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ABSTRACT

TENNESSEE TECHNOL$3CICAL UNIVERSITY TEACHER EVALUATION MODEL-YEAR ;11

flp 1973-74 Tennessee Technological UnivefsAty developed and implemented
a modlfor systematic data gathering and for,making evaluations 6f the
programs in teacher education. During 1976-77 four distinct groups of
subjects participated gn this longitudinal study: 23, 1971, 72, or 73
graduates; 22, 1974 graduates; 25 1975 graduates; 4and 26 1976 graduates.
Detailed data were collected odeach subject by the, use of standardized
instruments administered by specially trained graduate assistants or from
University records. Basic instrumentation and procedures were pilot tested
during the first year of the study and included:, (1) University records,
(2) principals' evaluations, (3) California F-Scale, 1(4) ,a measure of the
satisfaction of.the students of the graduates; and (5) observation by
trained observers. All data Obtained'in the study were classified,, coded,
and keypunched for analysis. Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations
and comparisons were computed.

The major findings of the study for the first year subjects were similar
,to those reported in the first three years of the'study. Detailed comparisons
across four, three and mo,Years of the study, for the indiViduals that
entered the project in, respectively, 1973, 1974, and 19,75 indicated 'few
differences. The differences hat were noted were minor and in most cases
no,explanation can be offered for the changes. Comparisons were also made
of all first, second, and third year subjects. Again, only minor diffeillues
were noted. In summary, it appeared thatlthe subjects who had been. in the
study fof more than oneyear had changed little:'AlSocit appeared ghat
dRose students who entered the study in 1976 were little different'from '

their counterparts that were in the initial years of the project. .FActor

analysis of data obtained with the Classrpom Observation Record gaire,Rsults
similar to that reported in the literature. A study of the results or.tfle
administration of th alifornia F-Scale indicated that those subjects f4ho
appeared to3e less authoritarian exhibited many of-the characterist,ics,of'.
gbod teachers reported in the litetature. Based on the finds of the. study,
several copclusions were advanced and recommendations made for contindation
of the study.
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PREFACE

.
-

For the past seven years, nareasilig attention hasabeen given tb the

evaluation of the graduates of e teacher preParation programs of

Tennessee Technological University. Followup studies'of all graduates

have been conducted on a regularAssis and special studies have been
performed to provide input for the overall operatiOn of.the Programs of
the UniverSity;. . In order to improve the system of evaluation at the
institution, an intensive ongitudinal study was initiated in the fall of
1973 Of the graduates. 'Chis.study,has continued through 1976-77 utilizing.
a modified model that was previously developed for evaluating graduates
of teacher' education programs. Reportsof'the results of the' application

9f the model for the period 1973-74 through 1975, 76 arcontained in,
respectively, RepOrts 74-4, 75-4 and 76-1 available from the Office of the

Associate,Dean.Of the College of Education.

,

The purpose of this preset repert, is to present the findings of the

foUrth year of the-applacation of the Tennessee TechnologiCal Pnivetsiky
Teagber Evaluation Model. In turn, this report Will be utilized in providing 4.

input into the total system ofteacher education at the University. This

report is by no means complete; however, it will serve to inform the reader
of the basic"procedures used and the preliminary finding% of the fourth year
of ttiestudy ;n order to conserve paper, only essential information has

' been provided.
.

The longitudinal study ha's received considerable attention from
individuals atothOr institutions'in-not only the United States but several
-foreign countries. Therefore, this report contains -a. summary Of"ttle results

of the first three years of the operation of the model, a listing of other
reports that are related to the studyand copies of theinstrumentation
employed With the model (Supplement). This resort should provide the

necessary information for an institution to replic e the study.

4The author of this report is indebted to the efforts,of'several
individuals that have been extensively involved in working with the project

during the past year: These inVrividuals include:, Hazel A. Simcox, Graduate

Assistant; Jeannie L. Smith, Graduate AssWant; Dale A. Hullander, Graduate

. Assistant; Tom- Ladd,' Assistant; Linda H. Carroll, Secretary;
Sharon A. Heard, Secretary; Glenda S. Qualls, Analyst; and Dr. John D. :Thomas,
Associate Professor of Educational Psychology and Counselor Education. In

addition, thanks are extended to all principals, teachers; superintgnents,

and other school peisonnel that provided techtical assistance, data, and '

alloWed the project staff to work with, them in various ways.'

40.
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Jerry B. Ayers
Associate Dean
College of Education
June, 1977
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CHAPTER I

,INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURES

ft!

Beginning in 1970, with the creation of -the Office of the Adminis.v
trative, Assistant for Special Services and continued by the Officesof the
Assistant to the Dean atzd AasOciate.Dean, a series of separate studles was

, beghn related to the evaluation of student.d.enrolled in And graduaAv of
the teacher education pro rams of Tennedpee Technological University. The
research has been'systema'tfc and designed to meet Standards45.Pand G-5.1

'

established by the National.Council for Accrellitation of leachenfducation,
as well'as to answer such questions as course effedtiveness, the-proper
sequence of courses,.factArs related to achiement, success of the-grad-
pates after entering the teaching' profession, better methodd of instruction,
and the degree of achieveNent othe stated competqn.cies of the teacher

'education program. _It shouldbe noted `that there are companion studies
designed to evaluate the programs designed to 'prepare school service
personnel at the M.A. and Ed.S. levels (see Appendix A).

4The works of Sandefur and Adams (1,2,3) have led co the development of
a model (Tennessee Technological UniversiiytTeacher'Evatuation Model) 'for
the evaluation of graduates of the programs of the University designed .to
prepare teachers at%the,bachelor's and master's levels (0. During 1973-74-
the Evaluation Model was implemented and continued during 1974775 and 1975-76
with funds available from thebudget of the Cop.ege of'Education of the
University. The re lts of-tfic applicatidh:of he model were summarized, in
Reports 74 -4., 74-5, an 76--1

,

j.

The fourth year f the a0lication pf the Eyaluation Model was initiated
in the fall of 1976. The remainder of thid. chapter describ4 the purposed ,.
of. the fourth year of the operation of the model and limitations of and
the proCedures used ih condicting.the major phases of the study." Chapters
II and.III 'contain presentations and interpretations of the data fbr the.
_current year of the study and comvarilphs with earlier pars. Chapter IV
desciibes.t.he results of several special studies that have been conducted
as a part of ''the study. Chapter V contains a summary, ConclusiOns, and
recommendations and tentative plans fox oontinuation of the study during
1917-7.8. Appendix A Contains'a'simarary of, all of the evaluative studies 7
that have been conducted as a 'part of the efforts of the Office of the,

.

Associate Dean and Appendix B (Supplement) contains copies of and directions
for the use of selected instruments,that.have been employed in consjactioni
with implementation of the model.

4
Purposes

.

The purposes of-,*he study'that are reported in this document include
the following: 1,

4

'
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1. To'provide.inlormation for faculty and aaministratdfs
concerned with teacher education programs at Tennessee
TeChnological University in making decisions pertinent
to curriculum evaluation and development.

2.. To aid in the 15rOcess'of making long-range plans for
improving the total program of the University with'
'particular emphasis on the teacher educatian.programs: °

_ 3. To. contin ue the development' and refinement of the Tennessee.

Technological University Teacher tvaluatio2 nModel.

Specific Objectives to be accomplished as a pare of this study weTe as
follows:

1, To continue studying in a longitudinal manner those subjects who
had previously participated in the- application of the Model (1973-
74 ehrough'1975776).

.
.

, ..
A

2. To provide a descriptive profil' of a sample of 1976 graduates
of the teacher education pr6grams of Tennessee. Technological r`
Univeraity;"- -. ... . -

!,,.,_

3. ;O12Teruldne 'relationships among selected variables that were
. measured, as a part o'f the total 'study.

. To provide comparisons between the graduatesof the teachdr
education programs of Tennessee Technological UniVersity with. those
who tight be considered as effective teachers as defined in the

:'

... .

original literature oikedaoher education:
. /

- ., ,---
5. 'To provide effective dissemination of-relevant.researchaata.to

the 'faculty and administration of-the University associated with
-the teacher education programs. ,

. .--

6. 'To provide information and suggestions forurriculum evaluation
'and development based on Oipiricallpearch-daa.

7.. To continue to evaluate the proCedures employed in thestudy and
to make long-Jrange plans, for modificationi and refinement of the

,basic Evaluation' Model.'-'
.

:

-',Iimipfions . . r

. --... - . -,
.

.
..

Thegenerai limitations forthis study are as follows andoare primarily
.concerned With,samplirt techniques: /, ,

...

, . . .

'1. Subjects forkthestudy were individuals who were 1976 graduates of
a bachelor's or master's level programsat TennesseeJechnolOgicai
University designed to prepare them as teachers or they were
individuals who participated in the past three years ofthe study.

,

"."-';

.
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2. Subjects were teaching'in the State of Tennessee within a 100-,

mile'radius2f Cookeville, Tennessee. (Approximately 70 percent

of all graduates of the teacher educatiOn programs of the
University, that are teaching,., reside within the specified

1geographical limits of the study.)

. 3% The subjects volunteered to participate in the study.

as

A

4. The principal's and superintendents undei:whom the subject worked

agreed that the graduate could participate in the study.

5. The sample sizes of 1973, 1974 and 1975 graduates were reduced
by about one-third due to attrition from the teaching profession
or moving out of the geographical limits of the study. Therefore,

. the findings of the study may be limited in their applicability tq
'the population of graduates from the University and also other
institutions.

Limitations 1 through 4 above were imposed in order to make the study
more feasible regarding the followup of the subjects. Voluntary partici

pation was flee d.necessary due to the extensive collection of dgta and
due to the cooperation required from the subjects for classroom_nbservations
and completion of forms. The limitation of d 100-mile radius, of Cookevilile,

Tennessee, was necessary because of the limited travel funds avaiale and
the time available for the research assistants to visit in the clas4rooms
of the participating subjects.

Procedure
,

The purpose, of thiS sectioh.dis to provide the reader -with a.brief

description of the procedures employed in collecting data utilized in this

study. This section is concerned pacifically with selection of subjects,
impleMentation of the study, training of staff,-and methods og data

_collection and analyses. Figure 1 shows a YERT chartof the major activities
of the project from September, 1976 through June, 1977. In order to conserve

'space phe reader is referred to Reports 74-4, 75-4 and 76-1, (5,6,7) nr

AppendLx B (selected issues of report) for a more complete descOption of

such topics as instrment'ation and training. of.observers.

Selection Subjects-

Four groups of suhSects participated in the 1976-77 phase of the pro-

ject. The 4rai:grouP of individuals (19711972, and1973 graduates) was
participating in the p733ect for the fourth year,'while the second group
(1974 graduates),was participating for the second year. The third and fduith

groups consisted Of those individuals that received either tjie D.S. or M.A. -

in, respectively, 1975 or 1976.. Table 1 shows a summary of the number of

individuals (by year of graduation) pgrticipaping in each phase of the.
study, andTable 2 shows a summary of'the grade-level in which the subjects

were'- teaching' during 1976-77. -%

/

I



9/76 1/77. ,

Summary_

a ' I

1-4 Finalize Plans for Visitig Subjects in
1973-75 Phasesd.of Study

2-3 Ttraining of Observers
5-- Continuing Contact With other Projects

and Survey oti the Literature-
6-7 Survey All 1976 Graduates
i3-9 Conduct Other Related Studies

Figure 1. PERT Chart of Majqr Activities for

7 0

4/77

of Activities'
.

9-10 Prepare Reports of/Related ktudies
:7-11 Select Sample of 1976 GradiPake for

-IntenSive Stuay. as Part of Followup

11-12, Make School Visits on.1976 Graduates
..13-,14. Make School Visi.ta on 1973-75 Graduates,

12-15 Complete RepOrtd and Submit
15--- 'Begin Making-Plans for 1977-78-Phase Of Study

477

O
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Table 1

4

-V

Numbei=s'Erf Subjects by Year of Graduation Participating
,

. . in Each Phase of Study .

.
4

a

Phase of Study

1273-74

1974 75

1975-76

1916-77

t

1976 .1971-

0/6* 6/12 0/19 Vi13,,, 4/4

* *,. 0/8
.,

. ..
,

-** . 0/6

** 0/5

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 - Total

6/14 00 16/.33. --- 20/65
). 44, c . ,

0/12 0/8 8/18 12/32 0/76
..,

0/12 0/6 ,' 6/15 5/20 5/21 '1671,9
-

I 4

*'No. M:A../NO. B.S.

** Dropped5from Study by original design.

Table 2

Sample Fo4r=1:ntensive Followup.19i6-77**

Year, K 1-3 4-7 8-12t* SPED Total

.'11971

'1972

1973

1974

1975

1976 -.

TOTAL

Table 3 meows a Summary of the ressons,and'number Of individuals fail-
.

.ing to participate in the 1976-77 phase-of the study. This table shows, the

* _

. \ ; ,

.

0/1 0/0

0/4 0/0

1/1 0/3

2/5 0/2,

2/5 1/

9/1 0/6

5 /]i '1/13

0/1 0/3 0/0 ii;r5"---' ,

o

0/2 0/34 0/2 7 01 0/12'

0/0
1.

0/0 . 1/5

0/1' 1/4 2/3.4./0 D/0 7/15
I

0/2 1/6 ' 0/2 1/2 0/1 5/20

2/2'.-174 22 0/3 0/3 5/21

2/5 3/17 4/10 3/11 0/5' 18/78

_moo. M.A. No. B.A.
4* Teaching areas: 8-English, and 1 each in Science, Business, Music,

-Ma*thematics, History and Physical Edudation.

ti
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* , -. I, - 6- s;t

number withdtawfng from the study by original data of graduation from tire, ."
University. Between 1975-76 and 1976 -77, 26 individuals withdrewi 7 indite ,

0viduald (26.9 percent) felt the objectives of the'project were not compat-
.
-

able with personal objectives, 3 individualsp,,;(11.5 percent) moved 'into-
non - teaching positions in the schools, 6 individuals (23:1 percent) left
the teaching profession and .10 individuals (38.5 percent) gave .no reason
or could not be located.°.The overall attrition between the two years' was
26 individuals or 37.1 percent, This figure is comparable with the level
of attrition between the first and second and second end third years of the
st4ply (6,7):

: Y

Jo-

s.

I

Table 3 0

-Repsons and Number of Individuals Dropping out of Study From
1975-76 to 1976-77 (By Year of Graduation From University)

Reason
-

197171972- 1973 1974 1975 Total

Felt Objectives of Project
Were not Comparable with -

Personal ObjectiVes ' 0 0'. 0 ' 2 5 7
o

.

Moved into Non-teaching
Position in Schools 1 0 1 1 _ 3

4

-Left Teaching ProEessibn 0 0 1
0t,,-..,. 5 6v.

No Reason 4 0 ' 1 0 0 Z 3

Unable to' Locate (No RespoAse

to Ouestionnaireg, 'Phone Calls
or No Forwarding Address at
Post Office) 0 Q U

ix-
0 7 *7

, 4
-Total 0 .1 r 1 ' 2' , 3

. .
19 Y

I

S

As a part of the routing followup aaPivities of the Office of the
Asiodiate Dean, all 1976 graduetpd of,ple teacher educatidn'Trograns were
contacted in the late fall of 1576 (332 B.S. gtaduetes.and,166 M.A. graduates).
As a result!Of this initfa1 survey (8), all graduates who were teaching with- '

In the definedgeographick limits of the project were contacted by mail. and/
or telephone 'and asked to partAcikate 1n this study. A total,of 21 B.S. and
5 M.A. leVelkraduatesevolunteered to"paftidipate(eee Tables-1 and 2).

-

.
4-0-4111,'Figure 2' show'sva map-of selected portionssof Tennessee., The numerals -'

within each-tounty.ind&cate rhe.number,of Individuals Wheparticipated in
the study during the current year. Table 4 sholkok a summary of the number "of

u

. . .

,

. . .
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Table

8

.J °

plumbiris of Subjects by Date of Gradua,tion and,

County in Which Teaching" in 1976 77

4

County ' 1971 1972 1973"-

Bledsoe"

' Clay
a Coffee
Cumberland
Be Kalb

Fentress
Jackson
Knox
Macon.
44cMin
Mott an

0:trer t on

Putnam
Rhea
Roane

1

1

4 1

.,--) 1

1 1

1

..

1

.2 . 2

1

obertson ,,

R therford .. 1.

/--- 1

Se uatchie

Smith
,

Van Buren
1

-----, Warren M 3

White

Wilso . 1

1974 1975 1976

\

1

2 - 1 ,
,

3 ,
......

1 .4 '3

It '1 11

* 1

1
1

5 .9.--

7 4 5

1

1 3
R .

2
,..,-

SCott ... 1 2

1 2

3

.!2
1

i 3
1. '5\ 1

4q-

\.

1

Total

2

1

2

4

4

9

3

. 2

*. 2

2

I.

6
20

(

2

4,. .

2

, 1

'. 3

4

3.

8, .

7

2
.

Totals 5 12 . 6 . 22 26
\ 26-t ' 96

,

.

..
Iz

4 4
.

I

I a
individuals' by year of graduation participating.irom, each county. -9

Instrumentation
1 .. ,

Instrumentation for the 197.6-77 study was identical to. that use'eduring
the past several years of the project with the exception of the. addition, of
the Tu,C1cman %Teacher Feedback Form (9). -This instrument was added to 'die
study in an effort to improve data gathering capabilities.' The reader is
referred to Report 74-4 (5) for more ineormation withregard to instrumen-
tation or' to Appendix B of. the edition of this. report containing the
suRldement.

A,

0, 8 .:

' . \

,
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Training of Observers
.

..., = '
C)

.

The procedure: for the training of observerswereoutlined in Report
7474 (4)4- Appendix B-af'those versionsh this report contain,n a

supPlem,t explain the procedures=in more 4gtail. .,.,
,.. ,

.

. - . ,

4 .\\ Collection of Data . ,

\ P 1°

V

Civ

9

_ .

Data for this study were collectediFy bail surve3w ineryiemp nd
observations in the classrooms of graduates. -Ihitially, all bje s were
contacted by mail and dates were set for:obsdrvational visits by.the
graduate research assistants (both previous Su jacts and new s Jetts in
the 'study): These dateyere verified with t appropriate, ministrative
authorities in each scho 1 and schdol system: ft letter explaining the .

project in detail was sent to all subjects, Pincipals,Snd Superintendents.
The subjects, their principals and superintendeits were invited to make
'comments and suggestions for conducting theaSepdy.'. .

4.-
. id .,

A

Eith subject was visited on attleast onedttasionby e trainedr
graduate assistant. The observer spent approximately a It f day in each
subject's classroom and completed from two to siXr2O mi te periods observing
using a ten gategory,system of interaction Analysis.- the completion of
all observations, the Classroom Observation Mecord,in the Tuckman Teacher

.L,,, t,,,,.+:

Feedback Form were completed. ,,,- ,

_
-

.

'' ..
lis -4.- .".

- "- 7... . '

th ne d
.

.The appropriate version of thEr u eut, tion of Teaching (SET) was-
_

administered during the visit. The43strumefit t-vo,p!pcleted ,by at least

one class of students. While tie stOents:werecoipIeting the SET, subjects
vf

who were participating in the project"fdt,theMxst year con:leted the
California F-Scale.

. v.

During the course -of the day the observer.Ante)401wed each subject with
. )

regard to their opinions and idea& about the ttacher paratio4 program of
.the University. Also, the observers asked each -pr ie al'to'complete the,
Principals Questionnaire and also the Teacher Oft by Supervisor Form.

ertinent data such as quality pointava ;P. onal TeachpisExami7
collected from the pe u... r .- cords of all 1976 ,

atio stog4s, etc. were
gradU es.

Anal Data -" -,

\..._ ,

. .

Basi descriptive and infeffhtial statistical methods were used to
analyze th data. .These techniques are describe, in more detail ,at the)."
appropriate points in this repor

...

. f

'Summary

In summary this chapter contains a brief Overview of the total operation
of the 1976177 phase of the longitudinal study of the graduates of the

1

teather education p ograms of Tennessee Technological University. Incl ed-
in this chapter h beeh a summary,statement of the majorpurposes o the

K.

.3
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project).limiftations of the study and the major procedures employed in
'conducting the study. Figure 3 shows a chart of the major sources of,data---

instrumentation employed in the evaluation of the graduates. It will be
noted that data was gathered from four major sources including self o
personal,'from.supervisors and principals,. students of the graduates, 0
by independent observers. Included in. the chart is a listing of the major
instruments used in gathering tats from the four primary sources. The °

majOrpurposes and -procedures f thg:16'rniect have remained vir ually
unchanggd over the past four years.oX the study. It is felt th t the
information available from this repot and the companjon repor completed
in 1974, 1975, andJ.976 will be useful to those individuals attempting to
replicate this study. It should be pointed out that additional information
and specifics related to methology employed in this study are available
from the Office of the Associate Dgan, C011ege of Education'.

O

, .

O

I

iF

4; .,1

a
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GRADUATES

)1

Saurce , Instrumentation
.

.
.

!Quality Pt. Averaga
.

Nat. Teacher Exama.,
PERS9NAL Personality F-scale .

OR SELF \Self Ratings; Etc. / -%;

PRINCIPALS OR
SUPERVISORS

STUDENTS

INDEPENDENT
OBSERVERS

Prineipalts'Questiongaif
.Teacher tval. by Sup.. roVm

/St. Eval. of Teach.-I
St. Eval. of Teach. II

O

tit

Classroom Ob. Record
Interaction Analysis
Tuckman Teacher Feedbck Form

Figure 3. Summary of Sources of Datg,mInstrumentatidn aneUse of Data.
7W*
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CHAPTERJI
'

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA,' 1976 B.S.GRADUATES

Chapter II contains a presenta on anoltnalysis of data for those
individuals who received the B.S. in 976 and e in their first year of
the study. Because 9f the restricts size of the sample (N=5), Rio "attempt.

was made to summarize the datngatheied.on the 1976,11.A. g uates in the .

study. Means, standard deviations, frequency counts, corr ions and
appropriate statistical tests are presented in tabular(form for the yari-
ables studied. Explanatory intormatOn is included to facilitate the
reader's .understanding andusage-af-the report.

The data are presented in ten parts with.each corresponding to a major.
instrument used to gather information. Each section contains summary sta-
tistics as well as a discussion of t1e relekrant variables that were corre-

' lated in the study. Table 5 shows an intercorrelation matrix of selected
variables, which is applicable to the B.S. graduates. No attempt was made
to show a complete, trix of all variables. Only variables significane at.
or beyond the .05 evel will be -discussed in the remainder of this report.

An understanding of Chapter I of this report is essential for-the
effective utilization of the remainder of the report.' Also, Reports 74-4,
75L4 and 76-1 should be used as companion guides to obtain additional infor-
mation that may be of interest to the reader. The attention of the reader
is also called to the Appendices to this report. The Appendices contain a
complete listing of all studies that have been conducted in'the past seven
years that may provide additional useful information-about the evaluation
studies that have been conducted by the College of, Education. Selectd,
repotts contain copies of the complete instrumentatiot.

,

Career Base Line Data

section contains e'summary of preliminary career base line data
for the B.S. 1976 subjects in this study. Included in this section is in-
formation taken'from each subject's4,College.transcript_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 slightly above 0
-,the mean for all graduates of the College of Educatikm;

,,,Table 6 shows.a summary of the teaching level of the 21 B.S. level
individuals. It will.be noted that almost 43 percent were teaching in the
lower grades.

Tne.mean nunaber,of years of teaching experience (including 1976-77. as
one year) was 1.3 years and the median years was"1.0. Some individual's in the
study had'teught prior to'completing their degree and those individuals that
had taught part of the 1975-76 school year listed their experience.as On
additional year.



1B TABLE 5

"r.

