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data gathering and evaluating its programs in teacher’education. This
report presegts the findings of the third year of the application of
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developfiept; (2) to aid in the process of making long-range plans for
1ng the total program of the university with particular
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development and refinement of the Teacher Evaluation Model. Chapter 1~

presents the procedures followed in the study. Chapter 2 contains a
presentatlon and analysis of data for those individuals who received
their B.S. in 1975 and were in their first 'year of the study.
Infcrmation pertinent to those who received the M.A. in 1975 is
presented in Chapter 3, and comparisons of data obtained in the
current year of the study with data obtained in past years is
presented in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 summarizes the total, evaluative
study conducted during the 1975-76 school year, drawvs conclusions
based on the findings of the study, ahd makes recommendations
relative to the findings. A short summary of plans for the
ccntinvation of the study is discussed in chapter 6. Pifty-three
tables of data are included, and a list of related regrorts .is given
in the appendix. (SK)
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" PREFACE

#

In recent vears, increasing attention has been givén to the evaluation of
the graduatesEzf the teacher education programs of Tennessee Technological
University. llowup studies of all graduates have been conducted on a regular
basis and special studies have been performed to provide input, for ‘the overall

"operation of the programs of the University. 1In order to improve,the evaluation
component of the teacherAeducagipﬁ'hrogram of the University, an intensive
study was initiated in the Fall of 1973 of the graduates. This study.was
continued through 1975-76 utilizing a modified model that was previously
developed for evaluating graduates of teacher education progfams. Summaries
of the results of the first two years rof the application of the model are
contained in Reports 74-4 and 75-4 available from the Office of the Associate
Dean of the Gollege of Education. . ’
[} . .

" The purpose of this present report is to present the findings of the third
year of the application of the Tennessee Technolog1cal Uni'versity Teq\her
Evaluation Yodel. In turn, thls report will be utilized in providing 1qputs
into the total system of teacher education at thé University. This report /
by no means complete; however, it will serve to inform the reader of the b sic
procedures used and the preliminary findings of the third year of the study and
also of comparisons that have been made across the three years of the project.
It is anticipated that in the near future additional data analyses will be
made, that may aid in prov1ding additional understandings of the ‘total evaluatlve
project.

In order to conserve paper only essential informat;%; has been included
s in this report. If the readef desires additional inforMation or analyses of
data in other ways, it is suggested that he contact thé author of this report.
AIBo it should be pointed out that the Office of the Associate Dean has been
invplved in a number of separate studies during the past six years that are
djirectly related to teacher evaluatjon. A complete lis{ing of these reports
s contained in the Appendix of thi% document, and cop?ﬁg'ﬁ?\abstracts of the
eports are available from the Assdciate Dean's Office.

The author of thlq report is indebted to the efforts of several ndlvlduals
that have been ehtensively involved in working with the project. [Thege
individuals include:' Miss Janis M. Search, Graduate Assistant; Mrs./Gaile D.
‘Cannella, Graduate Assistant; Mrs. Rena U. Nunally, Graduate Assistgnt; Mr. ﬁlvin
G. Massey, Craduate Assistant; Mrs. Myra Richardson, Clerk—Typlst Mrs. Barbara
H. Simms, Secretary; Mrs. Linda Carroll Secretary; Dr. John Thomas, Assotiate
Profesgor of Educational Psychology and Counselor Education; and Mr. James T.
Browning, User Liaison/Statistician, D. W. Mattson Computer Center. In addltlon,
thanks are extended to all principals, teachers, superintendents, and.other
school personnel that proved technical assistange, data, and allowed the project
staff to work with them in various ways. - -

» N . ‘Jerry B. Ayers
: . ) Associate Dean, College of Education
June, 1976
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\\efindlngs of the study and Chapter VI,outlines tenta;%
1

—

~competencies of the teacher edugation program. It should be npted that there

CHAPTER I ' ,
INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURES

Beginning in 1970, with the creation of the Office of 'the Administrative
sistant for Special Services and contihued by the Office of the-Assistant
o the Dean, a series of separate studies was begun relateslto the evaluation
f students enrolled in and graduates of the teacher‘eduéa‘{on programs of
nnessee Technological University, The resecarch has been systematic and
dexigned to meet Standards z’i!znd G-5.1 established by the National Courmcil—
P

ccreditation of Teacher@ducation, as #ell as to answer such questions

- -as course effectiveness, th per sequence of courses, factors related to
achitve ent, success of the gradyates after entering the teaching profession,
better“methods of instruction, d the degree of achiévement of the stated

are companion studies designed tlo evaluate the programs to prepare school
service personnel at the M.A, an{ Ed.S. levels.

The works of Sandefur and Adams (1, 2, 3) have led to the development of
a model (Tennessee Technological|University Teacher Evaluation Model) for the
evaluation of graduates ef the pfograms of the University that are designed to
prepare teachers at tﬁé/zachelor s, master's and speclallst s levels. During
1973-74 the Evaluation Model wa$ implemented and continued during 1974-75 with
funds available from the budget of the College of Education. The results of
the application of the mlodel were summanized in Reports 74-4 and 75-4 prepared‘
by the Office of the*A551stant to the Dean, (4, 5).

The third year of the application of the Evaluation Model ﬁas initiated
in the fall of 1975. The remainder of this chapter descrlbes the purposes of
the third year of the operation of the Model and linitations of and the proce-
" dures used in conducting the major phases of the study. ,Chapters II through
IV contain pregentations and interpretations of the da ﬁ/ln the study. " Chapter
Viconsists of a summnary and the conclu51ons and recowzéndatlons hased on the

e .plans for continuation

of‘the study during the fourth year-ofeoperation, e Appendix contains a |
summary listing of all evaluative Studies that havé been conducted by the -
Administrative Assistant for Spécial Services or the Office of the Assistant .
"to'the Dean for thé past six years. Also included are references to other o
studies of the eacher education programs conducted by ?ther unimg of the |
University. !

.

. |

Puxposes L

+The purposes of the stiudy thge~are reported in this decument inclhde the
following: : <

l. To provideé;p£6§;etion for faculty and administrators concerned ) ~
with ezggh r education programs.at Teriessce Technological )
University in making dec1sions pertinent  to currlculum evalua- .

v t and development \




2.

3.

Specific ochctlvea to be accompllshed as a part of this study were
as follows: o

- 1.

’

To aid in the process of making long-range plans fol/lmpxov1ng
”/hg total program of the Univers ﬁ}y with parthularﬂemphaSIS'on‘“‘%*‘\+\*‘\_h

the teacher education programs. ¢
. 7
w - '/
To continue the development and refinement of the Tonneseee chh— ’

nological University Teacher Evaluation Model,

<

€

& ~

To continue studyirg in a longitudinal manner those subje ,
were a part of the 19.2+74 and 19.74<75 application of tHe Model,
Y ad ‘ - - -

. -
/ P
< 2, To provide a descriptive profbe of a.sawple of 1975 graduates
of the teacher education programs Of Tennessgpfﬂechn01oglcal
Unlver51ty. . : P
. 3. To determine relationships among selecfed variables that were
) measured as a part of the total stidy.
‘ . : -
4, To provide comparisons b&Tweerl the graduates of the teacher e
: tion programs of Tennessee Technological Universit
who might be considereq/éé effective teachers as
N original literature of teacher education,
5. To provide effective dissemination of relevant /research data tp
the faculty and administration of the Universjyty associated with
the teacher education programs.
L
6. To provide information *and suggestions for curritulum evaluation ;
and deveiopmcnt based on empirical resehrch data, : - .
-. P ;“
7. To continue to evaluate the procedures employed in the study and/
to make long-range plans for modifications and refinement of the .,
‘éas‘cEvaluationbmdel. [ R . N ' ;o
himitations ‘ : ! -

. The general limitations for thls study are as "follows and are rimaridy
concerned with sampllng techniques: '

1.

+
o

a bachelor's or master's level pnogram at Tennessee Jeq
Univer31ty designed to prepare them as teachers or th

radius of Cookeville, Tennessee, (Approximately /0 percent of ')E
all graduates of the teacher education programs/of the University, '
that are teaching; eside within the specified/geographical . g
1imfts of, the study.) :




%, The principals and superintendents under whom the subjects worked
) agreed thiat the graduates could participate in the study.

5. The sample size-of 1973 and 1974 graduates was reduced by ébout
one-third due to attrition from tlWe teaching professiop/tr moving
-out of the geographical limits of[the study. Therefore, the
findings of the study may be limited an their applicability to
- the population of graduates from the University and also other

institutions, .

Limitations 1 ffTqugh 4 above were imposed in order fo make the study
more fedsible .regarding the followup of the subJectst/ Voluntary participation
was deemed necessary 'due to the extensive collectl/n of data and due to the
.cooperation required from the subjects for classroom observations and comple-
tion of forms. Also, the limitation of 'a 100-mile radius of Cookeville,
Tennﬁssee, was necessary because of the limited travel funds available and
the time available for the research assistants to visit in the classrooms
of the part1c1pat1ng subjects.

o
P . *
*

S~ . Procedures

g ; -
.~ The purpose of this section is to provide the reader with a brief descrip-
tion of the procedures employed in-collecting the data utilized in this study.
lis section is concerned specifically with selection of subjects, implementa~
tion of the study, training of staff, and methdds of data collection and
analyseg., Figure 1 shows a PERT chart of the major activities of the project
from Aygust 1, 1975 through May 31, 1976. In order to conserve space, the
reader is referred to Chapter 2 of Reports 74>4 and 75-4 (4, 5) for a move
.complete description of such Loplcs as 1nstr4;zotatlon and trainlng of
observers.o ° '
Selection of Subjects

\
©

d Three groups of subjects participated in the 1975-76 phase of the project.
The first group of individuals (1971, 1972, and>1973 graduates) were partici-
pating in the project for the third year, while the second group was partici-
pating for the second year, The third group consisted of those individuals
that received gither the B.S, or M.A, in 1975, Table 1 shows a' summary of
the, number of indiv1dua1s, by year of graduatlon, partic1pat1ng in edth phase
of the study. .

’
. -

." “‘M ‘ N
\\\\\\\\\ Table -2 shdgs\a summary of the reasons and numbers of individuals

ing to participate in the 1975-76 phase of the study. This
shows the data by or1ginal date of graduation from the University.
n;b 4-75 and 1975-76, 11 fndividuals (12 9 percent) left the teaching

_professi S. Individuals (5 9 percent) were teaching out of the geographical

limits of t ugy, and 15 individuals (17.6 percent) asked to withdraw from
1d not be located. The overall attrition between the two
year® was 31 in b percent. This figure is comparable with
the attrition be} the firét and second year of the study (5) s

>
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, . Table 1 o
/_\/ ’ ’
Number of Subjects by Year of Graduation Partigipating
\ in Each Phase of Study AT
3
r —
. ’ k) ‘
_Phase of Study 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975  Total
\ Y
Y < I
1973-74 Y o0/6% 0/12 0/19 4/18 facet —— 4/49
- * . . E sg‘ i . .
{;74—75 ®% 0/8 0/14 4/10 116733 -~ . 20/65
1975-76 o 0/6 0/11) 0/8 ¢ :8/18 12/32  20/76
B : é 4 ! - N
% No, M.A./No. B.S. i S B .
** Dropped from Study by original design. L . )
b . ~ Y
) Table .2 |
Reasons and Number of Individuals Dropping Out of Study From 1974-75 .
' +t0-1975-76 (By Year of Graduatién From University) ) .
Reason 1971 1972 1973 1974 Total
» . - T R '
Left Teaching Profession . - 1 0’2 | 8 . 11 A
. R - g , . ‘ *\\\:‘ w'g‘:.;'.ag‘. . at s
Teaching.Out of Geogyaphical Region of . T e o
- Study ’ K ) . 0 1 2 2 5
- . N v )
Teaching In Region But Declined ip : e
Participate in Study N 0 0 2 6 * 8 [
' . -~ “ b4 . ’ T (;\ *.‘#;
No Reason Given R ) ] 0 0 4 4 ¥
. .3 . . " )
* Unable to Locate (No Response to Question-
naires,’ Phone Calls, or No Forwarding ol 1 0 1 <?
Address at Post .0ffice) N\ . '
23 - \ A
o , \_ N
Total . ‘ 2 . .2 6 21 31
Py [y . . ’ -

.
< - -
Y

As a-part 8t the routine followup activitiés of the 0ffice of the Assistant
to the Dean, all 1975 graduates of the teacher education programs were contacted
in the late ‘fall, of 1975 (364 B.S. graduates and 19I\M.A, graduates). As a
result of this initial survey (6), all graduates who Were teaching within the
defined ééographical limits of the project were contacted by mail and/or ‘
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telephone and asked to participate in this study., A tota% of 32 B.S.sand

12 M.A. level graduated volunteered to participate. . : . - \\\\‘

‘Figure 2 shows a map of a selected pbrtion of Tehnesiee. The numerals
within each county imdicate the number of individuals who have previously -
partic1pated in the study. The numerals #n circles indicate those individuais
participating in the study for the third year and the non~circled numerals
indidate the number participating for.the second year. Figure 3 shows-
similar information for the 1975 graduates. Table 3 shows a distribution of
the number of individuals by year .of graduation, their prlmary teachlng
assignment and whether they-had completed .a bachelor s or.a master's degree
from the University..

v : . &
Instrumentation ’ . -

- L]

Instrumentation for the 1975-76 study was identical with that used

during 1974-75, The reader is referred to Reports 74-4 and 75 4 for further ’
details (4, 5).« ¥

L I &

Training of Observers e ’

5 7
~ ¢

L] The procedures for thre training of obsexivers are 0utlined in Report

T4=-4 (4). Based ‘g three years- of work, it ¥s felt that /the methods are
appropriate and & ﬁ%tive. T . ‘ .

T«v" ’ / '{ - H
. R ‘ ~ ’ 3

The methods for the collectiqn.of data are detailed in Reports 74-4 and

Collection of Data

75-4 (4, 5). It should be pointed out that only one-half day visit was

~made to each subject. Based on experiences of the 1973-74 and 1974-75

H

studies, it was felt that this was sufficient time to gather the needed data.
In general, thosej,indiwiduals who participated in the first two’ years of the
study were visitef in the f;&l of 1975, while the 1975 graduates were visited
in the winter anf early spring of 1976. (.

" A | i . ‘ ) 1

~—2fialysis of Data ‘

- , ~

The basic methods and procedures were detailed in Reports 74-4 and 75-4
(4, 5). Additional comparisons were ‘made of the data collected during the -
first two years of the study|with data collected as a part of theé third year.

s

- . * ] -
| X ©, )
/ Summary . . )

% In summary this chapter has presented a brief overview of the total
operation of the 1975-76 phase of the. longitudinal study of the graduates
of the teacher education programs of Tennessee Technological University.
Included in this chapter has been a summary statement of the major purposes
of the project, limitations of the study and the major procgdures employed
in conducting the study. It is felt that the information available from this
report and-the companion 1974 and 1975 reports 4ill be useful to those indivi-

. duals attempting to replicate this study. . It should be pointed out that addi-

tional information and speciflcs related to the methodology employed in this

study are available from the Office of.the Assistant to the Dean, Tollege of
Education. . *
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CHAPTER II

PRESEYZATION AND ANALYSIS OF .DATA, 1975 B.S. GRADUATES
. :

-

Chapter II contains a presentation'and analysis of data for those ~
individuals who received the B.S. in 1975 and were in their fi¥st year of the
study. Information pertinent to those who received the M.A. is presented in
Chapter III and comparisons of data obtained in the current year of the study
- with data obtained in past years is presented in Chapter IV. Means, standard
deviations, frequency counts, correlations and appropriate statistical tests
are presented in tabular form for the variables studied. Explanatory information
is included-to fac111tate the reader's understandlgg and usage of the teport.

The data aée presented‘iq nine parts with each corresponding to a maJor
instrument used to gather information. Each section ¢ontains summary statistics
as well as a discussion of the relevant variables that were correlated in the
study. Table 4 shows. an i ercorrelation matrix.of 44 selected variables,
which is applicabldtto the/B.S. graduates. Ngrattempt was made to show a
complete matrix of all vafiables. Only var‘.-les significant at or beyond the
.05 level will be discussed in the remaindgr of thjs report.

