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CEAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

It has beenh establiebed et quality of speeking ability
correlates highly witbh teaching ability,l and the question wmy be
asked; "Are professional educstors preparing our future teachers
to become more effective teachers by comncentrating on iuproving
their speaking abilities?” An inveastigation of speecn in a
student temching situation enould rnelp in understanding wnet :mxeg
a superior teacher, 3Suc: an investigation snoculd add insight 0
tiic construction of a curriculws for the iuprovement of prospective
teaccers., A study ol student teachers' speech may uelp colleges
and universities in tueir tesk of helping students througa toeir
Lirst problems of classroom teacainge

Other studies nave tried to deternmine exactly wiaicu speect
conponents are related to teaching el’fectiveness.? These studics
have resulted in endless iists of couponents by studying tue lite-
ersture in the fileld, er poiling speeci teaciners and students or

voth. They neve tried to relate teacning proriciency to inteliigence,

iAlbert B. Becker, Tue Speeun Coaracteristics of Superior end
Inferior High School Teachers as Reveeled ®y Student Reection.™
Unpuclished Ph.D. Dissertation, iorthweatern University, 1945.

ZEroest H. Henrikson, "An Analysis of the Craracteristics of
Some Good and Poor Speekers.” Speecn Monographs, XI (Jenuary,
1944), pp. 120=24.
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grades in oelors and gredes in Bducetion courses, Dome ilitersture
cap to found correlating good epeskers with certeln pereonsliity

treits.t

But because tesching effectiveness ard speaking atility
are suct obscure and suojective terms, no study Las been 3ade wilen
cap pinpoint certalin speec:. components 88 daing tie ciarsctyristice
vest describling the "good teadhers.” At best jest atudiss have
indicated winich speec) characteristics do not correlete wit: tescaing
proficiengy. Many ypapers have been vritten expressing concern over
- the feet At such 8 ltigh percentage of professionsl 2iucetcrs sre
poor spuuta.z
This study 1e sn attompt to Find speaker cuarectoristics winich
preveil exong good tesclhiors. To 4o tuis, it is ceceseary %0 oLssive
and sveluate student teachers in the sctial teaoding situation. T:ue
20th00 used by oSt reesarcuers, that of using &véio recordings,
pPronelly is not the test snawa: to ti.e prodiez ss rewu.lts rave proved
inconclusive; therelfore, this study will wake cbeservetions of the
actisl tesching situation. To give this estudy adced dimension, tue
supervising teschers, tie student taachers themscives, and their

cissass’ recorded cheervations or evaluations are also considered.

“Wilbur 3. Moore, 'Yactors Relnted %0 Ackieve.ent end laprove-

wagt in Fublic Spearing.’ cuarteriy Jouscel of Spsech (V. 29, Aprii

L%63) PR. 213ei7.

“Beroid Liiiyvbite, “Speeca Needs of Tedchers. Quarterly
Journal of Speect (V. 2, Deceater 1546) pp. edb=iOl.
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It 8 Lopei that raltirgs DY speecc: experts, supervising tescnerss
and ciasses are suificlentlly (ewlated %0 indicmte cortain speckiag
characteristics whic: are capsble of reilably indiceting teacher
ef{fectivenesas.

Some resesrc: RS Leen done shoving Lo¥ POOT teacners tend
tc ovarevaluote their suilitice and superiur teaciers tand to unitie
¢evaluste tueir abilities 4 Biwralfors, one aspect of tus etudy is
designed %0 Find out how well tue student tescher's evalustions of
aimsell correlate with those evaluaticns ziven by the other thrae
raters, With the resuvits of tals study in aind, it Is hoped that
profussiondl e3ugntors viil vegin prepsrimg future teachmrs =Ore
efrectively Ly coucentrating oo luproving thoso speaking cheractere
istics woich Sue raters &gre¢ sre most importent for deserivicg

tze "good” teacner.

lygivur E. Moore, “Yeetors Relsted to Acuieve:ent amd Improvea

rest in Public Speeking,” iusrtexly Journal of Bpeeen (V. 2y, April

iye3) ppe RiseldT.



