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ANCILLARY FINDINGS OF A FOLLOW-UP STUDY
Introduction

It was not until the mid and late 1970's that widespread

concerted efforts at determining, by teacher-education institutions,

the on-tlie-job siccess of their graduates (and thus their programs)

became a focus of inquiry This focus was prImarily caused by state;

_regional and national accreditation agencies placing more emphasis.

upon the connection between programs and products. More specifically,

one 5f NCATE's 1979 standards recommands that institutions "evaluate

the teachers it educates : : . after they enter the teaching

profession;:"

This rather recent emphasis _upon follow-up studies came at a tise
when there were in essence no models to follow and no published

this area.

The personnel and recent practices of the R & D Center for

Teacher Education at The University of Texas at Austin have exerted a

strong positive 1eadetship in the area of follow-up studies. Between

1979 and 1982, this agency contributed three publications; each

primariiy a collection of papers written by noted authorities dealing

with some phase or element of follow-up studies (Hord and Adams, 1981;

Hord and Hall, 1979; Hord,; Savage; and Bethel, 1982).

The R &D Center was also instrumental in the preparation and

Conduc*ing Fo]low-up Studies of Teacher Education and Training’"

Borich distinguished between the Needs Assessment, Relative Gain, and

Process-Product models. The major instrument and procedures of the

present study are more closely associated with Borich's needs

dssessient model than with the other two:

 In this regard; the primary objective of the instrumentation

involved in the present study was to provide evaluative follow-up data

on and from recent graduates of the 41 undergraduate teacher-education

programs at Bowling Green State University. The graduates completed

an instrument which provided data on their perceived needs and
proficiencies and what, in their 3udgment, produced the indicated
proficiencies. Other sections of the instrument permitted the

© programs and to indicate their present attitude toward teaching (see

Appendix 1). In addition; the principai or department head of each

graduate provided ratings of the graduate's on-the-job success .

(Appendix 2). The expectations of this objective were realized with

the distribution of booklets of findings to faculty in each program

area during the 1982-83 academic year.

The purpose of the present paper is to present ancillary findings

to the follow-up study. More gpecifically, this paper presents the

findings of subsequent analyses of 25 sets of scores or classifications

derived froim approximately 400 practicing teachers and their principals
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who were initially involved in the larger follow-up study.  The scores
were related to the teachers' academic ability,; academic achievement,

attitudes toward teaching, perceived needs; perceived proficiencies,

evaluations of various components of their teacher-education programs,
and the effectiveness or success of these teachers as rated by their

principals or department heads.
The Data and Methodology

The primary data for this study were gathered during the spring

of 1981 from approximately 400 BGSU-prepared teachers (and their
principals or department heads) who were in their first through fifth
year of teaching in the State of Ohio. Secondary sources of data were
teachers' high-school and college ability, college course history; and
achiavement data which were stored on various university computer
tapes.

These sources of data permitted the collection (and later

analyses) of 25 sets of scores or classifications related to each

teacher: Two of chese classification variables were years of

experience and area of teaching (elementary, secondary, specialized,

and special). The other 23 variables were grouped into these four

broader classifications:

1. Teachers' ability, as evidenced by their high school rank
and five ACT scores (in subsequent tables of findings; these
variables are denoted as: H.S. decile, ACT English; ACT.
Mathematics, ACT Social Science, ACT Natural Science, and
ACT composite):

2. Teachers' academic achievement at the university level, as
denoted by overall 4-year grade point averages, and grade

point averages just for (1) education courses/experiences,
(2) communication courses, and (3) psychological foundation

courses (denoted later as overall GPA, education GPA; comm
GPA and psy GPA).

3. Teachers' evaluationms of their teacher-education programs,

their perceived needs and proficiencies in 19 _competency
areas; and their attitudes toward teaching. These eight
gelf-reported measurements were derived from a seven page
follow-up instrument entitled An Appraisal o y Prepara

as_a Teacher at Bowling Green- State University (see =
Appendix 1), This instrument, in various forms, has been

used four times during the last dozen years: Each

succeeding form was a revision or updating of an earlier
edition. The use of an earlier edition was widely acknowl-

edged as evidenced by publications (Pigge; 1978; Gargiulo
and Pigge,; July 1979; 6argiulo and Pigge; Winter, 1979;
TEPFU; 1983; p: 3) and subsequent requests for coples of the
instrument: A description of the eight scores (and their

codes which are used in subsequent tables of findings) are:
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Teach 1, Need. These scores indicated teachers'

overall or cumulative felt need for 19

competencies (Need Column, Section B; Appendix 1).
The lowest possible Need "score" was 19xl or 19,
highest possible "gcore" was 19x5 or 95.

Teach 2, Proficiency. These scores indicated the
teachers' cumulative perceived classroom '

proficiencies in the same 19 competency areas.
(Proficiency Column, Section B, Appendix 1).
Likewise; a teacher's proficiency "score" could

range from a low of 19 to a high of 95:

Teach 3, Major, Minor, Group. These ratings came

from the first 8 questions in Section D of the
follow-up instrument, These questions or items
primarily pertained to the teachers' evaluations
of the number and content of courses in their

majors, minors, and ggggral university group =
requirements. A "3" was always coded for the best

item response; for 5 of the 8 items a "l" was
coded for the worse and "2" for the middle

recponse (items 2; 4; 6, 7, and 8). For items I,
3, and 5, any response other that "3" wae coded
"}.5." Thus; a teacher's maximum "score" for this

section was 24; the minimum was 9.5.

These Scores were

Teach 4, Education
computed from the seven items presented at the end

of Section D of the follow-up instrument. In
brief, the teacher could give a specific education
course or experience a score of "5" to a score of
"]" for its contribution in her/his )
teacher-education program. A teacher's maximum

score -uf3 section was 35 points.

Teach 5; Off-Campus Field Experiences: The five
items providing the 'scores' for this variable

were in Section E of the instrument. The teachers

were asked to give quality ratings to the
supervision received by them within various.
off-campus courses and experiences. They also

were asked to denote a value rating for these -
experiences. A teacher's highest possible "score"
was 25.

Teach 6. Advising. These six itemis (Section F)

permitted the teachers to rate the quality of
academic and career advising they received as

students. The maximum Score was 30; the minimum
wag 6.

Teach 7, Attitude. These five items (Section HA)
provided an Attitude Toward Teaching score for

. d
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each respondent. ThHe maximum score was 25, the
minimum was 5.

8. Summary Evaluation (HB1). The last item on the

instrument (Section H, Item B1) asked the teachers

to respoad, within a strongly agree (5) to a

i Y _TETEERE

strongly disagree (1) format; to the fcllowing

statement' I was adequately prepared by BGSU as

4. Teachers' on-the-~job success or effectiveness ratings, as
evidenced from a rating form completed on each *eacher by
his/her principal or department head. This form produced
fiveé scores for each teacher: Prin 1, cumulative score for
the Instructional items,rPrin44, items 'elated ‘to Human

Management/biscipiine, Prin 4, Evaiuation/Seif Appraisai'

and Prin Total; the composite score: The 42 competency or

proficiency items comprising this instrument were based upon

the results of previous studies at BGSU and upon the

findings of state-wide surveys done in Georgia (Ellet; 1980)
and Ohio (1980). Various test-retest total instrument
reliability coefficients have ranged from the mid .80's to
low .90's.

In brief, during 1981 BGSU provided the Ohioc State Department of
Education a listing of the social security numbers of all its 1976- 80
education graduates. The State Department. by matching theze social

security numbers with principals’ faiil reports of their teachers;

provided multiple sets of address labels of our Ohio teachers and

their principals: Sampling was dome with highly productive program

areas; such as elementary and special education. For less productive

programs; the entire BGSU sub—population of Ohio teaching graduates

completed teacher instruments were,retgxned (out o§71386), 903 IGSii
principal instruments were received. The present findings are based
upon all possible matches (ﬁlO) of data from a teachier and,his/her

principal or department head. For some analyses, such as multivariate

analysis of variance, the total N was reduced to approximateiy 300.

i.e.; with none of the 25 sets of scores or classifications missing:
The Findings

The findings are presented in two sections. The first section

presents an analysis of the teachers' effectiveness ratings as

~ provided by their principals. The second section is devoted to an
analysis of the teachers' perceived proficiency scores and their
attitudes toward teaching. ’



Teachers' Effectiveness Ratings

The principals provided five sets of scores; namely Prin 1; 2; 3;

4, and total. The means for these variables, broken down by teachers'
years of experience and teaching area; are presented in Table 1.

