"

-«

“ L J S B - .
f - . ! el 3 . . . . [
. . . S
. . : . . . . .
. _l‘. . Y R . . 3 . S ¢ ¢ )
-

..~ 7 ® " DOCUNENT RESUNE
maTse o spo1s o019

AQTHGR ; N Denton, Jon Ja; Norris, Sherrlll - o S
" TITLE ’, ~ Cognitive Attainment cf Learners of Student Teachers-
- S A Criterion for Attaining lccountthle Teachar
- Preparaticn Prograss.
;S?ONS iGEHC! Texas A and ¥ Oniv., CQllege Statzon. Ccell., of
" Education. !

' ‘pus DATE. -« . [79}Y. . . | e | Pos
~.GBLHT 3 .« . DUE-TI&U~153SO—EOG s R ’
" NQTEW ‘ uup. S S
" EDRS PRICE | ,uso1xpcoz Plus Pcetage. | |
"DESCRIPTORS ¥Academic’ Achievement; Ach;evelent Galn H *Cognztlve
R ., Measurement; Fducational Accountability; Education

YA Majors; *Effective- -Teaching; *Evaluation Nethods;
. '\" . Preservice Education; Program Evaluatlon, Secondary
§ ) , Educatlon- *Students; *Student Teacher¢ .

l

AHSTRACT'“A S SR - T
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measure. of student ‘teacher’ effectiveness is emplcyad in this study of
d; .secondary school students. ahd ‘21 student. teachers. Five .
colfeptual research models are develofped to determinpe the teaching
skill level of the’educatiaon majors through examination of their
students' academic achi'evement. Results indicate that the student

‘-.} teacher's 'status as eitlier an education major or a noneducation major -

- as well as’ his/her overall grade-point ratio significantly account.

" . for the variation in learners' performances. Time referehced.
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variables, the quality of supervisor ratings ass;gneé to the student~
t®acher, and individual classrcom teaching’ styles are alsc found to
cerrelate szgnzf;cantly with students' cegnztive attaznnent. (L&)
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‘Cognitive Attainment of Learners of Student.Teachers: A -
Criterion for Attainment Accountable Teacher Preparation Programs

Jort J. Denton  ° o e
Sherriil A. Norris |
Absteact'

This :nvesttgatxon was. ccnducted to determxne uhether }earﬁer coqnxtive@ -

.attatnment data have potential for dec1sxon-mak1ng regarding- the cofpetence ‘

of all prespect1ve teachers comp]ettng a secondary teacher educaticn prngram

- Five conceptual models were deve]qped for determinxng the effect1veness of

student teachers in bringing about learrer cognttive attainment. Structural . }'
regressxon equatxons for these models were developed te ana}yze the data

.HMCQYYected for 2540 secondary schdol leerners and 21 student teachers Comparxsons‘

of the variols regression equations yieided results indtcai1ng the profess1ona1

'1jcharactertst1cs of the student teacher namely, academ1c maJor and overa11 grade

poxnt rat1c. s1gn1fzcant1y (F=67.69, df: 2 5536) accounts for varxatxon among

11earner cognitive attainment scores.

- Further analyses of these data revea?ed that educatwon maJors praduced
substantially higher cogn1t1ve ettaxnment scores among their,. 1earners than
did non-education maaors. Other ana]yses indxcate that time- referenced varxables

(F= 23. 52, df: 2 2534) and supervisor rat1ngs of the planning and instructional

effectxveness of student teaEhers (F=48. 83 df:2 2532) also account for some ‘
of t )e wanabxhty of learner cognitive attainment .values. - As mght be expected

positive relatwgns were fouhd betwé&n Tonger periods. of time devoted to '
“instruction and greater learner cognitive attaipment. Supervisor ratings of -

candxdates were_ found to have a modest positive, relation with more successful

‘learners. _This fxnding suggests that supervisor ratings common]y used as the .

'fprxmary eva]uation tool in student teaching, need to. be used in combination

with other evaluation instruments to dqtenn1ne the competence of teaching -f'V
candidates, One additional analysis addressed classroom behavior styles of |
individual® student teachers (F=32 46, df:21 2511) This finding accounted

for substantial variance in learner cognttrve attainment in this investxget1on

- A and has substantial signtficance for an intensive field experience if a teaching’

T demcnstratwon of “teachsng prccess“ skills

.

candidate s-competence {s based ‘on- Tearner cognitive attaxnment rather than-

-~
F |
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The press for accountab1}1ty Ln educational settxngs is no-longer.
A | -
o reserved for. leerners in pubtxc schools " Experienced teachers and’ teach1ng'

cahdtdetes applying for a position weth the Dallas Ihdependent'Schoo}
- District now must pass a proficiehcy testrbe?ore being seriohs?y'considered
T aseas v1able~cend1date for a teachxng position in- that d1str1ct Accerﬁ1ng
P ‘ . L

to Mxtchell (1978), 'in a recent issue of At)antxc Mcnthly, th;s prect1ce was

initiated because of the dxsmal performance records of many newly-m1nted

teachers w1th,recent1y ecquxred teaching cert1f1cates in hand. One
‘swonders how and why'thisphenomengn has nccurred and what type ef evaluation |
wou?d allow 111-equipped 1nd1v1duals tc atta1n teachxng certificates J‘ 
Perhaps the expertence cf Dallas TS un1que, bu it dces serve tc emphas1ze the
grow)ng concern publ:c schoal perscnneI off1cers ‘and parents have- regardtng N
‘the capabx]xtles of teachxng cendidates and the qualxty of teacher
preparetxon programs respcn51b1e for preparing these xndxvxduals
- The ccncern abeut teacher preparatxon program quai:ty has lcng been, an
issue of great 1mpqrtance ‘Some time back a mu?t1 stage eva}uatwon
f<h o system WS establxshed to.;cn1tcr the development qnd 1mplementat1on of a.

’ cnmpetency based teacher educatwon program (Dentnn, 1927) One stage of thxs
evaluatxon system focuses on. the student teach1ng exper1ence where
effcrts‘have been guxded by the commcn -sense nctxcn that "successfu1 .
teachers br1ng about Iearnrng in their charges " While th1s genera}1zat1cn -

. ;oo 18 stra1ghtfcrward ans easy to 1nterpret, implementatwon of a plan to
| obtain performance data on 1earﬁers is another matter. Thus, thrs'Tnvesfigatieh':
was conce1red and’ conducted to determtne whether Iearner cogn1t1ve atta;nment ‘

\
data have pctent1el fcr decxs1on-ﬁak1ng reﬁ%rdxng ghe competence of all

\ :

- - prospect1ve teachers compTetxng a teadher preperaticn program -




THEORETICAL 'sonsrosenrrons | |

A dtecedeﬂf\far using 1earner cegnxtxve attasnment as a measure of
teachxng success. dates back to the scxenttfic management era 1n Amerlcan
scheols from 1910 to 1930 {Ca1lahan. 1962) Apparently, this interest
contxnued for some- txme glven the investxgatxdns py Rostker 1945) ‘Ro}fe‘f“'; f*-,*‘“““
(1945), and LaDuke (1945} These snvestxgatorsfcetlected m‘Ttsple teacher |
”. and 1earner variab]es while. exam:ning teachxng ability based on Iearner
achxevemenf Interestxng?y, these Investtgatdrs empleyed rather eTaborate |
stattstsca} precedures. i.e., mu1t1p1e regression, to explatn ‘the effects of

“ teacher variables on Iearner achtevenent A ‘ | o oo

~

More receﬁ%ly, NlttPQCk (1952) stud1ed the 1mpact of learner achievement
{
, gatns on student teachers by te}Tsng the candtdates thexr grades in student

LI

L teachxng depended en the perfermance ef thexr 1earners Khen puptl ach:evement _
f.

of . theSe teachtng cand1dates were cempared with pqu? achievement of .a samilar
g?eup of student teachers whd served'hs centro?s for th1s 1nvestxgathdn, the
Jearners of the experimental studélt‘teachers were found to have attasned hxgher -
scores on standard:;;gizests 1n socia? stud1es and Eng]tsh Unfortunately,

| the pup1ls of some of the exper1mental student teachers exptessed more
d1ssatxsfact{3n‘w1th the1r student teachers than dwd pupils. af the COntrel

A

' student teachers.v

Dursng the past decade or, so, assessment 1ssues in teacher educatien have

recesy substantxai attentxon due in pa?t to attempts to plan, deveIap, and

— U ]

LR - impleme petency based teacher edecatxon (CBTE) prdgrams Two maJer DA, §
| f’posit1ens emanatxng from CBTE regarding assessment of teacher competency are: (1)
precedures on. the one hand thch assess the process and practfce of teaehtng

candldates and (2) assessment technigues which enceurage the- co]lectxon of Tearner

s ‘

’
. * - o o . S o o
' - . . . ' ¥ . . .
| ) ’ . . : ‘ ‘ . .' ) .
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attaxnment 1nformat1on (consequence crxterxa) on the other (Neber 1974).

- Many teacher. educators favor the use of prgcegp crxterxa for assessxng

the competence of a student teacher An example of whxch would be the.