An understanding of Chapter I of tifs report is essential for the effective
utilization of the remainder of the r p-'t. Also, Reports 74-4 and 75-4 (1,2) -
should be used as companion guides td obtyin additional information that may be
of interest to the reader (in partigular, dopies of the relevant instruments and
fir$t and second year data). The atteNtionlof the reader is also called to the
Appendix to this report. The Appendix {ontgins a complpete listing of all studies
that have been conducted in the past sixy€ars that may provide additional useful
information, about the evaluation studies that have been conducted by the College
of Education. .

Career Base Line Data .
A T

This section contains a summary .of preliminary career base line data for
the B.S. 1975 subjects in this study Inciuded in this section is information
taken from cach subject's collegg™ ‘franscript and other records available in -
the College of* Education of the University. In’ general, it appeared 'that the
subjects :in this study may have achieved sllghtly abeve the mean for all .
graduates of the College of Dducation‘ -

Table_5 shows -a summary of the teachimg 1eve1 of the 32 B.S. 1eve1 ‘
individuals. It will be noted that a 1arge number were teachrng in the lower
grades. AN — “

", -
£ (RN

The mean number of years of teaching experience (including 1975-76 as one
year) was 1.6 years and the median lyears was 1. 0. Some individuals in the study
had taught prior to completing their dcgree and those individuals that had taught
part of the 1974-75 school year listed their experience as one additional year.

The mean quality point average in the major teachin éﬁ’of the graduates
was 3.20 (SD= 0.42). This value approximated, the mean major €ield quality point

. .
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. average of graduates who had participated in the first tyo years of the study.
The mean @verall undergraduate quality point average of the graduates was 3.10
(SD=.,0.39), which also approximated that' for participants in the first two years
of the study. The major field quallty peint average correl ated 51gn1f1cantly
in an.inverse relatlonship with’ the indirect/direct teaching ratio found with
JEe intefnglon analysis phase of the study. Thus it'appeared that’ students

th hlgher quality point averages in their teachlrg field tended toward the
use of more direct teaching techniques. A significant negatlve relationsl Ip
was noted between the major field quality point average ‘and certain factors
from the Classroom Observation Record. A similar correiatlon pattern was in
evidence with the overall quality point average.

A total of 25 subjects had completed the American College Test prior to
%dm1551on to the University. lMean scores for each of the four sub-tests and
composite score are shown in Table 6. In general the subjects had achieved
scores above the mean for all students enrolled in teacher education programs
and the University. Significant correlations were noted between overall ACT
scores and the overall quality point average achieved by the subjects and the

‘\;‘;i/d ratio from the interaction analysis.

' L

Mean scores and ,standard deéviations achieved by the 32 subjects on the
National Teacher Examinations are shown in Table 7. The results indicated that
the subjects had achfeved at a slightly lower level than individuals in the
first two yecars of the study. Overall the subjects ranked at about the 30th
percentile on the Professional Education Test, about the 40th percentile on the |
Teaching Area Examination and the mean composite score was at’ about the 40th

percentile. .
N

“

An examination of the corredational pattern of scores from the NTE with -
selected variables (Table 4) was somewhat comparable with that from the past
two years of the study, with the exception of scores from the COR and the
téaching area examination. this case the correlations were negative -
whereas in the past there has been a positive relationship. At this time no ,
explanation can be offered. for this apparent shiff in direction. '

3
General Information-Teacher Preparation Inventory

‘

‘All subjects weré asked to complete a rating sheet with regard to certain ,
courses an r areas of emphasis related to their teacher education program.
Data were obtained om all 32 subjects and arc comparable with information from
other studies of larger numbers of gradtates (see Appendix for complete listing
of reports). Tab 3 shows the results of the survey conducted as a part of this
study. This TabYe contains the percentage of subJechratlngs of each area. In

* general the lowést ratings were given to the areas of (1) ability to work with
parents, (2) ill in maintaining discipline, and (3) skill in working with
exceptional ghildren (the DT the dull, and the handicapped). It should
be noted thAt. these areas have been -r weaknesses in other studies

conducted/by the University. Also, these appear {requ in udies that

conducted at other 1nstitut10ns of higher education.

’ ’

e subJects were asked to rate the value of certain core educati/ﬁ
ses on a scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfactory to very unsatlsfactory) Table
9 /shows the results of this phase of the study. The courses receiving the

,
. 7
4




&
’,é,’\-
-

Teaching Level of B.S. Subjec't's (N=

{
Table’?
"

14

h Y
—1 |

‘

Level \ ’ / No. Percent .,
\ S -
> - //
Preschool - (includih . kindergarten) 8 C N 25.0
Grades 1-3 5 187
/
Non-graded-lower grades \ ¢ 1 .1
- /
- /
Gradeg 4-7 11 " 34.4
Non-graded middle schopl - 1 3.
Grades 8-12 4 , 12.5
‘ Special Education 1 3.1

Vi,

Table 6 H

- L4
American College Test Scores for B.S. Graduates (N= 25) ™

“

= P , )
-

Subtest \ . Mean SD. .
\ . v ”* \Y
English 18.8 . 5.2
Mathematics ' \ 16.5 4.9
Social Science . 18.4 5.5
Natural Science 19.2 | 4.5
Composite . 20,6 * 4,2

\ ) Table 7

National Tedcher Examinations Scores for B.S. Graduates (Nagzgﬂu#——} -
’ - s . //’

{

|

/\:J Test

Mean% SD
— v

- 7
Teaching Area Examinations 590.4 * 785.5
Professional Educati?n Test 216.4 49.9
Composite Scores 1161.9 157.2

O

7
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agreement with the results of%e first two years of the study.\ It should be
+ noted that the mean scores on certalil factors are as much as 37 points higherx
than from the second year of the study. )

i

Py P b4

Table 13 shows the results of the admiﬁist;sfion of the SET-II in the
classrooms of the 12 individuals teaching below the fourth grade. ‘Mean sco;;;\
on each of the five factors are similar to ‘the’results reported in 'the second <
year of the study. (se& Report 75-4). ) \

[+ . w Y

e ' L e 2
An examination of the correlatidnal pattern of the SET-I ,with scores from

other factors in &£he study approached those of first year subjects in the first
+ . year of the study (1973-74). No attempt was made to 'study the correlational
pdttern of the SET-IIL. ' . ) \

Interaction Analysis

*o L, .
LT L L4
. A ten categery interaction analysis system was utilized to record observed
, classroom behavior of the subjects. The systen proposed by Amidon and Flanders
(3) was implemented with the aid of three speciallly trained graduate assistants. _
A set of three to four observations was made on each subject. Each set contaired
from three toseight 20 minute periods of observation, . ‘

> " ¢ ard

Table 14 shows a summary of the means and standard deviations of the varjous
ratios for the observations. The data are comparablé with that gatheréd duri
the previOUSQEﬁo years of the study. 3 % AN

“ihe I/D ratio in Table 14 is'above the .50 average for icachers. reported in |
the work of Campbell and Barncs (4). More indirect teaching has been associated
in some studies with higher stwdent achievenent and positive attitude formation.

. The i/d ratio of 3.69 is alsgahigher than the ratio of less than 1% reported
fot the average teacher. The®subjects in this study used more acceptance of
» ' feeling, praising, or encoufaging than average-~teachers. Other ratiog in '
Tablé§14 are similar to the ratios of teacheis reported in other studies. ,
’ .

Table 15 shows a summary of the average percentage of time spent by the
B.S., 1975 graduates at; various grade levels acting in each of the ten interaction
categories., In generaj:Q?é af®unt of direct influence increases from the lower
grades through the upp y;grades'of the secondary school. The amount of time
spent jn lecturc increcased aljmost 75 percent from the lower grades through the

~._upper levels 9f the highﬁgchbbl.

. \Qngﬁiiiions\of Interaction Analysis scores from subjects (see Table 4y
indicated-several minor correlations with scores from the COR similar to the
resluts obtaiged in past studies. A significant negative correlation was noted
between the ST/TT ratio and the Dull-Stimulating factor from the COR. A
- significant negative correlation was noted between the Sil/Tot ratio and the

Harsh-Kindly factor from the COR, and a significant positive correlation of
the Sil/Tot ratio and the Stereotyped-Original factor of the COR was noted.

-

* - |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
7




‘*~._/’\\\\‘ . Table 9

)
— - @ . Percentage Ratings of Selected Courses .
' in'Undergggdqate\Program (N= 32)
’ - . v
> > Loz
item § :? 55? :.% ‘ E .-

a. INTRODUCTION T0 TEABHING . 18.7 6.2 15.6 21.9 15.6 21.9
b. GENERAL PSYCIOLOGY L 6.2 652 9.4 31.2  21.9 25.0
¢. HUMAN GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT 6.2 - 9.4 9.4 31.2 40+ 6 3.1
"d-/EC:jCATIONALPSYCHOLOGY 3.1 6.2 9.4 28.1 28,1+ 21.9
e. SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION 15.6 | _21.9 18,7 ;ﬂhlL,& 6.2 _3.1
f. HISTORY ANO PHILOSOPHY OF EQUCATION 9.4  _21.9 6.2 25.0 31.2 6.2

EVALYATION AND GUID'ANCE' 6.2 _12.3 15.6 31.2 31.2 3.1~
h._ METHOOS COURSES : 0.0 -° _0.0 3.1 40.6 53.1 3.1
1. MICRO TEACHING _ 6:0 6,2 E:} y 28.1 34.4 18.7
J» STUDENT TEACHING < 0.4 3.1 3.1 v fi;g “'65.6 6.2

= . -

\

Principal Evaluations of Subjects

The prlqc;pal of each subject was asked to complete two ;nstruments )
designed to evaluate weaknesses. aﬂﬁ/ tYengths of the individual. The first
instrumgnt consisted of 59 items related,to the teacher education program of
the subjects and has been used for the past six years in the evaluative efforts
"of the Office of the Associate Dean. Table 10 shows thé percentage
ratings for each item. No area was rated significantly low by the principals.’

This is.in contrast to studies cohducted in the past in which several areas
have consistently received 1ldw ratings.

-
. 1

Principals were also asked to complete the Teacher Evaluation by Supervisor
form. This instrument consists of four questions encompassing the following
areas: (a) subject matter competence, (b) relations with students, (c) appro=---
priateness of assignments, and (d) overall effectlveness. Table 11 shbws the
mean ratings for cach of these items for the B.S. level 1975 graduates.

An. examination of the correlational pattern for the four variables with the
other factors studied indicated results similar to those obtained in the past
two years of the study. In general the students and the independent observers
percrived the teachers as alert and attractive (items 11 and 12 from the COR).

-

.
’-~




/ . 17,
) ' Table 10 S .

Percentage Ratings of Selected Items by Principals (N= 28)

1l

‘1_. Abitity 10 wark with parents

L
2
, H
NS : ‘ z 2 2 33 '
‘. £, : : ie : :
Items ™ e § =~ - :3 3 2 " g 5% §
34 >3 7 . 0 £5 §% %
o? ec Eo - &5 H S
ze >5 &5 z? wn EX
Understaading the goals of tho scheet” 0. 0\ 3.6 0.0 3.6 35.7 57.1
Personal appoarance 0.0. 3.6 ) 0.0 . 0.0 17.8 78.6
Enthusism for the loac:hmg profession 00 3 3.6 0.0 7.1 Z1.4 2 67.8
Adsptabitity n tho classroom 3.6 3.6 0.0 7.1. 32.1 ® 53.5,
COODorauo'n and dependabiiity _Q.Q a 3.6 OLO 3 3 6 J.J .8 75 .0
Attitudes toward chitdren . 0.0 3.6 0.0 OoO ' 21.4 o 75.0
Attitudos toward fellow teachors - 0.0 3.6 3.6 0,0 25.0  67.8 )
An:ludes towuard suporvisors “ 0.0 3. 6 3.6 ¢ 0(1-6 28.6 64 .3
Accuracy 1n masntaining offieea) vocbraﬁlnd ¢ ® ,
s1oports ‘ : 3.6 3.6 0.0 - 0.0 32.1 60.7
Understanding und using courses of study and A ' - . ' .
curncutum oudes 10.7: 3. - 0.0 __3‘._6__ 42, Ei_ 39.3
Ma.kmo oﬂgcuvc us8 of communtty resources 7 .1 } 0.0 l/‘ .3 35'7 39 M 3
Mandhing draciplynary problers 0. (Z:I .1 7.1 0.0 42.8  42.8
S:;:'r;o acqua:nlef! vnth the cogrmunity and tts 14, 3.6 3.6 10.7 \z‘2 .8 ) 32.1 "
Keaping abveau_o}\recom protessiona! developmonts 25 . ) 3 o 6 3 . 6 3., 6 32 .1 32. 1
Evolusting buptl progress ’ 0.0 3.6 3.6 7.1 32.1  53.6
Mot vating dupits who seom disinterested 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 32.1 -53.6
Rolauonships with paronts 10' 7 3' 6 0' 0 7' 1 28'6 50. 0
Partictpation in prglassuonal activitios 7. 1 3. 6 0' 0 10. 7 25 .0 . 53. 6
Potential for advancement n tho t;rolosstn (i.O 3. 6 0.'07 10. 7 21. 4 64 .3 .u
Rotationships with fellow teachors 0.0 3.6 0.0 ‘ '7, 1 17.9 71.4
wiih other tnachors wn your someat TN 3.6 1.1 3.6 3.6 21.4  60.7°
Sour povrcutan schoot arvanon 1 4" 0.0 _3.6 7.1, _b.0 250 64.3
. Tuaching parsonalty . .
a. Atrinty to work with chidron 0.0 3.6 0.0 3.6 17.9 75. 0‘ .
b, Xbcluv 10 work with cnlloagues « O-O 3. 6 0.0 7. 1' 17.9 71.4
[\N g ihity to work wn; members of thg commumty 14 2 3 . 3 '6 0 : 0 . 10 ha 7 1 7 > 9‘ 5 3 M 6
‘._m intorn & f1endly G1SCos 11on 0.0 3.6 3.6 3.6 10.7 78.6
- :Z:l".i&”,ﬁwmw Y 1443 0 7.1 7.1 67.8_
ST 143 : .6 0.0 21.4 57.1
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Table 10 (continued) ‘
’ /f . . ’ )
,?/. Gepoia! knowledgo Jnd.unce:s:a;;dmg of ' . ' “ '
[ onbino onysicat scrences 46,4 - 0.0 3.6 0.0 17.9 32.% =
\‘; o b. Yhe b«;)log-c'av sciences : 42,;8 0.0 3.6 3.0 17.9° 32.1 i
" e Amencan culture and mstitions “he. 0.0 3.6 3.6 10.7 35.7
) ‘d. *Art, music, fiterdture, pmioscephy 42 . 8 0. 0 3 . 6 0. 0 2 5 . 0 2 8 . 6
' o Wathomsucs : 42.8 0.0 3.6 0.0 32.1 21.%
"3t Aditity 1o use the English langusge cttactvaly 0.9 3.6 3.6 0.0 17.9 75.0
< 4 Knowlodge and undarataneing of tho subioct tagnt 0.0 3.6 0.0 3.6 28.6 64.3
- 5 Und\,tsm‘n_d:ng of chuldren ard youth . - A
. .1rs1Ght o cavses of bohavror- 0.0 3.6 3.6 10.7  42.8 39.3
L E g oo eien e 19,9 3.6 3.6 :3.6, 35.7 35.7
e Sail in group work ' 0.0 3.6 3.6 7.1 28.6 "57.1
G, Shiil 1 maintaning discip! a2 0.0 1.1 3.6 _1.0. 7 28.6 50.0 i
5. Skill in guidanco of chilares 3.6 7.1 _3.6 3.6 . 28.6 53.6
§ uUndarstanding of the nature of'the leavnm? Brocess ~ ) ) ‘ € - o
a. Sxill in helping students determune ohjectives 14 3 3 . 6 3 . 6 7 . 1 3 2 .‘l 3 9'. 3
. Satl inmotivating siudents 3. 6 7. j -}a'—'é-' 3.6 ©25.0 57.1
. ¢ S¥ill in pumt-teacher planring .. 7.1 3.6 3:6 7.1 '25.0 53,6
d SKAI{H using a varicty of teaching methods 3 . 6 ___Z_.L 3 . 6 I _10 . 7 14 . 3‘ 6 0 .‘7
O rtotuton vt s o T clase 7.1 3.6, _3.6 7.1 25.0 53.6
by consuctworenae sz end - 3.6 3.6 ._7.1 3.6 25.0 59.1
T e R 3.6 3.6 .._3.6 _1.1 25.0 57.1
s i moouats 1.1 3.6 0.0 3.6 32.1 53.6
7. r\mwl'edg') of sources of toaching matensls: . .
h s pucwodmatonats . 7.1 3.6 0.0 10.7 . 25.0 53.6
b. Audio-visfal matenals 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 25.0 60.7 o
c. Commurity resqurces 10.7 3.6 0.0 1.0.7 25.0 50.0
d. Library and hibeary mamnys . ._"3.._6__ __,3__",_&_ 3.6 7 1 25.0 57.1
'2\Y Ah\‘ ty 10 use m:‘\chm) mau.-((uals effactivoly __3_.._6_ . L_L 0.0 7.1 1 4 .3 67.8
Y, Veouwleige and urd x:slondmg«#' . :
¥ &. The purposoas of tho scho:'ﬂ n rolaticn 1o the ‘ ' . .
ovecall purpose of socity __LQ_ _3__._6__ 0 : 0 1 0 7 3 5 + 7 5 0 o 0
b. Tho sueial structute gt the community snd its 5 i ‘
myaning for rducm-cr) | Q A 2 __3 . 6 3 6 7 1 2 5 . 0 5 0. 0] IS
¢. Tho institutions of the community 21.4 __,3,,__6_ 0.0 7. lt 28.6 29.3
¢ The Jifforent valuo-patiers of sociabseconomic * L]
classos 0 10..7 3.6 0.0 7.1 28.6 30.0
6. Tho aconainic 1o of tho condrunity lQ : 2 3.6 0.0 7.1 3 2.1 46.4
f. Apprepnate mh-cn!\b(}hnv-ov of lhl; ancho:' A Z . l 3 . b 3 . 6 }. 6 ’ 1 0 . 7 7 1. 4 .
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Table 11. .

