DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 168 8492 - | 'SP 013 455
. AUTHOR L Denton, Jon J.; Norris, Sherrill A. '
TITLE Regression Models and Learner Cognlt;ve Atta1nment-
' Means and Ends for Assessing a Student Teacher's
‘ : COmpetence.
PUB DATE 78
NOTE 41p,
| EDRS.PRICE MF=$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage. |
: DESCRI PTORS . ¥*Academic Achievement; Cognitive Objectives;

L ) *Evaluation Criteria; *Evaluation Methods; '

v ' Expectation; Higher Education; *Multiple Regression
Analysis; *Student Improvement; *Student Teachers;
o Time Factors (Lear:ning):,g =

ABSTRACT
‘The feasibility of using student cognitive attainment
to detetrmine the competemce of student teachers is studied. Data on
four influencs (common to all student tedching experierces) were
gathered by investigating four research guestions. (1) expectan01es
of learners held by student teachers; (2) prior solo teaching time
and opportunity to learn time provided by student teachers; (3)
planning and instructional effectiveness of the student teacher as-
‘perceived by the university supervisor; and (4) efficacy of
explaining student cognitive attainment in terms of these three
variables, The variety of instruments and scales used in ohtalnlng
measures of the dependent variables (student attainment) and
independent variables (expectation of learner attainment, solo
teaching time, learning time, and superv1sor ratings) are described.
- A detailed discussion of the four regression models used to resolve
the research questions is provided, accompanled by a description of
the findings. In relation to question one, data did not reveal a
statistically significant effect on learner attairment, while
_51gnif1cance was indicated for questlons two and three, encouraging
the use of those variables in a model to explain.a student's
cognitive attainment. Discussion of study outcomes in relation to
dquestion four suggest -that the’ practlcal significance of the model in
explaining learner attainment appears to be relatlvely high when
compared to other current research. Limitations in using the model
for rating student teaching competence are enumerated. (MJB)
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USERS OF THE ERIE Means and Ends for Assessing a Student Teacher's Competence
l L]

Teacher educators and former‘studenfs alike often agree that the
- most vital cohponent of current teacher preparation programs is that of
studéntqteaching. Almost universally teacher preparation in;titﬁtioné provide , .
their candidates with student teachibg experiences, but the nature of these

experiences varies substantially. Ironically, while the organization,

ED164492

goals, and processes of student teaching différ.from_program to program
the assessment pfbcedufes for determining the prospective teacher's
competence are usually based on ciaésroom and uhiversity supervisor
ratings. This evaluation practice is largely due to precedence, and

the sheer difficulty of co]iecting, integrating and interpreting other

sources of information to render judgements of a. student” teacher's
cevpetence. Conversely, our effort; bave been directed primari]y to
déterﬁining whéther it ié feasible to determine the competence of the
student teécﬁer on the basis of learner cognitive attafnment, assuming

the supervised instructional ‘unit being taught is appropriate for the

learners.

-

R : ' THEORETICAL CGNSIDERATIONS
A dearth of expérimenta] research bn teacher education was widely
.ackngwledged and lamented until recently. Denemark and_Macdonald (1967)
described the research hase in Leacher -education to L&-scanty in many'
areas ahq nonexistent in 6thers: Since the midasiities,'hqwéver,.research

interest accorded the student teaching component of teacher education

- has incréésed dramatiéa]]y. The availability of -teacher education
candidates, the influence of TIT projects, and the difficulties encountered

0
i;; » 10 gaining access to public-school classes have no doubt contributed to
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research activity in teacher education. i This increased activity has

produced numerous researches which can be categorized under the following

Sy

headings:

(1) Affective domain investigations which include studies of :

- anxiety levels of teaching candidates (Fuller, 1969; McMillian,

1973; Petrusich, 1967) values of student teachers (Cicirelli,

1969; Feshbach, 1969; Hartzell, Anthoney, Wain, 1973; Simon,

1967, and perceptions and behavior patterns of prospective

teachers before and following student.teaching (Burge, 1967;

Coody, Hinley, 1967; Dumas, 1969; Wilbur,  Gooding, 1977)

‘have appeared frequenf]y in the 11terature

(2) Curricular investigations seeking the effects of different
program conf1gurat10ns on the development of a teaching
candidate's skill are common. These investigations often address
the following areas: .influence of micro-teaching, (Borg,
Kallenbach, Morris, Friebel, 1969; Copeland, 1977; Wagner, 1973),
classroom observation feedback (Amidon, 1970; Bond1, 1970;

Emmers, Good, Oakland, 1968; Ishler, 1967). Performance-based
{eed?ack (Denton, Stenning, Limbacher, 1975; Denton, Seymour,
978). . - .

.(3)' Role modeling.investigations based on Bandura's social learning
_ " theory (1965, 1969) have addressed the development of alternate
N teac?lnc styles among tedching cand1dates (Lange, 1971; Young,
1968 :

(4) Time variation investigations of student teaching experiences
have been reported which compare full-day-experiences for a
part of the semester with half-day, full-semester experiencei’
(Farris, 1977; Garcia, 1975).

-

(5) Measurement and assessment inﬁestigations have surfaced in the
Titerature which have examined a variety of variables to
determine the competence of a student teacher (Baker. 1969;
Denton, Calarco, Johnson, 1977; James, 1971; Mott, 1977:
Moffett, 1967; Smithman, 1970)ﬁ - -
While the aforelisted investigations serve to document the surg: of
research activity in teacher eduCation-during the past decade or.so,
~only three of these studies, i.e. Baker, {1969). Moffett, (1967) and
“Smi thman, (1970) used learner cognitive attainment as an indicator of a
student teacher's competence.

Ironically, a precedent for using learner cognitive attainment

QO



as a mcnsurc:of teaching success dates hack to the scientific management
era in American schools fronl910 to 1930 (Ca]lahen, 19621. Apparently,
this interest.continued for some time given-the fnvastigafioné by
Rosgier (1945), Rolfe (1945); and Labuke (1945). These investigators
invested subetEntfal time and effort 1n co]lect1ng muitiple teacher and
1earner var1ab1es in measur1ng and ana]yz1ng teachlng ab111ty based on
learner ach1evement. Further, these 1nvest1gat10ns emp]oyedratherelaborate
statistical procedures, i.e., mu1t1p1e regression, to explain the effects of
teacher variables on learner achievement. |

During the past decade or so interest in assessing feacher'performence
in terms of learner achievement has re-emerged.' Competency Based Teacher
Cducation fCBTE) no doubt has been instrumental in refocusing the attenfion
of teachef educatofé to assessment concerns in the preparation of teachers.
Twn major pos‘tions emanafing from CBTE regarding assessment of teacher
~ competency are:m“(]) assessment procedures which emphasize the use of _ 
classroom process criteria and (2) essessment'procedures which emphésize
the use of consequence criferia (1earner atteinment data) (Weber; 1974);

Educators favor{ng the use of process criteria, such-as the .';.
candidates'”facility with creating a favorab]e learning sef with:the class,
or faeility of pnrasing(higher order questiens to determine the compefenee
of a student teacher have concluded process data are suff1c1ent indicators’
of the teaching-skills of the candidate. Th1s position is often endorsed
because of the measUremeﬁt difficulties end economical conS1oerqt1ons |
associated with obtaining achievement gains from SLandardized.te$t§
(Glass, 1974; Soar, 1973). -

