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FOREWORD

This is a surmary of the 1968-69 cvaluation report of the Cooperative
Urban Teacher Education (CUTE) program. This program, under the dircction
of Dr. Grant Clothicr, is currently opurating in thrce locations: Kansas
City, ilissouri; Oklahoma City, Oklahomi; and Wichita, Kansas.

CUTE is a pre-service tcacher cducation propram aimed at improving
the quality of inner-city teachcrs and establishing a design for coordinaticn
among social and cducational institutions to cnhance a crucial sepment of
teacher education.

This report represents the cfforts of a large number of people who
devoted their time and cffort to effecting the data collection, analysis,
and writing of the report.

Special thanks are duc lliss Gretchen tlenn and tes. Beverly Jacobson
for helping with the summary. Also special mention shoyld be made to the
typists MNrs. Betty Gatlin and Mrs. Estrid Hess. To the students vwho
volunteerud their time and to the public schools who helped in making *he

study possible, many thanks.

James 11, Lamwson
Pescavch & Evaluation Specialist
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SUMMARY OF CUTE EVALUATION
1968-69

This is the second in a series of evaluation reports of the Cooperative
Urban Teacher Education (CUTE) program. The results of the 1968-69 eval-
uation effort are reported in this summary. Some references are made to the
1967-68 evaluation findinps. This occurs when data have not been reported
in the first summary or when comparisons are made betueen data from the tuo
years. Descriptive statistics of test results for all semestcrs of the
CUIE program are tabled in the appendix.

Purpose

One purpose of the evaluation this ycar vas to replicate portions
of the evaluation made durinpg the 1967-68 school year. A second pupose
was to assess the effects of the program and to provide recommendations to
the program directors based on evidence and information garnered as a result
of the evaluation.

Nethod

Data were collected at three locations: Kangas City, lissouri, both
fall and spring semester (CUTE 3 and 4); Oklahora City, sprinpg semester
(Oklahoma CUTE 1); and Wichita, sprinp sermester (Wichita CUTE 1). The
instruments and data gathering devices used this second year had been adapted
during the firot school year of propram development (1967-68). Some of the
original instruments, as will be noted later, were not used the second year.

Data were collected three times during the 16-veek proprem: the first

veek (Tl)’ the eighth week (Tz). and the sixteenth week (13). Data for the




Comparison groups were collaected primarily at T3, since comparable 16-weck
programd vere not cecasily located.

Statistical tests of significance were made for differences occurring
from one testing time to the next (computer propram BMDO3V®). The tech-
nique used was analysis of covariance for repeated measurcs. In addition,
a one-way analysis was used to determine the statistical significance of
differences in mean scores betwcen student teachers in the CUTE program
and other student teachers, practice-teaching in the inner city, who volun-
teered to participate in the evaluation (computer DIDO4V#), For both
statistical tests, the .05 level of coafidence was chosen as indicating a
statistically significant difference and the Pokecach D-Scale was used as
the covariate.

One data collecting device, the classroom interaction analysis, did
not lend itself to statistical hypothesis tcsting, In this case, percentapes
of categories departing from peneral practices uvere inferred to be
significant.

Another key source of information about the program and its various
aspects was the student logs. These logs were kept by the students through-
out the entire program and were collected after the final intervievw and
vhen grades had been submitted te students' collepes or universities.
Obviously, an analysis of this type is highly subjective; but the logs
represent participants' reactions to the propram.

Additional evidence of program effecte are heinp collected in a
continuing followsup of the CUTE graduates. Information sbout praduates’

place of employrent (inner-city teaching or other), and information fron a

*Credit wust be given to the Computatinn Center, University of Kansas




ques¢ionnaire vhich principals of the graduates are asked to complete,
are analyzed and provide feedback about the effccts of specific aspects
of the program and the cffe-tiveness of its product--the CUTE graduate.
Other data being uti..cced in the follouw-up study include a limited
number of attitude scales graduatcs arxe asked to cormplcte. A few graduates
allow classroom obsorvations to be made and this material is inccrporated
fn the follow-up study. It is possible that thesc data may scrve as a
means of establishinpg a relationship betwecen scores on tests, classroom
observation, and principal's vatinp. If sufficient data are collected
(dependent upon the willingness of praduates and princinals to participate),
soma index of ''success' may be established. Also, if the data are adequate,
statistical tests betwean post-training test scores and test scores after
intervals of teaching expericnce (one-vear intervals) may be made,*

Data Instruments Used

Biographical data werc obtained from studerts onrolled in the CUTE
program and the Comparison group. The two proups were compared repardinp
collepe affiliation (type of collepe--coeducational or non--cocducational),
major course of study, and the her ouf the houschold's occupation.

Below {8 a list and bri- deseription of the measuring devices used:
more detailed information will be provided in the next sectfon.

1. The Vl'¢PEL Interaction Analysis is a wodification of Flanders' ten
category teacher-pupil interaction system. It is desipned to mcasure

teacher talk and pupil talk. The philosophy of the f{nstrurcnt is that

#*Sce CUTE Follow-up Peport 1967-68.




dircct tcacher statements minimize and indirect teacher statements
maxirize pupils' freedom to respond.

2. The Fokcach D-Scale Form F 1s a 40-item Likert scale, measuring indi-
vidual differences in openness or closcdness of belief systems.

3. The Teaching Situation Reaction Test poses a gencral teaching situation
to which respondents must rcast. The test situation includes course
plenning, handling restlessness and inattention, dealing with conflict
between students, ctc. The test authors maintain that the instrument
vwill predict student tcaching prades, as well as teacher performonce.

b4, The Scmantic Differential is a data pathering device used to ascertein
m individnal's meaning of certain concept: by use of scales of bi-polar
sdjectives which describe the concept.

5,  The Minncsota Teachar Attitude Inventory is a uell-knoun and widely
used instrurment desipned to: measure directly those attitudes of a
teaciier vhich predict how well he vill pet alonp with pupils in inter-
peraonal relationships, and mecasure indircctly har vell satisficd lic
will be vith a teaching carecer. fThe instruwent is a Likert scale uith
150 five-option items,

5. The Cultural Attitude Inventory is a 50-iter Likert-type attitude
scalc which measurcs attitudes and keotrledpge about the culturally-
deprived child. The author maintains that the scale can be uwacful in
identifying studeat teachers who could be cffective vith culturally-
deprived children.

l.  Uhe Z-scale is a G6-item forced choice attftudinal measure of author-
ftarianisn which is buflt apainst the F-scale as criterion. The Z-scale
is constructed around four aspects of authoritarienism: dependence,

rigyidity, anxicty, and hostility.




Biographical Data

A description of the sample. The Biopraphical Data Sheet was admin-

istered to CUTE students and Comparison group students. It asked informa-
tion about: college affiliation (type of college-~cocducational or non-
cocducational), major coursc of study, and the occupation of the head of
the household.

The occupational catcporics listed on the Biopraphical Data Snect

tere taken from Miller's ilandbook of Rescarch Desipn and Social ileasurcment

~3 acopted frcm categorics originated by the United States Census Burcau.

The data colloected from these data sheets helped to fdentify the degrac
of similarities and/or differences betwcen the CUTE group and the Corparison
groups.

A general deaeription of CUTE and Comparison students has been fnferred
fron the data extractcd from the individual data sheets. Teble 1 contains
the number of CUTE and Comparison groups and the total nurber of students
in cach group for ecach sercster,

Although the fdea of comparison proups vas conceived carlier, data
for eamparison purposes vcre first collected durinp the sccond serester of
th2 CULE program. Those students who cormosed the first Corparison group
ver~ student teaching at approxirately the samc time as CUTE students;
“risover, not necessarily in the sare schools,

Cormparison students were enrolled in threce arca universities: the
Vaaversity of Hissouri, Kansas City; Lincoln University, Jeffcrson City,
desouri; and the University of Kansas, Lasrcnce. The tvo former univorsitio-

wera participating in the CUIE propranm.

POOR Opig 5
INA
AvA’lAB{E AT l!COPY.gN'

Fitmeo




city schools in approximately six diffcrent school districts.

group was not carcfully matched with the CUTLE students.