CHAPTER 1I
RELATED RESEARCH

Very iittle secent i¢@eaccn we besn done oo spesking auillity
snd tesching effectiveness w.les relatss to this study. however,
saveral pertinent studies vere conducted prior t¢ 1,%5. Only those
stuiies related to apeaking ability end teschipy effectivensss sre
included.

Beciker studied student responses of teschar effectivenmss.t
Be sttoapted to find the cospanents of speech charseteristics of
the superior high school tssocker end the speech treits cherscteristie
of the inferior high echovl tascher. To detesrzine wist should be
rogr:ded ss the umost signifieent components of spesch for zigh school
toscning, Becke:r collectad axteusive (nforumtiop from thres sources.
a) litersture ~hich deals with speech {for teeching, b) speech
depertzeots in teachers' colleges and universities, and c) high
acho0l graduates. A speoch rating instrusspt employing the top ten
speech compaoents crosen by the three sournes was developed. Tue
£ina) pricted form dealt principelly with the astudents' reting of

t.0 teachera’ &) the teacher Srom vhom he bad lenrned the acet,

Ialbert B. Becker, "The Speach Charactersstics of Superior
snd InCerior Eigh Sckool Teacnere as Revesled by 8tudent Rsaction,”
(Unpublishet Ph.D. Dissertetion, Northveatern University, 1549).



end b) the teacher from whom he bad learned the least. 2Zach of
thagse tvo teachers was rated by the student ascording to geuersl
teaching ability and the ten jJucetions dealing with the tescher's
speech. The order in which tes speech coupovasts reted relative
to tesahiag ability vere as follove: (1) organizstion of ideas,
(2) ecamucicativeness, (3) emotionsl eomtrol, () woosl exprees-
iveness, (5) 1ntelligesce, (6) use of dody, (7) intelligibilisy,
(8) 1ixesdlenese, (9) weice qualitise, end (iC) use of languege.
Eightesn high echools in fourteen Aifferent stetes took perd in the
study.

Becker foupd the correlstion tetween genersl teaching ability
and speuch proficiency to be .5C. The (nferior toschers {or those
f£rom whom the stulents learnved the leest) vere chnmt_.rhucally
vesk in making sxplanatien, in santionsl statility, $o appreciation
of student's feslings and prodleas, add Sn ability to put ideas into
fresh end vivid language. The superior Seachers (or those rrom whos
tic stdests lsarned the most) were ebarsoteristically styoog in
12%0liigenoe, use Of langusge, making explametion, likeablspess and
1at0lligidility. The two speech charscteristiass $n which thers vas
the lsast difference detweed the superior and inferior teschears chosen
by the students wvere use of lsoguage and voice Juslity. 3Becker con-
eluées, in general, that the superior Veachers wers stroager in
posscaelitly treits and intallecthiml truits thexn they vers in the
avaigoies of epeeth. 8leo inferior teachars vere vealker in perscoality
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traits and intellectual traits than they were ir the mechanics of
speech. Although the correlation bvetween genersl teaching abiiity
and spsech proficiency wae nigh at $0, & fev inferior teschers
Tetad higher in speech proficiency then did some superior teachers.
This suggeste that speecl proficsiency 1s zot slweys a parfect indje
cator of tesching effectivensss Lut pote thanz adequate in a zsjority
of cases. Persomlity traits secs to Vs sore iopocrtant %0 tesching
srfectivavess in the eyes of the studests.