Others who have labored with the issues of assessing teacher
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competence have concluded that process cr1tcr1a alonado not yield adcquate
EVIdence of teachrng competence. Educators espousing this position |
indicate that it is,neceé§ary and feasible to use learner attainment
data in the assessment of teachercompetency\vithfn a teacher education
content Proponents of this poSIL1on recogn1ze the difficulties in.
measuring and analyzing learner growth but contend these problems can
be dealt with in ways that are cost-effective (Neber, 1974). -

Perhaps an approach which integrates learner cognitive attatnment
~data withlsystematic‘c]assroom observations is the optimat assessment
strategy. Such a strategy has been dev1sed by McNe1| and Popham (1973
pp 233-234) These noted educat1ona1 evaluators have described an |
alternative for assessing teacher competence which involves contract
plans based‘on learner cognitive gain With little or no mod1f1cat1on,
~ this contract p]an can serve as a blueprint for asse551ng a student
teacher's competence.“ The basic prem1se of this approach 1s'that the
objectives of tne curricular plan must be agreed on before teacher -
competency can oe assessed. Supervisors and thefteaching candidate mo§t
.agree on the appropriateness of stated performance objectives for the
learners. . Further, agreement is reached before instruction begins .
regarding what evtdence will-be used to determine_whether the teaching
has resu1ted in learner attainment of the performance objectives. Data
are subsequently coliected to determine whotnér§1earners have achieyedp“
. the stated obJect1VQs as well as whether unintended outcomos have
emerged. The evaluat1on plan need not exclude the use of observatlonal -
systems in the assessment of instruction, rather the plan recommends

their use as means for establishing deScriptive records of the teaching )

act.



The priméry advantage of the contract plan fof assesging teacher
competence is that it a]lows'the student teacher in conjunction with
‘the supervisors to establish outcomes and standards that are most
appropriate for a périicﬁ]ar group of learners. (Frior learning of
students, dxnamics.of the classroom, and:¢lassroom envirohmént can be
taken into-account in estab]jéhing‘ﬁhe ihstrUC;ionai pian on which the ..
student teacher is to be held accountable (McNeil, Popham, 1973):

This investigation has been fashioned to determine the influence
. on 1earnér cognitive‘attainhent of Vari?blés common to the student -
teaching prerjence. Data pertinent to these variables were obtained

B by implementing an assessment-procedufe which inéofporated the tenets

of the McNeil-Popham contract plan. To this end, the following‘Fesearch
questions were developed. | '

~ 1.;3Do expectancieé of learners held by student teachers influence
~learner cognitive.attainment on a s1ngle instructional unit when
pr1or cogn1t1ve atta1nment of learners is held constant’

2. Does the amount of prior so]o teaching time and opportun1ty to
learn time provided by student teachers influence learner
cognitive attainment on a single instructional Unit when prior
cognitive attainment of Tearners and expectancies of learners

- had by student teachers are held constant?

3. Does ‘the planning and instructional ef.ect1veness of the student
téacher as perceived by the university supervisor affect learner
cognitive attainment on a single instructional unit when prior
Tearngr cognitive attainment, expectancies of .1earners held by
student. teachers, prior solo teaching, and. opportunIty to
learn are he]d constant? .

4. Does a group of variables (e.g., prior cognitive attainment of
lTearners, student teacher expectancies, planning and instructional
effectiveness ratings, and measures: of time on instruction)
provide amodel to explain a learner's cogn1t1ve attainment on
a single instructional umt?



-0 -

I

ORGANIZATION OF INVESTIGAT ION o i

Dependent-lndependent Variahles

The dependent variable for all four rosearch questions is learner
cognitive attainment on a single instructional unit Numerical values
- for this variable represent thepercentageof ObJeCthES achleved by

indiv1dual learners on criterion tests referenced to objectives of-a’
second unit developed and implemented by the student teacher. These tests
are discussed in the instrumentation section of the paper.

The independent variable addressed in research question one;.
evpectancies of learners held by student teachers, 4s a numerical
‘rating from 1 (high) to 5 (low) on the cognitive abilities of a class
of learners. In research question two, prior solo teaching time and
opportunity to learn time serve as 1ndependent variables.. These
variables are measures of timeallotted Tor instruction expressed in
minutes for the initial and second units, respectively Vaers for
these variables were obtained hy the expr9551on§£P} where n represents
the number of periods in the unit and P1 represents the period length )
in minutes.

Planning and instructional effectiveness of the student teacher as

perceived by the univerSity supervisor are the 1ndependent variables.

for research question three. Cumulative numerical ratings by the univerSity:/\

- h
i

» superVisor on rating scales provide the values for these two variables.
These rating scales are also discussed in a subsequent section of this
paper. -The~1ndependent variables are then combined with learner

cognitive attainment data (the percentage of objectives achieved by
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" individual learners on the initial unit taught by the student teacher)
to form'a linear model to explain lcarner cognitive attainment in the

second unit taught by the student teacher.

Sanmple

~

A toﬁ 1 of 629 secqndary‘school learners and 7 stuaént teachers
provided data for this investigation. In order to qualify for student
- .teaching, each of these candidates met the following requirements:
successfully completed ninety-five semester hourS'(i,g. senior classification) .
of college work, completed at léast,eightean of4twegty four semesterdzouks
in two teaching fields with a minimur grade poinf of 2.25 on a four-point
scale, and achieved'é satisfactory score on an Eﬁg]ish Proficiency
Examination deVe1oped and administered by the Department of Engllsh W1th1n
~ the un1ver51ty Also, cand1dates must have completed a minimum of ten
hours of profess1ona1‘educat1on with a minimum grade point of 2.50. This
proféssional.educaﬁion coursework includes three hours of éducation;] |
psychology, three hours of §énera1 teéching méthodé,‘and a,four hour
teaching field methods course. |
Comp]ete classroom sets of cogn1t1ve attalnment data from the ', o,
,1mp1ementat1on of two 1nstruct1onal units were co]]ected across s1x |
subject areas, i.e., chemistry (1 student téacher, 87 learners), earth - °
science (1 student. teacher, 87 learners), Eng]1sh (1 student teacher,
101 1earners), government (2 student teachers, 143 learners), life
science (1 studentteachen 104 ]earncrs), state history {1 student
‘teacher, 107 learners), _The tota’ numbef of secondary level student
teachers numbered 681dUring_the semester (Springw1§78) thi§ investigation

was conducted,fwith ten percent of these candidates participatiqgfﬁn the
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investtnotion. heasons for the small number of student teachers in this
sample range from sclectlng candidates a551gned to a s1ngle unlversxty
superv15or thereby rcducing error variance among supervisor ratings, to
the sheer volume of cognitive attainment data collected from Jearners
of the student teachers. |

Program Description

This 1nvestigation was conducted under the ausp1ces of an educational
currlculum and instruction department at a Land Grant University. fhe
teacher preparatlon program at this institution which partic1pated
in the investigation is a competency based program for secondary level
Z.teachers/fash1oned around a diagnostic prescr1pt1ve mode of 1nstruct1on'
(Armstrong, Denton, Savage, 1978). This model conceptualizes teachlng.
as a series cf events requiring'five distinct sets of instrUCtionaI
skills, that ts .Specifying Performance ObJect1ves, D1agnos1ng Learners,
Selecting Instructional Strateg1es, Interacting w1th Learners, and
Evaluating the tffect1veness of Instruct1on.' |

