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4. Arguments both for and against the use of student ratings 

are in abundance. Studies have concluded that they are reliable and 

that students have the ability and maturity to make accurate jUdgments. 

Other studies indicate that students often abuse and misuse the oppor­

tunity to participate in the evaluating process. No clear conclusion 

can be reached on this issue, based on the available research. 

RELATED RESEARCH 

No research has been found which is specifically concerned with 

the relationship of trade experience, teaching experience, and profes­

sional preparation to the classroom teaching performance of vocational 

industrial education instructors. There are, however, some studies 

which draw conclusions of a nature useful to this particular problem. 

Pfahl conducted a study of the attitude and teaching performance 

of 149 degree and non-degree industrial-technical instructors in the 

secondary schoom and community colleges of Oregon. These instructors 

represented the subject areas of electronics, drafting, mechanics, 

welding, metals, and construction technologies. This study resulted 

in the following conclusions: 

1. The amount of formal education a teacher has completed 

affects his classroom performance. 

2.' Non-degree instructors received higher ratings of performance 

than those with a baccalaureate degree. 

3. Oregon industrial education students taught by non-degree 

instructors are generally receiving instruction as good as those being 

taught bY,teachers with the baccalaureate degree. (1971:1-94) 
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The aforementioned study did not, however, attempt to relate 

the effects of trade experience and teaching experience to classroom 

teaching performance; nor were other measures of performance used except 

student assessments and a teacher self-study. In addition it was 

pointed out that industrial arts and community college instructors were 

grouped under the heading "vocational-technical" and were not separated 

to determine the effects of their varied backgrounds--traits and abil­

ities of a nature inherently different from secondary school vocational 

industrial day trade instructors. 

Musgrove conducted a study of the relationship of occupational 

experience, teaching experience, technical training and college training 

in rating the teaching effectiveness of 210 vocational electronics 

teachers at the secondary level. The following conclusions were reached: 

1. There lvas a positive relationship between occupational 

experience and teacher effectiveness when measured on a teacher self­

rating. 

2. There were no relationships between occupational experience 

and teacher effectiveness when rated by supervisors and students. 

3. There was a positive relationship, when rated by supervisors, 

between the amount of teaching experience and teacher effectiveness. 

4. When rated by stUdents and teachers on a self-rating there 

were no significant relationships between the amount of teaching expe­

rience and teacher effectiveness. 

5. The student ratings and teacher self-ratings indicated a 

negative relationship between the amount of college training and elec­

tronics teacher effectiveness. 
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6. The supervisor ratings indicated no relationship between 

the amount of cOllege training and electronics teacher effectiveness. 

7. The supervisor ratings, the student ratings, and the teacher 

self-ratings indicated no significant relationship between the amount of 

electronics technical training and subsequently rated teacher effec­

tiveness. (1968:1-100) 

Although this study was conducted with electronics teachers, 

using only three measures of performance, the results are relevant to 

the nature of this study. 

Croom studied the competencies of 127 North Carolina occupational 

teachers representing the fields of agriculture, home economics, busi­

ness, trade and industry, distributive education, health occupations, 

vocational exploratory, disadvantaged, and handicapped. He reached the 

following conclusions: 

1. Although "outstanding" occupational teachers had acquired 

proportionally more college degrees than other teachers, the difference 

was not found to be statistically significant and was thus not consid­

ered as an influence on teacher performance. 

2. "Outstanding" teachers had more years teaching experience 

in their current programs and had more years total teaching experience. 

3. "Outstanding" teachers had participated in more kinds of 

educational experiences,with the number of teachers participating in 

such experiences being significantly greater. 

4. For most occupational programs, fewer "outstanding" teachers 

had been employed in wage earning jobs. 

5. Trade and industrial education teachers had more work 
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experience in job situations related to their teaching field than other 

occupational teachers. (1972:1-152) 

Delzer concluded that post secondary technical teachers should 

have three to five years of work experience, high school technical 

teachers should have two years of post secondary education, and provi­

sional credentialing requirements should require seven hours of pre­

service vocational teacher education for secondary certification. His 

study was based on the responses of three hundred full-time technical 

teachers and administrators having responsibility for vocational edu­

cation. Subjects were asked to respond to questions on a survey con­

cerned with the need for work experience and professional training as 

related to teaching effectiveness (1972:1-130). 

In summary, on the basis of the limited research found on this 

topic, some conclusions may be drawn relating to this study: 

1. It is difficult to ascertain the effects of formal education 

upon classroom teaching performance. 

2. While one study (Pfahl, 1971:1-94) found a positive relation­

ship between education and performance, other studies (Musgrove, 1968: 

97-100) and (Croom, 1972:1-152) found either no relationship or a nega­

tive relationship between these two variables. 

3. Occupational experience mayor may not affect classroom 

teaching performance of vocational industrial education instructors, 

depending on the vocational field. 

4. Classroom teaching performance ratings mayor may not 

increase with a rise in years of teaching experience. 

5. An increase in the number of hours of vocational industrial 
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education courses taken should lead to increased ratings of teacher 

performance. 



Chapter 3 

PROCEDURES 

Chapters one and two presented an introduction to the study, a 

review of related literature, and a theoretical framework. In chapter 

three, the sample population, the development of the research instru­

ment, the pilot study, procedures for the collection of data, the depen­

dent and independent variables, and the methods of data analysis are 

considered. 

SAMPLING METHODOLOGY 

Using the 1973-74 Directory of Trade and Industrial Education 

Programs in Virginia (State Department of Education, 1973a:1-44), an 

initial population of 481 instructors was identified who were employed 

on a full-time basis either in public Virginia secondary high schools 

or occupational centers, during the 1973-1974 school year. With the 

cooperation of the Division of Teacher Certification and the Trade and 

Industrial Education Service of the Virginia State Department of Educa­

tion, a study was made of the certification records and data information 

sheets of each instructor. The following information was obtained: 

1. Teaching experience, in years, at any grade level in public 

or private elementary schools, secondary schools, colleges, or univer­

sities, was recorded. Private, professional school,or military teaching 

was not included inasmuch as it was difficult to readily identify the 
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nature of the actual teaching assignments from the available data. 

2. Years of trade experience identified as "beyond the learning 

period" for each given trade were taken from data supplied by the Trade 

and Industrial Education Service. This information was used by the 

Trade and Industrial Service as a basis upon which certification recom­

mendations were made. 

3. Semester credit hours of undergraduate or graduate profes­

sional education course~ were identified by analysts of the Division of 

Teacher Certification, State Department of Education. Professional 

education credits accepted were those dealing with history and philos­

ophy of education, comparative education, curriculum development, 

instructional methodology, teaching techniques, evaluation, administra­

tion and supervision, audio-visual development and implementation, and 

student teaching. 

4. Semester hour credits of any courses having a vocational 

education, vocational technical education, or vocational industrial 

education prefix (VED, VTE, or VIED) were obtained from records in the 

Trade and Industrial Education Service of the State Department of 

Education. 

Of the 481 instructors on whom data were collected, 28 were 

found to have incomplete or missing data and were subsequ.ently eliminated 

from the study. For each of the 453 instructors remaining, categories 

of trade experience, teaching experience, and total hours of education 

(both regular education courses and vocational industrial or vocational 

technical courses) were assigned as given in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Classification Limits of Trade Experience, Teaching Experience, 
and Professional Education 

Variable Low High 

Trade Experience 0-5 Years 6+ Years 

Teaching Experience 0-5 Years 6+ Years 

Professional Education 0-12 Semester Hours 13+ Semester Hours 

The limits established for these categories were derived on the 

basis of consultations with State Department of Education personnel over 

a series of several meetings. On the basis of these meetings, it was 

decided that each of the three factors--trade experience, teaching expe-

rience, and professional education credits--would be divided into two 

levels. Specifically, the classification limits were established as 

follows : 

1. Zero to five years was set as low trade experience on the 

basis of established certification standards for vocational industrial 

education instructors in most states (Swartz, 1974). More than five 

years was classified as high trade experience. 

2. Low teaching experience was established as 0-5 years. More 

than five years was classified as high teaching experience, conforming 

with recommended tenure policies of a majority of local school divisions 

in Virginia. 

3. The limits were set at 0-12 semester credit hours as low 

professional education, and 13 or more semester credit hours as high 



35 

professional education. This conforms to a requirement by the state 

Department of Education (1973b:42) that all non-degree vocational indus-

trial education instructors earn at least 12 semester credit hours in 

vocational industrial education or general education during the first 

five year period of teaching endorsement. 

The instructors were grouped into one of the following classifi-

cations as shown in Table 4 in order to randomly select, on a stratified 

basis, the study sample: 

Table 4 

Group Classifications By Independent Variables 

Group 
Number 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

Trade 
Experience 

Low 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

Independent Variables 

Teaching 
Experience 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

Professional 
Education 

High 

Low 

High 

Low 

High 

Low 

High 

Low 

A total of 43 instructors were identified as Group I, 9 as Group 

II, 36 as Group III, 171 as Group IV, 75 as Group V, 24 as Group VI, 

26 as Group VII, and 69 as Group VIII. From this population, a sample 

of nine instructors was selected from each group. 
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since Group II had only nine instructors, all were chosen. 

Teachers of the remaining groups were numbered consecutively and nine 

were randomly selected using Peatman's and Schafer's Table of Random 

Numbers (1942:296-297). Thus a total of 72 instructors from the popu­

lation of 453 teachers was selected for the study. 

Using the same random selection procedures, 24 additional 

instructors (3 from each group except Group II) were selected as alter­

nate sample groups in the event it became necessary to replace some of 

the instructors from the original sample. Alternates chosen by groups 

would have permitted the replacement of such instructors with others of 

similar levels of trade experience, teaching experience, and profes­

sional education. 

Roscoe (1969:157) recommends the use of a sample which is one­

tenth the size of the parent population. Although a sample of 72 

instructors was considerably larger than this recommendation, it was 

anticipated that (1) some instructors would decline to participate in 

the study, (2) some school divisions might refuse permission to conduct 

the study, and (3) a complete return of all performance ratings would 

not be forthcoming, hence the use of a larger initial group. 

A letter was written to each of the 72 instructors explaining 

the purpose and objectives of the study and asking their help and cooper­

ation in the project (Appendix B). In addition, each superintendent of 

the 38 school divisions represented was mailed a letter (1) requesting 

his permission to conduct the study and (2) listing the selected 

instructors in his school division (Appendix C). Eight teachers declined 

to participate and two school divisions, representing four teachers, 
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did not grant permission to conduct the study, necessitating the replace­

ment of 12 instructors with alternates. The 72 instructors, selected in 

the aforementioned manner, became the subjects upon which this study was 

based. 

INSTRUMENTATION 

Development 

Four rating forms were developed by utilizing a panel of experts 

to determine the important factors which should be evaluated in the 

classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial education 

instructors. 

As an initial step in the development of the rating scales, a 

review of literature was conducted. Copies of existing performance 

ratings found in doctoral dissertations, published commercial rating 

scales, and ratings used by local school divisions were obtained and 

reviewed. Through an examination of the aforementioned instruments and 

with the counsel of members of local and state vocational industrial 

education supervisory staffs, four separate rating devices were designed 

(Appendix A). One scale was developed for use by both supervisors and 

administrators, and one each was developed for students, teacher-peers, 

and self-rating. 

These initial ratings were then submitted to a committee of 

experts who were familiar with the duties of vocational industrial educa­

tion instructors. This committee was composed of members of the Virginia 

Trade and Industrial Education Service staff, two local vocational 

education directors, and two national experts in the field of vocational 



education (Appendix D). In a cover letter, the members were asked to 

assess the face validity of the instruments and to suggest revisions as 

needed (Appendix E). On the basis of the committee's recommendations, 

the instruments were revised into their final form. 

The performance ratings contain 17 items on the supervisor and 

administrator, teacher-peers, and self-rating scales, and 16 items on 

the student scale. Each item contains an ipsative response ranging 

from 1 (lowest response) to 5 (highest response). Each rating also con­

tains an overall performance evaluation item. statements or questions 

which explain the meaning of each item are included, based on a given 

operational definition of classroom teaching performance. 

Face validity. Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (1972:192-193) define 

face validity as "a subjective evaluation by judges as to what a meas­

uring device appears to measure." It was necessary to employ this 

measure of validity rather than concurrent validity inasmuch as no 

appropriate criterion was available for comparison of the performance 

ratings. 

The expert committee was asked to study the items of the instru­

ment and to ascertain if they were valid measures of teaching effective­

ness. Written comments concerning the face validity of the instruments 

were received from two members of the expert committee. Two others 

expressed verbal support of their validity and one failed to comment 

(Appendix F). 

On the basis of these verbal and written comments, it was con­

cluded that the rating instruments designed for this study were valid 
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measures of classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial 

education instructors. 

Pn,OT STUDY 

The primary purposes of the pilot study were twofold: (1) to 

test the research procedures used in the study and (2) to establish 

reliability of the instrument. 

The pilot test sample and procedures used in the pilot test 

closely paralled those of the main study. The pilot study was conducted 

during the period of January 28-February 20, 1974. 

Reliability 

The test-retest method was used to establish reliability coef­

ficients of the instruments. According to Roscoe (1969:103-104) test­

retest reliability is based on the premise that a particular trait is 

fairly stable over a given period of time, in particular, over the 

period of time between each administration of a test. 

A total of 42 ratees were chosen at random from among the remain­

ing population of instructors. Random selection procedures, as previouslY 

described, were used, based upon data provided by the Directory of Trade 

and Industrial Education Programs in Virginia (State Department of 

Education, 1973a:1-44). Raters of the ratees were mailed the appropriate 

survey form (i.e., administrator and supervisor rating, teacher-peer 

rating, or self-rating), a cover letter explaining the purpose of the 

pilot study, and directions on the use of the instrument (Appendix G ). 

Rating forms were numbered for identification purposes, and follow-up 
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procedures involving the mailing of post cards and placement of tele­

phone calls were conducted. All 42 ratings were returned. 

The student form was administered to 76 trade preparatory students 

at Blacksburg High School, Montgomery County, Virginia. These students 

were enrolled in two auto mechanics classes, two masonry classes, and 

two cosmetology classes. 

After a time lapse of three weeks a second administration of the 

supervisor and administrator, teacher-peer, and self-rating forms was 

conducted using the same raters. The student forms were administered 

to the same vocational trade preparatory classes at Blacksburg High 

School after a three and one-half week period. Follow-up procedures 

were again conducted on the mailed forms resulting in a 100 percent rate 

of return. Of the 76 student forms returned, 60 were usable. All forms 

which were not used were a result of students' absences on the second 

day of the administration of the ratings. 

The values assigned to each item were added to produce a total 

score on the performance rating. Thus two sets of scores were generated 

by the raters, or one set for each administration of the ratings. The 

total scores were then utilized to calculate the Pearson product moment 

correlation coefficients. The computer center facilities at Virginia 

Polytechnic Institute and State University were used for all computational 

work. The resultant figures are shown in Table 5. 

The correlation coefficients show that the reliability of the 

instruments were high. The results indicate that the ratings given by 

the raters were consistent over a period of time. Although the student 

rating appears to have a lower reliability coefficient than the other 
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Table 5 

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients for 
Reliability of Rating Instruments 

Type of Form Number of Raters Reliability 

Administrator* n=10 r=.925 

Supervisor* n=10 r=.932 

Teacher-Peer n=ll r=.828 

Self-Rating n=11 r=.919 

Student n=60 r=.701 

*Same form 

ratings, approximately 50 percent of the variance is accounted for since 

variance is the square of the correlation coefficient. According to 

an expert on this matter, this level of correlation is sufficient jus-

tification for use of the student rating as a reliable measure of teaching 

performance. 

DATA COLLECTION 

A total of 72 instructors were identified for the purpose of 

obtaining ratings on their teaching performance. Performance ratings 

were obtained from five sources as described below: 

School administrators. A performance rating was obtained from 

either the director, principal, assistant director, or assistant prin-

cipal of the secondary high school or vocational-technical center where 

the instructor was employed. The supervisor and administrator rating 

form was utilized to obtain these performance measures. 



Supervisors. A performance rating was obtained from either the 

local school division director of vocational education, supervisor of 

vocational education, supervisor of trade and industrial education, 

general supervisor, or secondary supervisor. The supervisor and admin­

istrator rating was used for this purpose. 

Teacher-peers. Two teacher-peers were randomly chosen from 

among all regular trade preparatory teachers within the school for the 

purpose of obtaining peer ratings. In schools where there were only 

three trade preparatory programs, both peer teachers were mailed the 

rating forms. The random selection was based on Peatman's and Schafer's 

Table of Random Nillr~ers (1942:296-297). The teacher-peer rating form 

was used in this process. 

Self-rating. Each instructor was asked to rate himself, using 

the self-rating form. 

Students. Student ratings were obtained from one class for each 

instructor. A packet of 15 student rating forms was mailed to the school 

where the instructor was employed. Each principal or director was 

contacted by phone and asked to appoint someone, other than the instructor 

on whom the rating was obtained, to be responsible for the administration, 

collection, and return of the completed instruments. The packets con­

tained detailed instructions for the administration of the ratings and 

the sele~tion procedure for classes with less than or more than 15 

students (Appendix H). 

All surveys were conducted by mail and sent to the place of 

employment for each of the raters, during the period from February 27 to 

March 5, 1974. The individual evaluation packets contained a cover 
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letter (Appendix I), return envelope, and postage. Each rating was 

numbered and color coded by groups for easy identification upon return. 

Mail surveys restricted the researcher to the use of data 

collected in a largely uncontrolled environment, as the respondents 

were free to complete the survey at their own pace and location. Inas­

much as a major source of errors encountered in the use of direct mail 

questionnaires is misinterpretation of items and slowness of response, 

efforts were expended to insure accuracy of directions, simplicity in 

wording and phrasing, and clarity. 

Three weeks were allowed for response before follow-up procedures 

were initiated. Post cards were then mailed to all who had not returned 

the completed ratings. If the first reminder failed to elicit a response 

after one week, it was followed by a phone call directly to the rater. 

Travers (1969:199-200) stated that the normal maximum rate of 

return for a mail survey is 40 percent. Obviously this type of data 

collection often limits the researcher in quantity, as well as quality 

of data collected. It was anticipated, however, that a much higher 

return rate would be obtained because of the nature of t hi s study, 

and the spirit of cooperation and interest exhibited by the administra­

tive personnel with whom consultations were held. The researcher's past 

experience in dealing with personnel in vocational industrial education 

led him to believe there would be a larger than normal rate of return. 

This prediction was proved accurate. By April 10, 1974, 94 per­

cent or 406 of the 432 performance rating packets had been returned. 

Since individual classes were used for the student ratings, with varying 

numbers of students, each class was considered as one rating. 



44 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Each completed performance rating was audited to determine its 

completeness. If all items were not completed, the rating was returned 

for the needed changes. Because the importance of answering all items 

had been stressed in the directions, very few ratings needed this cor-

rection. Table 6 shows the number of questionnaires mailed and the 

number and percentage of those returned by each of the subgroups. 

Table 6 

Summary of Questionnaires Mailed and Number and 
Percentages Returned by Subgroups 

Subgroup Number Mailed Number and Percentage Returned 

Administrators 72 67 (93%) 
Supervisors 72 71 (98%) 

Teacher-Peers 144 134 (93%) 

Self-Ratings 72 68 (94%) 

Students 72* 66 (92%) 

*Each class considered as one rating 

Totals 432 406 (94%) 

Ratings were manually key-punched onto data processing cards 

with the score for each item transferred to the card. Each rating was 

re-checked for accuracy in the transfer process. 

All data analyses were conducted using the computer center 

facilities at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and state University. 

• 
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VARIABLES 

Variables for this study centered around the performance evalu-

ations of five groups--school administrators, supervisors, teacher-

peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students. Each group evaluated 

the classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial education 

instructors, as they perceived them, based upon the operational defi-

nition of classroom teaching performance given on the rating form. 