(Table 1 also presents the means for other selected variables.)

fifth-year teachers were rated higher, for each part of the

instrument, thar were the teschers with fewer years of experience:
The data in Table 1 also reveals, overall, that the elementary and

special education teachers received higher effectiveness scores than.

did the specialized (art, music, HPE, industrial education; ete.) and
secondary teéachers.

_ Table 2 presents two sets of multivariate analysis of variance
F's which indicate the effects of the various listed variables on or
between combinations of the Prin 1 through Prin &4 scores. The first
column of Hotelling F's were influenced by the classification or
categorical variables of teachers' years of experience, subject area

in which they were teaching, and a summary 5-category evaluation of

how well they thought they were prepared by BGSU as entry level
teachers. The second column of F's were not influenced by these
variables.

77777 The first column of F's indicate that the Prin 1 through Prinm 4

scores (or perhaps some combination of these 3scores) were

significantly related to the teachers' year: .  experience, their
subject or teaching area, their overall college grade point averages;

and their evaluationis of the career and advising functions which they
experienced at BGSU.

. The second column of F's were not influenced by the three
aforementioned categorical variables. These F's reveal that the

Prin 1 through Prin 4 scores were significantly related to or

influenced by the teachers' overall GPA, perceived proficiemcy within

19 competency areas; and their evaluations of the college career and

advising functions.

In brief the data presented in Table 2 indicated that the
following variables were somehow related to how the principals rated

the effectiveress of the teachers: the teachers' years of experience,

7



subject or teaching area, overall college grade point averages,
selr-perceived proficiency, and evaliations of the colleges' career

Table 3 presents Q SUMmMATY of the results of five univariate

analysis of variance compucetibns. These analyses attempted to ferret

out what might have produced the significant multivariate F's
prosentad in Table 2.

- en e an e e e e e m em s em

The top section of Table 3 ahoos that the F for total principal
scotes was 1.98 which was significant at alpha leyel .003: The

miltiple R computed from this analysis was .41; R” was 16%. In other

words, the 20 contributing variables (years of experience through

Teach 7 ig Table 3 determined or were angociated with 16% of the

variance of the principals total ratings. Similar interpretations

may be made for the Prin 1 through Prin 4 scores.

The bottom part of Table 3 presents dara which reveal the

variables that significantly contributed to the overall F's presented

at the top of the table. Teachers' overall GPA was the only variable
that was significantly related to each of the five tests, i.e., Prin 1
through Prin 4 and Prin Total.

For Prin 1, those scores related to the principals' ratings of

teachers via the itesms classified as "instruction,;" the variables

Teach 2 (self-perceived proficiency levels) and Teach 7 (Attitude

Toward Teaching) were; inm addition to GPA; influential contributors to

the sums of squares which resulted in the significant overall F of
1.94;

) For the Human Relations/Attitude items (Prim 2), the overall GPA
was the only significant contributing factor.

For Prin 3 (teachers management and discipliine functions); Yyears

of experience and overall GPA were both significant factors:

For Prin 4 scores (teachers' seif-appraisal/self—evaluation), the

only significant factor was overall GPA.

For interpretation purposes; the zero-order correlation

coefficients presented below show a low but positive relationship

between each criterion (Prin 1 through Prin Total) and the significant
factors from Table 3.



Zero-Order Correlation Coefficients

Prin i Prin 2 Prin 3 Prin 4 Prin Total
Gverall GPA .18 .18 .19 .18 .19
Teach 2 .28 .20 .18 .28 .25
Teach 7 .14 .12 .10 .13 .13

In addition, the Prin 3 tieans presented in Table 1 indicate a

positive relationship between years of experience and principai

ratings of teachers' abiiity or cffectiveness in the area of classroom

management and control. These data along with findings from Table 3.

indicate that higher principal ratings were associated with teachers'

higher overail GPA's; higher self-perceived proficiency ratings,

higher attitude toward teaching scores, and more years of teaching

experience:

A step-wise multiple régréggiaﬁ analysis was completed for each
component of the principals' ratings. These analyses had a two-fold

purpose: _ (1) possibly to verify significant factors earlier

discussed, and (2) to discern other possibly significant contributing

factors of the teachers' effectiveness ratings.

Table &4 presents the significant factors from the step-wise

regression analyses:. It should be mentioned that the categorical

variables of years of experience and area of teaching were omitted.

from these analyses. The teachers' summary evaluations of how well
they thought they were prepared as entry level teachers (Item HBI1)
were treated as interval scores in these step-wise analyses.
(Earlier, these evaluaticus were treated as categorical data.)

For Prin Total; the data presented_in Table 4 reveal that five
significant predictor variables were selected ( a <.15). Four of
these variables were positively related to the Prin Total scores; the
ACT Social Science scores were Slightly négatively related. The

statistical procedure selected the ACT score not becaise of its

relationship to the other predictor variabies. The same reasoning may

Prin 1 through Prin 4 ratings.
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It is noteworthy that three of the significant predicting or
controlling variables listed in Table 4 were also regularly selected
by the earlier alternate statistical procedures (see Tables 2 and 3).
These conmon variables were: overall GPA; Teach 2 (self-perceived

proficiency scoreg), and Teach 7 (Attitude Toward Teaching scores).

An additional variable which was consistently selected for each of the
Principal scores was the teachers' summary evaluation of how well they

thought they were prepared for their initial year of teaching:

In summary; the various analyses have indicated that the

principals' ratings of the success or effectiveness of the teachers

were related to the following variables:

1. Teachers' years of experience. The one set of principal

scores (ratings) that seemed most influenced by this

variable was those related to the classroom o
manageient/discipline functions of the teachers (Table 3,
Prin 3). The teachers with more years of experience were
generally associated with higher principal ratings in the

area of classroom management and discipline.

2. Subject or teaching areas of the teachers (Tables 1 and 2).

The elementary and special education teachers were given
higher ratings on each part of the principals' instrument

than vere the specialized and secondary teachers.

3. Teachers' overall college grade-point averages (Tables 2, 3,

and 4). Teachers with higher grade-point averages were, on
the whole and for each section of the principal's
instrument, associated with somewhat higher principal

ratings than were teachers with lower grade-point averages.

4. Teachers' self-perceived §td£iCiehQ§ ratings for 19

competency areas (Tables 2, 3, 4, Teach 2). A positive
zero-order correlation was found between t :8e scores and

each principal rating. The two areas; however; that seemed
to be most rclated to these Teach 2 scores were Prin 1
(tearhers' instructional effectiveness) and Prin 4

(teachetrs' self-appraisal/evaluation).

5. To a s aller extent (:15>p> .09) than the preceding four
varialles, the teachers' attitudes toward teaching (Teach 7
appeared to be associated with principal ratings assigned
especially in the area of instruction (Tables 3 and 4) but
‘~iso in Prin Total, Prin 2, and Prin 3 (Table 4):

inother variable, the "scores" assigned by the teachers to the

colleges' academic and career advising functions (Teach 6), was moted
in the MANOVA as having an influential effect on or between

combinations of the Prin 1 through Prin 4 scores. However, the data
analysis whose summary was presented in Table 3 revealed that Teach 6

scores were not significantly related to any individual subtest of the
Prin scores. Table 4 reveals that .these scores were selected (though

barely at a = .146) as a predictor of principals' ratings in the area

10



of classroom management/discipline. The happenstance that this

variable was selected by the statistical procedures cannot
meaningfully be interpreted. Regardless, the contributing influence
of this variable in explairing the principals' ratings is ‘80 small

that for all practical purposes it may be omitted from any subsequ:nt
discussion.

Teachers' Response

A set of statistical analyses was completed to address the

question, "Were there any discernabie factors which influenced the way

in which the teachers responded to the follow-up instrument?"