Means and Standard Dev1at10ns of Principals’ Ratings of 1974 B.S.
" Graduates on Four Dimensions of Teaching (N= 30)%*

.
w

- - -
5/ e

) s .
Dimensions Mean SD L™

Subject Matter Competence 4,24 - ' 0.7 /

Relations With Students o 4.5 ‘ 0.7 /’.

Appropriateness of Assignments 7 4.3 0.7 /

Overall Effectiveness. 4,3 ) . 0.7 g

*Ratiﬁgs are oﬁ'a 3-5 scale with 5 béipg?thg,gighest score., )
_ - ‘/ B ) . -

Personality Scale

\

The California F-Scale.Forms 45 and 40 was used to assess one aspect of
the personality of the subjects. The F-Scale range of possilfle .values is* 28
te 196 with™112 thé mid-point. The lower the value, the more non-authoritarian
the 1nd1canlon A total of 30 B. SN level 1975 graduates completed the instrument
with a mean ‘score of 101.9 and a standard deviation of 24.2. This indicated
. that the s&bJects in,the study tended. toward belng non-authoritarian. Scores
ranged frem 52 to 159. Ln comparison, suhjects from the first two years of the
study achieved mean, SCdiLS respectively of 112 and 104. Thus, the group in the
third year of the’ scudyqtended toward belnb more non-authoritarian than the ‘
previous two groups. As-in the past two years of the study there appeared to be
little relationship Between the level of authoritarianism exhlBlted by the
suhjects and other fgcQors in the study. Significant negative correlations
were noted with several factors from the SET-I." There were significant positive
correlations between the F-Scale scores.and COR ratings on items 15, 18, and 19.
Teachers with higher F-Scale scores temded towgrd belng more steady, systematic
and adaptable than low scorers on the F-Scale. ‘ . /

StudégtrEvalggiggp of Teaching o > - ' /
. * ~ /

" Two forms.of the Student Dvaluatlon of Teaching weregemployed in the study/
The' SET-1 was used with chlldren in the classes of oubJecté’above the third '
grade, while the SET+II was used with ‘children below the féurth grade level.

The 'instruments measure similar traits. - . |
- s : . - . |
Table 12 shous the mean and standard deviation of the sEores fér each of
the five .factqrs and the composite scoye for the SET-1 for the 19 B.S., 1975
graduates teaching above the third grade. The maximum possible score for any
. factor oT\the composite score is 400. Highest ratings were received on the )
factors Q%lFriend]y and Cheerful and Knowledgeable and Poised. This is in

'\_,}; - . 30 ' Y -

a
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agreement with the results ofws{e first two years of the study.\ It should be
» noted that the mean scores on certalll factors areas much as 37 points higherx
than from the second year of the study.’ i

v

~
i T v i

Table 13 shows the results of the admiﬁistfsfion of the SET-II in the
classrooms of the 12 individuals teaching below the fourth grade. ‘Hean sco;;;\
on each of the five factors are similar to the“results reported in‘;he secord U
year of the study. (se@ Report 75-4). \ \

[4 » . v : H

g e
An examination of the correlaticnal pattern of the SET-I with Qcores from,
other factors in the study approached those of first year subjects in the first
- - year of the study (1973-74). No attempt was made to ‘study the correlational
pdttern of the SET-II.. ’ © h A\\

. <

Interaction Analysis
* add -

el . -

A ten bategbry interaction analysis system was utilized to record observed
s classroom behavjor of the subjects. The system proposed by Amidon and Flanders
(3) was implemented with the aid of three specially trained graduate assistants. —
A set of three to four observations was made on each subject. Each set contaired
from three to eight 20 minute periods of observation, . T
: [ . .. . . b
‘Table 14 shows a summary of thg means and standard deviations of the various
ratios for the observations. Thg data are comparablé with that gatheré@ duriﬁg
the previousstwo years of the study. : AN

1ihe I/D ratio in Table 14 is above the .50 average for teacherc. reported in
the work of Campbell and Barnes (4). More indirect teaching haé,been associated
in some studies with higher stadent achievenent and positive attitude formation.
_The i/d ratio of 3.69 is alsg higher than the ratio of less than 17®® reported
for the average teacher. The subjects in this study used more acceptance of
» ~ feeling, praising, or encoutaging than averagesteachers. Other ratiog in ’
Tablé§14 are similar to the ratios of teache¥s reported in other studies. ' ‘
[

Table 15 shows a summary of the average percentage of time spent by the

B.S., 1975 graduates at; various grade levels acting in each of the ten interaction
categories., In gcnera%:@ﬁaadbunt of direct influence increases from the lower
grades through the uppe{;grades‘of the secondary school. The amount of time

spent jn lecture incrcas§§ aljmost 75 percent from the lower grades through the

~_upper levels of the high -school.

indicate everal minor correlations with scores from the COR similar to the
resluts obtdiged in past studies. A significant negative correlation was noted
between the STATT ratio and the Dull-Stimulating factor from the COR. A

- significant negative correlation was noted between the Sil/Tot ratio and the |
Harsh-Kindly factor from the COR, and a significant positive correlation of |
the Sil/Tot ratio and the Stereotgped-Original factor of the COR was noted. |

. ~CQE§§;iiions\of Interaction Analysis scores from subjects (see Table 4)

~

.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Fable 12 ) i
Student Evaluation of Teaching-1, 1975 348: Graduates (N= 19)
Factort Meaﬂ - SD -
<. K Q\i\ " '
Friendly and Cheerful . 347.6 32.8
. , & ¢
Knowledgeable and Poised ' 347.3 24.3 .
Lively and Interesting: ‘ 303.5 . ’ 38.7 ‘
Firmh%ontrol (Discipliné) . 304.8 38.5 .
‘ Non-Directive (Democtatic Progg@yres 247.5 48.6 }
Comp;site éé%re | : _31Q&1 C 25.7
—

B “
\ N H
[l

Table 13
R . /“s——ﬂ N P
: <); Student Evaluation of Teachimg=II (Grades K-3) )
\ - 1975 B.S. Graduates (N= 12)

} Factor ' .o Mean ' SD
l Rapport N 5.8 ' 0.7 "
- D ‘
& Interactional Competence . - ‘ 4.4 . « 0.2 .

-Stimulating, Interaction Style o 10.2 0.9

# (Combination of“Rapport and . .

: Interactional Competence) . : L
Unreasonable Negativity , 8.7 1.0 *

Fosterance of Self-Esteem 6.4 0.8

1
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Table 14
Means and Standard Deviations for Interaction Anaiysisv “
1975 B.S. Graduates (N= 28) - 3
g * .
X .
Ratio Mean _ Sh
Indirect /Direct Teaching (I/D) . 0.75 : 0.40
Indirect /Direct Teaching (i/d) ‘ 3.69 2.69,
¢ -

_ Student Talk/Teacher Talk, (ST/TT) 0.52 -+~ 0.18 o
Silence/Total Teaching (Sil/Tot) 0.39 0.28 s
Lecture/Total Teaching (Lec/Tot) 0.52 . 0.12 A

. ' — "
" Table 15 ¥
Average Percentage of Time Spent by 1975 B.S. Graduate (lI= 29) )
by Grade Levels Acting in Each of the Ten Interaction Categories*
Grade Level 1 2 3 & =5 6 7 8 9 10 o *

Grades K-3 (N= 15) 0.0 9.0 0.4 11.8 24.7 6.8-0.6 15.9 11.0 19.7

Grades 4-6 (= 7) 0.0 7.9 0.8 13.1 26.7 4.0 0.8 14.7 14.9 17.2

Grades 7-9 (N= 5) 0.0 7.9 0.6 15.1 30.8 3.0 0.0 16.3 12.5 13.9 .
CENURE SR,
Grades 10-12 (N= 2) 0.0 1.9 0.0 5.1742.1 5.0.5 -6.5 \\2;8 36.6 .

4

ALl Grades (N= 29) 0.0 8.1 0.5 12.2 27.4 5.1 0.6 15.0 "11.8 19.3 i “

*Categories 1-4, Indirect Influence of Teacher; l=Accepts Feelings, 2=Praises or
Encourages, 3=Accepts or Uses Ideas of Students, &4=Asks Questions.

Categorics 5~7, Directo Influence of Teacher; 5=Lecturing, 6=Giving DirecLlons,
7=Criticizing or Justifying Authority.

ategpries 8-9, Student Talk; 8=Student Talk-Response, 9m=Student Talk—Initlation .

a

Category 10, Silence .or Confusion.




- "Classroom Observation Record

[ ’ <

The Classroom Observation Record was completed on géhh’sub}ect by the
gbservers_at the conclusion of -each visit. . Items 1 througf.4.of the instrument
assess four dimensions of pupil behavio%} and the remaining 18 items assess
dimensions of teacher behavior. Table contains a summary of thé means and
standard deviationt for eaech of the 22 items of the instrument for the B.S.
level 1975 graduates. The lowest mean score on the Pupil Behavior dimension
was item 4 (Depending-Initiating). Lowest mean scorxes for the Teachér Benavior
section were items 10 (Dull-Stimulating),-11 (Stereotyped-Original),

19 (Inflexib%e—Adaptable),'and 22 (Narrow-Broad). It should be noted that
several of these items haye been found to be low in the first two years of the

study. -

%

) 7 , Suémagz.

In summary this chapter has presented an overview of the resul
second year of the application of the Tennessee Technological Univ
Evaluation Model to a new group of (1975) B.S. level .graduates. The career
base line data gathered on the subjects in this study was comparable to)that

(\\zrom other studies. The ratings of the teacher preparation program ag in are

comparable with those obtainéd during the 4dast several years. In general,
rincipals’ rated the subjects ‘quite highly in such areas as ability to work

with llow teachers, ethical behavior, and knowledge and understanding of the
subjgctd matter taught. Students perceived the subjects in a manner similar

to the principals. based on aeasures obtained with the California F-Scale, ,

. the subjects were to some degree non-authoritarian in thedr beliefs. Employing
interaction analysis and a classroom observation scale revealed that the’
subjects were using more indirect than direct teaching methods and were
exhibiting many of the characteristics of good _teachers as reported in the
literature. The results are similar to the first year results; howevér,

ghs;ignificam: differences were noted in the correlational patterns of the scores.

4

ERIC
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- T Table 16 ) . R
. h ———— - : " .
Means and Standard Deviations for Lach Dimension of the Clas$room Observation
' / * Record, 1975 B.S. Graduates (N= 30)
- . Dimension .Mean .’ SD
- N \
¥ ¢ ,
Pupil Behavior ¢
1. Apathetic-Alert 6.1 0.8
2, Obstructive-Responsive 5.7 0.8
3. Uncertain-Confident . 5.9 6.8
4. Depending-Initiating 5.8 0.8 .
Teacher Behavior
“ N
5. Pdrtial-Fair 6.4 -~ 0.5 .
6. Autocratic-Democratic ) ) 6.2 \ 0.8
‘ / I g .
7. Aloof-Responsive " 6.3 0.7
. 1
8. TRestricted-Understanding 6.4 0.6 )
9. Harsh-Kindly 6.3 0.8 . N
10. Dull-Stimulating 5.7 ‘Q‘_Q
e 11. Stereotyped-Original © 5.6 0.8 .
y 12.  Apathetic-Alert 6.4 0.6
. #
h 13. Unimpressive—Attractivé 6.4 0. 7/
14. Evading-Responsible _ . 0.8
’ M5. Erratic-Stead , 0.8
o &
~/Excitable-Ppised - 0.7 .
c o b S e
| 17. Undertain-Confident : . 0.7
; o ~ v .
| 18. Disorganized-Systematic =~ = © 6.1 ’k;” <
f .- 19. 1Inflexible~Adaptable ~ 5.8 : 0.8 .
| 20. Pessimistic-Optimistic 6.4 0.7
21. TImmature~Integrated 6.5 ¥ 0.7 . R
w ~
, ' 35 . :
Y _22. Narrow-Brodd : 5.8 . 0.8

.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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« Table 18
, P
Teaching Level of M.A. Subiects (N- 12) o
- . .
Grade kevel No. - ) . Percent
] S
Kindergarten - Grade 3 4 ’ 33.3
Grades 4 - 6 3 - 25.0 .
Grades 7 - 9 \ ‘ v2 o 16.6 ’
Grades 10 - 12 1 g 8.3 ©
Special Education 2 ’ 16. 6

T f
 the lowest rating was given to the library and its holdings. The strongest
area as perceived by the graduates was interest of thé& faculty in the students.

- ) . . * - ,
The subjects were asked to rate the value of certain core graduate

education courses on a scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfdbtoEy to véiy unsatisfactory).
Table 20 shows the results of this punasc of the stGdy. “Courses receiving the
highest ratings were those that are generally considered to be highly practical. ‘
No courses received substantially low ratings. i R .

Principal Evaluatiam of Subjectd

The principal of each subject was asked to complete two instruments
designed to evaluater weaknesses and strengths of the individual. The first
instrument consisted of 59 items related to the teacher preparation program of
the subjects and has been used fox the- past six' years in the evaluative efforts
of thie Office of the Associate Dean. ) Table 21 shows the percentage ratings for
each item for the M.A. level, 1975 graduates. The ratings were similar to those
reported for the 1975 B.S. level-=graduates. '

Principals were also asked to complecte the Teacher Evaluyation by Supervisor
Form. Table 22 shows the results for the 1974*M.A. graduatés. In general,’
the ratings of these individuals were comparable  with those of other groups in
the study and for the 1974 M.A. level graduates. Comparison of the 1974 and
1975 data by use of the t-test indicated no 'significant differences at the .05
level of confidence:” SN . P

8 9 * .