TABLE 1

: Number of Students in CUTE and Comparison Groups

Comparison students practicce taught in urban, suburban, and inncr-

The Comparison

E——
-

" Comparison#*

Croup Name 4‘ L Total Number
Cute 1 (fall, 1967) 22
Comparison® -
CUIE 2 (spring, 1968) 18
Comparison 42
CUTE 3 (fall, 1948) 22
Comparison 22
CUTE 4 (spring, 1969) 29
Comparison 25
Oklahoma City 1 (spring, 1969) 30
\lichita 1  (spring, 1969) 27
Comparison 26

* Comparisoen data were first collected during the CUTE 2 propram

(spring, 1968).

*%*Comparison data were not collected for CUTE 1, Oklahoma City.




Subscequent Comparison student voluntcers were sought on the basis
that they were tcaching in inner-city schools and at the same time us CUTE
students, Mo Comparison group students were found to have participated in
a 16~weeck, inner-city, student-teaching expcrience that could be equated
to the CUTE eight-week studgnt-tcaching schedule,

Conclusiong. The following list contains some of the similaritics
noted among CUTE groups:

1. Mosc CUTE students attended a college with religious affiliation.

2. They attended a collepe with an cnrollment between 500 and 2,000
students.

3. Most were women,
4. Most majored in clementary cducation.

5. Most of the CUTE students camc from hometouns with populations
of 250,000 or morc.

6. The head of the houschold from which CUIE students came had
relatively stable employment.

7. Most of the CUTE students prefcrred placement in lower socioeconomic
schools,

8. Most CUTE participants were between 20 and 23 years of age.
9. Most CUTE students attended coeducational colleges.

10. The modal size of the high school class of CUTE students was
200 or more.

11, Most CUTE students stated a career aspiration in teaching.

CUTE groups werc different in the following way:

The major difference in CUTE groups appearcd to be the occupationsl
choice of the head of the houschol“, i.c., service, sales, professionals,
and skilled workers,

Similarities between CUIE and Comparison groups include:

1, Similarity in the size of the college tovm.




2. Most students were women.,
3. lost students attended coeducational schools.

4, According to modal data, most students majored in clementary
education.

5. Most of the students came from hormctouns with a population of
250,000 cr morc.

6. Modal data indicates that high school graduating classcs for
CUTE and Corparison students included 200 or more.

7.  The head of the houschold for all students had relativcly
stable cinployment.

8. The age range for all groups werc pencrally betveen 20 and 23
years.

The following list contains the differences betucen CUTE and
Comparison groups:

1. The modal data indicates a diffcrent preference for socio-
economic level of tecaching. (lost CUTE students prcferred a
lower socloeconomic tcaching situation; most Comparison students
preferred middle sociocconomic situations.)

2. CUTE groups attended religious-affiliated colleges; Couwparison
groups attended state-supported colleges.

3. Generally, Comparison groups attended much larger colleges.

Limitations, Thare arc gome limitations to the amount and kinds of
information collected using this data sheet. However, in order to assume
uniformity of informution, thc decision was made to continue using this
form, noting some of the following kinds of inadcquacies.

In the categories describing the high school from vhich students
were graduated, the followinp additional information could have been sought:

1. Was the school private or public?

2. More accurate description of larger graduating classes.

In addition to thc¢ collepe nmajor which was indicated, the college

minor could have been ascertained. Aspiration toward graduate study should



have been another occupational direction for the student,

Data such as marital status, academic achicvement, and means of
financial support might have been helpful in determining similarities and
differcences among the groups.

Questions about a student's working experience, and family history
might have been uscful data for isolating commonalities and/or diffecrences
among groupS. Reasnn or recasons students cnrolled in the CUTE program
could have been useful data.

In spite of these limitations, it appears that the data collected
does illustrate deprecs of similarity and difference among CUTE groups and

between CUTE and Comparison groups.

HcREL Interaction Analysis

The McREL Interaction /fnalysis is a modification of Flanders' ten
category teacher-pupil interaction system, During the’1967~68 school yecar,
several additional categorics werc added to the Flanders' categories.

The verbal balance in this modified system is divided into two major
categories: student tall: and tecacher talk. In addition, teacher talk can
be classified as direct or indirect. A teacher's divrcct statements minimize
the frecdom of the student to respond; wnereas, a teacher's indircct state-
ments maximize the freedom of the pupils to respond.

Analysis of the fiiyst yecar's data indicated that sore catcpories were
not discriminating adequately among pupil-teacher classroom behaviors, as
a result these catepories were not included in subsequent data collections.

Other categories werc changed to improve future data collections.




Two categories were added during the 1968-69 school ycar; current
categories avre:

1. Teacher accepts fecling

2. Teacher praises or encourages pupil

3. Teacher accepts, clarifics, or uses ideas of pupils

4, Teacher asks a question
41. Teacher asks a scries of probing questions

5. Teacher gives information or lectures

6. Teacher gilves directions to pupils

7. Tcacher criticizes or justiffcs authority

8. Pupil responds to tecacher initiated questions
81. Pupil reads aloud teacher assignment

Y, Student initiates talk
10. Constructive activity without distinct obscrvable interaction
11. Disruptive silence or confusion which docs mot dircct activity
to an acceptable learning objcctive

12, Different pupil talking follouwing a first pupil speaker

Interpretation of data. The use and interpretation of this data

collection for CUTE projcct evaluation is based on the general assumption
that indirect verbal teaching behavior is more desirable than dircct verbal
teaching behavior.

Percentages of time student-tcachers and pupils talk, the I/D Ratio,
the revisced 1/d ratio, and the percentages of time recorded in verbal

bechavior in categories 3 and 7 were calculated,

10




The 1/D ratio rcflects the relative.nurber of indircct and direct
teacher statements. An I/D ratio of .33 mcans that for ecvery two direct
statements there vas only one indirect staterment. The revised i/d is
calculated without catepories 4, 41, 5, lecturing and questioning, and

indicates whether the teacner is direet or indircct in motivation and

control.
TABLE 2
. Normative Indexes of Flanders Intcraction Analysis
Cata Catcgories Normative Expectation Indexes
Percentage of Teacher Talk 707
Percentage of Student Talk 307
Percentage of Category 3 2% of tallies for dircct tcachers
9% of talliecs for indircect tcacliers
Percentage of Catepory 7 5% of tallies for direct tcachers
17 of tallies for indirect teachers
Regular I/D ratio . 50%

Colums 1, 2, 3, 4, 41/1, 2,
3, 4, 41, 5, 6, 7

Revised 1/d ratio . S0%
Columns 1, 2, 3/1, 2, 3, 6, 7

* The larger thesc indexes, the more indirect.

Data collection procedures. Obscrvers were trained in 30-40 hour

training sessions and intra-rater ardfor intcr-rater xcliabilities of .85

1
vere desired for cach obscerver. (Scott's coefficient). Obscervers vere

Ined A. Flanders, Interaction Analysis in the Classroom: (Ann Arboi:
University of llichigan, 1964), p. 15.
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sent individually to classrooms of CUTE and Comparison group students,

and instructed to make onc tally approximately every thrce seconds for a

minimum of 20 minutes per student teacher, providing a matrix of approxi-

mately 400 tallies--sufficicent for infecrence about verbal communicationsL2
Each obscrvation was of onc tcachinp unit or activity., The sums

of the matrix for cach student teacher vere cntered into a summary matrix

in ovder to achieve group data for comparison.

Analvsis of data. (Sce p. 30 to p. 35 for tables.) The analysis

———

of summary matrixes in terms of 'norms'’ for the 1968-69 schovl year indicated
the patterns of verbal behavior of CUTE students., The data, for analytical |
purposns, included indexes for the thrce data collecting times at cach site.
The analysis also included a comparison to similar data from voluntecer
comparison groups not in the CUTE program, but who werc observed at the

close of their student teaching experience.

In addition to the analysis of data in terms of 'norms,'' arbitrary
indexes were chosen as criteria reflecting the achievement of certain program
cbijectives.

The program objectives and the concomitant indexcs include:

Objective: The student teachcr accepts punil verbalization of
feelings.

Index: Classyoom ohscrvation data--catcpory 2--recordings of
over 27 arc interprcted as favorable and excceds
"current practices.”

Objectives: The student teacher is "indircct’ in his teaching. He
sclicits pupil participation in classroomr discussion.

2

Ned A. Flanders, "Intcraction Analysis and Inscrvice Training,” Journal
of Experimental Education, YFall, 1968, p. 127.