Table 5 presents two sets of multivariate F's that were derived

in attempting to determine effects of the various variables on or

between combinations of Teach 1 through Teach 7 scores.

were related to how the teachers responded to one or more sections or

cofibinations of sectfons of the instrument:
1: Their years of experience
2. Their teaching or subject areas

3. How well they thought they were prepared as entry level
teachers {(Item HB1)

4. How the principais perceived their teaching effectiveness
(Prin 1, 2, and 3):

In regard to the above and in attempting to explain whyfyearérof

experience was significant, the teachers' mean responses to Teach 1

through Teach 7 were examined and the following selected descriptions

are offered:

1. For Teach 1 and Teach 2, the need and proficiency sections,

no clear consistent sequertial experience effects were

shown. First-year teachers showed the greatest need and

fifth-year teachers the second greatest need (Teach 1;

Table 1): The first and fifth year teacher also indicated

the greatest proficiency in the selected competency areas

(Teach 2; Table 1):

3: For Teach 3 through Teach 7, the first year teachers had the

highest means and in general the teachers with increasingly
more years of experience had lower means (Table 1).

1i
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For teaching or subject areas, data in Table 1 reveal that the

elementary and special education teachers reported greater need, ,
greater proficiency; mere positive evaluations to off~campus ‘tork, and
a more positive attitude toward teaching than did the specialized and

secondary teachers.

The correlation coefficients between Item HBl scores and Teach 1
through Teach 7 scores, respectively, were +.09, +:26, +.43, +.31;

#.30 and +.37. These values indicate that teachers who thought they
were well prepared as entry level teachers tended to give Somewhat
more positive responses to the various sections of the follow-up

instrument than did teachers who thought themselves less-well
prepared.

Positive principal evaluations, if valid, should merely be a

manifestation of better prepared and more effective teachers. It
seems a reasonable assumptiori that these teachers would denote more

positive ratings on the follow-up survey than would teachers who were
perceived to be less effective.

__ Two_areas of specific interest were the teachers' composite .
self-evaluations of their proficiency in 19 competency areas (Teach 2
scores) and their attitudes toward teaching (Teach 7 scores). Table 6

presents an analysis of variance of the Teach 2 scores.

- ee ee W me em em > s e e = e

Data presented near the top of Table 6 reveal that the multiple
correlation coefficient between the Teach 2 scores and the_l7 ogher
variables (presented in the lower part of the table) was .50; R™_was
25%. Thus, 25% of the variance in the Teach 2 scores was controlled

N v

or associated with these 17 variables. However, the significant
individual determiners of the Teach 2 variance were: (1) teachers'
subject or teaching area; (2) how well they thought they were prepared

for their entry level teaching positions, (3) scores on various ACT
tests and (4) how well they were perceived to be performing in the
classroom.

' The zero-order correlations between the Teach 2 scores and the

variables listed above were low and positive (+.28 and below) with the
exception of the ACT scores. These latter correlations were low but

negative, as shown below:

~ ACT Eng Math Soc Sci Nat Sei Comp
Teach 2 -,09 -.05 -.08 ~-.1% ~-.10

~ In summary; the data revealed (1) that elementary and special
education teachers perceived themselves to be more proficient than
specialized and secondary teachers, (2) those who rated their teacher

education programs higher in effectiveness tended to more highly

iz
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evaluate their proficiency in selected competency areas, (3) those who

scored higher on the ACT tests had a slight tendency to rate
themselves lower on the proficiency items, and (4) that there was a

telationship between principal ratings and teachers' perceived
effectiveness scores.

 pata in Table 7 reveal that 16% of the variance in the teachers'

Attitude Toward Teaching scores were accounted for by the variables

listed in the lower part of the table.

Two variables which have consistently been significant
determiners of other criterion scores also exhibited their influence

on the teachers' attitude scores. The two variables were the subject
or teaching areas of the teachers and how well they thought they were

prepared as entry level teachers: Two additional variables were

somewhat influential in helping to explain the variance in the
attitude scores; these were high 665661 deciles and the grade-point

averages in college psychology courses.

With further inspection; the elementary and special education
teachers possessed higher attitudes toward teaching, on the average,
than did specialized and secondary teachers. There was also a
positive relationship between how well the teachers believed they were
prepared as entry level teachers and their attitudes toward teaching.

A rather weak but positive relationship (r = +.06) was found between
psychology grade point averages and attitudes toward teaching. A weak
but negative relationship (r = -:10)* was found between high school
deciles and teachers' attitudes toward teaching; i.e., there was a

very slight tendency for those who ranked higher in their high school
class to possess somewhat of a less positive attitude toward teaching.
These four variables; the first two to a greater extent than the
jatter two; were the primary determiners of the controlled variance
(16%Z) of the attitude scores.

A Frame of Reference

Studies and discussion on the use of rating forms; other possible
correlates of teaching success, and attitudes of first-year teachers

are reviewed in this section.

o

_ The teacher effectiveness or success scores in the present
analyses were derived from rating forms that were completed by
principals or department heads. With limited budgets and the

necessity to provide licensing and accrediting agencies with continual

J1
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evidence that their graduates are satisfactory on-the-job performers,

very few teacher education institutions nor for that matter school

systems can afford; nor have the expertise; to conduct teaching

effectiveness product studies; i.e., determining the success of their

graduates in promoting pupil growth.

An excellent overview of the problems and progress in measuring

in a book by Borich (1977) In relation to teacher effectiveness,

Medley and Mitzel (1959), Morrison and McIntyre (1969); Rosenshine

(1971), Soar (1973).7HcNeil and Popham (1973), Schofield and Start

(1979- 80). Soar, Medley, and Coker (1983); and other researchers have

shown there is little or no relationship between teachers' ratings and

pupil growth or have professionally criticized the use of rating

gcales in determining the performance of teachers. Prevalent among

these criticisms are the subjectivity of the raters, the high

inference nature of the instruments, teachers halo effects, and the

Medley (1973, p. 42) provided a very succinct summary of the

relationships between the use of rating forms and findings of research

regarding pupil growth when he concluded: "The evidence that pupils

learn just as much from teachers rated ineffective by experts as they

do from teachers rated effective,by the same experts is impressive;

arid has been verified again and again.'

However and regardiess of the research findings regarding

supervisor ratings of teachers and the teachers' performance in

relation to pupil growth; in the vast majority of school systems

across the nation the present practices of teacher evaluation are

radically no different than the past. Today's teachers are primarily

and in a real pragmatic sense successful or unsuccessful on the basis

of the perceptions of others, most notably their principals who gather

firsthand data and supplementary data from pupils; peer teachers; and
parents.

For instance, the principals and/or the department heads of

entry-level teachers in most states; just after approximately six

moriths into the teachers' first school year, must_decide whether to

cause the icsuance or non-issuance of a contract for the following

Even 1f significant pupil growth were a criterion for a teacher's

second-year contract, the fulfillment of that criterion wonld by

necessity need to be inferred from the results of selected and

probably short afid limited units of instruction: The administrator

will likely tiake his/her decision on the _basis of perceptions,

professional judgement; and feelings of "swnership" than on the basis

of statistical data.

The teachers' ratings in_ the present study are variable but

cumulatively are high, probably due to errors of leniency. It 1is also
assumed that these i-tings are influenced by the teachers' halo

effects and the fact that many if not most of the administrators were

14
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indirectly rating themselves as Judges or selectors and guiders,

shapers; and leaders of professional talent.

judging teacher success; the use of rating forms gain validity and
essentiality in the conduction of follow-up studies. Ingtitutions’
questionnaire follow-up studiea or findings should of course be
validated periodically with in—depth on-site follow-up interviews and

A statement by Vance and Schlechty (1982, p. 25) aptiy captures

the esgernice of the difference between the theoretical (what we should

do based on research) and practical real-world realities (what is
actually done):

their strong belief in the existence of such a relationship;

They went on to explain that policy makers in most states have and are

now requiring standardized tests for entry into and/or exit from

teacher-preparatory programs without évidencerthat such scores are

telated to the ability of teachers to cause pupils to grow:

bitity

James and Dumas €1976) concluded from their study that GPA gave

some prediction of success or failure in teaching, regardless of the
type of criterion used for success. They did, however, explain for
their sample that a grade point requirement exceeding 2.40 or 2.50
would probably serve no useful purpose in improving product quality
ln other words, beyond a certain minimal level of demonstrated

Quirk et al. (1573) reviewed many studies that dealt with GPA and

principal ratings or other measures of success._ Quirk reported that

Shea in a 1955 study found a correlation of +.50 between teaching

success as measured by the M~Blank at the end of first year of _

teaching and GPA for 110 teachers., Quirk also indicated that Thacker

) Approximately 40 years ago, Lins (1946) reported a correlation of

+.31 between teacher ratings and four-year GPA's. Between teacher
ratings and major subject GPA's it was .23; and with education courses
GPA it was :29.

