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" storyline, and the maqnltude or t@e rharacters wou?d provide any writer wlth

~both ‘the degree- of teachlnq competence andathe qualltg of teacher eduratlon

" eral agencies’ abilities to take action and move toward a solutiof® (Kerr,

Programs. State 1eqislatures, colledes -of  education, professional
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The intricate compitxities. of the plot the suspense generated by the

. \
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the substance for -a hest 5eller The storglxhe in this best seller focuses on
t

uroanlzatlons of a11 types, state educatlon aqenc1e5, local education agenC1es,
: L
wniversity admlnlstratxons, reolonal accredltan aqencles, and testlnq orqanl—

7atlons by 1ntent and by chance affect. the teachan competence found in schools L.

@
as. well as the qualltg of tea-her educat1on programs. Tgplcallg, soclety s

-

prob]ems,iespecial]g education related problems, seef to escape state and red~

1737). _ L - | | o L

.

The quality of teachlnq cnmpetence and teacher educatlon proqrams 1s anot_

k3

-

as hlgh as it should be. Dlrect1g and 1nd1rett\y, dellberate pollcg dec151ons

have cosmetically covered-the _complex ISSUeS"Of teaching and learntng (Kerr,', -

1983, " S - L o
The search for qualxtg edUcatlon has tended te polarlve arguments toward

> Te

ther 1ncreased sub|e-t-matter (content) prnrlcxencg or increased pedagﬂ01cal

vy
v\

(prnress) ptoflclencg as the way to achieve tearhlnq cnmpetence To counter

- (

the arguments of the rerormers whe conclude in favor oT 1ncreased sub.ect mat—
'_J\ B
ter prur\rxencg, H1pp\e(19q4) states;-"well, teaching won t be 1mproved in that

wag, as angone mho thlnks even the sllqhtest bit qerluuslg about eduLatJon
“hould realizest .~ h",.. AT - -
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Knowing subject 'ﬁatten,ﬂcontent is important,‘/gdi so are the process

o i ‘ .‘- . [y q:?“‘ . '(.
elements by which to teach the subJect matter These process elements are

;istudied in teacher pﬁenahation programs. Denton and Lac1na 1n thelr research'- R

L AN

" on precess measnbes"ih student. teaching found that cognlt;ve attalnment of
learners taught by. educatlon majors wag hlghér {X=49,@) than learners tauoht bg
non~educat10n ma.ors (7=98 9. 'Learner cognltlve attainment appears to be

1inked -to 1nstruct10nal skills (Denton and LaLlna, 1984) - ' ) o Y

The state of Texas, like many other states, 18 presentlg reforming its
educational sgstem,.ﬁotﬁ teacher feducation and pubTic sch’bl educat1on,iéfter:'

years of educatienal negléct (Cardenas, 1984). A great danger to educational o

reform in Texas may be the action of -the reformers. This action may cause the
adoption of nonessentxal and organizétieﬁal)g dgsﬁunctidna\ sgstemS-»to be

established. The time may be ripe in whieh’ ;gétématicallg Lo consider

&,

relationships between probiem sources in education and possible™Solutions. ~

' ~ Description of ResearchcDesign’

in aorder %o  secure Some measurements of the relative importance of the
mastery of: subject matter content and process skills in teacher: education pro- "~

grams, perceptions of knowledgeahle persons were ehtained. Three. groups “of - .

i ' '_‘

 persons wert sampled: pubiic school classroom teachers;fpubljc school building

. princiﬁa]s, and‘membehs of the lecal boards of public-scheols.

Classroom ‘teachers -were selected for the obvicus reason that they wene

those most closely re}eted to the instructional ai;ivitg under study. Their

| percepticons of the re1ati9e' importance of content and. process in teacher

preparatioen pEagrams was of paramount impor-tance. A ran&om sample of 1300

cléssroom teachers 1n Te>a5 was selected. This samp\e represented 5 per cent of .

i

.
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f ' _those teather§'fn the pubiic' school dur}ng the spring '1984 semester. An )

v . . '

1n5trument to secure the perreptlons o[‘thls group was malled to each of the

1300 .teécherﬁ {Gee . Appendix ), There webe 687 1nstruments returned whxch

represented 53 per cent of the total sample. . .
. ) _ . - . - ., . . S o ' v
e Building principals were selected. as a sample’ “group because they are

responsikle for seeing that effectivew instnugtion is carried out in theih
bUl]dlngS and, becauyse of ‘that PeSpOHSlbllltg, must supetvise teachers and make

Juddements about the relative need for additional content or dfgraded process
f

w N . [

n the 1n5truct1nnal act1v1t1e§ ysed by the teachers A random sample of 570

pr1nc1pals was selected representlnq {0 per cent of pr1nc1pals in 1 the state

P . A *

durlng the spranq ofw1984 An 1nstrument to secure thexr perceptlons about the

: " . ° - -
\ /?toplt under studg was malled to. each member of the sample (See Appendix B). T

The percentaqe of return was 79, consnstanq of 448 completed 1nstruments
-~ P/ v. . -+

Loral boar-d members were se\ected ‘as a Shmple qroup in order to secure

4

I3

pefceptidns of lay persnns, albeit 1ag persons who were knowledgeable about the

public school endeavor. A random sample of.566 boafd memhers was selected.

v

ThlS number represented 7 per rent ef the board members in the state during the

o

spring of 1984. An ins trument to obtain thelr perceptions about the relative

’ ' o importance of content andﬁékgiess tn teacher, training was mailed g each board . ,
~ : _ o .. . B : B
member (See Appendix C). Thére were 182 instruments returned which constituted
32 per cént of those mailed. - S o
1 . o ’

e " Gince a true randem sample of each group was secured and since the . -

- - .pereentage of -returns was .high forfeach group, it'appeared that the findingg

Y

’ . were nenera11zable to the entlge greup 1n éach case.
-4 - | 0
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" Summary of Findings ' ‘ _ .

Or the totél sample of 2436 people surVeyed among the three groups, 1312

. ..
- -

returns, representlng S4 per_ cent of the sample, weré acceptab]e for . @nalgsls

3

With respect to the issuye of re]atlve\1mpbrtance of content and process in

\ LY

tedcher educatlon, 23.9 per cent of, the respondents perce1ved confent to be of

: a

Greater importance while 74.5° per/cent percelved pnocess to be re]atlvelg more

o«
N

important to teacher success. " ' ' s

Those® respondents who perceived tontent to be of greater importance'were

A}

asked to distinguish ameng *three suggested levels of content proficiency by

rank-ordering their responses. Examinatién of Table 1, below, reveals -thatg
- T . " '

content proficiency at the level being téugnt.was perceived to be of most

L4

impéﬁtance, content praficiency abnvé‘”the level ﬁﬁ@inq taught was secnnd 1n

N ¢

perceived impaortance, and content proficiency below the ]evel being tauoht was

third 1in perceived' 1mportance. The strongest rceptlon was reported for

L}

content proficiencg at the level being taug Over 48 per cent of the

respondents ranked this ﬂevel first. while 16.9/ per - cent ‘and 27.2 per cent
Lon51dered contfnt proflclencg below leve] apd above leve], respectlvelg, ‘to be

most important among the “three choices suggested.

