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for making evaluations of their programs in teacher edncation. buring - .
1976-77, four distinct groups of subjects participated in this ' o
longitudinal study. 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; (4) a measure of the satisfaction of.the students of the

graduates; and (5) observation by trained observers. Descriptive

statistics, intercorrelations ard comparisons were computed for all

datd obtained in the study. The major findings of the study for the .
first-year subjects were gimilar to those reported in the first three -
years of, the study. Detailed comparisons across four, three, and two

years of.the study, for the individuals that entered the project in,
respectively, 1973, 1974, and 1975 indicated few differences. The .
.differences that 'were noted were minor and,  in most cases, no
explanatfon/can be offered fer the changes. Comparisons were also..

made of all first-, second-, and third-year subjects. Again,only

minor differences were noted. In summary, it appeared that the |

subjects who had been in the study for more than one yeaﬂ had changed .
little. Also'it appeared that thgse students who entered the study .in

1976 were little different from their counterparts who were in the . .
"initial years.of the project. 'Factor analysis of data obtained with

the Classroom Observation Recdtd gave results similar to that C,

reported in the literature. A study of the results of the California

F-Scale indicated that less authoritarian subjects exhibi/ted ‘many of -

the characteristics of good teachers‘reborted in the literature. ' :
Based on the findings of the study, several conclusions were advanced
and recommendations.madesfor-continuation o6f the study. (MJIB)
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ABSTRACT
TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVERSITY TEACHER EVALUAT}‘ON MODEL-YEAR IV

v ’ . v

Q l973—74 Tennessee Technological University developed and implemented
a modelfor systematic data gathering and for-.making evaluations of the
programs in teacher education. During 1976-77 four distinct groups of
subjects pantlcipated ‘in this longitudinal study: 23, 1971, 72, or 73
graduates; 22, 1974 graduates; 25 1975 graduates; and 26 1976 graduates.
Detailed data were collected on’ each subject by th& use of standardized
instruments administered by specially trained graduate assistants or from

. University rgqcords. Basic instrumentation and procedures were pilot tested

during the first year of the study and included:. (l) University records,
(2) principals _evaluations, (3) California F—Scale, '(4) 4 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 key punched for analysis. Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations
and comparisons were computed. .

The major f1nd1ngs of the study for the first year subJects were similar

.to those reported in the fifst three years of the ‘study. Detailed comparisons

/i

across four, three and two ‘years of the study, for the ind1V1duals that
enterged the project in, rbspectively, 1973, 1974, and lg]g indicated few
differences. The differences that 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 diffefeQ
.were noted. In summary, it appeared thatdthe subjects who had been. in the
study for more than one year had changed littlea AIsotit appeared that
tHose students who entered the study in 1976 were little different from,
their counterparts that were in the 1nit1al years of the  project. Fﬁctor
analysis of data obtained with the Classroom Observation Record gave sults
similar to that repirted in the literature. A study of the results oF -the
adm1n1stratlon of th alifornia F-Scale 1ndicated that those subjects ¥ho

appeared to _be less author1tarian exhibited many of the characteristics,of
g od teachers reported in the litetature. Based on the finds of the study,
several opclus1ons were advanced and recommendations made for contindation
of tne’jiudy. . :

¥
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- -+ PREFACE

> S ‘ - ‘ .

b

. R - -

'+ For the past seven years, increasing attention hassbeen given to the
evaluation of the graduates of e teacher preparation programs of
Tennessee Technological Universit Followup studies of all graduates
have been conducted on a regular-. Kasis and special studies have been
performed to providé input for the overall operation of+ the programs of
the University.. . In order to improve the system of evaluation at the
institution, an 1ntensive Jlongitudinal study was initiated in the fall of *
1973 «f the graduates. “+This- study .has continued through 1976~77 utilizing.
a modifiefl model that was previously developed for evdaluating graduates o
of teacher' education programs. Reportssof the results of the’ appllcation »
of the model for the period 1973-74 through 1975- 76 arg’ contained in, Y
respectively, Reports 74-4&, 75-4 and 76-1 available from the Office of the

Assoc1ate,Dean ‘of the College of Education.

”, L}

The purpose of\tnis preséit repdrt: is to present the findings of the
fourth year of the-application of the Tennessee Technological Univetsity
Teacher Evaluation Model. In turn, this report will be utilized in providing &
input into the total system of teacher educatien at the Univeraity This
report is by no means complete, however, it will serve to inform the reader ’
of the basic procedures used and the preliminary findingg of the fourth year
of the~study " In order to conserve paper, only essential ipformation has
been provided. . .. . v

The longitudinal study has received considerable attention from
individuals at othér institutions’ in not only the United Sfates but several
foreign countries. Therefore, this réport contains *a. summary 6f the results
of the first three years of the operation of the model, a listing of other
reports that hre related to the study.and copies of the.instrumentation
.employed with the model (Supplement). This regort should provide the ot
necessary 1nformation for an institution to replica%e the study._ o . !

-
’ -
v .

) s The author of this report is 1ndebted to the efforts, of several

" individuals that have been extensively involved in wquing with ‘the preoject
during the past year. These inWividuals in‘clude: Hazel A. Simcox, Graduate .

~Assistant; Jeannie L. Smith, Graduate Assigtant; Dale A. Hullander, Gtaduaté

Assistant; Tom -Ladd,'Graduate Assié&ant' Iinda H. Carroll, Secretary; :
Sharon A. Heard, Secretary; Glenda S. Qualls, Analyst' and Dr. John D. ,Thomas,
Associate Professor of Educational Psychology and Coungelor Education. In )
addition, thanks are extended to all principals, teachers, superintggg“nts,
and other school personnel that provided techhical assistance, data, and ' ’
allowed the projec% staff to work with them in various ways.
'\. —
-~ Y 4
. ” R .‘ f - . - . .
ot ° _ Jerry B. Ayers ! o
o . . . Associate Dean o
i ‘ College of Education .. R .
. June, 1977 c -
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. CHAPTER I ) -
- INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURES - . ', o

4 .

Beginning in 1970, with the creation of .the Office of the Adminis=,
trative Assistaht for Special Services and continued by the Offices' of the. °
Assistant to the Dean and Associate.Dean, a series of separate stu%éés was
begdn related to thé evdluation of students.enrolled in and graduates of *
the teacher education programs of Teﬁnessee Technological University. The
research has been‘sygtéma&iﬁ and designed to méet Standards’/5.f and G-5.1
established by the National.Council for Accregditation of Teacher Education,

as well as to answer such questions as course effectiveness, the-proper.
sequence of courses,, factgrs related to achi vement, success of the-grad-
dates after entering the teaching ‘profession, better method$ of fnstruction,
and the degree of achievement of the stated competencies of the teacher -

" education program. . It should“bé noted_%hat there are compaﬁion studies

desigued to evaluate tHe programs de§igned to breparg school service
personnel at theé M.A. and Ed.S. levels (see Appendix A). .
. e ) .

-

-
~

The works of Sgndefurrand Adams §1,2,3).ha;; led to the deVelopment of
a model (Tennessee Technological UniversilyhTeache:'EvaIuation Modei)\for
the evalwuation of graduates of the programs of -the University designed to
prepare teachers at'-the, bachelor's and master's levels (4). During 1973-74.
the Evaluation Model was implemented and continued during 1974-75 and 1975-76
with funds available from the-budget of the College of Education of the - .
University. The resylts of-the applicatien-of the model were summarized, in
Reports 74-4, 74-5, an 76L1'(5,6;7). . ©oa :

Thgffourtﬁ yea; f the ;ﬁﬁlihation of Ehe Evaluation Model was initiated
in the fall of 1976. The remaindér of this chapter describe% the purposes .-
of.the fourth year of the operation of the model &nd limitagions of and
the procedures used in condycting.the majov phases of the study.” Chapters

II and-III ‘contain presentations and interpretations of the data for the- - ., -
-currenf year of the study and comparidons with earlier years.

Chapter IV
describes.the results of several special studies that have been conducted -
as a part of’the study. Chapter V contains a summary, cbnclusib@s,'and )
recommendations and tentative plans for continuation of the study during .
1977-78. Appendix A bontains'a'shmthy of all of the evaluative studies .
that hagve beeén conducted as a bart of the efforts of the Office of the - L
Associate Dean and Appendix B (Supplement) cont4ins copies of and directions
for the use of -selecfed instruments, that.have been employed in conjuhction,
with implementation of the medel. .'° . . ) .

. . Q'>~' i -

& M .
- - ® .

Purposes - c . ) - - .

- -

The purposés of _the study that are reported in this document include
the following: ', - ° - '

H
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To provide. information for faculty and administratdfs

concerned-with teacher education programs at Tennessee

Technological University in making decisions pertinent

to curriculum evaluation and development i

To aid in -the process‘of making long—range plans for

improving the total program of the University with

‘particular emphasis on fhe teacher education_programs.°

To‘continue the development and refinement of the Tennessee.

Technological University Teacher Evaluatipn -Model. —
Specific objectives to be accomplished as a part of this study were as

follows: . L ‘

&
.
[ ]

1. To continue studying in a longitudinal manner thOSe subjects who
had previously participated in the-application of the Model (1973-
74 ‘through '1975-76).

<
To provide a descriptive profif% of a sample of 1976 graduates

of the teacheér education programs of Tennessee.Technological '

University. L , . w e
v " - s,.‘ . .

To etermine relationships among selected variables that-were
measured, as a paxt of the total study. o

. \

To provide comparisons between the graduates -of the teacher

education programs of Tennessee Technological University withbthose
who might be considered as effective teachers as defined in the
original literature oﬁ&;eaoher education. ; L
"To p ovide effective dissemination ofhrelevant research, data to ~
the Taculty and administration of -the, University associated with
-the teacher education programs. . .

“To provide information and suggestions for qurriculum evalnation
» and development based on empiricalf search data. . &

R 87 o ”' . "\'o

To continue to evaluate the procedures employed in thefstudy andz
. to make long—range plans for modifications and refinement, of the
basic Evaluation Model. . " C

El . L4 B tas
~ \

Limitations .t -t . B

- - C -~
The general limitations for ‘this study are as follows andeare primarily
concerned with samplidg techniques' S S e

1. Subjects for the 8tudy Werg individuals who were l976 graduates of
a bachetor's or master's level program.at Tenn@sseenTechnological
University designed to prepare them as teachers or they, were

individuals who participated in,the past three years of the study.

Lo 2o
[N 3




!

Subjects were teaching' in the State of Tennessee within a 10Q0-
mile'radius gg Cookeville, Tennessee. (Approximately 70 percent
of all graduates of the teacher educatidn programs of the
University, that are teaching,, reside within the specified
geographical limits of the study.)

-
s

The subjects volunteered to‘participate in the study.

The principals and superintendents under whom the subject worked
agreed that the graduate could‘participate in the study.

The sample sizeg 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 tqg
‘the population of graduates from the Univer51ty and also other
institutions. . ) ) . 5

& v ‘

.Limitatlons 1 througH'4 above were imposed in order to make the atugz_\\;"

more feasible regarding the folIowup of the subjects. Voluntary partici
pation was d necessary due to the extensive collection of data and

dug to the cooperation required from the subjects for classroom.observations °

and completion of forms. The limitdtion of & 100-mile radius of Cookeville,
Tennessee, was necessary because of the limited travel funds availa le and
the time availahle for the research assistants to visit in the classrooms

of the participating subjects.

-
~

. » Procedure
) The purpdse of this sectioh is to provide the reader-with a brief
description of the procedures employed in collecting data utilized in this
study. This section is concerned specifically with selection of subjects,
implementation of the study, training of staff,* and methods of data )
~collection and analyses. Figure 'l shows a PERT chart .of the major activities

of the project from September, 1976 through June, 1977. In order to conserve -

‘space the reader is referred to Reports 74-4, 75- -4 and 76-1 (5,6,7) or
Appendix B (selected issues of r®port) for a more complete descgiption of
such topics as 1nstrumentation and training of .observers. <.

o ) & R . I3 r

Selection‘of Subjects o ' . R R

-
"

Four groups of subjects participated in the 1976-77 phase of the pro-
ject. The first: group_of individuals (1971, 1972, and- 1973 graduates) was
participating in the prsﬁect for the fourth year, "while the second group
(1974 graduates) .was participating, for the second year. The third and fdurth
groups congisted of those individuals that received either tpe B.S. or M.A. *
in, respectively, 1975 or 1976.. Table 1 shows a summary of the number of
individuals (by year of graduation) participating in each phase of the.
study, and Table 2 shows a summary of ° the grade- level in which the subjects
. were-téaching during 1976-77. - . . :

4+
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*Figure 1.

Summary of Activities ' . - R

Finalize Plans for Visiting Subjects in
1973-75 Phases“of Study
Rraining of Observers
Cpntlnulng Contact With Other’ Projects
and Survey of the Literaturé- S
Survey All 3976 Graduates '
Conduct Other Related Studles

>

r

PERT Chart of Majqr Activities for 1976-7%. °

[§

9~10 Prepare Repofts of 'Related $tudies ’
7-11 Select Sample of 1976 Graduates. for °
" .Intensive Study, as Part of Followup
11-12 , Make School Vlslts on 19876 Graduates
. I3-14  Make School Vigits oh 1973-75 Graduates
12-15 Complete Reports and Submit °
15--~ Begln Maklng Plans for 1977-78 Phase of Study

Is




+ Table 1 .
/ ~ (‘
Number ot Subjects by Year of Graduation Participating
kS . . in Each Phase of Study . ,
¢ s D
- =7 A g 1Y - ) :
: - _\", ; 7 ’ 3 . \'
Phage of Study 1970° . 197" 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 . Total °

% '.. . "'1 . ' . . ,' N
1973-74 0/6* 0/12. 0/19 4/iB  --- e B 4/4?/6,

© 197475 oax, 0/8 o/1ﬁ§ 4/in 16/33y ~e= =t 2065
o e L . : :
1975-76 * © 0/6 0/12 0/8  8/18 1232 - 30/76

[

1976-77 »* - +*  0/5 0/12 0/6 * 6/15 5/20 5/31 '16/79
, : - -4 L .
s DR ACS
*No. M.A./NS. B.S.
*% Drbpped from Study by original désign.

B

-

ve

Table 2

@ t

Sample For-Intensive Followup J376-77** <

Year, ‘ 8-12%%  SPED - Total

- t19n 0/1 . . . - 0/3°

1972 0/4  0/0 /2 0/3*"0/2 - O0M

1973 " ;:7-.” /1 0/3 i o/o w-'io/.l s 0/0

1974 . . 2/5 .0 0/2- 0/ 1/4 " 2/3 a‘e/o 0/0 " /15

(3

1975 ] 2/5 - 1/2 °~ 0/2 1/6 < 0/2 1/2 0/1- - 5/20'
1976 -. /L 0/6  2/27I4 22 0/3  0f3 s/2

FOTAL |- 0517 1/13 2/5 3/17  4/10 3/11  0/5' 18/78

_FFo. M.A./No. B.A. oo . ' v s
vk Teaching aréas: 8—English and 1 each in Science, Business Music,'
Mathematics, History and Physical Edudation. . {
\ .t )
Table 3 Kisows a summary of the reasons and’ number of individuals fail-
+ing to participate in the 1976-77 phase ‘of the study. Th%s table shows the

»
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number withdtawing from the study by original date of graduation from tHe .*° ¥
University. Betweden 1975-76 and 1976~77, 26 individuals withdrew; 7 indzi S

viduale® (26.9 percent) felt the objectives of the project were not compat=- * -
able with personal objectives, 3 individuals:(11.5 percent) moVed 'into-
non-teachdng positions in the schooéls, 6 indiyiduais (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 betwegn the first and second and second and third years of the
styy (6,7): . y et Y ..

L) o ’
-

Tabie 3 *

-Reasons and. Number of Indiv;duals Dropping out of Study Erom‘ ’
1975-76 to 1976-77 (By Year of Graduation From University)

4 -
4 T

. L2y ’
T e 'y ' .
‘Reason 1971?131972‘ 1973 1974 1975 Total"
Felt Objectives of ?rojecf o < . -
Were not Comparable with - > ~ ,
Personal Objectives * 0 0. 0~ 2 5 7 ‘
. © ‘.' - ' N k3
Moved fnto Non-teaching ! . - O
Position in Schools ' .1 -0 1 1 . o 3
N c Q A ~ . 'A ‘°‘.~. -
"Left Teaching Profession 0 "0 1 g, O 6
" ~ - s
No Reason « o ‘1 0" 0 2 3
1 ! ' R N - .
Unable to Locate (No Respoise *
. to Questionnaires, Phone Calls - » 5
or No Forwarding Address at } - L. .
Post Office) "0 -0 04, 0 ° 7 %7
- Total ©e l»~ 1 2, 3 19

-

. L , .
. :

.. As a part of the routine followup aaﬁivgt{es of the Qffice of the
Assoc¢iate Dean, all 1976 graduates of \thé teacher education programs were
contacted in the late fall of 1976 (33Z B.S. graduates ‘and. 166 M.A. graduates).
As a reSult,bf this initdal survey (8), all graduates who were teaching with-
in the defined-geographtcal limits of the project were contacted by mail and/
or telephone and asked to partdcipate in this study. A total,of 21 B.S. and.

5 M.A. leﬁel;traduates*vo;uqteered to' pa¥ticipate (see Tables:l and 2). .
‘Figure 2' shows-a map-of selected~pértions-of‘Tennesseen The numefzis"
within each county, indicate the. number:of individuals who' participated in

the study during the current year. Table 4 shows a summary of the number of

] . \ o
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Ble&éoe' . 1 o 1l
+ 8 Coffee ) - 4 _
2

‘ f PeKalb . LI

" Rgbertson . o e
Ritherford .. ° o .

- Smith
Van Buken )
™  Warren . - 3

Table»&—\‘- EEET . T

Num%i; af Subjects by Date of Graduaxion an¢ - -
unty in Which Teaching in 1976—77 . . ‘ '

~
P o

N > ‘ L

County 1971 - 1972 1993 1974 1975 1976  Total .

- . ‘ i . . s

Clay : 1 s -
Cumberland 1

Fentress ) « - 1 -1
Jackson - 1™ , o
Knox A 1 : ’
“acon. ) 1 1 b o ) '

e W

*McMinn - ‘ ' ) 1 ’ ' .l

Morgan -
Overton '

Putnam ‘ 22
Rhea .- A | - v .
Roane g : 1

oW K
.U‘
N

.

Sejuatchie ' ' : 1
Scott: -, RIS | "1

1 : '

N |

White B
Wilsoy o .17 \

o
N
~N U

‘

?

'Totals\. : 5 12. 6 . 22 26 \ 268" 196

. N . "o \ s .
. g n - T -

. [ . ”

: . \ ' .
” a 4 \ i N

°_

individuals by year of graduation participating.f}om eacH county.; -
Instfumentation ‘ ' St o R ) 1 T i
Instrumentation for the 1976-77 study was identical to.that used during
the past several years af the project with the exception of the addition of
the Tuckman Teicher Feedback Form (9). -This instrument was added-to ‘the
study in an effort to improve data gathering capabilities The reader is
referred to Report 74-4 (5) for more information with regard to instrumen-
tation or to Appendix B of. the edition of this report containing thé
suﬁblement

" « .
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e using a ten category .System of interaction analysis.-

Training aof Observers , L.

- -, 8 C .
« The procedureg for the training of observérswere()utlined in Report -_V//f

74-4 (4)3 Appendix B.of those versions<8% this report containgn /
sugglemeht explain the procedures in more dgrail. . //g
Collection of Data k Co L I : )V‘ -7

~ 5. .

\ ° " [ P .-
Data for this study were collected by mail Surveys, interviews' nd

observations 1in the classrooms of graduates.'slnitially, allsﬁﬁb S were @

contacted by mail and dates were set for obsérvatipnal visits by the -

graduate research assistants (both previous su jécts and new jects in

the “study)~ These daj were verified with th appropriate administraeiVe

‘adthorities in each schobl and school system. A létter explaining the

project in detail was sent to all subjects, S?incipals,_and superintendents.

The subjects, their principals and superintendents were invited to make

‘comments and suggestiona for conducting the sﬁpdy R

Edth subject was visited on at{least one dttasion;by e trained
graduate assistant. The observer spent approximately a h¥lf day in each .
subject s classroom and completed from two to sixX 20 mindte periods observing
the gompletion of

all observatiops, the Classroom Observation Reford .and the Tuckman Teacher

Peedback Form were completed . y' - i “?A

®r -t -

administered during the visit. TheC&nstrumeht ﬂqmpleted‘by at least -

one class of students. While tHe studénts were;coﬁpleting the SET, subjects
who were participating in the projéct ‘for the‘f;rst year completed the

-

California F~Sgale. Sy ¢ ) . '(

s /1/,~ f. .
. - 1 T, t'-“-i"' - .

During the course. of the day the obserVer inre ewed each ‘subject with
regard to their opinions and ideas. about the teacher paration program of
.the University. Also, the observers asked each- prigggg;l to ‘complete the

dh by Supervisor Form
ertinent data such as quality point av ge, ,ﬁ[
natio scoqﬂs, etc. were collected from the permang

gradu es. ~ ,

" ’

Princjpals Questionnaire and also the Teacher

i

- >

-
¥

Analysis qf*Data . ) ~5 . <

* /

» v * > A -\ -
4
. BasiiédescriptiVe and infer®¥ntial statistical methods were uséd to .

analyze the data. - These techniques are described in more detail at the

appropriate points in this repor(: . o -, ) ( -
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. Project, limitations of the' study and the ma
" .-conduct ing the study.
instrumentation employed in the evaluation of the
"noted that data was gathered from four ma
personal, ‘from supervisors and
by independent observers. ~Included 1in. t
instruments used in gathering data from the four
major’ purposes and procedures &f theeproject have
unchﬁnged over the past four years.of the study.
Information available from this report and the co
in 1974, 1975, and 1976 will be useful to those i
replicate this study. It should be
and specifics related to methodelogy
(frop the Office of the Associa

jor p

employed in
te Dean, College of

.
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rocedures employed in

graduates. It will be

jor sources including self o
principals, students of the graduates, And
he chart is a listing of the major

primary sources. The
remained virtually
It is felt tglt the
mpanion reportfs complete
ndividuals attempting to

-

this study are available
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Figure 3 shows a chart of the major sources of -data —
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pointed out that additional information
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" “/Quality Pt. Average
Nat. Teacher Exams.

PERSQNAL = Personality F-scale

OR SELF L n Self Ratings, Etc.

.‘\u‘ [N ‘ s . ., _
PRINCIPALS OR . Principal's Questionnaifigx:]
SUPERVISORS . Teacher Eval. by Sup, Fdfm

. - —- . . 3 ij:ll

% o . .
) Doy Program Develbpmen )
s ’ -St. Eval. of Teach.-I y * and Modifdcation- - .
STUDENTS ' St. Eval. of Teach.~I1}%: - — :

« -

\| INDEPENDENT | - ——
OBSERVERS Classroom Ob. Record

Interaction Analysis 7&
Tuckman Teacher Feedbagk Form
« I3

N
"
¥

Figure 3. Summary of Sources of Datq*&}ngtgumentatf%n and*Use of Data.
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CHAPTER II L

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSES OF DATA, 1976 ﬁ.S.~GRADUA?ES

. o

— @

. Chapter 1II contains a presentatyon andianalysis of data for those
individuals who received the B.S. in 1976 and y@fe in their first year of
the study. Because of the restricted size of the sample (N=5), no attempt
was made to summarize the data gathefed.on the 1976<M.A. gaduates in the
study. Means, 'standard deviatiéns, frequency counts, coryr ions and -
appropriate statistical tests are presented in tabular/form for the vari- -
" ables studied. Explanatory infor:;gipn is included to facilitate the -

reader's.understgnding and “ysage-of 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 the relevant 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 matrix of all variables. Only variables_signifiqénf 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 fér "the
effective utilization of the remainder of ‘the report. * Also, Reports 74-4,
'75-4 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 evaluatfon
studies that have been conducted by the College of. Education. Selected -
repotts contain copies of the complete instrumentatiom. « . -

Career Basé Line Data

~

v
. -

. 5

This gect;dh contains ¥ summary of prelﬂginqu career base linhe data
for the B.S. 1976 subjects in this study. Included in this section is in-
formation taken from each subject's‘?ollege'granscripp_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 glightly above
_the mean for all graduates of the College of Educatign; ’ s .
¢7‘Téble 6 shows.a summary of the teaching level of the 21 B.S. level
individuals. It will be noted that almost 43 pércent wére teaching in the
lower grades. . L. T : ’
. : ‘ .

The'mean nuiber.of years of teaching experiénce (including 1976-77 as .
one year) was 1.3 years and the’'median yedrs was 1.0. Some individuals in the
study had ‘taught prior to completing their degrée and those individuals that
had taught part of the 1975-76 school year listed their experience .as one
additional year. R . o ( : te .

v
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i . . . \ . ' ’ 14 e
. A 2 A
S W g . 7 ‘ ©
’ . “CORhELA‘T‘lw MATRIX OF SELECTED VARIABLES—I196 ©. .5, GRADUATES IN FIRST YEAR ,0F STUDY® o . ’ Lo
oa " .
. ¢ . .- . ’ o « N . A .
£ X s N R} 2 3 4 s 65 1 [} 9 10 1 1 13 14 13 6 A7 18° 19 20 u o 23 24 28 2 27 28 29 30 31 32 ] 3% 3 % EH 38 39 o 4 42 43 4
b B - .
National¥Teacher Eraatnaticn ‘ . v ) . \ c 7
- g . .
. L Teaching Area Exes 6321 545 21 1000 155 902 328 098 $33 -336 <132 -235  -046 =108 269 200 252 -3g0 o 412 _ 351 -290 028 171 @49 ' 280 S -2 035 016 216 039 044 -0s2 028 -202 -080 -045 -126 O3 s <209 =257 100 o072 023 -f19 o012 .
© - <
2. Prof. 4. test °* 65.5 3L 21 1000, 163 236 355 287 =372 =569 =388 =145 =209 -017 101 =358 3-W -2 -180 36l -251 W19 234 069 130 141 037 249 331 096 =067 036 107 003 059 171 181 006, 198 000 © o4l 188 113 12 136
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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 ratic
found with the- interaction analysis phase of the study. Thus, it appedred -
that students with higher quality poipt 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.

7he mean quality pdint average in the major teaching field of the grad-
uates

. All 21 subjects had completed the American Coll&ge Test prior to
admission to the University, Mean'scores for each of the four sub-tests
and composite score are shown in Table 7. In géneral, the subjects had*
achieved .scores above the mean for all Students edrolled in teacher educa-
tion programs and the University. Significant correlations werge noted
between overall ACT.scorés and the overall quality point average achieved
by the subjects and factors from the Classroom Observation Record.