The background variables designated were trade experience, 

teaching experience, and professional education. 

STATISTICAL METHODOLOGY 

Four statistical tools were employed in analyzing the data of 

this study. 

MUltivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to test for 

differences between the factors of trade experience, teaching experience, 

and professional education with respect to the mean ratings of the five 

groups (i.e. supervisors, administrators, teacher-peers, students, and 

self-ratings). Kerlinger defined multivariate analysis of variance as: 

• • • a general term used to categorize a family of analytic 
methods whose chief characteristic is the simultaneous analysis 
of k independent variables and m dependent variables. If an 
analysis includes, for instance, four independent variables and 
two dependent variables, handled simultaneously, it is a multi­
variate analysis (1973:149). 

The second analysis, Chi-square, served to test the relation-

ship of total hours of education and hours of vocational industrial 

education. Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh stated: 
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Sometimes we need to find the significance of differences 
among the proportions of subjects, objects, events, and so forth, 
that fall into different categories. A statistical test used in 
such cases is called the chi-square test (1972:151). 

Stepwise discriminant analysis was employed to analyze the 

dimensions on the performance ratings which separated each of the five 

groups. In order to identify these dimensions, discriminant analysis 

computes the coefficients for canonical variables which show the degree 

to which each item on the rating scale contributes to each dimension. 

On the basis of expert opinion, those items which had a coefficient of 

.35 or greater were considered important and were subsequently used in 

naming the dimension. 

Kerlinger, in defining discriminant analysis, stated: 

A discriminant function is a regression equation with a 
dependent variable that represents group membership. The 
function maximally discriminates the members of the group; it 
tells us to which group each member probably belongs. In short, 
if we have two or more independent variables and the members of, 
say, two groups, the discriminant function gives the "best" 
prediction, in the least-squares sense, of the "correct" group 
membership of each member of the sample (1973:650). 

Factor analysis was used to determine which items on the rating 

scale each of the five groups emphasized, thus identifying teaching 

effectiveness factors. In order to establish a basis for the identifi-

cation of the factors, only those items with factor loadings of .50 

(absolute value) and above were used. This criterion was based upon 

expert opinion. 

Kerlinger defined factor analysis as: 

• • • a method for determining the number and nature of the 
underlying variables among larger numbers of measures. More 
succinctly, it is a method for determining k underlying variables 
(factors) from n sets of measures, k being less than n. It may 
also be called a method for extracting common factor variances 
from sets of measures (1973:659). 
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The appropriate hypotheses of this study were tested at an 

alpha level of .05. 

GRAPHICAL ILLUSTRATION 

A graphical illustration of the data analysis appears in Figure 

1. This illustration was included to add clarity to the processes used 

in assessing the results of this study. 
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Chapter 4 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

JNTRODUCTION 

The results of this study are presented in four sections: 

Section I deals with the use of multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) to test differences in teaching performance among teachers 

having different levels of trade experience, teaching experience, and 

professional education, as rated by the five groups of raters. 

Section II discusses teaching effectiveness and its relationship 

to total semester credit hours of professional education and semester 

credit hours of vocational industrial education. 

Section III presents the results of discriminant analysis to 

determine the differences in the ratings of the five groups--school 

administrators, supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, 

and students--and the discriminating dimensions which separate these 

groups. 

Section IV contains the results of a factor analysis of 

responses given by the groups of raters for the purpose of identifying 

factors of teaching effectiveness emphasized by each group. 

SECTION I. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (MANOVA) 

Section I presents the analysis and interpretation which 

resulted from using multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) to test 

49 
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the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis I. Those instructors having low trade experience (T) 

will receive lower classroom teaching performance ratings than those 

instructors with high trade experience. 

Hypothesis II. Those instructors having low teaching experi­

ence (E) will receive lower classroom teaching performance ratings than 

those instructors having high teaching experience. 

Hypothesis III. Those instructors having low levels of profes­

sional education (H) will receive lower classroom teaching performance 

ratings than those instructors having high levels of professional 

education. 

MANOVA is useful in testing the simultaneous effects of more 

than one variable. In addition, the MANOVA computer program also com­

putes analysis of variance (ANOVA) and is therefore useful on single 

variable comparisons. Kendall (1968:6) defines nrultivariate analysis 

as ". • • the branch of statistical analysis which is concerned with 

the relationship of sets of dependent variates. 1t 

Sources of Data 

Each instructor was rated by (1) one school administrator, 

(2) one supervisor, (3) two teacher-peers, (4) a teacher self-rating, 

and (5) four to fifteen stUdents. Teaching performance of an instructor 

was defined in terms of total score on the instrument. Each item of 

the instrument was assigned a value from 1 (low) to 5 (high) to indicate 

the rating given by a rater. The item scores were added to get the 

total score which reflected the teaching performance of an instructor. 
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A mean total score of each group of raters was computed for each 

teacher. Each instructor then had five measures of his classroom 

teaching performance as received from (1) a school administrator, (2) a 

supervisor, (3) teacher-peers, (4) a self-rating, and (5) students. 

Means and standard deviations of groups of raters by teacher's 

characteristics are given in Table 7. 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to assess the effects of 

trade experience, teaching experience, and professional education on 

classroom teaching performance, when rated by individual groups of raters. 

A significance level of .05 (a = .05) was selected a priori 

to test the null hypotheses of mean performance ratings between teacher 

characteristics. Table 8 presents the results of ANOVA of adminis­

trators' ratings, as shown on page 53. 

The F value of 5.678 for trade experience was significant 

( a = .05). Therefore the null hypothesis of no difference in the mean 

ratings between those instructors who have high levels of trade experi­

ence and those instructors with low levels of trade experience was 

rejected. The findings indicated that school administrators rate 

differently those instructors who have low trade experience and those 

instructors who have high trade experience. 

The graph in Figure 2 illustrates that instructors with high 

levels of trade experience received higher ratings from school admin­

istrators than instructors with low levels of trade experience. 

Table 9 presents the results of ANOVA to test differences in 

the mean performance ratings given by supervisors. 



Table 7 

Means and Standard Deviations for Groups of Raters on Trade Experience, 
Teaching Experience, and Professional Education 

Number of School Teacher 
Variable Observations Administrators Supervisors Peers Self-Rating Students 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Trade Low n=31 3.82 .538 3.88 .529 3.92 .592 3.76 .404 4.18 .351 

Experience High n=31 4.13 .498 4.08 .567 4.12 .437 4.07 .523 4.27 .268 

T 

Teaching Low n=31 3.97 .495 3.95 .560 4.07 .611 3.89 .453 4.30 .260 
\.n 

Experience High n=31 3.97 .585 4.01 .554 3.97 .430 3.94 .526 4.15 .346 l\) 

E 

Total Hours Low n=30 4.04 .520 4.08 .550 4.00 .521 3.78 .464 4.24 .290 

of Education High n=32 3.91 .554 3.89 .548 4.03 .539 4.04 .484 4.21 .337 

IHl 
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Table 8 

Analysis of Variance of Ratings by Administrators 

Source df MS 

T 1 1.519 

E 1 .002 

H 1 .259 

TE 1 .232 

TH 1 .255 

EH 1 .276 

TEH 1 .646 

ERROR 54 .267 

TOTAL 61 

*Significant at .05 level 
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Table 9 

Analysis of Variance of Ratings by Supervisors 

Source df MS F 

T 1 .615 2.144 

E 1 .059 .205 

H 1 .586 2.041 

TE 1 .004 .013 

TH 1 1.301 4.530* 

EH 1 .585 2.039 

TEH 1 .017 .060 

ERROR 54 .287 

TOTAL 61 

*Significant at .05 level 

When rated by supervisors, the interaction effects of trade 

experience (T) and professional education (H) is significant at the 

.05 level. The interaction effects of these variables is graphically 

illustrated in Figure 3. 

Mean Rating 
by 

Supervisors 
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Figure 3 

High 

Trade Experience 

Professional 
Education 

Interaction Effects of Trade Experience 
and Hours of Education 
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Table 10 presents the results of ANOVA to test differences in 

the mean performance ratings of teacher-peers. 

Table 10 

Analysis of Variance of Ratings by Teacher-Peers 

Source df MS F 

T 1 .~3 2.195 

E 1 .146 .506 

H 1 .008 .028 

TE 1 .019 .065 

TH 1 .347 1.205 

EH 1 .D7 .476 

rnH 1 .038 .~2 

ERROR 54 .288 

TOTAL 61 

When rated by teacher-peers, the differences in the mean 

performance ratings of vocational industrial education instructors 

were not statistically significant for any source (a = .05). 

Table 11 presents the results of ANOVA to test the differences 

in the mean performance ratings of vocational industrial education 

instructors using a self-rating. 

The differences in the mean performance ratings for those 

vocational industrial education instructors who have low trade experi­

ence and those instructors who have high trade experience are statis­

tically significant when rated by instructors on a self-rating at the 

.05 level. 



56 

Table 11 

Analysis of Variance of Self-Ratings 

Source df MS F 

T 1 1.411 6.500* 

E 1 .065 .300 

H 1 1.001 4.614* 
TE 1 .082 .378 
TH 1 .013 .060 

EH 1 .216 .997 

TEH 1 .010 .048 

ERROR 54 .217 

TOTAL 61 

*Significant at .05 level 

A graphical illustration of the differences in these mean 

ratings is presented in Figure 4. 
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The preceding graphical illustration shows that there are dif-

ferences in the mean performance ratings of those instructors with 

low and high trade experience when rated by instructors on a self­

rating instrument ( ex =.05). Teachers with high trade experience rated 

themselves higher than those with low trade experience. 

The differences in mean performance ratings for those voca-

tional industrial education instructors who have a low level of profes-

sional education and those who have a high level of professional educa-

tion are statistically significant when rated by instructors on a self-

rating instrument at the .05 level. 

The means are presented graphically in Figure 5. 
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This graph shows the difference in the mean performance rating 

of instructors on a self-rating for low and high levels of professional 
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education. Instructors with high levels of professional education 

received higher mean ratings than those of low professional education, 

when self-evaluated. 

Differences in the mean performance ratings assigned by students 

were not statistically significant at the .05 level. The analysis of 

variance for stUdent ratings is presented in Table 12. 

Table 12 

Analysis of Variance of Ratings by Students 

Source df MS F 

T 1 .125 1.349 

E 1 .344 3.711 

H 1 .010 .112 

TE 1 .227 2.447 

TH 1 .166 1.788 

EH 1 .045 .483 

TEH 1 .050 .537 
ERROR 54 .093 

TOTAL 61 

The results of ANOVA indicated that there were inconsistencies 

among the ratings given by the five groups. Therefore, the multivariate 

analysis of variance was conducted in order to test the differences 

between the instructors when all five ratings were analyzed together. 

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to test the 

effects of trade experience, teaching experience, and professional 

education when rated by the five groups of raters taken simultaneously. 
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MANOVA results are given in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Multivariate Tests of Significance for 
Simultaneous Group Ratings 

Source df F 

T (5,50) 2.215 
E (5,50) 1.172 
H (5,50) 1.506 
TE (5,50) .896 
TH (5,50) 1.348 
EH (5,50) .886 
TEH (5,50) .810 

Table 13 shows that when the mean ratings of all five groups of 

raters are analyzed together, there are no significant differences 

(p< .05) in the classroom teaching performance of those vocational 

industrial education instructors with low and high levels of trade 

experience, teaching experience, and professional education. 

As a result, the null hypotheses of no differences in the per-

formance ratings of those instructors with low and high levels of trade 

experience, teaching experience, and professional education were 

retained. Consequently, the hypotheses of differences in the perfor-

mance ratings of different classes of instructors were not retained. 

Summary of Section I. 

1. Hypothesis I, concerning differences in the performance 
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ratings of those instructors with low trade experience, and those 

instructors with high trade experience was not retained. It was 

concluded that no differences (p< .05) were found in the classroom 

teaching performance ratings of those instructors with low and high 

trade experience when the ratings given by school administrators, 

supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students 

were analyzed together. 

2. Hypothesis II, concerning differences in the performance 

ratings of those instructors with low teaching experience and those 

instructors with high teaching experience,was not retained. No dif­

ferences (p< .05) were found in the classroom teaching performance 

ratings of those instructors with low and high teaching experience 

when the ratings given by school administrators, supervisors, teacher­

peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students were analyzed together. 

3. Hypothesis III, concerning differences in the performance 

ratings of those instructors with low levels of professional education 

and those instructors with high levels of professional education, was 

not retained. No differences (p <.05) were found in the classroom 

teaching performance of those instructors with low and high levels of 

professional education when the ratings given by school administrators, 

supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students 

were analyzed together. 

4. When rated by school administrators,the differences in the 

mean performance ratings for those instructors who have low trade 

experience and high trade experience were statistically significant at 

the .05 level. 
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5. When rated by supervisors, the interaction effects of 

trade experience and hours of education causes the mean performance 

ratings of vocational industrial education instructors to be signifi-

cantly different at the .05 level. 

6. When rated by instructors on a self-rating, the differences 

in the mean performance ratings for those vocational industrial educa-

tion instructors who have low trade experience and those instructors 

who have high trade experience were statistically significant at an 

alpha level of .05. 

7. The differences in the mean performance ratings of those 

instructors with low levels of professional education and those 

instructors with high levels of professional education were statisti-

cally significant (p <.05), when rated by vocational industrial educa-

tion instructors on a self-rating. 

SECTION II. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LEVELS 
OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION AND 

VOCATIONAL INDUSTRIAL 
EDUCATION OF 
INSTRUCTORS 

Section II presents a discussion on the relationship between 

professional education levels and vocational industrial education 

levels of instructors. 

Most of the course work completed by the instructors in this 

study was in vocational industrial education subjects (Swartz, 1974); 

therefore, it was expected that instructors with high levels of profes-

sional education would also possess high levels of vocational industrial 

education. Similarly, those with low levels of professional education 
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would also possess low levels of vocational industrial education. 

A 2 x 2 table was constructed. Frequency counts of the numbers 

of instructors for the four cells were obtained. They are given in 

Table 14. 

Table 14 

Two by Two Table for Chi-Square Test of Relationship of 
Numbers of Instructors with High and Low 

Professional Education and Vocational 
Industrial Education 

Total Hours of Education 

High Low 

22 0 
Hours of Vocational 

High 

Industrial Education 
Low 14 36 

The chi-square test of significance was used to test the relation-

ship between professional education and vocational industrial education 

levels. The Chi-square value of 31~68 with 1 degree of freedom was 

significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis that there is no 

relationship.between professional education and vocational industrial 

education levels was rejected. The chi-square test showed that there 

is a significant relationship between the professional education level 

and vocational industrial education level of courses achieved by 

instructors. 
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SECTION III. STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 

Stepwise discriminant analysis was used to identify those factors 

which separated the five groups of raters, namely school administrators, 

supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self~rating, and students. 

The BMD ¢7M Program for Stepwise Discriminant Analysis was utilized for 

all computations. According to Tatsuoka (1971:62), 

••• we need to have a method (or several methods) for 
studying the differences among the groups in terms of many 
dependent variables considered simultaneously. For this 
purpose multivariate analysis tests are used. Further, if 
we wish to know what causes differences among groups, we use 
discriminant analysis teChniques. 

Cooley and Lohnes (1962:116) describe discriminant analysis as n ••• a 

procedure for estimating the position of an individual on a line that 

best separates classes or groups." It also allows the naming of the 

dimensions which contribute to group differences. 

This section deals specifically with the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis IV. There will be significant differences in the 

mean performance ratings of instructors as given by school administra-

tors, supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, and stUdents. 

Sources of Data 

The performance rating SCOres on each item, as provided by each 

rater, were used in this data analysis. Ratings were utilized from 67 

school administrators, 71 supervisors, 134 teacher-peers, 68 self-ratings, 

and 796 stUdents. 

The items in the four rating instruments differed slightly in 

format and content, which made it necessary to omit two items and 
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rearrange two others. In addition items were identified on the perfor­

mance rating instruments by letter ("A," "B," "C," etc.) which would 

have made interpretation confusing, as the ratings do not contain the 

same order or number of items (Appendix A). Therefore, those items 

common to the four instruments were identified and numbered from 1-15, 

as shown in Table 15, and were subsequently used in this data analysis. 

Table 15 

Items Common to All Rating Forms Used in Discriminant Analysis 

Item Number Item 

1 "Professionalism" - Personal Characteristics 

2 "Professionalism" - Staff Relations 

3 Motivation of Students 

4 Classroom Control 

5 Vocational Subject ~owledge 

6 Teacher Interest in Subject 

7 Organization 

8 Course Content 

9 Communication Skills 

10 Teaching Methods 

11 Evaluation Techniques 

12 Support of Student Organizations-VICA* 

13 Use and Care of Physical Facilities and Equipment 

14 Safety and Safety Instruction 

15 Overall Performance 

*Vocational Industrial Clubs of America 

Test of the Rvpothesis 

The means and standard deviations, by groups, for each item are 

presented in Table 16. 



Adnrlnistrators 
Variable 

Mean SD 

1 4.19403 0.82091 
2 4.23881 0.85439 

3 3.92537 0.65859 

4 4.07463 0.82229 

5 4.25373 0.57617 
6 4.25373 0.76561 

7 3.86567 0.85094 
8 3.58209 1.03205 

9 3.74627 0.78515 
10 3.86567 0.69403 
11 3.85075 0.72307 
12 3.62687 1.12594 
13 4.20895 0.80786 
14 4.14925 0.72307 
15 4.04478 0.68386 

Table 16 

Group Means and Standard Deviations for Each Item 

Supervisors Teacher-Peers Self-Rating 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

4.04225 0.86910 4.17910 0.87445 4.01471 0.70165 
4.07042 0.86724 4.28358 0.82818 4.19118 0.75818 
3.78873 0.79130 3.94030 0.83855 4.04412 0.65640 
4.02817 0.71657 4.02985 0.85787 4.13235 0.71036 

4.39437 0.(.2661 4.45522 0.77183 4.20588 0.65923 
4.04225 0.76413 4.15672 0.79334 4.39706 0.62628 
3.80282 0.78594 3.93284 0.84246 3.73529 0.74548 
3.57746 0.83942 3.83582 0.96708 3.47059 0.87196 
3.90141 0.77745 4.01493 0.81328 3.73529 0.80330 
3.70422 0.86840 3.94030 0.83855 3.75000 0.83532 
3.84507 0.72993 3.94776 0.78823 3.91176 0.76753 
3.71831 1.08474 3.62687 1.23648 3.35294 1.21881 
4.18310 0.76176 4.15672 0.86584 4.041;.12 0.81833 
4.14084 0.72300 4.15672 0.78380 3.86765 0.80861 

3.92958 0.72356 4.17910 0.74441 3.95588 0.63325 

Student 

Mean SD 

4.15829 0.80408 
4.29774 0.81986 
4.13065 0.87764 
4.13693 0.98926 
4.55276 0.76294 
4.45729 0.79582 
4.00879 0.86938 
4.19849 0.83973 
4.16457 0.8'9821 
3.79271 1.01976 
4.08794 0.93283 
4.0414i> 1.04102 

4.43593 0.79597 
4.36181 0.81785 

4.32035 0.82817 
- ..... -~ ....... ---

0"­
V1 
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Discriminant analysis computes the A value, taking all items 

together. This is then converted into an F value in order to test for 

signific'ant differences in the mean group ratings. Table 17 presents 

the results of this analysis. 