-

ot I Table 1 S

r

.Relat1onsh1g Between Content Proftc;gncg Levels_And

S o o o - -——

Order of Ranking Among All Resgggdents Who Perceived

Content Proficiency To BE 0f Greater_Importance:Than

e e b i e e ot o 0 e e o i o e v —__——__.._.__—-—._.—.———_-—..—_

—-—L-—.J. - R ——— —

“Froficiency

_———.—_-—-__.-....__J —— e e . e i i g e

T 1 Proficiency ! : %
| Rank_! Below Level ! _ At Lg!gl,-i_elzgzg_Lg!s__=
L L1 16,97 0 e8.A% 0 2T.2n b
Co2o e b 27k ) 398
VB4 49, 47 : 4.9% 1 33.0%___ !
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te be of greater 1mportance, proflclencg n motlvat)ng students to learn was A

seen to be of 3reate5t 1mportance whlle prof1c1encg in the use of audio- vlsual

- ards was perceivgﬂ te be af 1éast' 51gn1f1cance. ' Table 2 deplcts means, E T
T Y - . ' . )
standard -deviations, and rank-order _relationships for those respondents who

selected procéss prdficienEg over content prqficieneg.
¢ | Tab]e 2
Relat1onshxgs Between Suggested Process Prof;gxency
. Remed1es And Order of Rankan Among A1) Resgqndents Who
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#1: more proficiency in the use of audxo—vxsual equxpment
#21 more proficiency in the use of various teaching strategies =~
i #3t morg,proficiency in the selection_and use of instructional - vy
strategies .‘:ﬁ ' ' ' '
*4: more \proficiency in technxques of classroom control S e
*5: more proficiency in motivating students to want to learn
#4: more proficiency in determining studept learning objectives
~ #7: more proficiency in construLtlnq p post-tests which
arcuratelg measure student learntng o

R mor-e proflLlencg in the effectivé‘u

of time ir the classroom

e e B e m Z it eon e o ek T e 09 s e e o o o e o et

Ana1gsls nf the data bg qroups révealed that’even,though“the majerity of

»all grc-upr per.etved“brncess proflLlency to be of greater importance than - SRR

: cpntﬁnt profitiencg inideterminxng teacher effectiveness,_the strengfh of the

» -




| the teache?s'and éf.@ per cént_of the board members who responded revealed the

‘-and betwedn principals and board members while the difference

majority differed _;mong groups. Table 3 illustrates’ these differences.

Detailed findings for subgroups within “each  of _the three. major . gtoups _of .“fﬁ;ég

responde‘.s are contained in Apacﬁdixes D, E, and F. 7 | : - . {:N.
. . , . . . o > ¥

R ' - . o
. ' Y
' Table 3 _ ,
e - _ ' - _ -
- Perceived lmportance of Content and Process in_Teacher
' Education by Group

A e s R e e e e e e e el W S o e

~

-t e m e ———— - e o e i s s 2 W e S P T o i PR S S L S S S o

i Process Proficiency
(%) _ (%) 3

H H !
Group __ | H _ _ '
1502 . : . 8‘.8 A N . : . o . ,
H . ’

“Principals. t
- Teachers ! - 21.8 -

Board Members ! _ 33.0

72.2 ’ v.

}
e
L
¥
]

1
]

U

4 .
r

"While 84.8 per cent o} the principals who responded perceived process pro-

¥

ficiency to be of greater importance than corntent proficiency, 72.2 per cent of

same order in the perceptions of the importance of the two variables..
Differences in perceptions qf thg importance of contont' and process were

significant (alphé = "0.05) amohg the three gboup{ based on'fﬁe.chi;squire

'sgagistic.. Comﬁutation,of the chi4sqgare statistic for each pair of groups

yielded significant differences (alpha = 6.05) between principals and teachers

befwoon t@achgrs

and board members did not meet.the specified test. | o _ﬁt

¢

bl

Findings among_and_within_groups . . o R

o i e oo s o A s e e rw e e R e N e e s e

In order to determine relationships cof certain variables to the content
. . A " : T B . T \.
-and procéss question, the data were stratified and analyzed according to these

variables of ihterest, Thg variables studied included size of district of the

‘respondent, organizational level, experience level, experience at other levels, ~ .
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and stx of the respondent G0 that a basis fob comparison could be determined,

' the data were first analyzed to cnmpare each of the three groups on the general

- .

cqqtent and process dichotomy. ' Table 4 show§. a comparlson of percentaqe of
responses by groubs'of those group members who perceived ‘content proficiency to.

ke of more importance than process proficiency.

S o ' Table 4 ~

. - ‘

-

Relationships Between Content Prof1c1encg Levels_And
Order of Ranking Among A1l Respondents In Each Group
Who Perceived Content Proficiency_Yo_Be_ Of Greater
Importance Than_Process Proficiency in Teacher -
o Erfectlveness 3

et et e 2 T tem s e S -~ i e s e

———— — e

g g Proficiency ) -Prof1c1encg H Proficiency '
' ! ___Below Level(l) | At _Level(l) i _Above Level(X)
lngB_iEg;g;_iTchr. 'Board iPrin. iTchr. iBoard !Prin. }Tchr. -‘Board !
1 16.3 ) 19000 10.4 ) 42,9 1 4S.1 0 71,4 0 40.8 % 27.2 1 28,46
oz 75,000 32,90 27.1 0 15,0 ) 31.4 ) 26,8 ) 10.0 ) 37.3 1 44.46 |
{3 125,91 48.1 1 62,5 1426 % 3.5 1.81 31,5} 35.5 % 26.8 !
'Mean | 2.25! -2.291 2,521 1.35) {.38) 1.30i 2,06i 2.08i _1.98 !
8.0, 1 0.72) 0.77) ©.68! @.64) 9,561 0.950. 0.76! 0.79) @.75:

s

Even thqugh each of the three groups rated proficiency "at level" to be of

4
v

greatest impertance, "above level” to be next in importance, and "below level"

> . -~ - . . . - - !