CORC R E L A T I O R M A T R I X , 0 F SELECTED VARIABLES-1976 8.8. GRADUATES IN FIRST YEAR ,OF STUDY4

I SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 ; 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 if 15 16 ..107 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 294
VationaleTeacher Examination

1. Teaching Aram Exam 632.1 54.5 21 1000 155 902 328 094 In -336 :132 -235 -046 -101 269 200 2524, 0 412 351 -290 028 171 4249 260 -309 -702 035 -016 216 039 044

2. Prof. td. Test 65.5 31.4 21 1000. 163 236 222 287 -372 :212 :111 -145 -299 -017 101 -358 3 -02 -252 -190 561 -251 9-419 234 069 130 141 037 249 .331 096
.

...

3. Composite . 1228.8 82.3 21 1000 298 231 Mk -271 -308 -243 021 -200 215 262 435 12 422 22. -370 -047 ,r111 034 207 -142 .127 079 -010 337 038 194

Quality Point Average
, e

4. Major Field 3.39 0.46 21 1000 421 iv -222 .-146 -294 -060 -180 -445 -376 -287 16ii: -211 130- A21- -099 -062 -276 :Ail- -499 -266 -288 -163 -226 ,.-403
5. Overall 3.14 0.48 21 1000 495 095 .379 -106 -203 -028 -382 007 -222 4 r -138 -152 -062 -381 348 -114 361 154 562 406 213 163. 161

American Collets Test

6. Composite 19.6 1 5 21 1000 -069 .463 -007 -032 -091 4057 028 082 145 4:12 . 293 -315 037 -061 955 376 136 046 236 -046 371 -082 i77

Principal Evalautioli ,
C . ' a

-

-7 1 4 3 0.6 21 1000 226 792 66/ -304 -179 227 250 617 -077 253

.1

NIA :,.-3g2.. '..'n210 121 -030 283 -137 285 228 -328 -029 -052
.4W

'

.
8. 11 4.4 0.7 21 1000 360 405 164 -120 -356 !OIS 094 --o...020' -151 386 -0)1 204 125 265 128 -027 122 -025 -247 212 -049

9 /II 4.4 0.7 21 1000 780 -290 -179 227 250 112 -077 253 ,yr026 -242 -242 1214 033 215 -232 285 278 -113 -033 -057

10 AlV 4.4 0.7 21
' 1000 -282 208 366 765 -141 2/1 216 -454 :122 -202 -0S1 331 084 283 069 -320 -091 144

, t,

.324

. "--- .California F -Scale

11. P-Scale 97.1 15 9 21 1000 -143 291 173 2134 -006 087 -230 032 207 -224 426 359 263 263 -222 171 377 136

Student Evaluation of Teaching-I

12 1 344 7 32.3 15 1000 132 421 -109 348 621 -128 243 .5583 108 307 -075 237 -139 170 015 -075 349

13 11 331.8 35.2 15 1000 571 141 -120 216 -964 -169 053' 060 644 078 075 079 -042 601 .062 645

14. Ill 292 8 36.9 15 1000 395 146 865 -577 :124 -134 -228 334 142. 148 077 -043' 076 194 ALI
15 IV 294.2 27 4 15

1000 -074 399 127 -493 -490 -408 -043 521 416 399 -079 '-458 -305. -022

16 V 273.8 39.9 13
1000 12 216 -271 516 -051 -079 004 060 2126 431 014 -049 015'

17. VI 307.
34140.015 IT'

1000 -548 :242,1 187 -120_ 486 .200 281 16d 162 133 -026 202

Interaction Analysis

, 18. i/d 3 16 1 94 21
6 1000 133 e -080 -235 -611 003 039 l' -154

,
086 4583 -126 -371

19.'' 1/D 0.66 0 68 21
1000 . 135 131 225 -066 042 -194 -104 351 -087 .157

20. ST/TT 0.69 0.50 21
1000 612 -279 -079 -113 124 100 -030 -108

21. Sil/Tot 0.13 0 li 21
1000 226 :492 :416, -385 -156 259 -102 038

22. Lec/Tot . 0.45 0.24 21
1000 113 1160 147 -375 221 -128 387

1Classroom bservation Record

23 '11 5.3 1.4 21 4
1000 902 142 Ale 046 021 190

24. 2 51 1.2 21
1000 2A1 Al 111 -054 '309

'25. 3 4.9, 12 21
1000 IAA 074 199 073

26. 4 4.4 '1.5 21 ,$)04'
1000 011 122 072

Iv
22." 5 6.3 0.8 21

1000 156 641

28 5.1 1.7 21 1000 337

29. 7 5.5 1.1 21
1000

30. 8 5.6 1.3 21

. 31. 9 5.5 1.5 21

.32' 10 5.2 1.4 21 51

33. 11 4.9 1.6 21

34. 12 5.7 1.4 21 r.

?.s. 13 6.7 0.5 214r

"2,36. 14 5.8 LS 21

37. 15 5.8 1.2 21

.8*38. lh 6 2 1 1 21

i9. 6.0 1.0. 21

40. 18 5.8 1.3 21 1'

41. 19 5.4 1.3 ' 21

, 42. 20 5.5 1.4 21

45. 21 5.5 1.0 21

44. 22 5.1 1.4 21

Underline Indicates a correlation significant at oyieyond the .05 level. v
ii

o

1Decimal points have been omitted.
19

. 8

' % , If*:/888. . 8i8,8188,18 -.0.,*

30 31 32 33 34

-042 -028 .202 -090 -045

-067 .036 107 003 059
.,

105 100 -153 -049 005

-392 -352 ;5f4 :AU -377

039 -090 023 -113 -0611.11i

-094 -1155 -017 -082 094

-406 -158 -152 -337 -256

-354 -261. -079 -200 . -283

-406 -417 .152 -391 -324

-301 -265 -276 -575 -305

122 -014 92. 422 328

367 All 281 357 448

323 114 100 189 277

309 199 .208 -047 060

-283 -430 -123 -38938v 167

176 296 030 046 -013

332 265 031 081 297

-135 '184 -053 -187 -175

126 305 509 405 246
r--

-007 si093 172 i50- 198

-212 -306 -173 -141 017

-100 -263 128 104' 108 ,

154. -043, 211 315 221

21i 208 609 467 640

065 -133 AN !241 225

222 269 219 205 013

581 342
22111i 428 293

306 196 183 332 -1991

216 222 183 309 J3At

Iwo: 872 446 552 319

Y ,1900 297 222 ..us

1000 838 790

1000 122

1000

14

35 -36 37 34 39 40 41 42 43 44

a
1/4".,

-126 031 -286 -209 -257 -101 072 023 1119 012

171 181 006

027 054 -203

, 198

063

000 041

-172 -068

188

231

113 124 136

121 081 120

001 -282 :Ent -050 -276 -362 :211. -541 :AAA :124

096. -075 -1474 4/6 -048 177 125 -Q98 169 124

077 122 -047 271 '150 025 103 -165 121 150

-339 -241 '036 -009 -129 -215 -430 -511 -027 -087

-296 -26516 -035 -008 -113 -168 -326. -263 -327 -1116

-339 -365' -166 -1/5 -208 -377 -430 -260 -114 -087

-366 -123 026 204 -216 -234 -362 -166 -090 -177

-057 211 313 127 251 268 230 139 310 291

124 433 366 -345 435 422 245 421 274 454

-094 293 294

-064 019 129

210

289

0411 096

150 016

164

-032

193 442 374

027 225 191

-457' 132 114 342 446 233 -237
v.

-309 030 210

111 -019 -060 -215 -040 -014 074 265 053 285

-095 269 331 069`. 101 240 086 247 346 395

208 -098 -095 -159 -052 033 -134 100 -239 -200

328 337 107 -129 091 240 ill 422 '1:0252 1.11

-151 139 131 -516 058 188 -030 02946120 1:112

-200 -088 -051 :MI -113 -043 -315 -352 -251. -160

-114 280 321 092 242 234 068 -096 201 278

-161 426 122

-013 553 755

5ll,

532

262 Ag2

667 S96

'328'

448

li3 222 278

374 566 329

223 208 326- 341 279 228 232 111 2.21 190

012 -025 .012 072 -045 -080 213 346 246 2"

330 '200 053 All 065 0434 599 161 All 587..

021 -297. -.215 118 -219 -338 119 133 47 262

29,9, ;260 :289 487 204 165 452 492 622 730

;a: 246' .162 444 176 173 133 152 688 211

ill 092 005 231 -013 100 111 22 III A/A

026 716 695 153 646 666 248 630 700 647

.152 511 116 498 122 119 60 sla 124,122

8.
-070 924 221 137 887 .588 377 641 402

.-
1000 065 4-274 294 -117 -093 329 3 310 362

1000 MA 110 I26 908 422 J 641 401

1000 ..210 1#1, 880 347 2 .22287

1000 137 053 344 1 060 422 264

1
1000 902 121 61 212 246

1000 111 331 2 280

1000 '2321 744 719

1000 670

1000 829

.



r

15 ,

he mean quality pdint average in the major *teaching field of the grad-
uates was 3.39 '(SD=0.48). This value approximated the mean major field
quality point average of graduates who had participated In the first three
years of the study. The mean overall undergraduate quality point average of
the graduates was 3.14 (SD=0.48), which also approximated that for partici-
pants in the first three years of the study. The major field quality point
average correlated significantly with the indirect/direct teaching ratio
found with theinteraction analysis Phase of the study. Thus, it appeared
that students with higher quality point averages in their teaching field
tended toward the use of more indirect teaching techniques. Significant
negative relationships were noted between the major field quality point
average and certain factors from the Classroom Observation Record.

All 21 subjects hadcompletedthe American College Test prior to ,

admission to the University. Neanscores Tor each of the four sub-tests
and composite score are shown in Table 7. In general, the subjects had
achieved scores above the mean for all students eAxolled in teacher eduCa-
tion programs and the University. Significant correlations werg noted
between overall ACTscores and. the overall quality point average achieved
by the subjects and-factors from the ClassroomObservation Record.

Mean scores and standard devi4ions achieved by the 21 subjects on the .

National Teacher Examinations are shown in Table 8. The results indicated
that the subjects had achieved at ,a slightly higher level than, individuals
in the first three years of the study. -Overall, the subjects ranked'at abort
the 40tH, percentile on the Professional Education Test, about the 45th per-
centile on the Teaching Area Examination and the mean composite score was
about the 50th percentile. An examination of the correlational pattern of
scores from the NTE with selected variables (Table 5) revealed few signif-
icantrelationships%

o

General'Information7Tgacher Preparation Inventory

All subjects were asked to °complete a rating sheet with regard to certain
courses and other areas of emphasis related to their teacher educatioh.pro7
gram. Data were obtained,from'all 21 subjects and are comparable with infor-
mation from other studies'of larger-numbers of graduates (see Appendix. for.
complete listing of reports). Table 9 shows the results of the survey
conducted as_a part of this study. This Table contains the percentage of
subjects ratings of each area. In general, the lowest ratings were given..,
to the areas of (1) ability to work_with parents, (2) skill in maintaining
discipline, And. (3) skill in.working with-eXaeptional children (the bright,--,

the dull, and the handicapped), It_should be noted that these areas have
been rated as Weaknesses in other studies conducted by the University. .Also,
these appear,frequently in studies that have been conducted at other insti-'

, tutions of higher education.
>

The subjects were asked to rate the value of certain core .education
courses on,a scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfactory to very unsatisfactory).
Table 10 shows the results of this hase of the study. The courses receiving

' the lowest ratings were General P ychology, Social, Foundations Of Education,
Educational Psychology, and His ry.and Philosophy of gducation. In general,
the subjects perceived more value in the courses involving practical

4
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, Table 6
of

Teaching Level of B.S; Subjects (N=21)

Level

C

No
-41r.

Percent
4

Preschool (including kindergatten) ° 1 4.7

Grades 1-3
§ 28.6

-%
%Non-graded lower grades 2 9.5

,Grades 4-7 4 19.0

Non-graded middle school
, 2 9I5

' Grades 8-12'
.:.,

. 3. . 14.3
V

Special Education'' 3 14.3

. . \

Table 7

. American College Test Scores for B.S. 'Graduates (N=21)

A

Suhtest Mean

)

..

SD
.-

English 19.9 3.4

'Mathematics , 17.4 . 6.2

Social Science 19.3 5.6 C55

Natural-Science ;0.9 3.4

Composite 19.6 3.5
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Table 8

National Teacher Examinations Scor'es for B.S. Graduates (N=21) '

17

'01-494,

T,

Test Mean
4 SD-

1 -

;

Teaching Area Examinations 632.1 "54.5

Professional Education Zest _65.5 31.4,

Composite Scores .1228:8 97-3\7

Table ? \ 4
,

'Percentage Ratings of SkeCted Items Related to Undergraduate
Teacher Preparation Program (N=20)*.

I

k ,

%At

Item,

1. Your teaching personality

a. Ability to work with children'

b. Abel ity to work with colleagues

c. Ability to work w.ith parents

2. Your general knowledge dnd understanding of

a, Sciences and Mathematics,

b.' Humanities

c. Social Sciences
ei

3. Your ability to use the Englisb language effectivefy

dr Your knowledge end undevtanding of'the subleas Which
you teach

,

5. Your uhderstanding of children and'yolith '

0`. Insight into causes of behavior

b. Skill in Working' with exceptionaychildren (the bright.
the dull, the handicapped)

c. Skill in maintaining discipline

6. Your understanding of the nat'u;eof the learning process .

7. 'Your knowledge of sources of teaching materials
0'

8. yOur ability to use teaching materials effectively

9. Your knowledge and understanding of

p. The PpiPoSes of the school in relation to the,over all
Purposesof society . I

b. The social structure of the communiv and its meaning for
education

i c
, , -N 0

>
04 *iii I, :0 t ,1,..
;, . . SO .. , N .0 4. 32. .. 3 Z o Z.

> : g 7 1 g i
a,. . g !. .1>D 2utD 3ZLD . arircii
0.0 9_n in.n 40.0
0.0 0.0 15.0 25.0
0.0 ,15.0 20.0 35.0

0.0 5.0

'10.0 15.0 5.0 50.0

55 0

0.0 0.0 .10.0

1).0

45.0
0.0 10.0

0
u.

5> in X SD

'45.0 4.3 0.9
6U.0 0.8

30.0 3.8 1.1

20.0 1:0
25.0 4.0 0.8

45.0 4.3 0.7
10.0 440.0 45.0 4.3 0.9

0.0 20.0 5.0 60.0 15A044.3 0.6

.

0.0- ".15.0 10.0 55.04 25.0 4.0 0.9

5.0 5.6 n.0 40.0 i4.0 3.4' 1.1
.5.0 0.0 65.0 15.0 20:0 3.7 1.1
0.0 0.0 20.0. 50.0 20.0 3.9 0.8'
0.0 0.0 15.0 45.0 35.0 4.2 0.7
0.0 0.0 15:0 50.0 35.0 4.2 0.7

0.0 0.0 15.0 40.0 40.0 4.3 0.7.

fl a 0.0 20.0 55.0 20.0 4.0 0.7

*Percentaget%may not add to 109.becauge_ of 10s§ing data.
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Table 10

Percentage Ratings 9f Selected Courses
In Undelsraduat Program (N=20)

Item

a. INTRODUCTION TO TEACHING

b. GENERAL PSYCHOLOGY

-c. HUMAN GROWTH AND DEVEL NT

d. EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY'

e SOCIAL. FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

HISTORY ANO PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION

0. EVALUATION ANOGUIDANcE

METHODS COURSES.

I. MICRO TEACHING

I. STUDENT TEACHING

0

> N

>

0.0

0

7." `.
o

2

. 25.0

a

;
C

6 L 'C.'

Z
3

10.0

I 3_,
f,

(7)

4

IJa

C

>

30.0

5
zo r
113

CFO- a
6

30.0 3.6'

SD

1.4
5.0 0.0 4 MA 30.0 15.0 3.1 1.0
5.6- 10.0 10.0

.40.0

2j:0 20:0 3.8 1.2'

15.0 5.0 25.0

.30.0

25.0 15.0 15.0 3.2 1.5
20.0 10.0 35.0 c' 25\0 5.0 a,n 2.8 1.2
5.0 20.0 10.0 30.0 15;0 20.0 .3.4 1.3

10.0 10.0 5.0 40.0 36.0 5_0' 3.7 1.3

15.0 10.0 .0 25.0 40.0 __La
25.0

3,7 lt6
15.0 10.0 5.0 20.0 25.0 3.4 1:6
10.0 0.0 0.0 tl 0.0 )80.0 10.0 4.6 1.3

14,-"

applications and less value in the theoretical courses. These findings havv
been inevidence in other studies (see Appendix).

The subjects were asked to rate the quality of instruction in the
College ofTducation. Over 70 percent rated the,:instruction' as satisfactory
to, very Satisfactoxy.. However, on the negative side over 15 percent rated
the instruction as being unsatisfactory.

Principal Evaluations of Subjects.

The principal of each. subject was asked to complete-two instruients
designed to evaluate weaknesses and strengths of the individual. The firsf
instrument consisted of '59 items related to the teacher education program of
the subjects and has been used for the pace seven years it the evaluative
-efforts-of the Office of the Associate' Dean. Table 11 shows the.mean ratings
.for each item. No area was rated significantly low by the principals.
However, principals appeared to perceive a problem with those areas marked
with an asterisk ( 'v).

1

Principals were also.asked to complete the Teacher Evaltlation by-Super-
visor form. This instrument consists of four questions dncompassing the
following areas:. (a) subject matter competence,' (b).,relationa with students,
(c) ap7pflatenessof as6ignments, and (d) overall effectiveness. Table 12
shows t e mean rattfigs for each oftgeSejtems for the B.S. level 1976
graduates. An examination of the correlational pattern for the fourari-
ables with the other factors studied indicateorresults similar to those
obtained in the past years of the study.

x'y 3 0.



. Table 11

Means and Standard Deviations of,Ratings of
Selected Items by Principals 01=21)

Items X SD

derstanding. the goals of the §chool- \N. -4 . 6

sonal Appearance. 4.7
En usiasm for the teaching profession
Ada') ability in the classroom

.,Cooperation and dependability

. Attituaes.toward children
Attitudes toward fellow t ers
`Ati4udes toward supervisors
Acutacy. irk .maintaining %official

records and reports

Una.erstanding and using .courses of study
, I. .

and curriculum 'guides 4.6 .0.5
ing effective use of community resources 4.2 0.8
ling,disciplinary problems. 4.4 0.6
ing acquainted with the community and
to peg ple 4.4 0.7
ing a reast of recent professional , .

d velo ments 4.5 -0;6,, ,

vat,
icin

pupil progresAis 4.7 0.5
* oti sing pupils who seem diSinfereiked '4.4 0.6
elationsh ps with parents` 4.6 0.5.

P rticipat on in'prbfssional activities 4.7 .. 0:5
Potential or advancement in the profession 4.7 0.5
Relationsh ps with ffillow teachers 4.8 0.5
Overalls effectiveness of thisperson in

comparison with other teachers in your *-

school . , 4.6 0.6

0.5

w0,5
'4.8. 0.4
4.6 0.5
'4,8 0.4
4.9 0.4.
4.9 0.3
4.7 0.5

4.7 10.6

Overall qualifications Of this person to
teach in your particular school

r situation

1. Teaching,personality;
a; 'Ability. to work with children.
b. Ability to work with colleagues
c. Ability to work with members of

the Community
1

d. Ability tomliial:n afriendly.
disCussio'

e. Ability to lead a well - rounded life,

to enjoy work and play
f. Ability to work with parents

4.7

4.7 ,

4.8

0.5

0.5
0.6

4.7- 0.5

4.7 0.5

4.9
4:6

0.3
0.5

S.
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'Table (continued) ti

20

. .
- .

2. General knowledge and
.

unaerstanding of
.

a. ,.,The physical sciences, A 4.6 .,

5U. The' biological sciences ,

1. 4.6 \5

.

c. American ,culture and institutions
4:6

%
,- , 4,' .5

-A: Art, music, literature, philosophy
A.7 : 05e. 'Mathematics
4:7 : 0 53: Ability to usg, the, English language

effectively .?.
. 47 . f

4. Knowledge and understanding of the
su,4,,bject taught

14.8'
5. Understanding of children and youth:

a. Insight .into' causes of behavior' 4.5
b. Skill in working withexeptional

. ,

children (the bright, the dull, the at
,

. handicapped) 4.6
*

.
-c. Skill in group work

,, 4.7
*d. Skill.in maintaining discipline 4.3
e. Skill in guidance of(children

4.6
6. Understanding Of the nature of the

Yearning process '

... -
..a. Skill in helpings dents determine

objectives -

". -' 4.6 0.5
b.. Skill in motivatin students 4.7 '-' 0.5*c. Skill in pupil -tear er planning

4.4 0.8
d., Skill in using a variety of teaching

-

0.6

0.5

0.5

0.8

0.5

t.

methods
4.5, 0.7

,e.
-
_Skill in evaluating pupil growth and .

class procedures with pupils 4.5 0.0.,
f. Ability to construct appropriate tests

'tand learnihg materials
4.5 0.6

g. Skill in the application of learning
:

theory
. 4.6.. , 0.5

h. 'Skill in providing differentiated

, leaning experiences for.,yarious groups
and individuals

4.5
7. Knowledge of sources of teaching materials,

a. Printed materials - 4.6: 0.6
b. Audio-Visual ma r afs ' . 4.6 0.7
c..'CommuniEy reso rces 4.3 0.-7
d. -Library and library Materials

4-5 0.7
,8. Ability to us,e teaching materials effectively 4.7 0.6
9. Knpwledge and understanding of:' i

41. The purposes of the school in relation 4.6, 0.5
to the overall 'purpose of society

. -b. The social structure of the comniunity,
.e..I and. its meaning for education 4.6 .. 0.6

c. 441,Linstitutions of the community - .4.6, : - 0.6
d. -Thdraifferent value-pattetns of social-

economic
-.

classeS 0 I 4.6 0.6
1 e. The economic life of the community 4.7 :, 0;7-

f. Appropriate ethical behavior of the
teacher

,.

'4.8 0.5
;lc Areas of concern-to principals.

t '

Y- -

50.
4

C
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Table 12

Means and Standard Deviations of Printipals%Ratings..of 1976 B.S.
Graduates on FOur Dimensions'of Teaching (N=21)*

.

.

Dimens ons X SD

Subject Matter Compe nce

Relations With Students
..

.

Appropriateness of Assignments

Overall Effectiveness . 0

a

,

.

',4.3

4.4
.

4.4 ,

4.4.

0:6'

0.7

0.7.

0.7

o .-
*Ratings.are on a 1-5 scale with 5 being the highest score.

.
.

Personatity Scale
-

' .
.

.!

AThe California F-Scale Forms 45 and 40 was used to assess-one aspect
of the personality of the subjects. fie F-Scale rangeof possible values
is 28 to 196 With 112 the mid-point. The lower the value, the more nbn-
authoritarian the indicati n. A total of 20 B.8-.; level 19,76 graduates
completed the instrument wi h a-mean score of 974 and a standard devi-ation of 15.9; This indicat &that-the subjects, in the study tended
toward being,noriauthoritari Scores-ranged from 75 to 129a In'comr-
parison, subjects from the first three years of.the study achAved mean
scores *respectively of 112, 104, and 01. Thus, the.group dn the ourth
year of the study tended toward

being'more,non-authoritarian than the
previous two groups.. As'in the past three years of the study, there
appeared to be ltttle'relationship between the level of authoritarianism, -

exhibited by the s jects and other factors in the study. There were

1.?11)

significant posit e correlations befWe'en the P-Scale scores and COR
ratings on items 0, 11-, and 15. leachers with highg F-Scale scory k .

tended pc:award being more stimulating, o.Aginaland steady than low scorerson the F-Scale.

et. . .
.

s ,.A .