Table 17 

Approximate F Value for All 15 Variables 

U-Statistic 0.79298 Degrees of Freedom 

Approximate F Value 4.45146* Degrees of Freedom 

*Significant at the .05 level 

15, 41131 

60, 4362.43 

The results of this test show that the ratings do discriminate 

among the groups, as the tabled value of F for 60 and 4362.43 degrees 

of freedom is 1.39 at the .05 level. Thus the probability of securing 

group mean differences this large or larger by chance, when each of 

the five populations have identical mean vectors, is less than five 

in a hundred. As a result, the null hypothesis that there are no 

significant differences in the mean group performance ratings was 

not retained. The hypothesis that there are significant differences 

in'the group ratings was retained. 

Table 18 presents further evidence of the differences of the 

mean group ratings. The F-matrix comparison of groups indicates those 

groups in which the differences in the ratings are considered signif­

icant. 
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Table 18 

F-Matrix COIlJ>arison of Group Means 

Teacher- Self­
Group Number Administrators (1) Supervisors (2) Peers (3) Rating (4) 

Supervisors (2 ) 0.86470 

Teacher- 1.53299 1.14612 Peers (3) 

Self-Rating (4) 2.25166* 2.62607* 3.42016* 

Student (5) 5.39985* 3.84348* 5.04472* 7.14566* 

*Significant at .05 level 

Table 18 shows a cOIlJ>arison of means of two groups at a 

time. Since the tabled value of F with 15 and 1,117 degrees of 

freedom is approximately 1.67, those values which are greater indi-

cate significant differences at the .05 level in the mean performance 

ratings. 

Figures 6, 7, and 8 serve to graphically illustrate these 

differences and are presented on pages 72 and 73 of this section. 

The number and percentage of instructors classified into each 

group were also cOIlJ>uted and are presented in Table 19. These data 

provided further evidence that the various groups rated differently, 



Table 19 

Number and Percentage of Raters Classified into Groups 

Group Administrators Supervisors Teacher-Peers Self-Rating 

N= n= I % n= I % n= I % n= 1 % 

Administrators 67 22 33% 9 13% 10 15% 12 18% 
Supervisors 71 17 24% 17 24% 12 17% 9 13% 

Teacher-Peers 134 23 17% 18 13% 31 23% 19 14% 

Self-Rating 68 12 18% 7 10% 8 12% 32 47% 

Students 796 72 9% 86 11% 103 13% 102 13% 

~---~ '----- --

Students 

n= 1 % 

14 21% 

16 23% 

43 32% 

9 13% 

433 54% 

--

D' 
en 
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not only as a group, but differently within each group. 

Table 19 shows a comparison of the rat:ing characteristics of 

the five groups of raters. For example, when the 67 administrators are 

compared on an individual basis with the other groups of raters, 22 

(33 percent) of the administrators rated similarly to the typical admin­

istrator rating. Further, 14 (21 percent) rated similarly to the manner 

in which students rated the classroom teaching performance of vocational 

industrial education instructors. Other comparisons can be made from 

the data presented in Table 19 to show that there were inconsistencies 

in the way group members rated teaching performance, even within groups. 

Interpretation of Dimension Analysis 

Discriminant analysis also computes the sum of the squares on 

dimension (or factor) differences, namely eigen values. The root 

lambdas (A'S), or the eigen values, are A 1 = .174$7,. A 2 = .04413, 

A 3 = • 01800, A 4 = • 00983, and A i = • 000, where i = 5, 6 •••• 15. 

The relative sizes of A indicate the extent to which the associated 

discriminant functions distinguish between groups. The following for-

mula was used to test the significance of each root (Rao, 1952: 373): 

[ (N - t (p + k» log (1 + A ) ] distributed as X 2 with 
e 

where: 

root 1 = (p + k - 2) d.f. 

root 2 = (p + k - 4) d.f. 

root 3 = (p +k- 6) d.f. 

root 4 = (p +k- 8) d.f. 

N = total sample size, 

p = number of variables, 

k = nurr~er of groups 

log = natural log, e 
A = eigen value, 
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The results of this test are presented in Table 20. 

Function 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Table 20 

Significance of the Discriminant Function 
Chi-Square (X 2) Approximations 

2 
d.f. X 

.17487 18 176.782 * 

.04413 16 43.914 * 

.01800 14 22.520* 

.00983 12 10.130 

P 

< .05 

< .05 

< .05 

> .05 

As a result of this test, the first and second roots were found 

to be significant beyond the .005 level, the third is significant beyond 

.025. 

Eigen value 1 (dimension I) accounts for 70.849 percent of the 

total variation between groups. The second eigen value (dimension II) 

accounts for 17.878 percent, and the third (dimension III) for 7.291 per-

cent. The three dimensions account for 96 percent of the total variance. 

Since only the first three. A'S were significant, the first three 

discriminant dimensions were used in the interpretations. These dimen-

sions are called "discriminating dimensions" because they discriminate 

among the five groups of raters. 

The group centroids for each dimension in the discriminant 

space are presented in Table 21. A group centroid is a weighted linear 

combination of the group item means for a given dimension. They are 

useful in plotting group differences graphically. 
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Table 21 

Group Centroids for Each Dimension 

Rater Group Dimension 
(Group Number) I II ill 

School Administrators (1) .80360 .20205 -.26868 

Supervisors (2) .56165 .25461 -.22158 

Teacher Peers (3 ) .43864 .25648 .29533 

Teachers on a Self Rating (4) .86081 -.70009 .05739 

Students (5) -.26512 -.02308 -.01224 

The locations of each of the group centroids, in two dimensional 

space are illustrated by the graphs in Figures 6, 7, and 8. Since it 

is more practical to illustrate two dimensions at a time, they are 

shown in t his manner. 

Taking the three dimensions together, Table 18 on page 67 shows 

that there is no difference between groups 1, 2, and 3, whereas there is 

a difference between the other groups. It appears that the five groups 

of raters form cliques or clusters. This is graphically pictured in 

Figures 6, 7, and 8. Since dimensions I and II account for roughly 

88 percent of the total variance, the group clusters are evident in these 

plottings. That is, on dimensions I and II, group 1 (school adminis­

trators), group 2 (supervisors), and group 3 (teacher-peers) have a very 

distinct clustering, while groups 4 (teachers on a self-rating) and 

5 (stUdents) are distinctly separated from this cluster. 

Dimensions I and III clusters groups 1 and 2 together, and 
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Plot of Centroids for Dimensions I & II 
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Plot of Centroids for Dimensions I & III 
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Dimension III 

3 
• 

4 
• 

5 

(Each interval = .1) 

Figure 8 

Plot of Centroids for Dimensions II & III 

groups 3 and 4 in another pattern. School administrators (1) and 

supervisors (2) are clustered on dimensions II and III while the other 

groups of raters are separated from each other and from the cluster of 

1 and 2. 

Identification of Dimensions 

The coefficients for canonical variables show the degree to 

which each item on the rating scale contributes to each dimension. In 

order to have a basis for identification of each dimension, only those 

items which had a coefficient of .35 or greater were used (Appendix J). 

An analysis of the items identified on dimension I reveals that 

item 1, "Professionalism" - Personal Characteristics, measures personal 

attributes of the instructor which influence learning. Item 2, Course 
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Content, deals with the relevancy of the course, the use of a trade 

advisory committee, and clear progression from each unit of the course 

toward the final goal of preparation for work. Items 9, Communication 

Skills, and 10, Teaching Methods, provide insight into the instructor's 

actual teaching methods, types of instructional activities, and ability 

to communicate with students. Item 15, Overall Performance, provides 

an analysis of the total instructional ability of the teacher. Item 1 

seems to be unrelated to the other items; however, it has a degree of 

relationship in that personal characteristics of an instructor may have 

some influence on the learning of stUdents. Items 8, 9, 10, and 15 

each relate to the manner in which an instructor attempts to convey 

information. This dimension, therefore, is best described as "Teaching 

Proficiency," since this concept deals with the skills and competencies 

used in the educational process. 

Table 22 

Dimension I. "Teaching Proficiency" 

Item Number Item 

1 "Professionalism" - Personal Characteristics 

8 Course Content 

9 Communication Skills 

10 Teaching Methods 

15 Overall Performance 

Coefficient 

0.43340 
-0.89946 
-0.39620 
0.50674 

-0.40136 

On dimension II, item 3, Motivation of Students, relates to the 

way the instructor instills in his students a desire to learn. Item 4, 
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Classroom Control, is a measure of the instructor's ability to maintain 

discipline in the classroom or laboratory. Items 5, 6, and 14 which 

deal with Vocational Subject Knowledge, Teacher Interest in the Subject, 

and Safety and Safety Instruction are concerned with the ability of the 

instructor to provide meaningful instructional skills to his students. 

They also deal with the knowledge and interest he shows in the trade 

subject he is teaching. As a result, dimension II was labeled, "Instruc­

tor's Ability to Promote Learning" because each item appeared to relate 

in some way to this central concept. 

Table 23 

Dimension II. "Instructor's Ability to Promote Learn:ing" 

Item Number Item Coefficient 

3 Motivation of Students -0. 5930S 

4 Classroom Control -0.35435 
5 Vocational Subject Knowledge 0.8S28S 
6 Teacher Interest in Subject -1.12833 

14 Safety and Safety Instruction 0.41932 

Dimension III related to the adjustments necessary on the part of 

the vocational industrial education instructor to his professional sur­

roundings. Items 2 and 6, "Professionalism" - Staff Relations and 

Teacher Interest in Subject,measure his relationship with others on the 

professional staff and his interest in the subject he is teaching. His 

interest in the student organization in vocational industrial education 

and the appreciation and care which he displays for the physical facilities 
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and equipment used in teaching are measured in item 12, Support of 

Student Organizations, and item 13, Use and Care of Physical Facilities 

and Equipment. Items 5 and 8, Vocational Subject Knowledge and Course 

Content, are concerned with the teacher's ability to adjust to these 

surroundings by his willingness to improve his knowledge and his 

"instru~tional plan" of imparting trade skills to students. Conse-

quently, dimension III was given the title "Relationship to Educational 

Surroundings." 

Table 24 

Dimension III. "Relationship to Educational Surroundings" 

Item Number Item 

2 "Professionalism" - Staff Relations 

5 Vocational Subject Knowledge 

6 Teacher Interest in Subject 

8 Course Content 

12 Support of Student Organizations 

13 Use and Care of Physical Facilities and 
Equipment 

15 Overall Performance 

Summary of Section III. 

Coefficient 

0.49367 

-0.60828 

-0.42508 

0.49596 

-0.50692 

-0.47472 

0.82198 

1. Hypothesis IV, concerning differences in the mean performance 

ratings given by groups of raters, was tested. It was found that there 

are significant differences at the .05 level in the mean performance 

ratings of school administrators, supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers 

on a self-rating, and students. 
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2. Further analysis provided evidence that certain groups of 

raters evaluate quite differently from other groups when comparisons are 

made between them; furthermore, that raters evaluate differently within 

groups. 

3. Three dimensions were found to contribute significantly 

( a = .05) to the variance among groups of raters, ·which accounted for 

96 percent of the total variance. These three dimensions were identified 

as "Teaching Proficiency," "Instructor's Ability to Promote Learning," 

and "Relationship to Educational Surroundings." 

4. The results showed that administrators, supervisors, and 

teacher-peers rate similarly while teachers (self-rating) and stUdents 

rate differently from other groups. The results also indicate that the 

five groups form three clusters which are related in terms of rating 

similarities. One cluster consists of administrators, supervisors, and 

teacher-peers. Another cluster consists of teachers on a self-rating, 

and the third consists of stUdents. 

SECTION IV. FACTOR ANALYSIS 

The discriminant analysis of section III indicated that the five 

groups of raters were different in the emphasis placed on teaching perfor­

mance. In other words, the groups emphasized different factors of 

teaching performance. Therefore, factor analysis was used to determine 

those factors on which emphasis was placed by the five groups of raters, 

namely school administrators, supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a 

self-rating, and stUdents. Computer program BMD¢SM was used for this 

analysis. 
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Kerlinger (1973:659) defined factor analysis as: 

• • • a method for determining the number and nature of the 
underlying variables among larger numbers of measures. More 
succinctly, it is a method for determining k underlying variables 
(factors) from n sets of measures, k being less than n. It may 
also be called a method for extracting common factor variances 
from sets of measures. 

Sources of Data 

Five separate factor analyses were computed using each group of 

raters. The raw scores for each performance item were used based upon 

the data supplied by 67 school administrators, 71 supervisors, 134 

teacher-peers, 68 self-ratings, and 797 students. 

In order to establish a level for the selection of items impor-

tant to each factor, an absolute value of .50 or above was set a priori 

as the limit on the factor loadings; that is, any item loading at or 

above .50 was considered important to the factor. 

Administrator Ratings 

Seventeen items on the school administrator scale (Appendix A) 

produced the rotated factor matrix for 3 factors, as shown in Table 25. 

These factors accounted for 61 percent of the total variance. 

Factor 1 did not appear to have any particular pattern in the 

loadings but appeared to be a measure of general teaching abilities. 

Since it accounted for a large portion (61 percent) of the total variance 

and seemed to deal with various topics, factor 1 was labeled "General 

Teaching Performance." 
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Table 25 

Factor Loading After Rotations - Administrator Rating 

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

A 0.46582 0.34026 0.44826 

B 0.49759 0.18132 0.55734 
C 0.17976 0.73833 0.12963 

D 0.73382 0.20100 0.24415 

E 0.73139 0.05755 0.39510 

F 0.15161 -Q.01086 0.83913 

G 0.63852 0.22615 0.20715 

H 0.40241 0.38202 0.46585 

I 0.36977 0.35240 0.37905 

J -0.21304 0.62154 0.48711 

K 0.46412 0.53412 0.20251 

L 0.36875 0.61908 0.28674 

M 0.07647 0.82818 -0.16624 

N 0.52883 0.07209 0.54437 

0 0.45593 0.27894 0.49794 
p 0.81650 0.07797 0.00192 

Q 0.51296 0.55553 0.45788 
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Table 26 

Factor 1. "General Teaching Performance" 
School Administrator Rating 

Item Performance Element 

D Motivation of Students 

E Classroom Control 

G Teacher Interest in Education 

N Use and Care of Physical Facilities & Equipment 

P Placement and Follow-Up Activities 

Q Overall Performance 

Factor 
Loadings 

0.73382 

0.73139 

0.63852 

0.52883 

0.81650 

0.51296 

Factor 2 appeared to relate to professional development and 

improvement activities. Vocational industrial education instructors 

are strongly encouraged to participate in teacher organizations and· 

student clubs, both for.professional sharing with colleagues and improve-

ment of teaching skills. Items J, K, and L--Communication Skills, 

Teaching Methods, and Evaluation Techniques--deal directly with an 

improvement of teaching. F9-ctor 2 was therefore labeled "Professional 

Development Characteristics,ft as shown in Table 27. 

Items B, F, and N-"Professionalism" - Staff Relations, Voca-

tional Subject Knowledge, and Use and Care of Physical Facilities and 

Equipment-appeared to relate to a measure of the instructor I s overall 

contribution to the total program in vocational education at the school 

where he is teaching. Item B denotes his ability to cooperate with 

other faculty.members and to work with them to achieve the aims of the 

total program. The knowledge of the instructor in subject matter skills, 
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Table 27 

Factor 2. "Professional Development Characteristics" 
School Administrator Rating 

Item Performance Element 

C "Professionalism" - Educational Organizations 

J Communication Skills 

K Teaching Methods 

L Evaluation Techniques 

M Support of Student Organizations -
Vocational Industrial Clubs of America 

o Overall Performance 

Factor 
Loadings 

0.73833 
0.62154 
0.53412 
0.61908 
0.82818 

0.55553 

item F, can also contribute significantly to the departmental objectives. 

The maintenance and upkeep of the physical facilities and equipment also 

promotes an overall attractiveness and value of the laboratory as 

measured in item N. Therefore, factor 3 was named "Contribution 

to Departmental Goals and Objectives." 

Table 28 

Factor 3. "Contribution to Departmental Goals and Objectives" 
School Administrator Rating 

Item Performance Element 

B "Professionalism" - Staff Relations 

F Vocational Subject Knowledge 

N Use and Care of Physical Facilities & Equipment 

Factor 
Loadings 

0.55734 
0.83913 
0.54437 
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Supervisor Ratings 

Seventeen items on the supervisor rating produced the rotated 

factor matrix for two factors, as shown in Table 29. These factors 

accounted for 62 percent of the total variance. 

Each item on the supervisor.rotation appeared to relate in some 

way to the professional development of vocational industrial education 

instructors. The items appeared to measure the professional and ethical 

development of instructors as they relate to professional organizations, 

methods and techniques of teaching, and concern for the welfare of 

stUdents. In addition, these items seemed to measure related factors 

which show an application of trade skills in the teaching-learning 

environment, and the ability to convey one's knowledge to others. 

Consequently, factor 1 was entitled "Professional Development Character­

istics ," as shown in Table 30 

Factor 2 appeared to measure two distinct dimensions (1) how the 

teacher relates to others and (2) his relationship to the subject matter 

he is teaching. Vocational industrial education instructors are encour­

aged to develop a good relationship with their colleagues and students, 

as well as adapt to the learning environment with respect to such 

factors as, knowledge of the vocational subject, class organization, 

and the use of physical facilities and equipment. For this reason 

factor 2 of the ratings by supervisors was labeled "Relationship to 

Educational Surroundings," as shown in Table 31. 

Teacher-Peer Ratings 

Seventeen items on the teacher-peer ratings produced the rotated 

factor matrix for two factors, as shown in Table 32 on page $5. These 
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Table 29 

Factor Loading After Rotations - Supervisor Rating 

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 

A 0.41815 0.70949 
B 0.36005 0.62647 
c 0.78531 0.22718 
D 0.57896 0.59952 
E 0.20469 0.80235 
F 0.15846 0.84549 
G 0.63626 0.39454 
H 0.50718 0.63670 
I 0.65144 0.37912 
J 0.54813 0.34648 
K 0.62935 0.49134 
L 0.68800 0.46725 
M 0.74009 0.06864 
N 0.35941 0.68621 
0 0.62980 0.41249 
p 0.63965 0.32683 

Q 0.62503 0.65454 
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Table 30 

Factor 1. "Professional Development Characteristics" 
Supervisor Rating 

Item Performance Element 

C "Professionalism" - Educational Organizations 

D Motivation of Students 

G Teacher Interest in Education 

H Organization 

I Course Content 

J Communication Skills 

K Teaching Methods 

L Evaluation Techniques 

M Support of St~dent Organizations - VICA 

o Safety and Safety Instruction 

P Placement and Follow-Up Activities 

Q Overall Performance 

Table 31 

Factor 
Loading 

0.78531 
0.57896 
0.63626 
0.50718 
0.65144 
0.54813 
0.62935 
0.68800 

0.74009 
0.62980 
0.63965 
0.62503 

Factor 2. "Relationship to Educational Surroundings" 
Supervisor Rating 

Item Performance Element Factor 
Loading 

A "Professionalism" - Personal Characteristics 0.70949 
B "Professionalism" - Staff Relations 0.62647 
D Motivation of Students 0.59952 
E Classroom Control 0.80235 
F Vocational Subject Knowledge 0.84549 
H Organization 0.63670 
N Use and Care of Physical Facilities & Equipment 0.68621 

Q Overall Performance 0.65454 
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Table 32 

Factor Loading After Rotations - Teacher-Peer Rating 

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 

A 0.65942- 0.37546 
B 0.65044 0.34642 
c 0.41345 0.52825 
D 0.59265 0.61940 
E 0.65974 0.36458 
F 0.71109 0.19345 
G 0.61645 0.46844 
H 0.64117 0.42241 
I 0.56713 0.50496 
J 0.30682 0.70021 

K 0.40051 0.63060 

L 0.48086 0.60591 

M 0.03085 0.83006 

N 0.73888 0.26297 

0 0.80649 0.12720 
p 0.40572 0.65746 
Q 0.75061 0.41770 
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factors accounted for 60 percent of the total variance. 