to be thlrd in importance, . examination of Table -4 reveals differences. “The. '{

pr1nc1pals were- v1rtua]lg divided in their flrst ranking between prof1c1encg f

level (42.9 per cent) and proficiency above level (40.8 per cent). Teachers

and bnard members, however, rlearlg favered proficiency at level. Also,-almost

a'fgldentncal peruentaQe ot prlnc1pa]5 ranked proficiency at level thlPd as did

thnse Who ranked thls level first. ' Appendixes G, H, and I give detax\ed dataﬁ
. ,‘._ rs- ) : . .

fpr each qroup on yarious stratlfglnq varlables . o s

{J} o

A sanlrxcant ma.orlty of each qroup {see Table 3) per-elved prOLess to be -

ofh qreater*amportance than-Lontent n tea-hrr effectiveness, and ‘among these

'M"

gqoup5’ all percelved “prprlulencg_\ju"mggs to motivate students to want to

[P NP
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learn" to be of . qreate;t 1mportance and “proflclency 1n the use of: audio- v1sual

equ1pment“ to be of Te

hd Y

leferences were‘reported, ho@ever,~1n the ranklngs of the ,other s1% pquess

remedies. Table .5 éhowsrghe means and-sfandard deviations for each group on

‘the eight pracess remedies. Appen%ixes J, K, and 1 give-a detailed view of the

three groups’ rankings. = N hY

Table S / \\\\p
N Heans and Standard Devratlons of Ranklngs:Of Process ltoms
' Bg Prmcma]s4 Teachers, and Board Members

\ Growp i 1% 1 2 1 3 1 A& 1S 4 6 1 7 -1 8 |

) Principals ! b e : ; oo "

! Mean D 6,99 1.2.69 1 A.60 ) 3.18 1 2,33 1 3,86 1 5.51 | .37}

{Gtd. Dev.) 2.@4 } 1.84 ! 1.87 | 2.03 1.1.52 | 1.86 | 2.06 | 1.89 . -
! Teacheérs ! b ! : SR U T SR

i Mean AL A4 D 2,68 1 3,95 % 3.63 1 2.22 4 4.28 0 5.29 1 4.04 0,

vooGtd. Dev.) 2.14 1 1,76 1 2,07 12,21 1 1.54 | 2,02 | 2.16 | 2.08 |

i Koard : O P B ! : e :

b Mean D 6.7A ) 3,77 % 4.50 ) 3,74 {1.ge ) 3.85 ! 4.90 1 3.09 )

\  5td. Dev.! 2,18 4 2.17.1 1,90 % 2.19 { 1.41 § 1,81} 2.17 % 1.91 !

’ " "4 See Table Z for descriptioen of items

Even though discrepanries ixn(;; order of-mean rankings occurred with.respect

to the 91qhth 1tem, "proflulencg in the effectlve use of tlme in  the . class;

room, " among the three groupb (ranked Jnd by board Ath by prlnc1pals, and qth'

by teachers), computataon of Spearman Rank Order Correlation Coeff1c1ents

. : - , o
revealed a high correlationf in order of ranking among the three grbups;

Printipals’ ord@ﬁjof ranking correlated with teachers’ order lof ranking at @.92
- , _ ) . o) -
and with board members’ ‘erder of ranking at #.90. Teachérs’ order of ranking

correjated with board iembers order of ranking at 8.78. S

MRS LI E- S PSP R B

o -

Appendixes [t through L depict data which Wwer e stratified according to

st importance among the elght p0551b1e remedles ]xstqd




L C /
',tegfed Gérf&biegl"nnéigsés were ébmﬁjéééa'tb determine whether or not signi-
ficant relationships existed within groups. o T -
| The."chi"—'s'qué_r'é'ré't"éti'sti'c" was used to determine "‘si”c_jn'if'icah'&e'"('alph'a' =é.05) .

.betmeeﬁ and among subgroups wlthln the three broader grouplngs of prxncypals,

-t

teaEhens, and board members. Examination of Appendlx D, which contalns data on

prineipals’ perception of the reﬂqylve 1mportance of con%ent and process to '
feacher effectiveness, revealeﬁ -thet _signifieant' Hifferences ekisted' among

. principafs. accor&ing'to exrerience in the principajsh;p.' Pairwise ana]gees of
the exﬁerience groupings revea\eﬂ tﬁat principéls :in:the gﬁﬁlgeer.experience' \.'
ranqe vlemed content as significantly less 1Mportant than die principals~ in
either the &-1@ gear ra\ge or in the 16+ yea? ange.. qlmllarlg, prlncxpals 1n
the 11 -15 year range Taf .ehperaence perceived “rontent as significantly less
ampertant tharm did principals in the 16+ gear rgnqe. ' | j, |

T “tatxstleal analgsxs of relatxonshlps among prlncipa%s on the variable , of

3

“prev1ous teaching experience" gxelded a\sxgnlflcant dlfference between prln—

tipals who had taught at the elementarg level and prxnexpals who had tauqht at

beth levels. Those who had taught at the elementary level placed a hlgher
emphasis on contenf than did the second group. No éigdificant differences were . /(“ .
abserved whén teachers who had taught at fhe eiementarg'leQél'were'compared to

those whe had faught at the.seénndarg 1evel or-when those who had .taught at the .
s o

secondary level were compared to those who had tauqht at both leve]s.

™

'ﬂxmxlar chi- square statlstxcs were computed on -the various subgroupans of .
teachers_and board members. Data showing- these..groups’,perceptxons of the

~ content and process questioh are Showh in Appendixes Eand F. A areater degree

of hamogenetity was fnund mxthln these twc urnups A higher percentage of male

. v
-

teachers a5 compared to female teache?s faVOred content over process at the

.05 leve) of"signtficance. A1l other _comparlsons:'w;thxn the teachers:.
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groupings yielded no significant differences. Within the board meémbers’ sub- ‘

. - / e - :
groupings, a higher percentage of board memberee from districts with-enroliments

T gleater than 1000 as compared bo those frow districks with fewer than 1008
students - favored ;onteht ai a significantly higher 'lebel,: | A1l  other
- céhpaﬁisony within the board member Qroupings gielded " no signifiéaot

o o 51fferénce;. | - \_ N ._ I - . N - '

“T-tests of 'significance were computed to determine the significance of
_ / - N | T ‘
mean differences ameng theose respondents from . each ‘of the three wajor. groups
2 . . T \ -

who selected coptent over .process . as instrumental 1in determining teacher

»
.

: Ty [ . : . " . : . o
1, : effectiveness. Data on which the t-tests were computed are found in Appendixes - S

_ . ) ' 5 _ . . .
- G, H, and 1. Means were computed far each group’s rankings of the three levels
of suggested content preficiency, and t<tests of significghce were make on the
- - a : -~ . oo !