Student Evaluation'of Teaching

.Two forms of the Student Evaluation of Teachipg were employed inthe
study* The SET-I was used with cbildren,in the classes Of subjeCts above
the third grade, while'the SET-II.was used with-children .below the fourth
grade level. The-instruments measure similar traits.

- .

Table 13 shows the mean and standard deviation of the scores for each,
of the five factors and the composite score, for the SET-I for' the 15 B,S.,
1976 graduates teaching above the third igrade. The maximum possible .scoref',
for any factor of_the-zomposite

score i-Et-400-.--Bighest---rat-ings----wesre-7..----7-----
-received on thp-4ktors, of Friendly and'Cheerful and Knowledgeable and

.

,
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Poised. This is in agreement with"the resuts of the.past three years of.
the,study. ,

. . . . A,..
.

Table 14 shows the results of the administration of the SET -II in the
classrooms of the'9 individuali teaching beldw the fourth-lgrade. Mean

rscorea on each of the five factors'are similar to the results reported in
the second and third years of the study.

4

An examination of the correlational pattern of the SET-I with scores
from other factors in the study approached thosp,of first year subjcts in
the past three years of the study.(1973-75). ,No,attemplwas made to study
the correlational pattern of the SET-I] k

Interaction Analysis

4
A ten category interaction analysis system was utilized to record'

observed'classroom behavior 'of the subjects. The system proposedAty Amidon'
and Flanders was implemented with the aid of three gpecially trained
graduate assistants. A set of three to four observations was made on each .

subject. Each set contained from two to eight 20-minute periods of obser-
vation. ,

Table 15. shows a summary of the mean standard deviations of the
various ratios/for the observations. The data are comparat; with that
gathered during the previous. three years of the study.

0

The I/D ratio in Table 15 is above -the .50 average for teachers
reported in eaclier studies. More indirect teaching has been associated

) in some studist with higher, studen achievement and positive attitude-
formation. The .i/d ratio of 3.16 is also higher than the ratio of less
than 1:00 reported for the average teacher. 'The/subjects in this study
used more acceptance of feeling, praising, or encouraang than average
teachers. Other ratios in Table'15 are similar to the ratios -of teachers

.>,..reported in other studies. 4

Table 16 shows a summary of the average percentage'of time spent by
the B.S., 1976 graduates at various grade levels acting in. each of the'
ten interaction categories. In general, the amount of direct influence
increases from the lower grades throtigh the upper grades of the secondary
school. The amount Of time spent in lecture increased almost 50 percent
from the lowergrades through the upper levels of the high school.

Correlations of Interaction Analysis scores .from subjects (see.Table 5)
indicated several minor correlations with scores from the COR similar to
'the results obtained in past studies. A significant negative correlation
was noted between the i/d ratio and the Dull-Stimulating, Infleiable-
Adaptable, Pessimistic-Optimistic, and Narrow-Broad factors from the COR.
A significant negative correlation was noted between the Sil-Tot ratio
and the Excitable - Poised factor4from the 00R.

Classroom Observation Record

The Classroom Obsetvation Retord was completed'on each subject by the .

observers at the conclusion of each visit. Items 1 thtOugh 4 of the/6

I a4
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Table 13

23-

Student Evaluatio of ,Teachfng-I, 1976 B.S. Graduates (N=15)

Factor
Mean SD

Friendly and Cheerful
344.7 32.3

Knowledgeal2le and Poised
331t8 35.2

Lively and Interesting
292.2 36.9 .

Firm Control (Dfbcipline)
294:2 27.4

Non- Directive (Depocratic Procedure) ^ 273.8 39.9

Composite Score
307.3 20.0

Table 14

Student Evaluation of Teaching-II (Grades K-3)

i

1976 B.S. Graduates (N=9)

Factor
I 'Mean SD

(Rappott 5.6 0.4

Interact onal Competence 4:5 0.4
.44

Stimulating, Interaction Style 10.1 0.8
(Combination of Rapport and
Interactional Competence)

Unreasonable Negativity 8.8 0.6

Fosterance of Self-Esteem 6.7 0.5

1

ID I
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Table 15-

A

' Means and Standard,peviations fob Interaction Analysis
1976-B.S. Graduates (N=21)

...
Ratio Mean

Ale

SD

Indirect/Direct Teaching (I/D). 0.86 0.68
0

Indirect/Direct Teaching (i/d) 3.16 2.94

Student Talk/Teacher Talk (ST/TT) 0.69 0.50

Silence/Total'Teaching (Sil/Tot) 0.13 0:13

Lecture/Total Teaching (Lec/Tot) 0.45 Ot+
,

Table 16

Average Percentage' of Time Spent by 1976 B.S. Graduate (N=21) by
Grade Levels Acting in Each of the Text Interaction CategOries*

Grade-Level 2 3' 4 5 ,, 6 7 8 9 10 ,

. 110
Grades K-3.(N=8) 0.0 7.9' 10.7 1p.2 23.2- 4.4 ,t,rA 19.3 12,2. 10.3

0

Grades 4-6 (N=6) 0.0 9.0 7.4 10.2. 20.8' 6.6 2.0 17.3 11.7 15.0

Grades 7-9 (N=1) 0.0. 3.8 4.8 8.1 43.5 3.0- 1.0 15.9 10.3 9.6

Grades 10-12 tN=4) 0.0 _2.2 1.5 4.2 30.9 0.9 1:4- 18.5 16.0 24.4

All Grades (N =19) '0.0-6.8 7.4, 8.8 25.1 4A 1.8 18:3 "12.7 14.7'

,
.

* Categories 1-4, Indirect Influence of Teacher; 1=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=GivAg Direc-
tions, fCriticizing or Justifying,Authority:

Categories 8-9, Student Talk; 8=Student Talk-Response, 9=Student Talk-
\Initiation.

-

'Category 10, Silence or ConfusiOn.

ar

M
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a..*instrument assess four dimensions of pupil behavior, and the remaining 18,
items assess dimensions of teacher behavior. Table 17 contains a summary
of the means and standard deviations for each'of the 2 items of the
Instrument fothe .B.S. 1976 graduates. The"lowest mean score on the

4 Pupil behavior dimension was item 4 (Depending-Initiating). Lowest mean_
,', scores for the TeacherBehavior section were items 11 (Stereotyped-

Original), 10 (Dull-Stimulating).)
22 (Narrow-Broad), den& 6 (AVtocratic-.

'Democratic). If should benoted.that several of these- items have been
found to b"6,..low in the past years of study.

Table 17

Means and Standard Deviations for Each Dimension of the
Classroom Observation Record, 19Y B.S. Graduates (N=2I)

Dimension Mean SD

Pupil Behavior

1. Apathetic-Alert 5.3 11.4
2. Obstructive-Responsive .- 5.1 1.2
3. Uncertain-Confident .,4.9 1.2

. ,4. Depending-Initiating-11' -1
. 4.4 ./.5,

Teacher Behavior' .

, % ...5. Partial-Fair .
. 6.3 0.8

6. Autocratic-Democratic 5 1 . 1.7 ..
--r--

-v. 7: Aloof-Responsiue)
'4'...iic

. 5i5 1.1
8. 'Restricted-UndeOtanding . 5 6 11,3A -

..

,. ,
9. Harsh-Kindl * i 5.5 1.5

10. Dull-St+mUl in 5.2 1.4

,

1.1% Stereotyped-0 ihal.
4i9, 1.6

'12. Apathefic-Al J ,

, 5.7 1.4,. .-
13. Unimpressivd-Attractive, 6!7 0.5
14-w- Evading-Responsible 5 .8 1.5
15:, Erratic-Steady, 5.8 1.2'
16. Excitable-Poised A 6.2 1.1 -

17.. Uncertain-Confident
-..' %.0 1.1 .

18. DisOganized-Systematic 5.8 . 1:3
, ,19. Inflexible-Adaptable '5.4 1.3

20. Pessimistic - Optimistic 5.5 :* ,.-.. 1.4
Cl. Immature-Ihtegtated ' ,

5.5 ..... , 1.0
22. Narrow-Broad . '5,1 46 , '1.4,

. Tuckie Teacher Yeedbask!Fofm
, . -.

. - .. ,....,:."_.

The Tuckman Teacher Feedback FoM (TTFpa0Woduced thir.ing'the ..

1976-77 phase of the Study to add anoth4,AMetIsliou:of observatign. Results
for_the 21 B.S6level graduatts that werb Observe re presented in

.
4 0

11
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Table 18. Based on the results, it appeared that -the graduated were some -`
what below the mid-point in the areas of creativity and dynamism and above
the midi-point in the areas of warmth and acceptance,and organized demeanor.
An examination of the correlation:pattern of the scores* with data from such
instruments as the COR were as would be expected, i.e., there were high - -
Correlations betWeen the fac,tors from theTTFF and the appropriate dimen.,'..
dions, of the COR.

Table la -.1.--

Means, Standard Deviations and Range for Four DimenSions of the Tuckman
Teacher Feedback Form, 1976 B.S. Graduates (N-21)

Dimension Mean SD Range*

$, I. Creativity , 26.3
)'

II. Dynamism (Dominance 26.3
and Energy)

III. Organized Demeanor 33.6
(Organization and Control)

IV, Warmth and Acceptance 32.0
44'ts

8.0 13 -43

7.6 6-42

6.6 16-48

7.5 12-43

* Possible range 19-43 with 31 being the mid-point. Scoresleove the mid-
point tend toward the dimension.

Summary

In summary, this chapter ,has presented an overview of the results of
the fourth year of the application of the Tennessee Technological University
Teacher Evaluation Model to a new group of (1976) B.S. level graduates. The
career baseline data gathered oh the-subjects in this study was:comparable
to that from other studies. The ratings of the teacher preparation proghm
agin Were comparable faith those obtained during the pa9t several yeard.
,In general, principals ratedjthe subjects4quite highly in such areas as
ability_to work with fellow teachers, ethical behavior, and knowledge of the
?subject Matter taught. Ratings:by principals were higher for 1916,graduates
than for previous groups. Based on measures obtained with the California
F-Scale, the subjects tended to be somewhat non-authoritarian in'their
beliefs. Employing-interaction analysis and classroom observation scales
revealed that the subjects were using more indirect than direct teachi4g

. methods end were exhibiting many of the characteristics pf'good teachers as
-reported, in the literature. The results are similar to past results; how-
ever, significant differences were noted in the correlational patterns of
the scores..

41 a
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CHAPTER III
a

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSES OF 1976 DATA FOR 1973 T1JROUGH 1975 B.S. SUBJECTS
AND COMPARISONS WITH DATA' COLLECTED' ABOUT 1976 SUBJECTS

During the course of operation of the Tennessee TeChnological University
Teacher Valuation Model, data have been collected about a number of
"variables. The .purpose of this chapter is to present,a brief summary of
some of the essential data collected abdut graduates who entered the study
in 1973, 1974 or 1975 and to make comparisons across two, three and four
years. It should be noted that there are many other data analyses that
will be perfoimed in the future. - The comparisons presented in this chapter
are what were felt to be essential in making decisionS with regard to
continuation and modification of the basic teacher evaluation model.

This chapter is divlded into three.major'sections as follows:
correlational data, study of first year (1973) subjects across four years,
second year (1974) subjects across three years, and third year (1975)
subjects tcross two years; and comparisons of.data about all first year
subjects (1973, 1974, 1975, and 1976), three groups during their second
year in the study, and two groups during their-third year in the study.
The analyses that have been performed are only represqntative of the type
information that is available or that can be obtained.'

.
.

Comparison of Correlational Data
t

,

. ,

The study of correlational data has been an essential factor in all
four years of the study. In each year of the study, intercorrelations
have been computed for a number aft variables on each first year group of

d'i

subjects (for eYtample, see Table 5 of this report). As a continuation of
the correlational studies, all data from first year su jects-ufere combined
and correlationt,of selected variables were compute . Table 19 shows the
results of this, effort. Also included in.the-table are means, standard
deviations, and sample sizes for each of the 23 variables studied. 'In
general, the correlational pattern was similar to that reported in past
studies. Ityill be noted that data from the Classroom Observation Recgrd.
have been omitted to conserve space.

Comparison Study of Subjects Who Have Been in Study Four, Three and Two Years

This section presents a,summary of a comparison of the' information
Collected on those subjects who'initially entered the study in 1973 and
have remained in the project for three years. Comparison ,data are presented
for four primary instruments used in the study. The principal statistical
tool used to determine significant differences, was the analySis of variance.
technique. In 1973 a total of 53 subjeces.entered the program. This
number has been reduced by attrition to 32 in 1974, 26 in 1975, mid 16 in

Principals' ratinv it.

Table 20 shOigs a comparison of the means and standard deviations for

42
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TABLE 19

CORRELAT-ION MATRIX FOR SELECTED VARIABLES ON AIL L DATA COLLECTED 1973-1976"

8

X SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 '16 17

'1. Composite NTE 1171.9 131.5 143 1000 506 -004 -091 .070 107 -4q0 154 012 030 -206 195 085 076 102 202 306- (143) (121) --(122)' (120) (117) (115) (71) t71). '(71) (71) (71) . (71) (43) .(43) - ,;(1.3) (43)

2. Overall QPA 3.11

) ,

0.55 171 1000 186
(g)

030
(148)

140

(146)

144

(102)

-179

(138)

023,

(87)

05

(877

-081

(87)

-075

(87)
,..

065 -042
(87) (87)

-179
(51)

-056
< (51)
-

138

(51)

074
(51)

Principal Evaluation

.

3. 1 4.2 0.7 253 1000 631 726 2g7_ -281 147. .229 303 -024 -050 207. -182 090 091 , -174
(253) (250) (241) (124) (132) (132) (132) (132) (132) (137) (81) (81) (81) (81)

4. II 4.3 0t8 254 1000 626 667 .-116 262 232 347 019 137 273 -225 '009 053 -266
(251) (242) (125) (133) (133) (133) (133) (133) (133) (81) (81) (81) (81)

5. III 4.2 0.7 251 1000 769 -248 022 225 164 r005 024 108 -192 -042 086 -181
(240) (125) (130) ) 130() (130) (1301) -(130)_ 01) , (81) (81) (81)

. a .
,(130

6. IV 4.2 0.7 242
.

1000 -295 056 184 211 046 -070 ') 131 , -229 -079 097 -143. a
(121) (129) 129() (129) (129) (129) (129) ,.. (74) (74) (74). .. (74)

4 J.
7, California F-Scale 100.1* 22.0 150 1000 -096 -003 -103 -010 -094 -091 '041 092 -125 -300

(78) (78)" (78) . (78) (78) (78) (43) (43) (43) (43)

Student Evaluation of Teaching' - I

58.6 156 1000 612 id/± 284 555 880 -
8. I 338.9

(156) (156) (156), (156) (155)

9. II 346.2 45.6 156.... 1000 651 341 376 774 - - - -
(156) (156) (136), (155) - - -

10. III 300.9 62.1 156 1000 240 561 847 - , - - -
(156) (156) (155) - - -

IV 304.2 42.0 156 1000 :119 479

(156) (155)

12. V 259.0 52.0 156
1000 668

(155)
t

'155
013. VI 309.4 41.0

1000 - - -

Student gvaluation of Teaching - II

' 14. Rapport 4 5.5 1.0

15. Competence 4.7 1.5

16. tyle 10.6 6.4

17. NIkativicy 8.3 1.)

18. .Self -esteem 6.7 1.3

Interaction Analysis

19. i/d 3.34 .91

20. 7/D .79 ,90

A
21. ST/TT . .71 4 1.39

22. Sil/Tot 42 .70

23. Lec/Tot .53.1 ,44 6

'95

95.

95

95

94

204

207

207

207

206

O

4

eow

18 19 20 21 22 , 23

050 -104 % -082 -054 ;405 .',' 040

(43) (80) (80) (80) (80)":.:" (80)..

-073. -189 082 -061 -025 . 112
(50) (101) (101) (101) (101) (101)

. .

.
4. . -

..,

-150 -054 018 -147 -082 -064

(80) (177) (174) (177) (177) (176)

.

-146 053 -060 -055 -128 -012 -

(80) (177) (174) (177) (177) (176) ,..
.

-143 --052 056 -144 -011 -074

(80);1(176) (173) (176), (176) (175)
.

-074 -050 .45bo' -169 -125 -068
(73) (166) (163) '(166) (166) (165) ..,

-080 065 084 071 040 020
(43) (92) (92) (92) (92) (92) .--

041 -175 006 012 026

(112) (110) . (112) (112) (111)

- ,,a06 -017 -033 004 154
4. (112) (110) (112) (112) (111)'t

, .

- -009 001 -142 044 108 T
,- (112) (110) (112) (112) (111)

- 004 052 -154 093 -011 -125
- (112) (110) (112) (112) (111)

077 '065 082 036. -015 .

(112} (110) (112) 5112) (111)

.

- 030 -148 003 011 026
- - - (112) (110) (112) (112) (111)'

a

1000 202 280 400. 630 -151 -139 -116 170 -094

(95) (95) (95) (94) (85) (85) (85) (85) (85)

.../4"--710410 069 197 3.45 -090 -045' -040 -054 007 -

(95) (95) (94) (85)- (85) (85) (85) (85)

1000 092 260 -069 -078 -038 )019 -010
(95) (94) (85) (85) (85) (85) (85)

1000 474 087 039 076 034 075
(94) (85) '(85) .(85) (85) (85).

1000 -144 -305 -173 015 -214
(84) (84) (84) (84) (84)

L900 209 022 061 261.

(204) (204) (204) (202)

1000 629 66 533

(207) .(207) (206)

1000' 072 4522.

(207) (206)
q.

1000 166
(206)

1000

*Unde°r1lne indicates a correlation significant at or beyond the .05 level.
Decimal points have been omitted.
Numbers in () indicate the N for the correlation.

G O
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the principals' ratings of the subjects across the four year period. Use
of the'arialysis of variance techniqUe indiChted there were no significant
differencesin the ratings given by the principals on, each ofthe four
factors of_ihe instrument across the three year perl,od. The ANOVA table
has been omitted. In general, the subjpcts received ratings in.,excess of
4.-on a scale of 5 to *1, with 5 being the highest possible score.

Table 20

COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS* RATINGS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1973-1976) FOR
SUBJECTS IN. STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD-

Factor GRP 1973 (N-46) GRP 1974 (N=25) GRP 1975 (N=20) GRP 1976 (N=16)
SD Tc SD TC SD X SD

I. 4.09 0.73
\
4.08 0.76' 4.15 0.75 4.20 0.45 %

A, -.\.._

II '4.11 0.15 4.08 0.95 4.15 ' 0.88 4.40 0.55

III 4.18 0.72' 3.92 0.70 4.35 0.75 -4.40 0.55

IV 4.09 0.70 '4.08 0.81 4.10 0.'79 4.20 0/.45-

Tables 21 and, 22 showca4arisons of the means and standard deviations.
for...the principals' ratings_ of the subjects who entered the study in. 1974
across a,three year period and those who entered the study in 1975 across
a two year period. Again, application of.ANOVA indicated that there were
no significant

.

differences in ratings. 1-

Table 21

COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1974 -1976)
FOR B.S.,SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1974

Factor_ GRP.1974 (N=29) GRP 1975 (N=26) GRge1976 (N=19)
SD X SD X 7. SD

I

II

, III

IV

4.0

4.2

4.1

4.2

0.8

0.9

0.7

0.8 .

'4.2

4.1

4.1
-..

4.2

0.7
,

0.8

. 0.7

0.7

..

4.4,,_

....

4.4
. _

4.3

'

0:6

0.7

0.7
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Table 22

144 ENTERED STUDY IN 1975

COMPARISON OF PRIN IPALS' RATINGS ACROSS TWO YEARS (1975-1976)
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS

Factor GRP 1975 (N=30) GRP 1976 (N=17)
X SD X SD

1 0.7 4.2
k

0.9

II 4.5 0.7 4.5 0.7

III 4.3 0.7, 4.2 0.8

IV, -4" 4.3 0.7 4.2 0.8

Student Evaluation of Teaching

Table 23 shows a comparison of the means and standatd deviations for
each of the five factots and the total score (VI) for the Student Evaluation
of Teaching for theofour year period 1973 through 19.76 (for subjects who
entered the study in 1973). Application of the analysis of variance
technique indica d there were no significant differences in the ratings of
the subjects by heirxstudents across the four year period. . Similar
results were obta ned for subjects who enterec4the study 1.441974 and 1975
across two or thtr e year periods (Tables 24 and 25).:

Table 23

COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES ACROS'FOUR YEARS (1973 -1976)
FOR SUBJECTS Ii STUDY FOICTOTALPERIOD

'GRP 1973 (It GRP f974,(N=26$
Factor

SD .i SD

I 334.0 51.1 341.3,

II 342,9 53.7 347.6

III 304.8 61.1 297.3

IV 308.3 37.5 -,303.2

V 250.2 48.3, 260.0

TOTAL-11I309,1 32.0. 313.8

a.

40.8

31.1

52-.7

S8.7

52.5

2,1).2

GRP 1975 (N=14) GRP 1976'(N=4)

I SD a SD

338.4 44.4 331.0 15.1

355.0 25.5 341.0 27.1

.298.0 56:5 28t5 v- .29.2

300.2 32.2. 267.0 14.1

275.9 36.8 246.5 31.8
t

'311.5 '27.6 293.5 23.5
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able 24

A ROSS:COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES C 0 YEARS (1975-1976) FOR
B.S. SUBJECTS ENTERED STUDY 14.1975

Factor. GRP 1'75 (N=19) RP 1976 (N =7)

SD
, *SD

I 347.6 32.8 350.7 /29.2

II 347.3
..

24.3 338.7 31.0

III'
.... 4 303.5 38.7 303.3 50.1.

IV '. 304.8-.0. 38.5 t 28.4 26.7

V 247.5 48.6 279.40 49.5

VI-Total .310.1 .25.7 311.6 ,,A 30.9

4

O

Table 25
a'

'COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES,ACROSS THREE YEARS (197,4-1976)
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1974

.

Factor
GRP 1974 (N=21) GRP 1975 (N=14) GRP 1976 (N=11)4

i- .. SD iH SD X SD
,

I , 310.7 43.5 . 336.6 31.J 2 327.2 P39.3
/

II r314.5 70.1 356.8 * 18.4 344.1 21.9

III 306.5 36.4 298.4, 35.6 ."289.9 60.0

IV . 299.5 48.6 310.1 32.2 295.2 63.5

V 242.2 3,6.7 267.4 41.2 236.2 43.3

VI-TOTAL '295.9 48.5 141313.8 19.4. 298.5' 32.8

0

. Interaction,Analysis - -I

Table 25A shows.'the meanscir standar ev at ons adross fan. years
,from the results of the appli tion'of the interacbidn analysis technique.
In general, the indirect to direct ratio of teaching has increased each
year of.the study, whereas the other variables have rAllained nearly constant.



10-

I" 32
Application of the ANOVA indicated that no significant differences existed
among the variables across the four years of the study. Similaf findings .

were noted for subjects in the study for fhresand two years respectively.
(Tables 26 and 27).

Table 25A

COMPARISON OF RATIOS FROM INTeREACTION ANALYSIS ACROSS FOUR YEARS
(1973 -1976) FOR SUBJECTS IN STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD

'Ratio
GRP 1973 (i=43) GRP 1974 (N=26), ,GRP 1975. (N=23) GRP 191t (N=16)

X SD. X SD X SD X SD

i/d 1.62
c,

2.00 1.53 1.07' 1.16 1.08 2.73 2.41

I/D 0.78 0.77. 0.71 0.32 0,47c ' 0.30 1.15 7.47

ST/TT 0.61 0.59 0.55 0.37 0.39 J.24 0.58 0.N6

Sil/Tot' 0:45 0.95 0.33 0.35 , 0.31 0.27 0.32 0.32

Lep/Tot 0.50 0.21 0.44' 0.16 '0.59 0.16 '0.48 0.25

Table 26

COMPARISON OF:RATIOS FROM INTERACTION' ANALYSIS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1974-1976)
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1974

-

p

Ratio.
GRP 1974 (N131) , GRP 1975 (N=26). ..GRP 1976.(N=15)

X SD X SD 45D

-

i/d .0.66 -': 0.46 . 0:71 0.49 1.00 0.79

I/D 1.33 -.. 1.96' 1:93 1.77 - 2.13

-

ST /TT 0'.78 1.18 - 0.80 1.00 0.55. 0.27

.
p . .