Factor 1 seemed to deal almost exclusively with teaching methods 

used in the classroom. Item B, dealing with "Professionalism" - Staff 

Relations, appeared to be the one exception. Factor 1 of the teacher-

peer ratings, however, matched very closely factor 1 on the adminis-

trator rating (Table 26) and therefore was appropriately labeled 

"General Teaching Performance." 

Item 

A 

B 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

N 

0 

Q 

Table 33 

Factor 1. "General Teaching Performance" 
Teacher-Peer Rating 

Performance Element 

"Professionalism" - Personal Characteristics 

"Professionalism" - Staff Relations 

Motivation of Students 

Classroom Control 

Vocational Subject Knowledge 

Interest in Education 

Organization 

Course Content 

Use and Care of Physical Facilities & Equipment 

Safety and Safety Instruction 

Overall Performance 

Factor 
Loading 

0.65942-
0.65044 
0.59265 
0.65974 
0.71109 
0.61645 
0.64117 
0.56713 
0.73888 

0.80649 
0.75061 

Items on the teacher-peer rating appeared to closely match the 

items of factor 2 on the administrator rating (Table 27) dealing with 

"Professional Development Characteristics." Consequently,it was named 

accordingly. 



87 

Table 34 

Factor 2. "Professional Development Characteristics" 
Teacher-Peer Rating 

Item Performance Element Factor 
Loading 

C "Professionalism" - Educational Organizations 0.52825 
D Motivation of Students 0.61940 
I Course Content 0.50496 
J Communication Skills 0.70021 
K Teaching Methods 0.63060 
L Evaluation Techniques 0.60591 
M Support of Student Organizations - VICA 0.83006 
P Placement and Follow-Up Activities 0.65746 

Self-Ratings 

Seventeen items on the self-ratings produced the rotated factor 

matrix for four factors, as shown in Table 35. These factors accounted 

for 63 percent of the total variance. 

Items on factor 1 of the self-rating appeared to closely match 

that of factor 2 on the supervisor rating dealing with "Relationship to 

Educational Surroundings" (Table 31). This same title was given to 

factor 1 on the self-rating inasmuch as the items were almost identical. 

It appears in Table 36. 

Factor 2 was best described as professional motivation inasmuch 

as the items appeared to be measuring an interest in cooperating with 

other staff members, interest in professional organizations, and the 

desire to improve instructional organization and methods. It therefore 

was appropriately named "Professional Motivation," as shown in Table 37. 
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Table 35 

Factor Loading After Rotations - Self-Rating 

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

A 0.74277 -0.29985 0.14302 0.03540 

B 0.62242 -0.55164 0.09801 0.09805 

C 0.29242 -0.67576 0.21482 0.13866 

D 0.82714 0.11533 0.03795 0.08462 

E 0.59467 -0.36152 0.15456 0.03680 

F 0.57353 0.00715 0.40113 0.13636 

G 0.32329 0.01098 0.60849 0.20574 

H -0.01138 -0.53140 0.61658 -0.11602 

I 0.11925 -0.35930 0.55919 0.24406 

J 0.50407 -0.48477 0.16984 0.11597 

K 0.06135 -0.79129 0.11652 0.20913 

L 0.66132 -0.13507 0.34542 0.12143 

M 0.12309 -0.25200 0.32642 0.66136 

N 0.32624 -0.15836 0.80482 -0.10726 

0 0.15217 -0.16289 0.63300 0.30265 
p 0.13130 -0.09783 0.02134 0.86619 

Q 0.63769 -0.36648 0.30816 0.19896 
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A 
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D 

E 

F 

J 

L 

Q 
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B 

C 

H 

K 
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Table 36 

Factor 1. "Relationship to Educational Surrotu1dings" 
Self-Rating 

Performance Element 

"Professionalism" Personal Characteristics 

"Professionalism" - Staff Relations 

Motivation of Students 

Classroom Control 

Vocational Subject Knowledge 

Communication Skills 

Evaluation Teclmiques 

Overall Performance 

Table 37 

Factor 2. "Professional Motivation" 
Self-Rating 

Performance Element 

"Professionalism" - Staff Relations 

"Professionalism" - Educational Organizations 

Organization 

Teaching Methods 

Factor 
Loading 

0.74277 
0.62242 
0.82714 
0.59467 
0.57353 
0.50407 
0.66132 
0.63769 

Factor 
Loading 

-0.55164 
-0.67576 
-0.53140 
-0.79129 

Factor 3 seemed to measure those qualities dealing with instruc-

tional organization. Items H, I, and N--Organization, Course Content, 

and Use and Care of Physical Facilities and Equipment-each relate 

directly to this concept. Since G, Interest in Teaching, and 0, Safety 
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and Safety Instruction, did not have loadings which were as high as 

the other items, they were considered to have contributed a minor part 

to this factor. Likewise, item 0 definitely implies instructional 

organization since a primary point stressed to students in safety 

instruction is good housekeeping and organization of the laboratory. 

Factor 3 was therefore called "Instructional Organization." 

Item 

G 

H 

I 

N 

o 

Table 38 

Factor 3. "Instructional Organization" 
Self-Rating 

Performance Element 

Interest in Teaching 

Organization 

Course Content 

Use and Care of Physical Facilities & Equipment 

Safety and Safety Instruction 

Factor 
Loading 

0.60849 

0.61658 

0.55919 

0.804$2 

0.63300 

Factor 4 was apparently concerned with the instructor's interest 

in stUdents. Item M, Support of Student Organizations, appeared to 

relate to a desire on the part of the instructor to develop leadership 

qualities in stUdents. Item P, Placement and Follow-Up Activities, is 

also concerned with the development of students,as it evaluates the 

teacher's assistance in helping students to find employment upon 

termination of their training. This item also evaluates the teacher's 

assessment of students' performances in these employment positions, 

in order to upgrade instruction given to others. Factor 4 was entitled 

"Interest in Student Development." 
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Table 39 

Factor 4. "Interest in Student Development" 
Self-Rat:ing 

Item Performance Element 

M Support of Student Organizations -
Vocational Industrial Clubs of America 

P Placement and Follow-Up Activities 

Student Ratings 

Factor 
Loading 

0.66136 

0.86619 

Sixteen items on the student rating produced the following 

rotated factor matrix for one factor, as shown in Table 40. These 

factors accounted for 44 percent of the total variance. 

Since only one factor was generated on the student rat:ing, it 

was considered to be a pure factor. Only one item, item M--Support of 

Student Organizations--does not meet the established level of .50. 

Since all other items appeared to measure general teaching performance, 

this factor was labeled "General Teaching Performance." 

Summary of Section IV. 

Factor analysis was used to identify those dimensions which 

were emphasized by each of the groups of raters in order to more fully 

understand the relationship of these factors to teaching performance. 

1. Administrators considered "General Teaching Performance," 

"Professional Development Characteristics," and "Contribution to 

Departmental Goals and Objectives" as important factors in assessing 

the classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial education 

instructors. 
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Table 40 

Factor Loading After Rotations - Student Rating 

Items Factor 1 

A 0.67719 
B 0.66198 
C 0.70084 
D 0.66148 

E 0.71610 

F 0.67071 

G 0.66709 

H 0.65971 
I 0.69421 

J 0.66312 

K 0.58516 

L 0.67958 

M 0.49570 
N 0.65839 
0 0.64864 
p 0.77060 
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2. Supervisors emphasized "Professional Development Character­

istics" and "Relationship to Educational Surroundings" as factors 

important to teaching performance. 

3. Teacher-peers stressed ttGeneral Teaching Performance" and 

"Professional Development Characterisitics" as factors important to 

teaching effectiveness. 

4. Teachers, using self-ratings, emphasized four factors-­

"Relationship to Educational Surroundings," If Professional Motivation," 

"Instructional Organization," and "Interest in Student Developmenttt­

as important to teaching effectiveness. 

5. Students identified only one factor, "General Teaching 

Performance, II as important to the evaluation of classroom teaching 

effectiveness. 



Chapter 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

This study focused on the effects of trade experience, teaching 

experience, and professional education upon the classroom teaching 

performance of vocational industrial education instructors. Other 

writers (Venn, 1964; Barlow, 1967; and Thompson, 1973) have stressed 

the need for research relating to the effects of these variables and 

for implementation of more effective methods of assessing the classroom 

teaching performance of vocational industrial education instructors. 

This chapter attempts to summarize the procedures used in the 

study, draw conclusions about the findings of the study, assess the 

implications for further research, and suggest ways for implementation 

of the results. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND METHOOOLOOY 
USED IN THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of years 

of trade experience, years of teaching experience, and professional 

education on the classroom teaching performance of public secondary 

school vocational industrial education instructors. The study was 

designed to investigate the following specific problems: 

1. What effect does trade experience have upon the classroom 

94 
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teaching performance of vocational industrial education instructors? 

2. What effect does teaching experience have upon the classroom 

teaching performance of vocational industrial education instructors? 

3. What effect do levels of professional education have upon 

the classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial education 

instructors? A related question was concerned with the relationship 

of vocational industrial education courses and professional education 

courses taken by instructors. 

4. What are the interaction effects of the variables of trade 

experience, teaching experience, and professional education? 

5. What differences are there in the ratings given by the 

various groups of raters, specifically, school administrators, super­

visors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students? An 

additional problem was the determination of those factors of teaching 

performance emphasized by each of the five groups. 

The study used a survey approach to assess the the classroom 

teaching performance of vocational industrial education instructors. 

Ratings were obtained from school administrators, supervisors, teacher­

peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students. 

Selected vocational industrial education instructors in Virginia 

public secondary schools and vocational centers were stratified into 

eight sub-groups based upon low and high levels of trade experience, 

teaching experience, and professional education. A sample of 72 

instructors was drawn from the population by the random selection of 

9 instructors from each of the 8 sub-groups. 

Performance rating instruments were developed for the study 
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using the advice of a panel of seven experts. Four ratings were 

developed: one for use by supervisors and administrators, and one each 

for teacher-peers, teachers using a self-rating, and students. These 

instruments were validated by a panel of experts and were subjected to 

a pilot test which utilized the test-retest method to establish relia­

bility. 

Data on the classroom teaching performance of the instructors 

were collected using a mail survey. Classroom teaching performance 

evaluations for each instructor were mailed to the following: (1) one 

school administrator, (2) one supervisor, (3) two teacher-peers, 

(4) each instructor (self-rating), and (5) one class of stUdents. A 

total of 432 ratings were mailed. Follow-up procedures were conducted 

which resulted in a return of 406, or 94 percent of all ratings. 

Data were key-punched and computer analyzed using four statis­

tical tools: multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), chi-square, 

stepwise discriminant analysis, and factor analysis. 

This study was conducted within the confines of the following 

limitations: 

1. Only those vocational industrial education instructors 

employed on a full-time basis in the public secondary schools and 

vocational centers in Virginia were included in the study. 

2. Groups of instructors eliminated from the study included 

those engaged in any phase of health occupations instruction, teachers 

of disadvantaged or handicapped students in vocational industrial educa­

tion programs, and coordinators of Industrial Cooperative Training. 

3. No attempt was made to measure and assess the performance 
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of vocational industrial education instructors in any school activities 

which were not directly related to classroom teaching performance. 

4. No assessment was made of other possible influences upon 

classroom teaching performance,such as the quality of past trade experi­

ence represented by each instructor or other types of teaching experience. 

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 

Four statistical tools were used in the analysis of this study 

to test the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis I. Those instructors having low trade experience 

will receive lower classroom teaching performance ratings than those 

instructors having high trade experience. 

Hypothesis II. Those instructors having low teaching experience 

will receive lower classroom teaching performance ratings than those 

instructors having high teaching experience. 

Hypothesis III. Those instructors having low levels of profes­

sional education will receive lower classroom teaching performance 

ratings than those instructors having high levels of professional educa­

tion. 

Hypothesis IV. There will be significant differences in the 

mean performance ratings of instructors as given by school administrators, 

supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students. 

Summary of the Findings in Section I. 

As a result of the use of MANOVA to test for significant differ­

ences in the mean performance ratings of those instructors with low and 
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high levels of trade experience, teaching experience, and professional 

education, Hypotheses I, II, and III were not retained. It was concluded 

that there are no differences ( a = .05) in the mean performance ratings 

of vocational industrial education instructors as rated by school admin­

istrators, supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, and 

students, when analyzed together. 

Further analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test for dif­

ferences in the mean ratings of vocational industrial education instruc­

tors on single variable comparisons. The mean performance ratings for 

those instructors having low and high trade experience were found to be 

significantly different (p < .05) when rated by school administrators. 

When rated by supervisors, the interaction effects of trade 

experience and hours of education caused the mean performance ratings 

of vocational industrial education instructors to be significantly 

different ( a = .05). 

The mean performance ratings for those instructors having low 

trade experience and high trade experience were found to be significantly 

different (p < .05) when rated by instructors on a self-rating. 

The difference in the mean performance ratings for those 

instructors with low levels of professional education and those 

instructors with high levels of professional education were statistically 

significant (.05 level) when rated by vocational industrial education 

instructors on a self-rating. 

Summary of the Findings in Section II. 

It seemed highly likely that there would be a relationship between 

professional education and vocational industrial education levels 
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attained by vocational industrial education instructors. 

It was conjectured that those instructors with high hours of 

professional education would also have high hours in vocational indus­

trial education, since instructors are required to complete 12 semester 

hours of credit every 5 years (1973b:42) with most of this course work 

taken in vocational industrial education. 

To test this relationsbdp, frequency counts were made of those 

instructors with high and low levels of professional education and those 

with high and low levels of vocational industrial education. The chi­

square t~st was used to examine this relationship. As a result of this 

analysis, it was concluded that there was a significant ( a = .05) 

relationship between these two measures. 

Summary of the Findings in Section III. 

Stepwise discriminant analysis was used to determine if there 

were differences between the mean group ratings of the five groups of 

raters and to determine those dimensions which separated these groups. 

On the basis of this analysis, it was concluded that there are signif­

icant (p < .05) differences in the mean performance ratings of the five 

groups of raters. Consequently, Hypothesis IV was retained. 

Furthermore, an F-matrix comparison of group means indicated that 

there were no significant (a = .05) differences in the mean performance 

ratings of school administrators and supervisors or administrators 

and teacher-peers. The mean ratings were significantly (a = .05) 

different for teachers (self-rating) and administrators; supervisors 

and teacher-peers; teacher-peers and teachers (self-rating); and 
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administrators and students. Group mean ratings were also significantly 

((l = .05) different for supervisors and students; teacher-peers and 

students. 

Three dimensions were found to contribute significantly «(l = .05) 

to the group mean differences. These dimensions were identified and 

titled in a manner which appeared to the researcher as consistent with 

the items they contained. The three factors were called "Teaching 

Proficiency," U Instruct or 's Ability to Promote Learning, ft and "Relation­

ship to Educational Surroundings." 

Summary of the Findings in Section IV. 

Factor analysis was used to identify those factors which were 

emphasized by each of the rating groups in evaluating classroom teaching 

performance. 

Administrators stressed the importance of three factors which 

were identified as "General Teaching Performance," "Professional Develop­

ment Characteristics," and "Contribution to Departmental Goals and 

Objectives." 

Supervisors emphasized "Professional Development Characteristics" 

and "Relations hip to Educational Surroundings. fI 

Teacher-peers stressed "General Teaching Performance" and 

"Professional Development Characteristics" as factors important to 

teaching effectiveness. 

Teachers, using self-ratings, emphasized four factors. Those 

factors were identified as "Relationship to Educational Surroundings,1t 

"Professional Motivation," "Instructional Organization," and "Interest 

in· Student Development." 
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students identified only one factor important to teacher perfor­

mance which was identified as "General Teaching Performance." 

CONCLUSIONS OF THE STUDY 

Based upon the findings of this study and upon the appropri­

ateness of the instruments designed for this study to effectively 

measure the classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial 

education instructors, the following conclusions are drawn: 

1. Classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial 

education instructors is not significantly (a .05) influenced by 

varying levels of trade experience, teaching experience, and profes­

sional education when ratings given by school administrators, super­

visors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students are 

analyzed together. 

2. Increased trade experience does significantly (p < .05) 

affect classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial educa­

tion instructors when rated by school administrators. 

3. Classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial 

education instructors is significantly ( a. = .05) influenced by the 

interaction effects of trade experience and hours of education when 

rated by supervisors. 

4. Increased trade experience does significantly (a = .05) 

influence the classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial 

education instructors when rated by instructors on a self-rating. 

5. Classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial 

education instructors is significantly (ex = .05) affected by levels of 
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professional education when rated by instructors on a self-rating. 

6. Instructors with high levels of professional education also 

have high levels of vocational industrial education. 

7. There are no significant (a = .05) differences in the per­

formance ratings given by school administrators, supervisors, teacher­

peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students. Therefore, all five 

groups should be used in order to adequately assess the classroom 

teaching performance of vocational industrial education instructors. 

8. The dimensions of "Teaching Proficiency,tt "Instructor's 

Ability to Promote Learning," and "Relationship to Educational Sur­

roundings" separated the performance evaluations of the five rating 

groups. If these dimensions are used as a base for the classroom 

teaching performance evaluation of vocational industrial education 

instructors, data from the evaluations of the five groups should be 

treated separately. 

9. Administrators, supervisors, and teacher-peers rate 

similarly when evaluating the classroom teaching performance of voca­

tional industrial education instructors. Teachers (self-rating) and 

students rate differently from other groups and from each other. 

10. The factors of "General Teaching Performance" and "Profes­

sional Development Characteristics" would serve as an adequate base 

upon which to develop a teaching performance evaluation for use by 

administrators and teacher-peers. "Gerneral Teaching Performance" would 

serve as an adequate base upon which to build a performance rating 

instrument for use by school administrators, teacher-peers, and students. 
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RELATIONSHIP OF THIS STUDY TO OTHER RELATED RESEARCH 

This research supports the study of Pfahl (1971:1-94) who con­

cluded that the amount of formal education a teacher has completed affects 

his classroom teaching performance when rated by certain groups. It also 

supports the work of Musgrove (1968:1-100) who concluded the following: 

1. There was a positive relationship between occupational 

experience and teacher effectiveness when measured on a teacher self­

rating. 

2. There were no relationships between occupational experience 

and teacher effectiveness when rated by supervisors and students.' 

3. When rated by students and teachers on a self-rating, there 

were no significant relationships between the amount of teaching experi­

ence and teacher effectiveness • 

. 4. The supervisor ratings indicated no relationship between the 

amount of college training and vocational industrial education teacher 

effectiveness. 

Further, this study tended to refute the finding by Musgrove 

(1968:1-100) of a positive relationship between the amount of teaching 

experience and teacher effectiveness when rated by supervisors. 

No differences (a = .05) were found in the mean performance 

ratings of supervisors for those instructors with low and high teaChing 

experience. 

It is difficult to draw conclusions of either support or refuta­

tion of the research by Croom (1972:1-152) in which it was concluded 

that professional education was not found to contribute significantly 
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to the classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial education 

instructors. Croom's study was based primarily upon instructors who 

had completed cOllege. 

GENERAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 

Extrapolating beyond the results of this study, it is important 

to note the possible causes which lead to the foregoing conclusions. 

The reader is cautioned that other intervening variables may also have 

caused or contributed to the results obtained in this study, in addition 

to those mentioned below. 

This section is presented in four parts, reviewing Sections I, 

II, III, and IV of Chapter 4. 

Implications of Section I. 

Multivariate analysis of variance was used to test differences 

in teaching performance among instructors having different levels of 

trade experience, teaching experience, and professional education, as 

rated by the five groups of raters. 

In assessing the results of these ratings, it is important to 

note the probable causes which lead to the differences in mean ratings 

among groups of raters. 