»

) ' : . —-— ’ . ~- '.,
means. No significant differences were found among the three major groups on
: ~

their perceptions of content preficiency "a¥ level"., Board members perceivedd

content proficiency “below level" to be of significantly less fportance than
: . : ' :
did either principals or teachers (alpha =0.05). Conversely, board'members

. ‘ perceiveq.proficjehtg in centent "above level® to - of significantly greatéb
importance® than did either principals or teachers.
\ o - Similar  tests of sign'ificance.mere.compufed within groups. Even though

some significant differences wece found in perceptions among these subgroups,
a . e ' :

_ : these do hot-prbvide-further useful information and will not be considered

Agpéndixes Jy K, and L depict’ data .for the three major groups and = =
RN Qubgroupé W1thln the major groups related to perceptions of the relative_iﬁ—

e

~ poftance ¢f the eiaht suggested remedies to improve the procesas of teaching.’

These data:wefe_reported by those respondents whe sélécted'process as being of

. _ ot

: T ) - . ’ . :
greater importance than content in  teacher effectiveness. Spearman.Rank Order

. . . . - - uj N : P
I \ e .. IR
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Lo[relatlon coerflulents were computgd which compared the ranking order of each

-

-

subgroup math all other subgroups wlthxn a major qroup:
. Among the pg{?%ipals’ subgroups, all correlation coefficients g&xceeded

. _ : K L _
@.99 save one. First-year teachers’ rankings correlated at 0.84 with the rank-

N4

1ings of secondary teachers. The wajor causes for this lower correlation were

~

that while first=-year principals ranked “prof{ctgncy in  the use of'teaching

strategies" fouﬁth, prihcipal% uho had taught at the secondary level, rahked

A - ~

this item first, and uhlle first year principals ranked "prof1c1enrg n the‘h

-

effectlve use of txme" secomd, pr:nc%Eals who had taught at the secondarg level

rahked this item fourth N . o

<

' Flrstwyear teachers were the subgroup yithfn the teachers’ group who-

caused the lowest correlations. Even here, however, the lowest correlation was

'9.75 while moest correlations exceeded @.96. First-year teachers’ ranklngs

°

4
correlated at 0.35 with teachers n the z 9 year experlence range; at .85 wlth
feachers 1n the 4-1@ year experience range; at @.89 with teachers in the 11-15. or

'yeér experiehcé range; at @0.75 with teachers in the 14+ year experience range;

at .77 with male teache%‘&i:::‘at @.85 with female teachers. The major causes
“for these differences were tha’.fihstfyeap_teachers ranked "proficiency in the'

use of teaching strategies" lower than did the other grnupé; and they ranked

"proeficiency in the effective use.of time“'higher than did the other groups.

Board members’ rankings revealed more randomness than did either of the

- other two groups. "Even though all corrélation coefficients were 9.75 or.
- higher, fewer coefficients exceeded ©.99 among the board members. In géneral,

. the Iargeyt'distrepancies in ranking order occurred in the rankings of the pro--

4

cess items related to teaching strétegies, classroom control, determining of
: v . -\

learning objectives , and use of time.
' |

4




_ Implications } | | »
o A _ '
o v
The flﬁdings ffom thekrgseaﬁch destribéd_appear;to contain educational iﬁ* s
.? ' plicétioﬁs for at least thregvaresz Qf_impa;t._-Implications-exist for teachér
edhcati;n prograﬁs at thé pré—sépﬁice;ieyeT; f;r'étaff dgvé]opméﬁf proqrams at
the in-service ‘1é6el; and ° for  personal deJLlopment actiJ&tieS “at  the
. . : . e . .. . .
, '.se]f~grow§h ievel. ' ' .
' The ﬁesearch.f;ndings seem clear]g.to’imply that the kinds gf; learnings: | ;

:

one acqu1res 1h a teacher education proqram make a dlrference in teaching com—
_petence. SpeLlflcallg, the degree to which a teghher +1n- tralnlnq has mastered

the prore§§ skills necessary to teach erfectlvelg th&‘ reqdlred content wlll

r

.{,

CAp - ov@rmhelmlng percentaqe of each of the three groupé sampled percelved

> R »-

process proficiency te be of greater  importance tpan content proficiency as a

- measure of teacher effectiveness. - The implication bf}this finding ;s that as

lecal school districts, intermediate service centers, and state departments of
education plan staff development activities for practicing teachers, more at-

- . .'.’ - “ . . , ) ' .._ - .
.tention must be given to helping teachers to become more proficient in .mas-

v : o terznq processes -concerned with how to ‘teach effectively the required content.
- . ) . ‘+.
L Flndlnqs _based on -the analyses of the teachers sampled imply that practi- Vj

cing teachers have a high level of cencern about the need -for ipcreased profi-
ciency 1n how to teach what theg_teachf\_ﬁ‘further ihpl{cation is that as these

teachers strive te improve through.sélf—growth plans, they see mastery of the

& teaching ﬁrotess as thé'mag¢t0'achieve this improvement.
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writing skills.

' r
Recommendations

’ .

2 "

. Many current critics of the éducatipnil_ enterprise .contend that

w PS

pre~service teachers should have more 'cowise work 1n-the subject matter which
- . R N

3

ﬁheg plan to teach, - These critics, many df whom do not understahd,the_ proéegs

7

of teaching and learning, conclude>that_the acquisition of more subject matter

content in mass doses will cure the iMs. of a faltering educatipnal system,

~ .
!

This-argument 15 falacious to the point;ﬁh&t it 1is eben'suggested that A&nother
- . . . N . ’ ) .
. af - . - ) L *' B Y > . .
course in 19th century English literaturdiwillcbetter prepare a person to teach
. . w . - \ N

Y

e

A : ,}‘\.

v -

"Recommendations for activities in“kach of those areas for.which implica-
: \“-- ) ~ . ’

. N v » .
tiens were drawn can be wade, In .general, the recommendatipns, based on the

implications made, are stated to arrive -at the appropriate balance betweer ™
necessary content mastery and process mastery.

1. ‘Tehching is a discipline which must be studied. Prospective teachers

N

must have the opportunitg to praCtice the skills necessary tb prevent failure

e s 1

of both teacher and student ih the classroom. On baléncé,_therefore, at least

-~ 1

15 to 20 per cent of the coursework undertaken?bg pre-service feachers should

» 'S

be dene in schoels of ‘education. To consider less in teacher preparation than
is presently beirrg dene will disable and- weaker, teachers, schools, and

ultimately, the nation.