. ‘candxdate-s facxixty thh creating a‘favorable'learning set in a microteaching
. lesson, followed Qy a sxmt}ar skill performance in an actua] c}ass s1tua§1on
g This multrple step process often is repeated for other presentat1on skIIIs,
~such as, use* of h1gher order quest1ons, prompt1ng, and prDvrdtng appropr1ate

‘- :feedback untsT the usual lxtany of teach1ng skxl}s in a CBTE program have .
. been practxced and demonstrated by the aspir1ng teachxng cand1date
Proponents of the process approach c1te measurement probTems, and e “ E .

" economic consxderatxons assocwated with obtaxnxng Iearnep ach1evement gaxos |
from standardxzed tests as magor‘deterrents in us1ng consequence crxter1e for

: ‘ 3 assessxng preservice teacher competence (G?ass 1974 Soar 19?3) Medley (1978) .__k i‘

‘ f cites a nuoeer of aYternatwve strateg;es;for' %sessipg ceachxng candidates,. | -
N e.g.,'teaching tests, behavior sampTes,Ieaggiog,exercises, cjaSSroomfoter—~

action sfmulat%ons,'projected'probiem exercises, Vthh with the‘exceptfon of

?the teachfng tescs are categoriaed amohg-the“ﬁrocess cr;teria‘aporoaches for

' candidate'assessment Interestzng1y th1s emphasxs on. process crxterxa tends -

~to dom1nate the prfess1onaI Iiterature concerneé with assessxng the competence

of preservice teachers-+xay, 1978; Pottinger, 1978; Tikunoff & ward 1978).
Thus teacher educators who have }abored with the issues of assessxng teachxng

.competence in terms of censequence criteria (Iearner attainment) have
“encountered resxstance because this approach it 1s said, places the fate of
the teaching candidate in the hands of their Tearners._ Proponents ofiA.-
cooseqeeoce criteria on the other hend indicate thatFprocess:criteriavelone - “,'
sxmp?y do not yxeld adequate ev1dence that candldates have the necessary -

teaching competencxes to succeed ‘in the c1assroom (Brinkerhoff 1978'

.. Denton & Norris, 19?9) | o
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~ Further, t@cher educators espousing the fatter position find sdpport-

for competence based on achievement from the vxgorous research activity on

teacher’ effectxveness In this area of lnterest. effecttveness is frequently

defined in tenms of the classroom teacher s abtiity to produce htgher than
predtcted Iearner gains on standard1zed tests Th1s crtterxon for teacher
effectxveness is commonly c1ted 1nsanvestzgattons (Brophy & Evertson 1976.

Statlxngs & Kaskowitz, 1974 Good & Grouws, 1977) and reviews of research on'

_‘the topic (Danktn & 81dd1e, 1974 Good }9?9~~Rosensh1ne, 19?6, Rosenshxne &

© derived such a strategy which involves~contraot pfans based on Iearner“

~ for the preparation of teachers. McNeil and Popham (19?3.5pp.;233-234)-have'

cognitive gain. With ltttle or no modtfxcat1on, this contract plaﬁ can serve

~as a strategy for assess1ng a student teacher s'tompetence Thws approach is

‘on before" teacher.competency can be assesg¢ed. Supervisors and the;teachtng'

| The evaluatxon p?an need not exctude the use of observatxonai systems in the

.Furst 1971) Thus, teacher educators embracxng the motion. of 1nc¥ud1ng
- learner attatnment data in dECTSTenS regardtng the competence of pre service.

'teachers have a sound body ‘of emplricai ev1dence,to “support thEIP position

regardtng 1earner achtevement data and dec:sxons regardwng teachtng competence

Perhaps an approach whwch tntegrates tearner cognitive attalnment data ‘ "

- with systematm c]assroom observatmns is the opt—%ml as,seesment !strategy

7 .
.

based on the,notlon that the obgectwves of the currwcu?ar p]an must be agreed

5

candidate must agree on the aQQ\\Etjateness of stated berformance objectives
far. the'1earners Further agreement is reached before 1nstructxon begtns
regarding what ev1dence w111 be used to determine whether the teach1ng has

AN
resu}ted in }earner attatnnent of the perfonnance objecttves Data are

subsequent]y coTIected to determxne whether Xearners have achteved the

‘stated objecttves as wel? as. whether untntended outcomed have emerged

. -~ -

assessment of 1nstruct1on rather'th1sp4an recommends their use -as means for

- .



establishing désbriptiﬁg records of'the teaching act. -
- One significaft-ad@dntage of the contract ptan for assessing teacher -
competence is that it allows student teachers in conjunction with their

-,Supervisoks to ésfab1ish éytcphes and standards that‘ére most appropriate

~

for their learners. 'P%ior\Jearning, dynamics of the classfoam,.and'classronm
environment can be taken into account in gstabTishing-iheinstructional pian

~on which the student teaché&\is to be hel accounfap1e_(McNei1'& Popham, 1973).
Yo this end the‘fcliowing-research"quéé%%ensAwere_pose&f'~.' - "
1. Should teacher preparation ﬁrogham.decisions:regarding'fhe qua1ifications
. 0f a teaching candidate be influenced by the degree to which acalemic.
s tharacterisitics of student teachers relate to learner cognitive attainment
on.a single instructional unit whén the influence of prior cognitive E
attaipmentsof-those‘learners‘is :gmeved?f S ‘ '

2. Should student teaching guidelines provided by the .teacher education
~ program be affected if the period of instruction provided by teaching
candidate influences learner cognitive attainment on a single unit when
the effects of prior cognitive attainment of learners and academic .
Acharacteristics‘afvstu@ent-teaqﬂens are removed? A
Should teacher prepar&kion.program decisions regarding the competence of _
*a teaching candidate he inflyenced by the degree to which university s
’ supervisor ratings of {the student teacher's planning and instructional ' L=
effectiveness rélate o learner cognitive attainment on a single unit .
when the effects of péfior learner cognitive attainment, characte®istics of
student teachers and instructiqnal time are removed? o o L
4. Should teacher prepirption decisions regarding program quality be
influenced .if the behavior of individual student teachers affect ; |
" learner cognitive attainment on-a single instructional unit when the o -
«  effects of prior learner attainment, student teacher academic S |
- characteristics.,supérVisor ratings, and time on instruction are removed. .
ORGANIZATION OF INVESTIGATION = . A\ oo

N
. i . ) : . K S ,}
PN .. )
+

-

. Brogram-Description

e . . . . . Lo

- This -investigation was conducted under the auspdces of an educational
curriculum and*instructﬁ%n'department at a Land Grant University. The teacher

preparation program wﬁﬁéh'particfpateq.%n the'inuestjéat{bn'is‘a‘competency

‘“ based program for secohﬁary 1eVe1'feachen5«féshioned around a diagnostic

\
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instruction espcused by Gagne' (1970). In avsense. se]ect1ng instruc¥ional

prescriptive model ef'ihstruction (Armstrong, Denton, Savage, 1978). Th1s* e
model conceptuai1ze§'teachihg as @ serfes of events requiring frve disttnct o

sets of instructional skills, that is: Specifying Performance Objectives,

,Diagndsing_tearners.‘Se1ecting,!nstrdcttone} Strétegies, Interactin§-with <

. Learné?s.'and Evaluating the Effecti#eness'cf Instruction. ,_Mg 3 e

. (W
Spectfytng Perfcrmance ObJectives - The dec151ons inherent tn th1s e]ement ‘ QZ
~of the 1nstruct10nal mode1 are - 1nstrumenta] in determxntng whether the entire

instructtonal process ‘can be successful in produc1ng student 1earn1ng Restated‘~

| this idea becomes performance cbgecttves determxne the d1rect10n and . focus of

instruction. Hhen performance obgectxves are se?ected ‘and sequenced accordthg

to a }ogtcal p1an. teachers are in a poswtton of 4eadersh1p and can Just1fy

thetr program . to responsxble cr1t1cs
- ¢ 2 ] - )
' Diagnosing Learners J Teachers needinformation regarding a 1earner's

k

| readiness"tc begin a prepesed new ?hstructiodal‘sequence.' Bypassing thts‘step Vl

“inan effort td save instruct:enal time is false economy, sxnce the resuit
may well be frustrated bored and unmotivated learners. Hhen adequate :
dtagnostxc 1nfcrmat1on is available, instructtenal plans can be deveToped that
meet the informattona] and emottona1 needs of the learners | |
Se?ecttng Instructional Strategtes - In selecting tnstructxonaT strategtes
teachers shduld structure activities thit,arer63;§1stent with the tdent:fxed
perfcrmance obgectives. the entry” 1evels of the learners and the events of )
stretegies is analogous to generatihg'dtrectiona1 reseaﬁch'hypotheses A |
‘strategy is’ created from a wide range of possxb?e approaches which, in the
teecher 5 mlnd wr}l Tikely bring abcut Tearner attatnment df the perfcrmance
objectives. The apprapr1ateness of this strategy is “tested" during the

1mp1ementat1on and evaluatwcn phases of 1nstructton



o unimpﬁrtant if the:timing‘and cantinuityrefthe classroom activities are. .~

ateaching'candidate‘s adherence to a set of "ideal role behaviors," but rather :

Interacfing with Learners - This component represents the "doing" phase

of the -instructional model. The elegahce'of the instructional plan becomes -

L]

interruﬁted creating disorder and predictable mahagement prbIems - Thuss.