Alen W. Buckleberry investigated the posaible relaticnship of
speech to stulart teaching, %0 Gevelop iesns of identifying theses
spesch qualities ic the clsserocs student teaching situation, and %o
odserve the effect of isprovessnt of epeech on improvesmsct in student
%ssching coa@ouaey.l Thie wes 8 study of the effect of speoiei
training in epeech on change in stuident teachiing proficiemcy. 8ixty
seniors snrolled in the student tesching program at Bell State Teacters'
College tcok part in the etudy. The experinentsl) and control groupe
vere uAtebed on the desis of speech and troad sudject sresms. Two
speech teats wers given, one at the teginning and one et the end of
the student teaching period. Eight audible speech iteas vere checked
by msens of recordiings Ly three speech Jjuiges. They were: srticula-
tion, promumaistion, voice qualitiss, voiae pitch, imflection, rate,

lalan W. Buckleverry, "The Relationshiy Between Change in
Speech Proficiency and Change in Stulent Teach Proficiency,"”

Speech Monogrepns, XVII, (Novesber 1970), pp. 3/8«83.



riyt e and conviction. 3Bix other etudent teeching itens were rated

by Rusklaberry jush &8s soon &e puseidlia aftar tha start of the feachisg
period of the etudent. They vere: croice of msterisl, loudrneass,
bol1ily setivisy, postire, poise, end sudience contact.

Kigh echonl, college and urivsersity teachers of epeech tHroughe
out the country wvere esket to reck the audibvle spsech itess, asd the
¢ritic teachers at Bel)l) 8txts ranked tiie student teaciiing items in
order %0 be eble %0 weight improvesent. The rating ehests vere :ee
vieod until & high degree of raliability of ratinge ves veashad
soong all judges, The £inel form of tho evalustion sleet conslated
of & grsyaic rating scale using <¢9ec-iptive words. The speech iaprevee
eent progren for the experizental group vas the ooe item thut was
pormitted o very. There vas no significent difference :het.een tos
Cote) end matehed groups end expesimestal groups in i{ntelligesnce,
gredee iz sm jors, ani gredes in Sducgetion coursee. The experixental
subjecte stutdied initin) ratinge of the spmech Judges and Sisoee of
the ¢ritic teachers, coapering ez with thelir own self ratings.
¥ tuo poreoms merkad an itam lov, S suoject pade racordinge end
Aistened tn the weak apeech itexe:. The experinentsl group wae visited
88 of'ton ee necvesary to diagnose visible spesech or etudent Seaching
itema (no regulsr schedule was useod for the clasercom visits.) 2
{insl gpeech teet wee given ¥hich vas the sewe es the Cirst. An

atteapt to establish relistility of the retings vas rede Ly checxing



t¥0 of the ratings of ell critic tescuers on the item entitled
“Appesrance.” Ruokieberry felt thet "Appsarecce” ae a fastor i
tenaning, would tn the ome %= leest arffected vy the student
tcaching experience. If this itex was subject %0 little change
and if the critice rated their students st or vory rear the sami
spot oo Wie 3cele, then the relfatility of veting® ol crities «ouis
e estadliabed for this item. Using e {iret and luet reting

by the gritic tsachers of the item jebLelleld “Appearance” es & tasis
o erriving et o corrulstion ccorficlent, it «ss foupd that very
littls wariation cccvrred in the two retinge.

Hucklsterry found a direct relation detvesn crange in studext
teaching proficiency end crenge iz apesch proffciency. Intslligence,
gredes in asjors, end grades in Educsiion coursee eeemsi %o hava
1ittle or o re.aticnalip to impovemnt rede in student tascning
cogapetadty. Whep Shere vwae & Likt O & relsticoenhip betwveen oPme
epoesh varisdlea, it wea negative in sature. HRuoklederry {ound
that pbysieal vigor, inisiative, use of time, reting ef pupiis,
snd pupil ecnievemsnt (vhich ware sowe of he student tesching
itewn obeerved) egatriduted heavily to the total difference of the
o2ens in favor of the experiusatel group. There was & Gloser ¢
dutioneRip between change in audivie speech chmracleristise end
chango in etudent teaching than between change in vieible apsech
csharacteristics and ohenge in stient teeching. Fiaally, be found

that speech and stwdent tescking proficiengy c¢an bLe mted i 8



reliadle faushion. Prom this study, the writsr Lelijoves tuat
Hucklewarry hes determined that, sl) other fectors held constant,
there 18 5 direct relationship bLetueen positive change !n speach
apd positive chsnge in tesching proficlenmcy. By making the student
tescher svare of his deficiencies and Ly heving him practiece for
iaprovesent, it 19 alzost & foregode cooclusion that he will ime
prove in his tseching preficiency ae he improves in speeXiog s¥ility.