Vittetoe 61977) reported that the range of GPA's for 100
graduates from his institution who later failed as teachers (on basis

of principal ratings) was from 2. 16 to 3.85.

w
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) Brophy s data (1982) suggested that effective teachers tended to

be drawn disproportionately from among the more academically able of
those who teach.

L -

~ Durflinger in 1948 concluded that the trait patterns. making for
success in high-school teaching is different from that making for
successful elementary-school teaching. Thirty-tivo years later,

Schofield and Start (1979-80, p. 132) stated ". . . there is a growing

conviction, though based as yet on meager research evidence, that

Attitudes

Queen and Gretes (1982) reported follow-up results_ from 2361

first-year teachers in North Carolina: Among the many findirgs, those

that are more closely reilated to the present study are: (1) the

majority of these teachers (60Z) felt that the college programs had

prepared them well for their first-year of teaching, (2) a majority

reported that college supervisors and cooperating teachers played

effective roles_in their preparation--as critics and role models,

(3) approximately 60% claimed that methods courses and knowledge they

had gained in other college courses had been helpful during their

first year of teaching, and (4) in relation to attitudes toward

teaching, approximately 80% said they were satisfied with their

positions, 52% said they planned to make teaching a permanent career;

and 63% claimed they would advise others to pursue teaching careers.
Conclusions

this section have one thing in common ; the influence of the variables
related to the specific findings were of sufficient strength to be

picked up as statistically significant at the previously noted alpha

levels within one or more of the described analyses.

In this regard, however, it should be cautiously noted that the

various predictor or controlling variables accounted for rather small

variables: The three dependent variables were: (1) the various

principal ratings of teachers' on-the-job_ effectiveness,,(Z) teachers'

self-perceived proficiency ratings, and (3) teachers' attitudes toward
teaching.

Selected subparts of the principals ratings of teachers

(instructional, human relations. classroom management. and

self-appraisal) were positively related to teachers' (1) vears of

experience (most obvious finding was that the more experienced

teachers were given higher ratings for classroom

management/discipline), (2) overall college GPA's (this factor was

related to each of the four principais' ratings), (3) self-perceived

proficiency ratings (most obvious rornection was with the ratings for

16
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the instructional items), and (4) attitudes toward teaching tagain

most obvious connection was with the instructional items). The
teachers' subject or teaching areas were also related to the _
principals’ ratings. It was found that elementary and special
education teachers were rated higher in effectiveness by their

principals than were the specialized and secondary teachers.

special education teachers perceived themselves as more proficient in

several competency areas and also professed more positive attitudes
toward teaching than did the specialized and secondary teachers:

Thus, teaching area was a significant factor in the explanation of all

three sets of dependent scores, 1.e., principal ratings, teachers'

gself-perceived proficiency levels, and teachers' attitudes toward
teaching.

Teachers' self-perceived proficiency levels and attitudes toward
teaching were both positively related to the evaluations of how well

the teachers thought the teacher-education programs had prepared them

as entry~level teachers.

Teachers' self-perceived proficiency scores were positively

related to the principals' ratings of their classroom effectiveness.
Whether the former and its manifestations were influencing the latter,

of vice-versa, or both, would be an interesting topic for further
investigation.

Teachers' self-perceived proficlency ratings were slightly

negatively related to their ACT scores: The teachers' attitudes

toward teaching scores were found to be negatively related_to their
high school deciles; im other words; there was a tendency for the more
academically qualified teachers; as judged by their high school ranks,

to have somewhzt less positive attitudes toward teaching.

jpmed |



Table 1
Selected Means Categorized By Years of Experience and Teaching Area

Selected Varisbles . _ ___
v T Tw 5 re—
Teaching Ovérill ACT Ed NS Prinl Prin2 Prin3 Prind Prin T Ty T; Educ Off T5 T,  Eal

. —bp— __l!__ GPA_ Comp GPA Decile* Inst  H.R._ Mgnt Eval Total Need Prof Major Courses Campus Advising Attitude (fteaiBl)

S B LI N0 M LB A8 SET7 I3 3923 20423 7503 6389 1840 2322 1885 1956  20.03 378
il S8 240 342 251 A3 S1A9 .57 3RS 19846 497 61.80 1855 230 197 4 0% 388
S w0 Sl LS 43 245 LS S66 M0 3.7 10520 7h07 6B 1852 S 195 268 T 20T 3
S R A B LB 08 WE B4 G 15 7500 %05 B BG5S O0 20 28 59
L o§ nn W R ns TnTe s 0.0 3TS 19907 809 6845 9.5 H 209 235 20 4

....................................................................

Bl WL A L L% A5 O L0 009 NS4 7653 6.8 1900 B0 0% 2 200 408
Secial fd, 105 3.0 2096 345 L60 7522 S8 S04 W8S 20439 7986 TL69 1871 2376 .05 R NM 391
geciilized 197 302 2150 33 27 TL0S 15 02 688 19509 LT 6536 1852 206 183 a0 NS S
Godi B LIS A1 LS 20 M6 S0 MR 3619 ISTOL LD eSS 160 M BB 08 UM 38

Wecile | is highest (P and above)

: i 1

ST



Table 2

MANOVAS'
~_ THE EFFECTS OF VARIOUS VARIABLES ON, BETWEEN, __
AND AMONG COMBINATIONS OF PRIN 1 THROUGH PRIN 4 RATINGS

Variable

Including

_Categorical
Variables

Years Experience
Subject Area

Summary Eval (Item HB1)
Overal’ NPA

H.S. Decile

ACT English

ACT Math

ACT Soc Sci

ACT Nat Sci

ACT Comp

Eduic GPA

Comm GPA

Psy GPA

Teach 1, Need

Teach 2; Prof

Teach 3; Maj; Min; Req
Teach 4, Educ Courses
Teach 5, OfE-Campus
Teach 6, Advising
Teach 7, Attitude

~d

1:82
2.22
1.90

.24
.86
.57
.12
.69
-46

05 %%

.50

Excluding Categorical

Variables

Hotelling Trace
F _

5.10
.83

—P

.03%%
.54
.71
47
.001*
.51

** Significant (p<.06) influence



Table 3

Umvarlate ANUVAS' of the Principals' Ratings of Teachers

For Each of § Analyses

T Tst S T N o

Wodel 8 Prin Total 1:98 003 A 16

Frror 082 p-1 Inst Lo e 40 6

Total 310 IR 1.81 009 39 15

P-3 Managenent 1.85 007 .39 16

P-4 Eval 2. ;001 A3 18
Varidble Contrlbutlng . Prin Total Prinl- - Prin 2 Prin 3 Prin 4
to Model S5 i F p Fooop- E_ _p Fop F 1
Years Experience ¢ 10 B LIS L5 L6 .3 225 08 LAl
Subject Area ... I8 W9 .8 ) G W 1.69 17
Simary Eval (HB1) ¢ L& 06 L8 .8 L6 16 L7 13 hi A5
Overall GPA 1 686 L0I% 475 03 T.SL O 0IM o T80 01 6 L0IM
H.S. Decile 1 L0730 97 3 .88 .35 1.07 .30 1.06 .30
ACT English 1 L1 28 78" .38 1.9 i .M 98 .32
ACT Math 1 93 Y 23 .63 1.9 ¥ 1.16 .28 82 .3
ACT Soc Sci L 45 S0 08 8 Le3 3 SLod8 489
ACT Nat Sci RS U S VAR AL T 1 (S /D U 0 A 0|
ACT Comp 1 LS5 .2 66 .42 242 12 1.67 .20 La .
Educ GPA 1 L3 A5 .50 2.05 .15 1.% .4 La .2
Comm GPA i A3 06 .81 05 42 27 .60 1.26 .26
Psy GPA Y T 1 15 .69 09 .7 1.0 56 .46
Teach 1, Need | 10 .76 39 .53 03 .86 05 .82 .00 .98
Teach 2, Prof 1 L5 .2 2.8 .00 24 .62 3B .54 2.5 1
Teach 3; Maj; Min; Req 1 05 .82 000,97 310 18 .67 04 8
__T_éach4_ Educ__Courses 1 0.9 YA S50 .48 A2 .73 03 .47
Teach S, OFf-Campus 1L . 0 5 1305 18 . 6.3
Teach 6, Advising T O R R | NS /T T S
Teach 7, Attitude 7_l_ 2.40 .12 2,85 .09* 1.72 .18 2.30 13 1,66 .20