2. Staff development: planners for in-service teachers need more closely to

align -staff development activities te chserved discrepancies in teaching per-
. . v . . R -
formance. Since most of these discrepancies are perceived to be in process

1
~

proficiency, the  cbvicus recommendation 15 that more  staff  development

~

cactivities which address 1mprovéheht an the teaching'act(need to be developed

*

and 1mplemented. e

’ E ] [ _ . '
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3. Teachers who seanch for activities to .

.

1mpn09e themselvgs musi@be

assured by the vested organizatibns that the "choice of formal and informal

activities aimed - at imprpving7the process of teaching,are.of equal or greater’
. ' . S !

“value than additional content-related activities. ;Hgng participants in these

vésted‘organizations tend to attempt to.,convipce' individuvals interested in . -

~
]

self-qmprovement to take another course br partic;pate in another activity
. " . . ) a .. -7 - ]
which w11l add to their kmowledge of subject wmatter rather than a.course or
. * . ’ \ .
activi(g which ,will improwe the  individual's - ability-. to_ teach the
t : v ' X : .

subject-matter. . Frequently in thése arguments a'higher value'i{ placed on

subject matter rather than’ process, and rarely are either organizatiecnal or

individual needs used to determine activities.

o

Considerations for Future Research

~ 2

¢ . ' o ' /"

A

The study could be ekpanded to secure the perceptions of other groups: -

1. parents

t

2. 'tqﬂf#ge and umiversity profe;sors of education.

-3. college and university professors other than professors of'@dUCatioh.
N 4. wuniversity sqperJis;rg Pf g&ggent.teaching ‘

a. ét;te departmeﬁt personne]‘hv ‘ |

~




e e S e e e T e S e

) 7. R ‘ . - - )
v ) & .
| : . E
.7 N E | ' Bibliographg_ !
: - ' VAN f, R S
Cardenas, Jose A. "Educational.Refqrm aﬁd Dysfunctional Responses,"” LQBQ' i
| Newsletter (April, 1984), 1-8.° ~ _" .
c e .' e
Denton;Jon q. and Lorna . Lacina, “Qualitglof Préfessionai Education. -
o \ ' | Coursework Lin;ed with'Pfoce§§ Meagpres\yf Student .T;aching,".rlggspgg ) _
) » - Education and_Practice, Vb\a‘l, No. 1(Spring, 1984),.39~4£&  o o _ '; 

Hipple, Ted. “dusf.Knoming the Shbject'neesn't Make a Good Teacher," The

o s i et o e et et e i e e e e

~chronicle_of Higher Education (May 9, 1984), 24.

~

¥
-

* Kerr, Donna H. "Tgaching Competencé and Teacher Education in the Uﬁited_

L

Teacher College Record, Vol. &1, No. 3(Spring, 1983), 525-552.




el 10 YT ME e T MmESEA ST T T

PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS' . | - SR |
NEEDS IN THE IMPROVEMENT OF TNSTRUCTION _ LN

N\

Section A: qukgrouﬁd Data. Please complete the following items about you B
- - - and your dlst?ict by checking the approprlate blanks. ‘
' \

kY

- 1. District ADA ' . . . (01)
’ 1. 10007 @r bé!ow

e e . -

2. Abave 1000 . . _ -

@ - 2. s ybur schoog . : (b2) .
_ 1. Elementary? . : _ ' S
e K "2. Secondary? ha- . -

. . . :
-\ 3. Your total administrative experience _ : (03)
1. First Year L ' ’ '
2-5 years o
Q—lO years _ _
11-15 years o ) : -
16 and more: ' " ) -

< . - . Y . <

-

1,

.-

1. Elemeptary level, (K-8)? >
” _ 2. sdcordary level, (9-12)2
3 Both Elementary and Secondary levels?

4. When you were :ﬁpéé'her, did ybu teach at the _ (04f

|

oy

Your sex 'f‘ (05)
1. Male ° o :
’ 2. Female L ' ' ' ' '

Scction B:Think about the teachers in your building who need the most . - o
help in improving instruction. CHECK THE ITEM IN ONLY ONE OF THE :
BOXES BELOW which you feel would most 1mprove those teachexs'
performance in the classroom.

<

DO NOT CHECK BOTH BOXES

1. More proficiency in the content areas that they teach
S . : e.qg. sc1encé music, history, math, etc.

' IF YOU CHECKED THIS ITEM-COMPLETE ONLY SECTION C ON THE BACK

\ . ' T o ' '(06)
DO NOT CHECK BOTH BOXES

2. Morc prot1c1uncy in how to teach the content areas,

! A
- s

IF YOU CHECKED THIS ITEM COMPLETE ONLY SECTION D ON THE BACK

e

- PLEASE CONTINUE ON BACK SIOE o :

a ' ' - - -16~
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. | | ‘ N
COMPLETE THIS SECTION ONLY IF YOU CHECKED BOX 1 IN SECTION B : T,
3 vkl
Section C:Listed below are several podsible arcas of improvement 'L
in the content proficiency. Pleagse rank these items by placing
a "1" in front of the item you consider of most importance in v
Aelping teachers, a "2" in front of the second most important,
etc. ’
P '—-( . v
1. More proficiency in the content area at levels below (07)
that which they are teaching. .
i, : T
- 2. 'More proficiency in the content ‘area at the level : (o8)y ~ :
‘ . they are™teaching. ’ :
tad *
3y. More proficiency in the content area at levels above ¢09)
- Sy .. .8 .
1 that which, they are teaching.
' d
. v d
) N ;
- X
i -
/
COMPLETE THIS SECTION ONLY IF YOU CHECKED BOX 2 IN SECTION B
Seclion D:Listed below are several possible areas of improvement
in thé¢ Yeaching process. Please rank these items by placing
- S a “1" in front of the item you consider of most importance 1
helping teachers, a "2" in/;xont of the second most important,
sto. '
1. More proficiency in the usq'of audio-visual equipment. T(10)
4
2. More proficiency in the use of various teaching (11)
strategies. ( .
. . \',}\‘
3. More proficiency in the’selection and use of (12)
v instructional materials. '
e _ui"__4. More proficiency in techniques of classroom control. //\{}3)
A * 5. More proficiency in motivating students to want to learn. (14)
——— . |
N 6. More proficiency in determining - student learning objectives. (15)
1. More proficiency in.constructing pre- and post-tests (16) -
which accurately measure student learning.’ '
, : { '
x ~¥. More proficiency in the effective use vt time in the (17).

aclassroom.

