LT/TL Evaluation of Cohort 2
Spring 1998

Conhort 2 started in the teacher education program in the fall of 1995 and
completed the program in May of 1997. The 53 elementary students were in two
groups and the 13 secondary students were in one group. Data were collected on the
following time schedule:

Fall, 1995 : The first questionnaire, administered in Semester one, covered:
- demographic variables,
-reasons for selecting the program over other options, and
-opinions about NBPTS propositions and INTASC skills and knowledge.

Spring, 1996:
-At the beginning of semester two, the self-efficacy instrument.
-At the end of the semester, reflections over year one of the program.

Spring, 1997: Near the end of the student teaching assignment, the information
collected was:
- teacher self-efficacy
-NBPTS propositions and INTASC skills and knowledge
-reflections over the two years of LT/TL
-cooperating teachers ratings of student teacher performance on four
categories that were derived from a rational analysis of the teacher
roles covered in the efficacy instrument.

Summer, 1997: NTE results were obtained for the graduates who had taken the
test.

Convenience samples of students in the traditional program were asked to
complete the Fall, 1995, baseline instrument, and at the end of program the efficacy
and skills’lknowledge instruments , and the overall rating of satisfaction with their
program. A sample of cooperating teachers for the traditional program did ratings of
student teachers performance. NTE results were obtained for 1997 graduates from
traditional programs who had taken the test.

This report does not include the Spring, 1997, data for the secondary education
students. The faculty member in charge of that group was in the process of leaving the
School of Education and did not administer the instruments to the students. However,
NTE results are presented for many of the graduates from the secondary education
program.



_ Analyses Included in This Report

Demographics and reasons for selecting vthxeir program, CO 2 & Traditional
Program contribution to student achieving Skills/Knowledge, CO 2 & Trad.
Teacher self-efficacy scores, CO 2 and Traditional

Efficacy and skills’/knowledge, changes from semester one to end of program
Reflections over the two years of LT/TL, CO 2 elementary students

Overall satisfaction with program, CO 2 and Traditional

Cooperating teacher ratings of candidate performance, CO 2 & Traditional
Student opinions re relative importance of NBPTS core propositions

NTE scores on core battery and speciaty area test, CO 2 and Traditional
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Demographic Characteristics of Cohort 2
and a Sample of Traditional Students for Semester 1
and Reasons Why Their Program Was Selected

Characteristic co2 Trad.
Gender: % female 74 72
Median Age .26 25
Diversity: % white 89 96
Degree held: % post-bac 40 12
Educ. goal: % license only 23 12
Marital status: % single 60 60
Ave hr/week employed 16.1 24.6
Sample size 53 25
Reasons for selecting program* Elem Tra
a) amt. of practical exper. | expect to receive 4.9 4.4
b) Oppor. for leaming collab. with classmates 3.7 3.3
c) Speed to earn degree 2.7 3.8
d) compat. of prog. with life style 3.1 3.8
e) Good things heard about prog. 2.8 3.0
f) amt of financial support avail to me 2.8 3.7
g) no. of hours employed 2.7 3.0
h) when work occurs 2.7 3.0
i) benefits expected from prog. 4.9 4.2
i} enhance empl. opport. 4.9 4.6
k) integrated nature of coursework 4.2 3.4
Iy opport. to work closely with teachers 4.8 3.6
m) “  to work with supervisors 4.1 3.2
n “  toworkwith univ. fac. 4.0 3.1

*rated on scale of 1= not important to 5= important
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Cohort 2 and Traditional Program Student Opinions About
Program Contribution To Achieving the Skills and Knowledge
of Effective Teachers

The Skills and Knowledge questionnaire was derived from the 10 INTASC principles and includes
statements about what teachers need to know and be able to do. The questionnaire was administered to
Cohort 2 secondary and elementary students and a sample of traditional program students at the end of
semester one, and to the elementary students again after student teaching. Samples of traditional
program elementary and secondary students completed the instrument near the end of their program. In
the table, EOP designates end-of-program results. The questionnaire had these directions:
Please rate the extent to which your program has contributed to your achievement of the

characteristics listed. Use the following scale to rate the statements: 1= no contribution;