The model prov1des a framework that encourages the deve]opnent
of 5nd1v1dua1 teaching styles. Individualized styles are encouraged |
becaose evaluation of_instruction is based on 1earner achievement of the
performance ohjectives. %iven this operating principle; teachers in
preparation are free to choose procedures from their own reperto1res
that they be11eve w111 resu]t in high 1eve]s of learner performance
Further, teacher respon51b111ty is well served by th1s madel. This
h respon51b111ty comes not because of the teach1ng candidates adherence )
.to a set of "1dea1 to]e behavwors," but rather in adapting 1nstruct1ona1

pract1ces,as necessary, to help learners ach1eve performance objectives



that have been selected.
The 1nstructiona1'model is introduced and skills ngcessary for
its i%plementation are stressed in the general teaching methods course,
Additiona1 emphasis  is dtfected‘to this model when candidates integrate
the content and 1nstruct1ona1 techniques germane to their content
- fields into the model in the teathing fie]dlnethodscourse.' As mentinned
previous]y. both of these courses are comp]eted prior to student teaching.
It is felt the implementation of this model is most beneflcial in
c]assroomS'which,use a content-centered curriculum design.
The final component in the secondary level teacher preparatlon
'program is a full Semester-fu11 day student teaching eXper1ence Wlth
‘ twe]ve semester hours be1ng awarded for successful comp]et1on of the
experience. ~Student teachers are assigned to a classroom supervising
teacher and uniVerstty supervisor for the entire semester' Each student
teacher is required to deve]op and implement two 1nstrUCt1ona1 units -
each of_approx1mate1y two weeks duration. The 1nstructiona1 units are
to include: performance objectives, a diagnostic_pretest to'determine
\whether prerequisite knowledges and skills are present, 1nstruct1ona1
' strateg1es addressed to each performance 0bJeCt1Ve, and criter1on-
referenced ‘instruments. These units must be deemed acceptable and
appropr1ate by both the classroom supervising, teacher and the un1vers1ty
'sup ervisor pr1or to 1mplomentat1on } .
The evaluation of the student.teecher in this program typica]iy

consists of the supervisors completing an Evaluation Profile on the

”~

&

instructional competence of the s*udentvteacher, and a'Curr1§u}um .
Context Checklist on the instructional unit developed by the student

teacher. (These instruments are described in’the'folTowing section.)
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In addition to these data, student teachers are required to completn

a summary evaluation form for each'unit'taught This self-evaluation
experience is designed to emphasize the 1mportance of program evaluation.
While data from these sources were co]]ected on all secondary teaching
candidates to determine thelr success in student teaching. we used these
data from selected student teachers in the course of this 1nvestigat1onc
Only one type of data was collected for this investigation which’ |
ord1nar1]y is not col]ected during student teach1no,name]y, cr1ter1on-
referenced learner attainment data. In this 1nvestigat10n, student
teachers who part1c1pated in the investigation reta1ned the un1t tests
of ]earners and remitted them to the Un1vers1ty supervisor after - |
providing feedback to the Tearners regarding their perfornance On:the B
examinations, | | .

Instrumé&vtation

A variety of scales and criterion referenced instruments mentioned
- in the preceding section were used in obtaining measures of the various
independent variables and the dependent variable in this investigation. -

The following paragraphs brief1y~describe these instruments.

An Evaluation Prof11e was employed to obtain the 1ndependert var1ab1e,

instructiondl- effect1veness of "the student teacher as perceived by the
Un1ver51ty supervisor., A copy of this instrument is prOV1ded in Appendix A.
SuperVIsor ratings for the 1tems under the head1ng instructional
competencies, (1tems-]-21) were summed ‘together to provide the.value for
the inctructional effectiveness variable. The 21 skills addressed oy

this .instrument are consistent with the skills stressed in the methods

coursework ﬁhich precede student teaching. University supervisors are

well versed on how these instructiona1 competencies are presented in

11 -
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the methods courses in order to complement not ‘contradict earlier

) J—

censtruction. ' . .

An alpha coefficient, a=.94, determined for this instrument
suggests a high degree of 1nterna1 cons1stency anong responses to
the varijous items. Further, ‘a high degree of correspondente usua]]y
results between classroom supervisor and un1versity supervisor ratings

of a student teacher on this 1nstrument

~ A second rating scale, the Curriculum Context Checklist, was -used

to provide university supervisor ratings of thercurricelar units
developed by the student teacher, | Values from this scaie provided
data for the independent variable p]ann1ng effect1veness of the student
v teacher. This instrurment contains a 5 choice scale identical to the
scale of the evaluation profiles. IIndividua] items“ef‘this instrument
~identify components of the'curriculum unit'e;g., generat goals, focusing
generalizationss; cenceptllist, diagnostic component, and directs'the"
supervisor to rate thelqﬂaltty of each component. VA copy of thie
- instrument is provided in, Appendix A.

Two of the independent variables addressed in this investigation,
Prior Solo Teaching_andxopportunity-To-Learn time,elong with data for
“yet another independent variable, expectancies of learners held by .

student teachers were obtained..from a Summary Evaluation Qf Unit form

completed by the studen® teacher. This evaluation form, provided in
Appendlx A, was comploted by the’ teach1nq cand1date soon after comp]et1ng
the instruction essocnated with each unit. Among other items, the form
required the student‘tegcher to eetiméte:the achievement‘level and

socio-economic level of learners, and report the number of individuals

&
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:aChieuing‘each objective in'the instructional unit. In order to complete o

>

. th1s form, cand1dates had to engage in program eva]uat1on which, 1n‘

]

o 5! essence, was the primary funct1on of the form

i

Finally, crlterion-referenced tests- deve]oped by the student - teacher
proV1ded data for both an 1ndependent var1ab1e prlor cognitive atta1nment
- from Unit 1 and the dependent var1ab1e, learner cogn1t1ve atta1nment 1n
Un1t 2. These 25 e 1nstruments, un1que for each un1t and each student teacher
represent a *“rength and potent1a] 11m1tat1on in the deSIgn of this
1nvest1gat1on As a strength the student teacher W1th gu1dance from

classroom and un1vers1ty supervrsorsdeve]op dtests related dlrectly to

the outcomes estab11shed for the performance obJect1ves in each unit.

Pr1or 1earn1ng, extenuat1ng c]assroom sztuat1ons, and the ab111t1es of

3

the learners’ were taken into account in estab11sh1ng both the obJect1yes.
and the"conresponding criterfon tests. <Under these conditions, the

o cognnt1ve atta1nment measure 1ndeed d1d samp]e the behav1or caIled for

in the performance obJect1ves ' . "f-J;f "‘ | s

A potent1a1 11m1tat1on of candidate deve]oped cr1ter1on referenced

tests for th1s 1nvest1gat1on stéms pr1mar11y from the lack of. 1nformat1on

on the re]1ab111ty‘and va11d1ty of the respect1ve 1nstruments Conventlonal
re11ab111ty procedures appropriate for norm referenced tests were not
| determ1ned ‘on- the varxous criterion referenced tests because the funct1on ©
of these tests (to determ1ne an exam1nee S 1eve1 of funct1on1ng w1th
respect to a stated cr1ter1on) is not cons1stent W1th the funct1on of
".‘norm referen tests (to determ1ne an 1nd1v1dua] S performance w1th

respect to the performance of others in the group) (M]l]man, 1974)

Thus whfle we are concerned we are not undu]y alarmed by the absence

. ' . R
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. of these values. . Vaiidity‘of criterion referenced instruments on the
- other hand can best be assessed by the logical relation, of the performance
b*ective and ‘the individual test items. Fortonate1y, this analysis Was |
conducted by the classroom and university superv1sors on each cand1date g
test before the test was administered to the 1earners.y~Therefore, efforts

were taken.to assure quality control regarding thelya)1d1ty of these tusts.
'~ STATISTICAL DESIGN

Concgptual Regress1on Models

During the past decade, substant1a1 interest has centered on the
deveIOpment of conceptual mode]s‘for'documenting'the educationa] process.
'Typically these models have been constructed to:-explain an'indtvidual‘s
.educationai achievement in terms of the fo]]owtng factors: indiVidua]

and»fami]y characteristics, peer group ianUences, geneticﬂendowments,
school resources, and study attitudes (Barro, 1970, Hanushek 1972).