28

1vpe 111 S5, SAS Package

**Slgmfmant (p<.05) determiners of principal ratings.

* less significant (.10 >p> .05)

EKCl

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 4

STEPWISE REGRESSION TOR-TIE I'KIPIII’AL RATlMS
(kitry §E6 iolel was set at alpha .15 or less)

o Cbrind PR prin 3
—--_Prin Tofal Instruetion-— Huian Relal ans ——Hapagement
wicor . Mediewr . Bedlaer pdicter
Viriable e Variable Fooo_p Varispte— —F I Vatiable P
el 83 00 Oenall OA BLIE 001 Overall GRA 180 00 Overall GPA 15,21 000
Wt SocSei 697 009 ACTSec sS40 0L ACTSoc Si 1.3 .M07 ACT Soc Sei 770 .OM6
feich 2 Prof  2.89 .09 Teach 2, Prof  6.01 OIS Educ GPA P800 EdE OO 228 .13
Toach 7, At Li9 0 Teh At LM 118 Teach 7 125 S Teach § 2,13 .16
Smaty Bl S5 (00 Sumary Bl 250 IS Sumay fal L6 .00 Teach? 12513
(Itea HBI) {Iten HBI) (1tem HH1) Sammary Eval 166 i
) . (iten b)) L
RIS AR CRT

Rei3 kol

HRTI CR )

s e

Mo d
—Eyaluation
Predictor : _
Variable ___F__ _p__
overall tpA 1295 001
AT Corp .05 .00
Teach 2 b.66 .009
siggry bval .87 0N

(Feam 1B1)
l

B35 Rl

pERT B0

Gl

o1
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Table 5
~ THE EFFECTS OF VARIOUS VARIABLES ON, BETWEEN, _____
AND AMONG COMBINATIONS OF TEACH 1 THROUGH TEACH 7 SCORES

B o Including Categorical Excluding Categorical
Variable. - Varigbles __.__Variables

Hotelling Trace Hotelling Trace
F p - E —P
-84 .06* - -
Subject Area .80 ;0001 ** - -
Summary Eval (Item HBI) -0001** - -
Grerail CPA 89 52 1:67 11

H.S. Decile 1.08 .38 1.31 .24

(ST

Years Experience

80
(=)
w

ACT Engiish .90 .50 .81 .58
ACT Math .66 .70 .72 .66
ACT Soc Sci .46 .86 .40 .90

ACT Nat Sci 1.06 .39 1.09 .37
ACT Comp .70 67 66 (71
Educ GPA .31 .95 .16 .99
Comm GPA .87 .53 .17 .32
Psy GPA .82 .57 .18 .32
Prin 1, Inst 1.79 .09* .64 .12
Prin 2, Human R 2:10 .04%% .91 .001%%
Prin 3, Managemerit 1.06 .39 .14 .04%%
1

va .22 .29 .25 .28

NG H e

=

* Significant between p's of .05 and .10

Gl




Table 6
Univariate ANOVA of Teachers' Self-Evaluations of

Their Teaching Proficiericy (Teach 2)

21

Source  df SS s F p R R

Model 25 6011 240 o
Error 283 18129 64 . .
Totat 308 24140

Variable @ﬁff%ﬁﬁfiéﬁ
Years Experience

.57 .68
. 001 **
.0001%#
.95 .16

wvi
(9,
«w

Summary Eval (Item HB1)
Overall GPA

H.S: Decile

ACT English

ACT Math

ACT Soc Sci

ACT Nat Sci

ACT Comp

Educ GPA

o
-
oo!

(TSI I T S I FC TR T
. ! Yo [ |

(%]

bt

~

Psy GPA

Prin 1, Inst

Prin 2, Human R
Prin 3; Management
Prin 4, Eval

o |
U‘H" o L S T S S N S oy SV PR NP T N u\uwla:d

4Type III SS (SAS Package)
** Significant (at p<:05) determiners of accounted variance
_ in teachers" seif-evaluations (R):

* Less significant (.10 > p>.05) contributors:

26
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... Table7
Univariate ANOVA of Teachers' Attitudes

Toward Teaching (Teach 7)

Source . S8 _MS  _FE p R R

4
0

Model 25 476 19

Yo Rita g
QI

Ertor 283 2547 : 2.12 .002 .4n .16

Total 308 3023

Variable Cégifiﬁﬁiiéﬁ
o Model 88
Years Experierice

Sthject Area

Summary Eval (Item HBL)
Overall GPA

H.S. Decile

ACT English

ACT Math

ACT Soc Sci

ACT Nat Sci

ACT Comp

Educ GPA

Comm GPA

Psy GPA
Prin 1, Inst

Prin 2, Human R
Prin 3, Management
Prin 4, Eval

.03%*
3.79 .01 %%

N
v Ir—ﬂ T I R T S R ST = = L o O L S Sy T Sy S T hl&
D
fanrd
to}
N

3Type III SS; SAS Package
** Significant determiners (p< .05) of attitudes toward teaching
* Less significant (.10 > p> .05)

27
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Appendix 1 25

%g o College of Education
*Q] Bowling Green State University 5f Resoarih and Serorces

Office of Research and Services

Dt::: Suite 330 Education Bulding

o {319] 3720151
Winter, 1981 Ext 274

TO: Recent Graduates
College of Education
BGSU

Cear Teacher Graduate:

We in the College of Education are many times asking ourselves, "Just how well have we prepared our giéaijétéé

Etc: The purpose of this correspondence is respectfully to ask that you help us arrive at answers to these questions:

Please take a few miinutes to give us your honest reactions to the questions posed on the accompanying question-

naire: This questionnaire is being sent to.recent BGSU graduates (1976-1980) who are teaching in the State of

present tirme to make plans for improving our teacher education programs.

In more detail, there are three primary reasons why the College of Education conducts follow-up evaluative
endeavors approximiately every third year:

1. We desire to know what graduates think of the courses, projects and experiences in
which we more or less forced them to enroll.
2 The responses, as a total group and by each major, should suggest specific and wor-

thwhile changes and revisions in our cuarriculums:
3. The Ohio State Department of Education and various regional and national ac-
crediting agencies demand that evaluative follow-up studies of past teacher education
graduates be completed at periodic intervals and the results utilized to promote better
and stronger programs.
Please be assured that your responses will remain anonymous. Only summary tabulations by years of experience.

teaching areas, or other groupings will be presented to our faculty and to the accrediting agencies: When your

responses have been coded onto computer cards. this questionnaire will be destroyed. Under no circumstances will
your responses be known to any of our faculty or used to your betterment or detrirrient.

We are very appreciative of your cooperation in completing this form.

Please return the completed form via the enclosed pre-addressed, postage-paid envelope within 10 days to two
weeks of its receipt.

Thank You.