12




Index: Classroom obscrvation data--4~8 cell-~less than 307
is favorable in that it is less than current practice;
41-9 cell--and recordings in this cell would be
evidence of pupil participation; 9-9 cell--change of
1% or wore would be cvidence of moving toward imcreasc
in pupil participation.

Objective: He asks provocative questions, probinp for knouledge
beyond the information give by pupils which require
demonstration of student understanding rather than
memory .

Index: Classroom obscrvation--any rccording in catepory 41--
would be acceptable cvidence of possessing thesc skills.,

Data for thesc arbitrary indexes were collected from each site and
at ecach of the three data collecting tires. The data indicated trends or
patterns in verbal bohavior over the 16-ueck period. Contrasts betwreen
CUTE and Comparison groups werc made for the three locations, but they were

collected at T, for the voluntccr comparison group.

3
Summaxy. The summarized data scemed to indicate that CUTE students:
1. Utilized praisc and cncouragement in their teaching.

2. Demonstratcd some skill in thc usc of probing questions.

3. Exercised control on intcraction in the 4~-8 ccll.

4., Demonstrated favorable ability to cncourape pupils to initiate

their own ideas.

The Pokcach D~Scale

The Rokcach D~Scalc, Torm F is a 40 item Likert scale to measurc
individual differences in openness or closcdness of belief systems., It
is assumed that a person's belicfs are orpanized into two indencndent

parts: a belicf system and disbelicf system. Rokeaclhh defines a belief

13




systcm as the psychological asystem (not nccessarily logical) which repre-
sents all the beliefs, scts, expectancies, or hypothcscs, conscious and
unconscious, that a person at a pgiven timc accepts as truc of the vorld in
which he lives. The disbelief system is composed of a serics of sub-
systems., It contains all the disbelinfs. scts. cxpcctancic » conscious
and unconscidus, that a petson at a given time rcjcctq as falsec to onc
degree or another.

Finally, a belief-disbelicef system has a dimension of time. A person's
belief-disbelicf system includes a perspective about the past, present,
and future, and the manner in which they are rclated to cach other. The
perspective may bc broad or narrou.

The openncss or closcdness of a belicf-disbelicf system may be
determined by the cxtent to which "the person can receive, cvaluate, and
act on relevant information received from the outside on its ov'n intrinsic
merits, uncncumbered by irrclevant factors in the situation arlsing from
within the person or from the outside."3
An additional assumption is made about openness and closedness:

++all belief-disbelicf systems serve two powerful and
conflicting scts of motives at the same time, the nced
for a cognitive framework to know and to understand and
the nced to ward off threatening aspects of rcality. To
the extent that thce cognitive need to know is predominant
and the nced to ward off threat absent, open systems

should result....but if nced to ward off threat becork:s
stronger, the cognitive nced to knou shzuld become veaker

resulting in morc closed belicf system,

3

Milton Rokeach, The Upen end Closcd Mind (Mew York: Basic Books, 1960),
r. 57.

“Ibid., p. 68.

14
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The 40 items of the scole are distributed among the three aspects or
dimensions of the definition: the belief-disbelief dimension, the central-
peripheral dimension, and the time perspective dimension,

Each item has six altematives ranging from "I agrce very wuuch' to
“1 disagrce very much” with weights being from +3 to -3, The scoring
range for an individual item is from 1-7 since the constant 4 is added
to the weight of the sclected alternatives. The total score for the test
is the summation of the item scores. The higher the score the more closcd
is the person's belicf éystcm.

Statistical tests of the significance of diffcrences have not been
made for this scale. The primary usc of this scalc after the first year
of testing has been to scrve as a covariate for statistical tests of

differences of other measures. (Sce p. 36 for table.)

Tecaching Situation Reaction Test

The TSRT is a paper-pencil test which poses a gencral teaching
situation, Forty-four spceific questions conceming possible situations
facing a teacher are then asked including: coursc planning, handling rest-
lessness and inattention, handling conflicts between two students, handling
conflict between a student and the class, working with shy students, ctec.
For cach of the 44 items, there are four options. The cxamince is asked
to rank the four options for each question, indicating his first, second,
third, and fourth choice. An exanple of a specific item and the four
options illustrates the testing procedurc:

You have the entire summer vacation to plan for your class.

15




1. then you begin planning your work you would:

a, Ask your helping tcacher what information he has about
your assignment.

b. Examine th.: facilities and materials available to you
and determine how these mipght be used with members of
your class.,

c. Read through various publications describing the
curriculum and draw lesson plan ideas from them.

d. Visit the school and community and incorporate what
you learn into your plan.

Responses are scored according to a key following proccdures sug-
gcsied by Remmers, Gage, and Pummel. The test scores may range from 0 to
380; 880 indicates complete agrcemcnt.S

Studics rcported by the test authors ascertaining test mcasures
suggest that the test will predict student-tcaching grades as well as
teacher performance. These, the author states include subject-matter
competence, teacher-pupil relationships, and ability to manage classroom‘
situations and human rclation skills as measured on the Barrett~Lennard,
Aclationship Inventory.6 The authors do not providc information for

Interpretation of group scores.

Summary of statistical findings. (Sce p. 37 for the table.) Results

of the statistical analysis of data for the Teaching Situation Reaction
Test indicate there were no statistically significant difference among

the 1968-69 CUTE groups mecan scores from onc testing time to another.

SH. H. Pemmers, N. L. Gage, and J. F. Rummcl, A Practical Introduction
to lieasurement and Evaluation (¥ew York: larper and Fow, 1965), p. 261.

6Jones K. Duncon and John B. Hough, "Technical Review of the TSRT,"
unpublished paper, (Ohio State University, 1966), p. 9
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Also, there vere no statistically significant differences between CUTE
groups and the Comparison groups at T3.
This does not replicate the findings for the 1967-68 CUTE groups.

Mean differences for 1967-68 CUTE groups acrogs testing times werc signifi-

cant for both groups at the .05 level. The difference in mean scores
between CUTE 2, T

and the Comparison group T_ was also significant at

3 3
the .05 level, Tindings for this test did not rcplicate 1967-68 data, nor
were vesearch hypothescs supported. Mean scores of CUTE students did not

change from one testing timec to another, nor were theilr mean scores

significantly different from Comparison group mcan scores.

The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory

The MIAI is a 150 five~option item Likert scale. The options range
from "strongly agree' to "strongly disapree'; therc are no "right" or
“wrong' answers. The test is scored so that item responses keyed ‘“corrcct”
are given a value of plus one, and item resonses keyed 'incorrect” are
given a value of minus onc. Scores may range from -~150 to +150. Howuever,
in oxder to avoid negative scores, 100 has been added to all scores reported

in this study.

Surmary of statistical findings. (Sec p. 38 for table). The results

of the statistical analysis of the MTAI data indicated that mean scores
from one testing time to another were statistically significant at the .05
level for only onc of the groups, CUTE 3. Subsequent t-tests indicated

the 'I‘z--T3 difference to be nonsignificant.
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The diffcrence in mean scores at T3 betwseen CUTE and Comparison
groups wverc statistically significant for ~11 but onc of the CUTE growps
(CULE 4).

These findings differcd slipghtly from those reported for 1967-68.
That year the !TAL wos administerced to only onc CUTE and Comparison group;
hevever, the results indicated statistically significant differences, .05,

between T, and T,, as well as a statistically sipgnificant diffcrence, .05,

2 3
between CUTE and Comparison, T3'
The difference noted between CUTE and Comparison groups scems to
have been repeated this year, but hypotheses related to chanpe in mean

scores from onc testing timc to ancther for CUTL students hoave not been

supported.

The Pensacola Z-Scale

The Z-Scale i{s a 66-iten forccd-choice attitudinal mcasure of author-
itarianism ond 48 constructed around four aspeocts of authoritarianismi
dependency, rigidity, anxicty, and hostility.

The results of this test were not uscd in the statistical analysis
for the 1958-69 data. Findings reported in tue 1967-68 cvaluation rcport
indicated that the diffcrences in mean betuween the CUIL ond Cotparison
students did not reach statistical signiffcance. Furtherpore, there scen
to be other reasons to question the cfficacy of this instrument to differ-
entiate between waluntects and nonvoluntecrs. This instrument will not be

uwscd Iin future data col ‘ection,
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The Cultural Attitude Inventory

The CAI is a 50-item Likert-type attitude scale developed by Dorothy
Skeel.7 Item responscs are as follous: strongly apree, agree, undecided,
disagree, and strongly disaprce. The scoring procedurc is to assign five
for the correct responsce (stronply aprce or stronply disagree depending
on the dircction of question), four for the next ncarly correct response,
etc. Total scores may ranpe from 50 to 250 vith a higher scorc indicating
the more desirable attitude and greater knowledpe.