One d1ff1cu1ty encountered w1th the ear1y conceptua] mode]s for
lexp1a1n1ng educat1ona1 ach1evement=was the se]ect1on of an appropriate
.statistical mode] - Multiple regress1on techn1ques, whlch were re11ed on
for srm11ar|node1bu11d1ng in agr1cu1ture and economics, often y1e1ded
v'1ncons1stent est1mates when app11ed to emp1r1ca1 data from the schoo]s
“The pr1mary reason for these unstab]e est1mates-was determwned to be
Ithe h1gh 1nterre1at1onsh1ps among educatuona] process var1ab1es, which-is
known as the mu1t1co111nearnty problem 1n stat1st1ca1 analys1s This
prob]em has been resolved by spec1fy1ng the educational var1ab1es as, a
system of,s1mu1taneous equat1ons that 1ead to more accurate parameter.
estimates amono the*independent variables (Cootey and Lohnes; 19764

Murname, 1975). ' ' . . ‘
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| This refinement of regression procedures has enabled us to
| develop a systcm'of four linear structural equations Lo Vesolve the
"rescarcnﬁquestions for this investigation.. Each structura] eQUatton”
takes the form of a regressxon model to sat1sfy estimation requ1rements;

These models and a correSpond1ng legend are presented in Figure 1.

— i} T
:modet 1Y, b Yy tat E(1)
-model 2: Y2 = b]Y] + bzAt + E(2) .
/ model 3:,Y2 = b]Y] + bzAtv+ [b T + b-T2] + E(3)
mode]4:Y2=b]Y]+b2At+[bT +b ]+[b +bS]+E(4)
.Y2 = learner cognitive attainment on the second un1t deVeloped and
- taught by a student teacher.
'Y] = "learner cognitive attainment on the 1n1t1a1 un1t deve10ped and
‘taught by'a student teacher. .
_ At = studentteachereXpectancy of learner cogn1t1ve ability.
b1-6 = 1east squares we1ght assoc1ated WIth the six variables.
ZE(i) = the error of pred1ct1on Vector for mode] i. '
T1 = prior solo teach1ng time of student teacher
T2 = opportunity to learn time prOV1ded by student teacher. » ~ % -
ST = unijversity superV1sor quallty ratings of 1nstruct1cna1 un1t
"S2 = university supervisor qua11ty ratings of the student teacher S

instructional; sk111s

Figure 1 _ .
ﬁour Regression models for Bram1n1ng the Competence of Student Teachers
| In mode] T, learner cogn1t1Ve attainment on a second unit developed
and rimplemented by a stddent teécher debendsion the 1earner's.prior
cognitive attainment (performance cn the jnitia]ldnitﬂtaught by the

" student teacher). The effect of tlie ixstruction in the second unit is

‘depicted by a constant,°a.‘ Inherent in this regression mddei is the -

15
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assumpt1on that! the effect of an ineructlonal unit s 1ndependent of

' the student‘teacher S expectanc1es, her/his . p1ann1ng and 1nstruct1onal

skills,-and the time al1owed for instruction.
‘Model 2 presents learner cognitive attainment on a second

instructional unit taught by a student teacher as a function of the

Jlearner's.prior cognitive attainment and the student teacher's

_expectatfons regarding the ability of her/his'Tearners (At). Undei-

lying this mode] is the assumpt1on that the effect of a second 1nstruct1ona1
unit depends on]y on the expectanc1es held by the. student teacher regard1ng
the abilities of the class of 1earners. Justification for the 1nc1us1onl
of a teacher_expectancy;variab]e in this‘investigation,rests with reviews
of 1iterature_which 1ink?thelfnf1uence of expectancy.withﬂthe'subsequent

: S - . .
behavior of the teacher toward the 1earners (Good, Brophy, 1973: .

~ Paulson, 1978)

Model 3 presents learner cogn1t1ve atta1nment as a funct:on of the

» aforement1oned var1ab1es (prior attainment of learner, student teacher

'expectancy) and two measures of time (pripr solo teaching time of the

student teacher, and the opportunity to-learn time}. The assumption-.
under]ying,Mode1 3 is that the effect of instruction in unit two depends

on prior 1nstruct1ona1 time and the t1me a]]otted for 1nstruct1on in

the second unit as we1l as student teacher expectancy of 1earners

These-tlme'based variables were included in this model because of the

-'theoretica1 considerations of time in‘thefoft-citedfmode1‘of schoo]

learning by John Carro]] (1963). Further, recent 11terature on teacher

effect1veness 1nd1cates time-on- task of both teacher and 1earner is,

,correlated with classroom achjevement. (Medley, 1977 Sta1]1ngs, 1977)
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Fina]]y in model 4, learner cognitive‘attainmcnt depends on the -
planning and instructional skiils of the student teacher,as porceiVed ‘

by the uniVersity supervisor as well as all of the independent variaoles

'inc]uded in model 3. The assumption behind model 4 is that the effect ..

 of instruction in.unit two depends on the planning and instrUctionaT

sk1lls of the student teacher, in addition to pr1or 1nstructlcnal t1me,
“opportunity to learn time and the student teacher s expectanc1es of
1earners SUperv1sor ratings were 1nc1uded in this model because of -

the acceptance of th1s type of evaluative procedure in assess1ng the
competence of student teachers If superv1sor rat1ngs do accurate]y
,-ref1ect the teach1ng cand1date S p]ann1ng and. 1nstruct1ona1 sk11ls, then .
.-these variables should account for some of the variance in 1earner.cogn1ttve
'fattainment. | |

Statistical Analysis - ;f, o o | o R ‘, .

These four regressionmodels were treated with the REGRESSION
subroutine in SPSS (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,.Steinorenner; Bent; 1975). Taie
initial model.(mode] 1) was constrocted then the ensuing model, model 2
waszdeveloped by the addition of the independent Variab]e; student --- |
teacher'expectancies;to the'inittal mode]J This procedore was repeated
twice with the finat model (model Q)Containing six,independEnt
variables. G;ven this:procedure, the influence. of each independent

variable or b]ock of variables on Tearner coqnitivo attainment was.

determlned by subtract1ng the conff1c1ents of determ1nat1on of the former

.mode] from +he ensu1ng mode], i.e. ,(R1 +1 - R?). The resu]t1ng va]ue, '
2, represents the 1ncrement in explanatory power of learner cogn1t1ve

" 4R
attainment due to the added variable(s).: Tests of s1gn1f1cance were
'subsequently made for these 1ncrements of exp]anatory power to
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'5,statis£ica11y addreSs the first phreev%esearch questions; The-express1ons

~ used for these tests are presented in figure 2. o R éga“
7 2
. [RY 4y = RS /M R
‘Generalized Expression: F =- R - — ‘
S | 1= RS,/ Nkl |
o 2 2 o 02 o2 . o2 o2
O: F=R2-Ryp g2: F=R3- R /2 g3 paRe Ry /2.
' 1 - RS /62 1 RS /624 1 - R s22
R? = coefficient of determ1nat1on for model i (variance accounted for by
. model 9) . . : : '
= the. number of learners in the model (629) _
K = total number of independent variables in. the mcdel (1 to 6)

= number of 1ndependent variables in the subset for wh1ch the F test
is being made. (1 to 2)

Figure 2 .~ o

A

Genera11zed Express1on and Correspond1ng F test Expre551ons for Research
Quest1ons 1- 3 : .