Sil/Tot .. 0.51 0.77 0.53 0.43 0.18 0.15

LecfTot 0.40 0.18 0.47 0.16 0.47 0.39

1,

. o

.
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T ble 27

COMPARISON dF RATIOS FROM INTERACTI ANALYSIS ACROSS TWO YEARS J1975-19.761,-
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS 0 ENTERED STUDY. IN 1975

Ratio

i/4

I/D

St/TT

Sil/Tot

Lec/Tot

GRP 19 75 (N=28)

-]i SD

6.75 0.40
5..-

3.69 2,69 .

0.52 0.18,
0.39 0.2'8'

.

13.52 0.12.

-GRP 1976 (N=14)

SD

1

Classroom Observation Record

, ..

1.67 2.02

2.8 1.48

'&0.77 0.43 N
4

0.14 w 0.19.

N.

0.61 0.89 o

Tables 28, 29, and 30 show comparisons of the means and Standard devi-
ations from the 22 items of the ClassroomObservation Record across four,
three-and, two years respectively. 'Again, the appli ion of the ANOVA
indicated there were few significant' differences cross'several years.

.

Comparison Study of-all First Year Subjects 1973, 1974, 19,75 and 1976
and Selected Comparisons on Second and Third Year Subjects

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

athered on all first year'B.S. level.subjects, i.e., 1973, 1974, 1975 and
`1976 graduates. Coiparison'data are presented from eight sources. The,
.

principal statistical tool used to determine significant differences was
the analysis of variance tethnique. The total number of subjects for each
Year was as folloWs: 1973,.N=49; 19-74, k=33; 1975, N=32; and 1976, N=21.
. . . . ,

National Teacher Examinations .

Table 31 shows the means and standard deviations of scores from the
Teaching Area Examination, Professional4Education Test and Composite for . --

the National Teacher Examinations for eaci of the three years",Also shown
is the composite score or all years. Appl,,ication,of the-analysis of- .

variance technique for the data across the four years indicated there were
po significant differences. In general, the subjects achieved scores on
the.NTE at or slightly below the 50 percentileNational Norms).

qV

e
S

4
`.

-



Table 28

Comparison of COR Scores Across Four Years (1973-1976)
For Subjects in Study for Total Period

34.

10/
Factor GRP 1973 (N=46)

X SD

1 6.0

2 5.8

3 5.6

4 5.2

5 6..1

6 5.7

7 . 6.1

6.2

9

'12-1.

10 5.7 '

o ' , A

1 5.4
.

12 6.1

13 6.3

14* 6.3 '

4, ,.
15 5.9

16 ' 6.1

!lb y

17 5.8-

18 6.1

19 5.8

21, , 6.0
1

22' 5.8

0.9

0.9

ll.
0.9

.
028

0.7 ,;/ ,

.1.0
Is ,sc0 . 08

1.0
,

.69

0.8

.

GRP 1974 (N 24) GRP 1975 (N =23) -
X SD a X SD

5
7.

1.2 6.0

5.0 . 1.1 .t. 5.7 , 0.9

1.0 4.9 1.1 . 5.6 41.3

1.3 5.5 1.3.4.9

5.5 1.1 ,°° 6.4 0 0.7

5.2 1.1. 5.7 1,3
f.

\

5.5 1.4 6.1 1.4
.

8 5.4.t, 1.2 6.1 1.3
,

.- . .,,.
5..8 ''6 0.9 ' 6.1 , 1.2

.'522 ,, ,1,.2 5.8 - 1.2
7

2, ,.

ii la
'

5.5 ., , 1.2.

5.48 ° .c..0.9. 0 6:1' 1.0

5..3

0 i

0:9 . "5.90
r *

, '9. y
13;

.

5.7 0.9 4 11;5 0.6
;,' 'tIV ,

5.3 360 6 4 t` ..:9.8
, .

. .
5.5 6 0.9 6.5 , 0.7g.

.3

5.3 1.0 6.4 ,4 t 'In 6
k,

5.5 1.0 6.3. 0.8

.,
5.3 1:1 -, 6.0

...

,, 1.1
.,

64
..

1.2

5.4 0.8.
. A

...
6.2 0.7

.,

51 '1:0 X5.8 la

GRP 1976 (N=16)r SD

V

. .5..2 1.6

5.2 116 --
.-

4:8 . 1.5

...1p0 4 . 1.1

p5.7 , 0.8

. 5.8 '1.0 4

: .5.5 0.8
,.

.. 6.2
.

1.0
,-61

6.2 0.8

.

5.3' 1.4

5.0 1.1

5.8' 648

6:8 0.4 4°

s5.0 11°,-0.8'

1.0

5.8 0.8 kb

0,8
\

6,0 0.9.

6.3 ..... 0.5 .

2 5.6 0:5-

5.0 ' 1.0*

.B

5 0 `
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Table-29

Comparison of -COR Scores Across Three Years (1974-1976)
For B.S. Subjects Who, Entered-Study in 1974

Factor GRP 1974 (N=31) . .GRP 1975 '(N=.26) GRP .1976 (N=15)
SD . R SD X St

ro*

1

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

/6

17

18

14

20

21
.

22

:,

.

.,

-

7

,
'

5.1

49.-

4.9

4.5

5.4

5.1

5.4

i

,5.5
,

5.4

.4.9 .

5.4 ,.

5.t

5.9

5.2

5.5

5.0

5.7

5.0

5.1

5.3

4.9

r

.

p

.

e*

1.0

1.0
0

1.2

1.1

0.9

0.9

1.1

0.9

1.0

.1:1

1.3

1.0

0.9

0.8

1.2

1.0

1.2

0.8

1.1

.0.9

-1.0
.

'0.8

.

6.1

.5.8

5.8

6.0

6.4

.0

6.2

6.2

6.2

6.2

5.7

6.4

6.2

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.6

. 5.9

-6-.1.

6.3

.0

'

0.9

0:6

0.9

0.9

0.6

1.0

0.9
o

0;7

0.9

1.1

13.8

0.7

0.7

0.6

'p. 7

0.6

0.7

1.1

1.0'

/
0.7

1.1

5.8

5.2

t-
,5.3 .

4k 4.7

6.3'

4.6

_5.7----

5.6

.

, 5.4

4.8, ',

5:8

. 6.5

.6.2

5.8

5.8

_5.8

5.7 .

.5.4

5.7

.7

5.6

4.

\

1.0

,1.0

1.4

1.8

0.9

2.1

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.2

14,
1.1

*Dr.

0.5

0.8

1.2'

1.2

1.2

1.1-

1.1

1.0

0.9

0.8

;)

\
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Table 30

Comparison of COR Scores Across Two Years (1975-1976)
For B.S. Subjects Who Entered-Study in 1'975

Factor .GRP

e

1915 (N=2a)
X SD

1

2

. 3

c4

-

6.1

5.7

,

5.9 e

5.8

6.8

0.8
. .

0.8

0.8

5 6.4 0.5

6 6.2, 0.8

7 6.3
i

0.7 4

.

-.8
.

6.4 =0.6
Q

9 t 6.3
e '

'(\8

10
.

5:7 Q.8

11 : 5.6 0.8

12 6.4 . 0.6 ;

13 6..4 -0.7 ,

14
.

*
6.5 0.8

$ 'Age
.15 6.3 0.8

'16 6.3 0.7

17
.

6.3 0.7 .

I? '",,., 6.1 , 1.0
/ .

19 5.8 0.8

20 I

r
6.4. 0.7

21' 0:7

22 5:8! 11.8'

'GRP 1976 (N=15)
X. SD

..

5.4 1.0

._ 5.3 '1.1

5.2 1.1

4.8 1.2

.

6.3 -D.9

1

5. 1.7

5. 1.4
?.-

5.8 1:2 1

,
5.9 .- 1.4.

41P

5.3 1.3
..

4.8 1.3 1,

5.7 1.3 /
ilk.

6.7 0.6k

6.0 1.3

5.6 .' 1.4

(5.9 , 1.44

5.'8 1.4
4

5.6 1.5

5.6

5.8.

I ,

a

4

41.

-
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Table 31
. s...u4-

COMPARISON OF NATIONAL, TEACHER EXAMINATIONS SCORE4.
TOR FIRST YEAR SUBJECTS 1973-1976:BY YEAR

Test GRP 1973(N=48)' GRP 197411=27)

SD X SD

Tch. Area

Exam. 591.4 66.9 604.3 75.3

Prof. Ed.
Test 218.5 31.1 229.5 39.2

Composite 1,140.6 114.6. 1,174:9 148.3

GRP 1975(N=28) GRP,1976(N=21)

X SD X SDP

590.4 85.5 632.1 54.5, .

NOY

216.4 49.9 65.5*' 31.4

1,161.1 157.2 1,228.8 97.3

*Examination scoring !changed in 1975-76.

American College Test

Table 32 shows comparative data for the results 01 the administration of
the American College Test for all subjects across the four yeas period. It

_should be noted that students complete the ACT prior to admission to the
freshman class of the University. No signifilant diffetences were noted in
the sub-test or the composite scores from administration of the instrument.
In general, the subjects were above the mean for a1l'9eudents admitted to
the University during the period 1967. through 1971.(the possible date of
initial adiission to tye University for the subjectW

Quality Point Averages

aTable 33 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations-for
a variety of undergraduate -quality pointaverages in selected subject

'matter areas for subjects across the four years of the study. In general;
across the4pur year period.quality point averages has increased; however,
,application of the ANOVA indicated no significant differences.

4
4,4

,

California F-Scale
'.. , . \N-

A comparison of the, r' ults..0I the administration of the California
1 -Scale to all first year subjects is shown in Table 34. In general, the
subjects in the'first year of the study tended-to e*hibit more authoritarian
tendencies than did subjects in'the second_and third year of the study.
Application 01' the analysis of variance technique indicated no significant.,
.diffeiences between the four groups:-.

. i"

5
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Table 32

COMPARISON OF AMERICAN COLLEGE.TEST SCORES FOR FIRST YEAR
SUBJECTS 19,73-1976 YEAR

11 P

38

s.

e

Area
GRP 1973(N=32) GRP-1974(N=27) GRP 1975(N=25) GRP'1976(N =21)

SD X SD X SD T.( SD

English 20.3 7.8 19.0. 8.0 20.0 7.1 19.9 3.4

Mathematics 17.5 8.5 15.7 5.7 ,16.5 5.2, 17.4 6.2
Rt

Soc. Sci., 16.5 6.8 . 17.9 8.7 19.,1 7.2 19.3 5.6

Nat: Sci.

Composite

17.8

19.5.

5.3

11.9

21.6

18.7

14.9

7.1

21.4

20.6

11.4'

11.2

26.9

19.6

, '3.4

13.5

Table 33 .-

COMPARISON OF QUALITY POINT AVERAGES IN VARIOUS AREAS FOR FIRST YEAR
SUBJECTS 1973-1976 BY YEAR

Area GRP 1973(N=52) GRP 1974(N=32) GRP 1975(N=32) GRP. 1976(N=21)

X SD - X SD, X SD X SD

Soc. Sci.. 2.48 0.58 2.58 '.0.74 2.57 0.71 2.53 0.69
, :,..

.

Science 2.43 0.77 2.55 0.66 2.72 0.74 2.49 0.65

Mathematics 2.55 0.85 2.77 6.75 2.93 0.92' ' .2.93 0:90

English 2.52 04
I52;73 0.8 2.75 0.65 2.83 0.62 -114k

Ed. & Pay. 3.20 0.47 3.31 _0.38 3.44. 0.29 3.42 0.29

Major Field '3.23 , 1:31 330 0:89" 3.28' 0.43 .3.40- '0:48

6Verall' 2.84 0.44 3.04 0.72 3.10. 0,.40,- _3.15 0.48.-

Principals' Ratings eo
o

' 1

Table 35 shows. the Mean and standard deviatiOn oT the principals' ratings
of the first year subjects across the four years of the study. Application of
the analysis of variance technique to,tfie data indicated there were no
significant differences on each of the four factors across the fouriyears of
the study. Similar results were noted for individuals in the second and
third year of the study (Tables 36 and 37).

54
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fable 34'

COMPARISON OF F-SCALE SCORES' FOR FIRST -YEAR SUBJECTS 1973-1976 BY YEAR

39

4a

F -Scale,

.0

GRP 1973(N=40) GRP 197461=29) GRP 1975(N=31) GRP 1976(N=29)
X SD SD . SD

e

Score 112.6 9.5 101.7. 20.0 101:9 24.2 97.1 15.9

u Table 35

COMPAVIiON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS FOR FIRST YEAR SUBJECTS BY YEAR 1973-1976
.

Factor
GRP 1973(N=46) GRP 1974,(N=29) GRP',1975(N=29) GRP 1976(N=21)

,e7 - SD X SD X SDI, ", X SD

4.09 0.73 4.03 0.77 4.21 0.69 4.30 0.63

II 4.1Y 0.851 4.17 0.89 ,4.48 0.'69 4.39 0.66

III. 4.18 40.72 ' 4.03 0.68 4.25 0.75 4.396, 0(.66

IV. 4.09 0.70 .4..12 0.78 4.14 0.70 4.36 0.66

Table a
.

COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' WINGS FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME OF BEING IN STUDY
FOR SECOND YEAR (1973, 1974, and 1975 GRADUATpS'iN 1974,, 1975 AND 1976)

I

Factor GRP_1973 (N=28). f GRP 1974 (N=26) GRP 1975 (N=17) 7,

*X SD ' X SD X SD

4.1

..

O./ '4:2

,,

0.7

...--

'4.2, %J...., A40.9
-)

II -4.1 : 0.9 4.1 0.8. 4.5 P:7
40

III 3.9 0.7 4.1 0.?-' 4.2 0.8

Iv 4.1 ' 0,.8 _4.2 .0.7 4.2. 0,8

O .
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Table 37

COMPARISON 'OF PRINCIPALS' RAINGS FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME Or BEING IN STUDY
:1 FOR THIRD YEAR (1973 and 1974 GRADUATES IN.1975 and 1976)

X

.GRP 1973 (N=20)
Factor

SD

GRP 1974 (N=19)

SD

IV

4.2 . 0.8

4.2 0.9
. -

4.4 0.8

4.1 0.8

4.4 0:6

4.4 0.7

4.3 0.6

4.2 0.7

Table 38

COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES FOR FIRST YEAR SUBJECTS ACROSS THREE'YEARS 1973-4975

Factor

- IV

V

VILTotal

GRP 1973(N =25) GRP 1974(N=10)", GRP 1975(N=19) 'GRP 1976(N=15)
TC'. SD X SDL

344..5 ' 45.8 307.9 56.8 347.6 32.8 344.7- ,32.3

346.6 38.3 309.6 70.4 ?47.3 .24.3 331.8 35.2>

.307.1 63.6 .1 57.1 303.5. 38.7 292.3 36.9

306.6. 38.2 r 312.6 37.5 304.8 38.5 '294.2 27.4

255.9 44.9 236.0 55.6 247.5 48.6 273.8 -39.0

315.6 29.4 .292.8 34-2 310'.1 25.7 307.3 20.0

Student Evaluation of Teaching

Table 38 shows the 'means and standard deviations for the. first, year
subjects across the four years,for each of the factors of the SETI and
the total score (VI). In gederal, those individuals -who entered the second
year Of the Study were rated 1:16wer by their students than those individuals
who entered the study in 19.71Or 1975 and 1976. Table 39 shows similar ,

data for all Subjects during their second year. in the studYand.Table 40
shows the results for third ygar subjects. Again the applicafiqn
analysia.of variance or t -tes -t techniques. indicated no significant differ-
ences across years

p

1
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Table 39

COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME OF BEING IN STUDY
FOR SECOND YEAR (1973, 1974 and 1915 GRADUATES IN 1974, 1975 and 1976)

Factor GRP 1973 (N=25) GRP 1974 (N=14) GRP 1975 (N=7)

SD X SD X SD

I

II

.III

IV

V

'VI-Total

293.8

361.6

313.4.

265.8

243.0

295./6

37.6

71.9

. 43.0

-48.2-

"40.2

47.7 ,

336.6

356:8

298.4
, '

310.1

267...4

31a:1r

1.

31.2

18.4

.35.6

32.2
.

41.2..

19.4

350.7

338.7

303.3

-286.4

'279.4

211.6. .

. 29.2

31.0

50.1

26.7

49.5

30.9

Table 40

COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME OR BEING IN STUDY
FOR THIRD YEAR (1973 and 1974 GRADUATE IN 1975 and 1976)

Factor
GRP 1973 (N=14) GRP 1974 (N=11)

SD X SD-

I 4. 338.4. 44.4 327:2 9.3

355.0 25.5 344.1 21.9

III r 298.0 56.5 289.9 - 60.3
0

IV 300.2 32.2 , 295.2" (63.5

V 275.9 36.8 236.2 43.3

VI-Total 311.5 27.6 29835 32.8

Interaction Analysis

4

Table 41 shows the means and standard deviations for the five ratios
derived from the use of interaction analysis with the first year subjects.
Results of the-application of the-analysis of variance technique to the

ikv.,011



*Yr 42

data indicated a significant.differepce ( at the .05 level) in the
Lecture/Total ratio, Application clothe t-test indicated that there were
significant differences between first and second and third and'Acond and
fourth and first and fourth year, subjects. The Lec/Totratio was .,

significantly lower for the 1974iroup than either the 19,3 or 1975 and
1976 groups. No explanation can be offered for the apparent lower Leg/Tot
ratio for the 1974. group. .

Table 41

4

COMPARISON OF RATIOS FROM INTERACTION ANALYSISFOR
FIRST .YEAR SUBJECTS 1973-1976

GRP 1973(N=39) GRP 1974(N=31) 3 GRP 1975(N=38) ,GRP 1976(N=18)gation
7 SD Y. SD X .SD X SD

i/d 2.10

I/D 0.98

3.60 1.32

1457 0.65

1.96

0.46

3.18

0.75

3.25

0.45

4 3.16

0.87

-2.94

0.68

ST/TT 0.64 -/r117-----0.78 1.17 0.52 0.19 0.69 0.50

Sil /Tot 0.47 -0.99 0.50 0.76 0.39 6.36 0.13 0.13

Lec/Tot"0.51 0.21 0:40 0.18 0.51, p.14. 0:45 qc24

t Tables 42 and 43 show similar results for all cond and thir4,year
subjects respectively. Xpplication of analysis vex-II/ice indicated no
significant differences.

*.

Table 42

COMPARISON OF RATIOS FROM INTERACTION ANALYSTS FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME OF
BEING IN STUDY FOR SECOND YEAR '(1971,1974, and 1975 GRADUATES IN 1974, 1975

and 1976
4

.

a

GRP 1 :28X GRP 1974 (N=26) GRP 1975 (N=14)Ratio
SD'

x
SD

4
X SD 1

i/d 0.70 0.31 .40.71 0.49' 1.67 2.02
o

I/D 1,55 1.03 1.93 , 1.77 2:38 1.48
msom.,06

ST/TT '0.58 0.44. : 6.80 1.00 0.77 0.43

Sil/Tot . 0,34 0.36 0,53 0.43 0.14 0.19

Lec/Tot 0.45 0.16 0.47 0.16 0.61 0.89

t.



-r

Table- 43

'AeOMPARISON OF RATIOS FROM INTERACTION ANALYSIS FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIMEOF
BEING IN STUDY FOR THIRD YEAR (1973 and 1974 GRADUATES Ili. 1975 and 1976)

.

Ratio GRP:1973 (N=23) GRP 1974 (N=24)

X SD 1 X SD

i/d

I/D

ST/TT

Si /Tot

(
Lec/Tot

.

*
'

0.47

1.16

0 39.

0.31

. 0.59

1.08

0.3065'.

0.27

0.16 ...

1.01

2.37

0.55

6.18

0.48

'

0.79

2.13 --

0.27

0.15

0.39

Classroom Observation Record'

Tables Orthrough 46 show respectively the results of the use of the
ClassroomObservation Record for all first, second and third year subjects.
Again; only minor significant differences were noted across the various
groups.' '

Summary

In summary, thing cihapt r has presented selected data collected from

o ther than first year subjects in the study. Also,la brief'study of
comparisons of data collected Overdthe four year period.of the study has
been-presenteA. Results of the study indicated some differences in the,
correlational patterns of the variables under examination. Comparison
of data collected on 'the same'voUps of subjects across four, three and two
indicated few differences. Data collected on four groups of first year
subjecfs, three :groups of second year subjects and two groups of third year
subjects ale() revealed few differences. It might be concluded that the
subjects changed little over the four, years of the study and that the
graduates entering-'the teaching field have chinged little over the period.
Further study will be'conducted in future years of the-project to verify
these results. AlsO, additional analyses Will be conducted to verify other,
hypothesized results..

o'
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-Table 44

0
4

Colilparison of COR Scores For First Yeai Subjects 1973-1976 by Year
. .

to.

44

Factor GRP 1973(N=42)
7 SD

.
GRP 1974(N=31)
TC SD

GRP 1975(N=31) Tr GRP 1976(N=21)
X , SD X ' SD

1 6.0 0.9 5.1 11-0 6.1 0.9 5,3 1.4

,-,

5.8 0.9 4.9 1.0 5.7 0.9 '5.1 1.2

3 5.6 1.0 4.9 '1.2 :5.9 0.8 4.9 1.2 °.

4, 5.2 1.2 4.5 1.2 5.8
.t)

- 0.9 4.4 1.5

5 6.1 0.8, -5.4 0,9 64 1 0.6 6.3 14 0.8

6 5.7 1.0 5.1 0.9 6.2 0.9 5. 1.7

7 6.1 0.9 5.4 1.1 6.3 0.7 ' 5.5° . 1.1

8 6.2 0.8- 5.5 0.9
-.`

6.4 0.7 5.6 1.3
.

9 6.2 0.7 5.5 I.O. *6.3 0.9 5.5" 1.5

10

...

11

5.7

5.4

1.0: :5:4 1.1 5.7 Q.8

.

5.2 1.4

1.1 4.9 1.3 5.6 0.8 , . 4.9 1.6

12 6.1- 0.8 5.4 1.0 . 6.4 0.7 5.7 ', 1.4

13 6.3 0.7 5.5 0.94 6.4 0.7 6.7 0.5

14 6.3 . 0.8
,..-

0.8
'''N....

6.5 0.7 . .5:8 . 1.5

15' .9 1.0 5.2 1%2
.

6.3 0.8 ' 5.8 1.2

16 6.1, 1%0 5.4 1.0 6.3 0.8 .., 6.2

.

1-.1

17 5.8 1.1 5.0 v1.2

.

6.3 0.8

.

6.0'

..

1.0

18 6,1 1.0 5.7 0.8 6.1 .. 1.0' 5.8 ' 1.3

a9 5.8 1.1 -5.0 1.1 ,, 5.8 0.8 5.4 1.3'

20 '5.8 1.1 5.1 . 0.9 6.4 0.7 5.5 -1.4

21 6.0 0.9 5.3 40 6.5 0.7 5.5- 1:0

5.8 , 0.8 4.9, . 0.8 5.8
,

22" .- 0.8
,

5.1, 1.'4
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Table 45

Comparison of COR. Scores' For B.S. Groups At Time of Being in Study For
Second Year (1973, 1974, and 1975 Graduates in 1974, 1975, and 1976)

4FactOr GRP 1973 (N=28) GRP 1974 (N=26) GRP 1975 (N=15)
.SD K SD , Tc . SD

.