Sincerely yours;

Fred L. Pigge. Director
Educational Research & Services



AN APPRAISAL OF MY F:’EEPARATiON AS

EPARATION AS A
AT BOWLING GREEN STATE UNIVER

There are several sections 1o this quesnonnanre Section A asks for personal data such as name. Major. where yoi1 are teachmg etc. The other sections consist of

questions which permit yoo to “evaluate” your experiences at BGSU

SECTION A: Placement and Experience Data

1 Name - Social Security Number 16-14)
2 Undergraduate  Major(s) 115-17)  Miriorls) c———————— {1820
3  Gradesor Sub)ecrs Téiigh'i Dunng Stadent Teaching ——- - (2123
4 Grades or Subjects Taught This Year e — 12426}
5 Emploging School Distmet == _ -
name
address
6 In vour opinion. how would your school building be classified?
— (1) Urban 12) Rural ———— (3 Suburban 27

_ . . . . \

In volir Gpinion: are you teaching in a system that is similar in characteristics 1o the one where you attended high school?

(1) Yes _———{(2)No 128

S Including the present year. how many years have you taught? Y, 129
6 When did vou graduate from BGSU? 19 30-311

16 What is vour current status regarding a Masters degree?

— (1) Have not taken any courses. A Aboui ¥z done:

— . (2) Have taken 1 or 2 courses. (5) About % done.
__ 13} About ¥ done:

(6) Have a Masters degree. (32)

11 {Optional) What. to the best of your memory. was youar t final overall undergraduate grade-point average at BGSU?
—— (1) 20-23 — {4 32-35
(2 24-27 (5 36-39 o
— (3 28-31 ———{6) 40 (33

e A
4

EST COPY AVAILABLE

O3

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



SECTION B: Your Perceived Need For and Proficlency In Selected Competencies.

27

Pre{enled p’grl'gi@jiri':erdés?:i'ibiibﬁé of 19 competency areas. To the right. please indicate your felt need for possessing each compeiency and an estimate ol your
classroom proficiency.

Your Ability to

i
12

13

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Teach reading 1n your grade or subject area

Deal with pupil behavio: problemis

Seiect. prepare. and effectively utilize educational media.
Analv:e and evaiuaie your ieééﬁiﬁé f)ér%éﬁéﬁ& skills

successful instruction for your puplls

Dxagnose pupil learning difficulnies {via testing instruments. observational techni-

(After diagnosisi ~ make prescriptions Ql mslrucnonal strategies. educanonal
media. and matenals that more fully maximize pupil learning outcomes
Work effectively with other teachers: specialists. administrators. students. and

parents. regardless of their valué Sysiems. race. religion. 3age. sex.
sucioeconomic status. etc
Motvate student achlevemem vta modellng reinforcement. provision of success

expeniences: appeal to student interests. etc

Indlwduanze instruction to meet lhe v

such as mastery learning. alternanve assignments. individual comractmg group
and invidual work. etc.

Preparc and develop lesson plans and teaching units.

Prepare teacher made esis and evaluate. repor pupil progress.

Understand and utilize standardized tests.

Coimmuricaie effactively with parents regarding stodent progress

Compare. contrast and utlize vanious educational ﬁﬁilbébbhltél viewpoints
Encourage and facilitate the development of children's social skilis and enhanced
self-concepts

Apply the major pnnClples of SChool Iaw to areas such as due process. contracts.
teaching liability. corporal punishment. etc.

Adequately challenge your gifted. 1alented students.

Adequately gunde handlcapped puplls who Kave been ot mav be “mainstrear-

ed” into your classroom.

Cory AVAILABLE 3

()

Need for this

Your Felt

Campetericy _
High Average

41 (3]
(1 i1
(111
(111
(1t
(1
(101
(11l
(1 1]
E1 ot
(111
1] 0l
(1 1)
(111
(101
(1 1]
[T 11
(111
(111
(1 1]

(2}

Low

(1

{34)
(36)
(38)
(40)
@2)
144)
{a6)
148

(50)

(52)
(54}
(56
(58]
(60)
62)

High

(5]

An Estimate of

Your Classroom

Low

(1]

Proticiency
In This Area _
Average
[4] 131 12
3y 1) i
(1)1
[ O I
(101 11
NS
(101t
(I I
SN
i1yt
101 01
(1 1] 11
(1) 11
110111
(100 1)
SRS
(101 1)
AN
i1
(101 11

(35
(37)
(39i

(@1

65

67
169

71



SECTION C: Where Were The Proficiencies Developed?

I Section B. you noted your needs and proficiencies for 19 compelency areas We fiow desite you to deriote which of the presented areas contributed to your

perceived proficiency {or each of the competencies Merely place an “X" in the box which indicates the one area that gave you the concerned proficiency. If more

than one ares contributed. pat " 1" in thHe box which would denote the area that contributed most. "2 in the box which denotes second highest. etc

> .
. AREAS = _
Student. Pre- Other First Teaching Inservice _Other
Teaching  Student Course . Year  Exper- Training  Teachers

Teachung Work and Teaching  ience
Field Ex- Exper- Exper- Afrer First
penence jences at ierice Year trators

BGSU

Your Ability to

i Teach readmg in your grade or subject area. [ 1172 {173 [ 1174) [ ] (';5) I I (:li;l [ ] (77) [ ) (78) | ] (79
2 Deal with pupil behavior problerﬁ.ﬁ {16 (17 P [1(9 [ 1010) [ ] | 1012} [ ]13i
i Select. prepare. and effectvely utlize educatonal o L
media [ 1(14) [ ]1(15) [ ]116) R Y] [ 1118} ]9 | ] @20 [ 12D
4 Analyze and evaluate your feaching performance . __ . __ S
skills (122 (123 (1@ (@D (1ee t1en 1@  []@e9
5 Uitilize the findings from #4 above in altering your
teaching and providing more successtul mstruction for R o L o o - R R
your pupils. [ 1130) | 163D {132 [ 1(33) [ 138 {1135 | 1136) [ 1137
6 Diagnose pupil learning difficulties (via testing in- L
struments. observational techniques. etc.). {138 ()39 (@0 [1w@L (@2 [1@xh  (]Ees {1@S
7 (Alter diagnosis) .. .make prescriptions of instrae-
onal strategies._ educanonalrmgdla and materals that A o o o S ) o o
miore fully maximize pupit learning outcomes | ]146j [ 1@ ;11148 [ ] @49 [ ]50 t16(h [ ]152) [ 1153)
8 Work effecnvely with Gther teachers. spgcmhsxs ad-
ministrators. students, and parents, regardless of their
value systems. race. religion. age. sex. sociceconomic S o . L o - o
51atos: etc [ ]1154) [ 1155) [ ]1(56) 167 [ ]1(58) {159 { ](60) [ ]h
9 M tivate sludem achievement via modeling, rein-
forcement. provision of success experiences. appeal 1o R L o - - - L L
student :nterests. etc. [ ]62) [ ](63) {1169 [ 1163 | ]{e6) [ 167 [ ] 68 [ }®%
10 lndmdﬁahié instruction to meet the varying needs of
students. techiiques such. a5 mastery learning. alter-
native assignments. individual contracting. group and in- L L o o 7 - S A o
dividual work. etc. (3 ) {]1(70) 171 {172 [ 1(73) [ ](78) [ ]175) | ]1178) {177
11 Piepare and develop lesson plans and teaching o - R
units (jie (1eTmoor1es (it ;ae (ran [jdaza 11ad
12. Prepare teacher made tests and evaluatpfrepon o . . o o .- I I
pupil progress. [ ](14) [ 11(15) t 116 [1an [ 118 1119 [ 1120 {1l
13 Understand and utlize standardized tests. (12 (1@ (1@ (1@ [1@2e [1en (128 (]2
14 Communicate effechvely with pareénits regarding stu- L L o o o . R R
dent progress. [ ](30 [1@3h {1132 [ 1133) [ 13& [ 1135) { ]136) {137
15. Compate; contrast and utilize vanous educational L
philosophical viewpairits: {]138) [ 139 {1140 {141 [ 1142) {1143 [ ](44) { 1145}
16. Encourage and facilitate tﬁé aé@éiéiﬁﬁiéﬁt of o L R - - ) [ o
children's social skills and enhanced self-concepts. [ ]46) [ 147 {]48) [ 149 [ ](30) {151 [ }152) [ 1153
17 App]v the majot pnn"iples of school law to areas R
such as due process. contracts. teaching liability: corporal o o o R —— N A o o
punishment. etc. [ 1(54) [ 1155) { ] (56) [ 1{57) [ ;158) {1159 [ ]60) [ 16l
16, Adequarely challenge your gifed/islenied sudenss, [ 1062 (1663 (168 (165 10661 1167 11168 (169
19. Adequaxely gunde hardicapped pupils. who have L o - . R . o o
been or may be "mainsireamed” inito your classreom. t 170 [ 17D [ 1172) [ 1173) [ )74 {1175 [ ]1(76) {1070

O
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SECTION D: Please check the one answer you consider most appropriate. (3 _ _ _ _) 29

1

.