To test research quest1on 1, we compared mode]s 1 and 2. If the
"observat1ons were consistent w1th our expectat1on, then the coeff1cﬂent
;pf,determ1nat1on or the exp]anacory‘power Qf model 2 should\ref]ect 95.,.
significant increase over the exb]ahatory‘pqweruof mode1.1 which-doee :
'net take into account the influence of .student teacher expectancies of
1earner cogn1t1ve ab111t1es | | I. |
L’ L ﬂ To test resedrch. quest1on 2 we compared mode]s 2 and 3. -1f the
observat1ons were con51stent w1thour'expectat1ons. then the exp]anatory
‘poﬂer of modef 3 should prov1de a s1gn1f1cant ga1n over the exp]anatory
‘power of model 2. These models differ due to the. contrwbut1on cf the

. block of time based variables to exp1a1n 1earner cognitive attainment. .

“Finally, to teetvresearch_question 3, wecemgaredmode1s 3 and 4.

18




,_lB- . M. -Jl‘

‘Again, ff the'observations obtained were conststentVWith this:research
quest1on then the explanatory power of mode] 4 should exceed the explanatory
- power of model 3 due to the plann1ng and 1nstructional effectiveness

hof the student teacher'

| FINDINGS
The analysis associated with research ouestionwl produced a F value
(F=. 82) whtch was ‘not statistica]]y'significant. This result reveals
that expectanc1es of 1earners held by student teachers do not 1nf]uence.,,

“Q_” . ot the cogn1t1ye attagnment of. the learners, at least not in this investigation.
- - The stétistica]“tompartson tor research QUestion 2 produced different.
’ results. .The F value for th1s comparISon, (F =5.38, p <. 0]) 1nd1cates :
the exp]anatory/power (1.3 percent of the variance) of these_t1me referenced
variables 1s statistically s1gn1f1cant In other‘words, prior'solo teaching
_timé and oppor tunity to ]earn t1me together account for some dlfferences
in 1earner cogn1t1ve attalnment on a single 1nstruct10na1 unit when prior .

cogn1t1vq atta1nment of the learners and student teachet percept1ons are

he]d constant
The third test compared;the coetficients of determination for mode

4 and model 3 for research question 3. The F va]ue for this comparlson

-(F = 11.11, p<.01) 1nd1cates the exp]anatory power (2 6 percent of the, - "

'varfance) of the. un1vers1ty superv1sor S rat1ngs is stat1st1ca]1y “

' s1gn1f1cant. 1h1s f1nd1ng 1nd1cates the plann1ng and 1nstruct10na]
competencies of-the student teacher as percelved by the un1vers1ty
superv1sor do affect, to some degree, ]earner cogn1t1ve atta1nment when
prior - cogn1t1ve atta1nment, student teacher expectanc1es, and measures

of instructional. t1me are held Lonstant The.aforement1oned_stat1st1ca1_

z
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i,
compar1sons for research questlons 1, 2 and 3 are smmnarized in the -

- fol]ow1ng tab]e Additional statistical summaries are provided in Appendix B.

L4

Table i

Summary of Data Used to Test Research Quest1ons 1-3
.ZF
Test Legend * - Research, Researchh Research
‘ Question 1 ‘ Quest1on 2" Question 3 -
— ; Y -
' o - ~ , - - L B B
N - 629 . C629 T . 629
: g ‘ , . ' )
K - 2 A 6
. 2 S
N M ' ] 2 2 s
R® from model 1 232 e e
. “R% from model 2 © . .233 . 233
R frommodel 3 - .- -. 286 .206.
R frommodel 4 1 - N (2
R2 by RE S ] S
F“Statlstic , i (1 626) 82 CF(2, 624)5 38 F(Z,GZQ)I];]iﬁ
;‘a< 01 ' . T ) \\

" —

. v .
“ . P \

e T ——

Coeff1c1ents of determlnatIon (R?) and changes in R2 presen*ed\Jn ‘

—

table 1. prov1de a basis for addreSSIng the f1na1 research quest1on of

- this 1nvest1gatlon Wh1]e the. f1rst three research questwons sought

'1'_‘ N

to determine thevexplanatory power of add1ng a part1cu1ar var1ab1e or
b]ock of ‘variables to a linear mode] to account for ]earner cogn1t1ve :
- ..: atta1nment, research quest1on 4q d1rects our attent1on to the cumu]atlve
| effect of the varuab1es “in the respect1 ‘e mode1s, (R2 for models in tab]e'l);
“to exp1a1n the varfance in 1earner cogn1t1ve atta1nment .Eﬁaminihg tab}e g

1 revea]s that modei & accounts for max1ma1 var1ance,_(R2 .272) a

1east among the models in th1s 1nvest1gat1on However, this model .

!
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conta1ns one independent var1ab1e. student teacher cxpectancy of 1carnerv
cogn1t1ve ab1]1ty, wh1ch contributes very Tittle to the Lxplanatory
power of the model : Therefore thas var1ab1e was deleted from the |

. moqel resq1t1ng in a new,mode] W1th_f1ve 1ndependen@ variables. A

statistical'description_of'this new model is provided in table,2.

Table 2

Statistical Summary of Regress1on Mode] for Exp]a1n1ng a Learner s
Cogn1t1ve Atta1nment on a Single Instructional Unit

Multiple R ‘. 517 ~ Analysis cf Variance ‘Df  MS F
R? | : - .267 Regression .- 5 36011.43 45f44
Std. Error 28.150  Residual . 623 792_.434‘ |
_ Variable . - B BETA STD Error:B
v, . .5 .55 . .039
1, a5 o0
. T, L0357 . .092 .02 (
s T s es 285 |
"Sy . e oo 318 o
inte‘rcept_ - 76.011 | | e -

N As table 2 reveals, the fol]ow1ng model has a mu]t1ple R wh1ch is

n

stat1st1cally unequal to zero, F 45 44 p<. 001, and a substant1a]

_ coefficient of determination (R .267). ,’ ” R 4' -

Y .5 -76. 011'+'“539Y + ['077T] + O3JT ] + [ 78451 + 6375 ]
\\\;\ Symbols for the var1ables in this eXpPeSSIOn are 1dent1ca1 to those'

‘ for t mode]s presented in f1gure 2, ).e., Y] % 1earner cogn1t1ve
- attai"me”E\BQ\i:i:iai unit taught by etudeht?ﬁeacher, T] = prior solo.
N teaching time of\student teacher, Té =‘0ppbrtdnity to learn time -

,21;.,




-21-

provided by student teacher in the socond unit,ls}_; university
supervfsor qua]jty ratings_of instructional unit, S, ='uniVersity~
;supervisor oua]ity ratings of the student teacher's -instructional -
}ski11s.liThe numerical values in the e#pression are partial regreSSion
coefficients (B) and tﬁé intercept term. These va]ues represent the
expected change: in learner- -cognitive atta1nment wnen the:-value of. the -
correspond1ng variables changes by one unit and all otkar var1ab1es