') ¢ e -

Mean sgores and standard deviastions 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 f%FSt three years of the study. ‘Overall the subjects ranked at about
the 40t 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—-
icant’ relationships. S

¢

General' Information—Teacher 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 education.pro-
gram. Data were dbtainedlfrom‘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
‘;ubjects ratings of each area. In general, the lowest ratings were given an
“to the areas of (1) ability to work. with parents, (2) skill in maintaining
disciplipe, .and (3) skill in working with:exceptional children (the bright,-
the dull,- and the handicapped), ‘Tt_should be noted that these areas have
been rated as weaknesses in other studies conducted by the University., ,LAlso,
these appear frequently in studies that have been conducted at other insti«
tutions of higher educat%pn. . N . .

< \
- >

°

The subjects were asked to rate the value of certain core .education
courses on.a scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfactory te very unsatisfactory) .
Table 10 shows the results of tHishase of the study. The courses receiving
the lowest ratings weye Generaquéyghology, Social Foundations of Education,
Educational Psychology, and Histbry.and Philosophy of Education. In general,

"the subjects perceiwed more value in the course? involving practical
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- . Vat . " . . N N \‘
-, ©r . Teaching Level of B.S: Subjects (N=21) L
o' . 'C;;' - . . ' - . . . ‘
L. — — = : .ol
Level ‘ No - Percent
« 4
i Preschool (including kinderga*_rt:e‘n) v -1 } 4.7
_ '_Grades 1-3 - - 6 . . 28.6
< > ! ) . 4
- - N y te, . - L. B R . Iy
Non-graded lower grades . 2 * , 9.0 - )
i L~ ‘ i i

.Grades 4-7 - 4 ‘ 19.0 .o

) Non—ggaded middle school L 2 95 o
- " Grades 8-12' T . . 3., . S 163 - .
) Special Education’ ' 3 . 14.3 B

R - . . ' Table 7° \ . S
. . & , A . '

American College Test Scotes for B.S. Graduates (N=21) . oL

%

Pl

. Subtest . - ' Mean - SD . T

T

- English " I 19.9 o 3.4 -

N - ! *ﬂ:‘*‘ - “ » .
s ’ Mathematics » _ . 17.4 . 6.2 . :
X Social Science . | ‘ . ©19.3 .56, ~
Natural-Science . ) 20.9 « . 3.4
. - ' ' . N °‘ i . 1 a
& Composite . T ‘ v 19.6 , 3.5 !
- - . ‘ M P
- . PR S S o ey , -
- - , .
3 —L —T ! i .
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Nationdl Teecher Examinatfons Scores for B.S. Graduates (N=2I) -- %
~ ' . . - ,' ) - - o . L] . \ “
N Test . * Mean 8D—_ .
- — . v e . . " - (I s . ..
. M - - ' 4 7 . \i;Lk
. ' o T . . <4
Teaching Area Examinations 632.1 54,5 W F
Professional Education Test ’ §5.5 . a 31.4
A ° - * ) : [ L ] ‘/ - N
- - - - N v LY
Composite Scores . ‘, »1228.8 97.,‘3\ .
M -zi ; . . . . 3 RN .
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- - Table 9 : A S
. X ,
. Percentage Rat:ings of Sélect:ed Items Related t:o Undergraduate /
Teacher Preparation Program (N=20)% )
. \ " R [ L J , ‘
K —r T —— .,
a : AT T .
- Cogl ) £ 5 £ 538 « g g
e Ttem ‘ L EDOEY gy 23 £ -
: Ef 3§82 3 55 Tk gyt
1. Yourteachwng pardonality ° ) oo . 123, 283 32 &3 . 483 550 X - SD ¢
ﬂ". Atifity to work with rhuldvon' . .. 0.0 . 5 Q .l[LQ_ _._0_°_0_ :A.il.Q_ 4.3 0. 2
b. - Abihity 10 work with z;olleuaufs ) 0.0. 0.0 15.0 _ZLO '_QU.O 4.5 0.8
c. Abihity to work with parents s © . , 0.0 15. 0 2000 35,0 30, 0 3.8 _l._L
2. Your goneral kv;owledgg_a dnd understanding of . o » a . g ) _ - !
a: Sgiences and Mathematics, . A, . - 9' 0. 15.0 15'0_0 50.0 20.0 _3_‘j__ 1.0
’ ’b.‘ Humanities ' . o 0.0 5'0 15°0 5500 25.0 4.0 0.8
'c. Social Scwnces < - o 0.0 0.0 -10.0 45.0 45.0 4.3 0.7
« g - .
3. Your ability to use the English language etfectjvely . 0.0 10.0 1O°va +40.0 45.0 4.3 0.9
4 Your knowledge gnd undogstanding of“the subjocts which ’ : )
prndn ot 0.0 20.0 5.0 . 60.0 - 35,0, 4.3 0.6
5. Your uhderstanding of children and youth * N . ) o . s &
@, Insight into causes\éi behavior 0.0 - 15.0 10.0 55;0 25.0 4.0 0.9-
b. Skilf 1n Wworking with excepuor.\a_b children (the bright, ' o v 23 d .
the dull, the handicapped; - ! .JL.O__ 5.8 20'0 _LO‘O .fL_Q_ .__3 ‘___.* f ' __.1° i
v €. Skild 1n maintaining disciptine ¢ ’ L _--2‘__0_ _Q._L 65,9 15.0 20.0 . 3.7 l"lT‘
6. Your understanding of Qhe na(h;e\oi the tearning process . O‘ 0 O‘ 0 20‘0' 5000 20- 0 3 . 9., 0. 8. ’
7. Youv knowledgo of sources of teaching mmeuals N 0' 0 < 0. O 15-0 ' 45 .0 35. 0 4 ._2 O. 7
8. Your nb:lnv to use teaching maxonals echnvely / 0,0 0. 0 15.0 50.0 35.0 4,2 0.7
- * *
9. Your knowledge and undevslandmg of * . .
. The purposes of tho school n velauon to the over- all ’ N - v
T pupesecl soarety v ‘ 0.0 0.0 15.0  40.0,  40.0 4.3  0.7.
& b. \Th c1a! structure of |h'e.corrvnu:n;‘y e;\d 11s meaning for .
7 evucoton 0.0 0.0 - 200 550 2.0 4.0 0.7 -
*Pércentages may not add to 100: because of missing data, "
. 2 . AR . ’ . . . @' . ,
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T ‘APercen;age Ratings pf Selected Courses .\\
: In Undé%gragqu Program (N=20) .
o ’ , . .A \i" s ,
’ g . z? 533 £ /&
) >3 TEic £83 £z ERY S -
’ . g5 85- §55  ii 3% &%z X ep.
» . . [} 2 3 + 4 5 » 6
2. INTRODUCTION TO TEACHING 0.0 +.25,0 10.0 5.0 30.0 30.0 3.6° 1.4
b. GENERAL PSYCHOLOGY ' . 2.0 0.0 4 10.0 40.0  30.0 . -15.0 3.1 1.0.
¢. HUMAN GROWTH AND DEVELQIENT " 5.0° 10.0 10.0 30,0 2310  _20:0 3.8 1.2
9. EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 15.0 3.0 © .25.0 25,0 15,0  _15.0 3.2 1.5
¢ SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF EOUCATION ©20.0 10.0 - 35.0 ™ 25.0 5.0 5.0 2.8 1.2
f. . HISTORY ANO PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION ‘3.0 20.0 10.0 | _30.0 ‘LS;Q 20.0' 3.4 1.3
9. EVALUATION ANO GUIDANGE 10,0 10,0 _5.0 400 30.0 s.0 3.7 1.3
" WETHODS Counse 150 . 10.0 _5.0 ©25.0 40.0  _3.0 3,7 L6
. MICRO TEACHING "% 15.0 10.0 5.0 -20.0 25.0 25,0 3.4 1.5
1. STUDENT TEACHING ’ 10.0 0.0 _0.0 *_0.0 80.0_ 10,0 {.6 1.3
~ ' »h N ’-} . . o
S ] ’ e .
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appliéations and less value in the theoretical .courses.
been in.evidence in other studies (see Appendix). °

Q N .

The su

College of Education. Over 70 percent rated
to very batisfactqryn However, 'on the ne
the instruction as being unsatisfactory.

Principal Ewaluations of

These findings havy‘

A\

K]

Jects were asked to rate the quality of instruction in the

the instruction as satisfactory

gative side over 15 percent rated’

-~

v

Subjects: '

n,-‘g\“
The principal of ealh. subject was asked

]
Al

to complete two instruments.

designed to evaluate weaknesses and strengths of the individual.

The first

instrument consisted of 59 items related to the teacher edweation program of

the subjects and has been used for the pase seven years in the evaluative

“éfforts of the Office of the Associate’Dean. Table 11 shows the.mean ratings

‘for each item. No area was rated sigmificantIly low by the primcipals. )

However, principals appeared to perceive & problem with those areas marked -

with an asterisk (#). - : c ) .

: g P . \

. Principals were also.asked to complete the Teacher Evaldation B?’guper- '
visor form. This instrument consists of four questions éncompassing the
following areas: (a) subject matter competence, (5) .relations with students,
(c) apprgpriateness,of adignments, and (d) overall effectiveness. Table 12
shows tfie mean ratifigs for each of-thése .items for the B.S. level 1976 ,
graduates. An eXamination of the correlational pattern for the four -vari- .,

. ables with the other factors studied indicated'results similar to those
obtained in the past years of the study. _ “
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. Table 11
: .
Means and {tandard Deviations of .Ratings of -
Selected Items by Principals (N=21)

" 19

3] ; N
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3o 4 . » .
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A 3 88 st s 2T Sl
Ve

34

=S == =
oy - ~Items K X . * sp
~. 46 05
4.7 0.5
. 4.8 0.4
HAdap,ability in the classroom " 4.6 . 0.5
.- Cooperation and dependability T 4,8 . 0.4"
* Attitudes ‘toward children : ‘T 4.9 ' 0.4
Attitudes toward fellow telcRers : 4.9 . 0.3
'Atéitudes toward supervisors 4.7 0.5
uiacy-iq maintaining\official ) j:}
ﬁ records and reports y 4.7 0.6
Und erstanding and using courses of study .
\an& curriculum guides - 4.6 ) 0.5
- BMa ing effective use of community resources - 4,2 0.8
Handling disciplinary problems. 4.4 0.6 .
Gettipg dcquainted with the community and .
» 1ts pebple 4.4 0.7
'ee ng abreast of recent professionql L
.d velo ments 4.5 +0:6
val 1 tin pupil progress 4.7 0.5
*Noti Eging pupils who seem disin!ereﬂked 4.4 ‘0.6
elationsh Pps with parents 4.6 0.5
P rticipat on in‘professional activitieés 4.7 0.5
Potential or advancement in the profession* 4.7 ’ 0.5
Relationshilps with félloweteachers 4.8 0.5
Overall: effectiveness of this person in '
' comparison with other' teachers in your -
school - 4.6 7 0.6
Overall qualifications of this person to
teach in your particular school . )
; situation 4.7 " " 0.5
1. Teaching,personality; . -
‘o ag 'Ability ta work with children o 0.5
@ b. Ability to work with colleagues . 4.8 0.6
c. Ability to work with members of
the community 4.7 . 0.5
d. Ability to main ain a. friendly '
discussior 4.7 0.5
* e. Ability to lead a well-rounded -life, . =
' to enjoy work and play . 4.9 0.3
f. Ability to work with parénts 4.6 0.5

f

o~




2. General knowledge and understandlng of:
..The physical sciences. p
H. The®biological sciences
C. American culture and institutions
d- Art, music, literature, philOsOphy
e. Mathematics
3: Ability to use, the‘English language 2
effectively %« ] g
4. Knowledge and understanding of the
B
. subject taught )
5. Understhnding of children and youth:
‘a. Insight dntd causes of behavior:
b, *~ Skill ‘in working with exgeptional

‘children (the brlght, the dull,. the *
. handicapped) . ‘4.6~ 0.5
2. Skill in group work ) 4.7 0.5 '
*d. Skill.in maintainlng discipline 4.3 0.8
e. Skill in guidance off children AN 0.5 ,
6. Understanding 6f the nature 6f the 5 N
learning pyrocess ’ T - s N
4. Skill in helping stjudents determine . .
objectives - - : ' - 4.6 0.5 ,
b. Skill in motivatin students 4.7 © 0.5 ) 4
*c. Skill in pupil-teacher planning 4.4 0.8
d.  Skill in using a variety of teaching .
_ methods 3 4.5 0.7 ,
e. Skill in evaluating pupil growth and ) - . ok
class procedures with pupils 4,5<h\ - 0.6\ «
f. Ability to construct appropriate tésts ’ . 5{
and learning materials 4,5 0.5
g. Skill in the application of learning -
theory i 4.6 0.5
h. *Skill in providing difﬁerentiated . oy
. learning e%periences for. various-groups .
and individuals 4,5 5 ~
7. Knowledge of sources of teaching materials .. -
- a. Printed materials . . 4.6 0.6
. b. Audio-visual m:ﬁﬁ?ials . , 4.6 « 0.7 :
c. 'Communify resources : v4,3 0.7 .
d. -Library and library materials 4.5 0.7 :
8. Ability to usg teaching materials effectively I 0.6
9. Knpwledge and understanding of: $ :
- .a. The purposes of the school if relation’ 4,6 0.5 .
to the overall purpose of soclety L. -
. "b. The social structure of the commupity . '
! and. its meaning for education 4.6 0.6 ,
c. xThesinstitutions of the community - .6l 0.6 .
* d. ‘Thé¥different vaIue-patterns of social— > —
. economic classes o & 4.6 0.6 -~ -
e. The economic life of the, community 47 ‘ —0+7
f. Appropriate ethical behaviq; of the )
teacher T 4.8 ‘0.5 . -
. * Areas of concern to principals. - . .
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T . - ' fo ‘\- . ¢ /———— :
Means and Standard Deviations of PrinbipalsihRatings\pf 1976 B.S. < y
Graduates on Four Dimensions ‘of Teaching (N=21)#* . ’
) . \ L, .
P . i i : : 3 .
» ’  Dimensions - N X — sob- oo
Subject Matter Compe€Ngnce & * = _° .. 43 . - 0.6°
Relations With Students . . ; 4.4 0.7
Appropriateness of Assignments . ‘ 606" - s ©0.7-
. L / ’ ) .
Overall Effectiveness - T ] 4.4 ’ 0.7
. . 4 . . .. o N . . .
N Q . . . - , b . A [y
*Ratings- are on & 1-5 scale with 5 being the highest sScore. 2=
- ' ) e ‘ . ) .. 3
Personality Scale - . :

rtoward being, non-authoritarian. Scores ‘ranged from 75 to 129: In ‘cont

-

THe California F-Scale Forms 45 and 40 was used to assess one 5Spect
of the personality of the subjects. ‘The F-Scale range- of possible values ,
is 28 to 196 with 112 the mid-point. The lower the value, the more non- ‘
authoritarian the indication. A total of 20 B.S., leve%élq76 graduates .o
completed the instrument wikh a'mean score 6f 97:1 and a standard devi-
ation of 15.9. This indicat®d. that~the subjeétg,in the study tended

parison, subjects from the first threeﬁyears of. the studi achi®ed mean
scores respectively of 112, 104, and 101. Thus, the’group 'in the fourth
- year of the study tended toward being more non-authexitarian than the
previous two groups. As'in the past three years of the study, there-
appeared to be little relationship between ‘the level of authoritarianism, c i
exhibited by the sybjects and other factors in ‘the study. There were " .
significant positizg correlatiéns betWeen the F-Scale scores and COR .
ratings on items 10, 114, and 15. *géacheys with higher F-Scale scores 2
tended foward beipg more stimulating, original.’and steady ‘than low scorers
on the F-Scale. ’ P . . ‘
. .. L. x. ' - T, A A ]
. Student Evaluation' of Teaching Co. Y I
L - £

. . Two forms of the Student Evaluation of Teachipg were employed in- the

studye The SET-I was used with' childreq,in the classes of subjects above

the third grade, whdile the SET-II was used with-children sbelow the.fourth :
[ 4 .

grade level. The ‘instruments measure similar traits,

. 4 e

.Table 13 shows'the_mean and standard deviation of the scores for each.

éfL 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 score"=
for any factor Qf_the_compositemsco;e_iqrAOOT——Highes&vratings were %
“Treceived on the“fattors of Friendly and Theerful and Kniowledgeable and
. . - ’ ° - : '?
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Poised. This is in agreement with the resu{ts of the.past three years of. °
the.study. ' ) ‘ -, a

. 2

Table 14 shows the results of the adminigtration of the SET-II in the
clagsrooms of the'9 individuals teaching beldw the fourth sgrade. - Mean
s-scores on each of the five factors‘are similar to the results reported in
the second and third years of the study,. -0

énoexamination of the correlational pattern of the SET-I with scores
from other factors in the study approached thosg -of first year subjects in
the past three years of the study.(1973-75). 'No'attemg&wyas made to study
the correlational pattern of the SET-IR - ’

.

. 4 a
~ .Interaction Analysis °, . .

.. 4 . .
A-pﬁp,category interaction aralysis system was utilized to record
observed ‘clagsroom behavior 'of the subjects. The system proposed by Amidon’

and Flanders was implemented with the aid of three 8pecially trained
graduate assistants. A set of three ‘to four obgervations was made on each .
subject. Each set contained from two to eight 20-minute periods of obser-
vation. o ‘ SRR -
~ - , ',,
Table 15 shows a summary of the meang and standard deviations of the
various ratios’for the observations. The'data are comparable with that

gathered during the previous.thyee years of the study. A

. ® Lot

The I/D ratio in Table 15 is above the .50 average for teachers L

. reported in earlier studies. More\indirect teaching has been associated
} in some stidieé with higher: student 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 miore acceptance of feeling, praising, or encouraging ‘than average
teachers. Other ratios in Tablé“l5 are similar to the ratios.of teachers
T:>5eported in other studies, “ N - ,

>

. ¥ 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
’ 1 ten interaction categories, In general, the amount of direct iffluence
increases from the lower grades through the upper grades of the secondary
school. Thé amount of time spent in lecture increased almost 50 percent
—J{E;om the “lower grades through the upper levels of the high school.
Correlations of Interaction Analysis scores from subjects (see, Table 5)"
indicated several minor correlations with scofes 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, Inflekible-
Adaptable, Pessimistic~Optimistic, and Narrow-Broad factors from the COR.
A significant negative correlation was noted between the Si1-Tot ratio v
= - and the Egcifable-?oiéed factoryfrom the COR. ’

s N - » _*
L4 - >,

-

3
¢ : Classroom Observation Record o . v

' The Classroom Observation Record was completed'on each subject by the
observers at the conclusion of each visit. Items 1 through 4 of the
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Student Evaluatio of Teaching-I, 1976 B.S, Gradﬁéteé (N=15)

Table 13

23

\ .-

. }”- ‘
> Factor m . Médn/ SD
. Friendly and cﬁeeffhl - 344.7 32.3
.+« Knowledgeahle and Poised 331.8 35.2
,-=L1vé1y and Interégciﬁg 292.2- 36.9 .
* Firm Control (Dibcipli@e)‘ 294.2 2;.4
UNAQ—Directive (Pemocratic Procedure) ~ 273.8 39,9
Composite Score ‘ 307.3 20.0°
-« ¢ «
g, ) : ) . .
) ' * Tabfe 14 I
Student Evaluation of Teaching-II (érades K-3)
- SN _197q B.S. Graduates (N=9) .
’ . j/ Factor . / ‘Mean - . SD
_ <§appoft 5.6* 0.4
Inteéact onal Competence 4-6 0.4
Stimulating; Interaction Style 10.1 0.8
(Combination of Rapport and 4
Interactional Competence) "
Unreaéonable Nega;ivity . * 8.8 - ‘v0°6
Fosterapce of Self-Esteem . T6.7 0.5
- . C . ~
w o ‘ .
N s ) L =
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Table 15 ¢
' Means and Sténdardqpévi&fions fot Interaction Analysis
' ~—31976-B.S. Graduates (N=21) . ¢
XS R ~
-‘ . P - . -
; Ratio . Mean - SD
: \ ‘
. Indirect/Direct Teaching (I/D). : ’ 0.86 ! 0.68
. - ‘ - O
" Indirect/Direct Teaching (1/d) 3.16 2.94
Student Talk/Teacher Talk (ST/TT) . . 0.69 " 0.50
" Silence/Total Teaching (Si1/Tot) - - 0.13 . 0:13
Lecture/Total Teaching (Lec/Tot) . , 0.&5 . 0§2€j
Table 16 ' .
. - . <
L\J/ ' Average Percentdge of Time Spent by 1976 B.S Graduagte (N=21) by
R Grade %9vels Acting in Each of the Ted Interaction Categoriesg*
GradeLevel I 2 3° .4 5 «.6 1 8 9~ 10 .
. - - ¢ h N .“ .
G

Crades k-3 (N=8) 0.0 7.9 10.7 .2 23.2- 44 39 19.3 12,2 10.3
: . ot Ridea ® .

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 43.5.3.6 1.0 15.9 10.3 9.6 " -

Crades 10-12 f¥=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 75.1 4.3 1.8.18:3 12.7 14.7°

.

. -~y i - s .
. *Categofies 1-4, Indirect Influence of Teacher; l=Accepts Feelings, 2=Praiges
N or Encourages, 3=Accepts or Uses Ideas of Students, 4=Asks Questioms.
' Categories 5-7, Direct Influence of Teacher;, 5=Lecturing, 6=Givfﬁg Direc-
tions, 7+Criticizing or Justifying,Authorigz;
Categories 8-9, Student Talk; 8=Student Talk-Response, 9=Student Talk-
- . . - <
. ° | Inftiation. i -
! Category 10, Silence or Confusion. _
. ; - ' -
' ) yoC v ' B . N
o .
XV .
¥ “ . %o
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“instrument assess four dimensions of pupil behavior,
Items ‘assess dimensions of teacher behavior.
of the méaqs and standard deviations for each ‘of the 22 itéms of the
Instrument for. the B.S. 1976 graduates, The°lowest mean score on the

and Ehe qeﬁa?hin

g 18,

Table 17 contains a summary

® Pupil behavior dimension was item 4 (Depending-Initiating). *Lowest mean .

+', scores for the Teacher-Behavior section were items 11 (Stereotyped-

Original), 10 (Dull-Stimulating), 22 (Narrow-Broad), «and- 6 (Autgcratic-.

Democratic).

found to be.low in the past years of study.

) . ‘ Table 17

'Means and Standard Deviations for_Each Dimension of the
Classroom Observation Record, 1935 B.S. Gradudtes (N=21)

E . |

I{ should be\noted';hat several of these items hawve been -

) TucEQiP¥Ieacher Feedbaek ;Foxm

> .
. A - B

X3

‘The Tuc£;53~Teacher‘Feedbéck Form

1976-77 phase of the sfudy to add another’ dizienston .of observatign.

for,thg 21

B.S« level graduatés that weré bﬁséﬁghakﬂare presented in
':,«-:I;.,.N.M' T ) N PO s R i e

'/.‘x U " o .. - ‘

- . » . -
. = .

> .
Dimension Mean SD
- %
Pupil Behavior | ‘. . ‘
1. Apathetic-Alert 5.3 1.4
2. Obstructive-Responsive - ' . 5.1 1.2
3. Uncertain-Confident ) » 4,9 1.2
L < .4. Depending-Initiating®’ . Z, . 4.4 .1.5.,
' v - )
o ~Teacher Behavior- .t ot i
5. Partial-Fair . . . 6.3 ht 0.8
6. Autocratic~Democratic il 1.7 &
~. 7., Aloof-Responsivel) . Ty ~ 5/5 1.1
el - 8. 'Restricted-Uhdé?standing . S5i6 . 1.3.1
9. Harsh-Kindlpro! ~ % « , ° 5.5 * "1.5
10.  Dull-Stémulapifng C 5.2 1.4~
- §1. Stereotyped-Qrigihal. f 419 - 1.6
g "12. Apathefic-Alert) = - . 5.7 1.4 -
13. Unimpressive-Attractive, 6.7 - 0.5
- 1l4-~ Evading-Responsible : . 5.8 ‘. 1.5
15, Erratic-Steady. 4 5.8 . - 1.2°
16. ExciBable-Péised 6.2 ‘ 1.1
17.. Uncertain-Confident A - 1.1 .
18. Disprganized-Systemapic ! , _ ‘/ 5.8 .1.3
+ < 19. Inflexible-Adaptable ' . 5.4 1.3
~  20. Pessimistic-Optimistic T 5.5 7 emn 1.4
21. Immature-Integtated * ~ . J55 w . 1.0
. 22. Narrow-Broéad . T"J‘ "5,fAN - 1.4,
<- = . - \ _ "
. . f L) ,’o .t

NS .
(TTFF).- was htroduced ‘durdng’ the

Results
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Table 18. "Based on the gesults, it appeared that. the graduates were some-"
what below the mid-point in the areas of creatfvity and dynamism and above
the mid-point in the 'areas of warmth and acceptance .and organized demeanor.
An examination of the correlation,battg;n‘of the scored with data from such
dinstruments as the COR were as would be expected, i.e., tﬁe;e were high - -
correlations between the factors from the *TTFF and the appropriate dimen-,
sions, of the COR. '

v

*

' Table 18 A
2 . ‘ y . ) ;
Means, Standard Deviations and Range for Four Dimensions of the Tuckman
. . Teacher Feedback Form, 1976 B.S. Graduates (N-21)
. Dimension Mean Sp Ranée*
. ) i -
« . . & sl . - B .
I. Creativity 26.3 8.0 13-43 -
A . . "
. II. Dynamism (Dominance 26.3 7.6 6~42
A and Energy) ~/~\\\\ e
el - ' - ' . N - ~
III. Organized Demeanor- - 33,6 CN 6.6 16-48
" _(Organization and Control) )
IV, Warmth and Acceptance 32.0 7.5 12-43

* Possible range 19-43 with 31 being the mid-point.

point tend toward the dimension.

03

r

L

¢

Scoresggbove the mid-

. Summary * 7 .