The number 6f c6USE3 OF Credits required for my major @ g Engiish courses for Engiish majors. Math courses for Math mators. etc.} was:
i1l toc -arge or too many
o0 (2) too small or too few

————- 3) about nght

2 The ssnient of my major was
i1} well adapted to the needs of teachers
7 (2] only moderately relevani id the rieeds of teacners
(3) largely irrelevant to the needs of teachers
3 The content of mv ;né)c;r was:
—_— (U 166 broad and generai for the needs of teacners .
) ______ {2 ioo narrow and speciaiized o1 the rieeds of teachers
{31 well balanced to provide both breadth and depth
4 Courses in my major were taught in a way that'
= —-— (L related the content ic the needs of teacners in most instances.
{9} {21 related the content to the needs of teachers In some .nstances
137 had no observabie relationship io the needs of teachers
5  The number of credits or courses required in the profussional component {commonly called “ihe ecucation courses”) of the program was:
.. ———— (11 100 large or too many
110y _——— (2} too small or too few
{3) about right
6 The content and expenences making up the professional component.
. ———__ {1} were generally well suited to preparation pf a teacher
i11) ————— (2) were somewhat suited to preparaton of a teacher _ _
137 made little real contribution to preparation of a teacher
7 Thegeneral group requirements (Group l - Composmon Litsratare; SpEeCh Group 2 — Science and Math. Group 3 — Social Science. and Group § —
Fine and Applied Arts)
 ——— {1i prowided for acquisiiion of a breacth of knowiedge needed by “ediicaied” people
i12) _———_ {2) was somewhat valuable
{31 was generally a waste of fime
S The general group requirements
. ——— (1) provided a ggpqibgc}@wund for teachers
131 {2}  was somewhat signi‘icant for prospective teachers
4 13) was generally of little significance for prospective teachers
93 Bowling Green Siéié Umversuy gave me very earl‘, in my stodies an adequate onentation to teacner education. e.g.. career Options. employment poten::a.
working conditions expeclanons salanes. etc.
5 I i 2 i
Strongly Agree Agree No Opinion Disagree Strongly Disagree
{14) {1 {1 [ {1 {1
10 Pladse provide a rating of the value of each of the following seven areas in your preparation 10 become a teacher
5. 4 3 2 I 0
_Highly _ Average o _Highly Not Required in
Positive Positive or So-So Negative Negative My Program
1. Educatonal Psychology (Educ. 302} [ ] ] [ 1 . (] {15
2 Methods course (or methods sequence if elemen- o , ) o o .-
tarv Gr special education major) {] ) 1l (1 ] ] 116i
3. Tests and Measurements (Most recent ftitle:
Assessment and Evaluation in Education} ) - : : o
(Educ. 402} {1 1 . L] (] - 11
3 Philcsophy of Education (Most tecent ntle.
Educanor. in a Pluralistic Society! ; ) ) o o
{Educ. 408) [ [] (] t £ . (18
5 American School Sgstem (Most recent title:
Organization and Administration of Education in o ) o . . o
Amencan Society} {(Edic 409) {1 {1} {1 ] ] [ 119;
6. Student Teaching [l (] 3 4( J (1 o (1 2o
I - - - < - ponT 0y Ry
@~ Student Teaching Seminars {1 { 15' {1 Etaﬁi 99?‘& LERQLESLE [] (21
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SECTION E OH Campul Flelﬂ Expeﬂenceo

Without a doubt you had several expenences in public elementary and secondary schoo\s while & studem at Bowlmg Green Slate Unlversny The followmg ques:

nons relate to these off-campus experiences

1 How do vou feel about the adequacy of the University sopervision when you were doing

5 KN 3 2 1
_ Excellent Good Average Bel. Average Poor
A  Sigdent Teaching [} (1 (I ) [} (22
B Other field expeniences in the schools sich as Merge MEP. . o o o o
Methouds Dbservations. etc ? ] [} [} [1 [} (23)

2 The above questian dealt with university supervision_ In the same frame of relerence. how do you feel about the adequacy of the supervision given you by the
classroom teacheris) dunng.
A Student Teaching (] (] (1 [] (] (24)

.. B . Other field expenenc\’s in the schools. such as Merge. MEP. o o o o
Meihods Obseivations. etc ? L1 I 1 (W {1 (25)

3 How do you feei about the value of the fneld  experiences. Gikier thian stadent !eachmg such as Merge: MEP: Interaction: Alternatives in Education. Help-A-
Child. Milton. Crim’s PER. IET's 288 Field Experience. etc. in preparing you tc be a teacher?

A | can't responid because I was not involved in any of these special experiences. [ |
B | consider these experiences to have been-
5 I R T - B
Highly Valuabie Valuable Average or So-So Of Little Value Of No Value
L] [ ! [] [] (26)
C  Approximately how many academic quarters were you involved in one or more of these experiences? (Do not count ikie siadari teacking quatter)

guarters (27

SECTION F: Academic and Career Advlslng at BGSU

5 4 3 2 1
Highly o Average o - Highly
Positive Positive or So-So Negative Negative
1 How do you feel about the quality of advising from your major . o o o o B
area: such as the English. Math. Elementary Education areas? [} [] [1 [ 1 (] (25.
2  Advice ar.d gmdance fiom the. Program Advisement Center o o 7 7 -
located on the 3rd floor of the Edueation Building? ] [ {] i1 [} 29,
3 Advice from individual professors you might have sought out? [ [ (] {1 (1 (30,
4. How do you feel iri a gerieral sense about the quality of overall
academic advising services that were available to you throughout o o o o o
your years at the University? [1 {1 [1 (] {1 (31;
5  How do you feel in a general sense about the quality of overall ) o
cafeer advising services that were available to you? [] [] [} [ [] (32:
6  Please rate the services of ihie Caresr and Platemant Center in . o o o o -
helping vou find a teaching position: [} 11 (1] {1l [ ] {33)

35
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SECTION G: Instructional Materials at BGSU

1

2 Please rate.ihe materials and services i the Curriculum Library

Please rate the materials and services of the Instructional Media Center flocated in the Education Building)

{ 1 1did not use the center. therefore | cannot rate their service

A Hours of accessibility

B Waorkshop facilities where you could prepare new nstruc-

tionial materials or copy existing materials

o
5
E
F

Availability ol matenals

Usage regulations

Helpfulness of staff

Relation to coursework

{located in the Library).

i

3

| did not use the Curnculum Library. therelore | cannot rate

their services {41}

A Hours of accessibility

B

‘Workshop facilifies where you could prepare new instruc:

nonal materials or copy existing maternals

C

Various media. such as maps: globes: chans. pictures. films.

vides audio iapes. recordings. eic

D
.

Examples of courses of study and teaching units

Examples of books commonly used m the elementary and

secondary schiools

F  Availability of matenals

G

i;isagé reguiahons

H  Helptulness of staff

1

Please rate the matenals and services of the Clinical Lab (iocated
n the second floor of tne Educaticn Building and established durng

Relation to course work

the 1978.79 academic year!