1 5.1
.

1.g 6.1 0.9 5.4

2', 5.0 1.1 5.8 , 0.6 5.3
..)

..'

3 4.9 1:1 5.8. ° 0.9 5.2
/

4 4.9' 1.2 ' 6.0 0.9 4.8

5.5 1.0 6.4 0.6 - 6.3
0. .

6 5.2 1.1 6.0 1.0 5.3 ,

7 5.5 1.4 64.2. 0.9 . 5.5 9

r

8
.,

. 5...4 1.2 6.2
. ,

0.7
"

J.8

9, 5.8 0.8 44. 6.2 '0.9 -5.9

10 5.2 1.2 6.2 1.06. 5.3

11 5.1 1°.1 5.7

,

1.1 4.8,
.

12i 2. ' ,5. 0.8 6.4 0.8 5.7

13 5.4 0.9 6.2 *.7 . 6.7

14 5.7 0.9 6.5 0.7 6.0,

15 5.3 1.0 6.5 0.6 5.6

16 f.5 0.9 6.5 0.7 5.9

' 17 3.4 1.0 _ 6.6 0.6 5,.8 k

.
,

18 5.4 1.0 s'6.2 0.7
I

1

5.6

19 5.3 1.1 5.9 1.1 5.6

20 5.3 1.1 1.0 5.8
tow.- A

21 5.3 0.8 6.3

22 5.1 1.0 6.0 1.1 . X5.4

1.0

1.11

1.1

1:2

0.9

1.7

1:4,

..
1.2

1.4

1.3

,

1.3

IN?

'1.4
.

1.4

1:4

1.5

)
1,3 '

1.3

1.3.

oo.

9
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fable 46

Comparison of COR Scores for B.S. Groups At Time of Being in Study.
For Third Year,(1973 and 1974 Graduates in 1975 and 1976) lor

"46

.

.

Factor . GRP 1973 (N=23) GRP 1974 (N=15)
X . SD atIr SD

1

'2

3

4

5

6.0

5.7

'5.6

S.5

6:4

0.9

0.9

1.3

1.3

0.7

5.8 1.0

5.2 1.0

5.3 1.4

4.7 1.8

6.3 0.9

s
/

5.7 1.3 . 4.6 2.1 ;

6.1 ' 1.4 5.7 1*.4

6.1,. 1..3 p5.6 1.4.

.9 6.1 0 1.2 5.4 1.4

---..
10 5.8 ,1.2 5.7 1.2

11

12

,.

a

,

5.5

6.1

1.2

1.0

, 4.8

5.8

1.6

1.1'

.

.

13 5.9 ' 1.3 6.5 .0.5

14 6.5 0.6 6.2 0.8

15 6.4 0.8 5.8 .1'.2

.,i6 6.5 0.7 5.8 1.2,

17 6.4\ 0.8
.

5:8 . 1.2

18 6.3 0,8 5.7 1.1

19 6.0 1.1 5.4 , 1.1

'20 6.1 1.2 5.7 '?1.0

0.9

22 5.8 1.2 5.6 0.8

.

Vir
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CHAPTER IV

SPECIAL STUDIES RELATED TO MODEL

he pbjectiVes of this chapter are to describe very briefly several
specia studies that have.been carried out in connection with the total
application of the Tennessee Technological UniversityTeacher Evaluation
Model. These studies are only representative of the type that can be
carried out. Other studies are planned for the coming year based on the
voluminous data that have been collected over the past four yeats., Readers
of this reportshould feel free to contact the author with regard to
suggestions for other studies' utilizing the.data.

Factor AnalSrsis of Classroom Observation Data

The Classroom Observation Record was developed by Ryans and described
in his publication, Characteristics of Teachers (1). Throughout hii work
-Ryans describes in detail the development of the COR through the use of.
factor analysis. The purpose of this study was to repli e the work of
Ryans and that of Adams (2).

All data collected by use of theCOR were factor analyzed to obtain the
best solution to'the problem. After extensive work it was fpnd that the
best solution was fecir three factors, which were similar to those outlined
by Ryans. Table 47 shows the varimax'rotated factor matrix for the COR
data (N =-315).

. Factot I consisted of items 10, 12, l415, 16, 17, and 18 and
corresponded in pare to Ryans'Yo factor of responsible, systematic,
businesslike versus evading, unplanned, slipshod-teacher behavior. Factor
II consisted of items 5, 6,07, S, 9, 11, 13, 19, 20, 21 and 22 and
corresponded to RyanstX0 factorof_kindly,understanding, friendly versus .

aloof, egocentric, restriciedteacher behavior. Factor III consisted of
items 1, 2, 3, and 4 whidh described pupil behavior. Table 48 shows,a
summary of the eigenvaluea and percent of variance accounted for by the
three factor solution.

,

t-Since the'results of the factor analysis approached those of Ryans'
original work, it was felt that the reliability of the instrument was in
part established. Results of theapplication pf factor analysis can now
be used in other types of analysis, It should be noted that floe resultg
of the factot analysis also approach the results outlined,j,y Adams (3).

4 .
4 .. .

_ Three Levels of authoritarianism
11

Previous studies conducted as a part of the longitudinal study have
indicated a relationship between effective teaching and levels of
authoritarianism exhibited by teachers. In order to test the hypothesis,
with the data gathered as a part of_thia study, an ,examination was made

6

4



48
Table 47.

t- ,
It -r

Viaridax Rotated Factor Matrix fol. ClusroOm Observation ReLrd (4,= 315.Cases)
.

.

Items - Factors
II 'III

1.
.t.5

Apathetic vs. Alert

.

.316!

2. Obstrpctive vs. Responsible
* ..

.398

3. .Uncertain vs..Corifident .298

4. Dependent vs. Initiating k .124

5. 'Partial vs: Fair

.191-

.209

4

.291

. '..387
.

- ,386 .483 ,..,

.

6. Autocratic'vs. Detocratic .027 .534

.673 % ,-' .603
.k N '4

t -.273 .: .7894
,

,

. 9., Harsh vs. Kindly. . .' . :±0.
. .790

. V
10. Dull vs. imulating ,..^-,, .'496 .412

,

'7. Aloof vs. Responsive

.

8. 'Restricted vs. Understanding..

11. Stereotype .vs. Original .369 .540

.

12. Apathetic v&. Alert, .682 %357

13. Unimpressive vs. Attractive.

14. Evading,ws. geaponsibler

ErratiCvs. Steady

Excitable vs. Poised

17. Uncertain vs. Confident'

18.'. Disorganized vs. SysteTtic.

19. Inflexible vs. Adaptable
.

,
.

20. Pessimistic vs. Optimistic

21. Immatufe vs. Integrated

22. Narrow vs.. Broad:'

.294 .453

.774 .250
.

.801 .268

.583 .436

.766 .391

.814 *.165
..-.

.453 .633
........_

,,.376 ,755.

\..

-.564 .567

.435 .641

.

.735

.654

.754

.665

.338

.390

..370

..,

'f'320 ag

.133
I

,460

.395

-\ .339

.058

.225

'.311

.306

.262,

.184 ,,

.315
. t

.

.253

.316

.325

6 1
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Table 48
49

igenvalue and Percent of Variance for Classroom Observtion Record Factor Analysis

Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cum. %

7

I 12,25 84.4 84.4 .

1.30 9.0 93.4

III 0.96 / 6,6 100.0

4

of the F-Scale scores achieved by all subjects. The subjects were divided

into thrle groups of approximately the same size trased on F-Scale scores
drose with scores <90, 90-110, and >110). Table 49 shows the means,

standard deviations and range for each of the three groups. The means

closely approximate those in a similar study reported\by Sandefur and Adams
(4). Table 50 shows an analysis of variance for the data. Differences

between the groups were significant beyond the .0001 level of confidence..

Table 49
Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges for Three Leyels of F-Scale Scores

W. F

Scale Score'
.

4P
N Mean Standard Deviation Rangel

< 90

90-110

:7110

Total

.. .

52 77.6 11.2 48-90

-47 99.4 .5.8 , 91 -109

551 123.8 13:6. 111-17
. --

! C .

150 100.1 22.0 48-177

,

Simple analysis of variance techniques,. we 're a p p l i e d to data
collected by Principals Ratings, Student-Evaluation of Teaching, Interaction
Analysis, and Classroom Observation Record over three levels of authoritari-

,anisci.aa described above. Table 51 shows the means and standard deviations
-of the Principals Ratings-on the four factors from the instrumeht. Use of

the ANOVA indicated that there,were.4.1.9 significant differences across groups.

However, in general, subjects who were near the mean in level of exhibited

authoritarianism as measured by the F- Scale :were rated slightly higher than

subjects in the extreme groups.
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50

e

Table 50

Analysis of-Variance for Three Groups Based on F-Scald ScZ es

Source DF Sum Sqs. - 'Mean Sq. F -Ratio

Between

Within

Total

2

147

139

55.059.5

17,065.3

72,124.8

24529.7

116.1

237.1*

*. .001

,Table 51

.
Means and Standard Deviations of Princip als Ratings Based on

Scores From the California F-Scale*

Factor
F -Scale 54o ' F -Scale 90-110 F-Scale >110

SD ,M SD R SD

I ' 4.2 0.7 '4.31 0.7 4.0 0.7 .

II 4.2 - 0.8 4.3 0.7 4.3
v-
0.8

III 4.3 0.7 , 4.3 0.7 q 1 0.7

IV 4.3 0.7 4.3 0.7 4.0 0.8

*P-Scale < 90, N = 69; F-Scale 90-110t N = 4Q; F-Scale > 110, N = 42.

- Table.52 shows the means and standard deviations for the, five factors ,

and total score from the Student Evaluation of Teachint-I across three levels
of authoritarianism. In general, those subjects who exhibited Less
authoritarianism (lower F-Scale score) were rated higher.by, their students:
Application of the ANOVA indicated no significant differinies between the
three groups for each of the five factors and the total score. 'Similar;
findings were noted when ,the dame techniques were applied to theresults-
from the Student Evaluation of Teaching -'II (see Table 53). The ANOVA tales

, so
have been omitted. . 0

w-

'/ ,

Application of the above techniques to the data collected by use Of
interaction analysis generally falEcied the group whose,Ievel of exhibited
authoritarianism aRproached the mean (see Table 54). Application of thy, .

ANOVA technique indifated no significant dif ferences betweev the three
groups (thee data have been omitted).

0

LIP
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-Table 52

-

Means dnd Standarci*Devi,ations of Scores froi phe Student Evaluation of
. Teaching-I Based 'on Scores from the California F-Scale*

4

51

- Factor
17-Scale < 99

.

FLScale 90-110 14-Scale > 110
° SD ,j1 SD, . SD

- I 48.5 43.8 329.4
_

46.5 338.2 42.7
sk

II° 346.4 45:8 3457 44.3 . 340.4 45.5

III 309.7 .48.8 -.297.6 53.4 .296.8 47.14

IV si 305.3 46.5 310.5 51.3" 307.7 -50.3

V 264:1 55.1. . 263.5 50.7 244.4 , 59.0

VI 316.1 47.9 305.2 57.1 305.7

I-

4

*F-Scale < 90, N = 49; Irnate 90-.110; .1i =4 25; F-Scale> 110, N 26.

.

Table 53
/':-..

- Means and'Standard Deviationsl'epl Scares from the Student evaluation'of-
. Teaching -II Based on Scores ftom-the California F-Ssale

0

1,

Factor itScale<- 90 - F -Scale 90-110 F -Scale > 110

).r SD X SD ° Y X SD

RappoSt 5.5

Interactional Competence 4.c(

dIe'
Stimulating, Interaction
Style :'^`,. 10.6 '

Unreasonable Negativ 8.6

le

Fosterance of Self-Esteem 6.
.10

0.4.8

1. a

3.2

0.9

0.8

5.0

4.3

9.2.

8..0

6.3

-°

8'

1.1.,

2.2

'2.5

2.0

5.7

5.1

-

7.8

6.5

1.2-

2.3

8

2.2

1.8

'F -Scale C' 90, N = 24; F-Stale

Tate 55 shows a summary of the mean
from the'COR based on.level of exhibited
differences were noted beNeen the-phree
The ANOVA.table has been omitted. Table

I

l'3;°F.NScale> 110, N. = 16.

s and standard deviations' scores,-
authoritarianism. NO significant
groups on each of the 22 factors.

56 showa,themeans and standard
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Table 54
-, ..

.
. . ,

.Means and Standaid Deviations /of Flandets Ratios Based op Scores
- - -Orom the California F-Scaldie,

,

c

Ratios

.

F-Scale < 90 F -Scale 90-110
.

F-Scale >110

5E -..zr, 10 ga
. -

X , SD
,,,,i

Indirect/Direc -(I/D)

rf

1
.0

Inairect4Direct (i/dr
x

Student/Teacher Talto
($-T /TT)

Sil/Total Teaching
(Sil/Tot) 1

Le.c/Total Teaching
(Lec/Tot)'

3.20

0.77 .

0.62

0.42

0:58

0,71-

1.07

0.63

0.82

0.70

3.57

0.69

0.53

0.47

0.47

%'

:

,

,140

0.50

0.29

0.81

0.22

'2.68

0.68

0.72

(Cii

0.50

1.10

0.50

1.14

0.84

0.21

*
*F-Scale.. 90, N = 52; F-Scale 90-110, N = 28; F-Scale > 110, N =

Table 55

Means and Siaridard Deviation of Scores from the Classroom Observation ReCord
r-

()Based on Scoreb fromtfie California F-Scale*

Factor F-Scale 4 90 F-Scale 90-110 F=Spale >110'

°2

3

`4

5.7 1.2 5.3

5.4 1.2 5.4

5.,3 1.2 5.5
4

15.3 1.3 5.2

6.l -1.1 6.1
..

. 1.4 5.7

i

1,2 5.8,

-4 -1.1 5,9
,

9.

10

Ply

gzisi

.-;-."

1,0, Ar5.8

'1.4.,...5.6

6 lJ

SD SIB

, 0.9 .5.7 0.9

0.9 5.4 -0.9

1.1 5.4 1.0
4

1.2 4.9 1.2

0.8 5.9 0.9

O.:9 5.4 . 1.2 .

N
`)

. 1.0 5,7 1.1

0,9 .5.8 r 1.0.,

' 1,1 7 1.1

0.8 5.5 0.9

., 4e,,c° '1
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14 - 6.2 1.2 6.0 0,7 6.3 0.7

15 6.0 1.2 6.0 0.9 5.9 1.0

16 .,,

- 6.2 1.0 6.1 a, . 10.8 6.0 #
0.8°

17
5.9 1.2'. 5.8 1.0 '5.8 1.1

18 '5.9 1.3' 5.7 0.7 6.2 0.8e . .
.-,

19
5.7 L.1 5.8 1.0

..20 6.1 1.1 5.8 ,_ 0.9
,

21 5.8 1.1 5.8 ,1.,0

22
'5.7 , 1:1 5.7 0.8'

li 5.3 1.4 5.2 -0,8 5.4 1.0
12

5.9 1.2 5.9 0.8 6,0 0.9.
i13 . -6.4 0.8 5.9 1,0 6.1 0i9

. g

Table 55 (continued)
53

5.4 1.0

5.7 1.2

5.9 1.0

5.3 1.1

*F-Scale < 90, N = 55; F-Scale 0-110, N = 28; F-Scale > 110, N'= 35.-

Table 56

Means and Standard Deviations of Scores for the Three Factors (Obtained byFactor Analysis of the ClassroonfObservation Record Based on Scores from the
California F-Scale

Factor

II

III

E-,Scale < 90 F -Scale -90-110 F--Scale >110
X SD X SD X SD

. 5.9 1.1 5.9 1.0 6.0. / 1.1 '-
5.9 0.9 5.8 1.0 5.7 1.0

- 5.4 1.2. 5.4 1.0 5.4 1.0
,,

deViations 'for the three factors. (based on :the use -of- .factor analysis) fromthe' COR based on the three levels of authoritarianism. Again, here wereno significant difierences.,,
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4.

In summary this chapter has presented the results of .two of many studies
that could be performed as a part of the larger application of the Tennessee'
Technological University Teacher Evaluation Model. Results of thefactA
,analysis of data collected by use of the Classidom Observation Record were
simIlato those reported by Ryans' in work performed during the late 1950's.

,this would indicate that the instrumeftftes,tesollable reliability.
Examination of the levels of authbriterieniX.exhAjoiled.by subjects in the
study to data from other instruments were found'. similar to results

A4.,C.from other reported studies. In genetal, it mig 4.1, on4uded that subjects'
Who tended to be les4 authoritarian were exhibiti ':, of the qualities
associated with gOod teaching than subjects,whootende 60 be more

,

authoritarian. This hypothesis will be tested further as a part of the
tole]. study. The readers of this.study are 'invited to rase other questions
that might be answered with the data that has been previously collected.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, NCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND FUTURE PLANS 13

S
The objectives of this chapter are fourfold: (1) summarize brieflythe total evaluation' study that was conducted in 1976-77; (2) summarize

some of the major conclusions of the study (3) make recommendations based.on the conclusi9,s of the study; and (4)-present plans for the continuation
of the .study.

:.\

Summary

'Four distinct groups of subjects were used in the study. The first
group consisted of 23 individuals who participated in the first three'yearsof the study and received their degrees between 1971 and 1973. The secondgroUp received their degrees in 1974 and consisted of 22 individuals who
were participating for the third year. Group three consisted of 25
.individuals who received their degree in 1975 and were participating forA
the'second year and groupp four consisted of 26 1976 grapates,tiho were in-

' therf initial year of the study. Detailed data were collected on each
subject by use of standardized

instruments administered:by'specially
trained graduate,asaistants or from University records. Basic instrumentationand procedures for the study were pilot tested during the first yeaf of thestudy and included: (1) University permanent records and transcript infor-mation; (2) principals' evaluation ofeach subject by the use of twb different
instruments; (3) administration of the California F-Scale (only to those
subjects who weresparticipating in the study for the first time) to measureindividual prejudices.and antirdemocratic tendencies; (4) administration of,the Classroom Observation Record.and the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form; \(5)administration of one form of the Sttdent.Evaluation of Teaching to the

.'students of the subjects; and (6) a ten category interaction analysis system ,to record observed classroom behavior. All data obtained in the study were
classified, coded, and key punched for analysis. Descriptive:statistics,intexcorrelations and compariastaswerecompaed. The major findings of the
study were divided into_three major parts, e.g., first year subjecis,
compaisons across time and by Area, and,special studies.

The major findingsof the study fo'r the first year subjects were similarto those reported in-the first three years of the_ study.. Therefore,
detailed explanation of the findings wi34 be givenatthis-point (see ChaptersII and-III), Detailed comparisons across four, three an two years of the
study, for those individuals that entered project in, respec.ively,'1976 1974, and 1975 indicated few differences. The difierencea that were notedwere minor and in most cases no explanation can be offered for the changes.
Comparisons were also made of allf*st year, second year and*third yearsubjects. Again, only minor differences were noted,. In summary, it appeared
that tbe subjects who had been in the study for more than one year. had changedlittle. Also it,appeared that those studentawho antered.the study in 1976
were little different from their

coupterparts that were in the initia,1 yearof -the project.
- .

7
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Chapter IV pf this repot summarizes the results of two speclal studies
that were conducted in, the past year. Factor anal5rsis' of the COR gave
results similar to that reported in the literature. A study of the results
of the administration of the California F7-Scale indicated that those,subjects
who appeared to be less authoritarian exhibited Many of the charactahstics
of good teachers reported in the literature.

.Based on the. findings of the study, several conclusions were advanced
and recommendations made for continuation of the study. Thee follow in the
next two sections:

Conclusions

Following are the major conclusions ofthe study based on the findings.
It should be noted that additional analyses of the data are planned, that may/
make additional conclusions warranted. This section is divided into the
following parts: Use of the Evaluation Model, Evaluation of Graduates.During 4
1976-77, Comparisons of Data Across Time, and Special Studies.

Use of the Evaluation Model 0

1. The plan of evaluation outlined in'this report appeared to be useful in
gathering informatioh for modifying and improving the programs of teacher
education at Tennessee Tedhnological University.

2. Instrumentation employed in the study appeared to be valid and provided
essential information with regard to the graduates of the teacher
education programs.

3. Modificationscan be made In the original model that can leadto more
valid and useful information for an institution wishing to-replicate the
plan of evaluation.

.'4. Some problems have resulted in the collection and analyies of data -'

, ..
.

.,
.

because of the attrition of Subjects from the first two, years of:, the
study. Additional attrition in the future may make it difficult ,to
draw valid and reliable conclusions. i

5. Better and more refined methods are needed for training of the graduate
assistants in the use of the Classroom Observation Re rd. ,t was felt
that some of the significant" differences that were note n the study,
may have been due to unreliable observations.
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Evaluation of Graduates During 1976-77
171-

1. The pupils of-more experienced teachers appeared to be more alert,
initiating, and rego Oefuk in their classroom activities.

. Subjects with grea er exp4i ce in the agsai01 appeared to be more
fair, democrat alert, and have a brog rbase of behavior than the
'less experienced teachers.

, 1 ,r-

3. Students of subjects in the up00 grades felt that the teachers did not
exercise enough control in the classrOOm.

. o

4. -As perceived by students, the teachers in the upper grades were more
directive in their instructional activities than teachers in the lower
grades. -m

,

. Subjects at higher grade levels are using 'significantly more lecture in
;the classroom than teachers inz. the lower grades.

6. Subjects with higher quality point averages in education and psychology
courses had better relations with students and were in general more
friendly and cheerful,knowledgeable and:poised, end non-directive in
their teaching.

7. Subjects who achieved higher quality point averages in their major
teaching fields tended to be more authoritarian oriented than-subjects
who achieved at a lower level. This is probably due in part to the
fact that the large majority-of the subjects mere teaching in the upper
,grades where less democratic and more authoritarian` teach ethods
were used or the sUbjeete were attempting to complete a specif d unit
.or curriculum,

8. Subjects with overall higher quality:point°averages and years of
experience appeared to use.more indirect methods than students.with
lower quality -paint averages.

9. Overall scores achieved by the subjectt on the'National Teacher
Examinations pladed the individuals at approximately the 50th percentile
which is comparable with, other groups .that have been, studied.

Subjects who tended to achieve Higher on the Professional Education
Test orthe NTE tended to be more knOwledgeableoand poised than other
subjects.

_

11.. Ratings of various aspects of, the teacher preparat program of the
University by the 'subjects were similar.to that of other groups of
individuals.

..
,

s

12. In.general, principals' ratings of thesubjects were high. Howevep, 4
°should be pointed.out that principals rated tbe subjects somewhat,lower ,.

in their knowledge andunderstanding4d the,scieilces and mathematics,. .
lacking effective use of .community- resources

,
hindling disciplinary

. .
. 6 .- , t- I !. .

, /
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problems, and insight into characteristics of behavior. Highest ratings
of the subjects were noted in the areas of ability to work with and
attitudes toward colleagues, ethical-behavior; understanding ,the goals
of theoschool, and cooperdtion and dependability.

13. There was a positive.correlation between the.principals' ratings and
various items on the Classroom Observation Record and theStudent
Evaluation of Teaching. Based on the.principals1 observation (it
appeared that) the subjects in this study possessed many pf the
characteristics of good teachers as reported in the literature.

14 The subjects of this study appeared to be more nonauthoritarian than
authoritarian as measured by the California FScale. There were no
significant differences in scores achieved by the subjects when
examined-o the basis of grade level or years of experience in the
classroom. These findings are to some degree contrary to findings of
other studies reported in the literature:

-15. LThe ratings of the subjects by the studells correlated highly.ith
stings made by the principals and the trained observers who completed

the'Classroom Observation Record.