.. N »

\ P

In summary, this chaptér‘has presenfed an oVerviey of the'fesults 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 base:line datd gathered oh the subjects in this study was comparable
to that from other studies. The ratings of the teacher preparation program
again were comparable with those obtained during the past several years.
.In general, principals rated jthe subjects®quite highly in such areas as
ability”;g“york with fellow teachers, ethical behavior, and knowledge of the
:subject matter taught. Ratings by principals were higher for 19]6‘graduages
than for previous groups. Based on measures obtained with the California °
. F-Scale, the subjécts fended o be somewhat non-authoritarian in their -
beliefs. Employing interaction analysis and classroom observation scales
" revealed that the subjects were using more ipdirect than direct teaching
- ‘methods -and were exhibiting many of the characteristics of "good tedachers as
“reported, in the literature. The results are similar to past results; how-
ever, significant differences were noted in the correlational patterns of .

* ' the scéres. . o . - ' d
. : * ! -
i s~ ’
t -~ . a - 3-5 < . )
. : * i
’ o 41"t S
- ? et
. - . . w5 ) ¢
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. ..
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSES OF 1976 DATA FOR 1973 THROUGH 1975 B.S. SUBJECTS
AND COMPARISONS WITH DATA- COLLECTED ABOUT 1976 SUBJECTS

- " CHAPTER III

During the course of bpepgtion of the Tenmessee Technological University
Teacher Eyaluation Model, data have been cdilected 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, tlree and four
years. It should be noted that there are many other data analyses that
will be performed in the future. - The comparisons presented in this chaptér
are what were felt to be essential in making decisions with regard to
continuation and modification of the basic ttacher evaludtion model.

This chapter is d;vldéd into three.major'sections as follows: .
correlational data, study of first year (1973) subjects across four years, -
second year (1974) subjgcts'across three years, and third year (1975)
subjects amcross 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 represggtapive of the type
information that is available or that can be obtained- .

M ~
. .

P .
e

Comparison of Correlational Data

t

The study of correlational data has been qh esséntial factor in all.
four years of thé study. In each year of the study, jntercorre}ations
ltave been computéd for a number of, variables on each first year group of
subjects (for eXample, see Table 5 of this report). As;a continuation of
the correlational studies, all data from first yeardfghéects—Wére combined
and correlations.of selected variables were computed? Table 19 shows the
results of this effort. "Also included in’ thé-table are means, standard
deviations, and sample sizes for each of the 23 variables studied. 'In
general, the correlational pattern was similar td that reported in past
studies. It will be noted that data from the Classroom Observation Recqrd

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 presgnted
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 subjects .entered the program. This
number has been reduced by attrition to 32 in 1974, 26 in 1975, agd 16 in
19.76: 7 T - -

- ' T e
Principdls' ratings - - uwwm* . 'é* .

¥ °
4

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

+

dg
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TaBLE 19

- x - M T W . 3 “28
P e o TR S R ot AT - (3 o v e e o e s v T Ty v s s e A ‘A T
. N . ) Lo . ) .
- . CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SELECTED VARIABLES ON ALL DATA COLLECTED 1973-1976* .
' . . . : ; ? ‘-
- - - 4 N
X SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 phj 18 19 20 21 22 .23
: . . T " ; — — .
1. Composite NTE 11719 131.5 143 1000 506 -004  -091 .70 107 -4Q0 154 012 - 030 -206 195 085 076 102 202 306 050 =104 =082 =054 105 040 -
. . - - 4y 21 +Q22)° (1200 (117)  (A15)  (71) 71 '(71) (7)) (D) -~.(71)  (43) -.(43) - (33) -(43) (43 (80) (80) (80) --¢80)"% (8Boy. ° °
+ . N - . v i . . - d A‘* ' bt . ) - - ' a4 .
2. Overall QPA ; 3.1 0.55 17n 1000 186 030 140 144 -179 023, 053 -08 ' -075 = 065 =042 -179 -056 138 .074 =073+ -189 082 -061 025 , 112 =
' > . (1&) (148) (46) (T02) (138) (87) (8 (87) (87) (87) ' (87) (S1) « (51) (51) (51) (50) (1I01) (101) (101) (101) (101) -
Principal Evaluation ° 4 B . e
N ' ‘. . a * & ~ -
¢ - * . -
a1 . 4z 0.7 253 1000 - 631 726 717 -281  147. -229 303 024  -050 . 207. ~-182 090 091 , -174 ~-150 - -054 018 =-147 =082 =064
(253)  (250) (241) (124) (132), (132) (132) (132) (132) (132) (1) (81) (81) (81) (80) (177) (174) (I (177) (176) -
. ‘ - . b4 -
4, 11 4.3 0,8 254 1000 626 667 .-116 262 232 347 * 019 137 273 -225 008 053 ~-266 =146 053 -060 -055 ~-128 -012 -
. - (251) (242) (125) (133) (133) (133) (233) (133) (133) (81)* (81) (81) (81) (80) (177) (174) Q177) (177) (176) _—
5. III 4.2 0.7 251 1000 , 769 =248 022 225 164 005 024 108 =192 -042 086 ~-181 ~143 .-052 056 -144 -011 -~Q74
. . , (240) (125) (130) (130) (130) T130) (13) -(130) (81) * (81) (81) (81) (80)4:(176) (173) (176); (176) (175)
. \ ~ .
6. v 42 0.7 242 . | 1000 =295 056 184 211 046  -070 " 131 - -329 -079 097 -143 -074 =050 000" -169 ~125 -068 %
. , e . azwm @29) @129 (1.’29) 29 q29) 29, Ta) (&) (74) . (7&)  (73) (166) (163) “(166) (166) (165) ¥
7. California F-Scale  100.1% 22.0 150 : 1000 -096 =003 -103 -010 094 -091 041 092 ~-125 =-300 -080 065 084 071 040 020 °
. , « (78) (78" (78) ~(78) (78) (78) L (43 (43) (43) (83 (43) 92y (92) (92) (92) (92) --
, Student Evaluation of Teaching - I ‘ - ' .
[y ~ N N ’,.
8. 1 338.9  58.6 156 ° S 1000 612 g34 284 555 880 . — - - - - 041 -175 006 012 026
. s ; . (156) (156) (156). (I56) (155) — ~ — - - - 12) {1100, (112) (112) (111)
e 11 346.2  45.6 156 1000 651 341 336 " 774 - - - - — 4104 -017 -033 004 154
. ) e , ’ (156) (156) (156), (155) , — - - - + 2 o) 12 a1z e,
. N ‘e - *
10. 11 300.9  62.1 156 . 1000 240 561 847 @~ s - - - — =009 001 ° -142 044 108 -
. + , ’ . \ ' N (156)  (1s6) (5% - - - - - (112) (1100 (112) (112) (111)
i w : 304.2 * 42.0 156 . 100(? c119 479 - — - - - / 052 =154 093 -031 -125 ¢
: ' . .. (156) (155) ~— - - - -7 2 e @ @2 aqw
12, v 259.0  52.0 156 ¢ * 1000 668 — - - - - 077 “~06s o082 . 036 -015
‘. g t (155) © — - -t - (2> (110) (112)° (112) (111)
. f R - . . % - - K AR Y
3. v1 309.4 410 155 - . 1000 - - - = - 030 -148 003 031 026 ;
) .- . . - - - & - w2 a0 awr) 4 any
Student Evaluation of Teaching - II PO . . - ) v
- . °© -
14. Rapport . < 5,5 1.0 =95 - . . ’ N . . -
s P . . 1000 202 280 400 . 630 ~-151 -139 _ -116 170 =094
: ) . o - @) @5 W5 . Ga)  (85)  (85) ' (85) (85) (85)
15. Competence 4.7 1.5° 95. ¢ R ¢ s A} - o
. . . N/ 2000 069 - 197 345 =090 -045° -040 -054 007 -
' (95) (95) (94) (85)- (85) (85) (85) (85) -
16. Style v 10.6 6.4 95 .
. A . . 1000 092 260 -069 ~-078 -038 197 -010
- » (95) (9%) (85) (85) (85) (85 (85)
17. §&ativiry 8.3 1.7 95 . s . z : X
- . . - <~ 1000 474 . 087 039 076 03 0I5 - &
' s, . T : < (9%) (85) (BS) .(85) (85) (85)'
18. .Self-esteenm 6.7 L3 94 “ g v , PN . ; - . e e
R e . ¢ 1000 ~144 =305 -173 015 -214
¢ l . ] ’ . (84) (8% (84) (84) (&) ¢
Interaction Analysis . e R N 3 . . -
. . ’«3‘ ¢ »*
19,  /d 3.3 91 204 . ‘ ' ) :
: . w0 . . v 1900 209 022 061 261, ¢
. .. . . . ° (208) (204) ' (204) (203) -
20, I/p -, .79 90 207 - “ ) o . -
V7 - 000 - 629 046 533
2 , . . e - . < (200 _(207) (206)
2. st/tT 714139 207 - e . .o N
-~ . — . . - : 1000 © 072,523
] . N . .o _A R . (207) ?foe),
22.” $11/Tot 42 .70 207 A . v, b ot N N : &
7 : _ € ‘ .} * 1000 166
. s . — N - ' g (206)
23, Lec/Tot 53 - 46 206 R - . . - , v
’ & /, N 1000
. - . -~ . *
- B ' ’ ] ° *
*Underlfne indicates a correlation significant at or beyond the .05 level. \' : R >y .
Decimal points have been omitted. . . - o . .
.~ Numbers in () indicate the N for the correlation. - ’ . . . L . . : ' :
— .3
7 / . . . 4 . .. + o
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HE Ba o estetn

‘factors of the instrument across the three year period. The ANOVA table

L4 ] 29
u . 2 . *
" the principals' ratings of the subjects across the four year period. Use -
of the ‘analysis of variance techniqde indichted there were no significant ..

differences *in the ratings given by the principals on each of-the four .

has been omitted. 1In general, the subjects received ratings in,excess of . N
4-on a scale of 5 to'l, with 5 being the highest possible score. v
L N . Table 20 )
COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1973-1976) FOR
S SUBJECTS IN. STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD- -
Factor GRP 1973 (N=46) GRP 1974 (N=25) GRP 1975 (N=20) .GRP 1976 (N=16)
-X SO X SD X . SD X ) .
I 4.0 0.73  4.08 _ 0.76- 4.15 0.75 4.20 | 0.45 o
. . \ - 3 .
. v
II 4.11 0.8 408  0.95 415 - 0.88 4.40 0.55
. ’ “. . . .
III .4.18 0.77 3.92 0.70 4.35 0.75 " 4.40 0.55 ,
IV 4.09, 0.70 "4.08 ' 0.81 4.10 0479 4.20 0,45
. Tables 21 and. 22 show comparisons 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
a8 two year period. Again, application of .ANOVA indicaped that there were .
no signiﬁfcant'differences in ratings. ! ‘
Table 21 ‘ N ,
COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1974-3976)
FOR B.S..SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1974 . T
o or | CRR1074 (N=20) © ° GRP 1975 (Ne26) GRE.1976 (N=19)
actor. X ,. * §D X SD X e sp .
1 . 4.0 0.8 T 42 0.7 bob_ 06
- ° - . ) s ~ . 4
II 4.2 0.9 . 4.1 - 0.8 T 4.4 * 0.7
o ITI 4.1 0.7 4.1 ¢ 0.7\ 7 4.3 “0.7 7
v 4.2 . 0.8 . 4.2 , 0.7 4,25~ 0.7 ° L
b - gzé‘}r : - .
\ r"‘ . ) P
s 4() :" “
. . 'y :!% 0
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7 Table 22 : - g
" COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS AGROSS TWO YEARS (1975-1976) 7
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1975

#_ ..
Factor - GRP 1975 (N=30) GRP 1976 (N=17)
. - X ~sp, X SD
1. @ 4,2 0.7 . 4.2 .0 09 .
\ " . ' Lk .
Ir . 4.5 0.7 . L4 0.7
s [} . - .
T °, = ~ 4.3 0.7, - 4.2 0.8
T 1v, " 4.3 0.7 . 4.2 " 0.8
e - R

Student Evaluation of Teaching

o

' c B . -

Table 23 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations for
each of the five factors and the total score (VI) for the Student Evaluation
of Teaching for the, four year period 1973 through 1976 (for subjects who
entered the stydy in 1973). Application of the analysis of variance
technique indicated there were no significant differences in the ratings of

. the subjects by hair*students across the four year period. ” Similar
. resultsswere obtained for subjects who erttereds the study 13‘1974 and 1975
across two or thrde year periods {Tables 24 and 25).°
- Table 23
‘*\J) r COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES ACROSS FOUR YEARS (1973-1976)
' FOR SUBJECTS IN STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD

. . . . . F .
; "GRP_1973 (¥%45) GRP 974 (N=26) GRP 1975 (N=14) GRP 1976 (N=%)
actor X SD - X SD X SD X sD -

-

I 33%.0 S51.1  341.3 . 40.8  338.4  44.4  331.0- 15.1 °

Y

11 342.9 53.7 347.6  31.1  355.0  25.5 341 0o 27.1

III. 304.8 6.1  297.3  52.7 .298.0 565 ° zsfks} 29.2

»

v 308.3  37.5 -_303.2 8.7  300.2 32.2 . 267.0  14.1 -

V. 250.2  48.3- 260.0 52.5  275.9  36.8 _ 246.5 - 31.8 .
. 2l : , _

TOTAL-VI309,1  32.0. 313.8 312 C31LS ‘27.6 293.5  23.5

—

L

1
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able 24

* COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES JACROSS

B.S. SUBJECTS

Y£/)YEARS (1975 -1976) FOR °

ENTERED STUDY IN.1975

- 31

ot

¥ GRP 1995 (N=19)

GRP 1976 (N=7)

-

A J

-

_ Table 25A shows, the means a
. .from the
-In general, the indirect to direct

-

d stand’rd 3ev&ations across four years -

results of the applicd%ion of the interactidn analysis techniqae.
ratio of teaching has increased each
year of the study, whereas the other variables have réhained nearly cons tant.

N
~

:

.
//”\ - - :
- -~
::\ .

Factor
., . SD - X - *SD
’ M ¢ ' . i ’

I © 34706 32.8 v 350.7 | 29.2
II 347.3 24.3 338.7  31.0
155 SN y . 303.5 38.7 303.3 50.1.

i v . - ..
Iv 304.8-=  38.5 . 286.4 26.7
. »
v 247.5 48.6 - 219.4. 495
VI-Total . ..310.1 :25.7° 311.6 .. 30.9
4 : "
Table 25 ‘ - N y
‘' COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES\ACROSS THREE YEARS (1974-1976) “
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1974 . -
- - * VA\ . o
GRP 1974 (N=21) GRP. 1975 (N=14) GRP 1976 (N=11);
Factor = - ; = . ' = "
ox ) * X SD . X - SD
‘ . _ 7
I 310.7 43.5 336.6 ° 31.2 327.2  39.3
. s A . .
II £314.5 . 70.1 356.8 % 18.4 344,1 21.9
111 306.5 . 36.4 298.4,  35.6 ~289.9  60.0
IV . 299.5 48.6 30,1 32.2 .7 205.2  63.5
v 242.2 36.7 267.4 41.2 236.2 ° 43.3
VI-TOTAL - "295.9 48.5 Y0 19.4. 7 298.57 ° 32.8
. Interaction, Analysis Tt : ’
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" Application of the ANOVA indicated that no significant differences existed
among the variables across the four years of the study. §imilar findings .
were noted for subjects in the study for fhree~and two years respectivelx
) (Tables 26 and 27). :

Table 254
COMPARISON OF RATIOS FROM INWBREACTION ANALYSIS ACROSS FOUR YEARS
(1973-1976) FOR SUBJECTS IN STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD

T

GRP 1973 (N—412 GRP 1974 (N—26) GRP 1975. (N=23) GRP 197 g (N—16)

* Rati :
Bio X sD. X SD X sb ,- X _ SD
3 * [ ’
1/d 1.62  ~2.00 1.53 1.07  1.16 1.08  2.73 2.41
. , , ' A
I/’ 0.78 0.77- 0.71 _ 0.32 0,47 ' . 0.30 1.15"  7.47
< ST/TT 0.61° 0.59 0.55 0.37 0.39 Xo.za 0.58 0.36
) ' . ’ » & "N-e‘- iEF
< §11/Tot 0.45-  0.95 0.33 0.35 . 0.31 0.27  0.32 0.32 ‘
Lec/Tot 0.50 0.21 0.44”  0.16 #0.59 0.16 “0.48 - 0.25 |
o ) -, %@» - -
- ‘ | -t«m{’.* ~ ‘ 2 N
) . Table 26
N 4 L] -
COMPARTSON OF RATIOS FROM INTERACTION" ANALYSIS AGROSS THREE YEARS (1974-1976) .
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1974
. fn 2 - - : T
Ravio GRP 1974 (N231) , ~  GRP 1975 (N=26) '  <GRP 1976 (N=15)
‘ X i) X sp ° X D
i/d ©.0.66%  0.46 - 0,71 0.49  © 1.00  0.79 - ’
- * 3 ) ” < 9" ' * '
1/D © . 1.33° .. 1,96 193 1,77 2037, - 2,13,
s1/TT 0.78 , 1.18 . " 0.80  1.00 . 0.55.+ . 0.27
. ' . . ¥ [ 3 * - - - - . .
’ Sil/Tot ., 0.51 ° 0,77 " 0.53 0.43 . 0.18 0.15 ~
Lec/Tot °  0.40 0.18 © .= -+ 0.47 0,16 Q.47  0.39
¥ ~ _ -
LJ
L e
N . e —




t Table 27 - .
F :

s ," .
COMPARISON é; RATIOS FROM INTERACTION ANALYSIS ACROSS TWQ YEARS (1975-1976
. FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1975

,
. -

’xt

1y

Ratio GR?_197§ (N=28) - ‘GRP 197§ (§=14)
. . - X SD \ SD

<]

1/d ‘ T 0.75 .0.40 © 1.67 '2.02
. ? - ’

1/D 3.69 0 2,69 N . 238 1.48

St/TT “ T 0.52 0.1 - >0.77 0.43

e s ‘

S1l/Tot  * -, C0.39 - 028 . C0.14 =t 0.19

£t

Lec/Tot N 0.52 . 0.12 . 0.61 0.89

Classroom Observation Record = - * . »

~

Tab¥ ih28 29, and 30 show comparisons of the means and standard devi-~

dations from the 22 1tems of the Classroom Observation Reggrd across four,
three: and two years reéspectively. “Again, the appli on' of the ANOVA
' indicated” that there were few significant differences cross several years

Comparison Study of all First Year Subjects 1973, 197%, 1975 and 1976
and Selected Comparisons on Second and Third Year Subjects

) \\\\Z This section presents & symmary of a comparison.of the information
athered on .all first year'B.S. level.subjects, i.e., 1973, 1974, 1975 and

) :1976 graduates Cotiparison ‘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 1974, N=33; 1975, N=32; and 1976 N=21.

- [y

i National Teacher Examinations T, s

, . Table 3lsshows the means and standard dggiations of scores from the
Teaching Ared Examination, Professional Education Test and Composite for
the National Teacher Examinations for edch of the three yearsma . Also shown
is the composite score for .all years. Application of the-analysis of-
variance technique for the “data across the four years indicated there were
no significant differences. In general, the subjects achieved scoresg on
the. NTE at or 8lightly below the 50 percentile (National Noxms).

]
- e . o
* 7, % - v »
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.
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Table 28 Pt
&

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

( . < # ~ .
. N - - L4

IS

v

ar . ‘ . - - K
Factor GRP 1973 (N=46) GRP 1974 (N=26) - GRP 1975 (N=23) -  GRP 1976 (N=16)
X SD X SD » X SD X \- sp

— kY

r v
. . . R - v -
1, T 6.0 0.9 591 1.2 - 6.0 . o.pj 0502 1.6

. 0.9 5.2 16 —

- * - -
.

2 5.8 0.9 5.0 . 11 . 5.7
3 5.6 - 1.0 4.9 " 11 . 56 . <1.3 &8 - .15

b 5.2 7 1.2 .9 1.3 7 55 1.3 o+ 1.1

-«

4
5 —6vt————078 46 Ll > 6.4 o 0.7 5.7, 0.8

6 5.7 1.0 . 5.2 1.1, 5.7 .3. . 5.8 - 1.0 «

¢ L1
7. 6.1 0.9 5.5- L4 ., 56.1, 1.4 1 5.5 . 0.8 :
6.2 0.8 o, " Suby, 1.2 6.1 ~ " 1.3 . 6.2 © 1.0
R LT T e T
-9 ?Jﬁ, 0. (S, 5.8 B 0.9 0, 6.1, = 1.2 6.2 , 0.8
' SN SR g s ) ~ .
5.7 1.

1d - : ! 02‘, © ’ﬁ‘]l-voz » ; 5’.8 - 1.2 B 5.3'. 1.4

. . . . ~ %-. 'g . .
12 6.1 8 "t 5% n‘,.'*go,.ggio 6.1 1.0 . 5.8 0.8

‘ : > ¢ Te .4’ ? D@A‘ ‘% o * * _ L
13 ° . 6.3 (ﬁ . 5.3 - 0,9 5,957 . 137 6.8 0.4 -
N - ’ 5" e ? ‘é: . . ‘s
4. 6.3 ' 0.8 . 57 , 0.9 -"‘i 65 \o.(a S8 T ,-0.8°
. ™ . S . . ‘
15 5.9 7 .1.0 5.3-7 j0 - _; 6i . 5.5. 1.0

1€ ° 6.1 1.0 - 5.5 * 0.9 g() , . '.7 5.8 © 0.8 ~

17 5.8 1.1 5.3 1.0 :
e .
18 C 6.1 1.0 - 5.5 1.0 6.3 .0 8

. ‘e .
19 5.8 1.1 5.3 1.1 . 6.0 " 1.1_
li . ¢ . 3 - ) , .
2 5.8 1.1 5.3 ‘1.1 7T 6.;. - 1.2

21: _ . 6.0 B9° . 5.4 - 0.8

22' . 5.8 1 0.8 5. - 710 @5 .8 172
: . <L . - - ‘t .
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. 7 " Table-29 \%@
. . ¥ . - - ,
Comparison of -COR Scores Across Three Years (1974-1976) - 1&1
N For B.S. Subjects Who Entered-Study in 1974 o
N - . "_‘~ . ‘ ' T
. - ’ . b g " ’ v
Factor GRP 1974 (N=31) . GRP 1975 (N=26) GRP 1976 (N=15)
X SD . X SD - X 5
l M B
| 1 - 5.1 1.0 6.1 0.9 5.8 1.0
1 2 &9 1;0 5.8 0.6 5.2 " 1.0
1 , : . -
| 3 4.9 1.2 5.8 0.9 5.3 . 1.4
T . " B .
T 4.5 1.1 6.0 0.9 & 4.7 1.8
pi ) . .
5 5.4 . 0.9 6.4 0.6 6.3° . 0.9
6 5.1 0.9 k.o 1.0 4.6 2.1°
| 7 5.4 1.1 6.2 _ 0.9 57 1.4 -
‘ . , . o] )
j 8 . . .. 5.5 0.9 6.2 0.7 5.6 ‘1.4
- i . . . . .
; 9 5.5 .0 6.2 ., 0.9 T Y
007 sk . L1 s2 < 10" s, 1.2
S| . ﬁ‘ .o, " . - 2 . )
o 459 % 1.3 5.7 1.1 4.8, " 1:6
12 © 5.4 1.0 6.4 0.8 5:8 N\ 1.1
¢ Y [ ‘o k-4
. ~ o
13 5.8 0.9 6.2 @ 0.7 $6.5 0.5
14 5.9 0.8 * 6.5 0.7 6.2 0.8
15 5.2 12 65 0.6 5.8 ' 1.2
1*’ .55 1.0 6.5 0.7 T - 5.8 1.2
BV 5 1.2 6.6 0.6" , 5 1.2
! . . »
| 18 5.7 0.8 6.2 0.7 5.7 1.1
| [ .
18 5.0 1.1 5.9 _ 1.1 5.4 1.1
9 ‘ : R4 ¢
.20 5.1 . .0.9 671 ' /1.0 5.1 1.0
| yo - : ]
.. 5.3 1.0 6.3 0.7 5.7 0.9
.22 4.9 0.8 0 1.1 /5 6 - 0.8
, N g )
S ,}\NSI .




Table 30

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

i ‘ .,

<N . .
Factor . GRP 1975 (N=28) GRP 1976 (N=15)
' - X SD X. SD

6.1 5.4

5.7 ' 5.3

.

5.90 . !‘ 5.2

5.8 ) 4.8
6.4-

-

6.2,

6.3
6.4
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.™ .o &§\ . Tahle 31 . 3t
COMPARISON OF NATIONAL TEACHER EXAMINATIONS SCORES A p )
. .. . 'FOR FIRST YEAR SUBJECTS 1973-1976°BY YEAR
GRP 1973(N=48)  GRP 1974(N=27) GRP 1975(N=28) GRP,1976(N=21) )
Test == . = ~— — <5 - b
- © X SD X SD X SD . X, Sp” ,
< - ¢ N “ .
Tch. Area - N . .-
Exam. . 591.4 "66.9  604.3 75.3 . 590.4 85.5 . 632.1 54.5
- Prof. Ed. ‘ - e .
. Test 218.5 31.1  229.5 39.2 216.4 49.9 65.5% 31.4

Composite 1,140.6 114.6. 1,174:9 148.3 1,161.9 157.2 1,228.8 97.3

» r

v

f/. ~ *Examination scoring «changed in 1975-76. )

American College Test . ) v N ’ '

Ea
Table 32 shows comparative data for the results of the -administration of
L the American College Test for all subjects across the four yean period. ‘It
.should be noted that students complete the ACT prior to admission to the
freshman class of the University. No signifilant differences were noted in®
the’ sub-test or the composite scores from administration of the instrument.