=very little contribution; 3=a modest contribution; 4=a good contribution; 5=a
substantial contribution

Characteristics Average Ratings
Trad (1st) Elem Elem* TrEL TrSec

Sec
(s) (ist) (EOP) (EOP) (EOP)

1.Teachers recog. individual differences

and adjust practices accordingly 3.4 37 4.1 4.4 3.8 3.5
2. Teacher have an understanding of how

students develop and learn 3.3 3.4 4.0 4.4 4.0 3.6
3. Teachers treat students equitably 3.8 4.2 4.0 4.1 4.0 3.8
4. Ateacher's mission extends beyond

developing the cognitive cap. of students 3.5 3.8 3.8 4.2 4.0 3.8

5. Teachers appreciate how know. in their
subjects is created, organized, and linked to

other disciplines 3.5 27 3.7 45 3.9 3.8

6. Teachers command specialized knowledge

of how to assist students to understand a subject 3.3 3.2 3.2 4.0 3.3 3.5

7. Teachers know how to create multiple

paths to knowledge 3.4 3.8 3.9 4.4 3.5 3.6

8. Teachers use multiple methods to meet goals 3.2 42 4.0 4.5 3.5 4.2

8. Teachers orchestrate learning in group settings 3.6 3.9 4.3 4.7 4.0 4.0

10. Teachers place a premium on student

engagement 3.3 3.9 4.1 4.7 4.0 4.2

11. Teachers regularly assess student progress 3.3 3.1 3.6 4.4 3.9 3.8°

12. Teachers are mindful of their prin. objectives 3.7 3.9 3.8 4.1 4.0 4.2

13. Teachers are continually making difficult choices

that test their judgment 3.2 3.6 3.3 3.9 3.7 3.7

14. Teachers seek the advice of others and draw on

educ. research to improve their practices 3.2 3.5 4.0 4.4 3.8 3.5

15. Teachers contribute to school effectiveness by

collaborating with other professionals 3.4 35 4.1 4.4 3.9 3.8

16. Teachers work collaboratively with parents 2.9 2.8 3.7 3.8 3.5 3.3

17. Teachers use community resources to enrich

their instruction 3.1 28 3.4 4.2 3.7 3.0
r(1st vs EOP)=.55 mean 34 3.5 3.8 43 3.8 3.7

The final ratings for the elementary students are generally quite good and represent sizable
increases from the ratings given at the end of the first semester. For the LT/TL elementary students, the
average rating for the first administration of the instrument was 3.8 and for the second administration was
4.3. As can be noted, the traditional program students had average ratings of 3.7 and 3.6, considerably
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lower than the LT/TL average. For the LT/TL students, the lowest ratings are given to item 13, teachers
have their judgment tested by the choices they have to make, and item 16 about working collaboratively
with parents. Their highest ratings were assigned to conducting group activities, item 9, and working to

engage students, item 10. Overall, LT/TL elementary students seem to be satisfied that their programs

helped them to achieve the skills and knowledge related to the INTASC principles.

Although the 4.3 average rating suggests student appreciation for the contribution of the LT/TL
- program, the strength of the favorable rating may not be apparent from just the average rating. To show
this, frequency distributions of student average ratings are presented on the following page. For
elementary students at the end of semester four, the heavy concentration of ratings above 4.1 is obvious
and reflects the positive evaluations of 30 out of the 32 students who completed the instrument.
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Cohort 2 Average Teacher Efficacy Scores for
Secondary and Elementary Candidates

The teacher self-efficacy instrument assesses candidate confidence to perform tasks that are common
elements of a teacher’s responsibilities. The questionnaire was administered to secondary and
elementary candidates at the beginning of the second semester and to the elementary candidates near
the end of the program. The questionnaire had these directions:

For each of the statements below, rate yourself at this point in your teacher education program.
The scale ranges from a low of 1, which represents no ability related to the factor, to a high of 5, which
represents a great deal of ability related to the factor. Please circle the number which best reflects your
opinion about each item.1=not capable; 2=marginally capable 3=adequately capable;

=very capable; S=extremely capable

If you were hired as a teacher now and given full responsibility for a class in the field for which you are
preparing, how capable would you be in:

Teacher Tasks sec. elem elem TRel TRsec
S.1 S. 1 EOP EOP EOP

1. Making adjustments in your teaching to help 3.2 3.3 4.1 3.8 3.6
students at all levels of ability?

2. Helping students see import.of classwork? 3.8 3.7 4.5 4.2 4.4
3. Mot. students who have little interest in classwork? 3.0 3.5 4.1 4.1 3.9
4. Helping students to respect each other regard-

less of the extent to which they differ? 3.9 3.9 4.4 4.5 4.1
5. Obtaining parent support for encouraging
their children to do well in your class? 2.7 3.3 3.8 3.6 3.5
6. Keeping students on task on difficult assign.? 3.1 3.2 3.9 4.0 3.9
7. Stim. learning in child. who lack fam. encouragement? 3.3 3.4 4.2 3.9 4.3
8. Helping students to remember what they have learned? 3.8 3.6 4.2 4.1 4.1
9. Organizing the class for coop. learning? 3.4 3.6 4.5 4.4 4.3
10. Organizing instructional materials for coop. learning? 3.4 3.6 4.5 43 4.3
11. Preparing mat. for constructive student homework? 3.1 3.2 4.2 4.2 4.3
12. Motivating students to do homework? 3.1 3.2 4.2 3.9 3.9
13. Establishing classroom rules that will

enhance student learning? 3.8 3.7 45 4.3 3.8
14. Obtaining student behavior reflecting class rules? 3.3 3.4 4.3 4.1 3.8
15. Controlling disruptive behavior in the class? 2.8 3.4 4.3 4.1 3.7
16. Working with other adulits, e.g. counselors? 4.3 3.6 4.6 4.2 4.7
17. Making the school and your room safe places? 3.8 3.9 4.7 4.4 4.3
18. Making the school an enjoyabie place? 3.9 3.9 4.7 4.5 4.6
19. Getting students to trust teachers? 3.8 3.9 4.6 4.2 43
20. Working cooperatively with other teachers? 4.3 4.0 4.6 4.4 4.8
21. Helping other teachers improve skills? 33 2.9 3.8 3.2 3.5
22. Collab. with admin. to make school effective ? 3.8 3.2 3.8 3.5 3.5
23. Recognizing potential dropouts? 3.2 2.7 3.5 3.5 3.9
24, ldent. students who need adult support? 3.3 3.1 4.1 3.9 3.9
25. Working with chronically absent students? 2.6 2.9 3.5 3.3 3.3
26. Help. students build self-conf. rel. to other students? 3.4 3.5 4.4 4.1 4.1
27. Helping students build contf. in ability to succeed? 3.7 3.6 4.6 4.1 4.2
28. Helping students build conf. in ability to work with

adults with whom they come into contact in school? 3.5 3.4 43 4.0 39

means 3.5 3.4 4.3 4.0 4.0



The average rating for LT/TL secondary students was 3.5. For LT/TL elementary students the
average at the beginning of the second semester was 3.4 and near the end-of-program was 4.3. At the
end of student teaching, the elementary candidates felt “very capable” to carry out common teacher
responsibilities. The samples of students in traditional programs had 4.0 averages reflecting their
confidence in meeting teacher responsibilities. On most items, the LT/TL elementary students rated their
self-confidence higher than their traditional program counterparts, and the patterns of response were
similar, with the groups high and low on common tasks.

On a number of the items, elementary students rated their confidence substantially higher after
student teaching than they did at the beginning of semester 2. The items with large increases, and the
amount of change, are:

Organizing instructional materials for cooperative learning (3.4 to 4.5)

Preparing home work materials and motivating students to do it ( both 3.2 10 4.2)

Working with other adults in school (3.6 to 4.6)

Identifying students who need a counselor or other adult advice (3.1 to 4.1)

Helping students build confidence about success in school (3.6 to 4.6)

Two items related to discipline (both 3.4 to 4.3)

On three other items the gains were rather large even though the second score is not as high as
those items noted above. These items are:

Helping other teachers, from 2.9 to 3.8
Helping students in their inter-student self-confidence, from 3.5 to 4.4
Helping students build confidence in working with aduits, 3.4 to 4.3

The highest scores for elementary students are 4.7 on items about making classrooms safe and
making them enjoyable.