O
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I did not use the Clinical Lab

Hitirs of accessibility

Various media and materials

Helpfulness of staff

Availability of materials

Relation to course work

{51

(34)
_5
_Highly

Positive

[

3

Positive

3

2
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SECTION H: Your Gerieral Reactlons
5 q 3 2 1

Strongly No Strongly

Agree A;Eé Comment Disagree Disagree
A. Your Attitudes
1. | love to teach. (1 [1] (1] ti @] (57
ér.mii;imcauid plan my career again; | would choose L o o o o o
teaching. [] [] [] [} [] {58)
3. | feel successful and competent in my present o o o o o L
position. 1 [ ! ! (1] (59)
3. | really enjoy worKing with miy stugents (] (1 (] (] {1 {60}

5. it 1 could earn as much money in another occupation. o o o

1 would still continue to teach. - [1] fi (1 (] 61
B. Summary B
i, | was adequately prepared by BGSU as an entry level , B , , N
teacher. (1 [] [] (] (1] 62)

2. How can we better Prepare teachers in your area of specialization? (If possible: give specific suggestions.)

3. We plan to select at random some principals of our 1976-80 graduates and ask them to respond to questions related ta the teacher
education program at BGSU and to the success of its graduates: If you have any objections to our contacting your principal about our pro-

gram and the comparative success of its graduates. please so state below:
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; 9 Appendix 2

Hees _____ College of Education

%EQ Bowling Green State University Otfice of Research and Services
=]

Swte 330 Education Building

{419) 372-0151
Ext 274

Spring; 1981

Dear Principal: o o ol
According to our records, the person listed below who is a recent graduate of Bowling Green State University

was teaching under your supervision during the 1979-80 school year.

~ We at Bowling Green State University are very much concerned about how well our graduates are guiding pupil

growth . It is for this reason that we are respectfully asking you to take a few minutes to give us your honest reaction

fo questions posed on the accompanying questionnaire: These questions pertain to the above teacher's effec-
tiveriess in your school sitaation.

" For your information. we communicated with the above named teacher at an earlier date this school year One

staterment made to the teacher was:

We plan o select at random some principals of our 1976-80 graduates and ask them to res-

pond to questions related to the teacher education program_at Bowling Green State Univer-
sity and to the success of its graduaies. If you have any objections to our contdctirig your

principal about our program and the comparative success of its graduates. please so state
below.
The above named teacher indicated that he/she did not object to our contacting you for the purposes of this ques-

tionnaire.

This questionnaire is baing sent to a rather large sample of principals of our recent (1976-80) graduates who are

teachinig in the State of Ohio: After analyzing the responses and summarizing the comments, we will bé in a better
position than at the present time to make plans for improving our teacher education programs. We will also be able
1o certify to our various state, regional. and national accrediting agencies that we have collected and analyzed data
on how well our graduates are performing on the job. {The agencies require us to perform these types of data col-

lections at periodic intervals.)

Please be assured that your responses will remain anonymous. Only summary tzbulations by years of ex-

perience. teaching areas, or other groupings will be presented to cur faculty and to the accrediting agencies When

vour responses have been coded onto compater cards. this questionnaire will be destroyed. Under no cir-

cumstances will your responses be known to the teacher or used to the teacher's betterment or detriment
We are very appreciative of your cooperation in completing this form.
Please return the completed form via the enclosed pre-addressed postage paid envelope within 10 days to two-
weeks of its receipt. Thank gou:
Sincerely yours,
- . Y o 5 ,‘, [ —
Ttk Pigqe
Fred L. Pigge. Director = _
_ Educational Research and Services

38
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AN APPRAISAL OF THE PERFORMANCE OF A TEACHER
PREPARED AT BOWLING GREEN STATE UNIVERSITY

NOTE: If concerned teacher is no longer under your supervision. check E:l and return the blark guestion:
naire. Thank you:

B asks you to rate the teacher in his- her fulf: illment of several teachmg competencies. and Part C tends to be sumn:
mary in natdre:
PART A

Placement of the Teacher

1 The concerned teacher is éééiér%é& what g}rédé(éi or édB;ééi areas? Nz

teacher possess" - o —_-years (21)

3. How wnild vou classify your school? 122i

1 urban
2 ————suburban
3 ruraij

PART B
Presented below and on the following pages are several competencies of effective teachers. Please use the follow-
ing coded descriptions to rate the concerned teacher. (Just circle the appropriate numeral.)

5 — A very accurate description of the teacher's general performance
4 — Somewhat accurate
3 — Neither accpﬁratﬁeﬂggrrimaccurate
2 — Somewhat inaccurate
1 — Very inaccurate description of the teacher's general performance
LA
. o‘?,z}“ <
- \ ,,c ‘ —
> - ?~ D _
X ; [Oag ")
Qq}* 22 &q;s RO &ﬂ?’}é@ Qz‘s Cf
oS 90 o QN g C
o ?F' O \0’ \0’
The Teacher:
Gives clear directions and explanations. 5 4 3 2 1 123)
Evidences fairness, tact, compassion and good jijdgﬁ'iéht ) N )
in dealing with pupils. 5 4 3 2 1 (24]
Demonstrates knowledge in the subject areas. 5 4 3 2 1 125)
Gives students individaal help or attention: 5 4 3 2 1 (26)
Provides opportunities for all ability levels of pupils to _ . _ _
respond and participate. 5 q 3 2 1 27)
Dermonstrates enthusiasm for teaching and learning and -
for the subject being taught at the time: 5 4 3 2 1 128]
Maintains an educational environment conducive to _ . _ _
developlng posmve attitudes toward learmng 5 q 3 2 1 (29}
Uses eﬁectwely a variety of verbal and non-verbal ) - ) B )
classroom communication techniques: 5 4 3 2 1 130)
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10

11
12.
13.
14.

15.

16

17.

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

34

Maintains a social classroom atmosphere which reflects
Maintains self-control in classroom situations with pupils:
Controls disruptive or deviant pupil behavior objectively:
Selects goals and objectives appropriate to pupil needs.
Prepares lessons that are well organized and cohesive.
Promotes self-awareness and positive self-imade in
p’up’ilé.

Modifies instruction appropriate to identified learner
needs.

Accepts responsibility.

Eha:jgufagés students to take responsibility for their owrn
WOTK.

- Uses acceptable written and oral expression with

learners.

. Demonstrates ability to work with individuals. small

). ldentifies and evaluates learning problems of students in

content area being taught.

. Uses positive reinforcement patt.'rns with students.

. Employs a variety of appropriate instructional strategies

3. Has realistic expectations for student learning:

. Selects: prepares; and effectively utilizes educational

media.

. Maintains a challeniging level of instriiction.

5. Uses skillful questions that lead pupils to analyze. syn-

thesize and think critically:

/. Uses valid criteria and procedures for determining pupil

achievement of learning objectives.

Expresses humor When appropriate.

Motivates students to ask questions.
Expresses a positive personal attitude toward the
teaching profession.

Teaches reading in his/ her grade or subject area.
Requests approphate professional assistarice when
needed.

3. Uses more than one method in a single presentation to

achieve instructional objectives.

. Determines student readiness for learning.

. Uses information about the effectiveness of his/her in-

structional program to revise it:

: Follows the policies and procedures of the school

district.

. Conveys the impression of knowing what to do and how

to do it:
3

oo, v v n
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(6111
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(6]
N
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N

(39)
{40)
141)

142)
143

(54)

{55)
{36}

57
(58)

(59)
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39.

40.

42.
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Provides accurate and prompt feedback to learners Ko s «° & & )
about their performance. 5 4 3 2 1 ()]
Qiagnqses student progress or d;ffxcultles and prescribes _ _ _
appropnate mstructlon and materials. 5 4 3 2 1 el
Has good workxng relatxonshxp wnh and is respected by - ) B , B
his/ her teaching colleagues. 5 4 3 2 1 162

. Works cooperatively and effectively with other teachers.

specialists: administrators. students. and parents.
regardless of their value system. race. religion. age. sex. - ) N ) ~
socioeconormic status. etc. 5 4 3 2 1 63)
Adequately gmdes the héhdlciz}p pupils who have been . .
{or may be) “mainstreamed” into her/his classroom 5 4 3 2 1 (64)

PART C
General Summary

1. Considering total effectiveness in guiding pupil growth: I believe this teacher. when compared to other

teachers with similar experience. is: {65)

Above average good. etc
Average. adeqguate, etc.

3.
——2. Someiuhat below ai)erage etc.
1

2. Do you have suggestions as to how we can better prepare teachers? If so. please describe them in this
space or attach a separate page.

3. Special comments: {(For example: visible strengths and. or weaknesses of teacher education preparatior. zi
Bowling Green State University.)

Please return completed questionnaire within 10 day to two weeks of its receipt in the enclosed self-
addressed postage paid envelope:
a 41
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