¢

~ In general, the subjects were above the meah for all™mtudents admftted to "
the University during the period 1967 through 1972 ‘(the possible date of .
. initial admission to the University for the subjects)’ :
~ / T .\ ‘ - N . o~
Quality Point Averages : ; . . o ’ '

Table 33 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations: for
a varilety of undergraduate quality point- averages in selected subject
" matter areas for subjects across the four years of the study. ‘In general,
across ﬁhe;four year period quality point averages has increased; however,
,application of the ANOVA indicated no significant differénces. )
B < /

@

F 4

Califormia F-Scale * .
“w jﬁ \ . .
4 A comparison of the r@sults Of the administration of the Califqrnié

F-Scale to all first year subjects is shown in TabI% 34. In general, the
- - subjects in the first year of the stydy tended - to exhibit more authoritarian -
’ tendencies than did subjects in’the second and third year of the study.
Application of the analysis of variance technique indicated no significanfx -
.differences between the four groups:. - . « . R S

=
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- - s o, '( . " o Table‘ 32 H% ) § .
: L COMPARISON OF AMERICAN COLLEGE. TEST SCORES FOR FIRST YEAR °' e

‘. SUBJECTS 1973-1976 BY YEAR e _ .
] - & ' < . ) L
Area GRP 1973(N=32) GRP- 1974(N=27) GRP 1975(N=25) GRP*1976(N=21)

. 4 . X SD X SD X = sp X - D
English 20.3 7.8 19.0 8.0  20.0 7.1° 19.9 . 3.2
Mathematics * 17.3 , 8.5  15.7 _ 5.7  ,16.5, 5.2. 17.4 6.2

vt R 4 PY - vt
Soc. Sci. 6.5 6.8 . 17.9 8.7 - 19.1 7.2 19.3 - '5.6 -
’ ) . : °
L . . . -
Nat: Sci. - '17.8 5.3 21.6 114.9 2154 11.4° - 20.9 , 3.4
Composite , 19.5 11.9  18.7 7.1 20.6 11.2 _ 19.6 3.5 . *®
- il - @ . _’d
Table 33 .- . o ' L ,
. COMPARISON OF QUALITY POINT AVERAGES IN VARIOUS AREAS FOR FIRST YEAR ~§
e SUBJECTS 1973-1976 BY YEAR - ;
1 = : "y
Area GRP_197,3(N=§2): GRP_1974(N=32) ,GRP 1975(N=32) GRP, 1976(N=21)
. X SO . -X SD. X - SD X SD
Sog. Sci.  -2.48° 0.58 2.58 0.74  2.57  0.71 , 253 0.69
- . 3 *'
. Science 2.43  0.77 2,55 Q.66  2.72  0.74. 2.49  0.65 .
Mathematics 2.55 0,85 2,77 -6.75 2,93  0.92-° .2.93 0390
. . C . fe
English 2.52° 0.85 2.73 0.38 2,75 0.65  2.83 - 0.62 \
. ' - D "‘/ ’ )
Ed. & Psy. 3.20 0.47  3.31 _0.38  3.44. 0.29 - 3.42  0.29
Major Field, - 3,23 _1:31 3300 0¥89°  3.28"" 0.43 - 3.40° - 0.%48
. OVerall’ 2.84  0.44  3.064 0.72 3,10 0.4 _3.15  0.48;
e N ” ) LN - “s .
Principais' Ratings . B : ’ %
LY o ' = ’}\
¢ Table 35 shows, the mean and standard deviation oF the principals' ratings
) of the first year SubJects across the four years of the study Application of
the analysis of variance technique to.the data indicated there were no
significant differences on each of the four facters across the four;years of
the study. Similar results were noted for individuals in the second and
third year of the study (Tables 36 and 37). -
. . . . . ‘: °
h ’ 54 » ) ¢

P
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P Table 34° ‘ -t %
- i 3 ‘
. ,
COMPARISON OF F-SCALE SCOREE FOR FIRST YEAR SUBJECTS 1973-1976 BY YEAR
. ; g
GRP 1973(N=40) GRP 1974(N=29) 'GRP 1975(N=31) GRP_1976(N=29)
Y X S$D X ' s . X sb X SD

o

-

112.6 9.5 101.7 + 20.0 101:9_ 24,27 97.1 15.9

e T ¥ Table 35 L . ‘

v

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

L, -

»

Factor . GRP_1973(N=46) GRP 1974(N=29) GRP'1975(N=29) GRP 1976(N=21)
«X - SD - X s .. X Sh, . X SD

4,09 0.73  4.03 _ 0.77  4.21 -0.69  4.30  0.63

N

4.1y 0.85  4.17  0.89  -4.48  0.69 . 4.39  0.66

]

4.18 ,0.72* 4.03  0.68 _ 4.25 0.75  4.39.. 0-66

¢
N

409 0.70, .42 078 4.14  0.70  4.36  0.66

! )
* . . . .

-
.

: . Taple 368 = v

e - >

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

-

=
’

Factor CRP 1973 (N=28). -  GRP 1974 (N=26) _* GRP_1975 (N=17)
. X SD = X . X SD

.

04 ke 7 ‘4.2 0.9

4.5 0.7

4,2 0.8
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_ . - : Table 37 . .
" COMPARISON ‘OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME OF BEING IN STUDY
- " FOR THIRD YEAR (1973 and 1974 GRADUATES IN, 1975 and 1976)
9 . 3 . ‘
Factor _ / (GRP 1973 (N=20) GRP 1974 (N=19) .
A . : X - s - . ) X SD
I_ C 4.2 . 0.8 - , 4.4 - 0% , .
- \ . P o~ ,' o~ « . ° . ‘
IT. .- - o 4.2 0.9 C R 0.7 s
N 5 . ° e -
I1T: . 4ob 0.8 . T 4.3 0.6
v \ SN | 0.8 . ' 4.2 0.7
- - \ AR . - , . R - L]
\ - - . R
. Table 38 T ' ' .
V.

'COMPARISON OF SET-I' SCORES FOR FIRST YEAR SUBJECTS ACROSS THREE YEARS 1973-1975

-

O > o .
N - - g B * 4\,\/-";\4/)‘
- A

GRP 1973(N=25) GRP 1974(N=10) . GRP 1975(N=19) ‘' GRP 1976(N=15)

Factor X%. sD X SD. X ®w X sb
I 3k4.5 45.8 307.9 56.8  347.6 ~ 32.8 347 323
T 346.6 383 309.6  70.4  347.3 -.24.3 - 338 35.0
= IFT ¢ 307.1  63.6 1 57.1 '.303.5.' 38.7  292.3 ¢ 36.9
v . 306.6. - 38.2/:;6 3.5 3048 38.5  294.2 2.4

v 255.9  44.9  236.0  55.6  247.5  48.6  273.8 .39.§°

ner
‘e ,. ’

VI*Total 315.6  29.4 ° 292.8 . 342  310.1 25.7  307.3  20.0

. B .
. . Y

) . [
. .

Student Evaluation of Teaching h . . .

Table 38 shows the means and standard deviations for the- figﬁt year
*  sybjects across the four years, for each of the factors of the SET~I and
"~ the total score (VI). 1In general those individuals who entered the second
year of the study were rated lower by their students than those individuals \
who entered the study in 1973§or 1975 and 1976. Table 39 shows similar
data for all subjects during their second year in the study and.Table 40 §
shows the results for third year subjects. Again the applicatign of ‘the - s
.+ * < analysis of variance or_ t-test techniques.indicated no significant differ-
ences across years. ' , .
s o Y

” * e . 2 ~
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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 1975 GRADUATES IN 1974, 1975 and 1976)
. . _ ) ’
* Factor GRP_1973 (N=25) GRP 1974 (N=14) GRP 1975 (N=7)
X . 8D X SD . X SD
ST | 293.8 37.6 T 33.6 | 3L.2 350.7 . 29.2 .
I 361.6 71.9 356:8 - 18.4 338.7  °31.0 ¥
< R . ! ] R
III . 313.4- . 43.0 ‘ ’298.4; .35.6 - 303.3 50.1
k' 4 v 4 * ~
“r IV 265.8 48.2- 310.1 32.2 -286.4 26.7
v 243.0 . 40.2 2674 41.2 . - 7279.4 49.5
‘VI-Total  295,6 . 47.7 - 3138 19.4 211.6. . . 30.9 °
’ . v « -
o S Table 40 i )
. N > .
COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES FOR B.S. GRQUPS AT TIME OF. BEING IN STUDY
FOR THIRD YEAR (1973 and 1974 GRADUATE IN 1975 and 1976)
Tactor . GRP_1973 (N=14) . .. GRP 1974 .(N=.11)
v ' 1 . X SD S X SD -
T « 3384, - kb4 3 3272 39.3
L © 355.0 - 25.5 ©344.1 21.9
IIT , - “ 298.0 56.5" - 289.9 -  60.3 .
. ’ . ] . )
IV . 300.2  32.2 , 295.7 G3.5 ‘
. . . % .
Lov ’ 275.9 . 36.8 . . 236.7 )
‘ ‘ - . @
VI-Total L | 311.5 27.6 -, 2985 - 32.8° » b
* = . "& .
» 7 J ‘ , !‘ ? . ¢ v N

Interaction Analysis
. ’ , T ” . - .

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

- N ” X -
“ - - - ~ & R
'Y . ) - . . - .
A ‘ . .
[N [ ‘;‘l) . \ | e . '

'S
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data indicated a significant.differepqe.( at the .05 level) in the
Lecture/Total ratio. Application ofggthe t-test indicated that there were
significant differences between first and second and third and‘gﬁcond and

fourth and first and fourth year, subjects.
significantly -lower for the 1974 group than
1976 groups.

No explanation can be of
ratio for the 1974 group. .

A v

Table 41

The Lec/Tot, ratio was .-
either the 1973 or 1975 and

@ *

2

fered for the apparent lower Lee/Tot

;

pl

\COMPARISON OF RATIOS FROM INTERACTION ANALYSIS -FOR
FIRST -YEAR SUBJECTS 1973-1976

-

s

.

-~ 0 i . ,._\.7\
Raion CRE_1973(=39) CRP 1974(N=31) * GRP 1975(N=38) .GRP 1976(N=18)
. X SD X SD X .SD X SD
. \ ' ’
i/d 2.10 ° 3.60 .32 1.96 3.18 3,25 , 3.16 2.9
1/D 9.98  1.57 0.65 0.46 0.75  0.45 0.87  0.68
ST/TT ~ 0.64 =061 0.78  1.17  0.52 - 0.19  0.69  0.50
. -2 > . N
$41/Tot  0.47 ' 0.99 ' .-0.50  0.76.  0.39 0.36 0.23  0.13
Lec/Tot’ * 0.51 " 040  0.18  0.51.  0.14  0.45

0.21

_qiza

" Tables 42 and 43 show similar results for all
subiects respectively. Kpplication of analysis

sigpificant differences. y

2

.

1Y

Table 42

>

<

»

-

cond and Ehir@«year
variance indicated no

COMPARISON OF RATIOS FROM INTERACTION ANALYSIS FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME OF
BEING IN STUDY FOR SECOND YEAR 11973,1974, and 1975 GRADUATES IN 1974, 1975 .

. " and 1976), S
4 . ‘o, s

Ed

Ky

Ratio X SD X Sp ¢
. . * . -

1/d 0.70  0.31 0.71 7 0.49° . 1.67  2.02
- . -' . . . N

I 1,55  1.03 ©1.93 - 1.77 2.38  1.48

) .- - . ‘m ’
ST/TT ©0.58  0.44 | 0.80+ " 1.00 0.77 '0.43
$11/Tot 0.3  0.36 0,53  0.43 0.14  0.19
Lec/Tot 0.45  0.16 0,47  0.16 0.61  0.89
9 LY * ‘ _:

534 GRP 19§i!!!§isx
. X  gp-

GRP 1974 (N=26)

GRP 1975 (N=14)




. Table- 43
4 ' )

* £OMPARISON OF RATIOS FROM INTERACTION ANALYSIS FOR B.S. gROUPS'AT TIME- OF

- BEING IN STUDY FOR THIRD YEAR (1973 and 1974 GRADUATES IN 1975 and 1976)-

patio - i GRP1073 (N=23) - \ 'GRP_197‘4 (N=24) -
‘ X SD : X SD
T ON | ' 0.47 ° 1.08 - | 1.01  0.79
I/p- - '5 ' 1.16 0.30 S %.37 2.13 -
t.o.osyIT o'.39 o.’zz. . . 0.55 3 0.27
’ sil/Tot ¢ 0.31 - 0.27 - _0.18 © 0.15
. Lec/Tot . 0.59  0.16 0.48 | 0.39

Classroam Observation Record

" Tables Gf’through 46 show respectively the results of the use of the
Classroom-Observation Record for all first, second and third year subjects.
Again; only minor significant differences were noted across the various
- groups. ' . i \

N . ) Summary

N . % ”

— In summary, this chap r has presented selected data collected from
‘other than first year subjects in the study. Also,.a brief study of
comparisons of data .collected overdthe four year period'of the study has
been-presentéd. Results of the study indicated some differences in the
correlational patterns of the varidbles under examination. Comparison
of data collected on 'the same “groups of subjegts across four, three and two

. Indicated few differences. Data collected on four groups of first year
subjects, three groups of second year SubJects and two, groups of third year
subjects also revealed few differences. It might be conclided that the
subjects changed little over, the four years of the study and that the R
graduates entering“the teaching field have changed little over the period.
Further study will be~conducted in future years of the project to verify -
these fesults. Also,. additional analyses will be conducted to verify other
hypothesized results,

e hd . -

m%k . . —
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Comparisaon of COR Sc

© " Table 44

. d

&

<

ores For First Yea; Sub

jects 1973-1976 by Year

44

=

=
ra

Factor GRP 1973(N=42) o 1974(N=31) GRP 1975(N;31) " w GRP 1976(N=21)
~ X - SD ° X SD X . SD X ~ ™ sp
1 6,0 6.9 51 w0 e 0.9 5.3 L4
,:2‘ 5.8 0.9 4.9 1.0 5.7 0.9 5.1 1.2
3 5.6 1.0 4.5_ - 12! ‘5.9 0.8 | 4.9 1.2 -
4, 5.2 1.2 4.5 1.2 - 5.8 0.9 44 . 1.5
SN
5 6.1 0.8 S.h 09 6k 0.6 6.3 " 0.8
6 5.7 1.0 5.1 0.9 6.2 0.9 5.1 1.7
7 6.1 . 0.9 5.4 1.1 6.3 0.z ' 5.5 .- 1.1
8 6.2 0.8" 5.5 ‘0.9‘ . 6.4 0.7 5.6 L3
9 6.2 0.7 5.5 1,00 T %6.3 0.9 - 5.5 1.5
10+ 5.7 1.0. 5504 | 1.1 5.7 0.8~ 5.2 1.4
11 5.4 1)1 7 . 4.9 1.3« 56 0.8, . 4 1.6
12 6.1 - 0.8 = 5.4 1.0 6.4 0.7 5.7 1.4
13 63 0.7 5.5 . 0.9% " 6.4 0.7 6.7 0.5
14 6.3 . 0.8 5,90 0.8 . 6.5 0.7 i L
' - < “~ . . )
15° \jg 1.0 - { 5.2 2 = 6.3 0.8 * 5.8 1.2
16 | 6.1 o . 5.4 1.0 6.3 0.8 . 6.2 11
17 5.8 1.1 5.0 1.2 6.3 0.8 ° 6.0 ’v‘ 1.0
18% - 6,1 1.0 5.7 0.8 6.1 1.0 5.8 - 1.3
19 .. 5.8 1.1 s 1. .58 o8 s 13"
20 5.8 ', 1.1 5.1 . 0?9 6.4 0.7 5.5 -+ 1.4
o 6.0 0.9 5.3 1,0 6.5 0.7 5.5 1:0
2 5.8 ., 0.8 4.9, . 0.8 5.8 w08 - 5.1 L4
. \-»:‘ “u N, ) <
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s . Table 45 : i _
Cc_)mp.ar‘:ison of COR. 8cores:For B.S. Groups At Time' c;f Beihg in Study For B
Second Year (1973, 1974, and 1975 Gradgates in 1974, 1975, and 1976) o .-
Factor GRP 1973 (N¥28) ' GRP 1974 (N26)  GRP 1975 (N=15) ;
X SD X SO, X. S
N R S S 0.9 5.4 1o,
Ly 5.0 " 1.1 5.8 0.6 ST 53 o Lx
3 4.9 1.1 5.8 0.9 5.2 1.1 =
ol 4.9 1.2 " 6.0 ‘ 0.9 4.8 1:2 Q )
) 5 . 55 1.0 64" 0.6 -~ 63 - 0.9 e
6 5.2 1.1 . . 6.0 1.0 5.3 1.7
' 7 5.5 1.4 6.2. 0.9 . 5.5 14
' 8 (5% - 1.7 "6 " 0.7 " “5.8 ) 1?2 $oT
! 9 % 5.8 0.8 6.2 0.9 5.9 1.4 )
\ 10 5.2 ‘1.2 © 6.2 1o~ s 3 1.3 "
& 11 5.1 101 | 5.7 ° 1.1 4.8 1.3 ) )
© o/ *.5.5 0.8 6.4 10.8‘ 5.7 % L3
13- 5.4 . 0.9 ez b L 6 0.6 o .
% 57 09 . 6.5 0.7 6.0, L3
~ .15 5.3 1.0 6.5 0.6 5.6 ’ 1.4 *® .
16 ‘5.5 0.9 6.5 0.7 59 . L.
¢ 17 5.4 1.0 - 6.6 0.6 5.8 v 1.4 ’
18 s4 Los | e 0.7 “, 5.6 1.5 -
19 5.3 5 1.1 | 5.9 1.1 /4' 5.6 130 .
2 - L - 5.3 110 6i1, 1.0 / 5.8 1.3 & -
21 ~=ﬁ:rss 0.8 6.3 07‘\‘" 757 L3 T
22 517 1.0 6.0 1.1 s T 1.3
o 'Y 3 - p) ‘
g 61 ) . ]
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Table 46 —
ﬂ ) Comparison of COR Scores for B,S. Groups At Time c';f Being in Stud‘y.‘
For Th}rd “Iea.lr.(l9'73 and 1974\Graduates in 1975 and 1976) | f
y o
-Facto;.“ . GRP 1973 (N=23) GRP 1974 (N=15)
X . SD XX $D
1 6.0 0.9 5.8 1.0 .
p) 5.7 0.9 5.2 1.0
3 5.6 1.3 5.3 1.4 ~
) - . '5.5' 1.3 - 4.7 1.8
. 5 6:4 0.7 6.3 0.9
. 5 . 5.7 1.3 4.6 2.1°
- 7 ¢ T 6.1 1.4 5.7 1.4
" 8" 6.1 - 1.3 " ®5.6 1,45 &
9 6.1 01,2 5:4 1.4
T 10 s 1.2 5.7 1o N
11 “Loss 1.2 t 4.8; 1.6 .
: 12 6.1 . 1.0 '5.8 1.1 .
13 5.9/ 1.3 ) 6.5 -0.5
14 6.5 . 0.6 6.2 0.8 -
~ 15 - 1 6a. 0.8, 5.8 2 .
: 16 6.5 0.7 5.8 1.2
R 6.4 0 0.8 . 5.8 . 1.2 .
" ' 18 ’ 6.3\\” © 0.8 5.7 . 1.1 . :
‘ 19 6.0 1.1 E R
20 : 6.1 - 1.2 5.7 «¥1.0
= 7T 6.7 07 57 * 0.9 '
2 - 58 12 5.6 0.8 )
’ 6 ’ '
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& . SPECIAL STUDIES RELATED TO MODEL = -

t “ . ’ ;
- ~The objectiVes of this chapter are to describe very briefly several

special studies that have .been carried out in connection with the total
application of the Tennessee Technological University Teacher Evaluation
Model. These studies are only representative of the type that can be
carried out. Other studies are planned for the coming year based oh the
voluminous data that have been collected ovVer the past four years. Readers
of this report ‘should feel free' to contact the author with regard to
Suggestions for other studies utilizing the .data. ' )

Factor Analysis of Classroom Observation Data

The Classroom Observation Record was heveloped by Ryans and described
in his publication Characteristics of Teachers (1). Throughout his work
-Ryans deéqribes in detai]l the development of the COR through the usé of .
factor analysis. The purpose of ‘this study was to replzfate the worg of

Ryans and that of Adams (2).
» .
. All data collected by use of the ‘COR were fac%dr'analyzed to obtain the
best solution to the problem. After extensive work it was found that the
' best solution was for three factors, which were similar to_those outlined
by Ryans. Table 47 shows the varimax:rotated factor matrix for the COR

[y

data (N =- 315). , . .

. Factor I consisted of items 10, 12, 14,.15, 16, 17, and 18 and -
eorresponded in part® to Ryans'Yo factor of responsible, systematic,
busine$slike versus evading, unplanned, slipshod teacher behavior. Factor
IT consisted of items 5, 6,%7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 19, 20, 21 and 22 and
corresponded to Ryans' X, fgctor"ofhkindly,'unders;anding, friendly versu¥
aloof, egocentric, restricted teacher behavior. Facgor I1I consisted of
items 1, 2, 3, and 4 which described pupil behavijor. Table 48 shows. a
sumpary of the eigenvalues anﬁ percent of variance accounted for by the -

' three factqr solution. P . - "
‘ £ Since the ‘results of the factor analysis approached those of Ryans' L
o original work, it was felt that the reliabilgﬁy of the instrument was in
part established. Resgults of the application pof factor analysis can now
be used in other types of andlysis, It should be noted that %he results -.
of the factor analysis also.approach the results outlined by Adams (3).

D

.~
» ~
¢ —_— - ‘ .

. Three Levels of Authoritérianism ,
M N

¢
3 . .

Previous studies conducted as a part of the longitudinal study have
indicated a relaticnship between effective teaching and levels of
authoritarianism exhibited by teachers. 1In order to test the hypothesis
with the data gathered as a part of this study, an examination was made

e
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- - &
é%riﬂax Rotated Factor Matrix for Cl%éfroém Observation Reébrd (N .= 315~Cases)_
. - . . & . - . .

=

Table 47- Do

.

L.

. Factors
- Ir 7

Items !

PP

- 1'2 Apathetic vs. Alert S . — . ~.191..

2.- Obétréctive.Vs: Rgspéhsible' , . .39¢ _ .209
Upcertain vs..égﬁfident . T .291‘.:
Deéendent vs. I;iziat;ng ¥ ‘

{?artiai Vs Féi;'
A;tacxatic‘vs. Demobrgtic

Aloof vs. Responsive

‘Restricted vs. Undérstandihg'

, Harsh vs. Kindly - .
- v
Dull vs. zzimulating '

Steféotype . V8. Orig}nal

o

Apathetic vs. Alert-

e

Unimpressive vs. Attractive:
L - ~

Egﬁding;&s. ReSponsiplé

Errgtiéivs. Séeady ‘
Excitablé vs. Poised
Uncertatin vs. éonfident‘

.*" Disorganized vs,‘System?tic )
{nflexible vs. Adaptable

.Pe;simistic vs..Optimisti;

Inmature vs. Integrated

H
Narrow wvs.. Broad
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Table 48 ~
3 ’ -
‘ _Eigenvalue and Percent of Variance for Classroom Observation Record Factor Analysis
. Factor Eigenvglue s %4 of Variance Cum. 7%
\ . E ¢ .
I . 12,25 84.4 y 84.4 .
. ‘11 . .1.30 9.0 93.4
N . .
III . . 0.96 / "> 6.6 100.0
! ) i - e
N s A ‘.

<\

of the F-Scale scores achieved by all subjeEts.

The subjects were divided

groups of approximately the same size Based on F-~Scale scores

into thrs;
(i.e., thHose with scores <90, 90-110, and > 110).
standard deviations and range for each of the three groups.

“The means

b

‘Table 49 shows the means, _

closely approximate those in a similar study reported,by Sandefur and Adams
(4). Table 50 shows an analysis of variancé for the data. Differences |
between the groups were significant beyond the .0001 level of confidence.

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

N—

&

v

"

5

Scale Score:

A]

N

Mean

o
Standard Deviation

A

i
| Rang#

< 90
90-110 ,

> 110

Total

P
i A \
4

52
t - 47
. @51‘

150

77.6
99.4
123.8

100.1

11.2

.508

24

1376

e

22.0

48-90
91-109
111-137

48177

—.

Y K ae

b

1
-

©

g

kN

Simple analysis of variance techniquescwve T e

applied to data

8 collected by Principals Ratings, Student “Evaluation of Teaching, Interaction *

o Analysis, and Classroom Observation Record over three levels of authoritari- .
.anism. as described above. Table 51 shows the means and standard deviations

- of the Principals Ratings on the four factors from the instrument. Use of o
the ANOVA indicated that there were\no 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. N

~

“ruy
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- : ‘ Table 50 ‘ . s
. L ¢ — ! ¢

Analysis of*Vat%ance for Three Groups Based on F~Scaleé sCUEEZ'

Source DF Sum Sqs. - " Mean Sq. F-Ratio
. ] ‘ ’ /’ . . 1
.Between : 2 \ 55.059.5 ' 22,529.7 "237.1%
3 . - : . . . .
‘W'ithin : 147 17,065.3 116.1 ._
Total 139 72,124.8 ' SO :
* .001 ) . o
B . S 3 : -
— .Table 51 '
Means and Stanéérd'beviations of frincibals'Ratings Based on - <
' Scores From the California F-Scale* —
. ' W
S F Ny F-Scale §:Q " * F=-Scale 90-110 F-Scale >110
actor A § SD X SD X )
- S , ; .
I e 4.2 0.7 4.3 . 0.7 4.0 0.7
I1 , 42 - 0.8 - 4.3+ 0.7 4.3 ‘0.8 -
OIET T 4.3 0.7 D43 T 0.1 4.1 0.7
. Y N .\ ) . ~ - ' ‘ '
Iv- 4.3 0.7 4.3 . 0.7 4,0 0.8
'o - . N v . aﬁl . M Al Al
T &F—Scale < 90, N = 69; F-Scale 90-110, N = 4Q; F-Scale > 110, N = 42. - \
. T Table’52 shows the means and standard deviations for the five factors . ”
and total score from the Student Evaluation, of Teachin®-I across three levels .
.of authoritarianism. - In general, ‘those subJects who exhibited less v .
’ authoritarianism (lower F-Scale score) were rated higher by their students: T,

Application of the ANOVA indicated no significant differences between the

threé groups for each of the five factors and the total score. + Similar ™

findings were néted when the same techniques were applied to the, results

from the Studént Evaluation of Teaching-II (see Table 53) The ANOVA tables

have been omitted. . o .. o

. . . . s - A

w Application of the ahove techniques ‘to the data collected by use of

P interaction analysis generally favared the group whose, level of exhibited
authoritarianism approached the mean (see Table 54)., Application of the, - . |
ANOVA technique indféated no significant differences between the three s
groups (thege data have been omitted) v - .