When rated by administrators, the differences in the means for 

those instructors with low and high trade experience were statistically 

significant (a = .05). However, supervisors did not rate instructors 

with low trade experience significantly different (a = .05) from those 

with high trade experience. Several factors may account for these 

differences. 
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The effects of trade experience upon the classroom teaching 

performance of vocational industrial education instructors has been 

stressed to the point that administrators would possibly tend to 

believe it without question. This "halo" effect may have influenced 

the ratings given to those instructors with high trade experience, 

causing them to receive higher scores. 

It might be expected that administrators could equate the 

positive effects of an extensive background of trade experience and 

effective classroom performance. This would increase the natural 

tendency to judge those instructors rated high in trade experience 

more positively than those who were classed as low in trade experience. 

Supervisors, on the other hand, may not rate instructors with 

low trade experience differently from those with high trade experience 

because they consider other factors to be equally as important. While 

they may value the positive effects of increased trade experience with 

its influence on classroom teaching performance, supervisors are often 

not as close to the day-to-day activities of instructors and consider 

the other factors of teaching experience and professional education to 

be equally as important. This may account also for the interaction 

effects of trade experience and professional education. Supervisors, 

when rating the classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial 

education instructors, probably consider the importance of numerous 

related factors. For example, supervisors encourage instructors to 

enroll in professional education courses and possibly consider comple­

tion of such courses equally as important as trade experience. 
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Vocational industrial education instructors, using a self-rating, 

perhaps rated themselves differently with respect to low and high trade 

experience because they related trade experience with the subject matter 

being taught. Consequently, those with higher trade experience may 

feel more confident with the information they are trying to convey to 

the students than those who have less experience. 

Mean ratings as given by instructors on a self-rating were 

different for low and high professional education level instructors. It 

is a possibility that those instructors with higher levels of education 

possess a greater degree of confidence in their teaching ability because 

of the influence of their associations with peers at class sessions and 

the subsequent exchanges of information and experiences which result 

from these classes. 

The increase in levels of professional education most often 

coincided with increased teaching experience and it is interesting to 

observe that differences in the mean performance ratings of low and 

high teaching experience instructors were not statistically significant 

( a = .05). This obvious disparity might lead one to conclude that 

credit hours earned in professional education are a more influential 

factor upon classroom teaching performance that years of teaching 

experience. 

An increase in the level of professional education cannot be 

.distinctly separated from increased teaching experience. Vocational 

industrial education instructors who possess increased teaching experi­

ence must, by State Department of Education regulations (1973b:42), 

attain increased levels of professional education. 
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Implications of Section II. 

The chi-square test was used to determine the relationship 

between professional education levels and vocational industrial education 

levels of instructors. Results showed that there was a relationship in 

the levels of professional education and vocational industrial education 

of instructors. 

This relationship would imply that either the total hours earned 

in professional education courses or hours earned in vocational indus­

trial education courses could be used to assess the probable classroom 

teaching performance of vocational industrial education instructors 

when rated by certain groups of raters. Because of the emphasis placed 

on acquiring these courses in their subject field, however, most 

instructors enroll in classes dealing with the pedagogy of vocational­

technical education, vocational education, or vocational industrial 

education. 

Implications of Section III. 

Stepwise discriminant analysis was used to test the differences 

in the mean performance ratings of school administrators, supervisors, 

teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, and stUdents. It was also 

used to name the dimensions which separated these groups. 

This analysis indicated that there were differences in the mean 

group ratings of the five groups. There are several reasons which may 

account for this discrimination. 

Various groups, when evaluating teacher performance, look for 

different factors on which to judge the effectiveness of the individual 
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instructor. The school administrator, for example, may be concerned 

with the manner in which the instructor handles individual discipline 

problems which arise, while students give a higher performance rating 

to those instructors who possess such qualities as fairness and humor. 

Individual groups of raters could possess different levels of 

evaluative abilities. School administrators and supervisors are usually 

trained in the skills of teacher evaluation, or at least they often 

possess more experience in this area. Teacher-peers, teachers, and 

students may not have had this depth of experience. Consequently, 

varying levels of skill in evaluation could produce different group 

mean ratings. This is not to imply, however, that the ratings of 

teachers, teacher-peers, and students are inferior or superior to the 

evaluations of persons trained in teacher performance assessment. It 

is concluded only that the level of evaluative ability may account for 

differences in the ratings. 

Related to the preceding discussion is the possible influence 

of other variables such as educational attainment of the groups of 

raters, motivation, and attitudes toward the process of evaluation. 

Each individual who contributes his evaluation of an instructor may, 

indeed, put some of his own individual personality and biases into 

the evaluation. One might expect, for example, that the attitude of 

an instructor toward a self-rating would be different from that of an 

administrator who provides an evaluation of the instructor. It might 

also be expected that supervisors would be more conscientious in 

evaluating teaching performance than would teachers on a self-rating, 

possibly because they would tend to be less biased in their analysis. 
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It was interesting to note the clustering of groups on the 

three dimensions. Dimensions I, II, and III did not discriminate admin­

istrators, supervisors, and teacher-peers. The results did show that 

administrators rated similarly to supervisors and to teacher-peers. The 

function of the former two groups is administration. Consequently, one 

might expect that there would be a relatively small amount of variance 

between them. Evidently, however, teacher-peers also cast themselves in 

an administrative role when rating other instructors. 

ImPlications of Section IV. 

Factor analysis was used to name the factors emphasized by each 

of the five groups. 

Each of the three factors identified on the school administrator 

ratings-If General Teaching Performance," "Professional Development 

Characteristics," and "Contribution to Departmental Goals and Objectives tt-

are factors which are important to the overall success of the goals and 

objectives in each school. As a result, it appears logical that admin­

istrators would place considerable emphasis on these factors in evaluating 

classroom teaChing performance. 

Supervisors identified ttprofessional Development Characteristics" 

and "Relationship to Educational Surroundings" as factors of importance 

in assessing teacher performance. It would be expected that supervisors 

would rate similarly with administrators on this factor inasmuch as they 

are also judging the instructor from an administrative viewpoint. 

Supervisors are also concerned, and have a major responsibili~y for, 

such facets of teaching performance as classroom organization, the use 

and care of facilities and equipment, and ability of the teacher to 
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motivate students. Consequently, supervisors would be expected to 

emphasize the factor of "Relationship to Educational Surroundings." 

Teacher-peers stressed the importance of "Professional Develop­

ment Characteristics" and "General Teaching Performance. 1f It would 

appear that teacher-peers failed to stress anyone single factor, as 

those two inclusive factors appear to rate the overall ability of an 

instructor. One would expect teacher-peers to rate the elements of 

instructional methods and laboratory organization as being more impor­

tant to teaching performance, inasmuch as teacher-peers are not as 

concerned with performance from an administrative standpoint. 

Tea~hers, when making an evaluation of their own teaching 

performance, consider several factors as important to successful 

instruction. It app~ars that they feel a need to relate to both 

students and faculty, as well as give consideration to the importance 

of other physical factors entitled "Educational Surroundings. u Voca­

tional industrial education instructors receive considerable profes­

sional training in education classes and in-service training sessions 

in the aforementioned areas, and this appears to be reflected in their 

performance ratings. With regard to the factor of "Educational Sur­

roundings ," instructors are encouraged to participate in educational 

organizations and to seek every opportunity to improve upon their 

instructional organization and teaching methods. Consequently, this 

may have been reflected in the teacher-peer ratings. 

One of the important features of vocational industrial education 

is the use of Vocational Industrial Clubs of America (VICA) activities 

to promote the development of democratic ideals and interest in stUdents. 
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At the same time increased emphasis is being placed on the instructor's 

participation in securing job placements for students. Again, there 

appeared to be a relationship between the emphasis on VICA activities, 

placement and follow-up activities, and instructors' ratings in the 

category of "Interest in Student Development." 

Students obviously do not consider anyone factor as most impor­

tant in assessing classroom teaching performance. This finding could be 

attributed to their lack of knowledge concerning the importance of other 

factors such as relationship to others on the faculty or their lack of 

ability to fully judge such factors. They may a.lso have failed to place 

greater emphasis on one particular factor because they possess a greater 

degree of objectivity than either of the remaining groups or oecause they 

had no prior knowledge of the instructor and his background. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Based on the findings and procedures of this research, the 

following implications may be deducted for future study: 

1. This study should be replicated to add validity to the 

research procedure and methodology. 

2. A research effort should be directed specifically at other 

influences, such as the quality and type of trade experiences, or 

"teaching" experience gained in the military, to determine the effects 

on the classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial education 

instructors. Included for consideration could be a study of the levels 

of academic achievement attained in professional education classes. 

3. A study should be aimed at a comparison of the effects of 
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credit hours earned in vocational industrial education as opposed to 

the effects of hours of credit earned in other college level courses, 

either in non-education courses, education courses, or both • 

. 4. The concept of classroom teaching performance should be 

expanded to include other factors of the total performance of vocational 

industrial education instructors within the school such as extra­

curricular activities and support of athletic events. A study should 

be made of the effects of the variables used in this study upon this 

concept of performance. 

5. The implications of this study suggest that future stUdies 

might deal with each of the performance rating factors emphasized by the 

five rating groups to assess how they are affected by the variables of 

trade experience, teaching experienqe, and professional education. 

6. This study made no attempt to identify the variable or 

variables which had the greater effect upon classroom teaching perfor­

mance of vocational industrial education instructors. It is recommended 

that future studies deal with this question. 

7. The study should be replicated using a sample of instructors 

drawn from all geographic locations in the United states. 

8. Future stUdies should be concerned with an assessment of the 

changes in the classroom teaching performance of those instructors who 

are just beginning their teaching careers and their performance after 

having acquired additional levels of education and teaching experience. 

9. It is recommended that future research studies deal with 

further interpretation and assessment of classroom teaching performance 

of vocational industrial education instructors. 
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PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The reader is cautioned to consider potential intervening 

variables in making application of the results. Extrapolating beyond 

the results, some potential implications are: 

1. Results of this study should be made available to those 

institutions where undergraduate and graduate degree programs are 

available in vocational industrial education. 

2. This study should be disseminated to the State Department of 

Education for consideration in assessing the certification requirements 

of vocational industrial education instructors. 

3. Results of this study should be made available to local 

school divisions for consideration in employment of vocational 

industrial education instructors. Implications for consideration 

may include one or more of the following: 

Administrators would seem to prefer individuals with more 

than five years of trade experience. 

Supervisors tend to prefer vocational industrial education 

instructors with not only high trade experience, but also with high 

education. 

Inasmuch as high trade experience instructors considered 

themselves better teachers, implications extrapolated beyond the 

results of this study would infer that increased levels of trade 

experience lead to increased levels of confidence in the self-concepts 

possessed by vocational industrial education instructors. 

Teachers with high professional education considered themselves 
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better instructors, therefore, extrapolating beyond the scope of this 

study it could be concluded that the self-concepts of high education 

instructors are better than those of low education instructors. 

4. Results of this study should be made available to local 

school divisions for possible consideration in establishing salary 

schedules based upon recognition of trade experience in lieu of teaching 

experience for vocational industrial education instructors. 

5. Performance rating instruments designed for this study 

should be further developed and tested for 'possible widespread use 

in evaluating the classroom teaching performance of vocational indus­

trial education instructors. 
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APPENDIX A. 

Performance Rating Instruments 

(Not to be reproduced) 

SUPERVISOR AND ADMINISTRATOR RATING OF THE TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL 
EDUCATION TEACHER'S CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE 

by: Ned K. Swartz 
Directions: 

Operationally defined, classroom teaching performance involves those activities 
relating to or occurring within the classroom or laboratory setting over which the 
trade and industrial education teacher has control t direction, supervision, and 
responsibility. On this basis this instrument was constructed using sixteen performance 
factors considered to be important for effective classroom teaching and an overall 
rating. In each category statements or questions have been included to direct your 
appraisal within that item. 

Please rate by placing a circle around number which most 
nearly reflects your opinions and observations of this teacher, the scale of 
1 (lowest rating) to 5 (highest rating) as provided. It is most important that you 
evaluate each of the factors A-Q. 

Please return your completed instrument in the stamped, self-addressed envelope 
by , 1974. 
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A. "PROFESSIOOALISM" - PERSONAL CHARACTEHISTICS 

Does this instructor maintain those standards of conduct 
(including dress) and morality which are expected of all pro­
fessional staff members? Does he possess those personal charac­
teristics which you feel to be conducive to helping stUdents of 
this age group learn? 

B. "PROFESSIONALISM" - STAFF RELATIONS 

Is he cooperative with you and other school administrators? 
With other staff members? Is he respected by others on the staff? 
Does the performance of this instructor support the overall 
educational objective of working as a team to educate young people? 

C. "PROFESSIONALISM" - EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Is he active in those organizations which are dedicated to 
the c'1J"ichment of educational opportunities, such as local, st<'lte, 
and national education a~so~iations; or community service organi­
zA.tions? To the best of your knowlC'dge, does he use published 
materials (such as research reports and professional journals) 
and does he participate in educational seminars and meetings to 
increase his level of classroom proficiency? 
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APPENDIX A. (Continued) 

SA-2 

l-DTIVATION OF STUDENTS 

Does this instructor encourage creativity and individualism 
among his students? Does he encourage students to perform to the 
best of their abilities in every task which they undertake? Are 
students' opinions and ideas 90ught and used in accompljshing 
tasks and solving problems in the classroom? 

CLASSROOM COO'TROL 

Does this instructor maintain control of the classroom 
environment, providing for a situation where there is mutual 
respect between students and teacher? Does he treat students 
fairly? 

VOCATIONAL SUBJECT KNOWLEDGE 

Does this instructor possess a high degree of skill in his 
trade area? Does he keep abreast of new developments in this 
trade by periodically attending in-service and college ch.sses 
designed to upgrade his skills and teaching methods? Is he 
proficient in the use of the tools and equipment employed for 
student instruction? 

TEACHER INTEREST IN EDUCATION 

Is this instructor enthusiastic about teaching and working 
with young people? Is he interested in this vocational subject 
and is he dedicated to the development of all young people to 
their fullest possible potential? 

1 2 .3 4 5 H. ORGANIZATION 

12.3 4 5 

Does this instructor prepare a course outline, listing all 
activities, with expected outcomes? Are all facets of his instruc­
tion based upon this outline? Are classroom-labOl'atory activities 
arranged into a logical pattern on a day-to-day basis? Is class­
room time used wisely? 

I. COURSE CONTENT 

Is a trade advisory committee used as a msans of revising 
and upgrading the skills taught and information provided to stu­
dents? Is the course content relevant to student needs, refJecting 
those skills necessary for successful employment in this particular 
trade? Is the overall course planned to provide a c]ear line of 
progression from one segment to another, avoiding repetition of 
previously studied material? 

1 2 3 4 5 J. COMMUNICATION SKILLS 

Does this instructor possess the skills needed to express 
himself, both orally and in writing, clearly and precisely using 
acceptable grammar and sentence structure? 
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APPENDIX A. (Continued) 

SA-3 

TEACHING METHODS 

Does he use a variety of teaching methods such as lectures, 
lectur~emonstrations, films, outside speakers, field trips, 
bulletin board displays and wall charts? Is he willing to eval­
uate new teaching techniques? 

EVALUATION TECHNIQUES 

Are students graded fairly? Are they tested on the basis of 
stated objectives, using a variety of performance devices such as 
written and oral tests, actual performance tests, projects and 
term papers? Does this instructor constantly seek to j.mprove his 
evaluative skills? Are students given the ('pportunity to participate 
in their own evaluation and analysis of the evaluative outcomes? 

SUPPORT OF STUDENT ORGANIZATIONS - V. I. C. A. 

Does this instructor maintain or support an active Vocational 
Industrial Clubs of America chapter? Is he active in the district, 
state and national organizations of VICA through his work in prl~ 
moting their activities nnd programs? Are classroom activities 
directed around the aims and objectives of VICA? 

1 2 3 4 5 N. USE AND CARE OF PHYSICAL FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 

Does this instructor attempt to make the best possible use of 
available classrooms and equipment? Does he properly maultain power 
and hand tools? Are the classrooms and laboratories clean, neat 
and organized? 

1 2 3 1+ 5 o. SAFETY AND SAFETY INSTRUCTION 

Are students given instruction on the proper use and care of 
hrold and power equipment? Are safety charts used in the classroom 
or laboratory? Has all power equipment been color coded and equipped 
with the proper safety shields? Are stUdents encouraged to practice 
safe working habits? Does he comply ~~th state safety laws, such as 
the required use of E~ye protection devices, and does he follow othf~r 
recommnnded safety practices? 

1 :2 3 4 5 P. PLAG~~T AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITn:S 

Does he assist students completing his courses in finding 
RpprClpriate employment, either throueh his cooperation with the 
guidance department cr by i.r1dividual initiative? Does he make 
follClw-up contacts with former students, either through individual 
action or by providing assistance to guid:mce counselors? 

1. 2 3 4 5 Q. OVERAll.. PERFORMANCE 

How would you describe the overoll classroom and laboratory 
teaching performance of this vocational instructor? 
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TEACHER PEER RATING OF THE TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHER'S CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE 

by: Ned K. Swartz 
Directions: 

Operationally defined, classroom teaching performance involves those activities 
relating to or occurring within the classroom or laboratory setting over which the 
trade and industrial education teacher has control, direction, supervision and 
responsibility. On this basis this :instrument was constructed using sixteen perfor"mance 
factors considered to be important for effective classroom teaching and an overall 
rating. In each category statements or questions have been included to direct your 
appraisal within that item. 

Please rate by placing a circle around the number which most 
neorly reflects your opinions and observations of this teacher, using the scale of 
1 (lowest rating) to 5 (highest rating) as provided. It is most important that you 
evaluate each of the factors A-Q. 

Please return your completed instrument in the stamped, self-addressed envelope 
by , 1974. 
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"PROFESSIONALISM" - PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Does this instructor maintain those standards of conduct 
(including dress) and morality which are expected of all pro­
fessional staff members? Does he possess those personal charac­
teristics which you feel to be conducive to helping students of 
this age group learn? 

"PROFESSIONALISM" - STAFF RELATIONS 

Is he cooperative with the administrative and instructional 
staffs? Is he respected by others in the teaching profession? 
Is he df!dicated to "c:rrrying his sh.'U'e" when assiened tasks :md 
responsibilities with others on the staff? Is he willing to help 
other teachers? Is he willing to accept help and appropriate 
suggestions from other teachers? 

"PROFESS IONALISM" - EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Is he active in professional and community"organizations? 
Does he participate in professional meetings, semll1ars, and In­
servtce acttvities to improve his instructionnl proficiency? 
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TPRr-2 

KJI'IVATlOO' OF STUDENTS 

Does this instructor encourage creativity and individualism 
among his students? Does he encourage students to perform to the 
best of their abilities in every task which they undertake? Are 
students' opinions and ideas sought and used in accomplishing 
tasks and solving problems in the classroom? 

CLASSROOM CONTROL 

Does this instructor maintain control of his classroom 
environment, providing for a situation of mutual respect between 
students and teacher? Does he treat students fairly? 

1 2 3 4 5 F. VOCATIONAL SUBJECT KNOWLEDGE 

Does this instructor possess a high degree of skill in his 
trade area? Does he keep abreast of new developments in this trade 
by periodically attending in-service and college classes designed 
to upgrade his skills and teaching methods? Is he proficient in 
the use of the tools and equipment employed for student instruction? 

1 2 3 4 5 G. INTEREST IN EDUCATIOO 

Is he enthusiastic about teaching as a profession? Does he 
like to work with young people? Is he interested in t~ts vocational 
subject and in preparing young people to enter the world of work? 