MAIL YOUR COMPLETED SURVEY IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE. "

-

...17_.
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~, PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS'
' NEEDS IN THE IMPROVEMENT OF INSTRUCTION

¢ . . -
Section A:Background Data. Please complete the following.items about you
, and gour district by checking the appropriate blanks. il

- . ‘ ' ) .
\ \. District ADA . (01)
1. 1000 oy below . . _ ' .
) 2.- Above 1000 - - . - ) - N
) . 2. At what level do you téach? ‘ - (02) s
' ‘ o 1. * Elementary level, (K-8) N i _ L
,2. secondary level, (9-12) . B ) o
. <3. Both Elementary and Secondary Levels. _ "§
. ] N ) ’ ¥ S S _ . . EH
3. Ydéur total teaching experience ' _ : (03) ’
1. First Year ' : .- : B
\’\ ' 2. 255 years - B
' . 3. 6-10 years _
4. 11-15 years . .
i y 5. l6_and.more’
h 4. Your sex _ _ o ' (04)
1. Male’ : ' ' _ -
2.. Female .
———— o
section B:CHECK THE ITEM IN ONLY ONE OF THE BOXES BELOW which you.feel . o
would be.of most assistance to you in 1mprov1ng instruction in the’ '
subject (for secondary teachers) or the grade level (for elementary
teachers) in which you do the majority of your teaching. :
4
DO_NOT CHECK BOTH BOXES . \ .
B - '1 .
_' 1. m%gg proficiency in the content areas that you teach, ' 7
e.qg., sc1ence, music, history, math, etc. :
IF YOU CHECKED THIS ITEM COMPLETE ONLY SECTION C ON THE BACK
¢
. R (05)
DO NOT CHECK BOTH BOXES !
2. More proficiency in how tb teach the content areas.
o IF YOU CHECKED TH’% ITEM COMPLETE ONLY SECTION D ON THE BACK
* ,,..,'? . s N 7 . - ) ) >
»
*PLLEASE CONTINUE ON BACK SIDE
N - ~18- .
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COMPLETE THIS SECTION ONLY IF YOU CHECKED BOX 1 IN SEﬁTION B

N |-
Sectlon C: Llsted ‘below are several 90551b1e areas of improvement
in the content proflclency Pleébe rank these items by placing u
- a "1" in front of the item you consider of most importance in . et
helping teachers, a "2" in front of the second most importanty
’ etc. { o
- % - ¥
] . « -~ \ . -
: : 1. Moreé proficiency.in the content area at levels below - (07)
that whichathey are teaching. - v
. _ ~—
. ‘ - .
2. More proficiency in the content area at the level -(08)
——-\;—p—-', - . L -
: they are teaching. . ] _
3. More proficiency in, the content area at 1eveié above (09) .
. that which they are teaching. e | |
\ ‘ - - ’ ’ ) ’ .
' — : SN N
COMPLETE THIS SECTION ONLY -IF YOU CHECKED _BOX 2 IN SECTION B
. " e '
Section D:Listed below are severpl possible areas of impgovement
in the. teaching process. Please rank these items by glacing
a "1" in front of the item you consider of most importance in . . ’
helping teachers, a ™2" in front of the sccond most 1mportant,
cte. : . p
1. More pro(icigncy in the use of audid-visual egquipment. (10)
2. More prof1c1ency in the use of various teachlng .- (1)
strategies. *
- 3.. More proficiéncy in the selection‘énd use of (12)
instructional materials.
 , : 4, More §roficiency in techniques of classroom control. . ,‘. (13)
5. More proficiéncy'in motivating students to want to learn. (14)
P - . d )
6. More proficiency in determining student learning objectives. (15)
. N
______T. More proficiency in constructing pre- and post-tests (16)
which accurately measure student learning.
B More proficiency in the effective use of time in the (17)
.//r classrodm.
. ) | .
MAIL YOUR COMPLETED SURVEY IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE.
L ] N _‘
. 4
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: , BOARD MEMBERS' PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS'
& : - . NEEDS IN THE IMPROVEMENT OF INSPRUCTION

: _ : )
Section A:Background Data. Please cbmp&ete the following items” about
“ you and your district by checking the appropriate blanks.

1. District Average Daily Attendance (ADA) ,
1. 1000 or helow - : o 3 (01)
2, Above 1000

2. Your total board of eddcgtion experiencé

1.7 rirst year - ¢ (02)
T 2. 2-Y years ‘ . : '
___"3. '6-10 years B St
- 4. 11-15 years ' : ) : 7
£ 5. 16 and mare o N . )
} . ¢
) 3. Have you ever, been a public school teacher or administrator? o
, o 1.- Yes : : i ' (O})

2. No

4. ¥5ur sex . o . .
1. Male v ' : . (04) -
e v .
.. 2. Female _ ,
Section B:Think about theé teachers in your district 'who need the most
help in improving instruction. CHECK THE ITEM IN ONLY ONE OF THE
P BOXES BELOW which you feel would most improve those teachers'

performance in the classroom.

f
t

DO NOT CHECK'BOTH BOXES

N T More.proficiency in the content areas that they teach,
e.g., science, music,. history, math, etc.
1F YOU CHECKED THIS ITEM COMPLETE ONLY SECTION C ON THE RACK
v o -
o (05)
DO NOT CHECK BOTH BOXES ’
2. More broficiency in how to teach the content areas. 7
~/
J
PLEASE CONTINUE ON BACK SIDE :
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COMPLETE THIS SECTION ONLY IF YOU CHEEKED BOX 1 IN SECTION B .

gésEigg_S:Listedlbelow are several possible areas of 'improvement
wn the content proficiency. Please rank these items by placing
a "1".in front of the item you consider of most importance in _ -
helping teachers, a "2" in front. of the second most important,

etc. . . L]

1. More proficiency in the content arca at levels below : (06)
that which they are teaching. ' ‘

-

2. More proficiency in the content grea at the level ’ _ (07)
they are teaching. '

a
-~ -

(08)

. 3. More proficiency in the content area at levels above
that which they are .teaéhing. i
) \
- *
A »
¥
X
’ COMPLETE THIS SECTJON ONLY TF YOU CHECKED BOX 2 IN SECTION B
Secg}bn D:Listed below are several possible areas of improvement
_ in the teaching process. Please rank these items by placing ’
.% a "1" in front of the item you consider of most importance in-
helping teachers, a "2" in front of the second most important, e
etc. . / ' ///
o 1. More proficiency in the use of audio-visual equipment. (09)
e Morce proficiency in the use of various teaching
: strategies. . . _ :
- 9 . gres- . _ | (10)
. / " 3. More proficiency in the selection and use of .
{ .instructional materials. T (11)
i * 4. More proficiéhcy in techniques of classroom control. (12)
. . fb ) ' -
5. ‘hore proficiency in motivating students to want to learn. ) (13)
. . _
_~WM~; 6. More proficiencCy in determining student learning objectives. (14)
- 7. Mdre proficiency in constructing pre- and post-tests -
which accurately measure student learning. (15)
L d ) -- " & ’
B, More proficiency in the effective use of time in the B
classroom. . . : (16)

MAIL YOUR COMPLETrO SURVEY IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE.