: learning how to 1nteract with learners is,. perhaps, the mnst difficult set

of skx!ls for new teachers to attain. Master1ng these sk11ls requires

consxderable practwce in actual classroom settings, and serves to Justtfy

the emphas1s en student teachxng experxence51n teacher preparation programs.
kEvaluating the Effectxveness of Instruction - Thrs component serves to -""

gather evidence during and after the teachxng of an 1nstruet1ona} plan to /

'determtne whether the plan “worked." Evaluation should. prompt & review ef s

each compcnent in the 1nstructfnnai model Representat1ve questwons to -

ztllustrate this review inc1ude were the performance obJectfves appraprxate?

Were the pretests red??y dzagnestxc tooIs? B1d the 1nstruct1ena] strateg1es '

mcorporate the events of instructwn? Has classroom management suffwwent N

to maxntaip a favorab1e learfing envrronment? were the eva]uat1on tools valid

for assess1nq Tearner growth and praogram effectxveness?" R St *‘f
This mede? prGV1des a frameweﬁk that encaurages the deve¥opment of

individual teaching styles. Indivxdua1xzed sty?es are encouraged because

| evaluatxon of 1nstruction is: based on’ Tearner attainment of performance

obJectxves ~Given this operatxng prwnc1p1e, teachers in preparat1on are free

to choose precedures from thewr own repertoxres that they be11eve wxlT
é

result in hxgh evels of learner performance. Furtherikfeacher respons1b1}1ty. B

‘zs weTl_served by this model. Thxs reSponsxbxtxty come§ not because of the

~

in adapt1ng 1nstruct1ena? practice, as necessary, to he}p Iearners achxeve

perfurmance abgectxves tha? have been selécted.

.8 S ‘ . . : ' A

10"
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mester-full day Student‘teachfng program withftwe)ve{Semester ;

hours bein;awaroed for successful completion of the course is- the

o culm;nat1ng experience in this preparatton program Durtng thts expertence..

- A}

each student teacher is requxred to deve?op and 1mp}ement two 1nstruct1ena1

unxts each of approx1mate1y two weeks duratton The 1nstruct10na1 unxts

A Y

are- to include: performance obsecttves a dzagnosttc pretest to determlne

;whether prerequisite knowledges and skills are. present instruct1ona1 stnateg:es

addressed to each performance obgecttve, and criterion- referenced instrume ts

PP

~ These units must be deemed ‘acceptable. and appropriate by .both, the classroom '“ '

‘SUPQPVISIHQ teacher and the:untversxty superv1sor prxor to tmptementatton - .

Evaluatton of student teachers in thws program tncludes superv1sor

ratings based on in-class observations and\tnstructfonal materials produced .

.

by the student teacher. Generally,six supervisor ratings are comp1eted

during e'semester. These ratings are recorded an an Evaiuatton Profrle
. ‘ \ o
instrument. It may be of sxgnxftcance that the fxnal evaluatton for each * o T

‘student teacher recorded on thxs instrument represents a consensus ratwng :

EERSPN

resulting ?rom a three-way conference between the student teacher. c?assroan r

supervtsor and un1versxty supervrsor In add1tton a Curr1cu1um Context

Check11st for rat1ng the components of each 1nstructrona1 un1t is

completed by the’ unxversxty supervisor Two of‘these forms are completed

. during the course of the field exper1ence - .~‘ ] N

Student teachers are also requested to contr1bute to the formattve

eva}uatton process by comp?et1ng yeek{y ref?ect1on sheets throughout the

-

semester | Further. summattve procedures are conducted by student teachers

- -
4

at the concluswon of each unit, where _summaries of Iearner performances .
/

";tare recorded on Summary Evaluation gf‘Unrt forms. These self-evaiuataon

B _experiences are consistent with the final component of the diagnOStic-

. -
-

. | | L ‘\\ I o o
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prescriptive. model of instructisn. -
_ > . o~ SRR R ' S .
Only one type of data was cc?lected for this investigation which -

: ordxnarity is not coTIected durrng student teachzng, that betng. cr1ter1on :

referenced learner attetnment data In this 1nvest1§%tion. student teachers -

",
retained the un1t test responses of- Tearners after provxdxng feedback to the

;leerners regerdtng thetr performance These-data were suhsequently esed te
develop a criterion- referenced summary on each learner. Thxs summary is a

record of each Iearner regardtng nxs/her 1nd1v1dua1 performance with respect

to each perfonnance ob;ectxve 1nc1uded in the unit. In addition, pretest and
_ posttest scores were’ recorded for each Tearner on. the sunnmry The obaeative |

‘ettawnment data expnessed as the percentege of ob;ectiyes attained in unxt tw0‘

Y
for eech learner has served as the dependent varxabTe in th’

. .

xnvesttgat1qn.

.Sa p'le « - ‘ ‘ N
Informat1on from 21 secendary }evel student teachers and 2540 Tearners
< 4

taugnt by. the student teachers compr1sed the samp]e for the data base of -

this 1nvesttgatten These student teachers were suberv1sed by one unxversrty
supervxser, over the course of three semesters i. e. Sprxng 19?8 - 2 student
teechers Fa]? 7978 - 13 student teacher§ Sprtng 1979 - 6 student teachers

: The totel number of secondary Ieve1 student teachers numbered 184 dur:ng

this period (Spring 78 - 68,'Fall 78 - 64 Spring 79 - 52)." The prvmary
reason for selecting onIy the student teechers ass1gned to one un1vers1ty
‘superv1ser w§§ to reduce error ver1ance among supervxsory ret1ngs The °
unxversxty superviser nas served in this re}e for three years and has -~

; estab1wshed good reTattonsh1ps with cTassroom supervisers and bu11ding

adm1n1strators in the student‘teachwng sxqes represented in thxs proJect
4

. Moreever. the supervxsor is well versed on the dxagncstxc prescrxpt1ve medel

of 1nstruct1on en thCh the preparatxon pregram is based and has held the

-

ﬂstudent-teechers‘accountab}e for 1mp1enent1ng the tenets of thislmode1 in

12

~

N
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. in thexr teachxng e ;}[ L e
PG ‘;"' Seventeen c}assroom supervxsors from 7 schoel bu1?d1ng§ ser d ad the "medei e
A S L ,...f'“-f -
o teachers fer the student teechers Four supervxsers in thws group ‘WO! ed S

, thh a student teacher for two of the three semesters the data were cellectedt

ta

whx]e the remein:ng 13 classroom SupéPVISOPS SErved in thxs capacxty fer ,;Q

. ene semester . In order te qua11fy as a claSSrQom superviser these teachers Y f.;ie_f

met the followxng criterTa. he]d a valid teach1ng certdficate in tke- f:eld
B S .'.A 1n which theyamereteachtng, had completed 2 f2£1 years ef pub]xc scheo]

= '3‘, - . teachtng experrence - one of wh1cﬂrwa5»in the local distrxct agreed to serve

-a

{
as a cTassroom supervxsxng teacher for both senestérs andagreedto attend

'; L the 1nserv1ce meetzngs sponsored by the Brazcs Valley Cooperat1ve T%achEr |

£

| ey IR

Educetlen Center and ether meetings sponSQred by the edqcatrgna] currzculum e

- and Tnstructxon department at the un1vers1ty oo ﬂ'z o L e .
In crder to enroll in student teaching each teachxng carididéte in this .

samp!e had riet' the fotlowxng crlterxa - ,' i »; 3” B

1.. Attained senior standing with=: at least 30 §Emester
b hours: completed at the university 1ncTUd1ng at least

4t 7. six semester houes in approved profess1ona} courses.
e - 20 Attaxned a min1mum grade point ratio (GPR) of 2. 25 .
KD ... - based on the grade report fo published by the o
o - . registrar's offige. R
3. Cemp?eted at least 75% of the coursework requrred | {2 Coa, -
-~ for the tgo 24 hour teechxn f1e1ds w1th ; minimum D .
- GPR of 2 R Y

<

4.3.Adm1tted to the teacher education program at Teast , : A
- . _ , oneé semester prior to student teaching, - The components - (e
— .~ s« - for this criterion incjude a statement of persomal : | "‘ g
e s comme tment, g imum drade point ratio (2.25), three
‘Tetters of recommendatxcns. successful.. cemp]etran
of English proficiency examination, and *early eld .

experience course (*requ1red for EDCI maJors)

. 5. Comp?eted ten hours of professional education - ,
O o eourseyork (EPSY 301-3hrs., EDCI 323-3hrs, EDCI 401-7 S .
o Ahrs). . ; : | ,

[}
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AIthonﬁh the preceding crxten1e a 1y to el] secondary leveT student et IR
-

teachersx the adademic meger ddes vary amdng teachlng candxdates Educetlon : s '