1 2 3 4 5 H. ORGANIZATION 

Does this instructor prepare a course outline which lists 
all classroom and laboratory activities with expected behavioral 
outcomes? Are classroom-laboratory activities arranged into a 
logical pattern on a day-to-day basis? Is classroom time used 
wisely? Is the organization of his instructional activities 
supportive of over-all departmental objectives? . 

1 2 3 4 5 I. COURSE COOTENT 

Does he use a trade advisory committee to upgrade and revise 
the skills taught and information provided to students? Is the 
course content relevant to student needs, reflecting those skills 
necessary for successful employment in this trRde? Is the overall 
course planned to provide a clear line of progression frem one seg­
ment to another, avoiding repetition of previously studied material? 
Are stud~nts informed of the desired instructional outcomes of the 
course? 

1 2 3 4 5 J. COMMUNICATION SKILLS 

Can this instructor express himself t both orally and in 
writing, clearly and precisely, us ing acceptable grammar and 
sentence structure? Is he able to speak before a group? Does 
he have difficulty preparing tests and reports? 
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TPR-3 

TEACHlNG METHODS 

Does he use a variety of teaching methods fmch as lectures, 
lecture-demonstrations t films, filmstrips, outside speakers, wall 
charts, field trips and bulletin board displays? Is he willing 
to evaluate new teaching techniques? 

EVALUATION TECHNIQUES 

Are students graded fairly? Are they tested on the basjs of 
stated objectives,using a variety of evaluative devices such as 
written and oral tests, actual performance tests, projects and 
term papers? Does he seck the opinions of other staff members 
when in doubt about the performance of a given student? Are 
students given the opportunity to participate in their own evaluation? 

SUPPORT OF V.I.C.A. 

Does this instructor carry his share of the responsibility 
in the operation of a VICA chapter in your school? In the activities 
of the district, state and national levels? Is he enthusiastic about 
VICA and does he encourage students to participate ll1 the activities 
of this organization? Does he incorporate the aims and objectives 
of VICA into his classroom instruction? 

1 2 3 4 5 N. USE AND CARE OF PHYSICAL FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 

Does this instructor attempt to make the best possible use of 
available classrooms and equipment? Does he properly maintain 
power and hand tools? Are his classrooms and laboratories clean, 
neat and organized? Does he assist others in the vocational de­
partment in the proper maintenance, care and use of the physical 
facilities and items of equipment? 

1 2 3 4 5 o. SAFETY AND SAFETY INSTRUCTION 

Are students given instruction on the proper use and care of 
hand tools and equipment? Does he make use of safety charts Md 
color coding? Has all power equipment been equipped with the proper 
safety shields? Are students encouraged to practice safety within 
the laboratory? Does he comply with state safety laws, such as the 
required use of eye protection devices, and does he follow other 
recommended safety practices? 

1 2 3 4 5 P. PLACEMENT AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES 

Does he assist students completine hi~ course in finding 
appropriate employment, either through his cooperation with the 
guidance department or by individual iniative? Does he make follow­
up contRcts with former students, or does he assist in this process? 

1 2 3 4 5 Q. OVERALL PERFORMANCE 

How would you rate the overall classroom and laboratory 
teaching performance of this vocational instructor? 
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SELF RATmG OF THE TRADE AND mDUSTRIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHER'S CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE 

Directions I 
by: Ned K. Swartz 

Operationally defined, claAsroom teaching performance involves those activities 
relating to or occurring within the classroom or laboratory setting over which the 
trade and industrial education teacher has control, direction, supervision and re­
sponsibility. On this bRsis this instrument was constructed using sixteen performance 
factors considered to be important for effective classroom teaching and an overall 
rating. In each category statements or questions have been included to direct your 
appraisal within that item. 

Please rate lOurs~ as fairly and objectiveJy as possible on your classroom 
performance, using the scale of 1 (lowe~t rating) to 5 (highest rating) as provided. 
It is most important that you rate each it-em A-Q. 

(I.) 
bO ro 
#-! 

#-! (I.) 
0 ~ 0 
P. ;r; 
t;- o 

rl 
(I.) J5 P-

i 2 

1 2 

1. 2 

Please return your completed rating in the self-addressed, stamped envelope by 
__________ ,1974-
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A. 

B. 

C. 

"PROFESSIONALISM" - PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

I maintain the standards of conduct, dress and morality which 
are expected of others on the professional staff. I possess those 
personal characteristics which are conducive to learning and growth 
by students of this ~e group. I do not have annoying mannerisms 
(such as a bad temper) which prohibit their desire to succeed. 

"PROFESSIONALISM" - STAFF RELATIONS 

I attempt to cooperate with local, district and state adminis-
trative ~nd instructional personnel. I am resp~cted by other teachers, 
and I respect them. I am d~dicatcd to working as a team member for 
th0 bette:rment of the educational opportunHies provided young people. 

tlPROFE8SIONATJ ISM" - EDUCATIONAL ORGANI7.ATIONS 

I :J.lll a:tive in those profesGional orgnnizAtions which seek to 
improve th8 qt'l1lity of teaching and learr.:iJ1e. I moke use of the 
p~lbl:i(!at~ons, in-service mnc":.inf:',s, and GPm:in,:1rr, of these organi7.a­
t1.ons for the impro-rement 0f my cl:::tssroom teaching performance. 
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SR-2 

I«Yl'IVATlOO OF STUDENTS 

I encourage creativity and individualism among my students. 
They are motivated to perform to the best of their abilities in 
every task which they undertake. I seek students' opinions and 
ideas in accomplishing tasks and solving problems in the classroom 
or laboratory setting. 

CLASSROOM CONTROL 

I maintain control of the classroom environment in a manner 
which elicits mutual respect between teacher and students. 1 am 
impartial in my dealings with students t respecting their rights 
as individuals. I earn the respect of my students rather than 
demand respect through coercive methods. 

VOCATIONAL SUBJECT KNOWLEDGE 

I possess a high degree of knowledge and skill in my trade 
area. I attempt to keep abreast of new developments in the trade 
by periodically attending in-service and college courses designed 
to upgrade my skills and teaching methods. I am skilled in the 
use of tools and equipment employed in providing instruction. 

mTmEST IN TEACHmG 

I am enthusiastic about teaching and working with young people. 
I am interested in imparting my trade skills to all young people 
who have a desire to learn this skill. 

ORGAN IZAT100 

I maintain a thorough, up-to-date course outline based upon 
stRte an~ local recommendations, which list all activities with 
expected outcomes. My classroom-laboratory activities are arranged 
into a log:i_cal pattern on a day-to-day basis :in order to meet these 
goals. Classroom and laboratory time is used wisely. 

COURSE CONTENT 

I fT'ak~ use of 13. trade advisory committee to assist in the up­
dl'lting and revision of skills taught and information provided to 
students. The course content is relevant to student needs, reflecting 
thOS8 skills necessary for successful emplo;yment in this trade. The 
over::tll course is planned to provide a clenr line of progression 
from one segment to another, avoiding repetition of previously 
studied material. 

1 ~ 3 4 5 J. COMMUNICATICIl SKULS 

I possess the skills needed to express ~selff both orally and 
in writing, clearly and precisely, using acceptable grammar and sen­
tence structure. I continually try to evaluate myself for the im­
provement of any deficiencies I may have in these areas. 
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SR-.3 

TEACHING METHODS 

I use a variety of teaching methods such as lectures, 
lecture-demonstrations, films, outside speakers, field trips, 
filmstrips, bulletin board displ~ys, and wall charts. I am 
willing to evaluate new teaching techniques. 

EVALUATION TECHNIQUES 

I attempt to grade students fairly on the basis of their 
present capability. I evaluate them on the basis of stated ob­
jectives using a variety of performance devices such as written 
and oral tests, actual performance tests, projects and term papers. 
I allow students to participate in their own evaluation and subse­
quent analysis of the evaluative outcomes. 

1 2 .3 4 5 M. SUPPORT OF STUDENT ORGANIZATIONS - V.I.C.A. 

I operate or support an active VICA chapter, and participate 
in the work of this organization at thp district, state and local 
levels. I encourage student participation in VICA activities and 
direct classroom activities around its aims and objectives. 

1 2 .3 I.. 5 N. USE AND CARE OF PHYSICAL FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 

I attempt to make the best possible use of all available class­
rooms and equipment. I properly maintain all power and hand tools. 
Classrooms and laboratories are clean, neat, and well-organized and 
I require stUdents to develop habits in support of this objective. 

1 2 .3 4 5 o. SAFETY AND SAFETY JNSTRUCTION 

Students are provided instruction on the proper use and care 
of hand and power equipment. I have color-coded all items of power 
equipment and provide safety charts which promote safe working prac­
tices. I stress the importance of safety shields on power equipment. 
I comply with state safety laws, such as the required use of eye 
protection devices, and I follow other recommended safety practices. 

1 2 .3 h 5 P. PLACEMENT AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES 

I assist students and the guidance service of my school in 
locating suitable employment for vocational ~raduatcs. I conduct 
or assist in conducting follow-up studies of formr'r vocational 
students to deternrl.nc the effectiv('ness in training grnduates who 
have a saleable skill. 

1 2 .3 4 5 Q. OVERALL PERFORMANCE 

I would rate my overall classroom and laboratory teaching 
performance as 
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Directions: 

STUDENT RATING OF THE TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHER'S CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE 

by - Ned K. Swartz 

Think about the teachers you have known that you consider to be Itgood instructors" 
becBuse they possessed those qualities which you consider to be important for good 
teaching. Using this information, rate your trade teacher on a scale of 1 (lowest 
rating) to 5 (highest rating) as shown below. Circle the number which most clearly 
represents your opinion for each section. QuestIO"il'S"have been asked to increase your 
understanding of the factors used to measure classroom teaching performance. 

Do not discuss this rating form or your answers with other students. It is to 
be your own opinions of your teacher. 

Be sure you rate each item A-P. A blank on any answer will automatically dis­
qualify your rating. When you are finished, the person in charge will collect this 
form. 
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5 A. 'tPROFESSIONALISM" - PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Does your instructor dress neatly and suitably for the type 
of activities you have in class? Is his behavior (such as language, 
actions, and opinions) in keeping with the respect you feel you 
should have for teachers? Does he have any annoying mannerisms 
(such as speech habits and gestures) which have an effect on your 
opportunity to learn? 

1 2 .3 4 5 B. "PROFESSIONALISM-t - STAFF RELATIONS 

Does he respect other teachers and the administrators of your 
school? Is he willing to help other teachp.rs with their problems? 
Do other teachers respect him? 

1. :2 3 h 5 c. RELATIONSHIP WITH STUDENTS 

Do you feel that your instructor enjoys helping young people? 
Is he considerate of their feelings? Is he patient, friendly, a~d 
helpful? Does he show a genuine interest in All stud<.;nts? 
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S-2 

MJTIV AT ION OF STUDENTS 

Are students' opinions used in deciding how to solve problems 
and how to get work done in the classroom or laboratory? Are 
students' ideas valued by your instructor? Are you encouraged to 
do your best in every job or task you attempt? Are you encouraged 
to explore new ideas? 

CLASSROOM CONTROL 

Does your instructor maintain control of the classroom or 
laboratory? Is he fair in his treatment of students? Is he 
respected by your classmates and by you? 

VOCATIONAL SUBJECT KNOWLEDGE 

Does your instructor demonstrate a thorough knowledge and under­
standing of the trade and industrial education subject in which he 
is teaching? Is he skilled in the use of tools and equipment of 
the trade? Are the skills which he teaches up-to-date with those 
you have observed in your community, in your trade area? 

1 2 3 4 5 G. TEACHER INTEREST IN SUBJECT 

Is your instructor interested in the subject he teaches? 
Does he make the subject interesting for you? Does he seem to 
enjoy teaching? 

1 2 3 4 5 H. ORGANIZATION 

1 2 3 4 5 

Is your instructor organized? Is there a "plan of action" 
for each class activity? Do classroom activities seem to follow 
an orderly arrangement? Do they seem to fit into a logical pattern 
on a day-to-day basis? Is classroom time used wisely? 

I. COURSE CONTENT 

Does the content of your vocational course relate to your 
career objective and interest? Have you been given a course out­
line with clear statements of what you are to learn (objectives)? 
Are classroom-laboratory activities related to this course outline? 
Are you learning new material in this course or is it simply a 
repent of wh~t you have previously studied? 

1 2 3 4 5 J. COMMUNICATION SKILLS 

Does your instructor provide lectures and demonstrations in 
a clear and precise manner, using correct grmnmar and sentence 
strtlcture? Are instructions and assignments given in a way in 
which you know what to do? Are written assignments, tests and 
examinations easy to read and understand? 
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&-3 

1 2 ,3 4 5 K.. TEACHrnG METHODS 

Does your instructor provide a variety of teaching methods 
such as lectures, lecture-demonstrations, films, outside speakers, 
filmstrips, bulletin board displays, field trips and wall charts? 

1 2 ,3 4 5 L. EV ALUATIOO TECHNIQUES 

Are you graded fairly? Does your instructor test you on the 
things he teaches in class? Are you given a chance to participate 
in your own grading? Does he grade papers, tests and projects 
promptly? Does your instructor use a variety of performance devices 
to measure yOt~ progress, such as both written and oral tests, 
actual performance tests, projects, term papers and classroom 
assignments? 

1 2 ,3 4 5 M. SUPPORT OF STUDENT ORGANIZATIONS - V.I.C.A. 

Does your instructor support the work of the Vocational 
Industrial Clubs of America through his activities in the local, 
district, state and national organizations? Are classroom 
activities directed around the aims and objectives of this club? 
Are you encouraged to participate in VICA activities? 

1 2 ,3 4 5 N. USE AND CARE OF PHYSICAL FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 

Does your instructor attempt to make the best possible use of 
available classrooms, laboratories and equipment? Is all equip­
ment in good mechanical condition? Are stUdents required to keep 
classrooms and equipment clean and well-organ.ized? 

1 2 3 4 5 o. SAFETY AND SAFETY rnSTRUCTION 

Are you given instruction on the proper use and care of each 
hand tool and item of power equipment in the classroom or laboratory? 
Are safety posters used in the laboratory? Has eqUipment been color 
coded and equipped with the proper safety shields? Is safety in­
struction an important part of the course content? Are you required 
to wear glasses or goggles when working in the shop, as required 
by state law? 

1 2 ,3 4 5 P. OVERALL PERFORMANCE 

How would you describe the overall clc0sroom and lnboratory 
teaching performnnce of your vocational instructor? 
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Letter to Instructors Requesting Their Participation in the Study 

1600- C Terrace vi ('I.) Ap ts. 
Blacksburg, Vir'ginia 24060 
February 22, 19?1 

I would like to obtail1 your assistance on a special .~tudy J am condu.cting as 
my doctor'al dissertation, in vocational education., at Virgir:l:a PoZytec/hdc 
Institute and State University. 

I am engaged in research to detepmine the effects of trade experience, 
teaching experience, and credit hour'S earned in prcfessiov!al eduoatimz coW"'pe~, 
on the classroom teach7:ng performance of selected day trade ins tl'uetors in V1:rg1:l1ia. 
I have randomly selected you and 71 other teachers acraGS the state /,)itJi llaryillg 
amounts of these three r;ariahZeB. If you agr·ee to become one of tizis group, I 
uJi II need to obtain performance ratings on you from the foUolL1ing: 

a. yovr local supervisor 01" director of voeational educaUml 
b. your' school pr1:ncipal 01" assistant principal 
c. i;'u.10 of the trade and industrial education tca!Jlu:l's ll'ith whem you tp.ach 
d. the students of YOU!' first daily class 
e. a self rating of your o/Jn teaching performanee. 

Each of these ratings haB been developed and field trctcd as a part of this 
8tudy. They have provf?d to be very reLiable meam.irea of dassroom tea,_ 
perfomance. 

I have been a teacher and I realize the threat that "performance ratings" 
can be to you. Det me assure you, hOUJever, that I aJ7I only h1try.{·drd 7'1) dat:a 
to be used in my dissertation and no one elee will EVER see tlui.?se ratiYI{Js. I 
IviZl also take the follOWing steps to assure you that they r...n17 }V?mm:'l 
confider! tia l : 

a. No name8 will appear in the study report Or' on any otlier written or 
printed material. 

b. No other person 01" agency wi II have access to eva l1Aat1~ol1f1. 
c. All ratings except the student form will be 

Students will be ad"1inistered thei!' f01m 
teacher in you!' ['choot 01" by one of your 
r...lill collect it and mail those complett?d to mp. 

I hope you wi II agree to aS8i8ting me in thiA study. An a C>01Hh?rli ("nee to you, 
if I do not r'ccelve a wri tten D tatement by lD 71, I wi tl a:>sume thit' 
meeti:! r...ll th yO/../I' approval. 

'J'hank lfeu for your he lp 1:n thi,q mattt?y. 

Since!'e Zy .• 

nR~ ,.g~,,~ 
Ned K. Slvart~ 

!'etter authorized bu: 

r/ o-bJ.. :t'. 53 ~ 
Leste!' G. Du6nk, 
Chairman of Dissertation Committee 
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Letter to School Division Superintendents Requesting 
Permission to Conduct the Study 

1600-C 7'erraae Vi(?/., Apts. 
Blaaknbur'a, Vil'O ida ~40C(J 
Febr'u.ary 22, 1£171 

I am aurrenHy pursuing the Ed. D. in VoaationaZ Edu(!atio'l at Vil'g{llia 
Polyteahnia Institu.te and State University. Tl1e d£sfJertction topic 
u'hich I have se lected involve8 a study of the effectr: of tm.d(, 
experienaeJ teaal'zing experience and professional pdlwatl mJ credit 
hourR on the olaBsroom teaahing performanae of setpr'ted (lmj trade 
in8truators in Virginia. 

In order to effeativety measure teaahing pel'fo1"171cmae I need to obtain 
ratings from one voaational superviaor~ one high pahooZ pr>ina1:pal or 
aS8i8tant prinaipal" two teacher peer8" one class of stu.dents 
presently taught by the trade teaaher and one tcaaher ~elf rating. 
Eaah of theBe ratings, exaept the student evaluation, IJiU l'e 
aonduated using a mail survey. I intend to enUst the help of the 
aS8i8tant principal or another trade instructor 1>n each RchooZ for 
the administration. of the stu.dent rating in order to insurt? that It 
will be handled in a professional and ccnfidential manne]'. 

I would like to obtain your approval of my UJol'king with the following 
instruC!tor(8) in your saflooZ dividon: 

I C!rrrt assure you that all rating.'j b,ilZ be held in strict confidenae 
and that t 17ey IJitZ not be Ufled for any purpose other than to supply 
data fer t:hi,,,: study. T11p( re.c;uZts of the ratings /,)Ul >'let be released 
to ."ny l'G'r8()'1 r:r agr>.ney, cmd thp n(]:m'38 of indiv£dllal,g h',;()Zved 1.)1~ll 
"?ot be used 1:n thp rlisPI?rtation. 

The rQnuZt8 of th1:S AtW1y 1.'iU be used hy loaal and rtatr? ad'l1im:stratoY's 
t:n vc(!aHonaZ education to aS8i.'~t 1:n pZrmning v(x:aticl!c7 tr:IJ.C71r?1' 
c'?rtification aCUl',"Je'~;t and fJ.hf)u7.i1 attempt tc anmNl" 
adrri,nistrators may have regar>d7:ng the effeC'ts of ti7P.8f' vrJrial: len upon 
thr: teaC'hing per'fcrmantJe of nOli-degree trade inst:rvC'tC're. Tt hap 
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generated ornB1:derable interest among the 1-ooal and state 
edw::ational pf'.Y'somwl "-'ho I have oonsuZted, and J have 
seaured the support of Mr. George S. Orr, Jr., State D1:rA('tor 
of Vocatio'lal Education an.d Mr. George W. 87Nlrtz, Statp 
Supervisor of Trade and Industrial Education. 