The corrclational pattern of the four factors from the principal's . ’
evaluation (Table 16) revealed results similar to those reported in Chapter I1 -
of this report. Similar results were in evidence in’the skudy carried out in ,
1974~75. ! ’

-%




CHAPTER III -
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA, 1975 M.A. GRADUATES
B

~ Chapter III contains a presentation and analysis of data for those
individuals who received the M.A. in 1975 and were participating in the study
for the first year. Information pertinent to those who received the B.S. was
presented in Chapter II. Means, standard deviations and/or frequency counts
and correlations are presented in tabular form for the variables studied.
Explanatory information is included to facilitate the reader's understanding
and usage of tha report.

\

The data are presented in seven parts with each section corresponding to
a major instrument used to gather data. Each section contains summary statistics
as well as a discussion of the relevant variables that were correlated in the ’
study. Table 17 shows the intercorrelation matrix of 43 selected variables,
which is_applicable to the M.A. individuals in the study. Only variables
significant at or beyond the .05 level will ble discussed in the remainder of
this report. :

An understanding of Chapters I and II of this report is esseatial for the n
effective utilization of the remainder of the report. Also, Resports 74-4 and
75-4 should be used as a companion guide, to obtain additional information that
may be of interest to the recader (1n particular copies of relevant instruments
and first year data) i -

- . %

.

<

- -
fcatsar Base Line Data
This section contains a summary of some preliminary career base line data
for the M.A., 1975 subjects (N= 12) in the study. The subjects had taught a
mean of 4.3 years with a range of experiences from 1 to 10 years.  Their overall
mean graduate quality point average was 3.75 with a standard deviation of 0.35.
- The mean Miller Analogies Jest score for the group was *41.1 which placgd them
at approximately the 60 percentile based on national norms. Table 18 shows a
summary of the teaching level of the 12 M.A+—Tevel individuals. It will be
noted that a majority was teaching below the high school level.
. . . ~
Further information on the graduates of the M.A. program can be cbtainéd
through a variety of reports available through the Office of the Associate Dean
of the College of Education. No further data will be given at this.point.

General Information-Teacher Preparation Inventory
T

All subjects were asked to complete a rating sheet with”régard'to certain
courses and other areas of emphasis related to their ,teacher preparation program.
Data were obtained from all 12 subjects and are comparable with information from
“* other studies of larger qgumbers of graduates. Table 19 shows the results of the ,
survey conducted as a part of the-study reported in this document. I general,

- ,
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" ; Table 18 7
-- . ) L e
Teaching Level of M.A. Subjects (N- 12) <
— ~ Y ‘- . '
Grade ﬁevel . © No. - ‘; ., .  Percent
— ) -/ .
Kindergarten - Grade 3 4 . 33.3 s
Grdades 4 - 6 3 - 25.0 o .
Grades 7 - 9 . , v2 . 1646
] P \ L . ]
Grades 10 - 12 : o1 v 8.3 , ‘
Special Education ' ) 2 ' 16.6

.
sl - N
/L/ ’ .’ o
. : é
. ,

the lowest ra{&ng was given to the library and its holdings. The, strongesg
area as perceived by the graduates wgs interest of thé faculty in the students.

P

Y . - o . 4
The subJectq were asked to rate the value of certaln core,graduate

education courses on a scale of 5 to 1 (very satlsfé%t/ﬁy/ o very unsatlsfactory)
,Table 20 shows the results of this phase of the stﬁay, Courses receiving the
highest ratings were those that are generally tbnSldered to be hlghly practical. !
No courses received substantially low ratings. R N

.oh,

!

-~
.

Principal: Evaluatiom of Subjectd
“ ¢

. The prlnclpal of each subJect was asked to compiete two instruments
designed to evaluate-weaknesses .and strengths of the individual. The first
instrument consisted of’ 59 items related to the teacher preparation program of
the subjects and has been used fox thp-past six‘' years in the evaluative efforts
of thie Office of the Associate Dean. ) Table 21 shows the pergentage ratings for
each item for the M.A. level, 1975 graduates. The ratings were similar to those
reported for the 1975 B.S. 1eve1‘graduates. ’

’

Princlpals were also asked to complete the'Teacher Evaluation by Superv1sor
Form. Table 22 shows the results f01 the 1974%M.A. graduated. In general,®
the ratings of these individuals were comparabl@-wlth those of other groups in
the study and for the 1974 M.A. level graduates. Comparison of the 1974 and
1975 data by use of the t-test indicated no 'significant differences at the .05

- .
.level of confidence . N ‘ /////

m » v » » .
The correlational pattern of the four factors from the prlncipal' v
evaluation (Table 16) revealed results similar to those reported in Chapter II *
of this report.  Similar results were in evidence in’the study rried out in .| ’ N

1974-75. : v

/ -
, - 7
< 7’ \/ M
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Table 25

¢ . Means and Standard Deviations for Interaction Analysis
1975 M.A. Graduates (N= 11)

Ratio ) Mean SD
Indirect/Direct‘Teathing (1/D) 0.47 0.26
Indirect/ Direct Teaching (i/d) . 1.59 1.37

0.49 0.38
0.39 | 0.34
0.58 0.18

A .
\o

° Table 26°

Average Percentage of Time Spent by 1975 M.A. Graduates (N= 11)
hy Grade Tevels Acting in Fach nf the Ten Tnteraction Categories®

Grade Level 1 2 3 4 5 &7 8 9 10

Grades k-3 (N=4) 0.2 6.3 1.5 ,1i.9 21.5 7.2 0.2 16.3 8.6 26.4
Grades 4-6 (¥=3) 0.0 6.9 0.2 10.3 32.7 3.0, 0.6 11.7 20.8+ 13.8
Grades 7-9 ®=1) 0.0 1.3 0.3 2.8 58.918.3 2.3 2.3 11.8 2.3
Grades 10-12 (N=2) 0.0 2.5 0.2 5.0 60.8 1.2 0.0 3.8 12.8 13.8

All Grades (N=10) 0.1 5.2 0.7° 9.1 36.4 5.8 0.5 11.0 13.4 17.7

*Categories 1-4, Indirect Influence of .Teacher; l=Accepts Feelings, 2=Praises
or Encourages, 3=Accepts or uses Ideas of Students, 4=Asks Questions.

Categories 5«7, Direct Influence of Teacher; 5=Lecturing, 6-Giving Directions,
7=Criticizing or Justifying Authority.

Categories 8-9, Student Talk; 8=Student TaAk-ReOPOnse, 9= Student Talk—InltlatJOn
Category 10, Silence or Confusion.

I
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subjects appeared to be less authoritarian than thase individuals who hge just
completed B.§. This supports the findings of a‘;gcent:study by A#exs and
Turck (1). orrelation of the F-Scale with selected variables indidated .
pattern similar to that reported for the B.S.kleve}igraduates. AR "
e " I < .
"' Table 2} T~
' ) “ G . - .
Percehtaéi'Rafings of Selected Items by Principals (N= 12?
. N T 2 '
B N
L z > > 28
. © 3, S - .3 EE "
ITEM S-S i 23 3. 23 g
- 58 >~ 3§ .23 o zi it zs
C N Se gt §5 - 2% g% g3
Understanding the goals of the schod! 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 N 33.3 66.6
Personal appearanco - 0.0 0.0 : 0.0 Q; 0.0 22.2 77.7
Enthusiasm for the teaching profession 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0. 0 33.3 66.6
_ Adgptawtity in tho ciasstoom ’ . 0.0 _8.0 0.0 .00 33.3.  66.6
Coopearation and depondability ’ ON)\ 0.0 Lo s 0.0 11.1 . r3 .3_. . 55.5
Attitudos toward children 0.0 W O:O © 0.0 ¢ ‘E .3 66.6
Attitudes toward fellow teachers 0.0 0. 0\ 0.0 : . 11 "'1 . 44 : 4 44. 4
Atitudos téward suporvisors 0.0 0.0 ._0.0 __Q_:Q__ _ﬁ_ﬁ‘_ﬁ_:g 33.3.
Acrutacy in mamntaining offscral rocords and ! ¢
stevorts 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 22.2 66.6 -
Undacstanding and using courses of slud'v and . ) PR ¢
curniculum guides ll.ll 0.0 0.0 11.1 ~. ’ 22.2 55.5
Making a:fomwo use of community resources 0°‘0 0. 0 0' 0 11 °l. \55 ] 35- 3
Handling disciplinary problems 0.0- 0.0 11.1 ;11.1 ° 3?.3 44 .4
" Getting acquainted with the community and its i T S R

peopls . R 0.0 0.0 N0 0,0 46,6 33,3
Kesping abcaq?:,o( tecent professional dovelopmonts 0.0 0.0 __Q.._Q__ l]_.,]__ _ll..l_. _ZZ_.L
Evatunting pusil Brogress 0.0 _0.0 00 111 222 666 -
Motivating pupils who scem disinterosted’ s ....Q.a.Q‘_ 0.0 . .0 ' 0.0 17,7 22..2

_ Rotationships with paronts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 ﬁ‘ﬁ ;)

. Participatian in protessional 'nclijos ...Q;_Q.. ._.Q.-ﬂ_. —QJ-Q—— ll.n.l;. 44.4 44.4
Potential tor,.ta{/eﬂ'c.emem in the srofossion __Q_._Q_ 0.0 0.0 l_l_,_l_~ o 3 3, 3 §5 ]
Rolationships wuh‘fellow teachors 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 éio 3 éﬂ 4
e o " €™ 0.0 _0.0. _0.0 0.0 _44.4  55.5
Overalt quolulucmuéns of this porson to toach 1n ‘ ‘
your Dl‘l‘tlculal schoot situation ' 'f 0.0 0.0 0.0 L0.0_ 22.2_ LLad

A

Personality Scale ‘2 . \
» N “‘L‘ L\
The California F-Scale .Forms 45 and 40 was used to assess one\éspect of
the personality of the subjects. + The 1975, M.A. subjects completed ébe
instrument with a mean score of 98.3 and a standard deviation of 15.1.

The

\,




e 1. Taaching porsonality
.
a. Abeirty 10 wors with childeen 0.0 0.0

- s
b. Ability 10 work with cofleagues L4

¢. Ability 10 woik with membar; of the community

. Apristy to masntain 3 frniandly discesition 0y

w. Aptinty fo 1edd o well-roundod fife, to enjoy .
work ard play . .

f. Atsbity to woik wtth parents 0. 0 . 0.0

.
2. Gonerat knowiedge and yndorstanding of!

o. The pnysical sciences 22.

‘6. Yhe bidlogrcal sciences 2

' €. L Amancean culture and insutlutions
AN

Cr. M3LIO™MANCS « N 3
- . e

Y3 Abdity te us;e‘ the Engbsﬁ-‘dg};uaqo etfectivoly

4. Knowledye ant undersidnding of thd subjoct tavoht = 2

2
2.2
0.0

. Ary, music. titerature, phnosés{hy 0.0
‘ Q.0
0.0
0.0

5..\ undecrstanding of etmidron and ycuth:
. o ; R

3. !ns:ght tnto ceuses cof behaveor

b. Skrit 1n working with oxcentionat childron (the

- breht tib duil, 119 handicoppon) 0.0 0.0
¢. Skt an Qrous”worx . _Q._D_,_ 0.0
d. Skitiin mumumm;dmc:plinc z ) 0.0 0.0
g- Skedl an cunda;\ce of childran . 0.0 0,0
"« 8. Lndststanding of the nature of tho loarning procass .
8. Skilt in holping stydanss dmemm-'obiecﬁves 0.0 0.0
t. Skidbtan motivatng studonts 0.0 0.0
o c. Skiil in pudil-cachor pianning-. 11 .\l 0.0
d. Skiba usmn\a vanety of xi;aohmg meathods 0:0 0.0
o. Skilt nrvfwoluahna pupil qlow;h and class
#pixocodmes vath pupils , o ’ 0.0 0.0

f. Ability to cnnstruct ¥PpIcpnate t95ts snd

learaing matosiats , 0.0 0.0

@. Sktiliin tho spptication of loarning theory
1i1n tho classroom 0 D 0 0. 0

h. Skoil in providing ditforentiatod foarning
oxpononcos {or vorious gioups and individuais | » 0. 0 0. 0

7. Krowledyo of sources of foaching atorisis’

a. Printed rﬁemué!s . 0.0 0.0
b. Audio-visual materials 0.0 0.0
c. Commumty.tosoutcos . 0.0 0.0
4. Libtary and libraty matenals 0.0 0.0
\ 8. Ahility 1o uso teaching materiats effoctively o 0.0 0.0
R
9. Knewlodge and undoratanding of: — .
a. Yhe purposos of the schogl tn relation to the
overail purpose of socioty 0 . 0 0 . 0
. ~
.+ b Tho social structure of the community and its ‘e
moaning for education ~0.0. _D.&Q...
‘ 0.0
c. The institutions of thy community * o 0.0
o ——— ——
" d. Tho difforent valua-patterns of socisl-cconomic
- classos 0.0 0.0
o. The aconomic hfo of tho community : 0.0 0.0
1. Approprimis othica) behawvior of tha toachor 0.0 - 0,0

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. gathered for "the B.S. level individuals. Xt appeared ‘that the M.A. graduatég

B

o

o, . . ' -
“Student Evaluation of Teaching . v v

Two forms of the Student Evaluation of.Téaehing were emploeyed in the’
study. The SET-I was used with children of subjects above the third grade,
while the SET-II was used with children of subjects below the fourth grade<

’ . < )
- e '

_ Table 23 shows the means and standard deyiations of scores for the 6 M.A.
level subjects teachlng above the tnlrd grade. In general the stores were ,
comparable with those from other groups. The.correlational pattern of the 31x
scores with the other. variables in .the study was similar to that reported “in
Chapter 11I.

.- . . .

Table 24 shows a sdmmary of the results of the use of thg SET-II with,
those M.A.  Graduates teachdng below the fourth grade level. The results are
comparable with other groups in the study. No correlatlonal study was made -
.of thesevariables, t .

,Comparisons of data for the SET-I and SE? -I1 for 1975 and 1974 M A. level .
graduates indicated no 51gn1f1cant d1fference5t There is a need for further ' .
study of these variables. :

1
Lox ] . . -, !

B - Table 22

.

Means and Standard Devxatlons of Principals™ Ratlngs of 1975 M,A
Graduagks on Four Dimensions of Teaching (N= 12)* -

—

& . .

Dimensions" TTTTT 7T Mean ) SD
Suhigct Matter Competentez' * ' ’ . ) 4.1 ' ! 0.9
Relations With Students. ' o 4.1. 0.8
Appropriateness'of Assiénments 4.1, 0.8 i ‘
Overall Effectiveness e oo o - .4,3- - - 0.8 -
L S N i S
- a ‘ , K s
*Ratings are on a 1-5 'scale with 5 being ohe highest score. °
.\ Interact{on Analysis ‘ ’ ' " .