A ;f;.fmagors ere reqq1red te*combTete a 34 semester’ hdur sequence ef professxona1 “ o
. 15.';; T':.edueetxbnigultmxnating wtth the. 12 semester hoUr student tééchtngfexpertence. 17'}
o "’{dﬁqnyensely. nonieducatxen maaors seek1ng teache; ;ertifzcatton are requxred to ) f;fi
;je.compiete e~22 eemester hour progrem whxch alsd 1nc1udes the 12 semester hour _
| student teaehxng experxence D1fferences 1n prefess}nneI educatlon | |
thursework betueen these types of student teachers 1ncTude. an erieCzetlen )
. to educetion ceurse (1.sem hr), an\ear1y~f1e1d experwence course (2\qem hrs); R
‘?fgf_k", "(a Iogxcdof teachtng eeunse (3 sem hrs), an adoIescent psycho}egy course -
- 9, ';%;'d f(3 sem hrs), and on. educatienel technoiogy course (3 sem. hrs) General1y,' .‘? :,,'1‘
| | educetion maaersccmpYete'the total sequenee of cnursewnrk over en exght ‘“f7'~
N ifsemestee per1od %ompered wtth a thnee semester per:bd‘tor non- educatton -
s majorg seektng teacher certsfrcat:on | ‘_" : { | l':. L
| hIhe leerners in thIS sample were a551gned to the classes of 17.- } . - |
c?essroom supervrscrs durtng the- threeJ?emester period these deta wene | pA
72y;";' L ce%?ected These 1eerners attended one “of the’f0110w1ng fxve rura? school .
| dzstrtcts, namely L N ’{,wsi "i_".'- D ”‘)? . N
(A D A. = 8412) 'H .. J{A.D.A. =1592) . -
C'. . _(A.D.A. = }3933 : N ..:_;(A.D.A. = 1937)‘ . o
_‘ (AD.A. < 2898) oy o ey
’ Instrumentetlen B ;" SR m”r~‘ :s: ; ‘_“';uf_;' RSN

M ver1ety of scales and-ertterxon neferenced 1nstruments menttoned in |

.- the precedlng sectxon,uere nfegqéaeebteznlng measures of the,varxeus B p——
o xndependent variables and the dependent vartab?e fn this 1nvestigat1on The'

-

RV jf'fo1ldw1ng briefly descrtbes these instruments An. Eva?uatxen ProfTIe was *

':.employed to nbtaxn tﬁe independent vartable, 1nstrnct1ona1 effectxveness of

-
L , . \s

».. ;'
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" prescrxpttve medel of 1nstruct1on, on- wh1ch thrs pragram 1s based tThe;

- supervxsbr has the chnxce ef markxng one of five categories rangrng from f3h

‘ applrcab?e to the c?assroom;$1tuatxon ‘the supervxsor has the option of L« N

. o, .
! "
. - " . - AR .
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the student teacher as perﬁefved by‘?he unxverSLty‘superVISor Thrs

1nstrument~\s cemp}eted on a bxweekiy basxs by the unfverstty supervxsoref*;
The sce1e, con51sts of twenty exght £1kert type items d1v1ded into twn o
cetegormes, i. e., 1nstructxona1 competenc1es (21 1tems), and persenal and '1‘r
prefesszena] cempetencres (? 1tems) SuperV1sory natxngs fer the xtems - d;4 ;éi

under ‘the headlng.‘\nstructtonal competenc1es, are smnned together te o -

provxde the values for the 1nstruct1onal effectzveness varwable Each item _

: ‘, on. the scale zs referenced to a perfermance obJect1ve in the student teaeh1ng

program Further the 1nstruct1onal skx]ls addressed on thxs 1nstrument

are compattble w1th the sk11¥s and knowledges stressed in the dxagndstxc- i

exce]lent = 1 -t inadequate = 5 If the sk111 1s ndt observed or nnt N

- “

mark1ng N{A Theaa]pha coeff1c1ent, o=, 94 determined fer this instrument '

suggests a htgh degree of . tnternal consxstency ameng responses to the
var:ous items. ',- S : ‘7 o ,v.,. . "

)

A second ratxng scale, the Curr1cu1um Context Checkltst, 1s used ta

prcvxde university supervisor rat1ngs of the curr1cu1ar units deve?opedt\
f

L

by the student teacher. Values from th1s scalé prov1de data for the varwab}e,

*

p?annwng effectiveness of the student teacher Thxs lnstrument contaxns a -‘%

5 choice sca]e 1dent1ca1 to the scale of- the evatuatxon DPOf!]ES Indxvxdual ,
L -

© items of th1s 1nstrument ident1fy components of the curr1cn1nm_un1t, e. g,, i

'

generaI goals. focusing genera1wzat1ons. gconcept Ixst dxagnostic component

$

Values for the plannxng effectrveness varxable are determined by summing . o

together thecomponent ret1ngs regxstered for each 1tem on thTS checklwst

‘\'j.‘Teachxng candxdates ce\\rtbute;teuthe-Qata base,by completing twe

RV
LY ' .

R
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' Thts form requ1res an estimate ef the achtevement level and secxoeconemtc leve]

Y o : ’ o
Y . - ' . . \
PR S - C . |
.

fnstruments whxch serve fnrmative evaluation funct1ons for the candxdete'

B and pretxde tlme ordered data fon. pregramatic research— One of these instruments,

the NeekLy Ref!ectton Sheet.request the student teacher to estimate the percent

of txme s/he has spent durzng the precedtng week observing, piannxng, assrst:ng. temn .

. teachiﬂ§ and/or assuming full responsibd?ity In addttten the candtdates assess

thetrmnra?eand prev1de a written ratienale for the rating These 1nstrhments
are submxtted te the nnivers1ty supervtsor at the end nf each week throughnut

the semester

The secend 1nstrument SummaervafC::;cn of Unit, is completed by the teaching

candxdate 1mmedtate1y after cnmplet1ng the instructton assectated w1th each untt

of the Ieerners in additten to the actual number of class pertods requtred te

*

<f:ach the unit. Perhaps the most 579n1f1cant 1nformat1en collected among\all data

recorded on thrs form by the student teacher; thts data betng achievement

1nfqnnat:en (Iearner attatnment Qf ind1v1dua1 un1t obJecttres, pretest sceres, and
| untt-posttest sceres) fCritertnn referenced tests deveieped by the student teacher ‘,

are used to provxde these Iearner attainment data These instruments, unfque for

each unit and each student teacher, represent a strength yet petrgttaT 1im1tatian=
in the desxgn of this investtgation As a strength the student teacher. with o r';”
guxdance from ciassroem and unarersxty supervisnrs, develops tests re1ated dlrectly
to- the outcmues established for the perfermance ebjectives in each untt PPIOP .
Tearntng,extenuattng tlassroom srtuatinns. and the abilittes of the learners are

taken 1nte accnunt 1n estabeshlng both the ehaecttves and the cerrespondtng R :;l

. N
crtterten -tests. Under these cnnd1ttons the cognitive. attainment measure indeed

/‘
. should samp?e the behavier called for by the perfermance ob3ect1ves of the untt

A petentxa! 1tm1tatton of candidaté-develeped criterson referenced ‘tests

stens prtmartly from the, }ack of tnfnrmatton on the re]tab111ty and valxdtty ef

*
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| the respectiﬁe xnstroments Conventxonat reltabiltty procedures approprxate for

-

B norm referenced tests are not determtned on the varieus criterion- referenced

rtests becaase the ?uncttan of these tests (to determxne an examtnee s Ievel oi;> -
R A

K3

functtontng w1th respect tqza stated crxtermon) is not conststent with the -;_ =

functxon of norm- referenced tests (determtne an tndtvxdual s performance thh

.~ £

respect to the perfonnance of others in the.group) (Mxl]man, 7974) Thus, » |

v”:a‘thﬂﬂgh we are concerned, we" are not unduTy a]armed by the absence of these

o

| values VaTxdtty of cr1terion referenced instruments on the other hand can be

assessed by determin1ng the. Ioglca} re]ation of the performance obgecttves and

the indxvxdual test 1tems Fortunately, this valrdaty check was conducted by the

i classroom and unversxty supervisors on each candzdate S test before the 1nstrument

. ‘ R o T i
was admlnxstered to the 1earners- o K S N

N

Hhtle .the precedxng remarks are reasonable, we do realize measurement concerns N
’regardxng the equxvatence of the 21 cr1terxon referenced tests have not been

, addressed Certainly no ciatm can be made that al? of these instruments were

desxgned to measure attatnnent of 1dentica1 content however, 1t Was possabte to.

'/h. determxne whether the Ieveis of cognxtxve functron1ng (kuowtedge and applxcatwon)

;addressed in the tests were*nearly unxform Table ] (Appendtx) presents a sumnary .