, rema1n constant The S1gn1f1cance of th1s expression for ueterm1n1ng
‘the competence of a student teacher is addressedlin'the fo1lowing'

section. ' g

o
e

":""olscus-SIou |

. ?':5’

- !
(

’ wh11e there are alternate means and standards for oeterm1n1ng the
competence of a studertteachea we have centerad on the cogn1t1ve
‘ ,attainment of learners ‘instructed by,the student'teacher as the criterion
;ariabie'in determining this competence - To some educators, th1s approach
p1aces the fate of teachers ‘or in this case, student teachers,1n the |
hands of their 1earners who may not be mot1vated or possess the pre-
requ151te cogn1t1ve skills:to succeed Converse]y, the contract p1an‘
deseribed by McNeil and Popham (]973) which was 1ncorporated into the
des1gn of thlS 1nvest1gat1on enab]es the deve1oper to account for. the
- entry levels and d1spos1t1ons of the 1earners in the deve]opment of a
"]earn1ng contract " Th]S p01nt and counter- po1nt represent on]y one
R facet of the mult1facetod process of assesslng 2 sLudent teacher S |
“ ompetence It 1s beyond- the scop@ of th1s paper te examlne the pro~s i

~and con's of th1scontroversy'at1ength Rather 1n th1s 1nvest1gatlon, we

expltored the poss1b111ty{of exam1n1ng~ﬂearner cogn1t1ye atta1nment 1n

SR . . ~
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terms of a regression model composed of variables comnonly assessed

durino a studentteach1ngexper1ence .

‘Research question one deaIt with the issue- of whether the

expectanc1es of 1earners he]d_by student teachers would affect the

cognitive attainment of those learners in a single instructional unit.

[~ . .
The results of this investigation indicate the "expectancies” held by -

_the student teacher toward theiclass,exerted 1ttt]e-inf1uence on the

criterion variable.
It is possible_that in order for expectancies of the teacher to
affect 1earner'cognitive attainment, the expectancy should be associated..

with a particular 1earner; not the c1ass'to which the learner be]ongs

,On a p051t1ve note however, th1s finding supports the notion that se]f-

awareness and contro] of one's expectanc1es of 1earner capab1]1ty enab]e

' the student teachér to successfully contro] those “expectanc1es“ dur1ng'

c]assroom 1nstruct1on (Good Brophy, 1973 Paulson, 1978) In terms of

“model: bu11d1ng for assess1ng a 1earner S cogn1t1ve atta1nment though

the explanatory power of this var1ab1e,as def1ned’in this 1nvest1gat1on,_

s SO s]1ght ‘that 1t doesn t warrant 1nc]uswon in the model. e

In contrast to the f1nd1ng for research quest1on 1, the results of

‘the ana]yses for research quest1ons two and three were: stat1st1ca11y

'“51gn1f1cant- These results encourage the 'nc1us1on of the varlables

exam1ned in these analyses in the model to exp1a1n a 1earner s cognitive

4

atta]nment

]

The block of time referenced var1ab1es addressed in research questlon‘

2, pr1or solo teach1ng t1me_and opportunIty-to-]earn time,” accounts” for

a small but sufficient amoUnt_of‘variance'regarding‘1earner cognitive:

‘ attainment to be statistica11y significant. This result‘corresponds to
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- the current literature on toachcr nffectlveness wh1ch undorscores the

+

, 1mportance of ‘time-on- task on learner ach1evement (Med]ey, 1977; Stallings,

~ 1977). Whlle not specif |ca11y addressed in the 11terature, prior solo
"'teach1ng time was 1ncluded .in this block of varlables s1nce the amount
of previous 1nstruct10na1 time in student teach1ng shou]d affect the
. competence of the student teacher Th]S conjecture -has mer1t 1f for no'>
- other reason than for the candldate ga1n1ng confndence and establlsh1ng
a routine for managing the classroom dur.ng 1nstruct10n Further data
for these time based variables were obtained read11y and eas11y from the |
student teacher's instructional p]ans and confirmed in the ﬁumnarz

Evaluation of Unit formscomp]etedby the student teacher.

wh11e ‘the explanatory power of these var1ab1es is sma11,=it is
1nterest1ng that such global measures of 1nstruct1ona] t1me account for

r

_enough varlance in learner cogn1t1ve atta1nment to be statlst1ca]1y

's1gn1f1cant Slnce these t1me measures ‘did contr1bute to the exp]anatory ’
power of the mode], it is p]aus1b1e that other ‘time based measures
such as, student teacher plann1ng t1me student teacher time-on- 1nstruct1on, .

3/ - o and learner time-on-task may be fru1tfu] extens1ons of this research

S1m11ar1y, vaIUes for the pnann1n3 and 1nstruct10na1 competence
of the student teacher, the block of variables for: research questlon 3,

| were readily. obtained from the final evaluat1ons of the un1vers1ty

“superv1sor. Since the pract1ce of eva]uat1nq the student teacher on the i

‘ba§1s of superV1sor ratlngs is so comnon, 1t is comfort1ng to f1nd these

rat1ngs do ‘account for enough var1ance regarding the cogn1t1ve

atta1nment of 1earners to be stat1st1ca11y 51gn1f1cant On the other hand

o

< an exp]anatory power of 2 GA ‘of the variance fa1ls to inspire a great

deal of conf1dence in un1vers1ty_superv1sor ratings as a sole cr1ter1on

LN
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for awardinb a grade or certifying the teaching competcnce'of a student
'\teacher. Perhaps emphas1s on observation data wh1ch provides frequenc1es

¥ i

of 1nstruct1ona1 procedures coupled with supervisory rat1ngs ‘would enhance

“the explanatory power of these ratings. Further, percept1ona1 data from
| 1earners of student teachers on the 1nstruct1ona1 competence of the |
' student teacher m1ght be comb1ned with superv1sor rat1ngs to enhance the
explanatory power of these values In any event, the. pract1fe of u51ng
' un1vers1ty superv1sor rat1ngs as the on]y cr1ter1a for "grading" the
student teacher is not supported by the results of this 1nvest1gat1on ;_p S
The f1nal research questlon d1rect1y addressed the- issue of whether
: . a group of variables closely assoc1ateo with the student teach1ng ’
exper1ence may exp1a1n the cogn1t1we atta1nment of learners 1n a s1ngle
1nstruct1ona1 un1t planned and 1mp1emented by the student teacher. wh11e
tbe.precedtng d1scuss1on has accounted for the presence of ~four-of the ,"Q$E
ivar1ab1es in the model, the most s1gn1f1cant var1ab1e in the model has
not been addressed ThlS var1ab1e prior cogn1t1ve atta1nment of 1earners
" on a unit prevously taught by the student ‘teacher, prOV1des a contr1but1on
v‘that is comparable to the influence of prior ach1evement in determ1n1ng ‘ %_p'
school effects (Hanushek 1972- Murnane, 1975). This var1ab1e enab]ed |
“us to hold the effect of pr1or 1nstruct1on constant at 1east statistically
speaking. The resulting 11near model containing f1ve varlables explained .
nearfy'27m.oftthe variance in cognitive attainment of 1earners on a
singTe instructional.unit' At ijst glance this result appears to be
disappoihtfng; However one wr1ter recently reported that only 9 percent
Bf the researches publishéd in a notab]e professional educat1ona1.research

~ . journal over the past twelve'years.accdunted for 20%ror.more of the

2 . . . o -

. . ) 1
. " . .
' K - ~ .
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’compared to current research reports

?assoc1ated 1earner cogn1t1ve atta1nmen+ data with information co]]ectedf s

‘cognitive attainment data from learners of student teachers. Th1s -plan has

—2!); o

var1ancc regardlng the dopendent measure ‘under invest19at1on (McNamara
1978) Thus, the pract1ca1 significance of thS wodel 1n exp1a1n1ng

learner cognit1ve attainment appears to be relat1ve1y hngh when

.

