CHAPTER = X 3 SUBSEQUENT STUDIES

Study I ¢ Some factors related to beacher-efficiency

1t is of common 1ntérest to determine whether dif-
ferences in training, experiences, qualifications, sex,
ete. among teachers might have some effect on or relation
with their perfcﬁmance on the inventory. Hence, it was
decided 30 find out whether there kere any differences in
the mean scores of theée teachers when the§ were classified
according 50 the following categories and whether these
differences in their mean scores were statistically signie

ficant for each of the fallowing%ategéries s

1) Men and women teachers

2) Experienced and inexperienced

3) Trained, untrained and trainee teachers
4) Graduates, SSLCS and non-85LCs

5) Urban and rural teachers

'6) Government, non-government and trainee teachers.

2

(1) Inventory scores and sex

Out of the 500 teaahers; 302 were men teachers and 198
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vere women teachers. The average and standard deviation
of these o groups were computed. Tho resulfs have been

tabulated below 3

Runber  HMean SD

Men o 302 110,73 20,1

Yomen : 198 110;7@ . 21,0

It can be seen from the above values that the mean and
8D of the two groups are almost the same, The difference

between the two means is only 0.03,.

-The test of significance of the difference was applied
to find out whether the obtained difference is only due %o
sampling accidents. In general, *%'s are tested against the
aull hypothesis i.e. ngainst the assumpiion that thege is
no true difference between the population means being come
pared and that our two samples differ only through sampling

acclidenta.

The standard erraor of the difference was computed by

using the fomula 3

: Jf 2 2
-1 a2
* 9 ny - n,
1

where =z = §Standard error of the mean of £ha‘first

Vi
o

sroup and =t 12 the standard error of the mean of the second
Vg
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The eritical rantio c;ﬁ. was then computed by dividing
the obtained difference in means by its S.D. gk = «-;‘3& = G
In the present problem CR = gf§%~= 0.016. Tor af = 498 ‘
(since n, + n, = 500), 1t is found that a '&' of 1.96 is sig= -
nificant at 0,05 level. Hence the obitained ¢ of 0,016 is
very small and is nét significant. Hence the null hypothe-
sis is retained. There is no true difference between the

population meuns of men a@d wouern teachers being compared.

The results of the statisticsl analysis indicated
no éignif;cagt sox differences in the mean scores of the
two grouﬁa.‘ Hence, it may be conélu&ad that the performance
of men and women téaoherg on the inventory is almost the

SRe,

¢

(2) Inventory scores and the length of service

The 500 teasliers who had answered the inventory had
not put in the same number of years of service. The group
contained even teaahers with 35 years of experience. In
order to find out the offect of length of service on the
invantory*accrea, thg teachers were regroupsd according to
the ye&ra‘of servigeAthat they had %ut in and tﬁe neans
and SDs were computed. The table shows that there is an ine
¢reage in the mean seores of teachers upto 20 years of .
saervice. After thias, there i8 no steady rise in the mean
score. This may perhaps be due to the small number of team

chers who fall within the classeintervals of 21=25 years of
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service, 26~30 years of service and 31 and above years of

gervice.
Table
Length of service ﬁo.'of toachers -
(in olass-intervals) in each group Hean 5P
01 138 106.8 19.4
25 | 97 10,5 20,1
6=10 86 111.9 21.5
11«15 76 11341 20, 4
16-20 57 119.9 187
21~25 20 116.0 20.5
26=5%0 .22 121.8 14.8
31 and above 24 1195 18.5

Teachers who had 5 years and less than 5 years of sore
vice were grouped as inexperienced snd teachers who had pute
in more than 5 years of 3ervice were grouped as experienced,

The mean and 8D of these two groups wers compubed.