1

Table 25 shows a summary of the means and standard deviations of the
various ratios for the observations made as a‘part of the use of the Interaction
Analysis w1th fhe M.A. 1975 graduates.. The data.are comparable with that

were using more ‘indirect teaching techniques than the corresponding B.S. level
graduates. The correlatidhal pattarns shown in Table 17 are similar to those .
for, the B.S. level graduates (see Table 4).. There were no signiflcant
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[ . : ! .
* . . . - . -~ ) 33 .
N
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dlfferences'between the 1974 and 1925 M. A. graduates. However, there was an
Indication that the 1975 B. S, graduates wexe .using more indirect teaching

., techniques than the M.A. graduates. ‘ . ~ . .
, Table 23-
. ~ . * p .
’ Studént Evaluation of Tedching-1I, 197S‘M.A. Graduates (N= 6) .
. * "4" ~ ° ¢
s .
P N 2w . . '
4 § 2 B .
Factor ] Co. - Medn. .. 4 . . SD .
. - N
I3 . ) H .
Friendly and Cheerful -\ .317.7. 50.1
. “ “ . ‘- ”‘g .
Knowledgeable and Poised " 348.3 28,2 ’
. 4 . 1 N
L¥vely and Interesting g } , 269.7 . 715.1 ?
« - -
Firm Control (Discipline) ' 302:0 .. 30.0
Non-Directive (Democratic Procedure) ';\ ' T+ 249,5 ' '74.6 -
- Composite Score - 297.3 7 38'%9
“ . ,jlff
T : Table 24 ' ‘ A
Student Evaluation of Teaching-II (Grades K-3), 1975 M.A. Graaﬁates (N= ?) .
e g = . - ~
. . Factor ‘ . | ' \ Mean i SD - .
‘{”‘ ? ’i’x.o\\\ R , <
__Rapport . 5.7 ' 0.2
Intéqictionai Competénée-' . 4.6 0.3 .
Stimplating, Interaction Style o 10.3 0.4
(Combination of Rapport and .
A Interactional Competence) ) L ) ) R

=,
¥
Fostgrancc:SE Self-Esteem ' * N 7.0 ©oe . 0.3

Unreasonable Negativity '10.3 e 0.6 .o
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. X ) Classroom QObservation Record

The Cldassroom Observation Record was completed on each subject By the .t
observers at the conclusion of each visit. Items 1 through 4 of the instrument
assess four dlmensions of pupil behavior, and the remaining 18 items assess -
dimensions of teacher behavior. Table 27 contains a summary of the means and
standard deviations Zor each of the 22 items of the instrument for the M. SA.

evel l975’graauates The lowest mean scores on the Teacher Behavior Scale
was 11 (Stereotyped-Original). 1In general the ratings of the M.A. graduates )
vere hlghgr than for the B.S. graduates. Many of the characteristics of good .
teachers were not in this phase of the study. The correlational patterns .
of the two groups, for this factor, were similar. -

J

Summary

In summary this chapter has ‘presented an overview of the results of the
second year of the application of the Temmessee Technological University
Evaluation liodel to a new group of 1975 M.A. level graduates. The ratings of
the teacher preparation program are comparable with those obtained in other
larger studies. Tn general, principals rated the subjects high in all areas.
However, some weaknesses were noted. Students perceived the subjects in a
manner similar to the principals. Based on measures obtained with the
California F~Secale the subjects were to some degree non-authoritarian in their
beliefs. Employing interaction analysis and a classroom observation scale
revealed that the subjects were using more indirect than direct teaching megﬁbds
and were exhipiting many Oi the clhardcteristics ci good teachels as lepulte
in the literature. The results are similar to the results obtained with B.S.
vlevel 1975 graduates and M.A. level 1974 graduates.
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‘ Table 27 ;
:
Means and Standard Deviations for Each Dimension of the Classroom
‘ Observation Record, 1975 M.A! Graduates (N=11)
Dimension -Mean \! SD -
‘ £ .
! -
Pupil Behavior o -
) s . . !
1. Apathetic-Alert . 6.3 0.7.
2. Obstructive-Responsive ’ 5.9 I 0.9 . ., ’
rs
» | M
3. Uncertain-Conf{ident 6.2(>' | 0.9 «°
. ' g ! o
Teacher Behavior % -
. v i .
5. Partial-Fair 6.6 ’ 0.5 .
6. Autocratic-Democratic " 6.6 , 0.5
7. Aloof-Responsive : 6.7 0.5 . _
2/ 8. Restricted-Understanding - ' 6.7 . 0.5
< Q = (l -‘
9. Harsh-Kindly o “\\‘ 6.5 0.7
10. Dull-Stimulating CoLt 7 6.0 ) 0.7,
K 11. Stereotyped-Original . 5.8 0.4
)‘ - 12. Apathetic-Alert o L ,6.6 . 0.7 - ‘
13, UBimpressive-Attractive . ' 6.8 0.4 .
14. Evading-Responsible ' . ’ 6.7 0.5 .
_.15. Exratig-Steady 6.7 0.5~
’ » . . -
\\.}‘\ ) .. .
16. Excitable-Poised ) 6.7 0.5
‘ ~ -
17. Uncertain-Confident . ‘ 6.7 (/ 0,.41 ’
‘ j ‘ o oa ' '
18. Disorganized-Systematic ) 6.3 " 0.5
. 19. Inflexible~Adaptable 6.4 0.5 -
20. Pessimistic-Optimistic . 6.7 0.5
: . 21, Immature-Integrated ) 6.6 0.5 ° .
} 22. Narrow-Broad o 6.6 0.5 i
‘ 13
\
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~ - ~  CHAPTER IV = -

COMPARISON ANALYSES ACROSS TUREL YEARS OS STUDY 1973, 192§f/;;e 1975

During the course of operation of the Tennessee Teéhnologibal University
Teacher Evaluation Model data have been collected about a nurber of variables.
The pgrpose of this chapter ig to present a brieéf surmary of some of the

. comparisons of ‘data thatr.have been made across the three years of the study.
t should be noted that there are many other data analyses that will be performed

in the future. The comparisons presented in this chapter are—what were felt to
be essential in making decisions with regard to contlnuatlon and modification of
the basic teacher evaluatipn model. . ~

Pl o ’ £ N

This chapter is divided into tliree major sections as follows: correlational
data, study of first year (1973) subjeccts across three years, and ﬁétomparlson -
of all first year subjects across three years (1973, 1974, and 1975). It should
be noted that the®analyses are only representative of the type information that
is available or that can be obtained.

N Comparison of Correlational Data

~

N -

The study of correlational data has been an essential factor in all three
years of the study. 1In cach year of the study intércorrelacions have been
computed for a number of variables on each first year group of subjects (see
Tables 4 and 17 of this report for examples). As a continuation of the corre—
lational studies an effort was made to compare the results of the first year's
work (1973) with current results from the same group of subjects. Table 28 -
shows the: means, standard deviations, and correlations for 40 variables for the
subjects who have been_in all three years of the study. Data for variables 1-7
were collected in the first year (1973) of the study, while data for variables
8 through 40 were collected in the fall of 1975 (during the third yegr of the
study). It should be noted that the means and standard deviati n§’§izwn for
variables 1 through 7 include data for-all fifffﬂzegg,sabjefzilﬁl973, 1974 and
1975). ‘ 7 +

b

The correlational-patterns for variables 1 through 7 when compared with the
_correlational pattern for the first year of the study (1973) are similar. The
correlational pattern for variables 8 through 13 (Student Evaluation of Teaching-I)

. were again similar with the exception of variable 13, the composite score from
the SET. 1In this case a larger number of significant correlations wére noted
between the composite score, and variables from the Classroom Observation Record
in the. first year of the study. . .

In the present study it will be noted that there were few significant
correlations for variables 14 through 18 (Interaction Analysis) and other factors .
in the study. However,wsin the first year of the study there were a number of
positive correlations between the I/D and i/d ratios from the Interaction Analysis

’ phase of the study and variables from the COR. Also, there were a number of °
significant negative correlations between the Lecture/Total ratio and variables




///;r6m the COR.

The intercorreiational pattern between the {irst® year of the study and the
present year (1975) for variables-19 through 40 (Classroon Obsggvation Record)

were similar. HNo cxplanation can b wred at this tine for the differences
in the correlational patterns between the twg sep..rate years of the study.

B i
" In a {urthex attempt to study the yariations in the  correlational pagterns 1
across the three ycars of the study, Tgble 29 was cqnstructed. This table shows
a comparigoh of the number of significant correlations for each of the years of
Study for first year subjects. The number of significant correlations has
generally decreased-across the three years (1973 "a", 1974 'b" and 1975 "c') for
. variables 1 through 21. The number of significant correlatijons noted for
variables 22 through 43 (Classroom Observation Record) has rcmained constant
across the threc ycars of the-study. At this timé no explatations can be offered
for the variation in correlational patterns.

-

Y.

Comparison Study of Subjects Who Have Been in Study Three Years

b .
This section presents a summary of a comparison of the information colfected

n those subjects who initially entered the study in 1973 and have remained %{n .
he pruvject for thrce years.. Comparison data are prescnted for four primary
instruments used in the study. The principal statistical tool used to determiye
significant differences was the analysis of variéﬁce technique. In 1973 a tot

of 53 subjects entered the program: This number has becn reduced by attrition

to 32 in 1974 and 26 in 1975. ‘

Principals’ Ratings

Table 30 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations for the .
principals ratings of the subjects across the three year period. Table 31 shows ‘
the results of the applitation of the anatysis of variance technique. There '«
were no significant differences in the ratings given by the princip?ls on each,
of the four factors of the instrument atrogs the three year period. In general '
the subjects received ratings in excess of 4 on a scale of 5 to 1, with 5 being
the highest possible score. ) ~

Tablé 30

-
-

COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ACROSS THREE YEARS (%973~1975) FOR SUBJECTS
‘ *IN STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD. .

Faétor GRP 1973 (N=46) GRP 1974 (N=25) GRP_ 1975 (N=20) ’ )

% SD X Sp f X . SD .
1 4.09.  0.73 4.08 0.76 C 45 3 0.75
§ 11 4.11 0.85 4.08  0.95 4.15 0.8
1 111 4.18 . 0.72 3.92 0.70 1435 0.75
| :

1v 4.09 0.70 4.08 0.81 4.10 0.79

Q S . 53 '
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from the COR.

The intercorrelational pattern between the firs;t*year of the study and the
present year (1975) for variables-19 through 40 (Classroom Obsggvation Record)

were similar. No explanation can be—sffered at this time for the differences
in the correlational patterns between the twdg sep.rate years of the study.
. v ) : &
In a {urther attempt to study the yariations in the correlational patterns
across the three ycars of the study, Tgble 29 was cgnstructed. This table shows
' a comparison of the number of significhAnt correlations for each of the years of
_///;he/gEGﬁi for first year subjects. The number of significant correlations has
generally decreasedracross the three years (1973 “a', 1974 "b" and 1975 "c¢") for
variables 1 through 21. The number of significant correlations noted for
variables 22 through 43 (Classroom Observation Record) has remained constant
. across the three yecars of the study. At this timé no explanations can be offered
-~ for the variation in correlational patterns.

=

Comg§££§gﬂ_§ﬁggy of Subjects Who Have Been in Study Three Years

PR
This section presents a summary of a comparison of the information colXected

n those subjects vho initially entered the study in 1973 and have remained Ya
he project for three years.' Comparison data are prescnted for four primary
instruments used in the study. The principal statistical tool used to determiye
significant differences was the analysis of variance technique. In 1973 a tot
of 53 subjects entered the program: This number has been reduced by attrition
to 32 in 1974 and 26 in 1975. '

¥

Principals’ Ratings
P s " 3

Table 30 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations for the ‘
principals ratings of the subjects across the three year period, Table 31 shows _
the results of the application of the analysis of variance technique. There s
were no significant differences in the ratings given by the principals on each,
of the four factors of the instrument across the three year period.’ In general’
the subjects received ratings in excess of 4 on a scale of 5 to 1, with 5 b ng
the highest possible score. . ) ~

H

Tablé 30
COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ACROSS THREE YEARS (%973,1975) FOR SUBJECTS
' - IN STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD.

Faétor GRP 1973 (N=46) GRP_1974 (N=25) GRP 1975 (N=20) ' .
. x SD X §D { ‘ X ( . 8D -
1 4.09.  0.73 - 4.08 0.76 415 3 0.75
I 4.11 0.85 4.08  0.95 415 - 0.8
. I 4.18 . 0.72 3.92 0.70 4.35 0.75

1v 4.09 0.70 4.08 0.81 4.10 0.79




R , o Table 31

Compﬁ\\aOH of Principals' Ratings o7 Same Subjects
?Q (3 Years) b; use of Analveis bf Variance

"Table*82 shows, a comparison o

' . o] . ’
the means and standard devidtions for ‘each

™~
Source . af . W8+ Sgs M. Sq. = F-Ratio ‘
Factor-T ’ A, . v
Between 2 0.07 0.03 '\0:06
Within 88 48.04 . .54
Total, 90 P 48.11 "
Factor-11 - ° o
e e e . ) -»
Between 2 ~ 0,05 . 0.03° * 0.03 .
Within 88 68.85 0.78 . |
Total ' 90 ‘©68.90 ‘ .
Yactor-TT1 : : ) J
et s = e < v . .
Between .2, V2,17 © r1.08 0.13
. AN ¢ s
Within 86 44.94 0.52 !
Total 88 =, - © 4710 /~ * T .
. . -~ [ 4 s o
. Factor-1IV T '
1 : } ©
. Between y 2 0.01 . 0.01 c.e1 |
Within - 86 49.28 0.57 o :
' Total | - 88 49,29 . ‘ f
. K . ’ ! "J . .
Student Evaluation of Teaching °* . \ |
v Y ! /

of the five factors and the tdtal score (VI) for the .Stpydent Evaluation of -

Teaching for the‘three year period.

of the.analysis of variance technique.

-year period.

indicated simildr results for subjects “in the first year of their study (1973).
. ‘e [} , ~

N

Table 33 shows the results of. the applidation °*
It was noted that there was no, significant
difference in the ratings of the subjects by their students across the thieg
Compardsons of the data with the work of Sandefur‘and Adams (1)
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o . . o Table 31 !
) . A
Comp&\}aon of Principals' Ratings of Sare Subjects
. = (3 Yeacs) by use of -Analveis ©f Variance .
—---—‘ —— e ‘\‘ — -
Source - df B 8., Sgs. ) M. 8q. v F-Ratio ‘ )
. ~ - .f -
Factor-T ' L ‘ N .
Between 2 ©ooo07 0.03 10206
Within 88 ) 48.04 , 0.54
Total, | 90 L. 4811 o "
P . . ) . . .
Factor-1T - ° ) . o
Between 2 ~  0.05 . 0.03° * 0.03 .
Within 88 , 68.85 0.75 , .
Total ' 90 © 68.90 : T -
Yﬁﬂror—TTT - c .
PR, < s \ . ‘ i .
Between 2, V2,17 ©+ 108 - 0.13
: N t s /
Within 86 44,94 © 0,52 .
Total 88 ) 47.10 - . ' / ’ -
: : e e s |
. Factor-1V ' ) o N
. Between 2 ‘ 0.01 ' 0.01 0.01 |
-*+ Within 86 49.28 ’ 0.57 ‘ /' -
Total . ° 88 . 49.29 7. L, o |
‘. " ' \ LT .-
Student Evaluation of Teaching *\ S . - i
) ’ > \ i . ,*t . “{ 5
Table 82 shows, a comparison dﬁéthe means and standard devidtions for “each i
of the five factors and the tdtal score (VI) for ihe .Stydent Evaluation of 2

Teaching for the‘threce year period. Table 33 shows the results of. the.applidation
of the.analysis of variance technique. It was noted that there was no, significant
difference in the ratings of the subjects by their students across the threg
-year period. Comparisons of the data with the work of Sandefur‘and Adams (l)
~ indicated simildr reQUlts for subJects in the first year of thelr study (1973)
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‘Table 32
Comparison of SET-I Scores Across Three Years (1973-1975)
For Subjects in Study For Total Period
Factor GRP 1973 (¥=35) GRP 1974 (N=26) GRP 1975 (¥=14)
. X a SD X SD X SD
1 334.0 5L.1 341.3 40.8 | -338.4 44 .4
1T 342.9  53.7 '347.6 341 - 355.0  25.5
fasid 304.8  61.1 297.3  52.7 298.0  56.5 "
o 308.3 37.5 303.2 38.7 300.2 32.2
- v 250.2 48.3 260.0 52.5 275.9 36.8
.VI-'I;ot:al 309.1 32:0 313.8 31.2 \ 311.5 27.6
7
: Table 33
Comparispn of éET-I Scores of Same Subjects 1973-75 (3 years)
h By Use of Analysis of Variance
) Sourge df S. Sgs. M. Sq. F-Ratio
Factor-1 - ,
Between 2 . 807.0. 46‘3.5 ‘ . 0.19
Within 72 156,250.0 » 2,170.1
Total T4 157,057.0 ’
(Fact:or-?‘[I. . ) N ’ P
Between .2 1,504.0 752.0, " 0.42
Within 72 130, 558.0 = 1,813.3 |
Total 74 132,062.0 } .
Factor-ITIl \ . v . \
_Bétween 2 ' 982,0 491.0 ) f\ 0.15
‘. Within 7 237,836.0 ‘ £3,303!3 ‘ N
total' - - 74 ) 233,818.0 " ) \ ’ \

-
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Table 33 (continued) -
i v ~\