16.- Based on student observations, the subjects were highly knowledgeable
and poised; and on the negative 'sia\the students perceived the subjects
as being morekdirective than nondirective as measured by the Student
Evaluation oft Teaching.

,

17. The subjects in the study appeared to be using more indirect than
direct teaching methods intheir classrooms.. Indirectdirect ratios
based on the interaction analysis system used were higherthan for
comparable groups.'

18. Other ratios computed from the interaction analysis observations were
comparable to tho4e repcirted in the literature.

19 Manyof the characteristics reported in the literature of good teachers
were noted as'a result of the administration of the Classroom
Observation Record. /

In .general, the subjects of this study seemed to possess many of the
characteristics 9f good teachersas reported in the literature. As might
be expected, it was difkicultto identify specific problems. Principals
praised the teacher as did their students. Ho ever, it must be'kept in mind
they the subjects who participated in this study were volipte9rs, Therefore,
some bias has been introduced into, the total study that may make some of the
conclusions invalid when applied tothe total population of graduates.

0

Comparisons of Data Across Time

- 1. Subjects who entered the study in 1973 (the first year of the project)
.haVe changed little across,Ae four year period.
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2. Subjects who entered the project in 1973, 1974, 1975 or1976 appeared
to be very similar in their first year.of teaching. Either the
University programs have not changed sufficiently for changes to occur

, orthe instrumentation ig-not sensitive enough to'pick up. the changes.

3,0 Based on the results of- he very limited comparisons that were made,
the subjects reached a level of teaching proficiency during their first
yeAr in the classroom and this level hag remained nearly constant across
four years: 6

In summary, the results of the study lead to similar conclusions as in
the past. Across the four years of the study, the subjects have remained
almost unchanged and comparisons of the four first year groups' indicated

few or no differences. It might be further concluded that if there are
differences in the groups, the present instrumentation is not sensitive to
the differences.

Special Studies

Only a limited number of special studies were carried out during the
year that were related directly to the project. Following are several ''

major conclusions that,were advanced.

1.- Levels of authoritarianism exhibited by the subjects did not appear
to effect performance on the other instrumentation used'in the. study.
However, in genefal subjects who achieved scores near the Mean on the
.California F.-8cale appeared to achieve more desirable 'scores on the
instrumentation relative to teaching performance.

s

2, Based on'the'use of factor analysis, the reliability of the Classrpom
Observation Record was established.

3. Further analyses should be made of the influence of authoritarianism
on the performance of teachers inethe classroom.

Recommendations

6.sed on the,canclusiOns of this study, i is felt that the following.,

are'recommendations ar warranted. These recommendations center largely around

. the continuation and modification of the study outlined in.ths report. It

'is left to the reader to make reCommendatiohs relative to his individual
-problems and toward needed changes in the teacher education pxograms

AY
of the

institutipn.

1. The plan outlined in thiss report should be,,r4licated during 1978-79

adding another group of subjects who com 14e .their degree requirements

in 1977.

Continuing contact should be maintained with other institutions pursuing
similar projects -mad the literature related to 'teacher evaluation should

be continuously Monitored. .

O

4 tr)
e e
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3, Consideration should be given to the use of other instruments to gather
data as they become available. s.

4. Further analyses of the data shoUld be made employing more sophisticated
,statistical techniques suchoas factor analysis and discriminate analysis. V

.1;/)
5. Faculty of the nstitution and other indivfduals should be encouraged to

review'the report and to request additional data analyses to fit their
individual needs.

6. A more'extensive-daa.bank of information on all students in the to Cher
education programs should be established. Thereafter, a more meaningful
study can be made in.relation to predicting slop ss of graduates in
teaching.

7. Better methods should be developed to optimize the participation of .

subjects in the study.

8. Development and refinement of a.complete,set of computer programs for
uqe with the project should be continued. There is a need for" More ,

complete documentation of the programs available.

9. Faculty and administrators should be encouraged to.make more use of the
data that has been collected. and to request additional/information.

10. Wo k should continue on-the development .of other-phase of the total
-e aluatioll project, i.e., instrumentation for use withkEd.S. level
g duates and for those individuals in such fields as administration,
su ervision, and counseling.

Plans for the ContinuatiA of 'the Study During 1977-78 :

. At
During 194r7.8 particular emphasis will be placed on evaluation .tstudies

of the 1973 through 1977 graduates of the teacher education programs.
,Subjects who graduated prior to 1973.will be dropped from further study
because of the limitation of sample size, The potential' opulation of 1973
thiough 1976 graduates is 76. In addition,,a sample of approximately
fifty.1977 graduates will be added to the study., is -

,

r -
,.

Figure 4 shows an abigeviated chart ...for the major activities of the
project during 1977-78. Initially, three graduate students will engagen

f

).ntensive",ls udies of the use. f the Classroom Observation Record, the Student-.
Evaluatioii f Teaching, and Interaction Analysis. This will'occur from
approximate y September 15 through October 25. Concurrent with these
activities, a schedule of visitations will be developed for the 1973.7&

. graduates thathave previously participated in the study, These 76
individuals will be visited istarting the later part of October, 1977,
Visitation will continue..oantil sometime in January, 1978.

. As soon as possible after the beginning of thefall1guditer,4 a survey'
questionnaire will be Sent to all 1977graduates of et; teacher'education

;
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9/77 1/78

(25

4/78 7/78 6
/

Summary of Activities

1-4 Finalize 'Plans for Visiting Subjects in
1973-76Phases of Study

2-3 Traiging of Observers
5-- Continuing Contact With Other Projects

and Survey of the Literature
6-7 Survey All 1977 Graduates' ,

8-9 bnduct Other Related,Studies

Figure z. PERT ChaKt of Major Activities for-11971-78.
:v.v.,

A

9-10 Prepare Reports oftRelated Studies
7-11 Select Sample of 1977 Graduates for

Intensive Study as Fart'of Followup
11-12 Make School Visits on 1977 Giaduates
13 -14 Make School Visits on' 1973-76 Graduates
12-15, Complete FLeportSand Sub it
15---

":4140
Begin Making Plans for.n78-79 Phase of Study.

o ,

rn
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program. At this same time the 1977 grAduates will be asked to participate

in the study. It is anticipated that a sample of '40 B. S, level graduates

and 10-,M.A. level graduates will be selected. During ihe early part of the

winter of 1978, a schedule of visitation for these individuals will, be
----prepared. During the winter of 1978 and early spring, these individuals

will be visited for purposes of observation and gathering baseline data.

Beginning in the late spring and continuing through the summer of 1978,
data analysis will be made and a report of the third year activies of the
study will b'e prepdred. It is anticiaptethat this report will contain
Comparisons of the five years of the study.,.

7Duiing1.977,78 at least one or more special studies will be carried out
that will lend extra data to the total project.- Also,Dit is anticipated
that further analises of the accumulated data will be made as time and

!assistance are available. Plans for the special studies and data analyses

will be made during the later part of, the summer of 1977.
r-

Long Range Plans

TentatiVe long range plans have been Made for the total project. The

assumption has been made.that the level of fundin for personnel will

remain approximately the same. It is anticipated that in 1977-78,a group
of 1977 graduat's of the teacher education program will be added to the study
and those individuals who graduated prior to 1973 will be dtopped. The

basic. plan outlined fof 41477-78 will be continued during 1978-79.

During 1977-78 an intensive evaluation will be miade of_all data that

has been collected add major modifications ma/Lbe made in the research -'
design. It is further antici t additional-instrumentation will -*

-become available which 1.711 make,the-projedt meaningful. 1
,:'s

- -, :
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APPENDIX B

INSTRUMENTATION'SUPPiEMENT .

The purpose of Appendix B of this rep4t is to proVille a, supplement
of information for those individuals and institutions that might be inter-
ested in replicating the study. The first section of the Appendix contains
a. brief description of the procedures for the training of obiervers in the
,use of selected instruments. The second section contains copies (gr a
description) of each instrument.and a brief explanation of their Ae in
data gathering. The last section contains a listing of selected references
related to the instrumentation.

Training of Observers

- A critical element in the tot al proceig-of data gathering is the use
of obServers. During each year of the study three graduate researc assis-
tance have been employed to Visit in the schools and to'collect data through-
out the direct observations of the graduates while they are teaching.
Particular emphasis has been placed on the use of Flander's Interaction
Analy4, the Classroom Observation Record and the Tuckman Teacher Feedback
Form. A critical element in the collection of reliable and valid data is..

the training of the observers.

each graduate. assistant was provided with all essential
information about.eaCh of the observation systems. In addition Co informal,:
Study/and review of the materials, a consultant from the-Department of,
EducaiiOnal Psychology'and Counselor Education worked with the graduate
assistants in answering questions and providing additional assistance.
After initial review of the materials, practice sessions were held under the .

supervision of the consultant using audio and video tapes of classroom
situations. Following this activity a series of practice sessions were
scheduled in the-schools of Putnam County that lasted approximately three.
weeks.

'
The training procedures:Used in teaching'ihe grquate assistants the

use of interaction analysis are outlined by Amidon and Flanders (1). Basic-
4 ally these procedures indluded the memorization of categories, practicing-

coding and recording and discussion of types of behavior related tdthe
categorieS'. Training inithe use of the Clasproom Observation Record and
the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form consisted largely of studying the items
and the glossary of terms and observing teaching situations and discussing

the teaching behavior to,obtain &common point of reference for rating.
Practice sessions were conducted parallel with those related xo learning

'interaction analysis. It should be noted that, during thektraining sessions,
the graduate assistants'were always observingthe same teacher at the same
time..

, .

Reliability coefficients were computed on a daily -basis to provide
progress check on inter-observer reliability. The Scott coefficient '.

recommended by. Flanders (2) was'used to determine inter-ob'server. reliability-
.for 20 minute interaction analysis recording sessions. Similar techniques

.

were used with the Classroom Observation Record and the Tuckman Teacher

'4
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Fee411 dtack.Form. Inter-observer rellabflities for this study have been on-
the order of magnitude of .80 to .95. Intercorrelations of ratings of, the
Classroom Observation Record and the Tuckman Teacher 'Feedback 'Form were on
the order of .75.'-The values aka within the limits suggested by Sandefur
(3), .75 for inter-observer reliability ,coefficients for observa-
tional instruments.

;'

nstrumentation

nstruments and'records used For data collection have consisted of
five general...types: general information qdestionnaires, a personality
scale, rating scales,_direct classroom observational scales, and data
from each'subject's University transcripts. . These instruments were selgcted
to parallel:the recommendations of Sandefur pi) and Ad ?ms (5) and on the
basis of. their merit as research tools, contributions pf the data that could
be collected to_the objectives of the study:their methods of administration,
availability for obtaining the required data, and minimal training required..
.for.administration-4of the instruments. Fokowing is ebrief description of
' each instrument or.major category of dap collection.

'Gen eral Information Questionnaires

/A
A questionnaire designed"to obtain career base line data and grAduate's1

ratings of the, teacher education prOgrail (originally' developed In 1970 and
modified through several successive versions) vas administeredko all sub-
jects during their fi st year in the study'...TwO forms of the instrument
are available. 'The.fi t form (Appendix B-1) was deigned' to beiUsed with
individuals.who have co eted eheB.A. Or B.S: The insprdmentcontains
itemstthat provide inforMation concerning demographic data, professional
data, employment, history,'and ratings of ten broad areas !elated to the

.

teacher preparation program. Items 1-9 of Section B of the instrument
were designed to assess individual's self-ratings ofachievement of the
major objectives of the teacher education programof the University.

. , .

The second form-of the general inforMation questionnaire (Appendix B-2).
wasdesigned tobrused with individuals who had completed the M.A,, This L-. -instrument was.designed co gather similar information:is'described for. the
bachelor's level instrume:,L.

1 , i

Bath of the above instruments are designed to be used as a part of 1-07
mall survey of-all graduates of the teacher education.pxogramin the.yeat
following completion Of degree, requirements. 'These instrument; provide
essential basic information needed,for completion of other phases of the
teacher evaluation model.

4).
/

.

-Permanent Records and Transcript Information

Complete transcripts of each subject's grades.i.etc. 0.,hae been obtain
from the Office of Admissions and Red4ids. therecordsAf the Coll-eke
of Education have been rks7eiwed to lochte Sco4psfrom the National Teacher
Examinations (completed byleach subject during his senior.' yeii) and.other-.
infoimatiOn, Appeddix'B-3,shows.a the:.type inform#tion

-4
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a .

collected and used as` a part of the major study. -At times data from other
instrumentation-has been cdlle4ed and used in ... sub4rojects related to, the
main application of'the teacher evaluationmodel (s e'Appendix A).
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APPENDIX BA. _t
A ,FOLLOW:UPITUDY:OF..8..S'.

GRADUATES OF TD/NESSEE.TENNOLOdip.L;UNIVif4iTY;

Tennessee T ech Graduate

q.

. We are -01-baged in ra study .0f graduatcS of*Jti'e teacher educitton prograrivhereaf
feepeiseel'ech. Our tiurposei in this study are tormitne your 3pDraisat t. of your college preparation, ytu: teaching experience, and your itilpfesgions of;Yotsf problems. Y o ttlhuahlful.Dohse to Ahe quest oils and statements bgiow vcill ,hgJaf gret, help and Will he pouch apprebiated Most simtemegts require ortlyca chock itit should take you no more than fifteenmmutps to FOlnplete this puestionnaire. An informationlyill bo t'reated:as eciraide tirat and,gnlyetal colielusions representing group dale will bie reported ...:

...,. , .
, .oPlease accept our thanks lot taking

:,
a fejeninttes to All in the indie4ted btanIss and for 'returning the duestig.nnaire i Pie enciosee

. .

.>. . oressed PelyeIoge t : . .,
. . . V, 4

0. 4r t

Rd-ape do not
wilt° in thiD
SPaee

irne

SIticerely'voup;,

:-\

A. GENERAL .446310)1

. ,

LAST

resent 4$isress

FIRST. MIDDLE

ermanent Mailing Address

-f
Y8. AY
stant td a Dean -;

J''
(NI

r' .Control No

t.2.. e
Sex V.+: .1. Meta .

- 't,

,F=r

..8aChelOr s. Degree from Tennessee Tech- .1. 947* .-- -,, . _2.-.8...i . . ..-.-i7 :-...-.--z- - -fr. --., -------- ..,,.., -- . -;:- ,. ,;.- .....
CIE E3Se..-CCrid Tea?"11aig Fre I:d '''''

:
'7..1.g:ea of Teacher Certificatiori 1 Eiementary . f --.42i Secorittaty : '.. ".:1/4 vi 3....11 of P8 r- "" ' a !Mistc :,....., .1.
1:1:`,----."- . .:-- .i..: - - , -.4. .- . --.4 Early Childhood 6 Spitioat,jitucat ..-,: ''' .. : -0 -:: .`

. 4 'A' - - .-..I.
r 2-::- ;

HSI Tft)Chillg Field

re yOlr noW 4each.ng.orDtyOu be teaching this 1. Yes No

f you answered Yes to question 7. comptete 7 1,41:,.rf %feu arrswered .,, N9 to goEttion7.,- cortlate4p
.. ..,1" ,.

..-

, ...
.1::" . 7::: _ ''' .... ':r; I 3 1 4-..=

, '....:-. .-... Pros-iat ...:;\(
' .--: e.....

.1 - ..-,.. "" ;'''' .--.7... e.,.... 7.1. - . , / ;, -......4
- . ..:,...1

STREET --. ,_,:t ,07,- -, '. . wit --....., - ..,* f.1` .::.'. ... . C-:
1; I 5.,igf.

- ....... -
.1. .. STAT.8,,,:it,- :-,i - tieCODE,-77-r v.. 10 ... : .,...

- .-HOW ManY vears have you taught including-the ptesent7 - .:1'.: - 'is ,_ --,,,--, - = - 20:2%
.i, " - "4-.2 : ' ' --- "...,. '. -5. 1" , ri'!-.- 3-* "t : '7

!"-
At what leVel voll yet, bq generailyteactiing thrs.ra!,i7; :.-.,,t _1.1l.teiCfrootr....1,,,,-____142. GrdsioS 1.3.0cz...r......, r3C'Crrad,et: 4i6v,....*..,

A - .1
...... '. . .'; 1 .- .... t_. .."1'4. Grades 7.9 5 Gradep..1Q -12 . .6. %..ittioye 1,2.1h G. rd.T.:-: '4." - ,-'`-. "-> "-"-.'.

-, -' i -',:"
18 If 'you are,not teaching check one of the reasons given ---I.VHorriosnaksirip...

- -. .1. ,-. - ,f_-
2;114,rtaty Seri/ice

3. Contrrluing fennel study, ' 41..ltderflp ',WEIS. - e _1.-4..,:', 5. Varlzulst Irt,e44,1u,Sli,y:, ''' 4 9,.--Social,!Wprk
..t
:,, :-

,7. Other goyergcnent W0t(4. °_1F-r.) 8: Eithe'i- toasons itnease Specify, I-- ....:- ..- ..... .._....,_ . . .,,,.. . ...
'1' 4-'

4.
. 1.1"..frr. . ' - ..-`,. -- .4. et...' 1- - . :',... ` : , ,. . ,-,,'... :.,.., . MI' ; "e*,....Have.' you cgrkple.ted al,..1aster s Oebree' - t-. Yes .. 2. Istcr ,j,t1 r40.:14:44,Y MAO hOut.S.113VO:14'Ou dgmiale-tect7 i- .12 0 Eft] 0 M...., :4- --:- .. `'-., A. ; --t: ' ...t 4 `'SChoort -

ir 7¢n8 21:* '.... " , .1, V I ''.'..'
:7;4 ,r% f:;*. r'"

,e. , _
Au; ynu teachrril in y'rtur area of Cortificatkin7 1. Y.es... ..- ,2."),10 , .i e . . ....

'.. . . '.....: :... ..i.t11:,..
,,,

1 0 U answered fio to guestron 9. on whai area are volt teaching7. -- .4 ,.' , .- . ' - ' ; -,,.. -,,,,;t12 `e. .. .-
;-1 .

ieace estimate your salary for the gresent year t . lessitian st.100'.... $5 001,,to s6.Q#1.. - , Y.: ?. $6.10 1 ..' ::. . ..1 .
.6 s7 000 4..57'001 to' 88.000' 5 sa °It- to $9.0oota--:..:6 s9 6010,10 sser.600

....'t+ ,
-:,.. ;

., 7.,- s.ttl:ool ,ifyy_r?1:,0 0- ,-. .

.: ... . I . .... ..
, '35,, %

8. SI 1.001 to S12.040 __::-..?_7_9"...Moce than 812,000 , : ..
...; ;, . , . . ,.. ' %

:- -Air . - .' . : % - ..... , t- __ .-, .., , -,..... .., ...s. --_- ,,Your age -1. 20:24'. , ., 2. 25-9-_____3. 33-34 4.,35-39 ,...,..14,..54:4;.9"'., 'i7r,:,..,,F,I0 J.:,:r.::.1:!nd Ovtilf ....t.. . . .... .
.3;,1 .,ante( status 1. Single -' 2. Married -3. DIY.orced ;---- 4.1Wakiwid . '' ''' '-.;

z, 'Js

Al School Systei72

Name of School

Address of School
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B. TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAM,r .

fk1
oIn order to esialuate your teacher preparation program,,we would a ovate your indicating th _0.degree to which you feel your cofiegeexperiences were satisfactory in eou,Ipping you with the necessary skills and,understandingerri the following areas. plea 9 checkthe appropriate space In each item.

1. Your teaching personality '

a. Ability to work with children

b. Ability to work with colleagues

c. Ability to work with parents

2. Your general knowledge and understanding of
a, Sciences and Mathematics

b. Humanities

c. Social Sciences 1

3. Your ability to use the Englishlanguage effectively

4. Your knowledge and uruierstanding of the sublects which
you teach

A

5. Your understanding of children and youth

a. Insight into causes of behavior

b. Skill in working with exceptional children.ithe bright,
the (Is'4, the handicappadi

c. Skilt in maintaining discipline

6: Your tindeastinding of Ole" nature of the Learning process
7. You& knowledge of souttes pf teaching materials

, Your ability to use teaching materials effectively,

poi 16.. Your knowledge and understanding of
ta. The purposes of the school in relation to the over-all

Purpose pf socieiV
\, .a dP. The socitl struCtUre of the community and jasmeaning for

educat.on
ets

is. .

4.
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Your evaluJtOn of the foliowing teacher preparqton
exPerieKces

a. INTRODUCTION TO TEACHING

b. GENERAL PSYCHOLOGY

HUMAN GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

d. EDUCATIONACPSYCHOLOGY

e. SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

1. HISTORY AND PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION

g. EVALUATION A1'40 GurDANCE .'
J. mEtHODS COURSES..

2. MICRO MACHIN

I STUDENT TEAcrik

1514
. vocall how would you rate the quality of instruct. t n in the college o' education,r

2. somewhat unsatisfactory a Neither unsatisfactory nor satisfaCtbry

5

I ;I z 0
r.... -a _.
5 vi c5 -

5 6

1

1. yew unsatisfactory

4 somewhat satesfactory . 4 very sepsfactory. .1..

1-7
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APPENDIX B-21

A FOLLOW -63 STUDY OF MASTER OF ARTS"

GRADUATES 'OF TENNESSEE TECHNIAOGICAL UNIVERSITY

TenntIssee Tech Graduate:

72

We are .noativil in a study of graduates of the teacher education program hers dr Tennessee Te Ch. Our purposes In this study are toimine your appraisals Of your college preparation. your teaching experiences, and yOur l(nprOSSionS of your problems. Your thoughtfulon- to the questions and statements boldw will be of great help and will be much appreCiated. pst statements require only,a checkit ould take .ou no more than fifteen minutes to complete this questionnaire. All informatione$ )7be treated as confidential and Onlytal t ont lusia,t. representing grOlp data will be reported,
,..-.-

nloa-te ae coot ow thanks for taking a few minutes to fill in the indicated blanks and for etbrno gthe ouesitonnalte in the enclosedssed ii.eii.oi. . a
A 1' Sincerely yOurs,,

(7'1/4_

JtitRy 8, AYEW
Assistant tOtthe Dean

Control No

t A ST

.,.ent A icIroS,

rn St I,

FIRST
'Sex 1 Male-- 2. Female

o MIDDLE MAIDEN

- , 1
1 20-24 ' 25-29 4,-- -- 3 30-34 4 35 -39 5 40- 49 6 50&over e

4
6r`

artr, :3:rt.,. 1 S1991'---- 2:Marrted ---- 3.; Divor-cect.._ 4. Widowed 7
% x

..
87.

)(es .0,, -...re ..0-king to.vard the Master's degree at TeEh. From year to
t1'1..

11

cy Wh, yOu first rglste,ed fox)gra`duate work at Tennessee Tech
12-13o _

;here a, : you -ompiett-yout Bachelor's degree? . .
-:_ .

0 vFhat year did you reclye yOuriachelOrS degrfb7
. z... c

.. e
14-45

Hat W,1, your gr1dUate r,1-3)0f at Tennessee Tech, ., g1 Administration and Supervision. 2. GuidaInce and..
. . .5. Sec4ndaryenns-i,mt 3. /El.rtentary 4. RtaFfding 6. ,Health and Physical education

7 Ear., Chinihoi7d . ....S.oectal Educationi / ...not war, yo,6(1, ip ii minor'arna)
,.. ,..

.
1. Teacher 2 Student°I fs.t,..1, ,1 lt JoStlion that you held urind the Current st600l,year. . . .