If you pl'efer that I not conduct thl:$ survey in your school 
divinion, p lease inform me in u'l'i Hng by Marl~Jz 1., Jr!?1, 
other'l;)ise, as a convenience to you, a reply lin: U n(Jt bp 
wrces/:Jary • 

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for YOlJ.r 
assistance in the study. 

Sin ('ere ly, 

»~"r~~ 
Ned K. &)artz, Doctoral Candidate 
V1:rginia Po lytechnic lns titute .I: State U11iverei ty 

Au.thor't:zed by: 

Dr. Lester> G. Duenk .• Pr>ofe$80r 
Industrial Education & Chm>rman of 

Dissertation Committee 

~--//c,:~.~ 
l'rof. Sb.a:>"t M. Bev1-lle.l [n.rector 
OFf Ca;np)'8 Affa{rff & Mmnht:rr of M8sr;rtaHon Cortm11 ttPA 
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Members of Expert Committee 

Dr. Rufus Beamer, Executive Director 
state Advisory Council on Vocational Education 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
Blacksburg, Virginia 

Mr. Gordon Cromer, Supervis or 
Vocational Education 
Montgomery County Schools 
Christiansburg, Virginia 

Mr. Lloyd Enoch, Director 
Vocational and Adult Education 
Roanoke City Schools 
Roanoke, Virginia 

Mr. McClelland M. Gray, Assistant State Supervisor 
Trade and Industrial Education Service 
State Department of Education 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
Richmond, Virginia 

Mr. Jacob H. Lowe, Assistant State Supervisor 
Trade and Industrial Education Service 
state Department of Education 
Commonweillth of Virginia 
Abingdon, Virginia 

Mr. George L. Sandvig, Former State Director (retired) 
Division of Vocational Education 
state Department of Education 
Commonwealth of Virginia 

(now residing in Eau Claire, Wisconsin) 

Mr. George W. Swartz, State Supervisor 
Trade and Industrial Education 
State Department of Education 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
Richmond, Virginia 
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Letter to Expert Committee 

1600-C Terrace View Apartments 
Blacksburg, Virginia 24060 
January 7, 1974 

As requested earlier, I would like you to serve as a member of 
a committee of experts to provide face validity for the instruments 
which I have designed to measure classroom teaching performance of 
selected trade.and industrial education instructors in the secondary 
schools of Virginia. This is a portion of the work on my dissertation 
for the Ed. D. in Vocational Education at Virginia Tech. 

Briefly stated, r am attempting to compare the variables of 
years of trade experience, hours of professional education credits 
(both ~eneral professional education and vocational-industrial edu­
cation), and years of teaching experience with the variable of class­
room teaching performance. This will be accomplished using the 
following steps: 

A. All high school trade and industrial education teachers 
(except reT) will be categorized into one of the following 
groups, based upon pre-stated cut-off points, from data 
on file at the State Department of Education: 

1. Low trade experience (years), high hours of education 
credits, high teaching experience (years) 

2. Low trade, high education, low teaching 

3. High trade, low education, high teaching 

4. High trade, low education, low teaChing 

5. High trade, high education, high teaching 

6. High trade, high education, low teaching 

7. Low trade, low education, high teaching 

B. Low trade, low education, low teaching 

B. A random, equal sample of teachers ~~l be selected from 
each group. These instructors will then become the popu­
lation on whom all data is gathered for the dissertation 
(stratified sampling). 
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c. Performance evaluations will be obtained on all teachers 
within the population using five separate ratings for each 
teacher: an administrator rating (principal or assistant 
principal in charge of vocational education); a supervisor 
rating (local supervisor of vocational or trade and indus­
trial education); student ratings (at least three of the 
teacher's current students); teacher peer ratings (at least 
two); and a teacher self-rating. 

D. Appropriate statistical analysis will be applied to the 
data. 

I am hopeful that I will be able to apply some of the questions 
often raised by those who are doubtful about such things as the worth 
of efforts in T. & I. teacher training, the ability of non-degree 
trade teachers to perform effectively in the classroom, etc. to the 
results obtained from this study. It should prove beneficial to 
leaders in the field of industrial education in Virginia as they 
attempt to justify the value of recruiting teachers directly from 
industry. 

Please review these instruments for such factors as face 
validity, clm'ity, appropriate phrasing. importance of each item, etc. 
You may ~Tite on any part of the copy, mark out words or sentences 
(or itemsl) which are incorrect or not important. 

Please return these ratings (total of four) to me as soon as 
possible, uSlllg the enclosed stamps and mailing label. 

I am most appreciative of your help and assistance in helping 
me toward the doctorate. 

Sincerely, 

Ned K. Swartz 
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Comments from Expert Committee Concerning Rating Forms 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
RICHMOND. 23216 

January 11) 1974 

Mr. Ned K. Swartz 
Assistant Supervisor 
Vocational Education 
/l.bntgomery COlDlty Schools 
Box 29 
Christiansburg, Virginia 24073 

Dear Ned: 

I have reviewed the instruments that you have designed to 
measure classroom teachulg performance of selected Trade and 
Industrial Education instluctors. 

I think you have done an excellent job in devising these 
instrLUlCnts and I really do not see very much that needs to be 
added or corrected. You wi 11 note, howc\l'C'r, that I have placed 
a few suggestions with a red pencil on one or two of the copies 
mostly from the standpoint of suggesting that you be consistent 
all the way through. 

I hope you will have no trouble in incorporating the 
suggestioos that might be made by your conmittee of e>"l'erts to 
check the validity of the instnwncnts. 

l\e look fonlard to working with you on the ~ckcnd of the 
19th and possibly a couple of days theI'C'aftcr in trying to 
identify the instruments that you will use in this project. 

Gl'lS/srw 
Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~~Ni,or 
Trade::md Industrial Education 
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
RICHMOND. 23216 

Mr. Ned K. Swartz 
l600-C Terrace View Apartments 
Blacksburg, Virginia 24060 

Dear Ned: 

P. O. Box 1268 
Staunton, Virginia 24401 
January 18, 1974 

I have reviewed the instruments you propose to use in evaluating the 
teaching performance of selected Trade and Industrial Instructors. 

First. let me say that I feel that the questionaires are generally 
well constructed. However, Item #6 (Vocational Subject Knowledge) 
on the student assessment form, calls for a judgement by the student 
that I personally do not feel that the average student is qualified 
to make. Would it not be possible to reword this question so that 
it reflects a less positive statement? For example, miRht it not be 
better to say: Does your instructor demonstrate a thorough knowledge 
and understanding of the Trade and Industrial Education Subject in 
which he is teaching? 

Ned. r wish you continued success in your work and will be interested 
in seeing the results of your study. Please let me know if I can be 
of any further assistance. 

Sincerely. 

'1YJ ~ c.f? Q~5) C5'1 ~ . 
Mcc1elland M. G~' ~ 
Assistant State Supervisor 
Trade and Industrinl F.ducation 

MMG:~n 
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Mr. Ned K. Swartz 
Montgomery County Schools 
Christiansburg, Virginia 24073 

Dear Ned: 

January 17, 1974 

Enclosed are the four rating sheets which I have 
examined for the various factors which you asked me to look 
for. In most cases my suggestions are duplicated on all 
rating sheets but probably worded a little differently. 

On SR - 2 under E. Classroom Control, the word 
"oommand'· bothers me a little. It seeMS a bit harsh or 
dictatorial. I substituted l'maIntain" but I am not quite 
satisfied with that either. 

Under G. in three of the rating sheets I have 
added the responsibility for plaoement and follow-up on the 
part of the trade teacher. In Many smaller schools or 
oommunities, there is no provision for this unless it is done 
by the instruotor. It need not be burdensome, as the instructor 
in these communities 'Would want to have contact wlth local 
industrial fir~ and servioe businesses anyway. 

In general, I feel that the instruments you have 
designed are valid and well-worded. They will make an 
exoellent contribution to those involved in teacher education 
as well as those in the administrative phases of vocational 
industrial education programs in Virginia. 

My commendations to you also on your progress 
toward your doctoral degree. Virginia needs more people 
holding doctorates in the field of vocational education. 
Keep up the good work. 

With best wishes, I am 

GI.S:js 

2805 Eisenhower Street 
Eau Claire, Wi. 54701 

SJ,Pcerely yours, 
C-] /J . 

C~'~'+-r L/r~ .• ~~~ ___ 

George L. Sandvig I 
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VIRGINIA STATE ADVISORY COUNCIL 

~.~~ ON 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

"IItOMTH& DIlaK Of' ..• Or. Rufus W. Beamer 
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Cover Letter for Pilot Study 

1600-0 Terrace View Apts. 
Blacksburg. Virginia 24060 
January 28, 1974 

As a part of my doctoral dissertation at VPI & SU I have developed instru­
ments which can be used to measure classroom teaching performance of trade and 
indue trial education instructors. Five instruments have been designed: a student 
form, an administrator form, a supervisor rating, a teacher-peer rating. And a 
teacher self-rating Bcale. 

Fart of the development of these instrumE'nts involves a pilot test for 
reUability using members of each group to complete the rating on two Sepl'l.rllte 
occasions, with a time period of two or more weeks between ~Ilch of the ratings. 
I need your help on this portion. Will you please rate the classroom teaching 
performance of: 

ustng the enclosed scale. I would appreciate your returning the completed rating 
to me promptly, ~~bly no later than January 31. To assist you in this 
process, you will find a stamped, self-addresped env~lope enclosed. 

I am sure that you are somewhat concerned about keeping your rating con­
fidential, and I want to point out to you the stepa I will take to assure that 
it remaina this way: 

a. The rating will be used only to test for reliability and will 
be destroyed immediately after this haa been established. 

b. Your Dame and that of the person you are rnting does not 
appear on the scale, howover, a number haa bep.n assigned 
as a check on the on~8 returned. 

c. The li3t of numbf'rs vil1 al~o be df'stroyed. !9.S soon as rF!liRbiHty 
hRS been est~bli8hed. 

d. No oth~r reraon will ever see th~ ratin~ you complete. 

Th~nk you for your heJp in co~pleting thiR scalp. I ~m most ~ppr~cintive 
of your Ro~ist~ncf' And co~perRtion. 

Slncer€'ly. 

Ned K. Swartz 
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Directions for Use of Student Ratings 

DIRECTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATION OF STUDENT RATINGS 

(Study by Ned Swartz of VPI & SU) 

1. Administer to the 1ltI1 daily clas8 of the instructor whose name appears below. 

(If more than one instructor is involved from your school, 
hi. name appears on a separate set of instructions.) 

2. Tell students that they are being given an opportunity to participate in an 
evaluation of their instructor's teaohing performance and that these ratings 
will not be seen by their teacher. Remind them to complete all portions. 

3. Directions have been given on the rating form. Students should be reminded 
that this is to be their own opinions of their teacher and that they should 
not confer with other students when completing the rating. 

(The person who administers the rating should be careful not to bias 
the results by suggesting answers to the students, however, questions 
raised by students ooncerning wording, directions, etc. MAY be answered.] 

* 4. Fifteen (15) forms have been provided for each instructor involved in the 
study. Administer to only the first class of the instructor's daily schedule. 

5. Please return all oompleted forms in the large envelope in which they were 
mailed from Blaoksburg. Correct poetage Bnd a self-addressed mailing label 
has been enclosed. Place new address label directly over the original. 

6. PLEASE COMPLETE AND RETURN WITHIN ONE WEEK FROM THE DATE YOU RECEIVED THESE 
RATINGS, preferably by March 12, 1974. 

7. Questions involving these ratings should be direoted to 

Ned K. Swartz 
1600-C Terrace View Apts. 
Blacksburg, Virginia 

Ph: (703) 951-2844 after 4:30 p.m. COLLECT 

THIS RATING SHOULD NOT BE AD~uNISTERED BY THE TEACHER INVOLVED 
IN THE STUDY 

* Adminieter to not more than 15 students - suggest the first 15 on the clans roll. 

Thank you for your aS8istance in this project! 
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Cover Letter for Performance Ratings 

Dear 

1600-C Terrace View Apts. 
Blacksburg, Virginia 24060 
February 27, 1974 

I am currently pursuing the Ed. D. in Vocational Education at Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University. The dissertation topic which I 
have selected involves a study of the effects of trade experience, teaching 
experience and professional education credit hours on the classrooTn t.e~ching 
performance of selected day trade instructors in Virginia. 

In order to effectively measure teaching performance I need to obtain 
ratings from vocational supervisors, high school principals, teacher peers, 
students and self-ratings from each of the 72 teachers who have agreed to 
participate in this study. 

Will you please complete the enclosed rating form for the teacher whose 
name is listed on the instrument and return it to me promptly? A self-addressed 
envelope has been included to assist you in this process. 

Please note that this study has been approved by your division superin­
tendent and by each of the teachers who have been selected. I can assure you 
that all ratings will be held in strict confidence and that they will not be 
used for any purpose other than to supply data. The results will not be re­
leased to any person or agency, and the names of individuals involved will not 
be used in the dissertation. 

Again I urge you to complete this form at your earliest convenience. It 
has been designed to require a minimum amount of your time. An early return 
would greatly expedite my research. 

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance in this matter. 

Letter authorized by: 

Lester G. Duenk, Professor 
Industrial Education & Chairman 
of Dissertation Committee 

Sincerely, 

Ned K. Swartz 
Doctoral Candidate 
VPI & SU 
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Coefficients for Canonical Variables 
(Chapter 4, Section 3) 

Dimensions 

I II 

0.43340 0.34257 
0.20547 0.03074 
0.02807 -0.59308 
0.31935 -0.35435 
0.24683 0.88288 

-0.20223 -1.12833 
0.03343 0.10906 

-0.89946 -0.02769 
-0.39620 0.13977 
0.50674 0.20234 
0.08834 -0.23567 

-0.24558 0.19049 
-0.13955 -0.11815 
-0.28105 0.41932 
-0.40136 0.30270 

III 

-0.18097 

0.49367 
-0.02576 
-0.26982 
-0.60828 
-0.42508 
0.03551 
0.49596 
0.33367 
0.34767 
0.15011 

-0.50692 
-0.47472 
-0.35616 
0.82198 
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Glossary of Terms 

Comprehensive high school: A secondary school with a number of 

departments (e. g. academic, industrial, business) offering a diversi­

fied program designed to meet the needs of students with varying 

interests and abilities in grades 9-12 (state Department of Education, 

1973b: lOS). 

Cooperative programs: Those vocational industrial education 

courses which provide supervised on-the-job training as well as related 

classroom instruction. 

Day trade courses: Courses conducted for those regularly 

enrolled as full-time students who have selected a trade or industrial 

pursuit and who wish to prepare for useful employment (State Department 

of Education, 1973b:l0S). 

Director of vocational education: The individual appointed to 

supervise the total vocational education program in a school division. 

Disadvantaged classes: Special courses designed for those 

students who have two or more of the following characteristics: (a) per­

sonality, home or emotional problems, (b) members of families with low 

incomes, (c) low or underachievers, (d) behind one or more grades, 

(e) uninterested in school, (f) lacking in personal goals, (g) cultur­

ally or linguistically isolated, or (h) those who may be normal or 

above in potential ability but failing to achieve for any reason (state 

Department of Education, 1973b:l09). 

Evaluation: Determining the effectiveness of instruction or 

teaching performance. 
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Glossary of Terms 

Exploratory courses: Courses designed to provide the student 

with a broad, general overview of the knowledge and skills :involved :in 

a field of learn:ing (state Department of Education, 1973b:l09). 

Handicapped classes: Classes designed for persons who are 

(a) mentally retarded, (b) hard of hear:ing, (c) deaf, (d) speech 

impaired, (e) physically handicapped, (f) seriously and emotionally 

distressed, (g) crippled, or (h) possess other health impairments who 

by result thereof require special education or related services. 

(state Department of Education, 1973b:109). 

Health occupation programs: Courses designed to train skilled 

workers in the medical professions, either at a professional or para­

professional level. 

Ratee: Those instructors on whom the performance evaluation is 

being conducted. 

Rater: Those persons who evaluate classroom teach:ing perfor­

mance, specifically, (1) school administrators, (2) supervisors, 

(3) teacher-peers, (4) teachers on a self-rating, and (5) students. 

Regular professional education courses: Undergraduate or 

graduate college level courses dealing with the study of the history, 

philosophy, psychology, content, and pedagogy of education. Does not 

include specialized subject-matter courses such as vocational technical 

education, business education, or directly related areas of supervision, 

curriculum and instruction, etc. 
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Glossary of Terms 

Teacher certification: The approval action by legally author­

ized school authorities on the professional and technical qualifications 

of teachers; based on minimum standards adopted by each state (State 

Department of Education, 1973b:113). 

Teacher education programs: A body of courses designed (1) to 

prepare prospective teachers for instruction in vocational industrial 

education subjects and (2) to upgrade and retrain those already 

employed as teachers. 

Vocational certificate: An endorsement issued to public 

secondary vocational industrial education instructors who have less 

than a baccalaureate degree but who have a high school diploma and two 

or more years of trade experience beyond the learning period. 

Vocational industrial education: Instruction planned to develqp 

basic manipulative skills, safety judgment, technical knowledge, and 

related occupational information for the purpose of fitting persons 

for initial employment in industrial occupations and upgrading or 

retraining workers employed in industry. 