" e L A
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S Tab1e52 SRR
Means 4nd Standarq.Deviations of Sgores from the Student Evaluation of
© . Teathing-I Based on Scores from the California F-Scale*

. . ° .
o P;Scale <90 . F<Scale 90-110 F~Scale > 110
Factor = SR =
© X SO . % X _sD. . X SD
- . @~ - . L
-1 "\’548 5 3.8 329.4 46,5 ° ©338.2 42.7
o . . ;, N -,
I - 6.4 458 . 3ustn 44.3 .. 340.4 - 45.5 "
I 309.7 - 48.8 -~ --297.6 53.4 ©.296.8 -y 47.1%
° ’ o . . ' ) ) ' © - - k
) o . 305.3  46.5 - .. 4310.5 51.3° 307.7 . 50.3
v © 26471 551 . 263.5 - S0.7 . 2444 . 59.0
VI - - 3161 49 305.2 ,57.1  305.7 3250
*F-Scale < 90, N = 49; F=¥caze 90-110; .N # 25; P-Scale> 110, N = 26.
v . _ . ~ i w" . » "‘ 'Y
Lo S " Tahle 53 ° ‘ -
S shle . s

~  Means and'Standard Deviationsepf Scores from the Student evaluation of~
Teaching-II Based on Scores from-the California F-Scale* -

. < L ‘l - i-L ii! ‘
Factor ~ { fzScale < 90 - F-Scale 90-110 F-Scale > 110 -
' . X . sp X *SD ° 7 x SD *
. . s-'\- - s 3
,° .. Rappost : 5.5 0.8 5.0 1-.8_' © 5.7 1.2-
: o :
Interactional Competence 4.% "B 1.2 4.3 L1, s.1 2.3
/ B . . ’,
° Stimulating, Interaction S ' ) . e )
&\ St}’le -/\ N - 1006 .t‘ 3(2" 902* ‘T 2'09//-9‘.9b - ’ 208';
° M » v . . N o
& Unreasonable Negati;}t{ - 8.6 0.9 8.0 2.5 , 7.8 2.2
LV~ r ¢ ~ S - v ’ ¢ ) . .
Fosterance of Self-Esteem 6.8 . 0.8 6.3 © . 2.0 6.5 1.8
o Wy v o > B

I
=
o

»

F-Scale < 90, N = 24{ F-Scale 90-110, & & 13; F=Scale » 110, N =

° ?

Tahle 55 shows a summary of the means and standard deviations of scores -
, » -  from the/COR based on:.level of exhibited authoritarianism. No significant
’ differences weré noted between the three groups on each of the 22 factors.
The ANOVA.table has been omitted. Table’ 56 shows.the means and standard

N . hd - -
* ~ - . ’
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- C. oo Table 54, .
-Mear;‘s and Standard Deviations of Flandets Ratios Based on Scores .
- . From the Califofnia F-Scaleé¥, . o . .
 Ratios — F-Scale < 90  F-Scale 90-110  F-Scale > 110 ’
. X 0 ¥ _ - s X ‘D
E ; , . .
Indirect/Direct (I/D) » 3.20 0.71- 3.57 . L.40 "2.68 1.10
Indlrect/,Direct (1/dgff 0.77 . 1.07 0.69 0.5 0.68 ..0.50 -
. Student/Teacher Talk A ) v s - . ;
(8z/1T) - 0.62 0.63 0.53 ~«  0.29 0.72 1.4
$11/Total Teaching . —~ ' .
(Sll/Tot) . /. 0.42 0.82 0.47 - 0.81 0.51 0.8 , .+ -
] - . . / 0
Lec/Total Teaching B ¢ @ ‘ .
(Lec/Toty 0:58 0.70  0.47 0.22 0.50° 0.21 -«
v ! \
*F-Scale.X 90, N = 52; F-Scale 90-110, N = 28; F-Scale > 110, N = 42 ‘ R
.U : ,l -v . . 3 v - )
N . ® ¢
- . " Table 55 . ‘ _
Means and étan’dérd Deviation of Score; from the Cl-assroom Observation Record 7},
Based on Scores from.the California F-Scale* o , e
) s : ~ -
. = '+ F-Scale <90  F-Scale 90-1;0 FSeale 7 110° . /5
WX T X SD\«_\- L
¥ Py o < “.~ { - TN . .
1 . 5.7 . 1.2 5.3 ™. 0.9 £5.7 = 0.9 .
°2 e 5.4 1.2 5.4 0.9 5.4 -0.9
) . ’ .
3 7 5,3 1.2 ~ 5.5 1.1 5.4 1.0 ¥
. N \{ , -‘-s . £ . .
4 5.3 ° 1.3 5.2 12 49 1.2 -
5 ° ’ el f:_..' 35:1 -1.1 6.1 0.8 5.9 L 0.9° ;
£ DT 7 ' < *
6 R % i, B T- 1.4 5.7 0.9 5.4 - 1.2 -
C ‘ : 17‘:’ v ‘ ’\ S
7 W 1,2.. 5.8. .-1.0 5.7 1.1
g B 5 ST .09 - 5.8 r 1.0+ ‘
9 - - S 104758 ¢ 1,1 3.7 L1
10 ’ “il.be 5.6 0.8 5.5 0.9
: ’a ~ ‘"M"' F
" - 4
60 : ‘
A i
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e o . Table 55 (continued) .
usﬁ‘ 4 b ° ’
o
. o L - .
. 1 5.3 1.4 5.2 0.8 5,4 1.0
12 L 5.9 1.2 5.9 7 0.8  6;0 0.9,
. . . \ ¢
13- v 6.4 0.8, 5.9 1.0 6.1 04
V. - 6.2 12 6.0 0.7 6.3 0.7
15 . 6.0 1.2 6.0 . 0.9 5.9 1.0
e e Ce 62 1.0 6.1 4 . 0.8 ‘6.0 * o.g
17 : 5.9 1.2. 5.8 1.0 5.8 1.1
18 o '5.9 1.3° 5.7 0.7 6.2 0.8
’ . . . <
19 : o 5.7 L.l 5.8 1.0 5.4 1.0
» ) S
'20 601 101 508 ) - d th 5.7 102
Y 5.8 1.1 58 1.0 5.9 .. 1.0 -
22 N A VR 0.8 5.3 . 1.1
*F-Scale < 90, N = 55; F-Scale 96-110, N = 28; F-Scale > 110, N = 35.- '
’ - . - Table 56
Means and Standard Deviations of Scores for the Three Factors (Obtained by
Factor Analysis of the ClassroomﬁObservationﬁRecorg Based on Scores from the
: California F-Scale .. . .
<-
. Factor . EScale£ 90 F-Scale 90-110 ~ F-Scale >110
' . X SD X SD X SD -
b -5.9 . 1.1 5.9 1.0 6.0. 1.1
A i . . ¢ - . -
II . 5.9 0.9 5.8 1.0 5.7 1.0
111 - 5.4 1.2 5.4 .0 54 1.0

.0

deviations ‘for the three factors.(baged %n?thefugg-ofmfactor analysis) from
* thé COR based on the three levels of authoritarfanism, Again, there were
no significant dif erences. ;- ' :
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Summarz o b

. In summary this chapter has presented the Fesults 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 the factotr
.analysis of data collected by use of the Classqum Observation Record were
similar- to those reported by Ryans' in work performed during the late 1950's.
This would indicate that the instrument¥has, teasopable reliability. '

b Examination of the levels of autHbritariéniéﬁ"éxhgﬁi?ed.by subjects in the
study to data from‘other instruments were ﬁoundi§-§5; simila® to results
-from other reported studies. In general, it mipf¥abei oncluded that subjects’
who tended to be less authoritarian were exhibitifpymagd of the qualities
associated with good teaching than subjects;whbatende L be more ’

authoritarian. This hypothesis will be tested further’ as a part of the
total study. The readers of this'study are invited to rafse other questions

that might be answered with the data that has been previously collected. A -
N . ! ,
- - - ot . ' .
o .
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CHAPTER V - e

-

R /4 . - * .
SUMMARY, CDNCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND FUTURE PLANS M
. ° . . -

The objectives pf this chapter are fourfold: (1) summarize briefly
the total evaluation'study ‘that was conducted in 1976-77; (2) summdrize
some of the major eonclusions of the study{" (3) make recommendations based.

on the conclusiqgs of the study; and (4)-present plans for the continuation
+ Oof the .study. - )
N bid -

@
L]

N N : Summary

.
o
’

" Four distinct groups of subjects wéere Uged in the study. The first _
group consisted of 23 individuals who participated in the first three years
. of the study and received their'degrees between 1971 and 1973. . Fhe second
" group received their degrees in 1974 -and consisted of 22 individuals who P
were participating for the third year. Group three consisted of 25
-individuals who received their degree in 1975 and were participating for
the "second year and group four consisted of 26 1976 graduates who were in-
thef¥ initial year of the study. Detailed data were cdllected on each
, Subject by use of standardized instruments administeréd:by‘specially
trained graduatg, assistants or from University records. _Basic iﬁstrumeqtation
and procedures for the study were pilot tested during'the first year of the -
study and included: (1) Uhivergity permanent records and transcript infor-
’ mation; (2) principals’ evaluation of.each subject by the use of two different
= instruments; (3) administration of the California F-Scale (only to those o
Subjects who weré'pafticipating in the study for 'the

first' time) to measure *
individual prejudices -and anti-democratic tendencies; (4) administration of -

the Classroom Observation Record.and the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form; (5)
. * administration of 6ne form of the Stadent Evaluation of Teaching to the *

. . * students of the subjects; and (6) a ten ¢ategory interaction analysis system
All data obtained in the study were-

to record observed classroom behavior.
Descriptive.statistics, ‘e

I

classified, coded, and key punched for analysis.
inggrcorrelatioﬁs and comparisoms were computed. The major ﬁindingsﬂof‘the
study were divided into.three major parts, e.g., first year subjects,
compar¥isons across time and by #ea, and ,special studies. i

1

\.

The major findings.of the study for the first year subjects were similar =
. to those reported iii the first three years of the study. Therefore, o

detakled explanation of the findings wil{ be given at this:point (see Chapters

IT and-III)., Detailed comparisons across four, three and two years of the

. study, for those individuals that entered  &he project in, respeceively, 1973; *

. 1974, and 1975 indicated few differences. The differences that were noted

were minor and in most cases no explandtion can be offered for the changes.
Comparisons were also .made of all -first year, second year and*third year

- .~ subjects. Again, only minor differences yere noted,” In summary, it appeared «

that the subjects who had been in the study for mére than one year had changed '

little. Also it, appeared that those studeqts‘WhO'entered,the study in 1976
were little differént frofi their counterparts that wer
of .the project. . : T

AN

e in the initial year <
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Chapter IV pf this report summarizes the results of two special studies
+ that were conducted in. the past year. Factor analysis' of the COR gave
results similar to that reported in the literature. A study of the results
‘of the administration of the California F-~Scale indicated that thos subjects
" who appeared to be less authoritarian exhihited many of the charactekistics
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. Th¥e follow in the
rext two sections: - . o

°

.o Following are the major conclusions of-the study based on the findings.

, It should bé noted that additional analyses of the data are planned, that may
make additional conclusions warranted. This section is divided into the ,J//
following parts: Use of the Evaluation Model, Evaluation of Graduates.During +

' 197?—77, Comparisons of Data Across Time, and Special Studies.

a

o ) ’ >

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 gf teacher
education at Tennessee Technological University. ) . ”

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

t
]

. . , . . }\.

3. Modifications can be made \{n the original model that can lead-to more

valid and useful information for an institutiod wishing bohrepyicasg the
R A G T

Plan of evaluation. ’ ] R

By
. . .’

. a4l Soﬁe problems have resulted in the collection and aﬁélyéeg of’ﬁath
because of the attrition of‘subjects’from the first two years of . 'the
study. Additional attrition in the future may make, it difficulg\to

draw valid and reliable conclusions. L e )

- RS i ~

5. Better and more refined methods are needed for training of thé graduate
assistants in the use of the Classroom Observation. Re
that some of the signifrcanf'differences that were noted\in the study -
may have been due to unreliable observations. ) )

!

-

\
5

»

. Conclusions ) . . T\\\;\\\\
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Evaluation of Graduates During 1976-77 . - o
1. The pupils of-more experienced teachers appeared to be more alert, .
. initiating, and reso ;é&fuI’in their classroom actiVities. "
*';5/ o\"‘
T s L o 2
- 2. Subjects with greafer expéniénce in the ¢lassrodm appeared to be more
fair, democratigc,/alert, and have a brod@sr base of behavior than the ~ .
‘less experienced teachers. ”“Nt‘

-~
° . N s

3. Students of subjects An the uppgr grades felt Ehat the teachers did not
exert¢ise enough control in the classroom. s
L (

4, - As percelved by students, the teachers in the uppex grades were more
directive in their ‘instructional activities than ‘teachers in the lower
grades. i , y ~

’ -~
°

5. Subjects at hlgher grade levels are using significantly more lecture in
| ) cwhe classroom than teachers in 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 cheérful,-knowledgeable and. poised and non-directive in
their teaching. . . T

v
AR 3
.

e 7. Subjects who achieved higher quality point averages in their major
teaching fields tendéd 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 wvere teaching in_the upper
grades where less democratic .and more authoritariar tea%hing\Qethods . -
were used or the subjects were attempting to completé a specified unit
.0r curriculum. )

EY S

- e
. »
. ’ . ¥ *

8. Subjects with overalléﬁigher quality 'point’ averages and years of
v experience appeared to use-more indirect methods than students.with .
’ - lower quality point averages. . , ‘ t
., . .
9. Overall scoreg achleved by the subJects on thé National Teacher
Examinations placded the indiv1dua}s at approximately the 50th percentile
which is comparable with.other groups -that have been, studied. .

2 e 5
yié s . Subjects who tended to achieve higher on the Professional Education
§7 e BN TeSt of" the NTE tended to be more knowledgeableqand poilsed than other

‘5"& j@;; 42% subjects. ¢ . ’ o
R N 17 ) . B -
;éan YR - ) .
’ 11.. Ratings of wvarious aspects of the teacher preparatﬂgn program of the ' .

‘ University by the 'subjects were similar to that of other groups of R
' 1ndividuals. A g .

- .

-

12. 1In .general, principals' ratings of the ‘subjects were high. Howevep, it
- should be pointed .oyt that principals rated the subjects somewhat .lower
in their knowledge and pnderstanding,of the, sciences and mathematics,, .%:1-
lacking effective use of community resources, handling disciplinary

R
i

e
14
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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 the°school, and cooperdtion and dependability.

13. There was a positive.correlation betweeh the, principals’ ratings and
various items on the Classroom Observation Record and the Student
Evaluation of Teaching. Based on the, principals’ observation (it
appeared that) the subjects in this study possessed many of the .
charactgristics of good teachers as reported in the literature. :
1l4. The subjects of this study appeared to be more non-authoritarian than - €. -
authoritarian as measured by the California F-Scale. ‘There were no
significant differences in scores achieved by the subjects when °
y exqmined~07 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. (The ratings of the subjects by the studefifs correlated highly ‘with A
\_/,~Sratings 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 poiseqi and on the negative ‘sidé\,the students perceived the subjects .
. as being more, directive than ndn-directive as measured by the Student
" Evaltatfon of‘Teaching. - , e : .
17. Thé'subjects in the study appeared to be ﬁsing.moré indirect than : -
direct teaching methods in-their classrooms. Indirect~direct ratios
based on 'the interaction analysis system used were 'higher. than for
comparable groups.’ . . . - p

- .

. - 4 .
18. Other ratiog computed from the interaction analysis observations were
comparable to thode reparted in the liPerature. : )
* . . . “*
19. . Many-of the characteristics reported in the literature of good teachers < B
‘ were noted as’'a result of the administration of the Classroom

Observation Retord.’ / . .

-

(4 N - , )
4

In general, the subjects of this study seemed to possess many of the
characteristics Qf .good teachers, as reported in the literature. As might. ;

.

! be expected, it was difficult‘to identify specific problems. Principals g
praised the téacher as did their students, 'Hogever, it must be'kept in mind
. thayy the subjects who' participated in this study were volgptegrs, ThereforeQ&
. . some bias has heen introduced into,the total study that may make some of the’
' conclusions invalfd when applied to the total population of graduates. .

2! Comparisons of Data Across Time

T - . . . . ,

- 1. Subjects who entered the study in 1973 (the first year of the project) . -
have changed little across. the four yéar period. v
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2. §ubjects who entered the project in 1973, 1974, 1975 or -1976 appeared °*

to be very similar in their first year.of teaching. Either the

UniverS1ty programs have not changed sufficiently for changes to occur

“or- the 1nstrumentation {s not sensitive enough to pick up: the changes.
3.5% Based on the results of ‘the very 1imited comparisons that were made,

the subjects reached a level of teaching proficiency during their ffrst

yeAr in the classroom and this level has remained nearly constant across

four years: . N

- ‘

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 bé further concluded that if there are
differences in the groups, the present instrumentatiom is not sensitive to

. the differences, N ' .

- [y - ‘ . “
S

Special Studies .

¢

.~ Only a limited number of special studies %%re carried out during the
year that' were related directly to the project. Following are several "~
major conclusions that,were advanced. >

A 3

1.- Levels of authoritarianism exhibited by the subjects did not appear
SN .to effect performance on the other instyumentatidén used inﬁthe'study.
Howeverd in general subjects who achieved ‘scores near the mean on the
.Californita F.-Scale appgared to achieve more desitrable saores on the
1nstrumentat10n reiative ta teach1ng performance. - -
2, Based on the 'use of factor analygis, the reliab11ity of the Classroom o
‘ Observation Record was established

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

- - * .
* ! Te : L
. . ) —

Recommendatigns . ‘ ; S

1

-

Based on the conclusions 6f this study, it is felt that the following,
recommendations are warranted. These recommendatdons center largely around
the continuation and modification of the study outlined in'this report. It
"is left to the reader to make recommendations relative to' his individual .
-problems and toward needed changes in the "teacher education pxograms of the

instltutlpn. . . , ) i’_
¢ ’ . - iy »
o B The plan outlined in th1s report should be, r/blicated during 1978-79

* adding another group of subjects who ¢ lete .their degree requirements
"« in 1977 : ) / ] . -

%iﬁ.- Continuing contact shotld be maintained with other institutions pursuing

© .. similar project d the’ literature related to ‘teacher evaluation should
e " be continuously monitored. - . ' . D~ -

. . .
', “ St .
. .. N

s R o . . “ A
B R .
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3.- Consideration should be given to the use of other instruments to gather -

© ¢ - data as they become available.. . . "
4. Further analyses of the data should be made employing more sophisticated
- .statistical techniques suche as factor analysis and discriminate analysis. %
Faculty of the nstitution and other indivi'duals should be encouraged to
reyiew the report and to request additional data analyses to fit their

individual needs ‘ -

A more’ extensive-data.bank of information on all students in the teather
educ®tion programs should be established. Thereafter, a more meamf?gful
study cah be made in: relation to predicting sugeess of graduates in

. teachlng . ‘ -

'

Better methods should be developed to optimize the participation of . -
subjects in the study. , ¢
Development and refinement of a complete set of computer programs for
use with the project should be continued. There is a need for more .
complete documentation of the programs available.
" Faculty and administrators should be encouraged to, make more use of the
' data that has been collected. and to request additional information.

Work should continue on ‘the development of other” phase 'of the total
“eValuation project, i.e., 1nstrumentation for use with\Ed.S. level
grpduates and for those individuals in such fields as administration,
supervision, and counseling.

r ‘ L4

Plans for the Continuatidh of ‘the Study Durin&1977-—78

During l9,x 78 particular empha31s will be placed on evaluation studies
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 population of 1973
“through 1976 graduates is 76. In addition, ,a sample of approximately
fifty 1977 graduates will be added to the study. - 5

. . Flgur Y, shows an ahh;eviated chart _for the majorégctivities of the
‘project during 1977-78. 1Initially, three graduate students will engage “in
intens1Vess¥ud1es of the use of the Classroom Observation Record, the Student - .
Evaluation 6f Teaching, and Interaction Analysis. This will occur from
approximately September 15 through Qctober 25, Concurrent with these
activities, a schedule of visitations will be deveéloped for the 1973~76
graduates that -have previously participated in the study. These 76
individuals will be visited starting the later part of October, 1977,
Visitation will continue“until sometime in January, 1978,

As soon as possible after the beginning of the- fallwquﬁfter‘ a survey’
questionnaire will be sent to all 1977 graduates of the teacher'education




%
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9/77 . = 1/78 . . 4/78 . 7778 T
Summary ofaActivities

'

1-4 klnallze ?lans for Visiting SubJects in 9-10  Prepare Reports of /Related Studies

1973-76 Phaqes of Study . _7-11 Select Sample of 1977 Graduates for
2-3 Training of Observers - . ) Intensive Study as Part of Followup
5-- Continuing Contact With Other Projects *- 11-12, Make School Visits on,1977% Graduates
and Survey of the Literature 13-14 Make School Visits o’(l973 76 Graduates
6-7 Survey All 1977 Graduates' . - ' 12-15 Complete Report§™and Submi ‘ .
b 8- 9§onduct OLher Related. Studles - . lS—--ﬁEegm Making Plans for 1@78 -79 Phase of Study . *-»
’ A A . . . . .,;‘%?: . ) = ) ) . . ,

- -t }

Figure . PERT Chart of Major Activities_ﬁp§~1977-78.'
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same time the 1977 graduates will be asked to participate . -
is antigipated that a dample of ‘40 B. S. level graduates
graduates will be selected. During the eatly 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.

.
Q

pfogram. At this
in the study. .- It
and 10.M.A. level

. Beginning in the late spring and cbntinuing through the summer of 1978, .
’ ‘ data analysis will be made and a report of the third year activifies of the

study will be prepared. It is anticiapted that this report will contain -
comparisons of the five years of the study, ,

During‘1977-78 at least one Oor more special studies.will be carried out
that will lend extra data to the total project.. Also,*it is anticipated
that further analyses of the accumulated data will be made as time and

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

will be made during the later part of, the summer of 1977. . ' .
A
i *
o Long Range Plans - .
Tentative long range pians hlave been made for the total project. The

' assumption has been made .that the level of fundinf for personnek 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 %0 the study
/}9 and those individidals who graduated prior to 1973 will be dropped The

~ Dbasic. plan outlined for i377 -78 will be continued during 1978-79. . \

Durlng 1977-78 an intensive evaluation will be ‘made of a11 data. that

‘has been collected ard major modificatiops may* be made in the research -
B

L design. It is further ant%g;patéﬁ‘tb(@ additional” instrumentation will :
-become_available which will make, the- project ‘ore meaningfulww& ‘

) ' . '
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Y 3 =" APPENDIX B
. . INSTRUMENTATION SUPPLEMENT .

The purpose of Appendix B of this rep&rt is to provide a, supplement

of infprmation for those individuals and institutions that m1ght be inter-

ested in feplicating the study. The first section of the Appendlx contains

a brief description of the procedures for the training of observers in the .

use of selected 1ns€ruments The second section contains copies (ar a
* description) of each instrument and a brief explanation of their uge in

data gathering..  The last section contains a listing of selected references

related to the instrumentation K

»

. . " Training of Observers

A critical element in the total process_ 55 of data gathering is thg use
of observers., During each year of the study three graduate research_assis-
tance have been employed to visit in the schools and to collect datgythrough—
out the direct observations of the graduates while they are teaching.
Particular emphasis has been placed on the use of Flander's Interaction .

) Analys'b the Classroom Observation Record and the Tuckman Teacher Feedback
Form. A critical element in the collection of .reliable-and walid data isr

»

the training of the observers. , .
'“//Initlally each graduate assistant was provided with all essential &
information about.each of the observation systems. In add1tion to informal . -

study/and review of the materials, a consultant -from the Department of

Educational Psychology and Counselor Education worked with the graduate .

assistantis 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 sessioms were |

“ scheduled in the- schbols of Putnam County that lasted approximately three.

weeks. s .

.
L 4 ? .

.. The training procedures used in teach1ng *the graduate assistants the
*+ use of interaction analysis are outlined by Amidon and Flanders (1). Basic-
ally these procedures included the memorization of categories, practicing
coding and recording and discussion of types of behavior related toP the
categories. Tra1ning in éthe use of the Classroom 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.optain a common point of reference for rating.
Practice sessions were conducted parallel with those rélated to learning
‘ interaction analysis. It shoyld be nated that, during thewtraining sessions,
the graduate assistants were always observing the same teacher at -the same !
time. : . . .. . e 4 ’

Reliability cepefficients were computed on a daily ‘basis to provide a | ? -
pregregs check on inter-observer reliability. The Scott coefficient
. recommended by Flanders {2) was-used to determine inter~qbserver reliability
- for 20 minute interaction analysis recording sessions. Similar technidues .

were used with the Classroom Observation Record and. the Tuckman Teacher 5‘;
. - v - L 4 . .. N
. / ‘,v R :‘,‘ B 8[‘)0 , . ’ ’\w % .




Fé%ﬁﬁack.Form. Inter-observer reliabilities for this study have been on..
the order of magnitude of .80 to .95. Intercorrelations of ratings of, the
Classroom Observation gecord and the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form were on
the order of .75. /~The values age within the limits suggested by Sandefur
(3), i.e:, .75 for inter-observer reliability coefficients for observa~
tional instruments. ”, - .

N »
-ins
o
LY s

e JInstrumentation

-

e 4 - “

‘Ingtruments and records used for data collection havé conbisted of
fivé general stypes: general information qdestionnaires, a persdnék};y
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 (4} and Adams (5) and on the
basis of their merit as research tools, contributions pf the data that couid
be collected to the objectives of:the study,’ their methods of administration,
availability for obtaining the required data, and minimal trainimg required .-
-for ‘administration«of the instruments. FoMowing is awbrief description of

Gg - €ath instrqunt or major category of déga collection:‘ Y

-
' oy

:Geheral Information Questionnéires..
a - N . - P - ]
A qugstionnaire designed 'to obtain career base line data and graduate's?
ratings of the, teacher education program (originally ‘developed in 1970 and
modified throygh several successive versions) was administeredAfo all sub- .

. jects during their finst gear in the study.-- Two forms of the instrument
are available. " The ff¥§§lfo;m (Appendix B-1) was deSigned to bejused with

individuals-&hp have completed the’B.A. 6r B.S. The instrument ‘contains
items?that provide information concerning demographic data, professienal
data, employment, history, 'and ratings of ten broad areas xelated to the
teacher preparation program. Items 1-9 of Section B of the instrument
were designed to assess individual's self-ratings of achievement of the
major objectives of the teacher education program- of the University.

' The sgcond jd;@*of the general information questionnaire (Appendix B-2).
was' designed to bé”used with individuals who had completed the M.A.- This
dnstrument was designed o gather similar information-5§'described for. the

bachelor's level ipsfrument. T B ¢

' - "
¢ : 3

.

- ~ 5. . ~ 0, — . . -
Both qf the above instruments are designed to be used as a part of&ggﬁ
" mdil Survey of all graduates of the teacher education grogram- in the. year.

following completion of degree requirements. 'These instruments provide

essential basic information needed, for completion of other phases of the - :
teacher evaluation model. - B ' . I T Y
‘ o kN . . . " - .