7 MtlitiV ---,,-- 34 Horneunak. 5 'Principal 6 SupeNrFisor,, 7 Librarian

". ..... .
..-

9 nie. 1st., Ad^ninistrator i 9 Counselor 10 Other: .

hnk" Sy-57,er,, I.Tr E,-$.4yCr ..
7 4

Please do motif
write in this
space,

. 1-4

5

am. of Solo:

ton's. of S-.nol

State Zip CodeCity .. , .

ease intitCate your 5ala'ry (Or the current s chool year 1 Less than 57.0b0......' --- 2 S7 001.to 58.009

3 58 .101 p 59'000
..

4 .(:)01 to 510.000 5 51C,001 ,to 51.1.000 ....-6 511,001 to 512,000

'1' Yes
.

7 more than 512.000. .

2 .No. If yes. :atd y9, io,nr, te any pradult, work at other institutions or4oe to enrolling at Tech' hetsrtritio - - e. .

. . tw Sid iiu di4yeur preSim, lob' 4 Commercial employment aoency -I-2 Tech Placement Office ..
.,---1 P t.nrial Application 4 Professor at Tech 5 Other. I :.

I in,. ... . , e `. r in(ial a.iNr.tamrIluri'ng your period oftradbate work at Tech' 1 None..-2 AIiststantshtp
1 I ii "1 ---.--4 °the,. ..- : -a

4, '......,, %)
I....

S 0 S,..k , i 1,,,,,,u ,i mmit,abi, . 'Chqrk only If You have tzmpletnd part or .01 ofliiii4109owing:
.

1 Yis _ 2 NQ, If no.. how many hour. (rave you completed
, .../-

..--".Doctorate, 1 YeS 2 No. 1I no. how many hours hay(' you
1

.ar.4. .
a,

16

17

113

19*

20

.22

-41
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LLOWING ARE (4.1ESTIONS THAT ARE RELATED DIRECTLY TO YOURPRDGRAM OF STUD AT TECH.

1 .
PiOase rate each-of the.f011oWing

tnteret of profeslbrO in students

AnqourcekeritS of deadlines
.

leeds;rbility Of Professors

Amount of gutuarci. given in planning and Carryi ng oUt program

r'ildeguacy Of I War,

li1eneuisc. or Learrirnd Rosou.r..es Center in College of Education
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Advis Part Scores - 4E

S. S.

L. Es F. A.

Science .

At't
.Math

APPENDIX B -3

AmericsanClege Testingo

..1

7 English, . -

.

.17

8 Mathematcs
.,

,

\
9 Social Science

10 ural Science

_Date t

4,

?

') 67-6 8

,

69-70

71-72

.73-74.

.Teaching Area Exam 11-13' Composite 75--7b

Prof,. gduce Tegt., ,,'.., . A-16 .
,

Common Exam --NTE.

L'ritten Eng. s ,

S. S., Lit. F. A.
. I

cci. & :lath

Wt. Subtotal

)Wt. Common .

,Compolite

17-18

19-20

21-22

i3-25

26-A.
O

Transcript Hours
.
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:Science
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MAT Scor
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English 48-
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7,5

Principals Evaluation OrSubjects
.

Prindipals of the subjects were asked to complete two questionnaires.
The Principals Questionnaire (Appendix B-4) was originaaiy developed'by
the Office,of the Asspciate Dean in 1970/and parallels the followup
questionnaires for B.A. gradUates(Appendix B-1) relative to various areas
of the teacher education,program. 'Each principal was asked to rate each
subject on 59 categories on a'sca e of 1-5 (veryunsAisfactorx to very

_Atisfactory).

Each subject's lirincipal w also asked to complete the Teadher Eval-
uation.by Supervisor Form; ThiS instrument was a'modificatiOn of an
intrument originally developed at Kansas State Teacher's College (6).* phis:
form allowed the principal to" rate the subjecton.a scale frdM 105 On four
areas of teacher behavior including: 1) subject matter competencies,
2) relations with students, 3) appropriateness of assignments and academia
expectations, and 4) overall classroom efiedtiveness. A copy of hisx Jnstrtmentia contained in Appendix B-5.

o

AS.

1

:.

S.

0

s"
.1,

vs

.f



MENDIX 11-4
A FOLLOW-ULSTUDY OF TEACHER, EDUCATION GRADUATES 0 76

real

TENNItSEE TECHNOLOGICAL IJNIVERStU,4

o ',waged in .i study of graduates of the teacher education progem here at,Tohnessee Tech. ,Clur p,urposes in this study are tothe iitOrt,eness of our pi adumes and to gather inkarhation on how4fixe seacfifir education program canibWMProved. The teacher inDoi lr.u,d sotow Is a graduate of our teacher oducalrgn program. We would floorecate your taking a few minutes,to complete this,t,,,ut this ta,ison ,lnd returning it to us in the enclosed addressed envelope. All information will bo treated as confidential andr o..,c lesions ruOro4enting grhutPdata,aill be reported, Please acceol our thanks for sotnitleting this ouestionnp,re

t i.

onnussee Technologri:al University Graduate

Srhcoroli, yours,

a
Jr;:lRY AYeRS,fd.D.
Adminesrative Assistant fora
Soricial f.ervices College of
Education

a
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APPENDIX B--5
11

Vt

PRINCIPAL'S TEACHER EVALUATION.FAM

Teacher: s Date:

78

,'Teaching4iS a1%,f most important task Qf the school. In orderto help the school to be informed regarding the quality of its
teaching, yo4 are requested to indicatpd your opinion of, theabovenamed instructor's performance in the four important dioodsions of
teacphinCjidescribed on the following pages. The hi'ghest rating is
number .5; the lowest is number 1. ,Please encircle the number that
rep'resents your opinion of the individual. Three of the five rat-
d.n9,s for each dimenS-ion'are described by words 'and phrass priuted-tO'the left of the numbers. The intermediatt numbprs Aay.alsokbgi,used 'fax the expression of ,your -.

y
-P

pIMENSIONS cs TEACEING. DESCRIPTIVE WORDS Ai\ID'PHRASES. T1'NG
1

. .-
.

Subject Wafter 4. Thorough',/brdad, andltrate knowl- 5Competence edge ofthedry and practice; very

F

t

able to orgeniie, interpret,.explain
and illustrate concepts and .relation

. ships:

4
Ade"quate undersfqnding; most inter-
pretations and explanations are 3
clear.,

2
Knowledge of subject is limited;
does not give clear explanation's

. and iaiustrations.

Relations with
Students

r

7-
PIK

C

p

ExCellent rapport; feeling of good 5
will prevails; very interested in . ._
students; easily approached; stu:--ti_

dents are challenged' yet individ-
uality .is respected. \ ..

w1 P
, ( .1 ;,

Adequate rapport; shows some inter-
."est in students; usually approach=

'-'
,

..,

able;""*Stud'ellts are encouraged to.
participate; Shows some sense of
huMor ,,, \ , ,

.

.' Seems.kinfriendly -and unrespon's$V0;
impatient; sometimes antagonizes, '

students; too busy to be helpful.,.- 1 .

'9 4
0'



fTpropriateness of
Assignments aid

Academic' ExpectatiO119

1

O

or.?
.

1."

.

0

Ass:ignments are challenging; he
5allowsfor.diffeledces of ability

but expeCts superior aChievament;
stresses 'imp9rtant opic.s and,on-
copts and fgids giving:time to
trial detLils"; demandcriticad
sand analytical thought; tests -seem
valid%

?N

Mpst assignments are claar,
ableand related to class work;

.expeets-kAinderstanding not memori7
.

r ,zation;,recognizes(1,individual dif= 3
,fiagencep among students. but genPr-
.311y -seem to ignore them; 'tests
are usliafly related to ,assignments
afid 61ass.work.'

4

'Assignment are unrealistic, often
'not clear, net related to class,.

work; students 4o not 'know what the
teachl2rpo,ctst; te'sts.s6ra unrela-
ted to a'ssiazrrrnts, and,cla*ss_ work. 1

r
AMP

Overall Cl assroom Lessons arpcarefucly Manned and
->

5Effectiveness showdet.4te'purpoSe; words'corge"
'easlly; vellr-organied ideas and

.. ,'

.-

concepts'are 'clearly. related; enthIk-
,siastic and stimufia ihcf; raises'

i:, tbought.proyOkld4 estiQns; dis7 I.
. ,

cussillv:arcoliveq; pleasinAliwnner,
11'frq,e from annoying'marinsms. .'..,.

.

?
. .

. °4 ,r
.

Usualty well.--prarerp8"Scs-are. 4.,
4eus.ually claaN; presenatiOnSare 1,
fakrlY well -oraarriedi encottracipS

on ." 3

,.

Ons,

4

OY

4

4,7,4

.'s,student iparticipatforni!,6
.able mannerisms ar.e. n

, .nuMerous; asks,'sble 400dA

-t

:"
44 Lessons not planned,.purp6Ses are
. facking-gr-vague;.yelationship`sVof

yirconcapts are not explained; asks s,

few $41.1e. ions; slibject s
estisng tO,,him;:repe4tdly

i"annoying mannerisms:

ms uninter-
xYiihits

A- ? ,
4

.. 0

47 If you wish to comment further this instructor's teachinr:,your.may.-use the back of this Vtge.
. .:-.

ry

.

St

0

0J.
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Personality Scale a 80

The California F-Scale, 'Forms 45 and 40, was developed b Adorno, et
al. (7), to measure individual prejudices and anti-debocratic tendencies.
The 28 item instrument relates to opinions. regarding a number4of social '

groups and issues about which some people agree and others d sagree. The
subjects were asked -to respond to each item on a six point s ale ranging

. from strong opposition (disagree) to strpng support (agreem:. t). Relia-
bility of the.F-Scale was determined by Adorno (8) as ..90. The instrument
was administered to All subjects during their first year of participation
'in the study. 'Appendix B-6 contains a copy of the instrum:. t.

Scoring of the instrument was accomplished by addlIng algebraically +4
to the ]esponse.to each item on the questionnaire. Thhs t
score roreachitem ranged from 1 to 7. The scores fo eaCh of the 28 items
were summed. Scores can range frdm 28 to 192 with 11 being the mid-point.

r

9

4
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-APPENDIX B-6

F-SCALE: FORMS 45 AND 4

.
,

The following statements±efdr
of social_groupsand issues, ablaut
others disagree. Please mark e\d
gin .according to. your agreement''

-El.: :slight suppo
+2: moderate su
+3: sstong supp

7
-1:'-slight op
-2: moderate
-3: strong.o

1. Obedience and resp
Avirtues child enrs

81

't opiniOns regarding a number
w h some people agree and
tzement in the left7hand mar-
isagreement as kollows :

kre,pment
agreement

, ag eement.

ition,d0agreement
bsitionX7disagreement

p sition,,c4SOgreement s'

t for auth ty are the most importan-E
ould'learn.

.
, 2. A person who ha ad manners,-hab4s, and breeding can

hardly expec o get alongtwIth de6ent people.
'.

,,,

talk less and work more, everybody would

\s,, .i, 4
,n and the manufacturer aremuchsmore° impor-

than the artist and the professor.
.,.

=s i s place, but,therE are many\-,,,important things
.be-understood by the human nd...40. -.

.

4
$should have complete. faith in some, superylatuTal

ecisions he obeys without auestiOn*, . 4
..,

3. If people w
be better

4. The busin
Cant to, s

5. Science
that can

6. Every p
power w

7. Young p
grow u

I,

8. What t
progr
-in who

9. Nobody
suffer

10. No sa
a clo

11.What
'deterT n t

--and co

sometimes get rebellious ideas, h4 as they
ought,to get over them and settle axie4.

untry needs most,_ more than laws and pplitical
s a few courageous, tireless, devoted-leaders
people can put: their faith.

,

I (

e learned anything really important except,through

n r

rmal, decent persori could ever think of Purting,-
end or relative.,

U-eh needs most is strict discipline, rugged7)
. .

on and ,the will-to wol;k and fight for family
tr

9
N

4

v



IA'

4

so
.

.
,

12. An.insult to our honor'should elwayS'be puniShed.
.. ., '

."
''11: Sex crime Such'as,rape and attacks on children, deseve

more than.; mere imp4isonment; such criminals bught.to be
publicly whipped, or worse.

. ,
14. There.is,hardly anything lower than a person who does . not

feel a great love? gratitude/and respect for his parents.
.

.

15. Most of (:)3 social p oblems would 'be solved if , we could
.somehow get rid of the immoral, crooked, and 'feeble-

.
minded people.

,
. "V1

$ 16. HomoseXualt,are hardly-better then criminals and ought to -

be severely punished.

17. Whenta person has a- problem or worryt,it is best for him
nototo think about .it, but to keep busy with more cheerful
things.

°l8. Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters that
should remain personal and private.

-19: people ,are -born with an urge to jump from high places.

20. people can be divided into tt.o distinct classos: the weak
and the strong. 4

.21. Some &av it will' probably be shown that astrology can
alKot of things.

.
o

"22.. Warstanct EroublemZysomeday be ended bvearthquake.'
or flood that will destroy the N:thole world.

!
23. ifo:weakness,pr difficulty can hold us beck if we have

enbugh will power.

2 . Most "people don't realize how mucli our livep are controlled
Hoy plots hatched in'sdcret places.

f25. Human nature being what is, there will,a1V7ays be war and-
conflict.

'

. . .
.

26.*Fartaliarity breeds contempt.
,-- , .-

-

-27. NowaaayS,when so many different lcindsof pe'ople move around
and mix together so rriuch., aperson has to-pr,ptect 'maelf
especially carefuUyvagainst 6i4tqing Ein,inf6ction r,
'Idiseas"from them.

-

.28. The,wild
pared to s
places.

,

.

life of the old Gree7,:s and Romans wastame
e of the Voings-on in this d.v.latr/', even in

6,pciople.mtoh least expcIct it.

.
""), ".

COM-,

7.



'Student Evaluation of Teaching

.

TWo forms of the Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) were used in
collecting data sbout the teachers in.,the study. The SET was designed to

la
.be administered to- ohildren in classroom size groups nd 'yields sisAificant
data abdut children's fee4ngs.toward their teacher,

O

Student Evaluation of Teachin(SET-I). ,the SET-I was developed by
Veld n and Peck (9)-4nd Was utilized to obtain ratings from pupils 'con-
cerning five;dimensiOns of teacher behavior. Veldman (10) has described'.
thesedimelltZops as: "1) friendly.and cheerful,. 2? knowledgeable and
poised, 3)1,ively and interested, 4) firm control./ And 5) non-directive(democ .tic procedure)," Data from th SET-I were obtained from pupils of
subj cts teaching in grades four and above. Appendix B-7 contains,a copy,o the instrument.

The SET -1.14as scored in the following,manner:

1. The responses were assigned valhe-g-Of1-4 where one was Very Much False
-and Very Much True..

2. Means of each of the ten items were computed and item mean's were
multiplied by' Ym-fctor of 100. "#

-3. The refined scores were then paired according to the, dimensions they
sere measuring.

Item 1 with Item
Item 2 With Item 7
Item 3 with Item 8

,-/ Item 4 with Item-9
4r.

Item with Item 10

Friendly and Cheerful,,
KnoNledgeable and Poised
Lively and Interested
Firm Control

Non-Directive
. ,

.

A. In ..dition to scores from the five dimensions, a.comPosite'sCowas
obt ined by fin ing their man.

.

#
t

. , ,

udent.Evaluation of Teachiwi (SET II). The SET-II was devel'opea"by
I)

.

aak; Kleiber and Peck (11) and was utilized to obtain-ratings from7pupils
cond-rn Et three dimensions- of teacher behavior. These dimensions were:1) S im ating, Interaction.Style,..2), Unreasonable Negativity, d 3) ,
Fos' e ce,' f Self-Esteem. Data from the SET-II-were obtained i pupils
of"subjeCts';in grades kindergarten trough three. Appendix B- co sins a .
co:y of thd teacher tally sheet for use with the Instrument.

.f. .
..

.._ ..-
. ,

.
. .

,.*

p.The_instrument,consisteof 22 items which are rintedfupon small cards
ach with an.identifying "stamp" on the upper right hand corker of,each, (

1.-

1he teacher tally sheet (Appendix B-8) shoWd all 22 items and their reytion- ,.
.ship to the various dimensions of th4 test. .,)' "

,
,. , k 4 ,.

0

When the test is administered, the examiner'orally identifieseach card
by its "stamp" to the children.' The yording.of'tlie items is printed upon
the cards merely for its face validity value. ''The exlifinr than reads the

.

i
.

A

... t. .

. .9. 4.,...." ,. . vi' e '
ir 4 t.

AM '

A

4



84

item aloud, and the Child classifies the item on each card as being eithertrue or false by .placing the card infone side of a twOvsided sorting-envelope. On one side):)f the sorting envelope appears the picture of apost office box, and on the other'side a picture of a Wasteb4sket.. If thechild believes the statement to.be. true,. he places the card in the mailboxand if he believes
the2stat'ement to be fape, he places the card in the,wastebasket. The instrument car( then be scored' by use of the teacher tallysheet (Appendix B-8). ,1

ti

4
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APPENDIX B-7
. ^`85. .. . .. -, ,

STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHING -` I,

D. J. Veldman'& R. F. Peck
; (.

.1 \._ .

Teacher' s Lseht Name:

Subject:

School:

oar

,

4

i

Cirle The Right Choices Below

teacher's- sex: 44 F

my sex: /y1 F

My _grade. 1 1:

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10.-$1 l 12

VI

DO NOT USE

, 1 2 3- 4 5 total
t

:. Circle one of the fou' choices in front of each statement:-The four choices.mean: j
,' F =' Very Much FalseC

-, f °= More False Than True
. 't = More TrUe Than False .

f . 7 T = .
Very\ Much True ..This Teacher: .

f

F f t T is always friendly toward students.
.F f t T knows a lot about 'the, subject,.

f t T is never dull or boririg.
F t expef- cts a lot-.from ,students:

*9

F f t asks for students', opinions before making -detrsion,s.
t T is usually cheerful And optamistic.* .

F f t T. is not confuged.by unexpected questions.
Ft f t, T . inakes.learning-more like fun than work.
FI f /t .T- . does'n't let .students get away with anything.
F f t ofteri gives students a choice in assigfiment's.,

c

,

tt

.



APPENDIX B -8

TEACHER TALLY SHEUI

4

. 86

Instructions: All'the individ/gl, student's scoring records for
One teather should bp 'posted on this sheet.

Tbaeher Grade Date ,

SUI,MRY OF SCORES: -Past I. (SOtotal). "N= ..'
(St.btdtall

kr/
(Total)

.. Payt II. (Total) -
PAI7t III.(Toi:.al)

4.

False (F,=2)

'Tally. 'Score

I. Stimulating, Tn/eraction Style:

.Item_

She makes /school fun.
4 The kids like he.

1- - She .likes us kids.
'13 She thinks, we are a smart

class.
'18 She thinks kids are good._v1

*Subscore; Total Rapport

7 She helps us a lot.
9. She listens to what we want.
3 ,We can tell how-she wants

thing's done. 7-.

17 She likeS to teach.
.0.

.

*Subscore: 'Total Interactional
Competence

commmoft,

t'

. ."

-(F)=
*Subtotal:

+ N =
ScaldMean. Score)

Scale Tatar

f N =
(Scale Mean ScorCi)

1
.

'

. -



0

Now Ttoms ( Tally Only)
2 . She makes what we -learn i ntoresti ng.

23 She is nice: when we make mistakes".1

Unreasonable i<legativity.

Item ..____ .. .
8 She gets" mad a lot.

22 She thinks- I am la3/1":
. 20 She thinks I act ugly.

10 She gives us too much work -.
6 . slle. alvays picks on people.

f

Fos:ten-ince o'f Self-tEsteem

rfem
15 She 1 ikes

-12 She thinks am smart.
14 She -triiiiz1,,s ,.I.Ntr:o,n do a. let

on my oI.Zin
She 1.2ke.s :ter me to help

her.
21 thinks I have good

idea.;
11 She 'thinks I work hard

I-

,True tT,--,1.)

Tally" Score

87

. .

False (F-,2)

Tally .Score

Scale Total
--N-=

(Scale Near. S-core- ).

o

(T,) =

SC6te .Total

(Scale Mean Score)

(F) =

-s1
*f.

Numgc.r of students who rated this "mach -3r. .

cli',01.-cal or counseling uise only at Cirac.les 1-3: AtGracles 4d abov' e, use. as sepe.rate scale scotes.- .(Pappor L becomes the
YA, Me of Scrale .4, 1 nt:y.ractional Cor!i_pefence the P. (.1 of Sca Le 1. )
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Interaction Analysis ,
.

. r - -,-

A ten category interaction, analysis system was utilized to record
,observed classroom behaviOr.' This system was basically described by Amidon'
and Flanders (12)' and consisted of seven categories of eacher talk, two
categories of student 'talk and one non-verbal category..'the observers.,
recorded a numerical value corresponding to a particular category every
three'seconas'or every time the categories changed. This, an objective,
.record was obtained of the variable interaction within ,the classroom.
Three to 4.# twenty minute observations"per subject were recorded during
each half -day visit.

.

1

Appendix B-9 shows a summary of the ten categories.employed,in the
r,

.

study.' This table was taken directly from Amidon and Flanders (la), It
will be noted that under the categories of teacher talk there are two major:
categoskies.- indirect influence'containing four sub-categories and direct
.influence containing three sub-categores. ,Frequencies for each category
were talliea,and a 10 x 10 matrix_was determined for statistical treatment.
Five measures of classroom beh v or were0Obtainedfrom tape data collected
'by, interaction analysis. priate categortesTeete co fined and ratios
computed to determine the ollowing'meaSures::

IL

1

Indirect to Direct Ration.=
Sum of Categories 1, 2,3: 4 divided by
Sum,of Categories 5, '6, 7

,Revised Indirect to Direct Ratio
Aumof Categories 1, 2, 3 divided by

.Sum of Categories 6, 7

0 6

Student Talk to Teacher Talk =-
Sum of Categories 8, 9 divided.by;
Sum of Categories 1, 2', 2, 4,

a*4. Sil/Tot Silence to Total Teaching =
Category 10 divided by .

Sum of Categories 1, 2, 3, 4, S,

-
.

-LeciTot Lecture tTotal Teaching.=
Category 5 al4ided by
Sum of Categories.1,..2, 3, 4, 5, 6,'' 7-

w . [

47';'

.

Classroom Observation Record
,

-*

A

.

TheClOsroom Observation Record dei.reloped by Ryads (14) was used to
assess four' dimensions of pupil behavior and18 dimeksions of teacher .

behaheT. JA'seven scale interval as used to rate each.of the pupil and, . .1-

teacher behavior dimensions with at N 'Category for dimensions noe,observed
(the obserAfers circled the appropriate rating for each dimension'iMmediately .

after eachiday's observation-period).
.Appendix B-10 shows a copy of the

rating sheet use& as a part of the study.i Alaoshown'in the appendix are
a listing of' generalized descriptioAS of fcritica1 behaviors of teachers and ;/

1
' a glossary of terms-applicable to use with the Classroom Obser'v'ation Record.

\...:,..__
.

I_0
4.-
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89
Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form.

'

. s
The Tuckian'Teacher Feedback Form (15) was used assess four dimen-

sions of teaching: 1) Creitivity, 2) Dynamism (dominance and energy),
. 3) Organized Demeanor (o'rganizationand control), and 4) Warmth and

Acceptance. X seven scale interval was used to, rate each of 28 items (the
Observers completed ghe instrument immediately after each dayobservatiOn

.. ";-peillod). -Appendix B711 shows a copy .of the rating sheet used as a part of
the .study.* The 'four dimenlidn's from the instrument were com uted outlined

.' on the rating sheet.. Use of the Instrument-in the lOngitud li al study, was
initiated in 1976-77. *l'.

to
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APPENDIX B-9
Stirrarlary of Categories for ,I1:teraction AnalysiSIP;

11..0 ..

1.b ACCEPTS FgELING: Accepts and iclariffes the
fe.elina tone o.'" the students in a non--

sz.1o threatening manner'. : . -, .
Z
tii b /,, -

.