The lowest scores are for recognizing potential dropouts,3.5 but was .8 of a point above the first
rating, and working with chronic absentees, also 3.5.

On the next page the frequency distributions of the individual student average efficacy score are
presented for the LT/TL elementary students and for LT/TL secondary. The increase in confidence for
the elementary students over the course of the program is evident from this table. At the end of their
program, 22 of the 28 elementary LT/TL students had average efficacy scores of 4.1 and higher.

Also shown, a page later, is a comparison of the three end-of-program distributions of average
student efficacy scores. The table and graph use relative frequencies to show the natureof the
distributions. Clearly, students in the LT/TL elementary cohort claim higher confidence to meet teacher
responsibilities than do the graduates from the traditional programs.



-Cohort 2 Individual Student Average Rating
of the Efficacy ltems

Average Elem. Elem Second.
Rating Sem. 1 EOP Sem 1
4.7 11
4.6 1111
4.5 R AR
4.4 11
4.3 111 11
42 1111
4.1 111
4.0 1
3.9 1111 1 11
3.8 111 11111 1
3.7 11 1
3.6 1111
3.5 11 11 11
3.4 11111 11
3.3 11 1111
3.2 1111 11
3.1 1 111
3.0 1
2.9 11
2.8 1
27 1 1
26 1



ave score CO2 elem
4.7-4.9 0.07
4.4-4.6 0.35
4.1-4.3 0.36
3.8-4.0 0.15
3.5-3.7 0.07
3.2-3.4

End of Program Average Student
Efficacy Scores for CO 2 Elementary,

Traditional Elementary and Secondary:

Relative Frequencies

trad. elem trad. sec

0.30 '0.24
0.20 0.25
0.25 0.16
0.20 0.25
0.05 0.08

Series 1 = CO 2 Elementary
Series 2 = Trad. Elementary
Series 3 = Trad. Secondary

- Series 1

Series 2

Series 3

0.1

0.2 0.3 0.4
rel. freq.
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A Comparison of Student Changes in Average Ratings of
Efficacy and INTASC Related Skills/Knowledge
of Effective Teachers, CO 2 Elementary

In earlier sections of this report, information has been presented about how
students rate the contribution that their program made to their gaining the skills and
knowledge of effective teachers, as derived from the INTASC principles. Also
presented earlier is information about how students rate their personal confidence that
they can meet common responsibilities of teachers. The Skills/Knowledge instrument
focuses on capabilities and the efficacy instrument focuses on self confidence.
Reasonable goals for a teacher education program include helping students to gain
the wherewithal to be effective teachers--the skills and knowledge needed to be
effective and the confidence that they can use their capabilities appropriately.

Because of the obvious apparent relationship between the information collected
from these two instruments, the information in this section shows how individual
students responded to the instruments at two points in the program, essentially at the
end of semester one, although the self-efficacy instrument was taken at the beginning
of semester 2, and again near the end of the program.

The table presented on the next page shows the ratings of Efficacy and
Skills/Knowledge at the end of semester one and at end of program and the changes
between the two administrations of the instruments. As will be noted, at the end of
semester one the average ratings for skills and knowledge were about a halif a unit
higher than for efficacy. At the end of program, the average ratings were almost the
same, differing by .1. Of course, this means that self ratings of confidence changed
more by the time the program was completed than the ratings of program contributions
to achieving the skills’knowledge factors. However, the absolute ratings are quite
good, 4.2 and 4.3 out of a possible high rating of 5. The data seem to indicate that
students attribute good impact of the program on their knowledge and confidence to
meet common teacher responsibilities.

The end-of-program relationship between the two factors is substantial, the
Pearson correlation coefficient being .56 which is significant at the .01 level. Thus,
near the end of the teacher education program, there is a moderate relationship
between the amount of confidence that a candidate has and the degree of positive
perception about the contribution the program made to achieving the characteristics of
an effective teacher. Causation cannot be inferred from this relationship, but one
might hypothesize that students who think they were exposed in their program to good
stuff also have confidence that they can be effective teachers.
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CO2 Elementary Students Seif-Ratings of Efficacy and Skills/Knowledge at the :
End ofSemester One and at End-of-Program, and Gain During Program

SEM ONE EOP .