Number Mean SD

Experienced teachers (those who 265 1152 19.8
have put in six or more than )
six years of service)

Inexperienced teachers (those who 2385 108.3 19.9

have put in % or less than S5
years of servige)

A3 before, 't' was conmputed to find out whether the
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difference of the two means was significant or not. The
difference of the mears= 6.9 't' = 4.0. TFor df = 498, the
value of t is more than 2.59 %o be significant at 0,01 level.
Hence, the difference is highly significant. Ihis shows
that teachers who had put in 5 years or more of service did
better on the inventory than those who had put in less than
5 years of servieéa fhe distribution of soores of thess two

groups ¢an be seen in Graph 1%,

(g} Inﬁenﬁqry S5007esS apd ﬁeacherutralning

The 500 teachers were groupeé as traihed, untraine@
and teachers under training (trainees). Out of Sﬁohteachers,
248 were trained, 108 were untrained and 144 were trainees.

The mean and 5D of these groups were caloulateds. They are 5

N Mean SD
Trained 248 120.5 7.2
Untrained 08 1§3.4 2146
Tralnees 144 ‘ 104,6 18,1

The differences between the above means were found
out and Ce.Re in each case, for each pair, was compubed.

The values are :

, jr} CR
Bifference in means of 17.1 7.2 {significant at 0,01
trained and untrained level) .
teachers ) “
DPifference in means of une 1.2 0.48(not significant)

trained teachers and trainees
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- Bifference in means of trainees 15.9 9.3 (significant at
and trained teachers 0.01. level)
Honce the obtained ﬂifférences between the trained
teachery and untrained and trainees are highly gignificant.
This shows that trained Leachers do better on the invenitory
than the unirained Heachers or traiQQGSa Graph X shows the

distribution of scores of these groups.

(4) Iaventory scores and qualifications of Seachers

The qualifications of all the 500 teachers who answered
1the~inveniqu were a0t the same, 1% wes degeidad by the Govi,
of ﬁysaxq from 1 dJanuary 1947, that the minimum Quéiifieation
for @ teacher of the primary school should be SSLG. Before

. this, those who had passed the Middle School Exenination of
ex~Mysore Stabte of Hulkl Bxamsiration or its equivalent oxami~
nations in the integrated parts were talken as teachers of
prinary schoala.n In order o find out if there existed a
significant diffg?énce in the meén scores of teachersg with
§ifferent qualificé@ians, the whéle group was divided as

under and the mean and SD were compyted for pach sube-group @

N Numker Mean 3 H
Graduate teachers '54 128.02  19.58
Teachers who have passed SSIC 309 1123 19.4
Teachers who @ave noé passed 137 §m4.s 18.8

8818
The differencesin the above three means vere found out

aend the CR in each case of each pairing vwas computed. Thesge
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yalues are ¢

b CaB('8Y)
Difforence in means of graduate 15.7 Bed
teachers and 85LC passed teaw
chers
Differences in means of S§LC Te5 3.8
passed and non~-335LC {eachers -
bifferences in means of graduates 23%.22 Ted

and non-3S8LC teachers.
All values of 't are significant at 0.01 level.

It is found that the value of '’ in cach of the above
cases is more than 2:59. Henee the difference in each case
is significant. It may be concluded that the S5LC passed
teachers score more marks on the inventory than the none
S54Cs and the graduates do betier than the 33LC6. Oraph XI

gives the distribution of scores of the three groups.

(5) Inventory scores — Urban and rural teachors

The sample of 500 teachers contained also teaghers worke
ing in rural as well as urban areas. Teachers working in
Bangalore, lysore, Dharwar districts can be taken as urban
teachers and the teachers working in the rest of the districts
can be said to be rural teachers. Accordingly, 162 ieachers
out of éeo teachers were grouped as urban, and the'rest of
338 teachers belonged o rural area. The folléwing table

+

gives the mean and SD of these two groups ¢
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N Mean 8D
Urban 162.0 1123 21.1

Rural 338.0 111.6 = 19.6

D= 0,90, The CR = 0.9/1,96 = 0,046, FPor 4af = 498,
itis found that a t = 0.046 is far short of‘1.96 even at
the 0,05 level. Thus, the obiained difference is not sig-
nificant. Hence, it may be concluded that there was no
difference betﬁeen‘the performances by the urban and rural
teachers on thg 1nventery.“ PUSQihly; one of the 33%&33§"yww<w&-”
tions for this may be that usually there are transfers and
el aveos ~dViGe versa, and as such the existing sample ¢ould not be !
correctly termed as urban or rural on the bésis of the pre=

sent location,

‘(g) Teachers of Govergmeuﬁ and non-Governnent -schools

Further, 500 teachers who had answered the inventory
belonged t0 Governmeni as well as non=Government, ailded and
trainiﬁg institutions. In order to study these differences,
they were grouped as 2 (1) ?eacheis of Governnent institutions;
(2) Teachers of Aided Institutionsj and (3) Trainees in
Training Institutions. The table below gives the mean and