TURANY Y CAD, VAN, AT oY AR AT
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j o . APPENDIX D
Bglgglgg_megggance of _ Contentland Process to_Teacher Effectlveness
: as_Perceived by Various EEADElﬂiléwg‘EQQES
“\\\f y Group ! Number In"i Content | Process !
i _Identity i._Group | Proficienty i Proficienty !
VAN Respondents V1,312 23.92. : 74.9% |
P AN Principals - ! 448 15.2° 1 - 8A.8 g
' Elementary ' 244 | 18.4 1! 81.6 :
i Secondary d 164 1 - 12.2 : 87.8 '
g ist Yr. Exper.i 17 5.9 ) 94.9 ]
i 2-5 Yr. "o 99 | - 8.1 : 91.9
Y -SS U0 7 124+  16.9 : 83.1 .
S § TS L O 93 10.8 P 89.2 :
. i 16+ Yeo "1 106 25.95 i 74.95 '
n v -Taught Elem. | 156 20.9 ' 80.0 '
i Taught Sec. ' 133 | 14.4 g 83.6 '
i Taught Both | 136 11.9 : 89.0 '
N i Male o - 333 16.5 ' 83.5 AN
i Female : 107 11.2 ' 98.8 d
' Dist. ADAf1000! 148 11.5 ! 88.9 '
¢ ! Dist. ADA21000! 29 .4 17,2 % __ 82.8 !
”~ ) -
‘ s
sl - ’
L =22-
4
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APPENDIX'E
~ _ _ ¢ "y f. N
Relative Importance of Content and Process to Teacher Effectiveness
. as Perceived by Various Teachers' Groups
.l Group ! Number in {! Content | Process il
Identity i Group \ Proficienty 1 Proficienty !
' , A1l Respondents | 1,312 1« 23.9% ! 74.5). '
// A1l Teachers N 481 1+ - 27.8 ] 72.2 ' ’
. Elementary ! - 408 26.2 i 73.8 d
Secondary ' 210 ;| 32.3 ' 67.7 '
Both Elem/Sec | 4 19.6 ' 80.4 '
tst Yr. Exper. i 8 ! 12.5 ' 87.5 '
- 2-5 Yr. R 146 1 24.0 \ 76.0 d
b-10 ¥r. " 166 ! 22.9 ' 77.1 '
11-15 Ye. " ' 156 32.7 ] 67.3 ]
16+ Yr, "o 195 | 31.3 ' 68.7 '
Male ' 156 36.5 ! 63.5 '
. Female : 511 253.2 ' 74.8 :
Dist. ADA%100D | w2 \ 28.4 ' 71.6 '
__ Dist. ADAD1QQQ ; 463V  26.8 V732
\
-
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. APPENDIX F . N
Relative Importance of Content and Process td Teacher EfMembiveness LN
as_Perceived by-Various Board-ﬂepbeis”'ﬁroups' I St
] : , o
i Group  Z ! Number in i Content | Process !
} Identity _i__Group | Proficienty ! Profici¢nty !
) } A1l Respondents ! 1,312 23.9% ' 74.5% !
' A1 Board Members: 182 | 33.0 : 67.9 :
i 1st Yr. Exper ! K 33.3, ' ."66.7 '
Vo 2-5 Yr. " 70 35.7 : 64.3 '
: 6-10 Yr. " ' 37 | 27.9 Vo730 -
v 1115 Ye, g 20 ! 40.9 ' 60.90 H
b 16+ Yr. "o 14 35.7 ' 64.3 - | .
i Teach. Expetr. | 32 31.3 . : 68.7 ' '
! No Teach. Exper: 147 33.3 H -66.7 ]
{ Male 4 o150 @ 333 & Y-eb7 .
] Female ' 28 .32.1 i 67.9 H
! Dist. ADPL1000 ! 97 t  23.7 Vo 76.3 :
i __Dist. ADA»1000 ! k) 43.2 1 56.8
) : _ . . P .
5 o
4




APPENDIX G

Relative Importance of. Selected Content Proficiency Levels

als Who Selected

-—

Among Principals as Perceived by Those Princip.

Content Over Process in Importance to Teacher

Effectiveness
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APPENDIX J

Rélative Importance of Selected Process Variables Among

Principals as Perceived by Those Principals Who Selected

Process Over Content in Importance to_Teacher Effectiveness

' Group | Process Variables(Mean) '
\___ldentity L ¥ 2 43 4 4 405 i 6 8 7 i 8
' A1l Respondents ! 6.78 ! 2.82 ) 4.26 1 3.48 1 2.21 . 4,67 ) 5.32 1 3.67 1
v A1l Principals " 6.98 1 2.69 1 4.40 ! 3,18 1 2,33 ! 3.86 ! 5.51 | 3.37 i
}  Elementary 1 6.78 1 2,63 1 4.41 ¢ 3.22 ) 2.23 % 3.71 ! 5.34 1 3.40 !
i Secondary 1 7.23 0 2.75 1 4'961: 3.16 | 2.47 1 4.11 1 5.69 i 3.39
' 1gt Yr. Exper. | 4.19 ! 3.44 | 4,63 1 3.13 1 1.94 3.88 | 4.94 | 3.00 |
V25 ¥Yr. " 1 7.21 4 2.79 ) 4.63 ) 3.29 ) 2.47 } 4.16 1 5.75 1 3.37
Vo 6-10 Yr, " ' 6.97 ) 2.4 % 4.50 ! 3.23 } 2.35 ! 3.70 ! 5.56 ! 3.39 |
b 11-15 Yro " 1 7.19 ) 2.81 ) 4.79 ! 3.39 : 2.30 ! 3.68 | 5.95 § 3.53 |
P16+ Yro " ) 4,68 ) 2.63 ! 4,89 | 2,65 1 2.25 1 3.984 | 5.26 | 3.24 i
' Taught Elementary! 6.97 | 2.73 | 4.60 | 3.27 | 2.31 1 3.92 1 5.63 1 3.52 1
! Taught Secondary | 7.11 | 2.45 1 4.83 . 3.30 | 2.46 ) 4.08 | 5.58 | 3.53 1
' Taught Both b 6.83 1 2.93 1 4.37 1 2.94 1 2.17 ) 3.54 } 5.28 | 3.08 i
1 Male 1 '6.88 1 2.66 1 4.61 ) 3.20 ) 2.30 ! 3.80 ! 5.43 1 3.27 !
i Female ' 1 7.25 ) 2.78 ) 4.60 ) 3.14 % 2,40 ! 4,05 | 5.75 1 3.67 i
' Dist. ADAEIGO® | 6.90 | 2.64 | 4,44 1 3,26 1 2.07 | 3.97 | 5.63 ! 3.46
}__Dist. ADA21000 : 7;91_1,2;ZQ_l_i;ZQ_l-Qélﬁ_l_Zliz_: 3.80 ) 5.44 | 3.34 1

