spend more time with the student
teacher whom he perceives to be in the greatest need of help.

The variable represented in the above table is the time spent by

the cooperating teacher and student teacher together in the school
on the first trial, which was completed by the second week of the
quarter, Mean scores appear to show the greatest time spent in the
control group and the least time spent in Group I1I1 and V. In all
cases, within group comparisons indicate greater time spent in the
situations where student teachers assessed their cooperating teacher
as above the median at the beginning of the quarter, The analysis
of variance table, however, showed none of these mean scores to be
significantly different. ' S
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TABLE 18

ANALYSIS OF VARLANCE TABLE FOR WHETHER THE COOPERATING TEACHER
WAS PRESENT ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1

. i
G1 | ) i G4 Gy G
1,20 1,20 | L40 i «60 .60 i 1,20 {{ 1.00 ; 1.40 .40 .80
1,20 - 250 It ,90 | f,L;.Q : .60
SOURCE | a/f ss MS F
Between Cond 4 4,28 1.07 2.5
-‘l 1 1 1 ° 28 1 ° 28 2 ° 9
"Q:rZ 1 040 040 ( 1
N3 1 1.00 1.00 2.+
§%/A 1 2,50 2.50 5.81
Between R in C 5 1.80
R in C 1 0 0 1
R in Cp 1 .10 .10 <1
R in C3 1 .90 .90 2.+
R in C4 1 .40 .40 <1
R in Cg 1 -40 .40 <1
Exrxror _ 40 17.20 243

This variable considers whether or not the cooperating teacher
was present in the classroom while the student teacher was teaching.
The theory suggests the same two possibilities which were discussed
following Table 17. Visual inspection of the means shows cooperating
teachers to be present most often in Groups 1 and IV and least
often in Groups II and V. In all cases, cooperating teachers were
present more often where students, at the beginning of the quarter,
gave the higher evaluations of their cooperating teachers. The F
values of 5.81 in comparison four, which shows the interaction of
personality and demographic matching, indicates that the cooperating
teachers in conditions three and four to be present more often than
in 2 and 5.
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TABLE 19

hastndbad ¢

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE POR NUMBER OF CLASSES TAUGHT BY THE
STUDENT TEACHER ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1

M .
A S S2_ i Gy G .Gy
A~780 .1,80 || 1,60 1,20 - 1,60 1,60 |]1.80] 1,80 " 1,80 | 1,40
: g 1,80 . 1,40 1,60 1,80 1,60
SOURCE d/f ss MS R
Betveen Cond 4 1.12 .28 <1
.-(:i’i ’ 1 ) 032 032 (1
W 1 40 .40 <1
Wy 1 0 0 <1
» @, 1 .40 .40 K1
Between R in C 5 .80
. R in C) 1 - 0 0 o<
R in C 1 .40 .40 K1
R in C3 1 0 0 o<l
R in Cj 1 0 ) <1
l 1n cs 1 040 040 <1
Errox _ 40 19,60 49

There were no significant F values on this variable , which
was the number of classes taught by the student teacher on the
first trial. Apparently, the variations on this variable were
negligable. The theory was that careful matches would lead to
greater trust and confidence on the part of the cooperating
teacher and thus that the student teacher would be teaching more
classes, '
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TABLE 20

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE STUDENT TEACHER'S
RATING OF THE STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE ON
TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1

61 Gy i G3 ' 6 | [
6,20 7.80 | 6.40 | 6,20 || 5,60 ; 7,40 |; 7,00 { 7.40 " 5,80 | 6.80
7,00 6.30 - 6,50 . 7.20 6,30
SOURCE d/f _SS MS F
Between Cond 4 6.92 1.73 <1
1 1 1.36 1.36 <1
W 1 .30 .30 <1
3 1 1.20 1.20 <1
%4 ) 3.00 3.00 <1
Between R in C 5 17.50
R in C3 1 8.10 8.10 2,56
R in C4 1 .40 .40 <1
R in Cs 1 2,50 2.50 <1
Error 40 126,80 3,17

This variable is the rating of the situation in which the
student teacher found himself at the beginning of the quarter.
Visually, Groups I and IV demonstrated the highest mean scores
although the variance was very small. It is interesting to note
that the mean assessment of the experience was about 7 on a .