-

1of charggtertst1cs for unxt two tests developed by the student teachers In

nearly all 1nstances, a preponderance of obJectxve type test items desxgned to -

measyre the knowtedge Iével of functton1ng occurred‘ Apptwcat1on Tevel test items
occurred on f1ve exam1natxons, but 1nvar1ab1y these quest1ons represented only. |

a smatl portton of 1tems on the exam1natton ThTS f1nd1ng 1sn 't too surprasxng,

since ¥ower level obaectfves are more reltab}y measured by obaect1ve~type test

~1tems -Furtherp the candrdates in thTS 1nvesttgatwon tended to requxré\extenswve

B products such s, term papersand comprehensive taboratory reports when hxgher

: order cognxtxve obJectxves were inctuded in the units.

v L— . v . . »
; | | R
. S . 17
. . . I o . S
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e STATISTICAL DESIGN. ~ A

~, ..

Conceptual RegreSSTQn Models ,,f .

Durwnngge pest decade. suhstantial\}nterest has centered on the
deve?opment of conceptual mede]s for document1ng the educat1one] process
-'TyptcalIy, these mode]s have been constructed te explaxn an 1nd1v1dual s

v. e -,.
: educatwenal achlevemenx in terms ef the followxng factors ' 1nd;épdua1 and :

) fmnxly charactertstxcg.-peer group 1nf1uences. genetxc endﬁunen P school

'Te_resources, and study attitudes (Barro, 1970 Hanushek 1972 Magoon, 1979)

One dxffwculty encountered wﬁth the earIy conceptual models for ex-

-p1a1nxng educatxonal achTevement was the seTectzen of an approprxate

_statwstTCe} model Multxp]e regress1ontechn1ques, which were relxed on fer B

. s1milar mcdel buxldrng in agrucultUre and econam:cs, then ytelded 1ncon-

swstent estxmates when applxed to emp1r1cal data frem the scheois.v One

N reasen for these unsteb]e est1mates is the hrgh tnterrelat1opsh1ps among

v

educatxenal prccess varxab1es, whwch is, kﬁown as the mu1t1ccllwnear1ty
pnab?em 1n statistical ena?ysxs K so?utfen te thts probTem ts to comb1ne(
The veriables uhnch are-hrghiy interrelated This apprcach cumbxned with a
" system of~equat10ns can lead toefeir1y accurate parameter est1mates among the
1ndependent vartab)es (Cea]ey and Lohnes. 1976 Murnene. 1975) . |
These procedures were empleyed to deve]op a systen of five’ Tinear
structural equet1ons to address the research ques¢1ons fer thrs investxeatxon
" Each structural equatxon takes the form. of a-regre551on mede? te il]ustrate

the estimatxon requirements for the verieb]es being considered These

‘mode1s and a correspondxng Tegend ere1£resented in F1gure 1.

‘e

S~
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| nipdeﬁ: Yast +Em [ — I T T
model 2: Yp x by v [bzt + b3921 ¢ E(2)
- model 3: 2 Y + LbyP + byP 2] + [b‘t‘ + b5T2] + E(3) e
model e:'_ : 2" 1" + [bzP] + b3 23 + [b4T1 + by 72] ¥ [ s + b752]+ em |
", model 5: /"3’ njyI +Lb2 b3P ] 1~[b4T + bstl [bﬁs + by s, + %ljci ;-E(5) .
) A , ] . ] ; _ o ' }:: . K

.-
. . . .
—_— d - ’ i

.Yzi = Eeanner'cegndtive'ettaxnment on the second unit developed and taught b¥ T

Lo a student teacher. (Percentage of ebsecttves attained 1n untt 2)

_Y]1 .= Leerner cdgntttve attatnment on the xnttxat unit developed end taught
by a student teacher {Pércentage of- obJecttves attained in un1t I}

by = Least squares we1ghts associat@éfwtth the 1n1t1a1 seven varxables

'E(f)‘_f The erroraof predtctton vecter for model 1.

| '~P1". = Overall grade petnt ratie for untver51ty coursework ccmp]eted by
‘ : student teacher. : .

I

Py Undergraduate maJor of student teacher One'if the student'teacher"w

o
i

~ was an education major, zero. otherwise. L e *j;] a
T *f:PPiof sdto teachtng:time of student téaehef' - - o o i"’
| T2 N i Opportuntty to Tearn time prdvided by student teacher . = ,_ ' ¢ .,; -
}’SI = Untver51ty superv{sor qualtty rattngs ef second 1nstructtdnal unit s

o prepared by student teacher

- ¢
JE ¥ .
. [y ¢
&

‘ University supervisor quelity rattngs regardtng 1nstructzonal
‘ effectiveness cf student teacher durtng the teachtng of the second un1t

n
n .
H

0

1 if the learner was assigned tp student teacher 1, Zero otherwise

: ¢ T Least squares weight ﬁssoctated with each QT R

H o - ) i ) i . . - -

P

: thure 1

"uFtve Regression Models for Assesszng Facters which Inf}uence Cegnwttve N
_ ‘Attainment of Learners . . AT -
. ) : i ""x : . v



" and tmplemented by a student teacher depends on the Pearner S prtur :

17

1 I

In model 1, ﬂearner cognttive attainmént on a'Second unit devetoped

L

T cognxtxve atta1nment (perfurmance on the 1n1t1a1 untt taught by the-

studen% teacher) Inherént in tms regressmn mode} is the- assumptmn '

fhat the effect ef an 1nstructxena1 unit 15 xndependent of the studént

'teacher s academlc background her/his p}ann1ng and tnstructional skil?s. _

|

and the ttme a1iowed for instruct1on. Justxftcation for fhe 1nc1usion - S

f‘uf medel 1 in the system of equstiuns deveIOped for thxs investigattnn, '

is strengly stated by B!eum (1976 p 68), wher tneaff1rms that cogn1t1ve

~ entry behiv1ar can account for as much as 50% of the varianc on related- .

cogntttve achtevement measures over subsequent iearntng tas

—_—

Model presents Tearner cogn1t1ve attatnment on.a second’ 1nstructtuna1

'untt taught by a student teacher as a functsun ef the Tearner S prtor
_cugntttve attatnment and the student teachem;s_academ1c background

: Underlyxng this model is the assumpttan that ‘the effect of a speciftc

1nstructiunal unit . s influenced by the profe551una1 preparetxan, 1 845

'co11eg1ate grade p01nt retladgnd academic major, of the student teacher.“ '

The cct]egxate grade poxnt ratio 15 baSed on a four potnt gradxng sca1e .
and canputed from all coursework completed by the teachwng candxdate

The academxc magor of the teaching candadate xs a categorlcal variable T

with two cTassiftcatxons namely, educatxcn manor. non- educatxon maJor

’Justtftcation for the presenée of\these varwabTes tn model 2 is based

d# <

. Qn assumed positive relattans amnng earned,grades quantity af coursewerk S

and knowledge of the student teacher Knewﬂedge of the teacher and the

‘subgect being taught have been shown to inf]uence the' achxevement of

'learners (Co1eman, 1975 Denton & McNamara, in press) N 'f" , i

L . : -4
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ﬂedel 3 presents Ieerner cognitxve attainment as a function of |

Lo e

the aferementioned veriables (prior attainment of 1earner, student

of, the studentteacher and opportunity o learn txme) The assumptten |
i :': _ , " underlyxng Model S is that the effect of 1nstruct10n in unxt twe |
o | depends in part on prtor 1nstruct10nal time de the time elldtted for
"4 ) ds_' o o 1nstruction 1n the s:cond unit as we1T as. the student teacher s |
| ; ' prefessienel heckgreund and the cogn1t1ve entry behavxor ef learners
(\\ ; L ‘Both of these ttme referenced varzab]es were determ1ned in the
ﬁ?~same ‘manner, that is, the number ef 1nstruct10nai per1ods deveted to
ey the unxt yere multtp?ied by the Tength of the tnstnucttonal perleds
| expressed\xn mrnutes The value for prxer -solo-teaching-time was

‘‘‘‘‘‘

g determtned fer the first unlt deve1oped and 1mp}emented by the student ;

| teadher while the dpportunwty-te Iearn earzable Was determxned with

A}

N\
; velues frem the second unxt tahght by the student teacher Ihese v-
A?i» consxderetzons ef time in the oft-cited mddel of schoel ledrntng by -

1ndicates t1me-on task of\hoth teacher and 1earner is correlated w1th
s classroom qghwevement {Good, 1979. Mediey, 1977 Stallings, 1977)

-

L In model 4, learnercdbnxtiveattainment depends on the planning end
. 1nstructxona1 skills of the student teacher as percetved by the
unxversxty supervxser as-welI as a]l of the 1ndependent variables |
Rincluded in mode] 3. The assumption behxnd model 4 is thet the effeet |
cf 1nstruct1dn 1n unit two depends on the plennxng end 1nstruct10nal
sktlls of the studentteacher 1n add1t10n to prxor 1nstruct1onal
o | . -vttme, oppertunity to learn t1me-and the student‘teacher s prefesswoha?'

| backgroddd Supervisor ratxngs were 1nc1uded tn this modeT because

*”'“ﬂ‘;“";f”““" teacher backgrdund) \\d\two measures of time. (prior sole teachxng time .

John Carroll (1963) Further, recent }aterature on teacher effectiveness p

- ttme based vartables were 1nc1uded in thxs model because of’ the theeretica?

i

.