Vocational technical center or vocational center: A public 

secondary school or wing of a comprehensive secondary school which 

offers a variety of vocational courses dealing with the skills, tech­

nical knowledge, related industrial information, and job judgment 

necessary for successful employment. 
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Population Data 

Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Teacher Trade Teaching 
Number Experience Experience Regular Vocational Total 

in 'Years in Years Profes- Industrial Profes-
sional sional 

1 20 0 0 0 0 

2 4 20 25 21 46 

3 3 0 0 0 0 

4 7 14 30 0 30 

5 24 0 0 0 0 

6 6 5 34 8 42 

7 6 3 21 0 21 

8 2 16 30 0 30 

9 20 8 0 0 0 

10 24 0 0 0 0 

11 0 0 32 0 32 

12 18 0 9 22 31 

13 5 1 0 2 2 

14 8 0 0 0 0 

15 15 7 0 15 15 

16 3 1 0 0 0 

17 10 0 0 0 0 

18 20 7 30 6 36 

19 10 26 0 12 12 

20 20 2 0 10 10 

21 22 1 0 4 4 

22 4 3 0 8 8 

23 7 1 0 4 4 

24 17 2 0 12 12 

25 27 0 0 0 0 

26 2 14 34 o 34 
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Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

27 3 0 0 2 2 

28 2 3 0 4 4 

29 5 0 30 0 30 

30 7 1 0 10 10 

31" 20 5 0 2 2 

32 25 5 0 10 10 

33 5 18 26 13 39 

34 2 23 14 13 27 

35 2 2 0 2 2 

36 10 1 0 2 2 

37 12 3 0 16 16 

38 15 7 0 14 14 

39 3 1 6 29 35 

40 0 0 0 0 0 

41 5 3 0 15 15 

42 3 0 0 6 6 

43 13 3 0 10 10 

44 0 4 0 2 2 

45 17 2 0 14 14 

46 16 4 0 10 10 

47 6 4 0 10 10 

48 14 2 0 6 6 

49 6 4 0 8 8 

50 1 0 0 0 0 

51 8 4 6 14 20 

52 2 1 0 6 6 

53 20 1 0 0 0 

54 15 9 32 0 32 
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Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

55 30 6 0 13 13 

56 25 6 3 14 17 

57 8 6 0 14 14 

58 4 1 0 0 0 

59 25 6 0 18 18 

60 15 21 21 <21 42-

61 25 6 0 17 17 

62 2 13 48 0 48 

63 2 1 0 0 0 

64 2 6 50 15 65 

65 12 2 0 6 6 

66 4 5 6 8 14 

67 15 5 6 10 16 

68 20 5 6 8 14 

69 3 5 0 15 15 

70 22 5 0 12 12 

71 15 5 0 6 6 

72 10 2 0 4 4 

73 10 10 9 16 25 

74 14 2 0 10 10 

75 28 2 0 0 0 

76 15 1 0 6 6 

77 13 2. 0 8 8 

78 16 2 0 10 10 

79 18 2 0 10 10 

80 16 4 0 10 10 

81 3 9 18 24 42-

82 15 6 3 10 13 
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Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

83 2 1 0 0 0 

84 12 1 0 0 0 

85 3 15 48 28 76 

86 25 3 0 4 4 

87 13 4 0 12 12 

88 10 5 0 13 13 

89 4 2 22 0 22 

90 20 4 0 8 8 

91 4 3 0 6 6 

92 10 3 0 8 8 

93 4 2 0 6 6 

94 12 4 0 8 8 

95 6 2 0 0 0 

96 20 13 38 2 40 

97 10 1 0 4 4 

98 2 14 25 6 31 

99 20 7 0 14 14 

100 8 5 0 12 12 

101 12 6 0 17 17 

102 10 1 6 7 13 

103 15 5 0 13 13 

104 20 '3 0 4 4 

105 10 25 . 36 0 36 

106 4 9 2 14 16 

107 11 0 0 1.5 1.5 

108 10 2 0 2 2 

109 11 5 0 12 12 

110 18 10 0 10 10 
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Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Vocational Profes-
sional Industrial sional 

111 15 10 8 9 17 

112 2 2 0 8 8 

113 17 6 0 10 10 

114 10 2 0 12 12 

115 6 3 0 8 8 

116 20 0 0 0 0 

117 17 3 0 8 8 

118 17 3 0 8 8 

119 15 5 0 22 22 

120 8 5 0 12 12 

121 30 5 0 18 18 

122 11 0 0 2 2 

123 3 3 0 8 8 

124 1 4 0 8 8 

125 20 7 0 18 18 

126 3 17 24 0 24 

127 10 4 0 14 14 

128 10 8 0 12 12 

129 25 4 0 16 16 

130 6 2 0 4 4 

131 10 4 0 10 10 

132 2 12 30 0 30 

133 4 3 3 9 12 

134 6 8 2 27 29 

135 6 2 0 0 0 

136 10 1 0 0 0 

137 8 13 0 8 8 

138 2 0 15 0 15 
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Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

139 15 0 0 0 0 

140 4 7 0 10 10 

141 5 2 0 0 0 

142 2 2 25 11 36 

143 8 1 0 21 21 

144 5 26 6 10 16 

145 24 5 3 9 12 

146 9 2 0 0 0 

147 15 1 0 0 0 

148 20 2 0 0 0 

149 10 1 0 0 0 

150 8 2 0 0 0 

151 14 3 0 2 2 

152 25 2 0 2 2 

153 0 7 19 0 19 

154 4 2 0 0 0 

155 8 6 5 25 30 

156 12 6 0 14 14 

157 8 14 40 12 52 

158 4 5 0 13 13 

159 2 1 0 0 0 

160 10 5 0 13 13 

161 5 5 20 20 40 

162 4 0 0 0 0 

163 2 0 0 0 0 

164 8 6 0 14 14 

165 13 4 0 0 0 

166 10 2 0 0 0 
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Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

167 6 3 0 4 4 

168 2 3 0 0 0 

169 5 2 0 2 2 

170 15 7 0 12 12 

171 18 4- 0 8 8 

172 12 8 0 20 20 

173 0 1 0 0 0 

174 15 7 0 14- 14 

175 2 8 0 12 12 

176 18 1 0 2 2 

177 5 4 0 10 10 

178 4 8 0 12 12 

179 10 2 0 2 2 

180 5 2 0 2 2 

181 16 2 0 2 2 

182 20 0 0 0 0 

183 1 2 0 4 4 

184 20 6 0 10 10 

185 8 3 0 6 6 

186 5 23 15 8 23 

187 15 8 6 13 19 

188 14 6 26 15 41 

189 8 11 17 18 35 

190 3 2 0 8 8 

191 10 15 3· 22 25 

192 8 7 0 11 11 

193 3 13 38 0 38 

194 14- 8 0 18 18 



158 

APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

, 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

195 4 0 0 0 0 

196 15 3 0 8 8 

197 14 0 0 2 2 

198 2 6 30 0 30 

199 10 1 0 4 4 

200 12 2 0 4 4 

201 15 1 0 0 0 

202 6 1 0 4 4 

203 2 1 0 2 2 

204 5 5 3 9 12 

205 8 1 12 0 12 

206 5 10 0 10 10 

207 20 1 0 0 0 

208 25 0 0 0 0 

209 25 1 0 0 0 

210 7 14 15 3 18 

211 2 0 12 21 33 

212 9 0 0 0 0 

213 2 0 0 0 0 

214 25 0 0 25 25 

215 10 15 10 18 28 

216 0 0 9 20 29 

217 0 1 15 27 42 

218 16 5 0 12 12 

219 15 5 0 14 14 

220 30 3 0 10 10 

221 2 1 0 9 9 

222 8 4 0 3 3 
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APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

223 20 6 18 12 30 

224 12 1 0 3 3 

225 14 4 0 6 6 

226 4 5 8 16 24 

227 2 8 3 14 17 

228 20 5 0 6 6 

229 4 5 0 19 19 

230 12 5 0 13 13 

231 2 5 0 15 15 

232 3 18 45 21 56 

233 25 5 0 13 13 

234 25 4 0 6 6 

235 2 10 39 15 54 

236 25 5 0 18 18 

237 9 5 0 4 4 

238 25 3 0 8 8 

239 21 4 0 2 2 

240 4 3 0 10 10 

241 8 8 0 21 21 

242 2 3 0 0 0 

243 2 3 0 42 42 

244 2 10 0 25 25 

245 24 6 0 12 12 

246 10 5 0 12 12 

247 8 7 0 3 3 

248 4 22 32 22 54 

249 8 12 0 0 0 

250 10 5 0 12 12 
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APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience 

v 

Regular Total 
in Years in Years Profes- Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

251 15 7 0 12 12 

252 12 0 12 0 12 

253 18 5 0 13 13 

254 3 3 0 11 11 

255 2 2 0 4 4 

256 25 4 0 10 10 

257 10 0 ·0 0 0 

258 20 0 3 10 13 

259 12 4 0 10 10 

260 22 1 0 0 0 

261 20 1 0 0 a 
262 8 3 23 6 29 

263 30 8 54 6 60 

264 16 5 6 12 18 

265 4 1 0 2 2 

266 12 4 0 15 15 

267 1 2 0 2 2 

268 1 4 0 25 

269 2 15 0 16 16 

270 4 8 29 6 35 

271 1 1 0 0 0 

272 4 14 27 0 27 

273 1 2 0 2 2 

274 3 1 0 2 2 

275 20 15 0 19 19 

276 5 2 0 10 10 

277 16 6 0 12 12 

278 14 3 28 0 28 
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APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

279 5 4 0 4 4 

280 2 3 0 0 0 

281 10 10 0 12 12 

282 15 3 0 10 10 

2$3 30 5 0 12 12 

284 15 5 0 9 9 

285 18 13 20 18 38 

286 9 6 0 12 12 

287 18 3 0 5 5 

288 18 2 0 0 0 

289 25 5 12 6 18 

290 25 5 0 14 14 

291 20 4 0 9 9 

292 4 12 24 30 54 

293 18 8 0 9 9 

294 10 5 18 6 24 

295 4 1 2 0 2 

296 12 5 0 12 12 

297 15 24 17 16 33 

298 7 0 0 0 0 

299 20 5 0 12 12 

300 2 33 12 9 21 

301 5 27 15 24 39 

302 25 10 0 24 24 

303 5 4 o· 12 12 

304 15 11 0 38 38 

6 
I 

28 305 4 15 22 

306 19 4 0 8 8 
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APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Vocational Profes-
sional Industrial sional 

307 2 19 48 0 48 

308 18 5 0 14 14 

309 22 3 0 4 4 

310 5 6 0 10 10 

311 18 6 3 12 15 

312 8 29 38 2 40 

313 3 4 0 4 4 

314 12 9 0 12 12 

315 10 9 0 22 22 

316 20 10 0 14 14 

317 22 9 11 16 27 

318 20 0 0 0 0 

319 20 9 3 21 24 

320 3 2 0 8 8 

321 3 1 0 2 2 

322 23 8 2 18 20 

323 2 10 20 :3 23 

324 15 8 3 14 17 

325 11 10 0 12 12 

326 2 6 0 12 12 

327 3 8 0 18 18 

328 3 1 0 8 8 

329 5 6 3 10 13 

330 25 9 2 24 26 

331 15 9 O. 22 22 

332 8 2 0 6 6 

333 10 3 0 4 4 

334 2 6 0 10 10 



APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years :in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

335 20 9 0 18 18 

336 24 2 0 6 6 

337 2 5 53 0 53 

338 7 4 0 9 9 

339 1 5 0 16 16 

340 2 0 0 0 0 

341 5 3 0 12 12 

342 12 2 0 6 6 

343 18 3 0 4 4 

344 20 5 3 16 19 

345 18 10 0 14 14 

346 20 1 0 4 4 

347 15 1 0 2 2 

348 30 0 0 0 0 

349 4 7 3 12 15 

350 2 7 44 0 44 

351 15 3 0 4 4 

352 15 7 3 12 15 

353 10 2 0 8 8 

354 1 5 0 12 12 

355 12 1 0 2 2 

356 20 2 0 8 8 

357 10 0 0 0 0 

358 25 0 0 0 0 

359 4 7 0 10 10 

360 22 2 0 8 8 

361 10 3 0 6 6 

362 '30 2 0 4 4 
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APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Vocational Profes-
sional Industrial sional 

363 17 2 0 6 6 

364 22 5 3 8 11 

365 2 5 76 6 82 

366 20 6 6 6 12 

367 20 7 6 12 18 

368 2 4 0 4 4 

369 4 6 3 8 11 

370 20 6 14 23 37 

371 8 4 0 2 2 

372 12 2 0 8 8 

373 7 5 0 12 12 

374 8 4 0 12 12 

375 5 5 3 10 13 

376 5 5 3 9 12 

377 11 5 0 12 12 

378 20 1 0 4 4 

379 10 2 0 6 6 

380 25 5 0 12 12 

381 15 5 3 10 13 

382 8 4 0 2 2 

383 20 6 2 16 18 

384 16 8 0 16 16 

385 6 24 0 22 

386 16 16 0 7 7 

387 12 9 o. 19 19 

388 5 10 0 18 18 

389 10 9 0 16 16 

390 19 16 0 0 0 
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APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience . Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Vocational Profes-
sional Industrial sional 

391 25 0 0 0 0 

392 24 6 0 12 12 

393 20 1 0 3 3 

394 18 1 0 3 3 

395 15 1 0 3 3 

396 1 0 , 3 3 

397 10 1 22 0 22 

398 4 5 0 12 12 

399 13 0 0 6 6 

400 16 1 0 3 3 

401 18 1 0 3 3 

402 11 1 0 3 3 

403 2 1 30 12 42 

404 10 1 0 3 3 

405 2 1 0 3 3 

406 9 0 0 6 6 

407 15 1 0 0 0 

408 20 1 0 0 0 

409 8 5 0 12 12 

410 0 0 0 0 0 

411 0 1 a 0 0 

412 20 5 0 12 12 

413 10 21 9 18 27 

414 20 4 0 3 3 

415 15 3 15 18 33 

416 2 2 0 a a 

417 5 6 0 21 21 

418 10 1 0 0 a 
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APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience E:xperience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes-
Vocational Profes-

sional Industrial sional 

419 8 15 0 28 28 

420 4 4 0 12 12 

421 12 8 0 24 24 

422 4 3 0 13 13 

423 4 5 0 12 12 

424 15 8 0 '14 14 

425 7 8 ·0 14 14 

426 6 9 3 16 19 

427 2 9 0 26 26 

428 10 0 15 25 40 

429 30 0 0 0 0 

430 6 1 0 2 2 

431 12 23 6 20 26 

432 5 22 9 18 27 

433 15 25 9 16 25 

434 6 21 9 18 27 

435 6 3 0 0 0 

436 25 7 9 6 15 

437 2 4 0 2 2 

438 0 13 9 16 25 

439 6 25 12 16 28 

440 15 7 6 6 12 

441 4 9. 9 10 19 

442 5 6 9 4 13 

443 22 11 9. 12 21 

444 15 2 0 0 0 

445 10 0 0 0 0 

446 20 4 0 6 6 
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APPENDIX L. (Continued) 

Teacher Trade Teaching Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Number Experience Experience Regular Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Vocational Profes-
sional Industrial sional 

447 20 2 0 8 8 

448 11 4 0 12 12 

449 3 0 0 2 2 

450 15 2 0 4 4 

451 14 4 0 12 12 

452 18 2 0 6 6 

453 14 12 3 24 27 
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APPENDIX M. 

Sample Data 

Group I 

Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Teacher Trade Teaching 
Number Experience Experience Regular Vocational Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Industrial Profes-
sional sional 

193 3 13 38 0 38 

81 3 9 18 24 42 

85 3 15 48 28 76 

144 5 26 6 10 16 

323 2 10 20 3 23 

329 5 6 3 10 13 

350 2 7 44 0 44 

388 5 10 0 18 18 

417 5 6 0 21 21 
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APPENDIX M. 

Sample Data 

Group II 

Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Teacher Trade Teaching 
Number Experience Experience Regular Vocational Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Industrial Profes-
sional sional 

140 4 7 0 10 10 

175 2 8 0 12 12 

178 4 8 0 12 12 

206 5 10 0 10 10 

310 5 6 0 10 10 

326 2 6 0 12 12 

334 2 6 0 10 10 

359 4 7 0 10 10 

369 4 6 3 8 11 



Teacher Trade 
Number Experience 

in Years 

37 12 

119 15 

160 10 

214 25 

6 6 

344 20 

258 20 

289 25 

415 15 

170 

APPENDIX M. 

Sample Data 

Group III 

Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Teaching 

Experience Regular Vocational Total 
in Years Profes- Industrial Profes-

sional sional 

3 0 16 16 

5 0 22 22 

5 0 13 13 

0 0 25 25 

5 34 B 42 

5 3 16 19 

0 3 10 13 

5 12 6 18 

3 15 lB 33 

-
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APPENDIX M. 

Sample Data 

Group IV 

C.redit Hours of Education Courses 
Teacher Trade Teaching 
Number Experience Experience Regular Vocational Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Industrial Profes-
sional sional 

78 16 2 0 10 10 

84 12 1 0 0 0 

94 12 4 0 8 8 

130 6 2 0 4 4 

201 15 1 0 0 0 

72 10 2 0 4 4 -, 

260 22 1 0 0 0 

296 12 5 0 12 12 

342 12 2 0 6 6 
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APPENDIX M. 

Sample Data 

Group V 

Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Teacher Trade Teaching 
Number Experience Experience Regular Vocational Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Industrial Profes-
sional sional 

18 20 7 30 6 36 

54 15 9 32 0 32 

111 15 10 8 9 17 

125 20 7 0 18 18 

156 12 6 0 14 14 

61 25 6 0 17 17 

275 20 15 0 19 19 

322 23 8 2 18 20 

330 25 9 2 24 26 
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APPENDIX M. 

Sample Data 

Group VI 

Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Teacher Trade Teaching 
Number Experience Experience Regular Vocational Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Industrial Profes-
sional sional 

9 20 8 0 0 0 

325 11 10 0 12 12 

110 18 10 0 10 10 

128 10 8 0 12 12 

170 15 7 0 12 12 

286 9 6 0 12 12 

314 12 9 0 12 12 

390 19 16 0 0 0 

392 24 6 0 12 12 
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APPENDIX M. 

Sample Data 

Group VII 

Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Teacher Trade Teaching 
Number Experience Experience Regular Vocational Total 

in Years in Years Profes- Industrial Profes-
sional sional 

11 0 0 32 0 32 

29 5 0 30 0 30 

39 3 1 6 29 35 

69 3 5 0 15 15 

142 2 2 25 11 36 

158 4 5 0 13 13 

216 0 0 9 20 29 

268 1 4 0 25 25 

432 5 22 9 18 27 
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APPENDIX M. 

Sample Data 

Group VIII 

Credit Hours of Education Courses 
Teacher Trade Teaching 
Number Experience Experience Regular Vocational Total 

:in Years in Years Profes- Industrial Profes-
sional sional 

40 0 a 0 0 0 

42- 3 0 0 6 6 

159 2 1 0 0 0 

163 2 0 0 0 0 

255 2 2 0 4 4 

280 2 3 0 0 0 

303 5 4 0 12 12 

398 4 5 0 12 12 

410 0 0 0 0 0 
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INDUSTRIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTORS 

by 

Ned Kent Swartz 

(ABSTRACT) 

The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of years 

of trade experience, years of teaching experience, and semester credit 

hours of professional education on the classroom teaching performance of 

public secondary vocational industrial education instructors. 

A related problem of the study was to determine the differences 

in the ratings given by the five groups of raters chosen to evaluate the 

classroom teaching performance of instructors selected for the study. 

Ratings were given by (1) school administrators, (2) supervisors, 

(3) teacher-peers, (4) teachers on a self-rating, and (5) students. 

Dimensions which separated the groups of raters were named as well as 

factors emphasized by each. 

The following hypotheses were used to test the effects of thes 

variables: 

Hypothesis I. Those instructors having low trade experience will 

receive lower classroom teaching performance ratings than those instruc-



tors having high trade experience. 

Hypothesis II. Those instructors having low teaching experience 

will receive lower classroom teaching performance ratings than those 

instructors having high teaching performance. 

Hypothesis III. Those instructors having low levels of profes­

sional education will receive lower classroom teaching performance ratings 

than those instructors having high levels of professional education. 

Hypothesis IV. There will be significant differences in the 

mean performance ratings of instructors as given by school administrators, 

supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self-rating, and students. 

A stratified random sample of 72 instructors, based upon low and 

high levels of the 3 independent variables, were selected from among a 

population of 453 instructors of vocational industrial education in Vir­

ginia. 

Performance ratings were obtained on each of the 72 instructors 

by mail survey, using performance ratings developed for the study. A 

total of 406 of the 432 ratings mailed were returned (94 percent). 

The study used four statistical analyses to test the hypotheses 

and assess the findings of the study: multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA), chi-square, stepwise discriminant analysis, and factor analysis. 

All hypotheses were tested at the .05 level. 

On the basis of these analyses the following conclusions were 

drawn: 

1. Classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial 

education instructors is not significantly influenced by varying levels 

of trade experience, teaching experience, and professional education 



when ratings by the five groups are analyzed together. 

2. Increased trade experience does significantly affect class­

room teaching performance when rated by supervisors. 

3. Classroom teaching performance significantly influenced 

by the interaction effects of high trade experience and hours of educa­

tion when rated by supervisors. 

4. Increased trade experience does significantly influence the 

classroom t~aching performance of vocational industrial education 

instructors when rated by instructors on a self-rating. 

5. Classroom teaching performance of vocational industrial 

education instructors is significantly affected by levels of professional 

education when rated by instructors on a self-rating. 

6. Instructors with high levels of professional education also 

have high levels of vocational industrial education. 

7. There are no significant differences in the performance ratings 

of school administrators, supervisors, teacher-peers, teachers on a self­

rating, and students. 

8. Three dimensions identified as ftTeaching Proficiency," 

"Instructor's Ability to Promote Learning," and "Relationship to Educa­

tional Surroundings" separate the performance ratings of the five groups. 

9. Administrators, supervisors, and teacher-peers rate similarly 

when evaluating vocational industrial education instructors. Teachers 

(self-rating) and students rate differently from the other groups and 

from each other. 

10. Performance evaluation factors can be identified which are 

common to certain groups and to group clusters. 