1-a#
2.. PRAISES OR EN1/4..OUI:AGE5: Prises. or encourages...

t ,. student act on or behavior,' .-'
,--1 ,.

3..4-' ACCEP2S OR.),USES IDEAS OF ,STUDENT'S: Clarifying,(-4.u r . :building, or aevelppin4 ideas suggested by ...
.. ' a *student. . .

.H . -CI
Z ASKt QUESTIONS: Asking a question -,about con-.-,
1-1 4 tent or procod ,re with the intent that a

*stu:lent a n:il,et a -question. --"-.,_... .
.

A -

90

LLECTURIrG: Giv.ing facts 'or opinions about, con-
cr procedures. ,

. .

c", . G1AN, DIRECT:FONg: Directions,. commands-, 'or- orrl-,rs with wl,ich a' student. is \expeZted to
c:::::ply.. : .

*.

b e

7 rRITICIZIN.G O1 .1USTIFI>ING AUTHORITY: State-.

remt c; int,ni,37.I'' to ehange student behavior
'fr:t,i',1 non-c,..I.c.-,-,t.ab)se to acceptable riattetns.

., 9
. .

_. . . . ,
. :B.") 8';',..OPEKT TALK-P,..-;POPISIE: *Talk by studenXs in

1.:,:su:)nse tn 0--?.*cer.
; q . e

.
1 +.4 - -

4 .
_ '
`:1;" 54Tt',..) .! T n.T,K-114:TTATION: Talk by students,..- El

'.t . h i ti:c. i is t..... 4- E,' 4 :14 . i _.,.; Z. A . I ra ... .
lit

, ' . * .
---. .

. .
10. fy

SSit T.I':::. ,:.R CO /: U1i10'1t : Pauses,. short periods
, -..f :::ncer...nd periods of conf1.2sion.

.

....

._
,,,, /

4

,m).00n,4-T,draund t".T. 'F',,a.nr'ex..s. The' Rol*Ei. ci?' the Teacher, _

the classro,17-,,,, .1.:,-n..7.-11 1.:ndcilstanding and Improving Teach-
Cfaisroorn ;'41. rs.: Association for Product:Ever

.:aching,. 1977 p: '34. -
.:!) 5...ecaie is imp): °b), HrIc?. numllel through,10.4 Each, number is
classifi.catory 'is de: to 1,tr_ote a particular kind of

evnr r
. t

IS

r

'4/ 10
)

. 14. cr.

e(i
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APPENI1IX 13-10

4

Classroom-Observation Iterf5rd

Teacher' Characteristics ,,Study

..

. Class orreacher
Sex- Sultjeit

-PUPIL BEHAVIOR

1. Apathetic

.2. Obstructive

3. Uncertain

4. Dependent

_kCHER BEHAVIOR

1 2 3

1 2 3

r .

2. 3

1 2 35. Partia4

6. Autocratic 1 2 3
-

7. Aloof
1. 2 3.

8. Restactd 1 7 3

9. HaYsti It .2 3.
10. 111111

1. 2 3

11. Stereotyped 1 3

12. Apathetic 1 2 3-

Unimpreltivp 1. 2 3

14. Evading 1 2 3'

I

15. *Erratic. 1 2 3

16. Excitable 2'3

17; Uncertain 1 2' 3

e 18. Disorganized 1 2 3

'Inflexible- 1 3.19:

."
Pessimiatic 2 3

2i. immatute 1 -12_ 3

22. _Narrpii 1. 2 3

.

*

School

4 5 6.. -1

5 6 7

4' 5 '6 7

4 5 6 7

91

I, p.t4'

.1

.6 Tilms__774polrver

N Alc't

N ^11eaponeible.

N Confident

'N Initiating

. .

4 '5 ft 7 N Fair

4 5 6 *7 N Demo-cratic ,

4 '5, 6 -7 N 11eaponsiVe

4 5 6 7 N ; Undepstanaing
,

4 56 '7 N Kindly

s,.
4 5 6 7 !I Seitauting

48 5 & driginal .

4 5 6 7 NI .

4 5 6 7 N Attractive
YO .

4 5 6 .7 1' 'Responsible

5 'it i N. Steady
, ,

4

47

4 5 6

4 5
.

6

5' 6 7 tN ',Poised

7 N. :COnfidelet.

7 N 'Systeutatic

f) 7 N. Adaptable

4 5 h 7 /i OptimliEtc

4 5 6 7 N Integrated

4 5- 6 7 N' 3roith
. ,

10

a

so

PP,

6,

st

'

tS

a

a

4illipNo./

4

4

r-
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FIGURE 1

Generalized tesctipti.ons-of Critical
pita iors of Teachers t a.

Effective Behaviors
.

.1: Alert, ,ppears enthusiastic.

2. Appears interested in pupils and
activities, e'.

3 Cheerful, optimistic.

'Ineffectkve. Behaviors! -

s., 4

Is Apathetic, dull, appears hoted,

2. Appears uninterested in pupils and class--
room activities.:

,S. IS depressed, Pessimistic; appears%unhappy.

4.. Looses temper, is easily upset.

.

92

classroom

4. SeLf-controlled, not easily upset.

5: Dikes'eUn, has's,sense of humor.

6. Recognize" and admits own'mistakes.

4.

. impartial, and ob)eciiV'e id treat-
Pent oi pupils.

Is' pat . ''-.41,..,,fe

Shows understanding and sympathi incwork-

Is friendly and courteous in relations with

pupils. ,, .. a

. -Helps pupils with pet....11 as,welllks-ed!

ucational.problems. .

. Cormeilds effort and gives praise for work
well done

. Accepts pupils' efforts as sincere:

Anticipates ieactions,of,others in social
crituations.

Ak.,

Stcoursges pupils to try to do their Vbst.

C1.1,room procedure is
Oessoited. 4

Classrood procedure is
,-c.ver-all plan.

-AnticipateS'individueI

plait:1.0,1nd- well

flexible tithis{
;

needs.

St,imulAtes pupils through interesting
original materials and techniques.

and

Conducts clear practical demonstration',
And explanation..

Is cleer and thorough-. in giving,directions.

7

A;-, too occupied for tumor.

6. Is unaware of,
takes:Nft

or

7. 74,S unfair or partial, in dealing-w.c.7
pupils.

8. Is:impacient.

A 9. Is shortwic4-pOpils,.uses.sarcastic re-
marks, or in other ways Wars lack of

.7. sympathy with pupils..
er

10..:-'"Is aloof, and removed
. pupils._

11. 'Seeps unaware of pupils'
problems.

12. Does not 'cot end pupils, is disapproving.
hypercritical.

fails to admit, own mis-

in- relations with

personal needs,ena

r
13. Is suspicious of pupil motives.

. 14. 'Does not anticipate reactions' df others in
social situations.

.
.

15. Makes no effort to encourage piipils to try'
to do:their;bestt.

Procedure is without plan, disorganized.16.

17. Shows extreme-rigidity of procedure, in-
'ability to depart from plan'

to,.provide.for individual differences
and needs4i pupils.

,19. Uninteresting'mmterials aad teaching
"Aschniques used.

. ,

204. Demonstrations and mxplanatiOne are not
`clear and are poorly conducted.

-/1. Directiofis are ineompIete, vague.

aft



Figure 1 (Continued)

'22. Rncouriges pupils to walk through their
then problems

angfevaluatertheir.ateomplish-
ments.

23. Disciplines in quiet,
itive manner.

Gives alp willingly.?A.

dignified, and poe-
.

25. Foresees and attempts to resolve potential
difficulties.
.

I

S

s

.

-At

93

22. Fails to give pupils opportunity to.work
out own problems or evaluate their-own
work.

23. Reprimands at-length, riditules,.resqtts
to cruel or meaningless forms of correc-
tion.

24. Fails'toogive help or gives it grudgingly.

2.5. Is unable to foresee 111 resolve potential
difficulties.

106

4,

r

0

I.

$
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Figure (Continued)

ti

0.

GLOSSARY

(To be used with.classroom observation record.)

Pupil Behaviors

1. Apathetic -Alert Pupil BehaviOr

Apathetic :

Listless.
2. Bored...acting.
3. Enter into ac
4. Restleis.
5. "Attention wanders.
6. Slow in getting under way.

2. Obstructive-RespdhSible Pupil Behavior.

V 1.

2.

ivities half-heartedly. 3.

4.

o Alert

94

Appear. anxious to recite Et- participate.-
Watch teacher-attentively.
Work concentratedly.
Seim to respond eagerly.

5. Prompt and ready to fake part in
activities when they.begin.

Obstructive Hesp nsible

1. Rude to one anothet and/or to teacher. 1.
2. Interrupting; demanding. attention;

disturbing.
2.

3. Obstinate sullen..
4. Refusal to participate.
5. Quarrelsoie; irritable.
6. Engaged in name-calling and/or

tattling.
7. ,Unprepared.

Courteous, co-operative; friendly
with each othet and with teacher.
Complete assignments' without
complaining or unhappiness.

3. 'Controlled voices.
Ir%4. Received help and criticism attentively.

5.. Asked for help when needed.
6. aderly without specific directions

from teacher.
7. Prepared.

'

. Uncertain-Confident

1.-

2.

pupil Behavior

. Uncertain

1.

Confident

Seem afraid to try; unsure.
Hesitant;, 'restrained.

.Seem anxious to try new problems°
or activities. -'

3. App?ar embarrassed.' 2. Undisturbed by mistakes.
A. Yrequerit display of nervous habits,

nail- biting, etc.
.

3. Volunteer to recite.
4.° Enter freely into activities.

5. Appear shy and timid.* '5. Appear relaxed.
,6. Hesitant and/or stammering speech. 6. Speak with assurance.

4.. Depenaent.:Initiat.ng Pupil Behavior

Dependent

.1. Rely on teacher for explicit
directions. .

2. Shot; little ability to work things
out for selves. _

3. Unable to proceed when Initiative
called for.. ' " J . .

4. Appear reluctant to, take lead-or
.

to accept responsibility.
.

.

,,,;*,

.initiating

Volunteer.ideas and suggestions,
. 2. Showed iettourcefulneii.

3'. Take Teed Willingly.
4. Assume esponsibilities without

evasion.



5., Partyal- **cher Behavidr

Partial

1. Rep ate ly slighted a pupil.
2. Car ect d or criticized certain pupils

r p. edly.,
3. Re dly gave a impil'special adv *

.

4. G GC attention to one or p et4

Ise
5. prejudice (favorable dr un-

,

orable) towards some
/ :sal. or religious groUps.

6. /Expressed suspicion of motives of a
13411. LA

t

r'

. Autocratic-Demodratic Teacher Behavior

A

Teacher nehavigrs

Autocratic

1. ?elks pupils each ate? to take.;.
2. Intoierant,of ideai. .

3. -Mandatory in giving directions; orders
tot. be obeyed At once. 'tts;*,

4. Interrupted pupils 0,thoughtheir
discussion was relevant.

5. Always. directed rather.than partici-
pated.

f)A

Aloof-Responsive TeacheiiBehavior

Aloof
o

1. :all:: and iotmal in relations with

7. ..part; removed from class activity/
3. Condescending to pupils.
4. Routine and subject matter only con-

cern, pupil's as personae ignored.
5. Referred to pupil as "this,child" or

"that child."

Restricted- Understanding Teacher Behavior

lr

Restricted

?i. ReCnizedonlyacademic accomplish-
ments of pupil lim no concern for per-
sonal problems.

2. Zompletely unsympathetic with a pupil's.
fatlure itv-a task.

3. Called attention only'to very good or
Very poor work.

4. Was impitient with a pupil.

Fair
/

Treated all papils' approximately equally.
. In case'of controversy pupil allowed to .

explain his side.
3. Distributed, attention to many- pupils..
4. Rotated leadership -impartially.
5! 'Based cqcicism or praise qn factual evi-

, dente, not heareay.

95

s'

.

Democratic

i. Guidpd pupils without being mandatory.
2. Exchanged ideas with pupils.
3. Encotiraged (asked for pupil opinion:
4. Encouraged pueils to make oWn.decisions.
5. Entered into activities without domination:

-1

1. Approachableto all,pupils.
2. Participates in class activity.

-3." Responded to reasonable reqUests and/or
questions;

4. ,Speaks to pupils as equals.
5. Commendi effort'.
6. gives encouragement:
7.- Recognized individual. differences.

Responfive

Understanding

1. Showed aliareness of a poil°11 per!Anal
emotional problems and needs- ,

2. Was tolerant of error on partwef pupil.
'3; Patient with pupil birind oidinary limits

of patience.
4. Showedwhat appeared to <be sincere sympathy

, with amsp 1410, viewpoint.

a

1
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9. Harsn-Kindly Teacher Behavior

Harsh'

I: Hypercritical; fault-finding:
- 2. Cross; curt. , -me.

3. Depreciated pupfl's efforts;. was
,sarcastic.

. .

4... Scolds a great deal.
5. Lost temper.

=
6. Used threats.*
7.. Permitted pupils to laugh at. mistakes

" of others.,

10.. Du11-Stimulating Teacher Behavior

Dull

o

1.
Uninteresting, monotondurs explanations./. Assignments provide little
motivation.,

3. tails toprovide challenge.
4. -Lack of animation.
5. Failed to capitalise on pupil. interests.
6: ?ed./6(Jc, boring,
7. Lacks enthusiasm; bored acting.

11. Stereotyped - Original Teacher Behavior

-.Stereotyped

1. .0aed routinerprocedteres without Writ-
,;! t Lon.-

2. Would not depart from procedure to take
advantage of a relevant question or
situation.

3. .eresencation seemed unimaiinatiVe.
4.: Not resourceful in answering questions

or providing explanations,

/
,Apathetic-Alert Tescher4ehavior

-

Apaqetic

Seemed listless; languid; lacked
enthusiasm.

2. Seemed -bored by pupils.
3. Passive in response to pupils.
4. S'eemed preoccupied.
S. Attention seamed to wander.
6.- Satin chair cost of time; took no

active part in class activities.,

a

96

I

. Kindly I'
r1. Goes out of way to be pl9san and/or to

help pupils; friendly.' .

,2. Give a pupil a deserved' ComOliment.
3. Found good things'in pupils do call atten-

. tion to., ' t

7-4- 4.

4. Seemed to show sincere cdncern for.a ptipil's
personal problem.

5. Showed affection without' beini demonitra-
tive.

6. Disengaged self frame pupil withdut blunt-
ness.

4. .

Stimulati

1. 'Highly interesting 'presentation; gets- and
lholds attention without being .

2. Cffiver.and witty,'Ithough not smartlalecky'or
wise-cracking..

3. Enthusiastic; animated.
4.

Assigoments.dhallsoging.
5. Took advantage of pupil interests.
6. Brought lesion successfully to a climax.
7. Setned-to4rovoke thinking.

.

1. Used what seemed ,to be origineI and rola-
eively uniquidevices to aid instruction.

2. Tried new materiels or methods:
3. Seemed.immginative and able to deveIdp

presentation erbiud a question dr,situa-e

tion. .- ,

..
- . ,Nr'

itResourceful ,in answering question; had- any
'pelinent illuatrationt available!.

Alert,

'14 Appeared buoyant; wide-awake; enthusiastic
,about activity df the,mement.".

2.. Kept'constructively'busy.
3. Gave ettentan to,'ald seemed interested

,

in, what was going, onto claga.
4.' Prompt to "pick op" class when pupils' at-

'tention'shamed sign' of lagging..-

. ,11.2

"'._

a

i
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re 2 (Cantinued),

11/Unimpressive- Attractive Teacher Be vior

/

2.

4!
5.-

6.

-Unimpressive,

Untidy or sloppily dress.
Inappropriately dressed.
Drab, lorless.,
Postur and bearing u
Possessed distractin
Mumbled; inaudible

/
t rac,pive.

personal habits.
peach; limited

expression; disagreeable voice tone;
pbor inflection.

espon'eible Teacher Sehavior

41tvadieldg

df

Ayoided responsibility;' diminclifind
to make decisions.

"Passed the buck" to clAta, to othei 1"
teachers, etc. .

Left learning to pupil, failing to give
adequate help.

Lei a iifficult situation get out of
control., .

Assighments and directions Lade -Mite.-
. No insistence on either individual or /

grodp standards.

Inattentive with.pupilp.
. Cursory.

,
rratic-:Steady Teacher *lehavior

Attractive' '

e.

97

1. 'Clean and neat.
;2. Neill/roomed; dress showed good taste.
3. POsture and-bearing attractive.
4. Free from dis'tracting personal habits..
5. Plainly. audible sOilech; goodoxpression;

agreeable voict.tome; good inflection;

a

-Ai.- 1,

2.
.3.

4.

'5..

7,

8.

L-'9.
10.

'erratic

. IMpulsive; uncontrolled; teperament11;
unsteady.

. .
.

. Courie of action easily swayed by
,circumstances of the somenta

anconiistent.

citable-Poised Teacher Behavior

excitable

itasily,dist bed and upsekfluitered.
by vlaiaro situation

Hurried in class activities; spoke
rapidly using many words end'
gestures.

ihra!"jUispr;.nervouse,, Fe

A r

certain-Confident Teacher Behavior

Pncertiii

Seemed unsure of self;*falterickg
hesitant. -

Appeared iiaidand shy.
;.

,Appeared artificial. -7-N
..

,

Disturbed and smbarrasialkbyaintakes
aad /or criticism- *.

.1.1',.1

EY

Responsible,

Assumed responsibility; makes
reqUired.

Cpnscientiolia.
Punctual.

Painstaking; careful.
Suggested aids to- learning.
Cuntrolled-i difficult situation.
Gaiterdefinite

Called attention to standards of quality.
Attentive to.class.'-'
Thorough.,

.

decisions, as

.-

sad
.

1. calm; controlled.
2. Maintained progress toward objective.
3. Stable, conaistent, predictable.

'

Poised
.

1.- Seemed at ease at all dales.
2. Unrifled by situation that develoPed in

classroom; dignified without being stiff,
or formal.

3. Unhurried in-cless activities; spoke.'
quietly,and slowly.

;4.. Successfully diverted attention from
*tress situationin classroom,

4

92ptidnt

1. tamed sure of self; self-confident in
:'-relations with pupils.

rbet and unembarrassed-by mistakee,
or.critialam.

1

\,' t
I .

*41



'Figure 2 (Continued)

)

18. Disorganized-SystematieTeacher Bohevior

Disorganized 8,1110MatIc

1. No plan for class work.
2.' Unprepared.

1. Evidence of a planned though flexible
procedure.

3. Objectives not apparent, undecided as 2. Well prepared.
to next step. '3. Careful in planning with pupils.

4: Wasted time. 4. Systematic about procedure of class.
5.. Explanations not to the point. 5. Had anticipated needs-,
6. Easily distracted -from matter at hand. 6. Provided reasonable explanations.

7. Held discussion togethOr;objectives

19. 'InflexbbleAdaptable.Teacper Behavior

Inflexible

1. Rigid in conforming to routine.
2. Made no attempt to adapt materiels to

individual pupils.
3. Appeared incapable of modifying ex-

planation or activities to meet
particular classroom situations.

4. Impaiient with interruptions and
- digressions.

20. Pessimistic - Optimistic Teacher Behavior
, .

Pessimistice

D. :esWed; unhappy.
2. Skepical.
3. Cahed attention to potential "bad."
4. Expressed hopelessness of "education

today," the school. system, or fellow
educators.

5. Noted mistakes; ignored good points.
o, Frowned a great deal; had unpleasant

facial expression.

21. Immature-Integrated Teacher Behavior

Immature

1. Appeared naive pi approach to class-
loom situations.

Self- pitying; complaining;

3 'Boastful'; conceited.
0

4

demanding:

22. Narrow-Broad Teacher Behavior

Narrow

1. Presentation strongly suggested,
1,1mited background in subject or
material; lack of scholarship.

Did not depart from text.,
3. Failed to enrich discussiOns with

illustrations from related areas.
4. Showed little evidence of breadth of

colturol.kackground in such:areas as
*i'science, iFts, literature, and history.

5. Answers to pupils' questions in-
complete or inaccurate.

6.. Noncsitical approach to subject.

; -

'apparent.

Adaptable

I. Flexible in adapting explanations.
2. Individualised materials for pupils dS

required; adapted activities to pupils.
3. Took advantage of pupils' questions

further clarify ideas.
4. Met an unusual classroom situation Com-

Tetently.

X.

Optimistic

-1

1, Cheerful; good-natured.
2. Genial.

3. Joked with, pupils on occasion.
4., Empheaiied potential "good."

5. Looked on bright side; spoke optimistically
of the future.

6.'Called attention to good points;. emphasised
the positive.

4
lAntegrated

1.. Maintained.class as center of activity; kept .
self out of spotlight; referred to class's
activities, not Wit.

.2. Emotionally well Controlled.

Hroad,

1. Presentation suggested good background in
subject; mood scholarship suggested.

2. Drew examples and explanations from various
sources and related fields.

3. Shaded evidence of broad cultural back-i
ground in science, art, literature, /

. history, etc. '

4.' Cave satisfying, complete, end-accurate
answers to questions. t

5. Was constructively critical in approach to= ",:

,subject matter. ,

tic
I.



1.

2.

4."

6.

7.

8.

6..
10:

r 11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16A

17.

18.

19.

120.

0
21.

23.0 2.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

i.

-.A.P.PENDTk.B-11

TUCKMAN -

Observer
`ID No.

.

TUCKMAN TEACHER FEEDBACK FORM (Short

ORIGINAL : : : 1

PATIENT

COLD

HOSTILE : :

CAEATIVE
:

INHIBITED
:

ICONOCLASTIC :

GENTLE . :

UNFAIR

CAPRICIOUS : : :

CAUTIOUS

DISORGANIZED

Form)

CONVENTIONAL

IMPATIENT

WARM.

kAMIABLe

ROZTVtED
UNINRIBITED

RYTUALISTth

HARSH

FAIR

PURPOSEFUL

EXPERIMENTING

ORGANIZED'

SOCIABLE
:4 : .,UNE,RTAIN -

OUTSPOKEN.

EXACTING -(

: SYSTEMATIC

PASSIVE

CRITICAL /'

BUBBLY (

WITHDRAWN

UNFRIENDLY

RESOURCEFUL

RESERVED : : :

IMAGINATIVE : :

ERRATIC

AGGRESSIVE

ACCEPTING (people)

QUIET

OUTGOING

:

IN CONTROL . . .

FLIGHTY

DOMINANT

OBSERVANT

INTROVERTED

ASSERTI/E

TIMID

7 6

--_*---;

: : :

,

ON THE RUN

CONSCIENTIOUS

SUBAIsSivE

PREOCCUPIED

EXTRAVERTED

SOFT-SPOKEN

ADVENTUROUS
3 2 1 *

COPYRIGHT C)I971

Summary Formula and Score for the Four Dimensions,

I. Creativity

Item ( 1 + 5 + 7 + 16) +
( + )

II. Dynamism (dominance and energy)

Item (13 + + 24 + 27) - (15 +
( + + 4 ) +

IZI. Organized Demeanor (organization
's*

Item
t
(14 4 22 + 25) - (1'0 + 12
( +_+ -) - ( +

11 + 28) +. 18
+ ) + 18 -=

20 + 264 + 18
+ )

and control)

warmth and .Accepcirs.ce

Item- (2 + 8 ;

( +
i3

)

Repvint ed from:
I tie krali , 1 1,Ta '111e 'ruckr
;to 11.1.1 -`O) 1 cDil 1 Nasa.itiret%_ . tl

+ 17 +.23) + 26
+- t ) + 26

+ 13) 26
) + 26 =

f

in Toaohr 17eedback,,Forr.; ('LITE)".
'WO :2 1 -3/, 197b.

:99

V.*

I-

f

I.

1
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,1. Amidon, E
the Class

2.

3

Flanders,
"Published

Wesley, 19
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