~
-The model which evolved from this 1nvest1gatlon, clearly has R

Id

durlng student teaching. However,vlt is w1shfu1 thinking to assume the

. model at this stage Just7f1es asseSSIno the competence of a student

<

. teacher so]ely in terms cf 1earner cogn1t1ve attainment. On the
“ positive s1de though, the model does prov1de a basis for 1ntegrat1ng

~multiple sources of eva]uat1ve data and 1nd1cates emp1r1ca11y how these

variables relate to 1earner cogn1t1ve attalnment "Moreover ‘the investigation :

.and the model in part1cu]ar underscore the 1mportance of col]ect1ng

\

mult1p1e sources of. data on each°teach1ng cand1date Certainly other f.
varlables not addressed in th1s 1nvest1gat1on (classroom observat1on |

summar1es, learner percept1ons of student teacher s competence, classroom
superv1sor rat1ngs, unit pretest scores) may 1ncrease the exp]anatory ”“i' ,fv;
power of a regreSSIon model on 1earner cogn1t1ve atta7nment and shoudd .
be cons1dered in future researches fff , ':i¢' | K __vw;j,

Further, th1s-1nvest1gat1on has demonstrated that it is feasib]e to

1mp1ement a McNeil- Popham type of contract plan 1n an ongolng student

‘ teach1ng program In essence, the Mcleil-Popham plan becomes a management

.- System for 1mp1ement1ng a student teach1ng program which co]]ects

great potent1a1 not on1y for advanc1ng teacher preparat1on pract1ces but

for 1nstruct1onal theory bu11d1ng as well.

26
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. Curr1culum Conlex

Student_teacher i School

L Checkllst

.

— __ District

)

Date = . Classroom Superv150r . —___Univ, sup.

u

Unit ] 1 or 2 (please c1rcle)

The rating scale - for assessin
curricular component is defwn

14

g. the quallty of . each
ed as:

{8 = Sat1sfactorx U = Unsat1sfac

E:= Excellent 1 “'NI Needs Imp
G'= Good = 2 I = Inadequate
A =“AVerage = 3 : .

tOry: . NA = Not Agplicable'

Curr1cu1ar component

1. 'Genera] goals

2. Focusing generaTizations
(consistent with goals)
3. .Concept list G
{(consistent with. general1zat1ons)
v q, Diagnostic component :
- {addresses prerequisite know]edges and 3

5. Remedlat1on strategies

(provides activities and direction for .
. those lacking prerequ151tes) ‘

6. Content outline

(cons1stent with genera11zat10ns and con

'-7.-'Performance ObJGCt1VeS .
‘obJeCt1ves related to goals and content

. .generalizations)
8. Instruct1ona1 Strategles

(strategy provided for each perfornanqe
objective) _ : : : :

9. Evaluation procedures

(assessment techniques eon51stent with
ObJECt1VeJ and ynst strategles) ‘

Fd

¢

33

rovement = 4 -
=-.5 K ' »
e . . -
S Y .
'E— 6 A TN T 1na
1.2 3 4 5 m
™% 3.4 5 m
1.2 3.4 5 m
2 3 a4 s NA
kills) | s
1 2 3 4 5 M
| 12 3 4 5
ceptS) " -
12 3 4 5 M
R
T2 3 45 m




- Texas A &VHVUQ}NEr!Sty

. s .
o N o ) . . : ,

-

" Department of Educational Curriculum and Instruccion : - - -

. o - " A .
o . s . . 'lVAi.lMTlON PROFILB'FQR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY STUDENTSTEACHERS

—Te ' DISTRICT

. T

‘#See pég!s;yQ:of-:he Supplement for a detailed description .
ective. B . L . -

) _of each o

Aruntoxt provided by ERic

achool, and community. :

" STUDENT'S NAME SCHOOL, DATE

CLASSROOM 'SUPERVISOR v UNIVERSITY SUPERVISOR TIME OF 0?3.______

B ] THIS 1S OBSERVATION Thée racing scale i3 defined as: /’
" "NUMBER ' SwSacisfaccory U=Unsatiafactory f' NA=Not .Applicable}
S ) E=Excellent, - 1 Nl=Needs Improvement - & or Not Obsexrved
“ G=Good - 2 " l=Inadequate = 5 o
- A=Average - 3 ‘ een et
. : i a .
s " u i [ u
. ! B Al NT T E G .NL 1

OBJECTIVE* - 1 2 3.4 NA OBJECTIVE¥ Q12 4 5 1na
—— — — . - - -

1. - INSTRUCTIONAL COMPETEWCIES 15. Demonstrates the ahilicy to clarxifly
B = . .- . o values and-cbnflicts in inscruc- R .

1. Davelops and uses lesson plans 1 2 3 & 35 NA tional setctings. 2 4 5 NA

2. Develops and uses performance “16. . onstrates the ability to or-

°  objectives in lesson plans and - ganize and manage classroom
in fhe instructiomsl units which .activities effectively and to v
satisfy the formal specifica- handle or solve discipline prob-
tions for objectives. : .1 2 3 4 5 NA lems occuring in the clasaroom by
: = . 7 applying-a variety of control, -

3. Diagnoscs, individually and as a . techniques, i.e., simple control,
group. students’ entty level in- N individual conferei.ce, behavior
to lessons and instructional modi{ficacion. ‘ : © 2 4 5 NA

" “units. : 1 2 3 4 5 NA . - -
- ' L . 17. " Constructs, adminiaters. and inter~ .

4, Interprers dlagnostic data and pre- ’ : prets a wvarlety.of appropriate -
pates rcmediation plans. o 2 3 4 5 NA ‘evalustive instrumenta for . lesson

S . and unit objectives. . 2 4 5 NA

5. Demonstrates mastery of content’ 'to o '
organize learuning activicies, 18. Demonatrates the ability to evaluate
prepare instructional materials, . che effectiveness of instructional

.+ and develop performance objec- - ‘activicies, 2 4 5 NA
| 1. rives with regard to the subject C .
4 ' matter field. . : 2 3 4 -3 NA | 19. Evaluates his/her own instruction

- o o ) ) (self~evaluacion). 2 4.5 NA

6. Effectively uses duplication and ) I ST o
material production equipment. 1°2 3 & S5 NA | 20, Conatructs and tcaches two units of

- - about two weéks duration which.