~T

Factor-IV - . ' ~

Betyeen 2 794.0 ) ) 397.0 0.29
Withln 72 . . 98,803.0 1,372.3 ’
Total 74 " ~99,597.0 ' :
Factor-V T o ) b \ T
Between 2 © 6,704.0 " 3,352.0 . 1.46
Within © 72 165,773,0 2,302, %" :
Total A 172,477.0 . | A
Factor-VI-Total - ' o -~ o
Between 2 334.0 167.0 ' 0.17
Within 72 69,094.0 959.6 .
Total 74 69,428.0 . L

Interaction Analysis

] . .
Table 34 shows the means and standard deviations across three years from

the results of the’ hppllcatlon of the interaction analysis technique. Tahkle 35
shows theé results of the appllcatlon of the analysis of variance technique to the
data. A 51gn1ficant difference (4! the. 05 level) was noted in the Lecture/Total
ratio. Applicacion of a t-test indicated that there were algnlLlcdnt differences
between the first and third year and the second and third year. 'In general, it,
appeared that the amoynt of lecturing to total teaching had increased from the

‘first to the third year. -

) \ Table 34

Comparison of Ratios:-From Interaction Analysis Across
Three Years (1973-1975) for Subjects in Study for Total Period

o
o

Ratio ‘. ' GRE 1973 (N=43) . GRP 1974 (1=26) GRP 1975 (N=23)

. X SO X SD X SO
i/d } 1.62 2.00 . 1.53 1.07 1.16 1.08‘_
i/p - 0.78 0.77 £ 0.71 0.32 0.47  0.30
ST/TT 0.61 0.59 0.55 0.37 0.39 0.24
S11/Tot 0.45 0.95 " 0.33 0.35 0.31 0.27

Lec/Tot 0.50  0.21 - 0.4 0.16 0.59 0.16




@

Table 35

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Analysis of Same Subjects

1973-75 (3 Years) by Use of Analysis of Variance

i

45

Source Cdf 'S.- Sgs. M. Sq. F~Ratio _
o ' —
. . — vi
i/d Ratio ) '
Between Z 3.1 ) 1.6 1.05 )\ -
Within 89 136.2 © 1.5 7?
Tot:alﬂ ‘ ' 91 139.3 »
1/D Ratdio ‘ ‘ '
<+Between 2 0.5 - . 02 0.34
Within .89 - ‘ 62.8 § 0.7
Total " 91 . ’
ST/TT Ratio '
Between 2 0 0.4 1.64
Within - 89 19.4 0.2 i
Total . 91 2001 : o
sil/Tot Ratio ) < ' \ ]
Between . ] 2 ’ ' 0.% ‘x . 0:2 0.41
Within - 89 . 42.s 05
Tot al 91 ' 42 .9° .
Lec/Tot Ratio ’ o o ’
B;atween 2 : 0.3 . \ 0.14 4.27%
Wi thin 89 . 3.0 0.3
Total 91 _ 3.30

-

....

*Significant at the .05 level.

59 -

e,




Classroom Qbservation Record

Table 36 shows a camparison of the means and standard deviations from the
22 items of the Classroom Observation Record across the three years of the study.
Table 37 shows the results of the application of the analysis of variance
technique to the data. TFourteen variables were foundeto be significantly different
(beyond the .05 level) across the three year pericd. Application of the t-test,
in all cases, indicated that there were signlflcant differences between the fivst
and second year data and between the second and third year data. In no case was
there a difference between the first and third year data. It is believed, that
due to the somewhat subjective nature of the instrument, that the generally 1ow
" scores obtained during the ,second year of the studyswere due to a function of
the training that the gradlate assistants received. Although every effort was
made to achieve reliability in the data gathering process, difficulties arose
across the three years of the study. Therefore, it is hypothesized that there
were no significant differences across the three.years. This hypothesis will be
tested in the extension of the study into the fourth year for the subjects in
this.phase of the data analyses.

»

Tabie 36 \\

Comparison of’QOh Scores Across Thrég Years (1973-1975)
For Subjects in Study for Total Period

¥

Factor GRP 1973 (N=46) . - GRP 1974 (N=26) GRP_1975 (N=23)
X SD X Sh X SD
w1 6.0 0.9 5.1 1.2 6.0 0.9 °
2 5.8 0.9 5.0 7 1.1 5.7 0.9
3 . 5.6 1.0 - 69 . 1.1 5.6 1.3
4 n . 5.2 1.2 4.9 1;3 5.5 = 1.3
5 6.1 0.8 5.5 1.1 6.4 0.7
6 5.7 1.0 5.2 1.1 5.7 1.3
7 © 61 0.9 - " 5.5 L4 - 6.1 1.4
8 ‘\7 6.2 ‘0.8 5.4 1.2 . 6.1 1.3
R 6.2 ° 0.7 5.8 0.9 6.1 1.2
10 | 5.7 0 1.0 5.2 1.2 5.8 1.2
11 5.4 1.1 5.2 1.1 5.5 1.2
12 6.1 0.8 5.5 0.9 6.1 1.0
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. Tablé 36 (continued)

14 6.3 0.8 5.7 + 0.9 6.5 0.6
15 " s.9 1.0 5.3 1.0 6.4 ﬁ‘ 0.8
16 6.1 1.0 . 5.5 0.9 6.5 . 0.7
7 5.8 1.1 5.3 1.0 6.4 f 0.8
18 6.1 1.0 5.5 . 1.0 _ 6.3 ; 0.8
19 5.8 1.1 5.3 i.1 6.0 f *1.1
20 - 5.8 1.1 5.3 1.1 R g 1.2
21 6.0 0.9 - 5.4 0.8 6.2 | 0.7
22 5.8 0.8 5.1 1.0 5.8 f C 1.2
| ,
Table 37 (-

-
A3

Comparison of COR Ratings of Same Subjects 1973-1975 (3 Yea&s)
By Use -of Analysis of Variance !

" Source df~" S. Sgs. M. Sq. ' F-Ratio
b d
Factor-1 ) {
Between 2 . 14. 8 7.4 - ! 7.71%%
Within 92 88.6 1.0
Total 9%4 103. 4 '
;
Factor-2 ' ‘.
Between 2 : 11.3 5.7 6.19%%
;
Within ~ 92 84.1 0.9
Total 94 95.4
(faCtor—? ‘ ‘
Between 2 10.0 5.0 3.99%
"Within 92 - '115.0 ’ 1.3

Total 94 125.0
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v Table 37 Continued)
"Factor-l; .
Between 2 . 5.0 2.5 ", 1.58. . N
Within 92 144.3 1.6
TOtal 94 - 14903 P -
. .
Factor-5 _ N
Between 2. 9.0 4.5 6.19%% .
Within , .91 ~ 66.0 0.7
'\g:\ '
. Total 93. \ 75.0
Factor-6
_— \ ~
Between . 5.6 / 2.8 2.33
. F— - .
Within " 92 111.3 ) 1.2
\ /// e i 5 [t
Total 94 116.9 ¢
N - el e N o
Fa&%bl‘r7 - B S ‘A
Betw\een - . 2 \ 2.2 3.6 2.54
i . - . yVa
With:‘.‘n 92 129.6 - 1.4 7
Total\ 94 | - 136.7 /
Factog-8
) :
Between 2 | . 9.8 4.9 4.16%* -
Within! 92 108.9 . 1.2
| ) . :
Total 94 118.7
Factor#-9 :
Betwee 2 3.4 R 1.7 2.20
Within / 92 71.1 0.8
Total 94 o 74.5




Table 37 (continued) , ' :

Factor-10
Between o2 Ty 5.2 2.6 197
Within 92 T 121.4 , L3
Total 94 " 126.6
Factor-11 - . i ’ v N
Between ‘ 2 1.8 0.9 . . 0.75
Within 92 ' 112.3 1.2
Total 94 1141 )
Factor-12
Between 2 8.1 - 4,1 5.53%%
" Within 92 67.5 . 0.7
Total 9 75.6 ' T - -
Facton-fguwﬁ—mw T | ‘ '
Between 2 13.9 2.0 . 774
Within - 92 82,6 0.9 o
.Total 94 ‘96.5 ‘ . -
' : . \
Factor-14 ’ r !
Between 2 8.4 62 6.88%%
Within 92 . © 56,2 . 0.6 A i
Total . : 94 ) 64.6
Factor-15 -
Between 2 15.7 ' 7.8 8.37%%
Within | © 92 6.2 0.9 g
\

Total 94 - — ——— 101.9




Table 37 (continued) B = 7
7‘7. 1] - ,
2 13.5 6.7 8.23%%
[ 4
Within 92 '75.4 » 0.8
-
Total 94 " 88.9
~ Factor-17 - _
Between 2 14.5 ) 7.2 7.27%%
"' Within .92 91.5 1.0
Total 94 ’ 105.9
Factor-18 i
Lo , .
Between 2 9.4 4.7 i 4, 78%%
Within 92 - 90.6 A 1.0
Total 94 ' 100.0
Factor-19
Between 2 5.7 2.8 o -2.20
Within 90 116.3 . 1.3 -
Total . ' 92 122.0
6( - - r' 4

Between 3.6 2.87
Within 1.2
Total AN
Factor-21 .
Between 2 ] ‘ . ‘10. 3 5.1 7.47%%
Within « 91 62.7 - 0.7 .
Bear ‘93 73.0 o Y : '
64 -
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\3 . " Table 57 (continued) .
Factor-22 -
Between 2 . { 9.0 4.5 4,93%% )
‘Within . 90 ‘ . ?2.5 . 0.9 |
Total ) 92 . | . 91.5 '

"% Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .0l level. s -

.

Comparison Study of All First Year Subjects 1973, 1974 and 1975 .

This section presénts a summary of a comparison of the infoimation gathered
on all first year B.S. level subjects, i.e., 1973, 1974, and 1975 graduates.
Comparison data are presented from eight sources. The principal statistical tool
used to determine significant differences was the analysis of varlance technique.
The total number of subJects for each year was as follows. 1973, N= 49 1974, N=33
and 1975 N-32, .

-
.

National Teacher _Examinations_ .- .

Table 38 ghows the means and standard deviations of geores from the Teaching
Area Examination, Professional Education Test and Comp051te for the National
Teacher Examinations for each of the three years. Also shown is the composite -
score for all years. Table 39 shows the aépllcatlon of the analysis of variance
technique for the data across the three years. There were no significant
differences across the three years. In general the subjects achieved scores
on the NTE at or slightly below the 50 percentile (National Norms).

N

Lov L Table 38 .

%
Comparison of National Teacher Exam;nations Scores
~ For First Year Subjetts 1973-1975 by Year
Test, GRP 1973 (N=48) GRP 1974 (N=27) GRP 1975 (N=28) Composite (N=103)
X SD X SD X _Sp X SD
Tch. Area Exam. 591.4 66.9 604.3 75.3 590.4 85.5 N 594.5 73.9
Prof. Ed. Test  218.5 31.1 229.5. 39.2 216.4 49.9 220. 7 39.4
1,140.6 114.6 1,174.9 148.3 1,161.9 157,2 1,153.4 138.8

Composite-

<




1 ) a,

‘Table 39
' .
Comparison of National Teacher Examinations Scores of First Year
Subjects 1973-1975 by Use of Analysis of Varlance

.

|
A

. Source df S. Sgs. M. Sq. F-Ratio

Teaeching Area Examination

v

Between 2 . 3,632.0 © -~ 1,816.0 . 0.33
Withi;x o103 , 56%,792.0 J 5.531.9

Tot al 105 - . 573,424.0 ~ o .

Pro fes®ional Education Test \

Between 2 . 2,991.0 T 1,495.5 0.96
Within 105 162,885.0 ° 1,551,3 \_
Total w07 165,676.0. )
" composite g |

Between 2 ‘ 684,192.0 342,096.0 0.44
Vit hin 100 8,440,656.0 . 784,406.0

Total 102 ©9,124,848.0 >
‘Ame rican Collepe Test ) ‘ ‘

\

Tables 40 and 41 show comparative data for the results of the administration
of the American €ollege Test for all subjects across the three year period. It
should be noted that students complete the ACT prior to admission to the
freshman class of the university. lo significant differences were noted in the
sub-— test or the composite scores f{rom administration of the instrument. In*
general, the subjects were above the mean for all students admitted to the
University during the period 1967 thiough 1971 (the possible date of initiad
admission to the University for the subjects).

Quality Point Averages c

~

Table 42 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations fer a
var iety of undergraduate quality point averages. in selected subject matter
areas for subjects across the three vgpars of the study. Table 43 shows the
results of the application of the analysis of variance technique. A significant
dif ference (at the .05 level) was noted in the quality point average achieved by




Table 40

o]

Comparison of American College Test Scores for First Year
Subjects 2973—1975 by Year

. , - I4

\ N I " -

Area GRP 1973 (N=32) -GRP 1974 (M=27) .GRP 1975 (N=25) Composite (N=84)

! X SD X SD X . _ _SD X SD
English 20. 3 7.8 ' 19.0 - 8.0 20.0 7.1 19,8 7.6 .
Mathematics 17.3 8.5 ° 15.7 5.7 16.5 5.2 -+ 16.5 6.7
Soc. Sci.  16.5 6.8 17.9 8.7  19.1 7.2 17.7 7.6
Nat. Sci. 17.8 @ 5.3 21.6 14.9 21.4 11.4 20.1 11.0 ,

X /\\ ’ « N
Composite 19.5 1.9  18.7 - 7.1 20.6 11.2 19.6 10.3

the subjects in their undergraduate Education and Psychology courses. Appllcatlon )//i

of a t-test indicated that the difference was between the subjects in the first
and third years of the study. In general across the three year period the mean
quality point average for the subjects has increased in all areas.

L d

Table 41
~

s .
Comparison of American College. Test Scores for First Year

Subjects 1973-1975 by Useﬂof:Analysis of Variance . o
v
Sovrce df S. Sgs. M. Sgs. F-Ratio
7 - *
English ;/
Between 2 /;fa 22.8 " 11.4 0.19
+ Within 81 4,791.9 59.2 \
Total 83 4,814.7 - Vo
Mathenat ics | \
Between 2 34.9 17.5 0.38
Within 81 7 3,703.9 45.7
Total 83 ‘ 3,738.8 - °
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Table 41 (continued)
’ A 4 1
<l,
Social Science : y
o | ‘ . .
Between 2 D Je 99.Y% . 49.9 0.87
Within 81 4,637.3 ;513
Tot al 83 © 4,737.2 ’ F
g -
Natural Science . ‘ 1 - . b
Betwéen ' 2. 262. 4 - © 3.2 . . 109
I's ' . .
_ Within 81 - 9,758.9 . 120.5
Total | 83 4 10,021.3 X
B N
Composite .
) . JENnY 1
Between 2 L. 46.6 ' 23.3 0.22
Within 81 8,700.1 : - 107.4 v
@ - :
Total .83 , 8,746.7° :
N ” . w Ll .,‘
w «
.
M : Table: 42 .
Comparison of Quality Point Averages in Various Areas’ for Rirst Year .
- ‘ Subjects 1973-1975 by Year :
Area GRP 1973(N=52) GRP 1974(N=32) GRP 1975(N=32) Composite (N=116)
' X SD hid SD X SD ' SD
Soc. Sci.  2.48 0.58 2.58 0.74  2.57 0.71 2.53 ° 0.66
Science 2,43 0.77 2.55 0.66 2.72 0.74 2.54 ' 0.74
Mathematics 2.55  0.85 2.77  0.75 2,93  0.92 2.72 0.85° - ‘
English 2.52 ° 0.65 2.73 0.58 2.75  0.65 2.65 06X 7
" Ed. & Psy. 3.20 -0.47 3.31 0.38 3.44 0.29 3.30 0.41
Major Field 3.23  1.31 3.30  -0.89 3.28  0.43 3.27 0.93
Overall 2,84 0.44 3.04 ~0.72 3.10 0.40 2.97° 0.53
" L] : l
! . .w‘d ‘
68 S |
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" Table 43

Comparison of Quality Point Averages in Various Areas of Study for
First Year Subjects 1973-1975 by Use of Analysis of Variance

¢
Source |, .df © .S.'Sgs. M. Sq. F-Ratio
- 5 |
Social Sciences ?
| Between - 2 23.0 - 1.5 0.26
. ‘Within - 112 ‘< 4,951.8 B 44.2
Total : 114 4,974.8 '

) Science \ . , ) “
Bétwé\s\ C - 177.2 88.6 1.63
Within' 112 . 6,075.8 : b 54.2

\ . k .
Total 114 : 6,2§3.0 . . ‘
R - ¥
. Mathemafick .
" Betyeen 2 266.7
% S ‘ N
> Within® # % '99 ) " .7;065.8
N J - . U
< & oo . N \] . 4 .
“Total - 101 307,332,500 .
< R ) ?cn 4 .
. English N
" . . % ' % VPR, ’ .
'Betw’gen : 2 . T 124.7
44 - ’ &
' \ - :
_Within ° 106 - v 4(,194.4 :
' Total . 108 . ' 4,319.1 4
' Edication and Psy_cho]..pg_y_ N
-7 ' Between 2. Ly “11‘83 . Tos
_ Within 1 L L L899 16.4 .
ST . © " ) ’ ‘ . . - ; %
N Total . 115 .1, Y 1&%68.2 - e L o ~—~
o " . . . S DR S ., . s
- X 4 Y v ) ’ \ ' ' “ t
. . ~ » ’
“‘ ¢ ~ \\
“ L ‘\ -
§ R .. §
¢ \\
N “‘ - 6,9 ~ \
~ . : ° . [+ 4
4 »
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Table 43 (continued) ‘
. ~. :
4 * .
Major Field : R
. Between 4 2 10.2 ’ 5.1 - 0.06
Within 90 7,890.6 87.7 .
Total 92 7,900.8 .
Overall ’ . ’
~veraz- s ~. v
Between 2 162.7 ' . 81.3 2.99
Within 113 3,077.5 . 27.2

Total | 115 3,240.2

* Significant at the .05 level. . .