9 ‘point scale; in other words, nearly all student teachers
assessed their experience very high, Within group comparisons,
show in four or five cases the same pattern exhibited in each case
above. As can be observed, there were no significant differences
between conditions nor within conditions.
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TABLE 21

I i o ol

asgsessed their cooperating teacher,
within group comparisons are significant.

Therefore, of course, several

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE STUDENT TEACHER'S RATING OF THE
COOPERATING TEACHER ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1
H .
E G1 | G2 Gy c, G
A~6,20 [8.40 |16.60 | 8.80 || 5.60 | 8.60 [} 6,40 | 8.20 || 7.00 | 8.4
*s' 7.30 7.70 - 7.10 7.30 7.70
SOURCE d/f SS MS _ I S
Between Cond 4 2,88 .72 <1
) 51 1 .16 .16 <1
W 1 .10 .10 <1
Y3 1 .10 .10 <1
; Y 1 2.50 2,50 1.48
Between R in C 5 59.70
R in C) 1 12,10 12.10 7.16
R in Cy 1 12,10 12.10 7.16
R in C3 1 22.50 22,50 13.30
R in C4 1 8.10 8.10 4.79
; R in Cs 1 ‘ 4,90 4.90 2.90
Error 40 67,60 1.69
This variable is the rating of the cooperating teacher early'
in the quarter. It will be noted that this is the variable upon
vhich students were sorted within groups according to how they

It is important to note that

within the "totally matched" Group (Group V) differences were negligible.
In other words, this group was apparently, uniformly the "most happy."




TABLE 22

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR TIME SPENT WITH THE COOPERATING
TEACHER BY THE STUDENT TEACHER ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 2

M = =
E G Gy R ! G G
A 10,00 [37.00 {|18.80 {21.20 i| 20,40 j 29.40 }i 35,40 ila,eo 15,20 | 31.80
1; 23,50 20,00 24,90 25,00 23,50
SOURCE _ _d/f SS MS F
Between Cond 4 163.88 40.97 <1
Wi 1 «24 <24 1
$ 1 32.40 32.40 <1
3 1 28.90 28.90 <1
WA 1 102.40 102.40 <1
Between R in C 5 3809.90
R in C) 1 14.40 14,40 <1
R in C3 1 202,50 202.50 <1
R in C4 1 1081.60 1081.60 . 2.63
; _ R in Cg 1 688.90 688.90 1.67
Errox : 40 16457.99 411.45

v Y e neaey

The time spent at trial 2, which was approximately at mid-
. quarter time, is reflected in this variable. By this time, mean
scores indicate very small differences in the amount of time
spent between groups although, within groups, on four of five
occasions more time was spent where students rated their cooperating
teachers above the median. The F score for the differences within
conditions is significant for Group I.
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TABLE 23

ANALYSIS OF VARLANCE TABLE POR THE STUDENT TEACHER'S RATING OF THE
STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 2

u .
E 61 . || GG H. @ 6, 1. ¢
A77°60 . 7,20 I| 6,40 | 7,20 1 5,80 | 8,20 |l 7,20 § 7.80 §I 6.60 | 7.20
g 7.0 T 6.80 7,00 7,50 6,90
SOURCE ‘ d/f sS MS P
: Between Cond 4 2,92 .3 <1
g o] 1 .02 .02 <1
’ )4 1 .90 .90 <1
w3 1 40 .40 <1
Yo 1 1.60 1.60 <1
Between R in C 5 17.90
R in C; B | .10 .10 <1
i R'in Cy 1 1.60 1.60 <1
; R in C3 1 14,40 14.40 7.59
_ R in C 1 .90 .90 <1
R in Cs 1 .90 .90 <1
Exror 40 76,00 1,90