231 - _.{ _;.ﬁ‘hv:' :vt ';j | l.v ‘ -
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;”"'»- ) ’t of the general ecceptance of thi type of eveleative procedere fn o w~t , |
b . assessing the competence of “stu nt teachers; '(Benn1e, 1972 Henry &"_{~‘ *i

. oL
Beasiex Tg?af IF‘ékperv1sor ratings do accurately ref]ec .the teachtng . -

*;'_f I cendxdate s planntng and 1nstructxonaL skx]Ts th'

ST shculd account fer some of the varwence 1n learner cogn1t1ve ettaxnment; ';
o _: T As noted ear!ter, ptanntng effect1veness of the student teacher was ~

‘: § determxned by summtng together the unxt 2 component'reghngs Qﬂ ‘the

'; d ‘f); 7 currmculum centext checki}st Simrlarly,\the tnstructxonal skxtls
’varxeble was ebtained by 5umm1ng the final superviscr ratxngs across ,J'

ell 21 1tenm dealxng with 1nstructxcna1 competencxes on the Eva]uat1en'
: Profile 1nstrumeﬁt~ S B 'f';:‘; | R
| Ftnal]y, model § comh1nes a11 of the pred1ctors presented 1n model -
: ?‘\.‘ 4 wtth the 1nf1uence on learner veriabxltty accounted for by the o ;f:gr',, :
. qlessroom behaV1or of 1ndiv1dua1 student teachers. Thxs model permxts | |
tﬁe eetermxnation cf whether 1ndiv1dual teachwng cendldates 1nstructiena1
T behavror have a dxffer ¢ effect on 1eerner atta:nmentfehen prior "fA '7'f
% ‘ '“leerner atte:nment instructionai txme professmonal characterxstxcs
;" .{;u - -of the cand1dates and supervisory ratxngs of xnstructxenai end p}annxng
< h‘ -fjl effectiveness are held constant ~ Operatmonally, model 5 cTusters the
: ~§Q; varxables under cons:deret1en 1n model 4 xntc 21 groupL, then enalyzes
A . taéxr re?attonsh1p tc one another. The group1ng prccess is accomp11shed
. By creat1ng qn array of classif1catory varrabtes(dummy varlebles) each o
e e ef which represenis a student teecher and the learners ass1geed to her/him,
o 7 PrecEdence for exam1ning the inf?uence of indrvidual teachers on |
cognitive attainment. exists in the Iiterature on pregrun evaluation
- {Denton & McNamara,in press) end educatxcnal ch1cy research (Murnane }975)

@y . . 1 ) s : . , L

- - o . . LI
- - . * . . ¢ o . .
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~_was the léarner rather then the student teacher This decxsxon was .

’ -‘ .ol | . “"' ' o .>'<v‘

Fhe—unit of anaiysis seieoted for each of these regression modeis

made to pennit maxioum variation of the dependent variab to beg:aken. a -
,"into account by the various.models deveioped for this inyestigat T
'Further, regressxon modey-s {figure 1) srmply would: not have been

possible had the data begn organized with the.student teacher Aas the . -p‘f

‘:funit of ana}ysfs Sinqe the focus of the investigation is the Egggggg S ;:]

‘ ;student teachers-per se, the arguments given for teachers as the unit

of asseSSing the" competence of a student teecher, not assessxng the

" of anaiysis in teacher effectiveness research do not automaticaiiy f, e
apply’ to- this investigation. R : ”‘_ e
Statisticai Anaiysis y .'A' | o . - o i 1&' A»ﬁ . {n;“

These Five regression models were anaiyzed anﬂ tests of sxgnificance

“were performed to statiSticaiiy address each of tbe research questions.-

A L

‘_'_~The expressﬁons used for these tests are presented in figure 2. TheSE‘

\

, exoresSions pennit us to examine the contribution of a subset of

.variabies M) to the explained variation in iearner cognitive attainment

Nhiie ho]ding constant the contrdbution of veriabies prevxousiy "- o‘:= . é"_

introduced into the regressxon eqoation This process is 1iiustrated '

| in-the foliowing descriptions of the various tests for the four’ research

| questions of this investigation

Research question 1 which addresses the academic characteristics ff |

student teachers, is tested by comparing regressunimodeisi and 2 CIf
the observations are consistent with our-expectations, the coeffiCient |
of determination-or‘explanatory power-(Rz}eof mode] 2-should be langer~than

the. coeffrcwent of determination (R )'for'nodEI'i The increased explanatory

’u'power of model 2 then 1@ attributed to the professionai background of the

* has been takep into account

/
student teacherafter the influence " of prior cognitive attainment of Iearners
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K IQi'= research questxons 1 - 4. "i o I fﬂ
. 'R§+q coefficient of determxnat1on for mode1 (i ¥‘}3=varian¢e accﬁunted =
e for by mode] (i + 1). , _ |
ﬁ = numbev of learners in model (1 + 1)=(2540 learners in all modeis)
K = tctal number of . 1ndEpendent variables in model (1 + 1) (3 ta 28)
- - M = number of additional independent variables in model {4 +1) which
‘were not 1nc1uded in modei (1) (2 or 2}) |
e - ngure z B -
I S L Generalized Equation ‘and Cerrespondxng ngnxficance Test
, ‘ Express:on (F - ratios) for Research Questions LIS PO

N T,
LA §

—

.Y

To test research questieryz wmch emphas'izes instmctwnai t1me,
a comparison of modeTs 2 and 3 is made 1f thﬁ observations are consxstent
thh our expectatinn ‘then mndel 3 shou1d prov1de a srgnwffcant 1ncrease
1n exp]anatoqy power o¢er that of mode} 2. These two models dlffer due
to the contributfon cf time based varxabtes zn explaxnwng the varxance
(i- among Iearner cognxtxve attaxnment vaIues N The F- test for this comparzson
detennxnes whether the var:ance in 1earner cognitwve attaxnment accounted

for by thé time referenced varwab}es vs sxgn1f1cant when,the xnf?uence of

-

' 24,
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.'H are dield constant o o “. T “ﬁf

3

e

| prior iearner*attainment and characteristics of the student teacher

";ﬂ

-

The process IS repeated to test research question‘§ which focuses
on the pianning and instructionai effectiveness of the student tea;her

"To test ‘this question a comparison of modeis 3 and 4 is made. Again,

CNf the observations are consistent with our expectations regarding this

. effectiveness of the studentteacher Stated anotherway a sxgn1ficant | |

L

‘. considered in model 4. j: o =

&
research question. then the explanatory power of modei 4 should exceed

the explanatory power of model 3 due to ‘the’ planning and instructsonai

F-eaiue for this comparison wiii indicate that teaching skills of the
student'teacherdo infiuence iearner cognitive attainment even when .
the influence of iearner orior attainment, professionai characteristics{
of the student teacher and instructionai time are talen into account

. Simtiariy, the finai research question (question 4) is tested by |
comparing models 4 and 5. If ciassroom behavxors of indeiduai student
teachers infiuence cognitive attainment among their iearners in a |
distinctwe fashion ther the expianatory power of modei 5 shouid be -
Significantiy greater than the expianatory power of modei 4, A
Significpnt F- vaiue resuiting from thrs comparison wiii indicate that s

classroom behavxors of 1ndiv1duai student teachers do 1nfiuence iearner

cognitive attainment when learners of each. student teacher are ciustered

and compared while ho]dong constant the infiuence of the variables ‘;  ,‘

yr,

—— R - PR, e . A

© . FINDINGS

-The analysis associated'uith research question~l‘yielded‘a F. vaiue‘

| (F s 67, 69 df : 2, ,2836) which is statisticaliy significant (p < 01) This -

resu]t indicates the professdenai characteristics of the student teacher

which were inciuded in this anaiysis explains approximateiy 4% of. the :*:

cf-‘

.-
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1prror atteznment on a preceding unit of 1nstructxon ' The charactertsttcs 7
.:educetton maJor and the overaII grade pownt ratxo d? the candidate 7:'--f

 The co?lege megor verxable was determined to corre1dte modest]y

' w:th cognitive attatnment (r 23}, wh11e the overa}1 grade peznt

:_attaxnment V37u35 {X = 69.0) than 1earners_of non—educat1on majors ¢

ettemment megnsassociated mth umt one for the tw,,groups §§ _

,,\e(fn 311 college courseuork compieted by the teeching candxdates were.

i fdr slight but stat%st1ca11y sxgnxftcant d}fferences 1n }earner

. cognztive attexnment on the second unit. Examxntng these data from the

~
A

variance in learner cognitxve dtteinment which is not explatned by

considered in these procedures were whether the candtdete was an .

ratxo of the candtdate was found to, correlate on]y sl1ght1y w:th the

crzterxon var1ab1e (r = 13) Further examtnation of the data reveaIed

S

.that learners of educat:on-megors atta1ned hxgher average cognittve ﬁ

ﬂte:ﬁ
(x = 58 9) These vaiues were somewhat surprxsing because coghxttve

‘e

: iearners Nere nearly equtvaient 67.6 and 67. 3 for Ieerners of educetton :A‘

_majors. and non-maaors, respective]y. Moreover; grade poant ratxos '1, s;”,.

found to differ only slxght}j between educatxon-magors (GPR = 3 00)
and non-magors (GPR = 2. 89) Other Factors wh1ch potentxally Tnf]uenced

the dxfference in 1earner cogn1t1ve attaxnment between these groupS'
w .