However, the writer vould questico Hucklsberry's »ethod cof
testing relisbility by choosing only ooe $ten, "Appoerecce,” es
8 besis of arriving at a correlation coefficient becsues it ceens
this item can be eudbject to change as vell aa the Otber i{tems
given.

Moore investigeted 1) possible relationships betveen
speeeh factors and persouslity trmite, attitudea towvard speech,
or mestal ehjectivity, self-evaluation end proficiensy s spsaling,
2) vbether there ie any relatinsahip betveen educetionsl achisvee.
uent, intelligenee or koowledge of coatsaporury affeirs and attaine
mat in spesking, and 3) whether there 1s & relationsnhip betveen
all the sbove camed factors apd irprovemsst in spesXing.’

O hundred and twventy studazte in the required fundasentals
ecourse were giver the Kuower Speech AStitude Boale and Bernreuter
Ferscnality Iaveantory end tha freshmn placensnt exsa which teste:

reasoning ability, quantitetive and geveral licguistio ressosing,

lysivur k. Moore, “Facters Related to Achisvecest end

Inprovenent in Public Speaking,” _uarterly Journel of Spesch XXIX

(April 2943), pp. 21317,
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educational schievemant (1litsrery scqusintavse, vocatulary, end
eocial studies) and acquaintance with contemporsry affeire., Tvo
speeches vere assigned and givea in tuo rounde of coagotition.
Speskers vere ratad ov a 20 ivem, 4=point scale by two eritics
who vere uppere-class rajors in spesch. ach spesker alsc retad
his oun performesce on the seme scsle. Relisbility of the critics’
ratings vas deterzinsd by correlating ratings of cone half tbe
critics with those of the otder hmlf. The relimbility of the
pooled ratings for each set was founs 0 %0 .75 and .5 respect-
ively. Reliability of eelf ewiuations vas deternined by ¢orree
lating the ratings of the selr in the first round with thoee in
the second roumd. Tue correlstion confficieat was .7 * 006,
Fron the results, Mocre concluded that tssts of iatelligence snd
educatiomal achievemsnt more consistently end more significantly
dirfterentiatad the poor from the good speskers then did inventor'ce
of speech attitudes ard persaality traits. This evugguste tuat
the irnvestigetiona of such problems as igprovessot in reseoning,
2in in knowledge of contesporery affaire, ete. which wey eciompany
inetruction in epesch, are no less importsst than chenges in
"persomlity.“ Be furtbor states tist poor speakers ere inferior
t0 good speakars in linguietie intslligeecce, in literary acquasine
taace, iz voocatulary ard in knewledge of the soclel stulies end
coau@omry arfaire.

In Moore's study, yoOT spesXers congistently oversvalusted
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their ovn porformance viile good speakers tended to upderevaiuatas
their perfornmnce. o viev of the consistancy with vhich the
PoOr speskors and those vho meke 1:ttle igproveamat ovarevelusts
toazselves, one arducue task that the speech Ceacher fsces ceems
to be the develorment Of ¢riticel insight,

William B. MoCoaxd analysed the relmtionship of speech to
teaching ei’ficicmy.l In order to establish this relation, be
first got a reliable criterics of teaching efficlency by using
tha Wisconsin Btudy of Teeching Ability. To ascortzis speech
effectiveness, meuple tests of reading and epeaking vere usel.
Competent judges evaluated the 4Ll tamchere by megns of & nuxerisel
meting ecals, (1) poorest to (7} Ligteat. Tures genaral factors
were rated, general effectiveness, communication of ideas, and
communication of emotion.