For the purposc of this cvaluation, the scale was further divided
into two subscales: the knowledge subseale with 19 iterms and the attitude
subscale with 28 items,

Skcel reports the reliability of the original instrument to bec .46
(K-R), N=190.8 Her study supports the theory that tie CAI can be useful
in identifying student tcachers who should be able to work effectively
with culturally~deprived childrcn.9

The author reports 183.68 as the mean for 119 clerentary cducation

majors; the standard deviation, 9,78,

Summary of statistical findinps. (Scc p. 40 to p. 43 for tables.) The

threc scores--knavledpc, attitude, and total--of the Cultural Attitude

Inventory vecre analyzed scparately. o comparable stotistical tests were

7Dorothy J. Skeel, "Determining the Compatibility of Student Teachers

for Culturally Deprived Schools by l¢ans of a Cultural Attitude Inventory,™
(unpublished doctoral disscrtation, Pennsylvania State University, 1965).
81b1d., p. 52

1b1d., p. 74
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made for the 1967-68 data since the C/I was administorcd late in the
spring of 1968,

Rescarch hypotheses were, for the most part, supnorted by thesc
findings. CUTE group mcan scorcs did chanpe favorably fronm onc testing
timc to another, and CUTE group mean scores were sipnificantly higher
statistically than comparison éxoups in tcrrs of characteristics measured
by the CAIL.

The Scrantic I'ifferential

The Semantic Differentfinl is a data gathering device vhich is widely
used and has been gencralized in a vide ranpe of rescarch applfcation.
The usual procedure i{s to choosc a scrics of concepts which are relrvant
and represent the subjcet or topic to vhich one uishes to ascribe rcaning.
For cach concept, bi-polar adjcctives arc sclected and constitute scales.
Each scale has scven-step intervels betucen its polar adjectives. The
concept appoars at the top of onc shect of paper with the aéjcctival scaloes

listed below. The format is as follous:

ly boss

Good i : . bad

unfair : fair

»e
-

The ninc corecepts used by lMeBELL include: teacher, princinals,
grading, lecturinp, class discussion, public schools, 1y Tcachinp, md

volunteers. These concepts arc formated as described below fellasing
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the suggestions of Kerling.ll

Por each of the conccpts there are 12 seven-step scales. The 12
scales yicld threc scores which are called the evaluative, potency, and
activity. Every third scale is sclccted for onc of the derived scores;
thus, four scales contribute to cach of the scores.

Scales arc scored by attaching the values of 1-7 to cach of the steps,
with 7 assigned to the positive end of the scale. Dircctions of the scales
arc raversed on every other ftem in ordor to avoid sct responser.,

To interprct tha scores, the dictionary definitinn ia ascribed to
cach of the thrce derived acores. Then wsing the magnitude of the ftorve,
one could estimate rclative deprces of meaning that the respondencs attach
to various concepts. TFor oxaple, an E score of 28 would indicate that the
respondent scvs the concept as having a high value; whercas an A scora
of 4 would be interpreted to mean the respondent secs the concept as being
inactive. Score {ntcrprctations aro relative to other scores on the con-
cepts and to scores of other respondents.

Sumary of statistical findings. (fcc p. 43 to p. 51 for tebles.) The

contont of this anolysfe 1s hascd on tho evaluation subscale mean seores
for the nine topics. Tho study was made for CUTE groups 3, &4, Oklahoma
City 1, and Hichita 1. Tho data from theso groups yfclded 36 patterns fron
vhich four general trends wore identiffcd. The evaluation mcan scores for
the nine topics were plotted and analyzed by inspection to discover the

pattem for the groups amonp the threc data collecting times, ‘Tho analysis

1lpred N, Korlinger, Poundations of Bchavioral Lesearch, (Nov York: Holt,
Rinchart and Winston, 1966), p. 571,
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included references to the values placcd on the nine topics by the CUTE
studeits, especially topics with the hipghest valuc and the one with the
lowvest value, as indicated by the mean scores.,

An analysis of the date identificd four trends within the 36 patterns.

The major trend tended downuward from T, to T, upward from T

i 2 to T3. and

2
was found in 2¢ of the 36 patterms.

An examination of the T3 mean acoras indicated that the Comparison
groups attached 1l¢ss value to the topics, in general, than the CUIL stu-
dents. Based on the pattcens of the mean svores for all three teating
times, the CUTE students considercd cluss discussicn and grading to have

tho highest und lowest value, respectively.

Student Logs

CUTE students in Kansas City were asked to maintain a daily log.
(In Wichita, UTE students rcported their responscs to the propran once
a week on preprinted forrs called reaction reports.) The purpose of the
logs was to provide an opportunity for the students to record emoticnal
fecelings resulting from dafly expericnces in the CUIE propron.

The lopgs also provided a vay of collectinp fnformation on the
following topics:

1. Peelingy and opinions aboul. the curriculum ari teaching staff

of CUTE,
2. feclings and opinions about felles-students,
3. feclinps and corments about their trips fnto the {oncr city,

4, feelings obout visits to the board of cducation,

5. feclings about visits with cducational leaders,
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€. feelings and comments ahout visits to orpanizations geared to

help inner-city residents,

7. feelings and anxieties before and during the student teaching

experience,

8. feelings of fatigue,

9. occasions of success and failure,

10. occurrence of personal problems not directly related to CUIE,
11. suggestions: for fwproving the CUTF training program,

2. signs of maturation, and

13. personal [eelings at the conclusion of the progranm.

Even though the logs were to be maintained daiiy, students were not
penalized for not doing so. Almost ecveryone did comply with this expec-
tation, hwrever.

The logs were not collected until the seminars, and practice teaching
periods had b.en completed, and the collepe credits recorded.

lethod for organizinpg data from student lops

1. Al) the logs were read in order to establish a 'feel” for the
data.

2. The data from each log were cateporieed.

3. The categoties wvere interrelated for summary purposes.

Every effort was made to retain the spirit and litera) meaning of the

students' records.

Conclusion. Some of the more important conclusions concerning the

CUTE 3 group include:

1. Some students wanted to participate in planning the curriculum
rrovided in the CUTE program.
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2, Students began the CUTE program with different expectations,
and accepted or rejeccted the program in different degreces.

3. Some of the students wanted to dvop out of the program, but
the CUTE staff encouraged them to remain in the program.

4, CUTE students were more hopeful about inner-city needs.

5. Negro CUTE students were more out-spoken apainst their own
rece than were white students; but they vere, at the samre time,
definitely more aware of what was going on in Nepro areas
than were vhite students.

6, Negro students vere less willing to be placed in predominantly
Megro schools,

7. Some Negro cooperating teachers seered intolerant of Hepio
pupiis.

8. Most students who experienced nepative feclinps early in
trainfup exhibited opposite views as they acquired more training.

Some of the more important conclusions concerning CUIL 4 include:
1, Since many students entered the propram with uncertainties
about the future semester, they expressed different desires

and expectations,

2. Sore CUTE students expressed cimilar fecelinps about sccicty and
lav and order as cormonly expressed by rany young pcople today.

3. There was evidence that cooperating teachers nceded more infor-
mation about the CUTE prograr, and that they should be mrore
carefully selected.

4. There was @2 need for more student participation in prodlerm
solving durinp seminars.

5. There was a need to help dissenters.

6. There was a necd for rore specific exnression of feelinps by
the students.

7. There was a nced for the CUTL staff to exnress their feelinps.,

The major simflarities betwcen CUTE 3 and CUTE 4 include:

1. lost students werc puzzled at the bepirnine of the program.
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5.

Soma

4,

Micro~teaching gained popularity as students becare proficient
uvith the teaching techniques.

Both groups were disturbed by dissenters and ovexly talkative
members.

CUTE 4 students recovded similar siens of teacher maturity; but
CUTE 3 students rccorded morc of these sipns.

Students from both groups reported similar tecachinp experiences.

of the important diffcrences betucen CUIE 3 and CUTE 4 include:
tfany of the visits and guest spcakers uvere differert.