This is the student teacher's trial 2 rating of the experience,
There are no significant differences between conditions mor are =
the observed differences in mean scores large. The general patterns .
within conditions, which is now clearly established, occurred
within all five conditions although only within condition 3 was
the difference significant.
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TABLE 24
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE STUDENT TEACHER'S RATING OF
THE COOPERATING TEACHER ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 2

M
E 61 i [ Gy i Gy 1 Gs
: 6.60 18,40 7.20 j 8,00 || 5,201 7,80 Jl 7,60 ; 8,60 1 7,00 ; 7.60
g 7,50 1.60 .. 6,50 ___8,10 2,30
SOURCE ' d/f ss MS F
Between Cond 4 13.60 3.40 1.+
-‘h' 1 - .12 012 <1
A5 1 4.23 4.23 1.+
3 1 9.03 9.03 2,95
y <A 1 .23 .23 <1
Between R in C S 30.00
R in C3 1 16.90 16.90 5.52
Error 40 122,40 3,06

By the time of trial 2, within group differences were si.gnific‘nt
within condition 3 and were in the expected direction. Within all
five groups the established pattern was followed.
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TABLE 25

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR TIME SPENT WITH THE COOPERATING

o TEACHER BY THE STUDENT TEACHER ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 3
M
: :_-32,40 20,00 || 11,60 | 29.40 || 21,40] 29,60 || 53,80 | 26,80 || 13,601 26,60
| 26,2C _ 25,50 25,50 40,30 || 20,10
SOURCE . -d/f ss M F
Betveen Cond 4 2282.88 570.70 1.11
RS 1 : 23.20 23.20 <1
%2 1 220.90 220.90 <1
W, 1 1020.10  1020.10 2.09
Wi 1 1020.10  1020.10 2.09
Between Rin C S 4729.60 ‘
R in C; 1 384.40 384.40 <1
R in C3 1 1932.10  1932.10 3.98
R in C3 1 168.10 168.10 <1
R in C 1 1822.50  1822.50 3.75
R in Cs 1 422.50 422.50 <1
Error 40 19431,99 485,80

The final trial was conducted during the last two weeks of the
quarter, It is at this time that one would expect to be able to
discern the effects of the influence of the cooperating teacher -
since a considerasble amount of time had elapsed. However, there
vere no significant differences,

Within group comparisons are interesting and informational.
In Group I and IV more time was being spent in cases where students
had assessed their cooperating teacher as being below the median,
wvhile the other three groups showed the converse. The analysis of
variance table shows no significant F values., The reader is asked
to keep in mind that it was Group IV that had the very highest mean
of time spent and that significantly more time was spent with those
student teachers who had assessed their cooperating teachers below
the mediah. At the same time, Group II subjects, who had spent far
less time with their cooperating teachers, showed that, within this
Group, more time was spent with those cooperating teachers rated
high,
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TABLE 26 .
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE STUDENT TEACHER'S RATING OF
THE STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 3

¥ ‘ :
E ¢, Gy 4 [ Gy Gg
A~6 60 | 8,00 || 7,20 ;7,00 || 6,40 | 8,20 1l 8,20 8,00 || 6,60 | 7,60
§ —1.30 10— 7,30 8.10 7.10
SOURCE - d/f Ss MS F
Between Cond 4 6.88 1.72 1.+
%) 1 1.60 1.60 <1
¥y 1 1.60 1.60 <1
Y 1 3.60 3.60 2,14
Between R in C 5 15.70
R in C; ) 4,90 4.90 2,90
R in C, 1 .10 .10 <1
R in Cj 1 .10 .10 <1 .
Error 40 67,20 1,68

The highest rating of the experience of the quarter was also
given by the students in Group IV, In cases of Groups II and IV,
within group means appeared in favor of those students who rated
their cooperating teachers lower at the outset; but, it was in
t Group 1II, which followed the general pattern, that significant
difference occurred.
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TABLE 27

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE STUDENT TEACHER'S RATING OF THE : . . -
COOPERATING TEACHER ON TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS, TRIAL 3

G) G ' H G .

g

M

E G} G

A 6,60 | 8,80 [t7.20 | 8,20 |i 5,80 ; 7,80 'i 8,20 | 8,40 |l 7,40 | 7,60
N 70 6.80 1 8,30 250