Yy - s b

of student'teachersseiTI be presented subsequent}y o _? : F g o y~:j .

L]

~The statistice1 comparison for research’ questxon 2 produced comparabie

. results The resuTt of this compar1son (F 23 52 df:2, 2534 P < 01) ﬁzf

indxcates the epranatory power (1.4 percent of the’ vertence) of the ..:gi~

ot

) txme-referenced verzeb}es prrer soio teachwng t:me opportunxty to 1earn “*.f5i“j

time prov1ded by the student teecher in the second un1t together account vj‘:"

\< e
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."teechxng candldates uho were education majors and those who were

o nonﬂmajors reveeled the everege prior-sele teaching t1me for o

.

, *xnstructzena? time devoted to unit two were more d1sparate These

-«

. supervxsor s ratings is statlstically 51gn1f1cant Th1s findxng ;’

.'measures ef instructional time are held constant The zero order - L

coeffxcients ef determrnatren fer medels 4 end 3 were compared ‘Tﬁe]

- correXations for the plannﬂng and instruct1cne1 effectiveness ratwngs

;vthus 27 represents a slightIy higher rating of instructiena1 eﬁfecttveness |

B S

' perspect1ve ef the quantity of time alletted for instructien by

t
¥ i .

. edutation-maaors was 621 R mxnutes and 557 o mlnutes for non-maaors.

and the cppertunity -to- Iearn time averages were 547. 1 mwnutesfand

- o

| 407 9 minutes for maaors en_‘nen;mauer; respect1ve1y Nh14e the vaTues |

for prmr-cse}e teeching time are compare\tg: the val.ue,for the o

-,

f1nd1ngs are censistent uxth teacher-effectxveness research ‘since

Iy

i Iearners of education-ma;prs who attaxned hxgher ccgn1t1ve values

-+

were prevwded w:th a greater amount of dxrect 1nstruct1on

": The thIPd analysis was addressed to research question 3 where the

\zksulttng F value fer thxscempartson(F = 48 83, df 2, 2532 ;r< 01}

v .
-~

‘1nd1cates the explanetery power (2. 8%‘of the var1ance) -of the unxversxty
xndmcates the,perceptiens eftheun1verstty supervisor regerdwng the (Syt- |
plannxng and 1nstruct10na] competence of the student teacheredo predtct 1

,te some.degree, learner cognitrve attatnment when pr1or cegnttxve R ‘7$‘

‘attaxnment profess1ena1 character15t1cs of the’ studentteachen and - '.:3§_

A;thh Tearner cogn1tive attainment are .08 eng sQ& respectlvely.»: B

"Further. ipstructioqgl and - p?anning effecttveness averages,ﬁrem\

supervisor ratings were detenmxned to be 27 and 25 for educatxon -. 3 f'-.‘_e
<majgrs and 29 and 27 for,ngn-majors Due to instrUment scaltng, .

¥

higher or better ratings were designeted with lower numermca] va?ues, "

L

27 ;.;f.f'j" ,
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. 08 and = 06) ,and the: diminutive expianaiﬁéy pdwer va]ue_42 8%)

| raize vaiidity questions abeut the practice of using supervisor . -{:‘- E

~N - -."-
..cognitive attainment accdggéed for uy the variabies under review, R
 behavior ef individuai studentteachen ums substantiai (TS 5%). .<_'
';Descriptive summaries on each veriabie in modei 5 were net determined

| yet it is clear from, the inferentiai vaiues that substantiai

: teachers

) . ’ 1] R - LY
- .
. , - o . . e
e c ’ N . . '
. ) - - - . . . '
R 3 . ) . -~ . N
. N . : ) ) : - .
- \ :

.. ’ Cp - . . - . : ‘ ' l

Athan does the vaiue 29. However these similar mean vaiues between )

X
the majurs and non-mdadrs cembined with the\idu zerd order correiatiens

. \ “'

ratings as the soie measure for auarding the grade in student teaching'-

" Analysis of data associated uith research question 4 provdded yet .o jf

\'-anuther Significantlgsetisticei finding (F x 32, 46 df: 21, 2511 13 01)

In contrest to.the preceding resuits houever. the variance on. iearner ;

F

lfdifferences among these variabies do eccur across different student -

'y o ."'f
) ’ ‘fi- s
°A summary of the inferentieT tests for the research questions are
presented in t bie 2. Additionai statisticai summaries fo? each

modei are pre ented in tables3 7 (Appendix) o S f

- . ; |
) . - . r‘ ) | )
. \\\ o \)ﬁ N ~
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' ..Rz from model 5.

"?-F-Stat3stxc_

l* '
w01

.
‘Table 2 ’

-

T

A N

Summary of Analyses Fnr Research Qqestions 1-4

‘ -~

Rze?rem;model IR 91
g e .

R from mode] 4

| T
R, LoR 0410

*F(2,2534)
 67.69 . 23.52

1 .

“F(2,2536)

fro model 2 .23 .32
R frommodel 3 . .46
2 ot . )

-

: L g | Research Questions o
- Testlegend 1 2 A

B R 1 .
3540 - 2se0 s

2 2

B 77 S’ 7 S
% 4
028 . 155

.' *F{2 2532) [ *F(21 2511) |
. 48.83 3246 i




"'jthe'competence?of a'student teicher the criterion variable used in . | T

- To mad& teacher educators. this approach piaces the fate of teaching

.-incorporated into the design of this investigation enabies the teacher o lsggf

' to account for the entry ieveis -and disp051tions of the iearners in

'student teaching experiencet* = .

‘»:”candidate s academic maJor and overali grade point ratio do reiate to

N

.DISCUSSION

vrﬂhiie.there:are.a'Variety of means and ends fdr.determiningl | (ffgx'

‘this investigation, cognitive'attainment‘of learners, places speciai

~'emphasis on the results of the teaching candidate s teaching skills.

‘ candidates in the hands of their iearners who may not be motivated |
Soor possess the prerequisite cognit:ve skiiis tg succeed COnrersely.

B the contract pian des%ribed by MCNeii and Popham (1973) which ‘was . b

24 4

 the deeeiopment of a'“iaarning contract " This point and counter-‘ -
f'point represent on]y one’ aspect of the’ muitifaceted process of assessing .

A studentteacher scompetence. Hhiie this professionai issue

regarding hou to assess a- teaching candidate S competence is. far from _ T
’) : A\

'-_.being a ciosed concern. this investigation has assumedfiearner cognitive

- attannment to be the basis for assessing teaching candidate competencer

Given this assumption. qe ‘have: examined iearner cognitive attainment

;‘tn terms of variabies commonly assessed either before or during the

Research question 1 addressed the effect of academic characteristics '

of student teachers oniearner cognitive attainment in a singie instroetionai

- unit. Tﬁe resuits of this investigation indicate the teaching |

‘ the performance of Tearners. Aithough these characteristtcs were

,treated together in theanaiysisit is interesting that academic L ‘1§?-“

. ~
characteristics of teaching candidates do expiain some variation §n '

iearner cognitive performance in’ a singie instructionai unit, when prior )



e'teachtng cand1date was an education major or 1n certificatxon seekxng

- 28

learner performance is he]d constant. Thxs findtng is consistent with

fresearch reported by Denton and McNamara (1npress) which 1nd1cates

i

| d_professxonal characteristics of a teacher. i €., classrood experience, T

uorkshoP participatxon, knowledge of content do explaxn sufficient “ e~

‘ 'variat:on in learner LOgnttive attainment to be statistxcally 51gntf1cant N

c°7‘9thV31y. these ftndxngs provide a modest empirical Justxfxcatton IR

for teacher~educatton admxssion requxrements which specafy grade point
.'. requtrements, ssnce.the rgiatlon between ]earner cognttzve attatnment and
. teaching-candidate grade‘point ratio has positive. That is, the htgher the

o student teacher s collegtate GPR, the hxgher the-cognative atta1nment

of Iearners ina. sxngle 1nstnucttonal un1t However. one must remember

this characterxsttc\was Ttnked wtth the maJor of the teachtng cand1date j&
- to produce the explanatory power reported for academtc characterwst1cs

‘of the candtdate

The tnfluence on Tearner cognitxve attaxnment regardtng whether the

- student (non- education major) was also addressed in research questwon one

The difference in performance of 1earners assoc1ated w1th the magor of

“the student teacher reported in thxs 1nvestigation has not been reported‘

 in the professional Iiteraturet Stnce. the characteristxcs nere ltnked

in the ana1ysis. these obseryat1ons are offered as areas for further
research -but the observed re1ation in. this 1nvestxgation Was that Tearners

of education maJors atta1ned higher coqn1t1ve attainment values on a

single instructiona1 unit than their peers who were tnstructed by - |
rstudent teachers who were non-education‘hajors ‘Perhaps th1s ftndxng was é
“an artifact of the samp1e and cannot be repltcated but since each I
| group‘contained more than 1000 Iearners these f1ndings may we11

- be stabie. If this observation can be replicated and observed

y -



~ for greater emphasis an educutional theory and practice in tecoher

.,wwunwnmwmm ‘ 'f':jf B o~ ‘:rﬁd.‘; e.‘&

'_accounts for a

dthe cognitive attainment of iearners Nhiie not speCificaiiy addressed :

: | gaining confidence and estabiishing a routine for. manuging the clsssroom

‘ ‘.dpring instruction Further. data for these time based variab]es -

,pians and confirmed in the Summarx_Eveiuation of Unit forms completed hy

S T L
N e e
. o A - S ‘ " . . ) ) ' ) . . )

Y

- .under more striogent conditions perhaps Justifitation wiii result / 1 f_ e

-

Pr— . : Fi

-

The block of time referenced variabies addressed in research

:lquestion 2 prior soiorteaching time and opportunityhto~iearn time.