CUTE 4 students secmed to pay less attentfon to charactcristics
of inner-city pupils,

The CUTE 4 proun renorted many influences cxternal to the proup.

CUIL 4 students suvered to be less excited about their class~
room experiences.

The similaritics and diffcrences betucen the CUTE students in

Kansas City and Wichita were thc results of analysis of Kansas City lops

and the tfichita student rcaction rcports. FPeaction renorts were uritten

on preprinted forms and weakly submittcd to the CUTL staff. (Lops were

submitted at the conclusion of the propran.)

dimilarities betwycen Kansas City CUTE 3 and CUIE 4, and CUTE 1 of

Wichita include:

1.

2,

3.

During the ivitial stapes of thc nropram, thcere wvas a lack of
confidence vhich causcd many students to fecl uncasy and un~
willing ¢o particinate in the seminar discussfons, vhile
others dominated the discussion pcriods.

lany students welcomed the opportunity to tall: wilh pcople
in the inner city.

Students of both sites belicved that 1o achicevinpg puplils
should sharc cqusl tcachcr-time with normal achicevinpy pupils.



4. lMany atudents obscrved that poverty does not restrict itsclf
to color or racc.

5. Most students werc apprehensive of student tcaching beforc
they cntercd the classroom.

Propgram Nccommendations

The following rccommendations verc based on the analysis of the
data. It was hoped that some of thesc recormendations would nrove helnful
in future program planning and rovisfon of the CUIT curriculun. \hercas,
a long list of recomwendations may be vicwed an an cxercisc {n proprar

dircction, thc intent here vas to present some possibilities for proprar

improvement.

1, An inter-staff idca cxchianpe session ripht provide additional
tcchniques, beneficial to all staff proups. Ultirately, there
mipht develop a bLetter description of the curriculum, providing
the means for improverent of the cvaluation rcports, and
cventually rorc specific recommendations for the proprat.

2, Students require tirc to adjust to fcllow-students, CUTE staff,
and the experionces provided for ther. In order to casc the
uncertaintics and oxpedite the group activitics, it i{s rccom
mended that some kind of interpcersonal skills or proun dynaric
skills be utilized,

3. Studcents' expressions in the logs indicated that sorc of their
concerns were not beinp recsolved adequately. The concerns
included: feelinps toward fcllow-students, fcelinpgs about trins
fnto the inner city, feclinpa about staff visits to classrooms,
and fcclings about claassroom cxperficences. Perhars, 1f students
arc kapt better {nformed as to objuctives of nrograr activities,
it will heln students be more receptive to these activitics,

&, CUTE students €clt they nccded rore opnortunitics to discuss
the problerms of the fnner city and tecaching in fnner-city schools.

S. A review of the student lops indtcated that the students nccded
occaafonal {ndividual confcrences. CUIL students wished to
discuss: misunderstandinps fn scrinar scssions, feclings about
classroom obscrvations, and fcclinps about classroor policics
which were consistent uith CUIE traininp idcas.
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6. It is recommendcd thav CUTE studunt; be provided with alter-
netive expuxiences so that they vill not dunlicate courscs
thcey have had. An alternative, yot pertinent subject, should
be coopcratively assipned.

7. Perhaps, if students verc given hypothetical prohlers to
solve similar to the TSPT, it would improve those test scores
as well as pivc sirulated practice in dealinp with anticipatcd
problems during student tecachinp cexperiences.

8. During the ricro-tuaching sessions, it rieht be apnropriate to
include more practice for skills which arc rccorded via the
1A and vhich arc uscd as critcria for proprar objcctives. In
gencral, thesc are not appcarine in the data as often nor in
the hoped for deprce. Scrious consideration should bLe piven to
the relationship Letween the skills ineluded in ricro-tcaching
and thc objcctives of the propram.

9. The tendency of mean test scores to be statistically significant
from T) to T, and from T; to Ty, but not fror T2 to T3, ripht
rceflcct the impact of full--tirc student teaching during the last
cipht weeks of the propran. Perhans, morc sunnort should be
provided during the last eipht vecks of the nroprar or some in-
structional chanpe duringe the first cipht vecks so that studcnts
do not cxperience a ‘lct dotn' durinp student teaching.

10. In ordur to relicve student-tcacher uncertainty about the MelFL
Intcraction Analysis, {t is suppestced that tore tire be allotted
for explaining the IIA skills--cspccially catcporics 1 (Teacher
accepts pupil feclinps), 2 (Teacher praiscs or cncourapes purils),
3 (Teacher accents, clarifics, or uscs nupils), and 41 (Tecacher
ashinp a scrics of nrobinp questfons). Caterory 1, Teacher acecpts
cmotional feelinps of punils, thouph not a spccifically stated
objective scers appronriate to the overall nropran goals, and
should be emphasfzed highly.

11. The mean scotes of tvro topics in the Scrantic Diffcrentfal scoction,
namely, 'Lecturing' and 'l'y Teaching' deserve extra attontion.
These topics were also gencral concerns of the CUTE students as
expressed in their lops. The Sermantic Diffcrential indicates that
Lecturing vas piven little vaiuve by thce CUVTL students, yct is part
of onc of thc micro-tcaching skills. The tonic 1Yy Teaching,
vhich may include discinline, student problers, lesson plans,
and teachinp tcchininues, vras a constant concocrn to the students.
Yct Iy Tcaching ranlkcd fourth in value in the Scrantic NMffercntial
scction.

12. Involverment of the cooncrating tcachcr, cspecially {n their

capacity as mastcr tcachcre, could reinferec the nroprar cffort
an” cnhance the sucecess of the student tcachors.
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13.

14,

15.

The CUTE students complained about havinaz to attend scminar
scssions late in the afternoon. They statcd that they were
too tired to benefit from classcs at this late hour, and many
times they did not report for the classes. It 18 rccommended
that classes be held carlicr.

Many of the students wvho complaincd about the CUTL testiny
program stated that taking tests all day may be very tiring.
The testing time for cvaluation purposcs is approximatcly two
hours. In order to avoid nepative fecclinps about thie tests,
perhaps, other testing activitics, not rclatcd to the evalu-
ation, could be schcduled for other days.

In gencral, students come from metropolitan arcas and arc
well acquainted «ith city life. It is supgested progran
dircetors take that into consideration and adjust cducational
experiences accordingly.,
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T/BLE 3

MeREL, INTERACTION ANALYSIS
Time l-Data Collcction

Percentage of Teachcr and Student Talk, and Columns 3, 7
Repular and Pevisced I/D Ratios
Number of Students and Total Frequency of Obscrvations

Tecacher Student Col. Col. PRer., Revised  Preaucncy of

N Talk Talk 3 7 ___I/p__ . 1/p____Obscrvations
CUTE 1 - - — — - - — -
COMPARISON -~ - - —_— — e - -
CUTE I1 18 55.9 33.1 .58 L7041 48 15,175
COMPARISON -~ _— — _— _— - - -
CUTF III 20 56.9 23.3 3.57 1.92 .39 .32 10,203
OOMPARISON -~ - -- -- -— - - -
CUTC 1V 28 50.7 32.2 3.18 .67 .39 <43 13,595
COMPARISON  ~- - - - — = - -
OKLA.CITY T 30 48.6 29.4 3.69 1.06 .40 W4l 25,156
COMPARISON -~ - - - - - - —
WICHITA 1 27 50.2 27.8 2.45 1.04 .46 .65 11,217
COMPARISON  ~- - - - —_ - - -—
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TABLE 4

McPEL INTEPACTION ANALYSIS
Time 2-Data Collection

Pcrcentage of Teacher and Student Talk, and Columns 3, 7
Pegular and Reviscd 1I/D Ratios
Number of Students and Total Frequency of Obscrvations

-

S —— e e e 4. s S S — o e

Tecacher Student Col. Col., Reg. PRevised TFrequency of

N Talk Talk 3 7 1/D 1/D Obscrvations
CUIE 1 22 59.8 26.5 .31 1.43 .44 +56 48,794
COMPARISON  ~- —— — - -— .- - -
CUIE 11 17 55.9 28.8 74 .66 .38 a7 26,805
COMPARISON - - - - — - - -
CUTE IIX 20 54.5 27.9 5.68 .95 47 46 11,741
COMPARISON  ~~ - — -- -— - - -
CUTE v 28 51.6 34.5 3.77 49 .38 A2 15,994
COMPARISON  ~- - - - - - - -
OKLA.CITY I 30 43.9 36.1 3.09 2.31 .46 .30 26,815
COMPARISON  ~- - - — -— - — ——
WICHITA I 27 59.3 25.8 2.88 1.25 .49 .69 10,510
COMPARISON 24 53.9 29.4 2,54 1,96 .42 .55 9,872
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TABLE 5