SD of these three groups :

fﬂ . Mean
Teachorg vworking in Covernment 243 1133 20.7
institutions C ) )
Teachers working in non-govern~ 113 118.5 18.7

ment institutions

Trainees in iraining institutions. 144  104.6 1841
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From the above tablé it is observed that non-Govern=
ment school beachers scored more than the Government sehool
teachers and trainees: and the frainees' mean score was the
least, The differenge in the means of these three groups |
were calculated and the"t' teéﬁ was applied to tegh ther
significance of the differ@nces. The fqllnwiﬁg ﬁaﬁle gives
‘the difference in means and the critical ratio with the

level of significance.

R } : _ ‘ Level of
Groups . > t=12 D significance

Government and non-(overn=— U : , 4
ment teachers . 5.2 246361 0.02

Hon=Government school
" téachers and trainees 13.9 5.998 0.01

Govi.School teachers & trainees 8.7 44333 10,01

Thus, statistically it is significant that n0n-g0vern-
ment teachers were superlor fto goverament teacners and both
these superior to trainees. The iatber proposition is evie
dently understandable, but the former is somewhai stranges
perhaps the government$ jeachers being more secure might be
less painstaking, while non-government teachers at the mercy
af privaté bosses éight be nore vigilanﬁAali tine to show
their mevit. The distributions of the scores of the three

groups can be seen from the Graph XII.

It follows from fhe above statisbical analysis and
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discusgion that sbmeyvariables are definitely reiaze& t0
tcacher-efficiency, while abh?rs are gat. - However, it
should bevbarne in mind thét'yhile‘anglySing the results,
the total subjeot of the &roups remain the same with their
appropriate shifting in sub-groups, which are thus not ine
dependent of one another: Thus, it is likely that the
interaction of the two or more variables input be either
accelerating or decelerating the simple effeot of the main
varisbles, whose real effect might thus be obscured by
subjeeting the regults 50 simple '4' test. It is acknowe
ledged here that the techn%qua~nf agnalysis of variange

of same scores would have'given a more satisfactory picture.
However, in view of the ingignificant effect of some useful
variables as well as in view of the lesssr ér secondary imw
portance of such eémplex analysis in érea af test congtructinn
the present disodssion would, it is hoped, serve iia nain
purpose and wuuld‘be appreciated, leaving the hinted diss

cugsion for future an§ further research work,

Study 11 Shafaeteristies which %hg pupils sxpeet in their
£egchers ‘ |
Hardly a few teachers will dispute the fact that the
oéinicns end feelings ofléupils regarding ﬁhéir teachers
ére highly reliable. ﬁut, when specific proposals are
made concerning the evaluation of student reaction, many

teachers exhibit skepticism. Their argument is that the
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¢hildren are too immature to appreciate the merits of a

good teacher and may revise their childish judgnents with
pgssing of years. %here‘mig t have been a few vases wherein
the opinions of pupils with regard to their teachers might
have changed after a long periéd. An investigation carried
out by Boyce and Eryanh‘aefiniteiy ahowed that only a minoe-
ritylaf the pupils changed their opinions of fommer teachers
during posteschool years. The pupils' opinions about tea~
ehe&s can be taken gs fairly stable and also reliable.

Jerisilal, Bryan®Psnith®, Boyee?, Remmers® and witty' have

1. Jerisild Arthur, T. 'Characteristiocs of teaéhers who are
'Liked Best' and 'Disiiked Most's Journal of Experimental
Bducation; IX, (1940}, p 139.