: more proficiency
more proficiency
more proficiency
more proficiency
more proficiency
:" more proficiency

7: more, proficiency
measure student learning

8: more proficiency

o T & L N

I

in the use of audio-visual equipment

it the use of various teaching strategies

in the selection and use of instructional strategies
in techpiques of classroom control

in motivating students to want to learn

in determining student learning objectives

in constructing pre- and post-tests which accurately

in the effective use of time in the classroom,



APPENDIX K

N _ Relative Importance of Selected Process Variables Among Teachers as
Perceived by Those Teachers Who Selected Process Over Content in
! Importance to Teacher Effectiveness
' Group ' Process Variables(Mean) - 9
: Identity b 1* 0 2 4 3 b A v S i 6 27 L. 8 i
. A1) Respondents™ ! 6.78 | 2.82 1 4.26 | 3.48 | 2.21 | 4.07 1.3.32 ¥3.67 1
i A1l Teachers b b.68 ) 2.68 ) 3.95 4 3.63 ) 2,22 ) 4.28 1 5.29 | 4.04
i Elementary 1 6.82 ) 2,74 | 3.40 ) 3.7@ | 2.34 ) 4.25 | 5.43 1 4.06
! Secondary ! .33 ) 2.63 ! 3.80 ! 3.58 ! 2.¢8 ! 4.33 | 4.95 1 417 1
. ! Both Elem./Sec. ! 6.39 | 2.44 | 4.18 | 3.22 } 1.81 ! 4.33 ) 5.41 ! 3.49 |
v 1st Yr. Exper. 1 5,00 ) 3.33 ! 3.33 ) 2.50 ) 2.17 | 4.00 | 4,00 | 3.00 .
i 2-5 Yr, " b 6.55 ) 2.55 ) 3.84 ) 3.5Z ! 2,33 ) 4.35 | 5.38 | 4,06
Vob-10 Yr. M L 1 6,751 2,79 0 3.83 1 3.73 1 2.20 1 4,146 0 5.46 1 3.96 1
=15 e b T Q- 25 704 408 +-B e bl 2 B -4, 60152241 4,01 -
Vo164 Yr. " b 6.37 ) 2,65 ) 4.09 ). 3.65 ) 2.00 ) 4,09 | 5.15 | 4.20 !
e MY e e d. 6,05 02,42 1 3,66 ) 3.32 1 1.94 ) 4,07 ) 5.15 ) 4.02 !
i Female . b 6,77 4 2.74 4 4,01 1 3.70 1 2.30 | 4.31 1 5.32 1 4,05 |
! Dist. ADA 1000 | 6.56 ! 2.88.1 3.87 | 3.74 ) 1.83 | 4.33 1 5.32 | 3.97 1
! Dist. ADA 1000} 6.67 1 2,63 1 3.98 1. 3.96 1} 2.35 1 4.26 1 5.24 i 4.03 1
1: wore proficiency in the use of audie-visual equipment
2: more proficiency in the use of various teaching‘strategiés
. '3: more proficiency in the selection and use of instructional strategies

4: more proficiency
%: more proficlentcy
b6s more proficiency
_ 7: more proficiency

§ measure student learning

8: more proficiency

in tehcniques of classrceom control

in motivating students to want to learn

in determining student learning objectives

in constructing pre— and post-tests which accurately

in the effective use of time in the classrooem

~+209-



APPENDIX L

Relative Importance of Selected Process Variables Among Board
Members as Perceived by Thos¢* Board Members Who Selected Process
Qver Content in Importance to Teacher Effectiveness

|
|
i

: Group ' * Process Variables{(Mean) '
} Identity N LI P 3 1 4 15 T - S Y AN T -
v A1l Respondents, | 6.78 | 2.82 | 4,26 | 3.48 | 2.21 | A4.07 1 95.32 | 3.67 1
- ! A1l Board Members | 4.74 !'3.77 | 4.50 ! 3.74 ! 1.80 ! 3.85 | 4.90 ! 3.09 !
v 1st Yr. Exper. V 7.25 0 3.10 0 4.50 1 4.05 ) 2.28 1 4.25 | A.75 | 2.18 )
v 275 Yr. " P 6.73 ) 3.90 1 4.24 ) 3.67 0 1.96 ) 3.56 1 3.5 1§ 3.0214
v 610 Yr. " V 6.52°0 3.96 0 4.48 ) 3.96 1 1.59 1 3.89 } 4.39 t 3.11 |
i 11-19 Ye. V6,25 0 .92 0 4,67 1 A.25 1 1.33 1 3.42 1 A4.58 | 3.88 |
¢ 16+ Yr. " b 7.97 1 3.86 1 5.00 ) 4,00 ) 1.25 ! 4.57 | 5.856 ! 3.957 |
! Teach. Experience! 7.7@ ! 4.05 | 4.45 | 3.46 | 2.41 | 4.35 | 5.90 1°2.71 |
T No Tea‘ch‘.“ﬁpﬂ?*r's‘ﬁﬁ‘“f“é!ﬁe“ BURE. P TN 90 : § R D B YNNG B A 9.3 - I
i Male 'V 6.73 1 3.81 ) 4.50 | 3.80 1 1.82 ) 3.85 | 4.86 ! 3.19 1
v Female b 6.87 4 3.50 1 4.60 1 3.32 % 1.72 1 3.81 1 5.07 | 2.59 |
! Dist. ADA€1Q0O | 6.77 | 4.04 | 4.60 | 3.38 ) 1.93 1 3.75 1-4.70 | 2.90 !
! _Dist. ADA>1000 | 6.74 ) 3.34 | 4.33 1 4.31 1 1.57 i 4.00 i .24 : 3.42 1

1: more proficiency din the use of audio-visual equipment
2: more proficiency in the use of various teaching techniques .
3: more proficiency in the selection and use of instructional strategies
4: more proficiency in techniques of classroom control
S: more proficiency in motivating students to want to Jearn
_6: more proficiency in determining student learning objectives
7: more proficiency in constructing pre— and post-tests which accurately .
« méasure student learning
8: more proficiency in the effective use of time in the classroom
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