1,70 7s 7
SOURCE ___d/f ss MS F
Between Cond ' 4 11.60 2.90 1.+
<1 1 14 14 <1
W2 1 4,23 4,23 1.8 . .:
3 1 7.23 7.23 3.15
Y4 1 .03 .03 <1
Between R in C 5 24.80
, R in G 1 2.50 2.50 <1
: R in C; 1 .10 .10 <1
R in Cs 1 .10 .10 <1
Error 40 91,60 2.29
Within group significant F values were found within conditions
1 and 3, which were in favor of students who had assessed their
cooperating teachers above the median at the beginning of the
quarter., All within group means supported the pattern,
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TABLE 28

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR INDIRECT STUDENT TEA“HER
BEHAVIOR ON INTERACTION ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1

M
: E G cL Gy G G
’ A 56,60 176,60 143,00 61.00 43 6071 91,60 168,00 | 45.00 | 54.60 ! 60,40
t g 66,60 ! 52,00 ! 67,60 56,50 | 57,50
|
t SOURCE d/f 8S MS _F
e 1 567.90 - 567.90 <1
WH 1 78.40 78.40 <1
¥ 1 688.90 688.90 <1
@ 1 490.00 490,00 - <1
Betveen R in C s 8976.60 :
R in C; 1 1000.00  1000.00 <1
R in C, 1 810.00 810.00 <1
R in C, 1 1322.50  1322.50 1.+
R in Cs 1 84,00 84.00 <1
Exrror ' 40 - 40193.19 1004.83

The remaining 9 variables were developed from the interaction
analysis, It should be noted that the first two variables in each
trial should be near opposites since the first represents
indirect teacher influence and is the desired behavior, and that
the second was direct teacher influence and was the undesirable
behavior.

The above table reports indirect student teacher behavior on
trial 1. It would be expected, at this point, that the coopevating
teacher would have had 1ittle opportunity to influence student
behavior. Mean scores indicate more student teacher indirect behavior
in Groups I and III. There was an indication of greater indirect
behavior within four of the five groups by those student teachers
vho had assessed their cooperating teacher as above the median.
0f the nine, F values reported, only within condition 3 was there
a significant difference and it was in the direction favoring
students who had assessed their cooperating teachers above the
median,
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. TABLE 29
THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR DIRECT STUDENT TEACHER
BEHAVIOR ON INTERACTION ANALYSIS, TRIAL 1
M ‘ .
E Gy B G ! 'Gq z G, i Ge
A 155.60)115,60) 146,00;152.00; 162,60:116,80]j 142,80;181,00}; 107,601110,00
ls“ 135,60 H ;42,0; 0 _ 139,70 161,90 _108.80 _
SOURCE d/f SS MS F
Between Cond 4 15484.99 3871.00 1.5
v 1 178.40 178.40 4 |
-:;f,% 1 810.00 810.00 <1
73 1 9734.40 9734.40 3.2
. Y% 1 4796.10  4796.10 1.+
Between R in C 5 12996.59
R in Cy 1 90.00 90.00 <1
R in C3 1 5244.10 5244.10 1.+
R in Cg 1 14.40 14.40 <1
Error 40 108654,.37 2716,36
In terms of direct student teacher behavior, the greater amount
was demonstrated by Group IV and the least amount by Group V.
Within group mean scores demonstrated no consistent pattern and
none were significant. Comparison 3 showed the only. sizeable
difference in mean scores which were in favor of those students
matched demographically versus those who were not so matched,
(not significant). (Since high scores are undesirable behavior,
lower means by demographically-matched students proved consistent
and desirable,)
i
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TABLE 30