MeREL INTERACTION AMALYSIS
Time 3-Data Collection

Percentage of Tecacher and Student Talk, and Columns 3, 7
Regular and TPevised I/D Ratios
Number of Students and Total Frcquency of Obscrvations

CUTE 1

COMPARISON

CUIE I1I

COMPARISON

CUTE III

COMPARISON

CUTE 1V

COMPARISON

OKLA.CITY I

COMPARISON

WICHITA I

COVFPARISON

Teachcr Student Col. Col. Dep. Pevised Trequency of

N Talk Talk 3 7 1/D 1/D Obscrvations
22 55.9 29.4 .68  1.58 .40 49 48, 864
18  52.0 33.3 .98 .68 .43 .52 29,751
22 54.4 28.7 1.03 2.10 .34 .28 30,412
20 47.1 28.1 2.75 1.19 .36 A 23,772
13 55.5 28.1 3.79 1.29 .31 .34 6,763
28  45.2 39.3  2.08 .59 .40 .33 18,120

6  49.7 32.9  3.67 .33 .38 .33 3,648
28  37.2 37.9  2.22 2.18 .42 .26 25,450
27  48.8 32.8  3.25 1,27 .47 .69 11,064
26 47.8 32.8 1.94 2.18 .45 .59 10,202
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TABLE 6

McREL INTEPACTION ANALYSIS
Time 1 - Data Collcction

Percentape of Matrix of Columns 2 and 41,
and Percentape in cells 4-8, 41-9, and 9-9
Number of Students and Total Frequency of Obscrvations

Col. Col. Cell Cell Cell TFrequency of
N 2 41 4-8 419 9-9 Obscrvation
CUTE 1 - - - - —— - -
COYPARISON - - - —— - - -
CUTE 2 18 .54 -- 6.71 - 1.02 15,175
COMPARYSON - -- - - - - ~—
CUIE 3 20 2,75 .35 7.05 .08 2.65 10,203
COMPARISON - - - - - - -
CUTE 4 28 1.56 17 6.75 .00 4,35 13,595
COMPARISON - - - - - - -
OKLA.CITY 1 30 1.01 .00 6.01 .00 5.96 25,156
COMPARISON - - - - - - —
WICHITA 1 27  6.29 .04 6.86 .02 6.27 11,217
COMPARISON —_— -~ - — I - -
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TABLE 7

HcREL INTERACTION ANALYSIS
Time 2 ~ Data Collection

Percentape of Matrix of Columns 2 and 41,
and Pcrecentape in cells 4-8, 41-9, and 9-9
Number of Students and Total Frequency of Obscrvations

Col. Col. Cecll Cell Ccll Frcquency of
N 2 41 4-8 41-9 9-9 Obscrvation
CJIE 1 22 3.3 - .19 - .59 48,794
COMPARISON - - - - - -— -
CUTE 2 17 1.47 - .80 - . 19 26,805
COMPARILSON - - - - - - -
CUTE 3 20 3.92 .16 6.63 .04 4,48 11,741
COMPARISO -— - ~— - - -- -~
CUIE 4 28  2.02 .20 5.92 .01 2.63 15,994
COMPARISON - - -— - -~ ~- -
OKLA,CITY 1 30 1.04 .15 5.80 .09 9.00 26,815
COMPARISON -~ ~- - - ~-- - -
WICHITA 1 27  7.06 .02 9.08 .00 3.16 10,510
COMPARI SON 24 5,12 .00 7.80 .00 2.01 9,872
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TABLE 8

McREL INTERACTION ANALYS1S
Time 3 ~ Data Collection

Percentage of Matrix of Colurns 2 and 41,
and Percentape in cclls 4-8, 41-9, and 9-9
Number of Students and Total Frequency of Obscrvations

Col. Col. Cell Cell Cell Frequency of
N 2 41 4-8 41-9 9-9 Obscrvations
CUTE 1 22 3.50 - 48 - .60 48,864
COMPARISON -— - -— — -— —_— —
CUTE 2 18 1.32 - .85 - .78 29,751
COMPARISON 22 1.13 - .70 - .52 30,412
CUTE 3 20  3.00 .00 6.58 .00 4.11 23,722
COMPARISON 13 2,09 .06 5.19 C1 3.02 6,763
CUTE 4 28 2.01 14 6.97 .00 8.05 18,120
COMPARISON 6 2.19 .00 5.51 .00 .60 3,648
OKLA.CITY 1 28 .97 .53 5.62 .10 5.39 25,450
COMPARLSON -— — — — — — —
WICHITA 1 27 4.99 .00 8.74 .00 5.45 11,064
COMPARISON 26 5.73 .01 7.47 .00 5.24 10,202
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TABLE ¢

D~SCALE

Means, Standard-deviations, and Numbers of Student
Teachers for cach serester and cach testing

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

n__ X SD N_ ¥ ___sb__ N X Sh
CUTE 1 22 144.82 18,61 22 143,59 18.00 22 145.09 21.77
COMPARISON - - — —- - -— - —- -
CUTE 2 18 129.33 23.85 18 129.22 25.96 18 119.08 28.43
COMPARISON 18 133.56 18.41 -~ - - 32 137.25 23.87
CUTE 3 22 141.50 21.94 20 146.50 27.35 19 145.42 23.75
COMPARISON - . - 8 144.13 21.61 22 150.55 22.29
CUTE 4 29 148,76 19.83 28 151.04 21.52 28 153.93 25.07
COMPARL SON - - - -- - - 25 146.60 20.68&
OKLA.CITY 1 30 154.33 26.70 30 152.30 26.68 30 161.00 2¢.78
COMPARLSON - - -~ 27 151.11 21.13 21 147,10 24.94
WICHITA 1 27 148.26 21.60 27 157.37 20.58 27 154.41 23,31
OOMPARISON - - - 26 152.31 22.97 23 149.39 21.02
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TABLE 10

TEACHING SITUATION REACTION TEST

Mcans, Standard-deviations, and lumbers of Student
Teachers for each scrmester and cach testing

—— P e O e B b e R

Time 1 Time 2 Tire 3

M % SD M X 3 N b sn
CUTE 1 22 505.09 50.8%° 22 523,27 40.93 22 497.45 29.37
COMPARISON - - - —— — -— — — —
CUTE 2 18 516.06 42.55 18 523.83 53.08 18 543.78 41.16
COMPARISON 16 520,94 46,02 -- - - 35 395.26 28.03
CUIE 3 22 493,64 40.24 20 507.60 28.68 19 492.53 37.33
COMPARISON - —— ~— 8 523.63 3G.74 22 495,36 45.36
CUTE 4 29, 507.83 43.27 28 514.50 43.33 28 524,79 44.83
COMPARI SON -- - — —- - - 25 513.84 39.74
OKLA.CITY 1 30 523.33 27.21 30 538.27 38.34 30 526.07 42.52
COMPARISON - -—- — 27 516.44 43.19 21 513.19 49.01
WICHITA 1 27 510,15 45.95 27 514.30 42.47 27 508,00 40.13
OOMPARISON - - - 26 512.85 42.93 23 500.61 44.47
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TABLE 11

MINNESOTA TEACHER ATTITUDE INVEKTORY

Means, Standard-deviations, and Numbers of Student
Teachers for cach scmester and cach testing

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

N__ X SD N X ) N__ X _SD_
CUTE 1 -— - - -— - - _— e -
COMPARISON ~ -= = - — - - — e -
CUTE 2 - - - 17 165.06 19.11 18 174,72 22.00
COMPARISON 17 149.59 20,33 -- - - 35 139.91 27.14
CUIE 3 22 133.59 32.41 20 149.15 24.90 19 152..2 19.65
COMPARISON -- - - 8 162.00 14.45 22 131.68 31.19
CUTE 4 29 149.66 29,58 28 155.64 30.67 28 156.07 38.42
mIWI\RISON — b - - hnde - 25 1['1-00 32065
OKLA.CITY @ 30 159,07 25.36 30 161.50 22.26 30 157.23 27.10
COMPARISON -~ - - 27 140.96 33.66 21 136.38 35.03
WICHITA 1 27 151.85 32.06 27 159.70 25.44 27 152.11 32.61
OOMPARLISON -- —-— -— 26 133.35 30.04 23 128.91 35.01
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TABLE 12