¥cCoard fouad that "good” teachers aa & group heve detter
spocch then ¢verage or poor teachers, Be suggmsts (1) that e
5008 teacher is likely %0 Ve good ErTtly because hie poesesses
better speesh end (2) tiat tBose poor in epeech sre mot likely
0 be good teachers unless they have outstanding compensatory
abilities. From Becker's stuly, e msy infer that these cutsteniing
comprnastory abilities =y ba a combinatico of certain strong
personsllity tmits. McCoard slec found a statistsicelly significent

i¥illiaz B. MeCcard, "Sprect; Pactors x8 Relatas to Teaching

Bfvietency,” Spes; Monograpng XI (idix), pp. Siebs.
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poaitivse correietion batween Gpeech abllity and teashing efficiency.
The studies revieved here generally indicste » strong, poesitive
relation tetueod spweking ability end teaching e¢ffectivencas.
Huckleberry sstaulished that a positive changs in student teachiog
elffectiveness asens directly associated +ith @ positive chenge ia

speccl: proficiency .1

Moore found that tasts of intelligevce avd
educetianal actievesment more consivtently end aore significastly
differeatinted tha poor from the good epseker tian 4id lzveatorics
of speech attitudes and persooslity treits.? Becher's study found
that supsrior teechers were 8lso churacteristically etroog iz
io%giligence, But that students tended tO rate teechers Ligh bveceuse
of parsonality truits.' The order in vhich speech ccapopents
correlated with teeching @vility In two Gifferent studles™ recked
organi:stion of idass, orgepizztion of usterials, convistion,
commnicetivenews, or cudience acontact, vocel expression ak emwouo

tiarel control asong the highest in importence, %Ivo sspects of
speach in szhich thera seems %0 Ve the lesst Airference tet«eon

‘membm-y, : VI, pp. 51889,
M_wm X, pp. 21327

380chr, Unpublishes Fh.D. Dissertation, Northvesterd
Univarsity, 139,

ég‘id.
lan W. Huekieberry, “When You deek Advice,” i) her
13, (Junusry 19531), pp. 59«51
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supsrior end inferior teachere were use of laaguage and woice
Gualdity.

From the conelvaions of prior reseasrch, ssverel asauzmptions
and predictions zay be made coscerning this etwdy. I we sseume
that speech ability and teaching proliciency occur together,
in woze than X5 of cesss, tdec we can assume Zood teacters are
good speskars. We would preSiet or expect, then, that {1) some
spesch charactaristios are primary in descriving the *good”
teacher, ani that (2) consistent rotings will b%e obtaiced fros
speech expert, supervising teachers, end the studsnts vhen those
ratings deal vith speech characteristics vhich Gest lLescrite the
good teecher.

Tvo secondary hypolheais uhieh this study cen elso investighte
are: (1) "good” %teachers should rate coneistently higher on all
speech tra‘ts the2 the “poor” tamcher, and that (2) retings of
speaking ab1lity (ergo, teachiing efficiency) should he positively
correlated with tescher imtelligence.

In order that we cay nsve a bLetter unuerstanding of the iideus
presentel here, it will {iret e necessery to define certain teras
tcet hove heen uvael In the context Of this study. Speeck charscte:re
iatics 8y Le theeretically defined «8 thoee Jqualiities or attrivutes
of speech, both sudidie end visusl, vweel tC asess p.olic speskers.