California F-Scale - . !

.

A comparison of the results of the administration of the California F-Scale
to all fiyst year subjects is shown in lable %4, In general, the subjects in
the firstﬁyqiz of the study tended to exhibit more authoritarian tendencies than
did subjects\in the second and third year of the study. Application of the
analysis of v$¥{gnce,technique (Table 45) indicated no significant differences .
between the three groups. *

€

Table 44

Comparison of F-Scale Scores for First Year Subjects 1973-1975 by Year

-Scale GRP 1973(N=t0) GRP 1974(11=29) GRP 1975(N=31) Composite, (N=100)

X - SD X - SD X SD X SD
Score fnzyg.s 101.7  20.0 101.9 242 106.1 18.6
- —

Principals Ratings

'

Table 46 shows the mean and standard deviatiéﬂyg} the principals ratings
.of the first year subjccts, across the three years of the study. Table 47 shows -
the results of the application of the analysis of variance technique to the data.
There were no €1gn1£1cant differences on each of the four factors across the

Lhrec years of the study. B -
. ; N . / \ LN

70
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- N ’ “' ‘. - -
) . . Table 45 . S : . .
Comparison of F-Scale Scores' of First Year Subjects 1973-1975. )
. By Use of Analysis of Variance . ..
Iy * . . , . )
Soufce . df , " s.-sgs. \_ M..Sq .  F-Ratio
~ = \’ : B
Between -~ ¢ 2 . ' " 4,089.0 ) 2,044.5 - 0.52
- ‘ ) . .
‘Within 97 382,384.0 T 3,941.5 N
Total C99 386,413.0 _ ’ ,
<
Table 46

-

. \ '
Comparison of Principals' Ratings for First Year Subjects by Year 1973-1975

-

&

.

'Factor| GRP 1973(N=46). GRP 1974(N=29) CRP 1975(N=29)  Composite (N=104)

X SD X SD X SD X ._SD
I X\4.09 » 0.73  4.03 0.77 4.21 0.69  4.11 0.73
I .1 0.85_ 4.17 0.89  4.48 0.69 423 - 0.83
111 Qxls 0.72  4.03 0.68  4.25 0.75 4.16 0.72
v 4.09 0.70  4.12 0.78 4.14 ' 0,70 4117 .. 0.73
. . . | .
[ . ‘ Table 47
Comparison of Principals" Ratings-of First Year Subjects,
. 1973-1975 (3 Years) by‘;Use of Analysis of Variance N
Source . +  df S. Sqs. . M. Sq. : F-Ratio
Factor-1 . ' -
Between 2 . - 0.49 0.25 - 9~ 0.46 :
.. : ) : , . e e L.
Within 100 L, 53.33 o 0.53 . o ) v
. <4 Q‘. . . ., - . . . ) . :
Tordl 102 © 53837 ! . Sav s o
-~ - N ) *
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: ) " Table 47'(qutinged)
AP
Factor-II | ) . ‘
Between 2 2.63 ‘ 1.31 .. L.95 \L;
Within 101 67.84 + ' 0.67 . .
~  Total ‘ 103 70.47 ' e
Factor-I11 ¥ ' _ ’ : ' E
P 3 ' 7
Between ! 2 0.70 0.35 ) 0.68
Within  “* 98 50.76 0.52
Total 100 - 51.46
. . 3y s
- ' , 9
- Factor-=1IV Lo . )
N . . .,
. Between ) ' 0.01 0.01 0.02
Wwithin . _-. 101' . | . 49.28 ¢ 0.49
y, . ¢ 3 ' . s ) X "
Total, , . 103 S : 49.29 : <
- . / B ~ = N
# V. o : ..
Student Evéldétion of Teaéhing - : T
J '. v e : ", ” «

Table 48 shows the means and sLandard deviations for the first year subJects
dcross the three years for each ‘of the factors of the SLT-I and the total score
(VI). Table 49 shows the.results of ‘the appl1cat10n of the analy51s of variance

~ techniqueé, to the data. A 51gn1f1cant differénce (at Eé: .05 level) was noted
in Factor IL (knowledgedble and Poxsec) across' thc thr years. Appllcatlon of
the t-test indicated that there were significant differences between the first .
and second and third year subjects. In general,those individuals who entéred the
study in the second year werc rated lowet by their students than those individuals
.. who éntered the study.in 1973 or 1975. The data for the 1973 and 1975 groups
are cdmparable to the results obtained by Sandefur and Adams (2). No explanation
can be offered at this time for the seemingly lower scores achieved by the 1974
group. @ Lo . .
- n e Table 48 . )

. ’

Comparison of SET-I Scores For Figst Year §ubjects:Across Thrée Years 1973-1975

+° T

< ~

L7

_® Factor ,GRP 1973(N=25) GRP 1974(N I0)  GRP 1975(N=1i9  Composite: ('4,54)

v

X SD X 91) D sB X %D
"1 M44.5  45.8 3079 56.8 347.6. 32.8 338.8 .  45.7 e
' . e * f" N i i .. -
11 346.6 38,3  309.6 , 70.4 ° ~347.3  24.3  340.0, 43.8 \

< “ ! °
|z .
.. R 2‘ . " .
.
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i Table 48 (continued)
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I1I 307.1

63.6  299.1 574l . 303.5  38.7 304.4 63.9
v 3066 38.2 312.6  37.5  304.8  38.5 307.1 37.5
V © 2559 44,9 ° 236.0  55.6  247.5  48.6 249.3 47.9
VI-Total 315.6  29.4  292.8  34.2  310.1  25.7 309.4 29.7
Table 49 )
« éomﬁ&f‘ison of SET-I \s‘c\or\es For First Year: Subjects
1973-1975 ,by Use of Analysis of Variance
Source df ‘ S. Sgs. | M. Sq.. F-Ratio
Factor-1I ’
Be tween > 11,819.0 5,909.5 3,05
Within s, . 98,681.0 1,934.9
Total 53 110,500: 0 S
Factor—I; 7 . ' ’
Between 2 " 11;362.0 5,681.0 3. 20%
Within 51 . 90,449.0 1,773.5
thal : 53 ] ' 101,811.0
- 'Factor—III_ -
Bet:we.en 2 | 477.0 ‘n 238.5 0.08
Wi thin - 51 ' 15335f0;0 3,010.2
Total 53 . \ 153,997.0
Factor—I\{
Be tween 2. . 468.0 .';_04.0 0.14
Within 51 ‘ 74,30{?.}0 1,457.0
Total 53 . 74,716.0

73

v
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. .o Table 49 (cont;;ued)‘
Factér-V ‘
Begween ‘ 2 '2,924.0 o 1,462.0 0.63
‘W%thin 51  118,841.0 2,330.2
Total 53 121,765.0
Faétor—VI—éZtal _
Between 2 ' 3,712.0 ' 1,856.0 ' 2.19
Within 51 45}098.0 Te- ot 845.1~
Fotal 53 . 46,810.0
&
* Signif{cant at the .05 1eggl. /
N )
5. -
Table 50

RN
’

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Analysis For
‘First Year Subjects 1973-1975

5
.

Ratio GRP i973(N=39) GRP 1974 (N=31) GRP 1975(N=28) Composite (N=98)
X ~SD X SD X SD X SD

i/d 2.10 3.60  1.32 1.96  3.18 3.25 2.17 3.12
‘»142 ’ 0.98 .57 0.65 0.46“‘ 0.75 0.45 0.82 1.05
??Z?fil 0.64 0,61 0.78 117 0.2 . 0.190  0.65 0.77

s21/Tot* 0.47 0.99  0.50 0.76  0.39 0.36 . 0.46 0.78"
Lec/Tot 0.51  0.21  0.40 - 0.18 0.5 . 0.14  0.47 0.18

Interaction Analysis

-

Table 50 shows the means and standard deviations for the five ratios
derived from the use of interaction analysis with the first year subjects.
Table 51 shows the results of the application of 'the analysis of variance
technique to the data. A significant difference (at the .05 level) was noted |
in the Lecture/Total ratio. Application of the t-test indicated that there |
wvere significant differences between {irst and second and third year subjects. |
The Lec/Tot ratio was significantly lower for the 1974 group than either the |

. |

. . |
Q . 7'4: . i
U, ' |
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1973 or 1975 groups. No explanation can be offered for the apparent lower
Lec/Tou ratio.for the 1974'grou1.). . P
- Table 51

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Analysis for First Year Subjects

1973-1975 by Use of Analysis of-Variance
Q

Source _ df S. Sqgs. M. S‘q. F-Ratio
i/d Ratio
Between 2 51.2 25.6 2,72 .
Within ‘ 95 \ 894.2 \9.4
Total 97 | 140.6 ¢
1/D Ratio
Between e 2.1 1.1 0.95
Within 95 / '106.4 1.1 )

-~ Total 97 108,5 o
ST/TT Ratio ) B
Betueen 2 ‘ 1.0, 0.5 0.83 ° T
Within 95 57.0 0.6 A
Total 97 58.0 )
$il/Tot Ratio

' Betweekn , 2 0.2 0.1 0.17 .

- .

Within 95 58.7 0.6
_Total 97 58.9
Lec/Tot Ratio
Between 2 ~ 0.23 0.11 3.40%
Within \\‘95 3.16 0.03
Total 97\ 3.39 '
'* Signigﬁi‘c&;:t*:; the .65#;t\;vel. o ) - ., N
)

| N

~ L5




Classroom Observation Record
|

Tabll 52 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations from
the 22 tEms of the Classroom Observation Record for first year subjects across
the thrie;years of the study. Table 53 shows the results of the application of
the analysis of variance technique to the data. Nienteen variables were
found to be significantly different (at the .05 level or beyond). Application
of the t~ftest indicated that there were significant differences between a.l
possible contrast for variables 4 and 21 (Depending-Initiating 'student variable"
and Immature-Integrdted ''teacher variable"). In.general subjects in the third
year of the study were rated significantly higher on both varlables than subjects
in their [1rst year of the study in 1973 and 1974

Application of the t-test in all other cases indicated that there were
significant differences between the 1973 and 1974 and 1974 and 1975 datg. In
this latgr case, there were no significant differences between 1973 and 1975
data. If is believed that due to the somewhat subjective nature of the
instrume%t, that the generally low scores obtained during the 1974 phase of the
study were due to a function of the training that the graduate assistants
receivedy Although every effort was made to achieve reliability in the data
gatherln process, difficulties arose across the three years of the study. It
is hypothesized that -there were no significant differences in the subjects in
each of the three vears. . This hypothesis will be tested in the extension of the
study into the fourth year in 1976-77.

Table 52

-

Comparison of COR Scores For First Year Subjects 1973-1975 by Year

Factor | GRP 1973(N=42)’ GRP > 1974(N=31)  GRP 1975(K¥=31)  Composite (N=104)
X SD SD X ) X SD
1 6.0 0.9 5.1 1.0 6.1 0.9 5.7 1.0

2 5.8 0.9 4.9 - 1.0 5.7 0.9 5.5 1.0
3 5.6 1.0 4,9 . 1l.2 5.9 - 0.8 5.5

4 _ | 5.2 . 1.2 4.5 1.2 5.8 0.9 5.2

5 6.1 0.8 5.4 0.9. . 6.4 0.6 6.0

6 | 5.7 1.0 5.1 0.9 6.2 0.9 5.7
7 0 6.1 0.9 5.4 1.1 6.3. 0.7 5.9
8 6.2 0.8 5.5 0.9 6.4 0.7 6.0 0.9
9 6.2 0.7 5.5 1.0° 6.3 0.9 6.0 0.9
10 5.7 1.0 5.4 1.1 - 5.7 0.8 5.6 1.0

S 5 R 0 O 4.9 1.3 5.6 0.8 © 5.4 | 1.1
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Table 52 (cont’inued)
12 6.1 0.8 5.4 1.0 6.4 0.7 6.0 0.9
13 6.3 0.7 5.5 0.9 6.4 0.7 6.1 0.9
14 6.3 0.8 5.9 0.8 6.5 0.7 6:2 0.8
15 5.9 1.0 5.7 1.2 6.3 0.8 5.8 1.1
16 6.1 1.0 5.4 1.0 6.3 0.8 - 6.0 1.0
17 5.8 1.1 5.0 1.2 6.3 0.8 5.8 1.2
18 6.1 1.0 5.7 ' 0.8 6.1 1.0 6.? 1.0
19 5.8 1.1 5.0 1.1 5.8 0.8 5.6 1.1
20 5.8 5 1.1 5.1 0.9 6.4 0.7 5.8 1.0
21 6.0 0.9 5.3 1.0 6.5 0.7 5.9 1.0
2 5.8 0.8 4.9 0.8 5.8 0.8 5.6 0.9
p
.
Table 53 \
Comparison of COR Ratings of Tirst Yehr Subjects 19753—1975
- By Use of Analysis of Variance . ,
. Source df S': Sqs. ‘M. Sq. F-Ratio
\\7 - . .
Between - 2 19.7 9.9 T 11.8%%
Within 107 « 9.7 0.8
Total 103 104.5 )
. Factor-2— ,\
Betweenv ‘ Y2 17.3 8.6 10, 22%%
Within 100 ’ 84.5 . 0.8 ’(. -
Total 102 101.8 o
N / !
-

717 :
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» .Factor-3
Between
Within

?
Tptal
Factor-4 -

Between

Factor-5
= Between
Within
Total .
_ Factor-6
w Between
_ Within
Total,
Fqgtortz
Between
Within
A}
Total

Factor-8

S

/l

Between ~ -

|
L

“Within .