PENSACOLA Z-SCALE

Meons, Standard-deviations, and Humbers of Student
Teachers for cach scmester and cach testing

Time 1 Time 2 Tine 3

X SD N X sn N X ___ su.
CUTE 1 - e - — - - _— e ~-
COMPARISON =~ == - _— - -- — - -
CUTE 2 - o -~ - -~ -~ 18 35.39 3.C0
COMPARISON -- - - -~ -- - 34 33.91  3.63
CUIE 3 22 31.55 3.67 20 31.55 2.89 19  32.95 2.¢08
COHPARISON -- - - 8 34,00 2.14 22 33.14 2.9
CUTE 4 29  33.07 3.46 28 33.54 3.93 28 32.29 3.94
COMPARISON - -- - -- -- - 25 33.92 3.34
OKLA.CITY 1 30 32.20 3.54 30 32.30 4.15 30 32.77 2.76
COMPARISON -- -~ -- 27  32.89 3.57 21 32.48 3.96
WICHITA 1 27  31.63 4.56 27  33.00 4.98 27  33.07 4.60
COMPARISON -- -~ - 26 33.65 4.57 23 32,70 4.93

I
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TABLE 13
CULTURAL ATTITUDE INVENTORY SCALE

Topic--K Scorc

Mcans, Standard-deviations, and Numbers of Student
Teachers for cach semester and cach testing

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

N X Sh N X Sh N e Sh
CUTE 1 - - - - - _— - -
COMPARISON - - - - —_— - — - -
CUTE 2 - - - 17  73.53  4.47 18 72.94 5.88
OOMPARISON 17 72.06 5.08 - - - 36 72.00 5.38
CUL/E 3 22 69.50 3.61 20 77.75  4.45 19 78.79 5.14
COMPARISON _— - - 8 74.50 5.15 22 74.05 5.35
CUTE 4 29  71.66  3.61 28 74.36  3.50 28 74.43 5.8l
COMPARIS ON - - - - - — 25 71.48 6.40
OKLA.CITY 1 30 73.90 4.54 30 77.20  5.42 30 76.67 5.46
COMPARISON - - -~ 26 74.30  5.42 21 75.76  5.73
WICHITA 1 27 72.26 5.27 27 74.59  5.87 27 75.33  5.57
COMPARISON - - - 26 71.85 4.90 23 70.70 6.83
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TABLE 14

CULTURAL ATTITUDE INVENTORY SCALE

Topic-~A Scorc

Means, Standard-deviations, and lumbers of Student

Teachers for cach scmester and cach testing

CUIE 1

COMPARISON

CUTE 2

COMPARISON

CUTE 3

COMPARISON

CUTE 4

COMPARISON

OKLA.CITY 1

COMPARISON

WICHITA 1

COMPARISON

Time 1 Tine 2 Time 3
N X SD N X SD N X sn
- - -~ 17 111.59 11.28 18 116.89 5.23
17 109.47 7.00 _— - - 36 109.42 6.68
22 109.41 5.35 20 114.90 8.21 19 114.58 5.88
- - - 8 111.38 5.15 22 105.50 7.41
29 109.45  8.57 28 113.93  8.24 28 112.61 7.60
- - - - == -- 25 108.00 8.61
30 108.57 5.40 30 111.27 6.35 ° 30 109.87 6.62
- - -- 27 107.15 7.03 21 107.48 6.46
27 108.74  7.17 27 112.78 6.95 27 112.37 17.59
- - - 26 108.15 7.19 23 106.70 10.60
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T4BLE 15
CULTURAL ATTITUDE INVENTORY SCALE

Topic--Total Scorc

leans, Standard-deviations, and Numbers of Student
Tcachers for cach scemester and cach testing

—— —

Time 1 Time 2 Tirc 3

N _X s N ¥ SD N ¥ D
CUTE 1 - - -- -- -- - -- - -
COMPARTSON -~ - -- - - - - - -
CUTE 2 -- - - 17 197.71 10.94 18 203.28 10.17
OOMP/.RISON 17 18%.00 17.82 .- -- -- 36 194.08 9.00
CUTE 3 22 191.36 8.02 20 205.c0 10.08 19 206.16 9.73
COMPARISON -- -~ -- 8 198.88 10.41 22 192,50 9.8l
CUTE 4 29 193.24 11.22 28 201.21 11.39 28 199.75 11.73
COMPARISCH -- -- -- - -- -- 25 191.40 14.006
OKLA.CITY } 30 195.17 9.38 20 201.57 10.58 30 199.23 10.59
COMPARISON -- -- -- 27 1%4.07 11.69 21 195.95 11.04
WICHITA 1 27 193.41 11.45 27 200.11 11.73 27 200.44 12.40
COMPARISON -- -- -- 26 192.46 10.79 23 188.87 16.63
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TABLE 16
SEMANTIC DIFFEPENTIAL

Topic 1l-~Evaluation

leans, Standard-deviations, and llumbers of Student
Teachers for cach scmester and each testing

e —

Timc 1 Time 2 Time 3

N X SD N X 8D N X sb
CUTE 1 22 25.32  2.25 22 23.5)  3.% 22 24,91 2.83
COMFARYSON -- -- - -- -~ -- —- - -~
CUTE 2 18 24.89 2.89 18 22,61 4.13 18 23.11 5.32
COMPARISON 18 23.12 3.41 -- -- -~ 34 24,21  2.07
CUTE 3 22 23,95 3.54 20 21.80 3.93 19 23.74 4.12
COMPARISON -- - - 8 22,38 4,93 22 22,05 4.86
CUTE 4 29 21.48  4.05 28 18.89 4.88 28 18.89 6.94
m'WARISON - - .- halad hatd - 25 21000 3.66
OKLA.CITY 1 30 23.70 4.13 30 22,90 3.49 30 23.07 4.85
COPARISON -- -~ -~ 27 24,00 2.72 21 23.90 2.55
WICHITA 1 27 23.59 331 27 21.93 4.25 27 22.74  5.13
COMPARISON - -~ -- 26 24.73 2.76 23 2391 3.36
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TABLE 17
SEMANTIC DIFFEPENTIAL

Topic II-Evaluation

Heans, Staondard-doviations, and Numbers of Student
Teachers for cach semester and cach testing

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

N X SD N X Sb N X SD
CUTE 1 22 23.64 3.98 22 21.41  3.66 22 23.36  3.65
COMPARISON -- -~ -~ -- -- -- - - -
CUTE 2 18 22,89 4.91 18 17.94 5.62 18 17.50  5.64
COMPARISON 17 21,41 4.42 -- - -- 34 22,18 3.56
CUTE 3 22 22,18 4.17 20 20.05 4.29 19 22,26 4.12
COMPARISON -~ -~ -- 8 21.25 5.01 22 21.14 3,54
CUTE 4 29 20.41 4.87 28 17.82  5.45 28 18.07 7.15
mHPARIsm{ i - - - - - 25 19 . 2" l‘ . 83
OKLA.CITY 1 30 23.00 3.74 30 22.07 4.19 30 22.57 4.73
COMPARISON -- -- -~ 27  22.89 3.8 21 22.10  3.35
WICHITA 1 27  21.04 4.14 27 20.19 4.4 27 21,44 4.40
COMPARISON -- -- -- 26 24,27 3.29 23 22.87 4.34
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TABLE 18
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

Topic IIl--Evaluation

lcans, Standard-deviations, and Numbers of Student
Tcachers for cach serester and cach testing