Permanent Reé;rds and Transcript Information _

2. . o . N B Y ‘ -

Complete transcripts of each subject's grades, etc. . have been obtaiqu

. from the Office of Admissions and Rec{rds. .Also the records gf the €allége °
of Educatioh have been reveiwed to locdte scoxes.from the National Teacher .,-
Examinations (completed by¥each subject during his senior year) and .other -
information. Appendix B-3.shows. a seiple listing of the-fype infprmarion -

3 emer

4 T -
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. .
_ |

collected and used as’ a part of the major study. - At times data from other
- instrumentation. has been cdllec/ted and used in sub—projects related to the
- main application of the teacher evaluatiom model/isfe‘Appendix A). !
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L AFOLLOWUP“STUDYOFBSANDBA"! P

© . © " GRADUATES OF TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL: UNWER&ITY R I

- . i .
) . - R PLdase do not .
t . . . L . . . ? .
o . ‘e . . T . v * .- P - . . wiite in "\IS;Q
. \ - . . . R ‘e . .. - svace.
, X - .. . - . . Ve <&
. o B . . ¢ . . . © . ..
br T ennessee T ech Graduate PR - . L. . . 08 IR
. . -g. ) . - o , . . Lo B -
. -,- e, > e . . . o . 4. .

. We are e)\baged n 2 study of graduags of e teochér educauon pragram’ hore af Tennessee 1 ech, Qut puvposes "n (mq study are :o

L 3
ermyne your %ppvalsals- of ‘your college pveparauun, yguv tedching exoonence and your ifptessions ol Jyour problems. Y o ttfouohxfub ]
ponse to 4he Guestioms and statements below will b ot great help and will pe Jmuch appreciated. Most sﬁigtemnots require orﬂyaa check | - . [
I 11 should take you no more than fifteen minutes to complete this guestionna'ire, All unformanor){‘vcll bc\u-ated as con(nde ual and énly Vo
e(;n cdhelusions replesemlng group d.):a witl be repormd .. M. T N . . e
“Please accept our thank$ for taking a !evs?‘ﬁunute': 10 (oll n rhe indigited b!anks aud fov re(ummq the quam-qnnalm 1h the encltosed
ressed Mvenope {. ¢ - -.*‘ i s - .. ; . ) R
't . . , . . . L4
' o Stdcere,ly’youré
M - *
. .
. g R
N ‘. .
-, k]
.
- )
N .
// ° 3
ame
LAST FIRST.
R . ]
Present Agaress -
. .
Permanent Mailing Address -
N .

. .

8achelor s Degree frorp' Teanessee Tech-

RN

Fiest Tfﬁlchmg Fieid (i ot

. . : - i R S AR
1 Etememarv d *2: Seconﬁafv .__.,;.."_'{3.}1 oi PE ._:_;_4 kcsrr s - R PR CCR )
PR Prs

-
Area of Teacher Certificanon

t LW PRI

g Early CQitdhood _ 6 $oecmx Sduca( '-j“- oty

2

JAte you now teaching.or' wi ‘l you be teachm,g thes ‘a2 2% _ 1 Ves

TN

f you answered Yes to Question 7. complete 7 (ALt Vou ang»_n?er'eg:'j
14 -
A Schoot Sysu.@- h . = -
. - v - ‘. - l"."' N
Name of School ° " P . -
- X T
. s R
Address of Schoot St e e
v . . .~ STREET [
\ - L. . N
CiTY . T -5 - STATE =
L . . w7 - e Rt
How many years have you taught zncludmg the DtQSeht’ ISR -8 =
e .~ T, :’r . ol RS -
. At what level wii! yvou bg generally teacmng thrs Yal|>- 3 1. Pus;choof gs A2 Gwﬂ&s %-3 '_,__€
£ e
:4. Grades 74 5. Gvade; m-u - 6. “Above’ m‘ﬂ Gmde\“ .
gy - '_:' . -:_ . - ~-J -. -‘;.;\’ .
18 If Vou are,not teaching check one of the reasons given ,'_..:.'..:._..ﬂ. Homemakmc
~ _ ) ry Tt
3. Contifuing forrhal study - - * 4..Un'emplqyeg- ° rETy kamg ‘m v.gdus{rv-» P ys, 50cna
. e ——itgede bacace and
" X N A K
’ 7. Other govergment work.d - 2 8. Othev ceasons cPlease specﬂy- ALl - o™ , a\‘- -
- & ) - 1_' . . - . ’.:.' - \ - ’.',.‘.'.'.
. N % . £y
Nave‘voq cqu’p!exed a‘Master 5 Degrec - 1. Yes 3 'NO
. -
Scheest .t : ” T el s
. S oLt
A you machm 0 your afea of cemhcauon’ 1. ves’ N
V 3] P Qo | — Yes ;

. LY -

% you answarad Ho to uues]«on 2. n what avea are you'wachmg% —
. .

Please vsnmmc your salzuy “for 3h0 o‘resent vear

o 87 000_.___4 57001 xoeaooo

5. 8 00Ot m $9,
ﬁa sit 001 to 812000 ‘ 9. Mom than slz 000

)

Ny
.
!
s’
4

: - R
b ‘ A H . -
Your age 120024 e 2. 25-29 3. 0- 34 : -, 38 o
. " ¢ H . - .
Martat status - 1. Single > 2. Married ;o \3s A
. - Lo PR S e
¥ . I > .
. B ) L e 3 .
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B. TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAM 71 ¢ ‘ .
(4 . , N . >
) £ - ‘\, : 3 ' -
In order to evaluate your teacher preparation program,gve would appreciate your indicating the.degree to which vou feel your coidage
experiences were satisfactory in 8quipping you with the necéssary|skilis and.understandings*in the following areds. Ppleage check v
the appwopriate space for, each rtem, . - R ‘ e : .
. ) . . . . ‘ . ~ =
. ? - > . > - : .
t i ) ’ g g T 8 > z
. . < e " € =50 .5 s " ‘
. - - .. 2 £ v, 2.% I )
. N ] 2% R £9 N e
% . . . , 3 . F -~ 2= 335 U
> 2 o Lom . w >¢ -
. ~ . T g.vr sco g = T .
. . . . .~ res S 28E o8 5>a
1. Your teaching personality . - 1>2 20D 3232 2. dnp N
3. Abitity 10 work with chitdren _ a - - 36 Ny
« . - - - ' ‘
b. Ability to work with colleagues . ! . s — - — . = R ® -
0 * - » T W e
C. Abihity 10 work with parents ¢ . . e ‘_. ©38
~ W '
s R N . \ .
2. Your gdneral knowledge and understanding of S h o . . 1 .
a. Sciences and Mathemancs . . \ : — — ) * ¥
< B - s
. b. Humanities . h o . . 40
* -
c. Social Sciences ¥ 3‘ . y 22 41
3 . N
3. Your abslity to use the Enghish-tanguage effectiyely t. . ) = 2 . 42
. . s
4. Your knowledgerand ungderstanding of the subjects which \ , . -
vou teach ' ’ - e . : — e - A 43
5. Your understanding of chsldren and youlh > : (ﬁ . . . .
- . N . 3 v
a. ms:g"n tnto causes of behavidr . . “ ’ N - 3 a4
. —_—_— —— —— -
b. Skl 1n working with exceptional chiidren.(the bright, N . N ' I
the du'l. the handicapped: ) . . - . £ ] a5 . o
c. Skift in mamlammé discipiine * - Y Yo 46
6. ¥our u'ncmsta‘ndmg of the" nature of the tearning process . : " . o 47
. A . )
7. Yous knowledge 9! souftes of teaching materniats ° ) < 3 ! 43, -
. - - ® -
8. Your abuiity to use teaching materials effectivelyy, v — * A9
> " s B
D). Your knowl€dge and understanding of N . ‘ . . , -
R e . E 4 ° . . .
«d. The purposes of lt;,c school 1n relation to the over-al! . . -8
purpose of socrely : : M 50 .
. . N I ¥
b. The socid! structdre of the community and jts*meaning for .&:! .. . N v
. ¢ducavon ) . ot - . s¥
¢ - ‘ t A A
¢ . . PR . . . b
) . . . . ‘r . .~
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S . ' £ = . & £ = z£& - F S A S o " ‘
expersences e . 33 N M3 z.‘; ) & ? >un =l - g \ R .-,
\ 2 o 1 2 3 (g . ’ [ & R
. v . “
3. INTRODUCTION TQ, TEACHING 8 s ] : 52
‘o v . (R v » N
b. GENERAL FS¥CHOLOGY o ’ . ' Y53 .
. . . - Y . - .
. HUMAN GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT ;& : z 54 °
' 6. EDUCATIONALPSYCHOLOGY . \ N . . . v . 55 .
. - . . . . e L) ~
. - © . 1) N .
e. SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION * . - A > B 56
d e t
» . i N . . . 3
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g, ey LY f .
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~ ¢ - Ay . . 59 .
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. ‘ * e y
Tenndssee Tech Graduate: :

- N
We ira ongaged 1m0 study of greduates of the teacher educ
fmine your appriisals ot your college preparation, your~teaching expenences,
onyp to the auestions dnd Statements beldw will be of great help and will
't Jould take you no more than fifteen minutes to complete this quesuonnaire,
fal condlusions reoresenting Groyp data wilt be reported,

and

All

Plad=e alcent vur thanks for taking 4 few minutes to fill o
.

’
aton program herg 3t Tennessee Tech.

be much 8ppreciated.

n the indicated blanks and for setyrn

\_'.

- Y

A FOLLOW-UP.STUDY OF MASTER OF ARTS- -
GRADUATES ‘OF TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVERSITY . -

2

vour impressions of your problems,

information gv)

~

Our pumoses in this study are to
Your thoughtful
gSt statements require only. a check
be treated as confidentual and only

q the quespronnaite in the enclo sed
A4 .

> ,Pi_oas.e do not,

wnte 1n this
Space, -

R ssed mvelep, . - @
3 . . S - 'S .
. . .
, . L0 . Sincerely vours, . \ !
. S . « o, L . - .
. ) ‘ Vj | ﬁ\e)’\;\»\?\ (b . . . , )
. . ., JBHRY 8, AYERS’ : .
. . . . Assistant to ®he Dean t . .
‘o . . . .. - _ ~ .
. - . ~ . ‘ - g1
. .
' T : ' 1-2 °
[ . -
. f Control No .- .
\- ~
. ’ s e s . . N
ime . - L s Sex 1. Male—__ 2. Female o | s .
: L AST " FIRST B o MIDDLE } . MA|DEN s N R °
. , . . RS N ’ . R .
. = [ . <.
rosdnt AT0ress > 2 . M .
- . Fl Ly -
oot . — ’ ( . » ‘ - .
) e 5 . » v *
cmrent AL bing Agdreess = 9 - F— £ \
3 - [l - . . R
y T - / > . ’ 4 o i y l - L4 ﬁ
i 1 2024 i 2 26~29 = .3 -34 4 35-39 6 40- 49 __ 6 S0&Over - 6 :
. . [ - . -~ . . N .
At $iatus 1. Singt® i 2. Marned k> D*vorced__" & Widowed - . . . Cty
L . - - o
eSS you Wt Wwotking tovard the Master's degree at TeEh.  From year to {ea’:._ M g--11 "
A . -
g wher you tirst registered fog grdduate work at Tennessee Jech ! . » ¢ 12=13 '
- 0 . . he Rl - - s -
Mete g1 8y 0u ompl2te Your Bachelor's degree? — hd > _ - .
! s "= ) - * . ° M
n wWhat yeas id you mc%ve vouFBichelors degree? . < 14~15 '
, . ) . » A y ' = ] .
wn,“.:mh vour griduate major 3t Tennéssee Tech? —— g 71- Administration and. Supervision 2. Guidance and Y -
leens-hing 3. 'E!“m'emary 4. Rbading & Secgndary .....,._\ ' - “8.xzHealth and Physital Education 16
i . - Y
|7 Ean, Chudhocd ——. .4.sSpecial Education — \ - . .. BN
L. . /7 F - . . ..
etvir was your €inOD Y midor Ared? N 2
5 - ) TN ’ ' & ) .
s gnd ste the poSi1ton that vou h2ld\gurning the current SEfGol,year, — = 1. Teacher —«~___ 2. Student ' '
- . -, - . - . .

. ERYHITSLY —_— ya. Hom?mdk‘_ — S Prncpat " 6. Suoe‘\'y»s?r&_,_ 7. Libranan -~ . ey |
e 3. Jnieersiny Agmimstralorae 9. Coynselor 10. Other.’ - - ; . 17 ®
’ —_— e A K - * -~ - . 4 = ' /\ !

M0oBT SyStem or Smployer ot x - ' - - - - e .
. L - ‘ v T J. \_F .
ame of Schor . i = P 1 ) .
g . \ - v - \ V N .
4dr-es~ of S=npol i — - - .. — ~—r 0 s
- - . . - -
. R » S ) X
« Crty : State . ¥ 2ip Code . ~ :
- * * » - » [
. " . . - 1
€user indicate your saidy for the current schodt vear 1. Less than 7,000 2. $7,001.10 $8,000 . . . (N
. . A -’ R "
3 88,0M o SS(.’OOO . 4. 58,001 to 810,000 5. $1C,001 o 11,000 —_6. $11,001 to $12.000 . s
y -
7. More than $12.000. * . . . R § . 18 -
] ., - : . O . -
» o . . .
13 yv 4 LOT e dny gradudte work 3t other Institutions Dréot to enroltliag at Tech? 1. Yos 2. .No. If yes, 3t,&hat ! . .
L3873 11s] . . w . . 4 . . s . ‘;g'ﬁ"h' '
. - e P ) . . . < - : 13
— . : — — < .
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LLOWING ARE QUESTIONS THAT ARE RELATED DIRECTLY TO YOUR PR‘bGRAM OF STUDYAT TECH.

" .

<
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Principals Evaluation of "Subjects

. re ‘
Principals of the subjects were asked to complete two questionnaires.
.The Principals Questionnaire (Appendix B-4) was originadly developed by °
the Office of the Asspciate Dean in 1970,and parallels the followup
questionnéirgs for B.A. graduates (Appendix B-1) relative to various areas.- °
of the teacher education, program. ‘Eatch principal was asked to rate each ’
subject on 59 categories on a’scale of 1-5 (very.unsatisfactogz to very
atisfactory). * ) .

.
- v ' - - ‘ .-
—

Each subject's Pfincipal wdz alsd asked to compiete the Teather Eval-
uation.by Supervisor Form,. ?hié instrument was a’modification of an
". instrument originally developed at Kansas State Teacher's College (6). This.
form allowed the principal to rate the subjéct‘oh-a scale frolm 105 on four .°
- areas of teacher behavior including: 1) subject matter competencies, .
%) relations with students, 3) appropriateness of assignments and academio

expectations, and 4) overall classroom effeqtivéness. A copy of this
hstrupent i contained in Appendix B-5. .' ) '

A ¥ 2 T
-~ T Teerrdlle
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L Please do
write in th
TENNE@SEE CHNOLOGICAL UNIVERSITY., - - ‘
spyce.
TECHNOLOG! ERSHY., o
+ e . N »
v . ' . ° < 6
.t o . "
. 4 N .t . t
1pal . . B . { . . 0‘? .
T i
oNare engaged in 4 Silydy of ¢roduates of the 1eachor u‘ucaloon pl am here at.Tonnessee Tech. Our burposes 1n this study are to t
- ahe otfbrtovencss of aus graduates and to gather infarmation on howghr Yeactier educanon proqram candbe¥improved. The teacher i1n !
o0l tistod pelow 15 a gruduate o! our 1eachar educatian program, Wo would poorocnalo your taking a few minutes to complete this ' :
W ot thig DISON And retuInIng 1t 10 us 1n the enclosed addiessod envalope. All informstion will bo trested as confidential and = .
W cnnclusions rupreleating groupdata,mill be renoncd. Piease accent our thanks for corholehng |h.s ouesnonn‘auo., 3 i )
. - . Smcolol\ yours, ’
. . ¢ . . . | '
. [ - . LT ¢ . -
~ e s T .4 . . ;
- N o v Vg
. L ¢ . JTARY 8 AYERS_Ed.D. . . ;
) Adminiserative Assistant fors a . .
£ “ Special Sarvices. Cotlege of . . l
B . S, Ed , - ' . -
. ucation . . v Yy a R
) . kS . . PO} H
onnessee Technologreal University Graduate - . - .
. s " -
.- ) . Control Number ML . T4 . M
L ’ N . . - N .
€ our gruduate 1m 1013110N 10 OLher teuchers op vour steff on the followsng pornts. P!ea§e check the apptopriate space for sach i1tem. . .
N 9 "~ E
- >' it ? ’ ‘
Y - < - ’
* D 2 -l -_°_, e N - a .
N ~ . - [T .
- * = ' > - > 28 - N a
: - s — 5 v > TR T "
fm —— . — . S o o T o - . . .
[ . T > . R ’é g ﬁ% - ® )4 ~ 7 4 ¢ ’ ’
: . g - £% . o3 § ] b ]
an = 2 -8 ¥ o'e ¢ o i %
! o o 2 .« >0 @B £ 5 w, > -
9o - T g& v ER 23 g . 88 -7 N :
. z2 S S5 N z 2 *? " ’ >a . .
¥ - . ;g . .
« . Al .-w ' o s ‘_' - ! h/ 2 - 3 ‘4. M 8 A .
- . - s . RN ) . ’ . . 4 -
tonding ‘the goals ¢¢Mthe sthoot _ \ TR .0 NS R
Sos, « 4 - B M v . <
al appearznce A T . v L ° ‘ \ . i
0y - - . . v » . . 6; -
1asnPios thereaching professign . L. - . 2 / B 7 .
’ . - ’ - o ' 7 ‘ "
bility 10 the classrcom = 8 &
o - ° Py
3ution and dependability . e . o ¢ N 9 '
. . a .. i -
es toward c?'ld'en . . s ' 10 °
! . .
@s toward follow teachers = ° . ' . ’
. . - S 11 e
L -~ 7 v + '
o . <
$ foward suporvisors / . -~ . —t2 !
8 - -
cy 0 mamlavag officiatl Iucmds ana - ‘ f - ]
“ ‘ A4 !
. - - = - T - <13 v
andang and using courses of. study and . ° ' ¢ L
tum gu dos ’ . . S
ow g ™ ; 14 * [ o
., . . ~
sfteglive uso of community rrsources ! ' a . ) 18 -
ir . e
0 disciplinary problems S 16° % E
s . . - - a
acouavn|og~:¢v‘nh the community and iis ) ' i - ) 5
N . . -
.o . — 17 ,
abreasy, of recent professionat-deveiopronts _— ' c & - 18 ’
N . . . -
ing puoti progress ¢ e . : / 18 , |
- e ’ A —_ -
3 ’ I
00 PuDilS who geom disinterested Y :’ x / < . 20 |
. - f -y L . , * ‘“NL:“ Y . N . ) g
ships with parents “ ) 3 o . . B e
w . K \ —, 21 . .
at1on 1n prétessiondt activives 5, ‘ . " Laad -~y
s - H =) . R 22 R
N . i N . - '
! for advancement in the profession . . — J — - | 23 7 .
- - - a .
g ¢ .
ships weth 1eHow duchers ¢ . L ! . y 24 °
a b .l . . .1 N L e
o!hchvemes: of ithss peszn " comowvs& . ' A . ) *
or toachers in-y3ur schoot . ~ | ——— . - = 25 < L
- 3 ot ’ . N
quatific.ations of this Dorson 1o teach in LA * . v - - - .
ticutar school 'situation v iy - - : e 28 M
0 : = . 0 ' -
, ' - 7k
- : . ' .
or to evaludie our teacher prepagauon program, wo would agppreciate your indicating the degree to’ which you fee! this person : o .
with thae fm-os sary skillg and vnderstanding sain the !ollowmg aress. Ploasn chack the, aDpropriate space for ogct item. .o
3 - . v . Ll s - om
l: lC . . 3 W e . L\ K e .
K . v ' N v, 1 oo .
56/ - - e

. . .
. ”» ¢
. . M . 4




°

10 obsdrve
.

.
p
o No opportumity

naching personality. ’- —

ALYty 10 wOtk with children

unsauisfactory

unsatistactory

Na’uher sstisfactor

nor unsatistactory

w

satisfactory

®

sausfactory

Very

o

I

#

L 4 Py

Abrity 10 work with collasgues
s

o
Abitity 1o work with momiiers of tho communsty

- Abviityio maintain 8 friendly disposition 2
f

Abrhity 10 1420 3 well-ioundod fite, to onjoy

workmd Dlay . N
. . .

<%
Abibity %0 work with'parents .o

onetal knowledgu and understanding of

hed »

The ghwsical scrences: .
¢

The twologics! scierfces .

American culturg and institutiont

Art music, literatures philosophy N

° * Ot . »
Mathemstics
. e .

bility“10 use the English fanguage atfoctively

ewledge and undudstanding of the subject taught

hderstanding of children and youth: . . \

. . & - ‘» \
losrght into causes of beRavior

Skill 1 workeng with exceptionsl chyfdren (the ' .

bright, the Hull, |po‘ﬁandncao‘oedl L 1
" .

Skil) 1n group work |, - - el -\\

* > .. N

, - .
Skitl 1n marntaining discepling . 4
- -

Skitt vn guwdance of 'children
derstanding o\ttho naturo of the learning Jroces's

. .
Skilt en heiping students detenmine ob’;ocﬂves 2

D \ .
Sl in motivaung sthdents / \ . = -
. ’ e o
Skilt 1n pupil-teacher pianning . B vt ——

.,

Sxitr an using a vari&ty of teaching meathogs

« ~ -
Skiit 1n evaluating pupi! qrov’xh and class . .

procodures with pupils e

Ability *2 construct aopropnate tesys and »

a ~ . F

learning matoriatls . . i
LY

Skily ‘m the applicatiomof learning thaory

in the classroom - M

SkH1 vn providing differentiatod tearning

axpenences for various groups and -ndw:dual’; P )
-
. . - A

- . R
wiedgo of sources of teaching maternials:

Pringad matertals ,

jaudiozvisual matenals

-

Community resources - s
. . -

. . 1 »

Litbrary 8nd library matenals

1ty J0 usntéaching matenals effecuvely 1+ -

fodge and understanding of:

"¢ pwbofes of the school in ra!ation to the

K

bverall anopc of.gsocioty

. , - ~
he socia su)ucnﬁe ofjlho community snd its

c T L

oaming for education
. - .

hegglnyhons of the community ‘

he dnl{gé"m,valuo-oanoms of social-economic

lasses . . .

. o 2 §
he cconomic 1118 of thé communit A
n e i ° t ne y

Q . v o
pnuE lC‘nca‘ behavior of the teacher

. .

40
a1

> 42

43
. 44

45
~ 48
47
48

;49

50

. 81

52

53
54
55

58

87

58

59

81
82
63

-A




k]
i

N APPENDIX B-5 C e 78

— " )
PRINCIPAL'S TEACIHER EVALUATION FORM

-

T

Teacher: ¢ Date: '

-~ - .
Vd el

E™

-~ - * - - 4
‘. Teaching®‘is ggb[most°important task ¢f the school. 1In order
to help the school to be informed regarding the quality of its °
teaching, You are‘rdqueéted to indicated your opinion of the-above
named instructor's performance 4in the four important dipensions of

Ctea@hinéldoscriqu on the following pages. The highest rating is

number «5; the lowest is number 1. -Please encircle the number that
represents your opinion of ‘the individual. Three of the five rat-

ings for cach dimension are described by words *and phrases printed-

to” the left of the numbers. The intermediate numbgrs may alsotbgg
used'for the expression of ,your opinions.. . ot e
v x :

. © »

. e

.

PIMENSTONS QS.TEAQHING- . DESCRIPTI1VE WORDS AND“PHRASES‘ RATING

ParE v

Subject Matter *. Thorouéhﬂlbrd%d,'andVﬁEEhratc knowl- 5
Competence . edge of ' thedry and pfacﬁice; very
’ P 4 able to qgrganiZe, interpret, wexplain

o« S and illustrate concepts and welation-

, . ships:- " , O .

- / . .y Adéquate undersfanding; most inter- )
) - ™ pretations and explanations are 3

: ‘. clear., . - - - .

. B ) ' . et ‘ Y
’ Knowledge of subject is limited; :
. does not give clear explanations
. ’ . . and illustrations. ' . 1

Relations with " Bxcellent rapport; feeling of good 5
Studenss will prevails; very in%crested in
. students; easily approached; stu-
. dents are challenged' yet indivig-"" .
' vality ‘is respected. \ . E ;
) R X N , - " N ) Q 4"6
" e . ' Adequate rapport; shows some intexr-
Oy & est in students; usually approach- i, .
‘ Sow able;“Students are encouraged’ to . N T
- - . participate; shows some sense of e
. humor _ - 3 -
! i . -4 ’ 'il ' ->: 2.
, " . Seems unfrjendly -and unresponspvc:
‘ . impatient; sometimes antagonizes. . * .
« students; too busy to be helpful. .. 1

e




Appropriatehess of: Assignments are challenging; he
Assignments and allows ‘for .differences of ability
Academic Expectations but expcéts superior achievement;
R stresses important topics and .gcon-
. : ‘ copts and &oid$ giving.'time to
. trivial details} démands critical
land analytical thoughts tests -seem
.valid. o . .
v . : .
Most assignménts are clear, rgason-
able aind related to class work;
- expecte~understanding not memori-
» #ation; recoanjzessindividual dif-
-+ wfoerences along students’ but gener-
ally 'scems to ignore them; ‘tests °
"are ustally related to ,dssignments
- and €ldss.work.? ) -
: P -
ﬁQ, Assignmentg are unrecalistic, often
N not clear, not related to class .
work; studen%s”@o not know what the. -+
teagherVesiortst te'sts.séem ufirela~ °,
ted to aési@nﬁénts‘and‘cla%s.work.

-

-
-

_’ .
‘Overdll Classrogﬁ Lesscns anngarefu{ly pi@nned and
Effectiveness show -definise purpose;’ words™come
" " ceasilly; wellcorganiZed ideas and
"> concepts aro éleariy-rgléted; entn¥-
siastic and stimulating; raisés'
{ thogght,prqvékﬁﬁﬁgﬁgbstions; dis—
cussiqhq-arc°live%§;'pleasinq&manner,
frge {1om annoying’ mannorisms . R
'Usualf§‘helllpréﬁérédﬁgpﬁ%pééﬁs'are.'7;',
wusudlly cleag; pfe§eﬁtatidhs>are R

*”?“Tférrly wpil—prganiz§di encourages

" . student participatich; Shykd¥ion-
» - able mannerisms are nat~ge

» » NUMerous; asks, ‘Sonle

.