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR STUDENT TALK IN THE

CLASSROOM OF THE STUDENT TEACHER ON INTERACTION

ANALYSIS, TRIAL |

M
E 6L . G .6 [ . Gs -
A - = ‘ .
- 68,00 i 74,20 || 68,00 ; 67,20 1| 71,40 | 68,60 || 60 46,60 1,00 | 96,00
S 71,10 67,60 : 70,00 58,50 108,50
SOURCE SS MS F
Betwegn Cond 14893.72 3723.00 3.8
Y1 1 204.00 204,00 <1
v 1 2464,90 246 4,90 2.+
W3 1 6864.40  6864,40 6.35
A () 1 5664,40 5664,00 5.14
Between R in C 1715.90
Rin G 1 96.10 96.10 <1
Rin C 1 1.60 1.60 <1
R in C3 1 19.60 19.60 <1
R in C4 1 36.10 36.10 <1
R in Cs 1 1562.50 1562.50 1.+
Error 40 43240,39  1081,01

This variable reflects the amount of student participation
in the classroom in the form of their verbal interaction.
Significant differences were in favor of classrooms conducted
by student teachers who were matched demographically and by
student teachers in Groups II and V. This latter comparison is
the interaction effect. Again, no consistent trend was demonstrated
within groups.
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TABLE 31

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR INDIRECT STUDENT
TEACHING BEHAVIOR ON INTERACTION ANALYSLIS, TRIAL 2

M
E 6___L G2 [N ; Gy : G
’ A 79,40 180,40 || 95,20 ; 87,40 ]! 90,807 93,20 : 95,60 42,60 §) 63,40 71,20
| l; 79,90 91,30 - 92,00 69,10 -- 77,30
SOURCE -~ - dIf Ss MS T F
Between Cond - 4 3793.68 948.42 <1
B 1 - 20.00 20,00 <1
Yo 1 3404,03  3404.03 2.6
i 1 198.00 198,00 <1
8 7% 1 140,60 140,60 <1
Between R in C 5 7563.60
R in C2 1 152.10 152.10 <1
R in C3 1 14,40 14,40 <Y1
R in C4 1 7022,50  7022,50 5.45
R in Cs 1 | 372.10 372.10 <1
Error 40 51496,39  1287.41

‘During trial 2 conducted at mid-quarter time, indirect student
teacher behavior was demonstrated by the following: (1) mean
scores demonstrated by Groups II and ILI were the highest; (2)
within group means are mixed, but the only significant difference
occurs within Group IV where more indirect behavior is exhibited
by those students who had assessed their cooperating teacher below
the median at the beginning of the quarter.
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TABLE 32

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR DIRECT STUDENT TEACHER
BEHAVIOR ON INTERACTION ANALYSIS, TRIAL 2

M .
E 6 Gy ‘ G, G, T Ge
A 96.601122.001] 119.80:118.60]| 108,60 ; 84.80}{ 112,40{176,60 i 128,401132,40
g _109,30 119.20 36,70 144,50 130,40
SOURCE d/f SS MS F
Between Cond 4 13664.28  3413.57 <1
v 1 1436.50  1436.50 <1
wyé 1 8702.50  8702.50 2.+
Y3 1 3348.90  3348.90 <1
h 1 176.40 176.40 <1
Between R in C 5 13376.70
R in C} 1 1612.90  1619.90 <1l
R in C) 1 3.60 3.60 <1
R in C3 1 1406.10  1406.10 <1
r R in C; 1 10304.10 10304.10 3.04
Exror 40 137207,96  3430.20

g The greatest amount of direct behavior in trial 2 was exhibited
by Groups IV and V and the least amount by Group III. There were

no significant differences among the five groups, however. Within
group comparisons showed mixed effects.
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TABLE 33

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR STUDM TALK IN THE
CLASSROOM OF THE STUDENT TEACHER ON IN'IERACTION .