In this etudy, the sementic 4ifferentisl rating scale (which weas.res
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+eening) wes used by the speech exssimer, the supervising teschers,
the student teachers, and tho clasaes %0 asses hese nine quslities
oy sttritutas of spoeh.l Toerefore, the oparetionsl derinstion of
ypeech: characteristics vould e the cementic differentisl ratings
of (1) wvocel characteristics in terus of the bi-polar sdjectives
loudesoft, pleassot-unplesssnt, wodiulsted«awpotannus, {asteslow,
highelow, good articulation<bad articulstion, fluertenonfluent,
Porcefulevesk, and plemsing=distractivg: (2) physiesl charscteristics
in torme of swvkwardepuised, bded posturc-good posture, distracting-
plessing, Rervouseself-cenfident, imperscnalegerecnel; §) person-
2lity characteristics in terms of liked-d1slived, self-controlled-

cactionsl, sperklingedull, intersstingeuninteresting (%) eppeey-
8oce characteristias in terxs of sloypyevellegroumsd, and “adegood;
languege characteristies 1o torms of good woesbularysbed vocstulsry,

cleareconfused, good-ted; (6) ormmnisstionsl charssteristics in
tWwras of Alsorganizedeorgenized, coafused-clear, and btedegood:

(7) yisusd eid charecteristics in terms of pot used-used, and

badegoad; (8) class resction charseteristics in torms of attentive-
ussttentive, sngrosasd-dored, well tebaveiedisorderly, interested-

disinterested, and good-ved; (9) gcommunicetive ciavactoeristics

ip tarms of inefficienteefficient, uneffective-affective, snd Yede

good.,

“Phe validity of the semmntic 4i7’erenvisl hes bean adegualtely
cstadlisned 58 8 rating inetrument by cller researcigrs and neevd
not be discussed bere,
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Tesching adility zay arvitraily de defined us ose quslities
of the tescher +hich epadle him to give (a person) imovleige o7,
or skill in. Ian tois gsrticular study, wo are assuning thet good
teachers are eleo good speakers, an assuaption which has deen
supported by provioua studies. Therefore, for our purposes, teache
ing ebility and apesking eu:ility are synonocous. Our operstiorsl
definition of tesshing (or spseking) edility will be the neen ratings
of apeech characteristics os evelusded Ly the speech examiner,
e supervisors, the student tsschars and the clsases. The high
ratings vwill indicete high teachinz {or speeking) offaectivansss
snd lov ratings vill icSiecate lov teaching (or speaking) eflecte
iveness.

The vriter, & graduate student in speech, vill hereafter ve
called the speech examiner. Ths eeven classrooc teachers who
vore aupervising the practice teaching of the student tesacders
will be callad supsrvisors. The studant taachare sre those seven
students at Bsetern Nlinois University ohserved Ly the speech
examiner in their practice teashing, and the classes are *hoee

pupils of the astudent teachers.



CBAFTER 11X

METEODOLOGY

FEOCENURE

The gaaple population used in this etudy consisted of seven
student teechers from Zostern Illinois University. All of the
subjocts did their student teaching at tha ledoratory 3ehool on
imetesn’s cacpus, Spring tuarter, 1966. All of the subjects tad
at loast the rundsmental Spsech 1il course.l All the subjects
vere odterved as they tsught elezcptary classes in lapguege Asta,
Socisd Scienca, HatheSclence, and Art. Zach suvject was evaluated
by the speech exeminer ten different times ower & peried of six
veeks. Each subject wvas evalueted by nis supervising teacher
tiree or four times during the same pariod. In additiom, each
subject eveluated himsell once at tne ond of the terxz, and all tut
one student tesacher was rated hy his class once at tha end of the
term. This one exceptiow occurred hecause one supervising tescher
refused to aliov the writer €0 give the class the swaluation sheet.

The student teachners snfl thelr students 4318 not uake eveluations

during the ters %o svoid & biss. The student teechers were told

xspnch treining of the student teachers will e discusased
further (o Ctapter V.

16
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thet the writer vas ohserving thelr clmsses in differest tesching
situstions. Since the laboretory school cleassroons are oOfen %0 all
cellagzs atudents for observation jurposes, this satisliei the
queations of the student teschers.