-~ . h . {0
Lessons’ not planned, purposes are
'Ipcking'qr'vague;-yelatiohshipé@bf
}’qoncepts are not explaiped; asks', |,
? /few questions; subject sSwems uninter-* =
' _esting to.him; ‘repedtedly ®xhibits,
¢ .Yannoying mannerisms.’ B

3

2
F

- . > ] e - & R . o M . ".
' If you wish .to copment further on” this-instructor's teachlngs4you
‘may *use* the bagk of this page. ' g T e

o 4

-

s

-
. »
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°

&
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1

e

‘Persbnaliqy Scale © & o = :
The California F-Scale, Forms 45 and 40, was developed by Adorno, et

al. (7), to measure individual prejudices and anti-democratic/tendencies. .

The 28 item instrument relates to opinions. regarding a number/‘of social v
groups and issues about which some people agree and others disagree. The
subjects were aeked~to respond to each item on a six point stale ranging

- from strong opposition (disagree) to strpng support (agreement). Relia-

bi;igy\Qf the F-Scale was determined by Adorno (8) as ..90. [The instrument

was administeréd to all subjects during their first year of/ participation
t.

" 'in the study. ‘ Appendix B-6 contains a copy of ‘the instrum

¢

2

Scoring of the instrument was accompliéhed b; addgzg lgebraicallyﬁ+4
, to the fesponse.to each item on the qdestionnairg. Thtis the' individual -

score for eachitem ranged from 1 to 7. The scores fo each of the 28 items
were summed. Scores can range from 28 to 192 with l%ﬁ being the mid-point.
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8,

Oopinions redarding a number
ieh some people agree and )
tatement in the left-hand mar- -
isagreegsntas'foklows:

B
The following statements’wefdr,
of social .groups ‘and issues, abbu
others disagree. Please mark ewgl
gin accordinrg to.your agreement ‘&%
: : SR S

. N . - - ——
3 . . R , °
R - B

Ay =

! +1: slight support @%%gqgmentv = . B
+2: moderate support,¥agreement ¢ .
+3: 7;s;t‘rong support, agxeement . .-

. AR - e

. -1:"" slight op ogition, ‘disagreement

-, . ~ =2:; moderate ositiony 'disagreement ’

. -3: strong.7§p sition, d@sg?reement . S .
° ‘ * Vi

AR ;§V¢

1. Eobgdience and re%p t for auth w:éy are the most important - *

¢
N

virtues children/skhould learn. ‘fx ~
- i h //' \v\;‘ . - v X
. A .
« 2. A person who/ha bad manners,- habits, and breeding can
hardly expec along#with decent people. < - : ‘-

3. If people would /talk less and work mé;éJ everybody would ‘\
) \u‘;:\‘\'; AY . - \
d "‘i .’- . % « ¢ -
4. The busin Y the manufacturer are much ‘more’ impor-
.Jtant to. sgciet the artist and the professor.
\ ’ . ';, - - l’\\\. b

s/its place, but_.there-.are maﬁy\i@porgant things . ]
ever, be- understood by the human ﬁ%nd&»' T

. '5. Science
that can

Y

_ \ . N - .
sgn|should have complete faith in some supernatural
sg fdecisions he obeys without question. . %

sometimes get rebellious ideaé, bég‘as they
ought to get over them and settle d@yn.

o3

ls/ country needs most,.more than laws a@d‘ﬁgiitfbal o
5, is a few courageous, tireleds, devot%dﬁlééders ’
people can pu% their faith. e —_— -

' . : ‘ Y .
learned anything really important except .through
. . . R §

v AP -

rmél, decent person could ever think of burfiﬁgk- ’
- clee friend or relative.. ' S s ~
‘11..-What ,ﬂe yputh needs most is strict discipline, ruggeéf) . // ..
- . 'deterj'nztion and the will''to wosk and fight for family W
~..and cofintrly. . . _ . o S/
l’ ) ‘ ) k - \ _}i‘)- ‘Y
' ‘ [, ) @" ) . N N 4 ‘// A‘, \
Q ! ‘e . . 9 j , N // - j“::
: , , 0




3 * ~ - . ~

12, An. insult to oux honor'Should always'be punished. i
. _h\. - A . \
" 13, Sex crimes, such’ as.rape dnd attacks on children, deserve
., Tore thanw meré imprisorment; such crlmlnals ‘ought to be
. publlcly whlpped ‘OX worse, -

. .
. - '

14._There is hardly anything lower than a person who does’ not
feel a great lOve7 gratltude,'apd respect for his parents.

PRy &3 ~

) ¢ 15. Most of QU soclal oolens ould ‘be solved if we could -
- .somehow get rid of the immoral, crooked, and ‘feeble-
T T nindeqd people.— BETEN e . . \

\ L]
. P

9

l6. Homoséxuals .are hardly’bet ter than criminals and ought to
be severely punmshed

L 3

. 4 : \ 4
. Q .
v S 17. When«a person has ar probTe“ or worry, it is begt for him - i
not.to think aoout it, but to xeeo busy with more cheerful
things. - : . o -

. - i
.
- a . - LY

. 218. Nowadays more and more people are prylng into matters that .
.. should remain personal and prlvate. . - .

.

‘19;'Sdme pcuvle .are born w1tn ;n urge to jump Erom ‘high places.

! ¢ and the strong ' ° . ~ A ‘ T A

y a . . «

" 21, Some day it w1ll probably be shown that astrology can &
”eXOlalP aqiot of thlngs. e ,

. 7
- /
~ . /
- e

22. Wars anc .social troublexn.yscncaay be ended bv“earthquake" '
or flood that w1ll destroy the wnole world. . . .

- .
.

e, 23. No .weaknegs or dlfflcultj can hold us back 1£ we have

» enoug will power. , . .
/‘ - ’ R - ‘ . . N -
__24. Most people don't reallbe how much out lives are contrclied

t———

; ,-by plots hatched in "secret places. . ] .

-9 * . - ‘ ~ ~ ' v >’ "‘ "
____#25. Human nature being what \t is, there will always. be war and .

ST cenflict. - ' - ! , '

.
=~ . 4 L3 - N
. I

26.1Faﬁiliarity breeds contempt. y

, - 1
¢
N - . .

R Wowadayc when SO manv different k;nds”pF peoole move around
’ ' and mix togother so much, a person nhas to-prokect himself
especxally care UllY\aCalFSt camcgru an\infectlon r

. ) leseas from them.

. . R ‘

* »28. The, wild 'eﬁ 1life of the cld Greex

S pared to sSpe of the oings-on in
) e places wnef@ pooplesm gkt least ex

. e :
ERIC * -0 - " -
. . R
¢ e

—— <
P

20. PeOpLe ¢in be divided 1nto twn distinct classes: the weak T

.
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. Student Evaluation of Téaching A \xk\

. . N . ! ¢ e .Y 0o

~

Two forms of the Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) were used in .

collecting data .about the téachers in-the study. The SET was ‘designed to ‘
be administered to ohildren in classroom size groups,énd'yields sigdificant

data about children'$ feelings.toward theif teacher: -

. Qstudent Evaluation of Teaching (SET-I). _fhe SET-I was developed by
*" Veldman and Peck (Q)Jénd was utilized to oBtain'ratings from pupils con- -
cernjng five, dimensions of teacher behavior, Veldman (10) has described:’.
these‘dimedgjqps/gs: "1) friendly .and cheerful{li) knowledgeable and
‘poised, 3)~1livély and interested, 4) firm contro. s &4nd 5) non-directive
‘ (democratic: rocedure)," Data from th SET-I yere obtained from pupils of
subjeCts teachifg in grades four and abave. Appendix B-7 contains_a copy, ;l N
the instpument. - ) o

-

The SET-I.was scored in the following: manner’
. ' N -, . Y N i

The responses were assigned values Of 1-4 where one was Very Much False .
and 4 Very Much True. " '

[}

v 0

Means of each ofiqhe'ten items were- computed and item means were
multiplied byVa,facGorvof 100. : . T
. 2 S

IS

B B “
- N
.

¢ 3. The refined scores wdre then paired accordipg to the dimensions tth‘
were measuring. “« s T T

1
* , N . ~

~ Item 1 with Item 'Friendly and Cheerful. . SN
Item 2 with Item 7 Knoyledgeable and Poised , ’ .
Item 3 with Item 8 . Lively and Interested .
«= Item 4/ with Item 9 Firm Control , & * | « ' .,
¥ Item § with Item 10 Non-Directive R

»~ * «
.

4. In addition to,scores from the five dimensigns, a.composite, séofd was

obtiined by finNing their man. i - 4

J’ S udént*Evaluation of Teachigé (SET II). ' The SET-II was &ebelbpea\by *
aaky;/Kleiber and Peck (11) and was utilized to obtain'ratings from’ pupils

coné‘rnigg»three dimensigns of teacher behavior. These dimensions were:

1) Stimylating, Interaction.Style,s.2) Unreasonable Negativity,' 4nd 3) - -

. Fosgérance of Self-Esteem. Data from the SET-II 'were obtained, Tem pupils

B offsubjects’in grades kindergarten through three. Appendix B-8 conmtains a .
‘ copy of the teacher tally sheet for use With the Instrfument. :\o

‘ .
R L . -

’ /i_ The instrument consists of %? itgms'ﬁﬁich are ﬁrinted{hpon small cards
ach with an.identifying "stamp" on the upper right- hand corfer of, each: -
he teacher tally sheet (Appendix B-8) shows all 22 items and their rg%ftion_

ship to the various dimen'sions of thé test. R . Y

!
[}

_ When the test is adm}nisterea, the examiner'orally,identifies‘eéch card
by its "stamp" tothe chiidren.* The vording of'the items is printed upon
the cards merely for its face.validity value. 'The examinkr then reads the

5

. o

-

7 . ¢ ,
. a‘9 . —
- )
Y . 1 . r R .
vy - » ~ - v . ® N
. ! K o~ N ® ¥
Vil . . . g = :
. N A6 34 \J L4 ’ ’
~,
. . &J o . N d ) .
” ’ . " v -
o . L] - » L 4
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

sheet (Appendix B-8). ° ‘ "

_ side of a twdysided sorting-
2 orting envelope appears the picture of a

post office box, and on the other'side a picgure of a wastebasket.” If the

' child believes the statement to-be. true, he places the card in the mailbox

and if he believes the.statement to be false, he ‘Places the card in the. |
wastebasket. ° The instrument can then be scored by use of‘tbe teacher tally
S .

\r,'é, .
3

<
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) STUDENT EVALUATION OF 'I‘EACHING “\ (N ‘ .
k) ) -
* D. J. Veldman & R.'F. Peck -
. . N . ) . . \\ ‘. « -
v T . - . . : ’ ‘:( .
Teacher s. Imast Name.
4 . . . J ’
Subject- L .t . «
x T A =
. /r/ v
School: . Y .
3 . .AL / ") , )
] N Vg .‘ - ~ . . . » %ﬁ
| Cirtle The Right Choices Below ‘ SO
‘ teacher's-sex: M F DO NOT ‘USE ‘
13 ° R « 'ﬁ- '
my sex: MF © A R
my grade. le{vél: . . 3 BN 2 3° 4 5 total ’
" 3456789 10~dl12" e
i - - ’ »\ —_—
L8 L . ‘
C:chlé one of the four cho:Lces in ‘front of each statement: ) .
‘The four c cho:Lces mean/ : N
. F.= Very Much False ’
oL "~ f'= More False Than True
- . ) ‘'t = More True Than False. : .
- . A T = Very\ Much True . . . *
This Teacher: oy, . . y,
F £ t- 7T is always friendly toward students. N
F f t " T . knows a lot about ‘the su‘bje”ct\ )
F £ t T _ is never dull or borisg.
. ‘ n
S T G expects a lot from Students. : - o
A - k3
F £ t.,7 asks for students , opinions before maklng dec:Ls:Lons. ~
F.- £t 7' is usually cheer‘ful and opt‘lmlstlc. .
"F{f £ is not’ confuéed by unexpected questions. - ) 3,
T . M . e / s ?‘:%‘
Fi £ t T. makes. learnlng»more like fun than work. .
{ g .
‘F/‘ £/t 7. doesn t lét students get away Wlth anythlnq. ' /\
s e , .
F f t LB 'often nges students a cho:Lce in ass:Lgnments. o .
- e 5 ; . T AT w *
o \L ' S . "10'.,1.’ S - T
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T o - APPENDIX B-8
- .
- ‘ TEACHER TATLY SHEE: )
) . e

4
Instructions:

¢

"w

All the Jnd1v1duﬁl studcnt S scorlng records for
ore teather should be posted on this

a

sheet.
. L : ’ : e
Tcacher e i Grade Date .
\l . . - ) - Y . ‘ . —
SUHMARY OF SCORES: -Part I. (Sybtotal) . - CKAN= Lt
. X ¥ (qutdtal) .
(Tatal) ;w_ .
. . Paﬁt IT. (Tafal) ~ L
Part III. (ToLal)
I"l . | - -
» . ! ' [ * .
» e 2 \ . '
P . r.|True (T=1) False (F=2)
» . ’_, \ -—— = -:‘-dw"‘-“v——-—_-——~——‘——-»-—<
1 Tally Score Tally-| ‘Score -
‘ ! I I i
I. Stﬁmulatlnq,_jgderwctlon Stylh: \
e / Y L o QS
Item / y \3 i . -
"5 She makes [school fun. . i L, ] : -
4  The kids like hem: Y | N '
15~ She .likes us kids. * - i !
"13 | 'She thinks, we are a smart -N%~ Yy " ‘
L class. = ﬁ} e .
18 She “hinks kl&s are good 0. .- :
‘ ] BRI : RN
*Subscore; Total Rapgort e (T)=- : AF)="
) ' ’;>?ﬂ . *subtotal:, IE
. . o ' + N.= . * . i
. S . (8cale Mean Score)
7 She helpsyus'a lot. : ii N _
9. She listens to what we want. N L -
~ 3 .We can tell how'she wants : 'iv T . 4
things done.a e : i .
<17 She likes to teach 5 il D LT s
v : . @ ™ [ .
S : ’ ok . D '
' *Subscore: Total Interactlonal . }%T)= A .(£)=.7
. Competence *Subtotal - &
.o L ' L : -
o r . h‘ . | R .
“ ) '\\}" * N = ‘ = b
. \ (Sc ale Mean. Scorc)—_ﬂ
- - .. Scale Toﬁal ) -
O - . 'Y t _
. ” + N=_ % . - T c )
- e (Scale Mcan Scoye) : 8
’ v o > .
v ' 10&4 ‘ '”; ) : Dot




R . . L s . .' . . ,"‘ L .
, ~ . - L SN ‘ ] , )
. . ' , 87 .
. N - . " - " [
New Ttems | (I‘ally Only) ” ' . __Ij ) I v '
-2 she makes what we -learn 1ntﬂ70*i1ng T .
23 . she is nice when we make migstakes? e
' : Prue’ (r=1)  * | Falsc (F-2)
' ( -7 Tally‘l Scere | Tally | .Score
] s s e e e i —— e T T DY p———
[I. Unrcascnable NCSEELX} Y, .. : ‘
Item - < - R R A : '
She gets' mad a lot. s s 4 .
. T A B I ) T T
22 She thinks-I am laz¥" , e I e
. 20 She thinks I act ugly. . S N D N | ..
10 She gives us too much work. _ .
* . Q ,1, I R e o -~
6 She alyays picks on people.|__ SN N §
o ' i . . - ,
s ’ . , (’I") = . A (b ) =
' 4 ‘ T : P
, ]c Total e e
h N e e e e e R ‘:‘I"'q;.._t_ . . - _J »
- - :(Scale Mean Score) ' CL
. /.‘. , * > ' -~ '
. . Rz . .
RII. Foslcrance of Scliwﬂbgqq@ o oo
- 7/ ’L
frem = - : N : . |
15 She likes me. T e |
-12 -  She thinks f om smart. SRS, AR S R '
14 She thinks .ILWan do a lot ' ; ,
. %, .0 on my own. . . o e ] ;
19 She likes.for me to help . ) d
her. . T . o )
. 21 She thnks ‘I huvv good . . ) :
e idea. : L S DT BT A O
11 She thlnxs I work hard : . . - *»
\ - - . ) . - T T vl
v * M ' (T) = . (]_f') ==
. . , Foy ) :
. A " -
- 2 % e ToLal
Chl ﬂ
s s AR I - i
4 . ‘W (Scalc Fetm Score) " .
. . ¢ - _ . \’ ’
* ’ ’ .

o+ elipical or counseling
akd above, use as separate
Are of Scale 4,

Iuwbox of stuocnts who rated this
sc only at’ Crado" 1-3:
sX .(F'app'u 1
Intﬂvacflonal CoLpnfwnro the ndw‘ of Scale 1.)

ale

~-~—

toacb r. .

score

boecomess the

\N
- ‘e -
- - . -
/ v ‘ “ ) - -
L) v . 4 ” -
"3 « * . Y
2 h o . N N ’ [
" . N B J ¥
* Ay L 3
: : x 10: * ‘
y o\ . !
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Interaction Analysis P ' :
- : . . e ' . ‘ S

. A tén.categor§ interactionianalysis syétpm was utilized to record - , o
Lobserved classroom behavioTr. Thi§ system was basically described by Amidon - .

and Flanders (12) and consisted of seven categories of teacher talk, two e

catagories of student ‘talk and one non-verbal category. “The observers, | .
recorded a numerical value corresponding to a pgrtiéular categor§ every
three seconds ‘or eVery time the categories changed. Thus, an objective
.record was obtained of the variable interaction within the classréam. PR
Three to twenty minute bbservatiOné"per subject were recorded during -
each half-day visit. ) ", ‘ '
o . ' . s 1 A Ld wy
« Appendix B-9 shows a summary of the ten categories: employed in tﬁe .
> Study. ' This table was taken directly from Aéidon and Flanders (13). It .-
will be noted that under the categories of teacher talk there are two major.’ .
categories - indiréect influence’ containing four sub-categories and direct
influence containing three sub-categores. . Frequencies for each category
were tallied and a 10 x 10 matrix. was determined for statistical tredtment.

Five measures of classroom beﬁivior were¥obtained- from the data collected

.,

‘by interaction analysis. v priate categoresyefe co bined and ratios
computed to determine the 0llowing meagures: '

.
r . . . »

1.~ I/Dp -, ] Indirect to Direct Ration.= s ‘ . .
- . Sum of Categories 1, 2,~3, 4 divilled by . A
. T Sum ,0f Categories 5, %6, 7 ' . . ‘
- ' ’ A X . : .
2. " i/ - [Revised Indirect te Direct Ratic 3 - _. L
. #:Sum-of Categories 1, 2, 3 divided by . -
, - " . Sum of Categories 6, 7 * - ., ., . '
A -v‘ - . .« : \' , - - '
: 3. ST/TT - Student Talk to Teacher Talk =- { .
. \ Sum of Categories 8, 9 divided by |-
. . Sum of Categories 1, 2, 2, 4, 5,.6 7 : &
~ i °
. ' . ' . Ny ‘ -t
4, Sil/Tot Silence to Total Teaching = |, b . . o
Category 10 divided by by .
. Sum of Categories 1, ?, 3, 4, 5, 6; 7
) . e, r V. ; e ~ :% \ . 3 .
. 5., Lec/Tot Lecture tqyTotal Teaching.= ‘ - B .
o Category 5 divided by . : .
. , Sum of Categoriés-1, 2, 3y 4, 5, 6,7 .
Classroom Obsefvation Record . v éﬁ -7 o » '

S )
. -~ . - -
L - \

The .Classroom Obsérvation Record developed by Ryans (14) was used to , '« ‘
"assess four: dimensions of pupil behavior and-18 diméksipns of teacher o
behavNor. ‘seven scale interval was G?ed_to rate each.of the pupil and, . , -
teacher behavior dimemsions with an N ‘tategory for dimensigns notiobserved
(the obsergers circled the ‘appropriate rating for each dimension ‘immediately *
after eachday's observation'period)._.Appendix B-10 shows a copy of the
rating sheet used as a part of the study.; Aléo)stwﬂ'in the appendix are
a listing of generalized descriptions of fcritical behavioré of teachers and ¢ -
., ' @ glossary of terms-applicable to use with the Classroom Obsefvation Record. \\;,

. - . ¢ ' .t
° .

L] .

-
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. - 2 s 6 % .o .

Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form. ! .
'z ; BN ;

v . Y4 . . . . . . .
& The Tuckman'Teacher Eeedback Form (15) was used_to asSess four dimgn- o,
, sions of tealhing: 1) Credtivity, 2) Dynamism (dominance and energy), . :
« 3) Organized Demeanor (organization and control), and 4) Warmth and ?
! Acceptance. A seven scale interval was used to, rate each of 28 items (the "
6b§ervers' completed ghe instrument immediately after each day's 'observal:ibn . .
¢ period). . Appendix B-11 shows a copy .of the rating sheet used as a part of C
+ *  the study. " The four d'imengio’né from the instrument were computed outlined
.7 " on the rating sheet.  Usé of the Xnstrument--in tbe léngitudiéall study, was
. initiated in 1976-77. : - STy, : e L
i =2 . . .
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) : APPENDIX B-9 )
_, Summary of Categories for I:.teraction Anazysisa‘
. ., . . ‘
’ «.|.+ 1. ACCErTS FEELING: Accepts and ;clariffes the
w I feeling tone o7 the students in a nofi-
1 g o threatenln? manner. [ . -,
m . N ‘ N a
. 3, . 2.b PRAISES OR ENCOUuAGFS' Pralses;or encouraqes
fe N ) 'ntudent act.ion or behavior.’ -
< — R . . ’ - N
. . 3.2 accenzs .or ,,USE IDEAS OF STUDENTS: Clarlfying,
£, -
A ) s bun‘dlng, or’' &evelop1ng ideas suggested by
) ©* " a ntudent. . )
\ N ~ *o . . . .
. % . 4.b Asxq QUESTIONS Asking a qdé%tioniabout con~ .
i ' " tent or p*ocedlre with the intent that a _ -
a N ‘51 U dent ("le"(’l a~questlon ‘\ . .
<18 I e
. ° - 4
b3 8 d .:.b LECTURIIG: G.ving facts ° or oplnlons about con-
ot = tznv cx procedures. - o .
LR m . s N . ’
£t = - s : , :
é _ L. GIVTN, DIRECTTONS: Directions,, commands:, or
2 . ’ oxd~rs with which & student is expe@ted to
L~ - o Sy} . . 4 N
wta p A y. . : . ..‘ o
ol 7.%  crivicrzing on JUSTIFYING AUTHORITY: State-
. ﬁ| | mante intnﬁdéx'to ehange stydent behavior~
yoQ ~ fram non- aCﬂanab}e to aﬂceptable pat*erns.
Tem— , - * —‘.rl-—.“. ‘.' + ‘I .--—- T o =z b4 . -
8.9 BTUUENT TALK-FL.sTONSE: # Talk by students in K
Qﬂ ) ‘ ) . rEsponsa thr*ﬁufder. ?\ . :
) . ) - . - '
> 4 92, STUD I T TALK-LLUITTATION: Talk by stiudents,
.'J . -!‘.rli(.'_h thc‘ i i‘t;-r.\‘:e. ' ) v ) . ! '
- . q" - ’ [N ~ . . .
% e o & . .
- 10077 sTITEL GR COI az IGW Pauses,. short periocds
’ Tonf =ilence ﬂnd ppraods of confu51on. .
- 4 - [ ‘ . ot . —~ - - ; - - 7 13‘@ °
‘ . 8 - - * - T T e ) N )
.uaidon, fEEmund J. and Ned s, aanﬁaru. The' Rold of the Teacher

Tz;the Classros, A w~nnd} fOL Undeé:rstanding and Improving Teach-

«x____Classroom ﬁﬂhav;or‘ ¥irn- ay»]13~ Asspcilation for Productive

Led hxno,

o

1971, pr 14, ; .-

“tweale is implied by Trhe nurher 1 through 10. - Each.numbex is
14351f1cator1 0r.6'is <detirned Lo .lgnote a particular kind of
wnmnicabnon evarn, * . '

»