ANALYSIS, TRIAL 2

1 G2 : G5 i G ] Gs
AT11,60 [ 85.40]| 73,401 70,40 || 94,60 | 103,40 |[84,60 | 59,00 || 72,201 73.60
9850 71,90 99,00 “ 71,80 72,90
SOURCE a/f ss us F
Between Cond . 8467.48  2116.00 1.46
¥ 1 3073.28  3073.28 2.+
3] 1 1716.10  1716.10 1.+
¥ 1 1968.10  1988.10 <1
Wi 1 1690.00  1690.00 1.+
Between R in C 5 3575.50
Rin Cp 1 1716.10 1716.10 1.+
R in C3 1 22,50 22.50 <1
R in C3 1 193.60  193.60 <l
R in Cj 1 1638.40  1638.10 1.+
R 1in Cs 1 4.90 490 <
Exrox 40 53906,38 __1347.66

Student talk at the second trial showed no significant differences.
The higher mean scores sppeared in Groups I and III,
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TABLE 34

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR INDIRECT STUDENT TEACHER
BEHAVIOR ON INTERACTION ANALYSIS, TRIAL 3

M
E G ; G, G T G, G
468,00 | 86,20 | 87,20 | 72,20 || 80.80 ] 96,60 || 93,60 ] 35.80 [ 78.20 | 70,00
g—17,10 79.70 88,70 64,70 _ | 74.10
SOURCE _af ss MS F
Between Cond 4 3037.92 759.48 {1
51 1 - e70 70 <1
w2 1 2190.40  2190.40 2.+
%3 1 846.40 846,40 <1
1 1 1.60 1.60 <1
Between R in C ' 5 10534.90
Rin C} 1 828.10 828,10 <1
R in Cp 1 562.50 562.50 <1
R in C3 1 624,10 624,10 <1
R in Cy 1 8352.10  8352.10 9.33
R in Cg 1 168.10 168.10 <1
Error 40 35779,18 894,48

We would expect that the true test of teacher influence and
of the matches made would occur during trial 3 which was conducted
at the end of the quarter, The highest mean score was shown by
Group III and the lowest score was showm by Group IV although
there were no significant differences among the five groups on
indirect influence. Again within Group IV there was a significant
difference in favor of students who had assessed their cooperating
teacher as below the median,
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TABLE 35

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR DIRECT STUDENT TEACHER

. BEHAVIOR ON INTERACTION ANALYSIS, TRIAL 3

. 6. G2, G3 (T Gs
132,soi1;z,so 107,40{109,60 [} 99,00§102,20 |115,60]182,20 || 102,20]130,60
136,30 108.50 _100,60 148,90 Il 116,40
SOURCE d/e 58 M5 P
Between Cond 15995.72  3998.00 1.48
W 1 2506.32  2506.32 <1
W 1 7896.10  7896.10 3,01
A 1 1512.90  1512,90 <1
Between R in C 13255.50
Rin C) 1 222,50 222,50 ¢l
R in C, 1 12.10 12.10 <1
R in Cs 1 2016.40  2016.40 <1
Error 104554,77 __ 2613,87

The greatest amount of direct behavior shown on the third

trial was by Group IV, followed by Group I.
the least amount of direct behavior.

Group I1I demonstrated
Again, it was only within

Group IV that the F value passed the critical point and the means
revealed students who had assessed their cooperating teachers below.
the median at the ending of the quarter to show less direct behavior.
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TABLE 36

THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR STUDENT TALK IN THE

CLASSROOM OF THE STUDENT TEACHER FOR INTERACTION ANALYSIS, TRIAL 3

'y

DY

A 74,60, 72,60 || 87,00{104,60}{106,40 | 86,40 177,40 | 48.60] [ 84,20
73,60 95,80 - 96,40 ___63.00 923@
‘ SOURCE d/f SS MS F
§ Between Cond 4 9225.12 2306.00 1.78
W 1 1670,42 1670.42 <1
W 1 3276.10  3276.10 2.+
w3 1 2340.90  2340,90 1.+
W 1 2160,.90 2160.90 l.+
f Between R in C 5 4632.40
“ R in G 1 10.00 10.00 <1
R in Cy 1 774.40 774.40 d
R in C3 1 1000.00 1000.00 <1
; R in C4 1 2073.60 2073.60 - lot
R in Cs 1 774,40 774,40 <1
Error 40 48479,99 1212.00
There vere no significant differences among the five groups
or within the five groups in terms of the amount of student talk.
{ The highest scores were shown by Groups II, III and V and in four
i of five cases there was more student talk in classes conducted
by student teachers who had assessed their cooperating teachers

as belov the median at the beginning of the quarter,