7. “Demonstrares skill in ‘conducting meet minimum criteria. 2 4 5 NA
instructional activicties that ' ) )
use audio-visual equipment. 1 2 3 4 5, NA 21. Provides a good model of apoken

) . R English for students. ' a 1 2 4 'S 'NA

‘8. Demonstratea the ability to-use )

' effective introductury and | II. " PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCIES
concluding instructional ac- : : , .
.tivities. ' 1 2 3 & 5 NA | 22" consistently demonstrates a high de- -~
S ) . gree of responsibility and depend-
3. Demonatratas the ability to use ability by carrying out all casks -
appropriate method(s) of instruc- assigned or volunteered for. 1 2 4 S NA
. tion. ' 2 '3 4 5 NA . . L.
- - | . 23. Consistently arrives before sched- o .
19. Uses a minimum of four different T uled classes and activities begin. 1 2 4- 5 -NA
~ types of stimulus variacion, . . St . - -
i.e.. verbal examples, diagram . 24, Accepts and conforms to established
on board, analogy. riddle, voice standards of dress and personal
. variation, gestures, facial ex- grooming, . 1 2 4 S NA
_ ‘~pression, questions, in instrue- o o : C
B tional activities. T 2.3 4 S NA | 25.. ‘Cooperates with superviasing teacher,
e . . ’ university aupervisor, other staff -
. 11. 1Identifies cues -assoclated with members and administrative of-*
: attending behavior of students . ficials of the cooperating school. 1 2 4°5 NA
. and utilizes different stimuli . . . - .
to recapture student interest. 1 2 3 & S NA | 26.. Accéptd the presence of prevailing .
o : . standards of conduct in various
12.  Demonstrates the ability to give . - social groups and organizaticnal -
. clear directions. Tl i 2 3 4 5 NA . . scttings, and demonstrates the
o . I, ability to make personal: adjusc- '
‘13. ‘Demonstractes the ability to use . ments to such standards both for-

. different levels of gquestioning ~ . " mal (written policies) and infor- .
while conduciing instructional . mal (wnwritten policies). ™ . 4.5 NA
activities and by writing ‘such s oo i o .

. questions in lesson and unit . 27. . Maintains a sufficienc level of
plans. . - ' 2.3 4 5 NA : enerzy and is free of phyeical dis-. a -
} . . . . ; ' abilities which hinder teaching. 1. 2 45 - NA

14. Uses a variety of reinforcing o : Lo

: techinques. A -1 2 3 "4 S5 NA |28. Demonstrates concern for students, “ R
. 5 NA
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CHUMBAY BVALC TGN OF ol
oy HETTL vy . ") ! " i ’ :.:
""1(“"" Al Fivat gnit
‘ . T _ Aecond Unit
i rectionss  Thin Sumnn Yy Bvaluation is 1 In-'.-rnn|‘1¢sLu-d. e cach of the \h)i Ly
o you are vequired Lo prepare aml teach,. It din ta e comploted an
- . Cnoon after you have completed the teaching and evaluation of the
unit as possible and qiven-to vowr university supervinor. Copies
- of thﬂ pre=teast, postlest and qrading keys are to bho qiven Lo
' your unxvorq1ty supervisor. You may attach these to this summary

if you have not alrcady attached them to the: unit glvcn to’' your

'unlver51ty qupervxsor.
?

'I. Background Information o B !
1. Your Name _ e R ‘
2. Grade-level of this unit o :
. \ v
3. ,SubJect in which unit was taught’ (Examples ‘Math, Science)
4.  Title of unit a T 2 s ' ¥
' - . . %
5. Lcngth of unit: a. MNo. of instructional periods o
' .  .- . b. Length (in mxnutes) in each pPllOd
6. Give your hest estimate of the achievement ldVel of students to whlch
the unit was tauqht-' ltigh e Mlddlo : » Low
7. Givo your best estimate of the socio~ecconomic level of students to
which the unit was tqught. Uppor o MNiddle o+ Lower_
. II Unit Objectives " )

C}n*sxfy the unit oanctlve
°k111P

according to Lnuwltﬂﬂi ((oqnntlvc domaln),

(psychomotor domain), Attitudes and Values (effective donaln), . ) .
give the number of objectives in each cateqory; and the number of. ' '
. students achieving criterion lavael. (Ex xample: obj. Mo. 1 is Knowledge

and 23 students achicved criterion level). o - - s !
* KHOWTLEDGF. . SKILLS NTTITUDFS. & VALURS
‘ , No. achicving . + " Ho. achieving - Yo. achieving
Oobj. Nnn criterion .lawvael Obj. No. criterion level Obj. No. criterion leval
\
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Table 3

'Degcntptiue Statistics,for ththahiables Considered in This Investigation

p—y

=

5.,

ratings of student teacher's
»Instruct:onal skills...»

Variab]e , A N

} , ‘\ _

‘Learner cogn1t1ve attainmept (Y ) 629 .. 54.85 32.75

in-unit two . B _ _

Learner cognitive atta1nment (v ) 629 56.36 30.71

in un1t one A _ ' .

'Student teacher expectancy (At) " (28)* 1.79 .70

of class of learners - _ . . _ | B

.Pr1or solo teaching time ~(T]) 7 630.87 - 95,84
- Opportunlty to learn time  (T,) 7 550. 50 . 85.00

Un1versity superv1sor qua11ty(S]) 7 h 21}08 6.09

ratlngs of 1nstruct1ona1 un1t - I RS

University supervisor qua11ty(52) 7 - 25.02 3.66

* Each student teacher was responswb]e for teach1ng several sect1ons of \
learners ~ The tota] number of class sections taught by the 7 student

teachers 1n this 1nvest1gat1on numbered 28
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Tabln 4
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o 4Y

" Statistical Summary of Regression for Model !
Multiple R. .482 Ana]ysis of Variance Df . Ms \\ F
RE 232 Regression © 1 156636.40 189.93
Std. Error 28.718  Residual - e21 ”824.73*13i S
. — - — - — - ' . - . i ]! ’.'v v.‘ '
Variable - B BETA . STD ERROR-B . , ~< ‘
" ] ST :
Y, .514%".. 482 L0 T
intercebt' ”_25.868 |
" Simple Correlation with Ys .
I I |
" -482 -
- Table 5
Stafistica] Summary of Regress for Model 2
~iltiple R 483 Analysis of Variance Df. ~ 'Hs . F’
RZ o . 233 Regression | 1 78592.93" 95.24
$td, Error © 28.726 " Residual 626 . -825.17
2 510 ,.478 e8¢
At - -1.600 -.029 "1.715 ?7}/} N
k interéept 28.59 - _ Z :
iSimp"Ié_COrrelation “th Y, \ :- |
Var .- . r s :
Yy 4B : |
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Statistical Summafy of Regression'for'ModGT 3

. . i L 4 -y

Multiple R

2

'.' . R ‘ . ‘f
Std.‘Error

FE,

~ 28.526

496 Analysis of Variance Df  MS.

—————

fm
,.’
-

246 Regression ° 4 41496.73 50.99. .\

Residual 624 §13.77

Variable

B . ' BETA %, - STD ERROR B -

intercept

~ .498 o .867° . . 038
-.359 “ ~.007 * 1.734 l;
039 1313 < o6 C

-.002 -.006 018 .

4.253 5 L . . ’ o S S

- Simple cbf?élation with.Yz

, . ' L ] R

Var

Y

-.~099 * | - . . '.;»"
177 Y » -
LAY

r

482 S A

-
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ey
. e . v i -
. . - : . .. '
‘ 40 i . . ) w . -




“Statiética1'$ummary of Regression for Model 4

Table 7 - o

e

" Multiple R

.521
272

© " std. Error 28.086

MS

—

i Aha]ysis of Variance Df -
. 6

Regression .
622 -

Residual - .

. 788.81
7 =] e

3051683 , 38.69

e Variable‘, B’

BETA 'STD ERROR'B -

,;_--’-l-"“ . Yl . | -566

4067
T .100
053
“fi.°;1;j26-;,
| i_.550
‘f/iﬁ:‘ﬁntercéptrjﬁi§j97 o

]
i
!

. .084.

530 041
2.070

.291 .023
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.320

.209
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