CUTE 1

OOMPARISON

CUCE 2

COMPARISON

CUTE 3

COMPARISON

CUTE 4

COMPARISON

OKLA.C1TY 1

COMPARISON

WICHITA 1

COMPARISON

Time 1 Time 2 Tine 3
N X SD N X Sh H X Sv
22 23.77 3,02 22 23,36 3.51 22 23,91 3.80
18 22.39 3.48 18 24.89 2.97 12 24,44 3.07
17 22.71 2.97 bt hndad - 3“ 23'21 3-1(‘
22 22.68 2.28 20 22.30 3.37 19 23,79 3.43
- - - 8 23.63 2-00 22 22.23 3.10
29 22,59 2.28 28 23,11  2.417 28 24,54 2.2
- - - - - -- 25 22,48 3.22
30 24.63 2.50 30 24,20 2.77 30 25,23  2.14
-- -- - 27 23,37  3.07 21 23,33 2.52
27 23,63 2.60 27 23.41  2.50 27 24,70 2.45
- -- ~- 26 23.96 2.95 23 22,48 5.1¢
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TABLE 19
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

Toplc IV--Evaluation

Means, Standard-deviations, and Numbers of Student
Teachers for cach scmester and cach testing

Time 1 Time 2 Timo 3 :
N X SD N X SD N X SD
QUTE 1 22 13.68 5.23 22 13.64  4.77 22 15.00 4.33
COMPARISON == - - —_ e -- - - -
cng 2 18 13.67 5.94 18 10.00 5.93 18 10.28  5.69
COMPARISON 17  14.20  4.24 - e - 34 14.29  4.87
CUIE 3 22 14,23 4,22 20 12.45 3.94 19 12.79  6.21
COMPARISON =  =—- — 8 10.75 5.42 22 14.55  5.64
CVIE 4 29 10.38  4.78 28 10.82  6.05 28 11.54 6.71
COMPARISON == == - - - - 25 10.92  4.06
OKLA.CITY 1 %0 13.27 5.07 30 11,37 5.19 30 13.37 537
COMPARISON == = - 21 12.41  4.62 21 12.86 5.69
WICHITA 1 27 11.64 4.93 27 11.37  3.64 27 10.85 4.73
OMPAKISON == == - 26 13.15  5.23 23 15.17 5.7
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TABLE 20
SEMANTIC DIFFEPENTIAL

Topic V--Evaluation

leans, Standard-deviations, and Mumber of Student
Teachers for cach semester and cach testing

Time 1 Tine 2 Time 3

N X SD N X Sh N X sp
CUTE 1 22 18,00 5.30 22 15.80 5.65 22 16.45 4,90
COMPARISON == == - -— - - _— - --
CUTE 2 18 18.72 5.19 18 15.56 4.16 18 15.11  4.98
mMPARISON 17 15 » 88 Su 75 hadd inded - 36 15 -53 6: 10
CVIB 3 22 16.05 4.04 200 16.05 5.12 19 16.79 5.92
COMPARISON -~ -- -~ 8 11.75 4.74 22 15.8  5.32
CUTE 4 29 16.76 5.58 28 1<.21 6.01 28 16.00 5.94
COHPARISON -~ -~ - -- - -- 25 14,04  4.99
OKLA.CITY 1 30 16.17 5.15 0 12,93 4.61 30 13.47  4.97
COMPARIS Ot -- - -~ 27 14.89 5.81 21 15.52  4.41
WICHITA 1 27 15,728 5.1 27 12.59 3.61 27 12,30 5.50
COMPARISON -- -- -~ 26 15.96 5.68 23 16.76 5.4l
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TABLE 21
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

Topic VI--Evaluation

liecans, Standard-deviations, and Nusbers of Student
Teachers for cach semester and cach testing

Time 1 Time 2 Tire 3
N X SD N X SD N X sSb

CUTE 1 22 25.82 1.94 22 25.45 2.60 22 25.32 1.76
COMPARISON - == -— — - - - - -

CUTE 2 18 25.3%9 2.79 18 24,50 2.50 18  24.22 3.26
COMPAKISON 17 25.¢6 2.36 ~- -~ -~ 34 24.38  3.98
CUTE 3 22 24,86 2,55 20 25.30 2.70 19 25.16 2.83
COMPARISON -~ - - 8 26.38 1.60 22 24.36  3.42
CUTE 4 29  25.62 2.06 28 25.07 3.14 28 25.89 2.00
COMPARISON - - - -~ -- - 25 25,06 2.63
OKLA.CITY 1 30 25.53 2.60 3 25.37 wN 30 26,40 1.71
a))ﬂ)ARISON bt hhad bl 27 25.&1 2.31 21 2".67 2.58
HWIQIITA 1 27 25.67 2.39 27 24,93  2.15 27 25.19 2.3
COMPARISON ~-- .- - 26 26.23 2.0) 23 24,91 3.5
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TABLE 22
SEMANTIC DIFFEREKTI/AL

Topic VII-~Evaluation

Means, Standard-devintions, and Number of Student
Teachers for cach scmester end cach testing

Time 1 Tine 2 Tine 3

3 X sh N X SD H X SD
CUTE 1 22 22.32 3.48 22 20.77 4.15 22 22.05 3.67
COMPARISON -~ -- - -- -~ -~ -- -- -
CUTE 2 18 21.11  5.70 18 17.89  5.73 18 18.33 6.50
COMPARISON 17 23.12 13.82 - -~ -~ 34 22,41 4.2t
CUTE 3 22 22,45 3.62 20 18.10 6.02 19 21.53 ¢t.,22
COMPARISON -- -- -- 8 19.25 6.88 22 19.73  5.17
CUTE 4 29 19.17 6.0l 28  15.25 7.18 28 14.82 7.32
COMPARISON -- -- -~ -- -- -~ 25 20.48 4.84
OKLA.C1TY 1 30 22.87 3.80 30 20.77 4.96 30 21.87 5.92
COMPARISON -- -- -- 27 22.046  4.96 21 21,95 4.7}
HWICHITA 1 27 21.85 3.69 27 21.67 3.14 27 21.67  4.42
COMPARISON -~ -- -~ 26 22.96 13.80 23 22.17 4.97
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TABLE 23
SEMANTIC DITFLREKTIAL

Topic VIII--Evaluation

ll‘cans, Standard-deviations, and Number of Student
Teachers for cach secmester and cach testing

—_— —— ——anee

Time 1 Tine 2 Tine 3

t! X SD h X Sb X SD_
CUTE 1 22 24.18 .16 22 23.91 2.04 22 24.09 3.40
COMPARISOH -- ~- -~ - -- -- -- -~ --
CUTE 2 18 23.56 3.60 18 22.89 3.50 18 24,22  3.42
COMPARISON 17 22,41 3.18 -- -- ~- 3 22.12  3.62
CUTE 3 22 23.55 3.29 20 22.3 3.56 19 24,11 3.38
COMPARISON -~ -- -- 8 22,13 4.58 22 22.55 2.69
CUTE 4 29 22.72  3.25 28 20.89 4.37 20 21.82 4,75
COMPARISON - -- ~- -- -- -~ 25 22.68 2.64
OKLA.CITY 1 30 24.20 3.08 30 23.67 2.80 30 25.20 2.33
COMPARISCN -- -- -- 27  23.26 3.08 21 23.19 2.48
WIMITA 1 27 22.67  3.40 27 21,74 4,13 27 23.81 3.3
CO1PARISON -- -- -- 26 23,38  2.82 2} 2:.39 3.8¢%




T/BLE 24
SEMANTIC PIFFEPENTIAL

Topic IX--Evaluation

Heans, Standard-deviations, and Numbers of Student
Teachers for cach serecter and cach testing

— ——

Tine 1 Tiue 2 Tine 3

X SD N__ X SD N__ X $D
CUTE 1 22 0.0 0.0 22 0.0 0.0 22 0.0 0.0
COMPARISON -- -- -~ - -- -~ ~- -- --
CUTE 2 18 0.0 0.0 18 23.89 3.64 18 23.00 4,41
OOMPARISON 17 23.29 3.57 -- -- -~ % 21.79  5.05
CUTE 3 22 23.82  3.43 20 22.45 441 19 24,32 3.6l
COMPARISON - -~ -~ 8 22.63 4.27 22 21.95  4.50
CUTE 4 2% 23.45  3.26 28 22.18 3.90 28 23.54 151
COMPARISON -- -~ -- - -~ ~- 25 22.92  3.55
OKLA.CITY 1 30 24.17 3.76 30 23.87  3.16 30 25.10 2.93
OOl PARIS QU -~ -- ~- 27 23.00  3.55 21 23.62 2.62
WICHITA 1 27 23.63 3.61 27 23.11  3.45 27 24,48 2,46
OOMPARISON - -~ -- 26 23,38 4.81 23 21.43 4.8
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