2. Bryan Roy, C. *Pupil Ratings of Secondary Sohool Teachers' =
5« Golumbia University Teachers' College Gontribution to
Education No« 708«

3 Smith, A.4. 'What traits do High School Pupils. admire in
teachers' ? High School Journal, XXVIII, 1945,

4 Robert, 3. Boyce and Roy, C.Bryan. 'To what extent do
pupils' opinions of teachers change in later years'.
Journal of Educational Research, May 1944, pp 698-705,

5 Roy C,Brysn, 'ihy Student reactions to Teachers should
be ekaluated', Edugationanl Aduinistration and Supsre
vigion, XXVII, NHov 1941, pp 590603,

t Remmers, H.Hs 'Reliability and Halo Effect of High
School and College Students', Judgment of thelr Teaw
chers' . Journal of Applied Psychology, XViIi, 1934,

7 wltty Paul, *Ain Analysis of the Personality Traits of
the Dffective Teacher', Jour. of Bducational Research,
40, 1947’ PD 662=T1.
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-mada extensive studizs on pupils'! ratings of kheir teachers.
It has besn found that pupils' rating of their teéehers is

one of thépest criterion for assessing teacher cffieiancy.

In order to find out the characteria%iés which the
puplls wish their teachers to possess, a list of characterié—
tics which are supposed to exlst in a good teacher was
provided (Vide Appendix -~ P). A few undesirable qualities
were also added in‘the i1ist just as o check, This 1ist
with proper instructions was given %o the pupils of ViI
and VIII standard classes along with the fteacher evaluation
questionnnaire. Ninely teachers were rated by the pupils
of 15 schools. ZEach teacher was rated by at least 20 pupils.
All these pupils also marked the characteristics which they
" wanted their teachers %o posséss.‘ They also ranked five: *
characteristics in order of importance out of thnée they
- had underlined. In all, about 950 children marked the
characteristics, A sample of 150 lists wer¢ taken for
analysis; - Table 59 gives the characteristics, the fre-

quency and percentage, with whioh each was narked.
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Pable 59

{

Characteristices Prequency = Percentage
1 Health 150 190
2 Love of justioce . 150 100
Knowledge of subjecot 150 100
Batter
4  Resourgefulness 146 97
5 Patience 142 94
6 Considerateness 140 94
T ﬂsat’dress 136 90
8 Humour ' L 154 90
9  Ability to maintein dise 148 79
e¢ipline '
10  Sociasbility 17 76
1t Good appearance 90 60
12 Anger | a9 20
13 Irritebility 2 u
14  Partiality 10
15 Laziness e . T

Out of the characteristics they had uwnderlined,; [ive
characteristies wers given vanks acocording to their impore
tance. These ranks during analysis were arbitrarily given

e weightage of 5, 4, 3, 2 and 1 respectively. The freguencies
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of each rank were multiplied by their respective weighi and
the toial weightmge was calculated by summing all weights
for each items Table 60 gives the chavacteristics with the

frequencies and welghtages.

As a result of the analysis of the weightages and
‘frequencies of the charocteristios marked by 150 children
the characieristics have been arranged in the order of their
importance, as based on ratings by children (§ide Table 60).

In addition, ths following observations can be made ¢

(1) About 95 percent of the pupils wish their teachers
to havas the following characteristics :
Heelth, love of justice, patience, considerateness,
kaowledge of subject matter, resourcefulness, abie
1ity to maintain discipline,
{2) 60 to 90 percent of the pupils wish their tea=
chers to have the following characteristics in addition to
the above characteristics, soclability, neatness in dress,

good appearance and humour,

(3} Pupils do not like their teachers to possess the
following charaeteristiéﬁ -~ partiality, irritability, anger

and laziness.

(4) Among those who have ranked the charaa&efisﬁics,
najority have given first rank $o characteristics like

health, love of justice, patience, consideraieness,
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knowledge of subject matter, resourcefulness and sbility

$0 meintain discipline,

1t may be remarked that the pupils' ratings of these
characteristics are sound and tkeir 3uagemen¥ of their
teachers as based on these ratings, discussed earliier in
Chapter IX, (pasy) is qﬁi%e reliable and is justified
for being used as a sound criterion o judge ihe teschers’

efficiencye.