¢

nall but sufficient amount of’ variance regarding

'.iearner cogniti e attainment to be statisticaiiy Significant This

result corresponds to the current iiterature on teacher effectiveness

. uhich underscores the importance of time- on -task on iearner achievement-

\ (Good 1979; Mediey. 1977 Staiiings, 1977} As noted in the. rmdmgs.'

the greater the instructionei time devoted to ‘the. unit the greater N iwli

'in the iiterature. prior soio teaching time was inciuded in this biock :

,of voriabies since the omount of prevwous instructionei time in student7

.teaching shouid affect the competence of the student teacher This

,consecture has merit if. for no dther reason than for the candiddte

Y

uere obtained readi’fy and easiiy from the student teacher s instructional

-

the student teucher e (‘/“' |
Hhi]e the expienatery peuer of. these variables is smaii. it is

interesting that such global measures of instructionai time account for

enough veriance in iearner cegnitive atteinment to be statisticaiiy _d ’ .
| significant Since these: time measures did contribute to the expianatory 3
lpower of the modei, it is plausible that other ttme based measures. such | -

oy as. student teacherpﬂanning time. student teachertime -0n- instruction. 3

end weeks of student teaching.may be Fruitfui extenstons of this research

32
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- | resuTts of this investigation
_'behaviors of the teaching candidate on learner cognitive attaxnment

| portton of variation (15 5%) among Tearner cognxttve atta1nment vaTues ‘

72
I

' ‘ ’ : ] i
. R L . . P - P
3 . . . . -

Similarly. values for the pTanning and instructiona1 competence of

73'the studentteachen the block of varzables for research question 3,

uere readily obtained from the final evaluations of the unxversity

fsupervisor. Since the practice of evaluating the studentieacheron -

the basis of supervisor ratings 1s so common, it is comforting to find

attainment of learners to be statxst:cally signtficant On the other ‘

ZIhand an epranatory power of 2.8% of the variance fails to 1nsp1re a :
;great deal of confidence in university supervtsor ratings as a sole |
| 5cr1terion_for awarding a grade or certtfying the tgachtng 4§mpetence v"
"r?of a student teacher Perhaps emphasxs on observatxon data *which

,provzdes frequenciee of 1nstructtpna1 procedures coup?ed with superv1sory

ratings would enhance the explanatory power of these ratzngs Further,

*perceptxona! data from 1earners of student teachers on the instructtona]
,competence of the student teacher might be combined thh supervisor o
o ratings to enhance the explanatory power of these values In any event, |
the practice of using university supervisor rattngs as the on]y |

-criteria for grading" the ‘student teacher is not supported hy the

.

The fina1 research quest1on addressed the. effect of teachxng

£

in a singIe 1nstructtona1 unit. The finding was that a substantial

L. .
can be exp?axned by examining the—performance of Iearners taught by

a partxcular student teachec This findxng is- compatible thh va]ues

reported by Benton & McNamara (in press) and Murgane (19?5) when |

2

S o, H 33 - ’
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‘these ratangs do account for enough var1ance regarding the cognitive .
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_amcngniearners*acrcss different studentteachersccuid‘be dismissed 1

pupii achievement data sets were partiticned by ciassrocm assignment

then conpared It is not unreasonable or unlikeiy to expect that

o :instructtcnal behavxor patterns cf indivtduai student teachers in. this.

liiggestigattcn were dtfferent., Further, it is pcssible these varying |

finstructidnal behavmcrs among teaching capdidates would resuit 3n B
'codnittve attainment fiuctuaticns acrass groups of 1earners ‘The_

: anaiysis reiated to this questicn confirms these conqectures

If we return,to the assessment issues addressed at the beginntng

of this paper. the findtngs to question 4 can be interpreted differently

On the one hand if td\/teaching candidate has successfuﬂy demnnstrated |

mastery of the,necessary and essentiai-instructicnai skilis identified

N

for a_preparaticn.prcgram;-the obsenred vaqiaticn ci‘ccgnitire;attainment |

-y
2

’ as an- artifact of the ahiiities and backgrounds of the learners._ The i

' cbserved variation regarding Iearner attainment ucuid be. expected f_ |

d because the iearners represent manx different backgrounds and cognitive
abiiities The fact that pricr.cngnitive attainment was taken into -

-d:account in.this investigatiQn wcu]d not explain variaticn due to other “'“

unspecified characteristics of the iearners Given. this approach to

preserV1ce teacher assessmentthere wouid be no need to expiain the

.variation in learner performance as a- functicn of the teaching - -t Q

'candidate S instructionai skiils. since characteristics of the learners

[NV S SO m— - -

pvershadon the infiuence of - the teacher s- instructicnal behaVior

Converseiy. if the alternate pOSition to- preservice teacher

'._-assessment is taken, name]y. that 1earner ccgnttive attainment is the ‘f
'.criterion variable fcr determining a student teacher S ccmpetence then -

-r, the finding forresearchquestion 4 indicates the preparation prcgram

had unequal effects cn.different”teachingcandidates There are manx r,f

B 4 ..



‘conqectures about the source of this variation‘ -for exampie,other ”

I preparation program are not adequateiy preparing the candidates to |
'=jcarry out--the classroom responsabiiities of a teacher Assuming this B

latter expianattonhas merit the use of iearner-'attamment data for i

o teacher s competence, ciassroom superV1sor ratings unitpretest scores)

oy

. a management system for. implementing a student teachingprogram which

. =co]1ects cognitive attainment data fron 1earners of student teachers -

v

' academic characteristics of student teachers besxdes overaii grade |

- point ratio and academic major of the candidate may. directly influence :

¢

l,this variation in 1nstructionai bEhaVIOPS of teaching candidates. : g&_-

T T e

Houever,eat is eiso p0551bie that components of the. secondary teacher A ‘ﬁ

preservioe teacher assessment then serves duai functions. This approach

jprov‘xdes direct evidence concerning the teaching candidate S ahiiity to

‘,bring about demonstrated growth of secondary iearners whiie proVIding

summative evalution data for the preparation program

‘In c1051ng, the resulnsof'this investigation underscore the, ,h ":' o

‘ '1mportance of qai]ectingznuitipiesources of . data on each teaching

';fcandidete Certainiy olher variables not addressed in th]S investigation

‘ (Ctassroom observation summaries. iearner perceptions of the student

~and transformations of the variab]es conswdered 1n this investigation
| may increase the exp]anatory power of a regreSSion“model on iearner

, cognitive attainment and shouid be conswdered in future/researches

Further “this investigation has demonstrated that it is feasable‘

. to impiement a ‘McNeil- Popham type of contract piaﬁ?in anaongoing
‘student teaching programt In essence, the HcNeﬂ-Pepham pian becones : ~~e~—e

This pian has great potentiai not only for preparing teachers who are_i '

| accountabie" for producing iearner growth but for evaiuating and

_:improVing existing teacher prepartion programs as uell

3§
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| Table 1 s
&uumary of Characteristxcs of Unit Two Tests
Deve?qped and Implemented by Student TeAchers_ )
5§tudent”Téacﬁer Number of abj " Number of | Cognttlve‘1eve} :
" . | addressed oh | test items | addressed Dby test items
o oo test | . o . | .
R n o 25 *knowledge
» -2 | ?f“ - 80 knowledge .
| f,Ss ; .,% ‘ 100 - know1edge -
4 \ 2 - 25 (I)knowledge/ (?} application* o
5 -'4 - Y “  knowledge S
6 2 - 26 -knowiedge 3 SRR
7 . 3 .40 | kowledge E
8 15 31 | knowledge g
~ga\*u 5 29~:?~..’.' knowledge -
10 i 7 6y - knowledge -
. 5 33 . knowledge 3 R .
12 6 28- . | (5)knowledge/ (?) appl;catxon A
_‘§}3” : i 7 ."52" ~ knowledge |
g 5 40 ~ knowledge
15 8 27 knowledge
.is g 8 ( )knowledge/ (2) app?xcatxon
17 3 < knowledge . ~ ° |
18 8 ) 73 | knowledge
18 ° 5 24 “  (2)know1edge/ (3) appitcatxon*, .
20 B 11 . knowledge . |
21 2 21 [(1)knowledge/ (1) application*

* Number in parentheses represents the number of obJectxves cf each type

~represented on the test.
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