;Tégai

A 15,9 -
L
100 , 105.9

102 121.8
{
L
2 25.8
101 129.7
103 155.5
2 _ 17.1
100 59.9
102 77.0
2 18.7
100 ¢« 917
102 — 110. 4
2 ¥ 162
N

101 . 89.5
103 105.7
/A 147

100 . 683

102 83.0

7.9 7.51%%

1.1

o
8.5 14, 3%%
0.6
I
9.4 10.22%%*
0.9
: O /

8.1 9.12%%
0.9

&
7.3 10.7%%
0.7




Table 53 (continued)

Factor—-9 ‘ '
Between -’ 2 » 13.4 . 6.7 9, 4%
Within 100 - 7L.5 0.7
- Total 102 . © 84.9
Factor-10 . -
Between ' 2 2.1 1.0 1.02
Within 95 : 96.9 _ : 1.0
Tot;l © 97 99.0
Factor—-11
Between h 6.6 3.3 2.88
Within 93 107.3 1.2
® Toral 95 113.9 '
Factor-12 - ( -
Between - 2 17.6 y ‘ 8.é 12.9%%
Within 100 . 68.4 0.7
,Total 102 . 86.0
Factor-13
Between 2///M”//4 15.0 = 7.5 }2:2**
» Within 160 \ 61.2 ‘ 0.6 '
 tefal - 102 : Y%6.2 '
-
Factor-14
Between 2 5.6 o 2.8 S 4, 48%
Within 100 ‘ 62.8 0
Total | 102 68. 4 )
79

- . o




! Table 53 {(continued)

Within ) 95 108.2

Factor-15
Between 6" 2 19.5
Within 100 102.,/()>
Total 102- <\\‘ 121.5
Fact;.or-—16
Between 2 l 11.8
Within 98 87.
Total 100 98.9
Factor—17
BetWeen v 2 25,
Within 97 107.
- Total ‘99 : . 132,
Factor—18 . .- -
- Between 2 . 3.5 ) . 1.8 1.77 ) |
° ! . —~ vy "{/ |
Within 96 ] 95.5 ' 0.9 |
v ) (b ‘
Total " " 98 99.0 ¢ ( |
| |
Factor—-19 . - |
0 13 ‘
- N @ ¢ ‘
Between., 2 . 11.2 . |
i
|
’ |
|

Total 97 119.4 .
Factor~20. .

4 ‘ . RN _
Between 2 e 22,4 7"

Wiehin  © 94 , 82.9

Total 96 . - 105.3




/// ¢ .

Table 53 (continued) 4
Factor-21 P
Feteen R
etween 2. 21.9 11.0 - 14.06%%
within 97 75.7 7, 0.8
Total 99 97,6 ’
Factor-22 C - - '
Between 2 - 14.8 7.4 11. 14%%
Wilhin 90 . 59.8 ) 0.7 X
" Total 92 ' 74.6 ’

* Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .0l level.

In summary, Ehls chapter has presented a’'brief study of omparisons of
data collected over a three year period as & part of th plication of the ,
Tennessee Technglogical University Teacher Evaluatl Nodel Results ‘of the
study indicgfed some differences in the correl nal patterns of the variables

-~under study. Comparison of data colle;égg/ the same groups of subjects

across th¥ee years indicated few diff nces. Data collected on thifee groups
of firgy’year subjects across th 'fﬁ?ie vears of the study (1973 through 1975)
also rofealed few differences:” It mlght be concluded that the subjects change
little over the first hfgggjgars of teaching and that the graduates entering
the teaching field have changed little over the past three years. Further
stydy is recommended to more fully vcrlfy these conciusions. It is ‘anticipated
tHe factor analysis and discriminate ‘analysis techniques will be employed in
he near future to fyrther clarify thg preliminary results of the study.

- Refetrences
S s 4

1. Sandefur, J.T; and Ronald D. Adams. '"An Evaluation of Teaching: An
Interim Research Report," Journal, of Teachgr Education, 27(1):71-76,1976
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- ////éUHMARY, CONCLUSIONS‘ A®S RECOMMENDATIONS ‘
. / R e . . ?
The’ obJectlvee‘of this chapter are tﬁwee fold: (1) summarize briefly the
total evaluative study that was conducted durlng the 1975-76 school years; (2)
draw conclusions based on the findings of the Study; make recommendations_ |,
relative to the' findings. , i .

- X . ¢ ~ . . . ‘
. Summary . : ,

The purposes of this study were to: (1) provide information for faculty
and administrators concernmed with teacher education programs at. Tennessec
Technological University in making decisions pertinent to curriculum evaluation
and development; (2) aid in the process of making long rangeé plans for improving
the total educatlonal program of the University with particular emph351s on the
teacher education programs; and (3) continue the.development and refinements, of /
the Tennessec Technological Teacher Evaluation Model.

. .
ThYee distinct groups of subjects were used in the study. The first gropp /i
consisted of 26 individuals vho participated in ‘the first fvo years of the
study and recelved their degreeé between 1971 and 1973. The second group .
consisted of 18 lndxvxdualq who received the B.S. and 8 who received the M.A.
in 1974 and were partitvipating in the study for the second year. The third
group was compesed of 32 individuals wvho receive thc B.S. and 12 ‘who recelved
the M.A. in 1975 and were participating in the stady for thé first year. i .
Detail data were tollected on each xub]ect by use o .standardized instrumgnts .
admlnlzkoxed by upec1ally trained graduate assistants of f[xom university rgcords.
Basic instrumentation’ andﬁprocedures for the study wvere pilot tested during the
first year of ghe study and included: (1) University perhanent records ahd
transcript information; (2) pxlnclpale evaluation of cach subject by the use
of two different instruments; (3) administration of the California F-Scale *
(only those sub]ects who were participating in the btbdy for the-first time) to
measure individual prejudices and anti-democratic tUndonc1es, (4) admlnlstratlon
. of the Student Lvaluation of Teachingto,the students of the subjects;/ (5) adminis-
tration of the (lassroom Observation Rucord, and €¢6) a ten catcgory 1nteract10n
analysis system to recotrd observed classroom behavior, All data obtained in
the .study were classified, coded, and key punched for analysis. Descriptive
statistics, intercorrelations and comparisons were conpited. The fmajor findings
of ‘the study were_ divided into thrée parts, e.g., first year B. s "subjects, )
first ycar M.A. GubJeCtS and ¢omparisons across tlic three yeats. Data were
collected aboun second year SubJeCLS and stored for later yse iﬁ data analyses.

o »

- The major findings of the study fot the B. S and M.A. level subjects were
similar ty those reported in the first 'two years of the study: Theref{ote,
no detailed explanation of the f{indings will be ?1ven at this potnt (see Chapters
1T and T1I of this reporL) Detai]cd conparisouns acros% the three _years of the

*  study,  for those individuals that enLored the project in l973’1nd1caLed fow oz
¢ , ] o . .
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PRANS FOR THE CONTINUATION OF ThE STUDY : \
- .

. N o \J
> B F) 4 . - .
. This-chapter ‘describes the tentative plans for continuation of the ifdtengive
evalhatiOn activities of the graduates of the teacher education prbgrqms of
Tennessee Technological Undiyersity. Major emphasis in this chapter will be placed
upon the plans that have been tentatively formulated for the 1976-77 studies. -
The assumption has been made that the level of funding for the project’ will, remain® ’
at an adequaté¢ level and dncludes the allocation of three one-half time graduate
assistayts; approximately bne-half time of a professional staff member; $750 for

v

travel; and $750 for supplies, expenses amd communications. -

-

-

«
.

Plans for 1976-77 ‘ - -

-

- - .

. " Puring 1976-77 .particuldr emphasis will be placed on evaluatioé stg&}es of_
* the J973 through 1976 graduateé of the teacher education programs. Subjects who-
graduated prior to 1973 will be,dropped from further study because of the
Jimitation of -funds. The potential populBtion of 1973 through 1975 graduates
78. In addition, a sgmﬁlg of approximately fifty 1976 graduates will be adde
i"to'the study. . P -

t .

Figuré°4 shows an abbreviated chart for the_major activities of the project
during 1976-//. Initially, three graduate students will cugage in intensive
studies he use of the Classroon Observation Record, "the Student Evaluation
.of Tedching, and Interaction Analysis. "This will occur from approxXimately’

Segtember 1 through Cctober 15. Concurrent with ‘these activities, a schedule of
Visitations will be developed for the 1973-75 graduates that have previously.
participated in ther study. These 78 individuals will be visited starting the
JAter part of October, 1976. Visitation will contthue Lintil sometime in
- January, 1977. ‘ ' ‘

4

" > .

As soon as possible after the beginning of the fal arter 3‘3u;vey -
questidonnaire will be sent to all 1976 graduates of the teacher education program.
At this same time the 1976 graduates willbe asked to participate in the study. -
It'is anticipated that a sample of 35 B.S. level graduatgs and 15 M.a. level.—~_-

- graduates will be selcgted.s During .the early part of the winter of 1977, a

sclredule of visitatiom for these individuals will be prepared. During the winter

-

. of 1977 and early spring, these individuals will be visited for purposes of . ,
‘;obseryaggon and gathering baselirmg data. _ Also, during the winter, the Principals' |
Evaluation Instrument will be sent togthe principals of alY individuals wWho are” -
teaching in the schools. > ‘ . T
9 a‘. ;' ~ N + ' ;% .- . . ' ;
Beginning in thg late spring and continuing' thxough the sumperof 1977, - |

data analysi¢ will be made hnd a report of thé.tlird yéar activities of the ~
study willybe prepafed.. It,is anficipated-.that-this report will contain

comparisos d the four years pf sthd study. . N o
~ » . . .-'t‘ ./ a

thdt will lend ertra data to €he total project. Also, it is anticipated that .

' . - . |
3
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buring i976~77 at least one or ﬁoge special studies will be carried -aut Y ' ﬂ}
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|
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Evaluation of Gradu:.te Duringﬁl975—76

EN v " ) -

6. - The -evaluation cata collected durlny the period of the study has changed

littde. In gem ral, the subjects that entered the study during the current

year were conpaxaBle to those that,pnteled in thé past two 'years. The - -

differences and similarigies wotéY in the earlier reports (74-4 and 75-4)

” -

Comparisons of Data Acposs Three Years: ‘ ‘ “*

ubjects who entered, in 1973 (the first year of the study) mave changed
little across the three year period. - 3~7h .
’ ’

~
PO

8. Subjédcts who entefed the project in 1973, 1974, ahd 1975 appeared to be
very similar in ‘their first year,of teaching. ‘ .

. .

9. Based on the results of the very ¥mifed comparlsons that were made, the
subjects reached a level of Leachlng prdficifficy during their first year

the classroom and this 1cve1 has remaineéd nearly ‘constant across thr e

‘.
o . / .
' . /
. s 2, /

‘have\not changed significantly. ' -~ /

almost unchak ed and comparlsono of the threc first year groups indicated few
or'no‘dlffcrelccs. I#¥Fmightsbe further concluded, that if there are differences
the present instrumentation is'not,sensitive to the differences.

- . ’

LY
»

* Egﬁ?ymendétlo§% /,
‘n ¢ .

N L2

recommendations are warrantod These lecommendat;ons center largely around the

. coptifuation and modyficationof the study outlined in this report. It is left

‘1. ‘fhe plan outlined i

LR

EA FuliText provided by ERIC
03

.

to the neaucn to make reoommen&atlons T tivex to his individual probplems and
'n.Lhe teachcr4 ucatlon programs of Lhe institution.

this reporu should be replicaLed during 1976 77 .

adding an additional \group of subjeccts who complete their degree require-

-

. ments in 1976. ;

.
= v

2. Continuing contact should be maintained with other 1nsgi&utions'pdfsuing

x

.‘ _‘p *
4. Further analyqes.oi the data smould bevmade employing more sophisticated -
'statistical technlques such,aa .actor analys1s and discriminate ana1y51s. R

‘ ‘.". /’“*\ . L

\4

\, o

s

. . .
N . ' . o 2 b

apply in the data®collected during 1975-<76. : ,/;/z

'@,“'@\:«
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Faculty of the institution and other iundividuas should b.2 encouraged to
review the report and to request additional data analyses to fit their
individual needs. P

.

.
.

A more extensive data bank of informdtion on all-students in the teacher
education programs should be established. Thereafter, a more neanlngful
study can be made in relation to predicting success of graduates in
teaching.

N
. , .
’ .

Better methods should be developed to optlmlze the partlcxpatlon ¢f SUbJeCtS

in the study? . CTNG . Y

. - N e
Development and refinement of a complete set of computer programs, for use
with the project should be continued. There is a nedd for more coyﬂéete

‘dOCUmentatlon of thg programs available. . s

¢ ’
-

faculLy and administrators should be encouraged to make more use of thé
data that has been collected and to request additional information. . .

B4 .

Work should continue on the development of pother phases of the total
evaluation project, i.e., lnthuncntatlon “for, use with hd S. level graduates
ayd for those individuals in such fields as admlnla ervision,

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

and counseling.. ®
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’ ‘ CHAPTER VI . e . ‘

PLANS FOR ‘THE COXTINUATION OF THE STUDY - \

v

~
N l\ ]
5 .

. This" chapter describes the tentative plans for continuation of the iftengive
evalﬁation activities of the graduates of the teacher education prégrgms of
Tennessee Technological Uniyersity. Major emphasis in this chapter will be placed

. upon the plans that have been tentatively formulated for the 1976-77 studies. ' ]
The assumption has been made that the level of funding for the project’ will, remain® ’
at an adequatd level and dncludes the allocation of three one-half time graduate
assistauts; approxinately one-half time of a professional staff member $750 for
travel; and $750 for supplies, expensgs anmd communications. )

~

- -

K4

Plans for 1976-77 L -

~

-
-

. " Puring 1976-77 .particuldr emphasis will be placed on evaluatioé stgéfés of . T
* the 1973 through 1976 graduates of the teacher education progranis.” Subjects who-
graduated prior to 1973 will be,dropped from further study because of the
Jimitation qf-funds. The poteniial popul&tion of 1973 through 1975 graduates
78. -In addition, a samﬁlg of approximately fifty 1976 graduates will be added
'to ‘the study. . B -

Figuré’é shows an abbreviated chart for the major activities of the'projecc
during'1976-/7/. Initially, three graauate students will eugage in inlepsive ~ . °
i the use of the Classroom Observation Record, -the Student Evaluation
dching, and Interaction Analysis. ‘This will occur from approximately’
tembeTr 1 through October 15. Concurrent with ‘these activities, a schedule of
Visitations will be developed for the 1973-75 graduates that have previously.

participated in ther study. These 78 individuals will be visited starting the
Jater part of October, 1976. Visitation will cont¥hue yjntil sometime in ¢
-January, 1977. ' . ‘

e N . - t
. " PO

As soon as possible after the beginning of the fal arter a ‘survey T
quest idnnaire will be sent to all 1976 graduates of the tcacher education progranm.
: At this same time the 1976 graduates will-be asked to participate in the study. -
It'is anticipated that a éample of 35 B.S. level graduates and 15 M.A. level.~_-
+ graduates will be selcgted.- During.the early part of the winter of 1977, a
schedule of visitatiom for these individuals will be prepared. During the winter
. of 1977 and early spring, these individuals will be visited for purposes of .
;obseryag;on and gathering baselimg data. _ Also, during the winter, the Principals'
Evaluation Instrument will be sent toGthe principals of alY individuals who are

-

teaching in the schools. N . - .
e« ‘ . . ® .
Bcginnin% in thg late spring and continuing’ through the sumperof 1977, 2
data analysi$ will be made and a report of thé.tiird yéar activities of the ~ '
study will,be prepafed.. It,is angicipated-.that-this report will contain o
comparisors o the four yeart pf.thd study. . R o
A B - , ‘.'!‘ ./ )

. During i976—77 at \least one or hoge special studies will be carried-out A
that. will lend e¥tra data to €he total project. Also, it is anticiqated that
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A [

E

furthér analyses of the aCCUmulated data will be made as time and assistance

are- available. Plan§~£o:~£tg speical studies and data analyses will be made

during the later part of the summexr_of 1976. . . &
: .

Long Range Plans

i s S - 1

Tentative long range, plans have been made the '\tal project. T?e
. assumption has becn made that the level of.fundives for personnelgwill rémain
approximately the same. ‘It is anticipated that ig/1976-77 a grflup of 1976 ﬁﬁ )

graduates of the teacher education prozram will be added to thé study and those g
individuals who graduated prior to 1973 will be dropped. The basic _plan outlired;
for.1976-77 will be contlnugd dunlng 1977‘78 Also a group of Ed.S. graduates -3 o
WLll e added to the study C ’

A3 . > *
.

During Q§76-77 an intensive evaluatlon will be made of all data that has

. béen collécted and major modifications may be made in the research design. it
; is further anticipated, that additional instrumentation will become’ available ]
) whlch w111 make the.; proJect more meaningful. . : -
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