Student EFF SK/KN EFF SK/KN EFF Gain SK/KN Gain
1 1.8 3.3 4.3 4.3 . 25 1.0
2 3.1 2.8 4.3 ! 4.1 1.2 1.3
3 3.0 3.9 4.4 4.2 1.4 3
4 3.6 4.3 4.5 4.6 8 3
5 1.8 3.5 4.2 3.9 2.4 4
6 3.9 4.4 3.4 3.9 -5 -5
7 3.9 3.5 4.5 4.1 6 6
8 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.1 -4 -1
9 3.4 2.4 3.8 2.9 4 5
10 4.0 4.6 4.0 4.5 - -1
11 4.0 3.7 4.0 4.2 - 5
12 2.5 3.9 4.2 3.6 1.7 -3
13 3.0 4.1 4.0 4.6 1.0 5
14 3.8 4.9 4.5 4.5 7 -4
15 3.3 3.5 4.3 4.7 1.0 1.2
16 3.4 4.3 3.7 4.8 3 5
17 3.5 3.6 4.3 3.9 .8 3
18 2.6 3.6 4.2 4.4 1.6 8
19 2.4 4.5 4.6 4.6 2.4 1
20 2.8 4.0 4.8 4.4 - 4
21 3.9 4.8 4.9 4.8 1.0 -
22 2.8 3.8 3.9 4.3 11 5
23 4.2 3.5 4.5 4.8 3 1.3
24 3.5 3.6 4.4 4.2 .9 6
25 3.8 3.8 3.9 4.7 1 9
26 3.3 3.6 4.0 4.3 7 7
27 3.6 4.4 4.2 4.2 6 -2
28 3.0 3.3 4.4 4.5 1.4 1.2
29 4.4 4.6 4.2 5.0 -2 4
30 3.4 3.9 5.0 5.0 1.6 1.1
31 2.3 3.9 4.9 5.0 25 1.1
means 3.3 3.8 4.2 4.3 .97 49
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Reflections by CO 2 Students on Selected
Features of LT/TL Over the Two Years of the Program

Near the end of their program, CO 2 students in the elementary program responded to
eight questions about selected features of their two year program. The items were to
be rated on a 6 point scale, with 6 high, and comments were invited. A ninth question
invited extended comments. The average ratings on the eight questions are
presented below for the two separate sections of CO 2 and the total group.

Sec 1 Sec 2 Total Gp.

1. How effective were your instructors in working as a team? 3.8 53 45
2. How approp. was the balance between f. exper. and formal instr.? 43 5.3 48
3. How well did the practical experiences comp. and add to formal inst.? 4.6 56 5.1
4. How well did var. aspects of prog. to make meaningful program? 4.6 53 49
5. How effectively did univ. and sch. people commun. with each other? 3.3 43 38
6. How well did students collab. and learn from each other? 5.8 48 53
7. How well did your team help you leam about yourself as a teacher? 5.2 49 51
8. Overall, how would you rate qual. of your 2 years of exper. in LT/TL? 4.7 5.1 49

Both sections gave their lowest ratings to item 5, communication among university and
school personnel and section 1 assigned a low rating to the effectivenss of team work
among instructors. Section 1 gave high ratings to the interactions among students,
items 6 and 7, and section 2 gave its highest rating to the way practical experiences
added to the value of formal instruction. The overall rating of the progam is 4.9 on the
scale of six reflects general student satisfaction with the program they experienced.

Although most students appear to have discriminated across the items, there were
substantial differences across the students in the average ratings they assigned. As
might be expected, some students rated most features of theprogram relatively high
and some rated them low. A frequency distribution of average student ratings is
presented below to describe the variability among students. Two students rated all
items 6 and one student assigned an average rating of 3. About two thirds of the
ratings were between ratings of 4.5 and 5.6, showing that a majority of the students felt
okay about their program but saw ways in which it could have been better.

Ave. student score
6.0
5.7-5.9
5.4-5.6
5.1-5.3
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