- . ‘ ’ T
. » . . R I, Rt )
EN v 4' i 4 ’
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PR 13 "
~ .
’ g‘ L a} { N f - .
4 “ . . . ; -
. . ‘ X ' . -
. ¥ P R ie DR ¢
. ’. \:X ' . I N v N T .
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. , ' APPENDIX ‘B-10 PR )
- - ¢ ~ ‘ -
¢ ] . ‘ ‘ _ . -
- ) — . i » ~ .‘ i \
. - ClasasroomObservation Record . -, B}
. : ‘ to “ ° L ‘:
N . s }‘ . . r] ‘J/ {’
¢ ~ Tcacher Characterfstics Study ) ' ','_' ’
* i i ) e . Class or * T K
Teacher_ - ‘No, Sex: . Subject f . Dete . ,
B . LN - * '. . . : .
.. Lty . School .. ‘2. Time .- Qbserver, : .
. At : L ‘ o, e /2 : . T e
PUPIL_BEHAVIOR ) ! = REMARKS: _ T
1. Apathetic 1 2 3 -5 6 -7 N/ Algrt - o -
. N e f T ?‘ ' . . . N ey
~ .2, Obstructive /} 2 4 5 & 'Z N , "Reaponsible . b . ’
3. Uncertain i 23 4 5% 7 N ' Confident ) . . > -°
N . . Y . . . L PN
4. Dependent L 2.3 4 5 6 7y Initiating ) Vo o - -
. . 0‘ . ‘ - \ Iy \Dv '.b -
< AGHER BEMAVIOR B ' .- - I > -
. . . . y b . . N » .
5. - Partial 123 475 6 7 N . paty - . -
. * . N - . . : R - [ )
X v 6. Autocrazic - 1 2 3 4 5 6 97 N Dexocratic | - ~ L K 5 .
© 7. Ajoof . <12 3.4 5677 N Responsive -  © . .
. ° - . . ’ ‘-v. .
8. Restricted V7 3% 5 6°7 N . Understanding ‘ - e -
. . " ‘ .. - . % 4 . - ". ©. ea
9, lMarsh; ® 172 3 4 5:%°7 N . Kindly )
~ N * . . o . - ’ e
10, Qull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7y Stimulating e o
. . . . : . <, . oot “
11, Stercotyped 1 2 3 aps 6\7,\5 . Original. .. e e
) d ‘ . ‘ . N \Q ' . ) - Al
‘12, Apathetic L2 34 56 3 & atere, * , : R
. » . : ¢ > - t s ] L
13.- Unimpredsive 1.2 3 4 5 6 7 N Attractive - T -
. . . L . '@:. . . " K Y
14, Evading 1L 2 34 5.6 2 Y ' Responstble . - . - y
. } . . . ' : N « s b M R . “ . *
N 15. “Erracic ‘ 1L 2 3 4 57% 1 n Steady . . . . :
. -~ o - . ’ - . - *
16. Excitable "1 2'3 4 5 6 7 W . Potsed _ : = : P
- . . ’ / . "-o . — , . . . . -'
17, \Uncertain 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7N .'(_.‘Onfld'egxt' oW <ol : CoT L
. - * ” E . e " . N : e . . [ .
¢« 18. Disorganized 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N ‘Systematic : . . L L. %
19, "Inflexible- 1 3ol 6 7 N. 7" Adapteble ) . ' L. e
[0+ Pessintattc AR o oPuqmc\xc. - g
LR . ~ Lo o ) TR - v : ) ;—
~ 1.  lozatuyre : I 2 34 5 6 7N Integrated " . : W .
. : . . "‘ ¢ - N . . i «*
" 22, Nacfew | 1 234 5.6 7 N Broad N A
. ‘. . - . > . . 3 P
.' .. -, 8 . . - ~ Ny . te, J. .
. B \ - ) : [TV R . . ’ N
o ° ] 10 i - . " . ..
EMC . . " : . : ‘ “.
- Ve w s " . * . S 3
. '. l .. N ) :‘ ’ <
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. > . , . Generalized Besciiptions «of Critical f i ! * .
4 ©  Beh viors of Teachers ' e S .
= ) ’ . R SN ‘.
. b > . £itccnve Behaviors & foa e : Ineffect&ve. Behaviors ' g «
{ 1. . ke - [ . . L .
. : . - - N
; Alert, wppears enthuslastic._ ;x, LR X 1." Is .apathe:ic, dull, appeats bored.. ‘ ooy
2. Appears interested in pupils and clnaroan R Appears unmteresced in pupils and clnu~
activxnes - N - - room activltles -
» /:‘/ '.:: ¢ . f - Y
-3, Cheerfut, optimistic., . 3. Is depresséd, p'e‘uimiatic; appears unhappy. *
B 2 . . . - . N
4, SeLf contro;led not enaxly upset. o \4.- Looses r,emper, is easily upsec. ! '
. . , . ©r -, X v_."), . . . .
5. DUtkes fun, has s sense qﬁ humor. . . 5. Is_overly serious, tod occupted for humor. .
L0 . Y L,
6. Recognizes and admits own mistakes. &7 6. Is unaware of, or fails to admit, own au-
: L ’ T \takes.
. N . . - ’ PR hd . >
7. .Is faar, 1mpartia1 and objective im treat- 7. Ls unfair op par-thl in deah_ngw.c./\ ‘
menc 0L pupils. ‘ oo } pupus. - -
' feT : . . . -
8, I‘s' pu:xcnt. N— R 8. Is: impacient, ' - YT d :
9... Shous undersnnding and sympathy im work-N f& 9, ‘Is short witk: papiln, uses sarcastic re-
lng with’pupils., -- . - 7" -+ marks, or in other ways nho'vs lack of
. . ' - sympethy wu:h pupu-. . N
0. TIs friendly and courteous in relationa wich 10.° Is aloof, and removed in ulanons with ° )
pupxls. . . o e, ' -pupils. v . =
l. Helps pupils with perasvaal as ,well Bs ed> 11, " Seems unavare of pupils personsil peeda\ana
ucatr.onal‘7 problems. - problems. . . .
2. Comends effort’ and gives praise for work 12. Does not c;xmend pupils, is dgsappiavxng,.
well done. . . ‘ hypercrin.cai. ‘ )
X : ' . . )
B. Accepts pupils' efforts as sincere. L 13, 1s suspicioug of pupil motives. &
» Anucipatec renction-,of Others in social . l4. ‘Does not annclpau reactions o“f otners in
i tuations. ) - ‘social situntion-. L.
b.  Buneoursges pupl'lc to _éry' tq.do thefir Bhs-t.' 15, ,Makes no effort to encourage ;;ilp(ls to £y’ o
$ s . “to do’their: besty .
) - PN . Diaed .. e Ty . .
. cl.\urmm procedure is plamud and well. 16. Propé&iu.re is without plan, disorganized.
dr,z,amsed. , B oo R
. . B . - . . 6" ° .
. Classrooa procedute u ﬂextble ddchm' 17. Shows extreme rigidity of procedure, in- "
s-over-all plam, . e ! aBillcy to depart from plan..
"‘A:.:‘T\ " N 4 AR = N
. Ancxu.pates individunl needs. L . o §18. «Fails, to., pxovide for individual Jifferences
-, o T T e and needs ‘of pupils. i~ °
s Stxmulpbes pupils throu;h mcetestmg and - . ‘1‘?\. Uninteresting materials and teaching
origmnl utetull and techniques. LI “techniques used. -
. Conducta clur pnc,giccl demomtuciom 20,. Denomtutiom .nd cxplautions are not -
wnd explanstiows, - > “clear and are poorly conducted. - -
1s clear and thorou;h,. in uvin;.dinc:iom. T2, Ditoctiona are mc,q.g‘letg. vague.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -

" Figure 1 (Continued)’ : ' .
22. Encourages pupils to wotrk through t.hctr ) 22,
own problems and’evaluite®their ‘accomplish- ’
M oents,
23, Disciplines in qufet, dignified, and pos- 23.
" itive manner. ' ) N d
26. givea}up_‘wuumxy. CL . 2.
25. Foreseea and attempts to renol);e potentisl 25,
difficulefes, ’ ' -
~+ . A
¢ \
. ] *
2
<4
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93

'Fail,s to give pupils opportunity to.work
out own problems or evaluate their-own
work, . .
Reprimands at .- length, ridicules,. resorts
to cruel or meaninglass forms of co‘rrcc-.
tion. Y

/ . Y .
Fails' tosgive help or gives it grudgingly.

1s unable to foreses o‘l resolve potential

difficulties,
~
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Figure 2 (Continued)
- . o

s GLOSSARY

..

v B (To be used with classroom observation record.)
% . LT ‘
: . . - Pupil Behaviors . 5

1. Apathetic-Alert Pupil Behavior .

) Apathetic : .

" 1.+ Listless. . - v
2. Bored-acting) »
3. Enter into act ivitiee half-heartedly
4. ‘Restless, .
5. 'Attention wanders,- '
6. Slow in getting under way. )

2, obstructive—Respohsible Pupil Behavior

Obstructive )
~oErrrctive

‘Rude to one another and/or to teacher.

1
2, 'Interrupting; demanding. attention‘
; disturbing. .

3, Obstinatd; sullen..

4. Refusal tb participate.

5. Quarrelsome; irritahble.

6. Engaged in name-calling and/or
tattling o .

7. Unprepared, .

-

- ‘ B
-3. Uncertain-Confident Pupil Behavior

.

' . Uncertain

1.- Seem afraid to try; unbure.
7 2, Hesitant; restrained. .
3. Appear embarrassed. \
4. Frequent display of nervous habits,
- nail-biting, etc, -
5. Appear shy and timid.s ‘
.6. Hesitant q?d/or stammering quech.
. Py
4, . Degendent:lnitiating ngil Behavior

a s

.!‘ »

Degendent

Rely on teacher for explicit

+

. directions, . B
" 2, Show little dbility to work things
< out for selves,

3. Unable to proceed when initiative .

called for,. -

Appear reluctant to, take lead-or . °
to accept responsibility.

LB W N
. . .

oW

~

s -
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° Alert = ) ' -
— » o

Appear. anxious to recite & participate. -

Watch teacher.attentively.

Work concentratedly.

Seem to respond eagerly.

Prompt and ready to take part in

_ activities when they begin.

4o

\ 3 . t
\ .

; - .
Responsgible . .

Couttecus, co-operative, friendly
with each other and with teacher.

Complete assignments without el

' compleining or unhhppiness.

‘Controlled voices. A
Received help and criticism adnntively.
Asked for help when needed.

Orderly without specific directions .
from teacher. J

Prepared. ) "

- -

.

Seem anxious to try new problems -

or activities, -° .

Undisturbed by mistakes.

Volunteer to recite. ,
° Enter freely into activities. >

Appear relaxed.

Speak with assurance.

-

s )
. v
"'."r‘.

P - v

+ . - . P

Initiating -~

Volunteer ideas and suggestions,
Showed pedourcefulness, - -

Take lead willingly,

Assume t‘epponsibilit igs without
. evasion. -

H
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. ‘ ’ Teachcr fehiviors -
5.4 Partial-Fair|fleacher Behavid . . / ‘
s T, S :
’ Partiasl ‘ . )
zarcial . ’ ) .

Repeatedly slighted a pupil, ' » ' /1. Treated all pupils approximately equally.
puptl 2

Correctfdd or criticized certain 2. In case'of controversy Pupil allowed to «

. .. / explain his side. ) '
Repeatgdly gave a pupil special ¥ , ~3. Distributed.attention to many- pupils. ..
. . ) ' “i. ‘4. Rotated leadership dmpartisily,
. 5¢ "Based criricism or praise an factual evi-
-7 .o, FUPCERE dente, ‘not hearsay.
Prejudice (favorable ¢t un-.’/, o S . .
favorablé) towards some socisl, Ed-” . ,
- c1al, or religious groups. ) R ‘e
6. /Expreased aucgztcton of motives of a
puptl.” ¢ . ;

D - B

~

v

C

o -
6. Au:ocrat1c~Democ'rat§ic Teacher Behavior
. .o‘ b3 . . -
Autocratic + " - #uy:-Demoeratic - , .
st : e - .

& a -
-~

¥ ..
© Telds pupils each step to c_ake.f'-s,; » 37 1. Guided pupils without being mandatory.
Intolerant of -pupils’ ideas. . . Exchanged ideas with pupils. ce
- Mandatory in giving directfons; orders 3. Encouraged (asked for) puptl opinion.’
to be obeyed at onte. N " 4. Encouraged pupils to make own. decisions. -

Py

e~ b 0
Incerxjgpted pupils although-their 5. Eantered into activifies without domination, -

discussion was relevant, N

Always directed rathex than partici-
pated. -
‘}i N -
74 L
7. Agbuf-Res.ptwns e Teachei Behavior

L @ T
% Aloof N Respongive
N T o

.
o

1. s6iif and fotmal in relations with + 1. Approachable to-all.pupils.
puptls.. . . 2. Participates 1Q class activity’
apart; removed from class activity. “"3.” Responded to reasonable requests and/or
Condescending to pupils. // - . questionsy .-
Rouzine ahd subject matter only con- 4. .Speaks to pupils as equals.
vern, pupils :as persons# ignored. . * 5. ‘Commends effort. i
Referxed to pupil as “this,child” or 6. Gives encouragement.
- “that child.”' - - . 7. Recognized individual differences.

%

B . Rcsrriccad—Unqeracandtng Teacher Belu'v.tor
- T - . : |
. 7 Restricted . B . : Undergtanding

Rcc%"gnrzedf‘only,acaaemtc accoepligh- l. Showed awareness of & pypil's personal
ments of pupi My no concern for- per- . emotionsl problems and needs.. . & .
sonal problems. 2. Was tolerant of error on part-of puptl.

completely unsympsthetic with & pupil's_  *3. Ppgtient with a pupil beyond o}dtnqry limits
fatlure st*s task. o of psciencs. . .

Called attention only to very good or "4. Showed what appeared to_be sincere sympathy

very poor work. . s with a:pupils' viewpoinc. . )
Was impitient with a pupil, -, ey oot )

»

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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'\'(a.) Tad
9, }l:nr%?\-l(indly Teacher Behaviar

[} e ? :

.
.

Figure

s il
Y

EY

", Harsh

-

-

Hypercritical; fault-findipg. » -
Cross; cure, - Rl
Depreciated puefl‘s effores; was -
»sarcastic, v, :

- Scolds a great deal.
Lost temper. ‘
Used threats. w N

* Permitred pupiis to la
" of others.

—

*

B

’
* °
© . -
-V/

ugh at.mtstakes
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lating Teacher Bshavior ®.,

v

10.. Dull-stimu
.

Dull

‘ ‘ Sttt
b : ®
1. lininceresting, monotonous explanations
‘2. Assignments provide little or-no
.nqtlvatlon., * -

3. Fails to provide challenge.
4. - Llack of animation,
5. Failed to cipitalize on
6. Pedanfic, boring.,
7. Llacks enthusiasm; bored acting,

~

m)rl interest

11,

>4 ; . .
exfgocxp'ed-ouglggx Teacher Behavior

N

St
¥4
o uSteieot&Ed

) %,
lised routine procedures without varia-
tion,~ e

B
-t

1.

Ty

"~

I [y

2
sdvantage of & re
situation, ,

3. -rfresentation seemed uriimaginative. .

.. Not resourceful in answering questions

levant questlgln or

e A
‘ \“‘ RN
i g\'w " .
SR ‘
. ' Rindly | -
. | . 3 ‘.,
- l. Goes out of way to be ple(,un and/or to
‘ help pupils; frieadly, | e
-2, Give a pupil e desegved ¢ompliment. .
3. TFound good thlngo'rln pupils do call atcen-
f : -

v «- 4. Seemed to show gincere c,‘apcern for & pupil’s
personal problenm. -
- 5. Showed affection without bein@ demonstra-
' " “tive, t ST
6. Disengaged self from a pupil withouc blunt-
“ness. . .. Lt
> -
. \ A
\ .
T » " Stimulating
. 1. "Highly interesting presentation; gets and
: Jpolds attention without being flashy. .
2. Cliéver. and witty,jtﬁ%ush not smartalecky.or
‘. . wise-cracking, . . .
3. BEnthusiastic; animated. : N
s. 4. Assigments. challenging, '
5. Took advantage of pupil interests.
6. Brought lesson successfully ‘to a climax. . :
N 7. Seemed Cowgroyoke thln_klng. “ R
. ' ' \\ '
] LTS O N ) .

+ Would not depart from procedure to take

“ v

tion to.,

-

Origt 1
_ { na\ .

3

-

1. Used wha¢ seemed to be original and rela~ ~

" tively uniqué devices to afd instruccion,

Tried nev materials or methods: L

Seemed .imaginative and able to deveglop

° preseptation arbund question or s:tua~
tion, .- . : :

Resourceful in answering question

.
9 .
< NS
-

S

>
had nany

4 ;
or providing explanations, - 'per{lnent \itl_uututloni available ® * . !
LR - e . . -~ )
12:.';/ Apathetic-Aiert Teacher Behavior v . o
W ) o ' ] ) 0 . .
: "+ Apathetic el ? Alert. .
Cbu Seemid listless; langlut_.d; lacked RS U Appe.md‘buoiant; ﬁlde—avch;_eqthusi@:tlc
enthusiasm, \ : -about activity Jf the mament.... .o
C.  Seemed bored by pupils., 2. . Kept ‘constructively busy. . B
3. E'assive in response to pupils. 3. Gave attentipn to,' and saemed interested ' .
4. Stvemed preoccupied. ' in, what was going on in claés, . N
*5. Attention aeemed to wvander, 4.° Prompt to “"pick Up" class when pupiis’ ats
6. Sat in chair most of time; cook no ‘tantion’ showsd signe of lagging. -
. active part in class activities, . < s o Lo
- N . . i - 7 [}
NPT iz ., ,




re 2 (Cmttnued)o ;

’

Unimpresiive-Attrnctive Teacher Bchzior )

“Unimpreggive / o

1. -Uatidy or sloppily. dressed: #
2, Inappropriately dr_uud.//

3. ~Drab, cplorless. . A

4.. Posturé and bearing u /t'_tracgive.

3.. Possessed distracting personal hadits,
6. Mumbled; inaudible 4peech; limited

' expression; disagreeable voics tone;

3

- ¢ _ — .I , \. = .
. 4 . .
. R Attractive °* s
L. “Clean and neat. .
;2 Well-groamed; dress showed good taste, -4
3. Posture and bearing attractive, - - Ny
. 4. Free from distracting personal habits.. .

. 5. Plainly audible spdech; good. expression;
agreeadble voice.tone; good inflection;

4 . r

A ]

poor inflection,
. .»' . .. ) \r( \
Svu'li}lespoﬁ"ub‘l@‘ Teacher Behavior ° b - v '
* Evadmhiy Reapongible . ‘ -
1. Avoided réspons“i\bii(t_y;' disinclided ., e l? A;suned x:ehponsibi}ity; makcs d;cisions, as *
¢+ ' to make deciaions. . - o - . required, 3 ‘
. "Pasged the buck'" to cl(., to other > 2. Congcienttaffs. “ |
: teachers, etc. . ‘ . 3.  Punctual. * i
Left learning to pupil, failing to give . 4. Painsctsking; careful, . )
adequate help. ) \ "S." Suggeésted aids to learning. ° N s
Let a difficult situation get out of 6™ Controlled a difficult situation,
. control,, .- . ) 7, Gaye definite direciisce, o
- Assigiments and directions indéfinige.. 8. Called attentfon to standards of quality. - ,
+ 7No insistance on either individual or |/ 9. Attentive to clags."" . .
group standards. - . . e 10. Thordugh._ . s .
.. Inattentive with puptils. - ‘ . o ) . '
- Cursory. ot < b - et s
' . ’ ., -, \ ’ M\ .3 5
tratic-Steady Tedchet Behavior 4
< : ' - *
\ Brratic \s o Stead ¥ -
' Ihyulu\‘:e: uncBn:rol}cd; c.i»e.rnenéjl; _ i. Calm; controlled. . :
unsteady. " . .= 2. "Maintained progress toward objective. .
+ Course of gction easily suayed by 3. stable, consisgent, predictable,
-circumstances of the moment, - - P :.
t 'Inconsistent. ) - - . )
N . . 2 .
citable-Poised Teacher Behavior - - .. \ . / .
— Excitable o _ C " Poiged < % ' .
. - . 3 - . .t 14 . ‘: . N
'hﬂﬂy,dictufed and upsdt;. flustered, 17 5seemed at eage at all times. | r %
by classrobm situation. '’ . 2. Unneffled by situation that developed in:
~ Hurried in class activities; spoke . classroom; digngfied without being stiff .
rapidly using many words and - "4 ‘or formal, . : . - .
. Bestures, v C "7 3. Unhurried in’class activities; spoke . S .
‘un"jii-p'y";anervou-.-H Yoo o ~ quietly and slowly. e -
’ . CoL : . ‘\4. - Successfully diyerted attention from\a ' - .-
’ a , Ve e .. - Stress situation.in classroom. \
- A 2 . \ * N .'(: & L] ,
. <. * Ak . v
certain-Confident Teacher Beéhavior ] \ R . . . .
-, \ st L } ° : o
, Seemed unsure of self;’ hlhrini./‘\ " 1. \Seemed aure of self; self-confident {n ' s
hesitant. < . i, relations with pupils. - \ ‘
Appeared timid.and shy, ' \ T3 Unat rbed and unewbarrassed-by mistakea

. LR

Appeared cr;ifi_cul.\kb o
Disturbed and embarrassed<dy nistakes
O ecritictem. -, - . .

E119

or criticiem.




.'Flghre 2 (Continued)

18.

Disorganized-Systematic’Teacher Behgvior

P

. " Disorganized .

. No plan for class work.
Unprepared.
Objectives not apparent, undecided as
to next step.
Wasted time. .
. Explanations not to the point, . .
Easily distracted-from matter at hand.

£}

(ol .
\

19. ‘Inflextﬁle'tdcptable.rea%her Behavior
‘. Inflexible

@

Rigid in conforming to routinme.

Made no attempt to adapt natcriq}a to
individual pupils.

Appeared incapable of modifying ex-
planation or activitizs to meet
particular classroom situations.

Impattent with interruptions and

~ dtgreasxons

20. Pessimistic-Optimistic Teacher Behavior

‘ -

. Pessimiatic
Ju res'séd; unhappy.
skepzrcal,

Called attention to potential "“bad,"
Expressed hopelessness of “education
today," ‘the achoox system, or fellow

cducators. + v .

Noted mistakes; ignored good points.
Fruwned a grest deal; had unpleasant
facial expression. .

Immature-Integrated Teacher Behavior

3 Iomnature

IS

* "
1. Appeared naive fn approach to class-
%, . l00m situations.
0.8 Self-pitying; cenplaintng. demanding.’
3 Boastfulﬁ conceited.,

Narnou-aroad Teacher Behavior --

‘Narrew - ™
Presentation strongly suggested .
. Limited background {n subject or
material; lsck of scholarship.
Did not départ from text.
Failed to enrich diacuaaybna with
fllustrations from related areas, .
Showed little evidence of breadth of
. cultursl background in such: sreaa as
#-science, a¥ts, lterature, and history.
Answers to pupils' questions in-
complete or inaccurate.
. Noncsitical spproach to subject.

=

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘e

'6.

t ic )
"1. Bvidence of a planned though flexible
procedure, ¢
Well prepared.
Careful in planning with pupils.
Systamatic about ‘procedure of class.
iHld anticipated needs- .
'Provided ceasonable explanatioas.
Held discussion togcthpr.lobjectivea
sapparent. . .

2.
'3.
4. .
5.

7.

Adaptable

Flexible in adspting explanations.
Individualixed materials for pupils as
required; adapted activities to pupils.
Took advantage of pupils' questions .o
furcher clarify ideas. '
: Met an unusual classroom situation com-

[}
. 'petent ly:

Optimigtic

1, Cheerful;
2, Genial.
3. Joked with pupils on occasion.
4. . Emphaaized potential "good." . -
5. Looked on bright side; spoke optiniaticnlly
) of the future.
Called sttention to good points,.cmphaatlcd
the positive.

éntgﬂted

+ - .

good-natured.

6.

Maintained.class as center of activity; kopé .
self out of spotlight; referred to class's
activities, not own.

Emotionally well controlled.

o Broad

Presentation suggested good background in
subject; good scholarship suggested.

Drew examples and explanations from varioue
sources and related fields. .

Showed evidence of broad cultural blck-
ground in science, &rt, literature, ) .

. history, etc. -

4. ' Gave satisfying, complete, and-accuracte
answers to questiouns. t

Was constructively crltic.l in approach to:i

+ v subject matter. AR

1.
2,

3.

© S
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VIR Wﬁ S TUCKMAN  -. - n
‘ : N b, .
v . o . v N — Y .., .
. .. Person Obgerved - -Observer c !
. ‘+ . Dates D ‘ID No. .
I T . - : . ’
L - &-°+ . TUCKMAN TEACHER FEEDBACK FORM (Short Form) N
' 1. Cae ORIGINAL : : T~ t=. % . CONVENTIONAL . :
2. e . PATIENT Stz a2 IMPATIENT . ., '
. « 03 . COLD : : : : : : WARM. ‘ *
. . et T T T — - '
R T HOSTILE S S S N S TP “AMIABLE - ot
P T " CREATIVE __ ¢ : :_ :__: __: - ROUTI En““‘/ . e
. ;B INHIBITED St i i .t s UNINHIBITED v ' ‘
- N N ‘ . , AN
e e 7. ICONOCLASTIC S S S S RETUALISTIS .
* 8. : : GENTLE : S S N * HARSH ' .
. . - — T_ - T - N
v 9. UNFAIR : : : : : '3 FAIR
10.7 ‘ CAPRICIOUS O SN T W T PURPOSEFUL
+ . 11, ) o CAUTIOUS S T EXPERIMENTING : i
X 12. DISORGANIZED __:__ : _: . i ORGANIZED . ’ ¢
. A h R | . R *e v
. 13, UNFRIENDLY S L T R SOCIABLE . .
-, 14, RESOURCEFUL __ :__.:_ :' ' :  : ° | UNCERTAIN - . ‘ v
. 15. RESERVED _ : : s s OUTSPOKEN .+ * ° A
) 164 - IMAGINATIVE __: ' :_ :_ N\_: /: _ Exacrine( . .
17. ERRATIC __ :__ :_ :_ : _: _: SYSTEMATIC -~
. 18. i AGGRESSIVE _: S N S : PASSIVE T~ ) ’ i
19. ACCEPTING (people) _ : & *t+ & : : "« CRITICAL[' — !
. 20. . QUIET R BUBBLY . R
f —— e e e % - .
) > o e
. 21. . . OUTGOING R S I . WITHDRAWN .
= 22, "IN CONTROL S N N T ON THE RUN SN -
2 o _— TS e esseeee —-'—- ——
.23, FLIGHTY R T R CONSCIENTIOUS LT
24, - poMiNanT " i . . . L SUBMISSIVE , . _ oo :
v e v
- 254 M OBSERVANT : : : : : : PREOCCUPIED D ’ v
. . : e o
. 26, INTROVERTED T T T T EXTRAVERTED .
v 27. Assr-:R'rI)n: N S S S SOFT-SPOKEN O
28. . TIMID R S S S T P ADVENTUROUS ) )
. 7.6 5 4-3 27T « < e,
: . . COPYRIGHT © I971 '+ = : ..
. ‘. . » A ) - ~N
"Summary Formula and Scorg for the Four Dimensions - '
’ .I. Creativity ' X . <
» Item (1 + 5 + 7 + 16) =\{ 6 + 11 + 28) +.18 L. . -
s e S | + + + ) - Faki -+ ) + 18-= R -
. oo T s . T D G -
II. Dynamlsm (domnance and energy) n N
'
’ TItem (18 + 21 + 24 + 27) - (15 + 20 + 263 + 18 . . °.
N R ( + o+ + ) = ( + + ) +,2.18 = - . ..
: . . - - = - T ¥ S - :
" ) III. organlzed Demeanor (organiization and control) : . .
. . Iten (14 422 4 25) - (10 + 12 + 17 +,23) + 26 s \ < )
. . + + ) -+ + + ) .26 = T -
. LN —(-» -_ . — T e - SN ¢ . -~ .
. N :
" T YVIVLY darmth and .Acceptance - . * s '
. Item {2 + 8 3 19):= (3 + 4 +. 9 + 13) + 26 . Lo
.e . - { + + . ) - ( o+ T+ L4 ) + 26 = : . )
. ' - - - - it - T—— .. haaar-1 .
. ’ . B ’ \ , :- _ I
\
' M .
Repeinted Trom: o : . . . '
’ w0 . RIS (A i ¢
: lackmap, Bruce Vayne.  "he Tuckndn 1(' u'ln r I‘u-dhd«.l- }utr. (& T]) .
. - BT . i .
Jow na ot dueat fenal Neasuienght 13(3):233-37, .-lll\ 1976, s
\‘l - - e;bé‘ . 2 -~ . .
EMC ™ . . o 1_]_ o - v »e
o - - ) . .
. - . . ) . '
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