The speoch exaziper's observations took az sverage of 2C
ninutes each to complete while the student teacher waz in front of
the class in the sctuml teaching situatien. The suparvisora
evalugted the atudent teachers on an sversge Of once every tuo weoks.
In all csses, the gupervisors wera halyful and willing te cocjorate

1s the study.
MATERIALS

Tre semntic 4ifferentisl cwmluatics sheet wea used Ly the
writer, the supervisors and the atudent tescners and congisted of
threo oein speskor concepts (ses Appendix A). They vero Delivery,
whieh imoluded voice, phiysicel asnner, persenality, snd sppesrance
Content, vhich f{ucluded language, origni:etion, and visual sids
ond Reletion to the Student, wihiel inclucCed reaction of the class
and communicativensss.

The evealuation sheet givon tc the classcs was a ahortened Zorn
and fncluded only five sress of evalustion. voice, phyeical mencer,
yersogality, sppesrance (8)l delivery variabies) end rssction of the

cless (vea Appendix A). The purpose of the class eveluatiorn sheet
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was privarily to £ind out how well tie clesses liked thelr student
teacrhers, sud 80 1t was deolded to cut cut those sections which

pight nct be readily ucderstoot by the studests.



CHAPTER IV
ARALYSIS GF DATA

At the end of the six veek cvservation pericd, the reting
duts “es aceumulated and put on IBY cerds to expldite henllimg.
A Wultiple Correiation Progrem was chogen a8 the test method of
anglyring the informetion. Tho program was put on the 1620
computer in the Dat%e Processing Centey on Baetern Illinocis
University's Campue,.

™e nim; speech cimracteriatics veed in this study arw gete
eral terms ofted usel in training teachers. DBecsuse they are
gonsrel, theae syzbols may have dirlezent ccanotations %o 4ifferent
reople. In the folloving enelysis, statisticel correlation was
used to compare the three rating sources, (the epeech examiner,
the supervisors, and the student teachers) to find out how closely
the thres svurdes agreed on the cmeanings of these symdbols in
- thesy Judgemsanta, A fourth source of ratings, the rutings of
the studenta ia the classes, vere incluled vhen practical snd rean-
LEYE: S5 48

In the first five analyses below, the student retinzs of tho
student teechers werxe not included hecsuse & differeant rating ecele

wad used by the studenta. The students were given & shortaned

1
;
‘;!
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forn of the epoech evelustion fnstrument used by the other three
vraters (seo Appendix A). 1t wms felt that the clesses ware not
soghiaticated enough %W evaluate those speech characteristics
which are not roadlly observabla, so that analysis invelving
atutiont retings 1s amde separately.

Tho statisticel correlation ‘s e mathematizal device use:
¢ indicate how sizmiler the Jjudgemente of one reter ere with the
Judguments of enother rater. For inmstence, a correlation coeffie
clent of + 1 would indicste perfect agreament of two rster’s Judges
rmats, & O rating indicntes 210 relationshipy, end 8 - 1 ruting
would indicats thet there is a perfect negrtive or opposite rela-
ticnship betwedn the tvo reter's Judgrmonts. Any correlation co-
efffedent betveen +1, C, 808 <1 indicete the dogreec of agreement
betveen the roter's Judgemsnts. Although the "gignifieance” o
a correlation coefficient is often dependent upon the yarticular
geurces of variation which axe being relates, in this study using
the standard eemmntic differentisl rating wethod, s rating of .:5
correlation coesficient (either poeitive or negative) cen be cone

sldered as signifivent agreomant among jJudges.

RESULES

To deternine if there wss sny correlation between the judgee

monta of the three major sources of ratinge, (spessh exmminer,
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supervieors' and student teachers') the dats was anslyzed and

the total reatinge of toe three reters are aummmrized in Imble 1.

e reaulta indicate a correlation of .65 botween the exmminer's
and supervisors' retings. The high level of agreoement of retings
for the examiner and s.pervisors' indicate thet both ascurcea agree
on the ccnnotations of the words used ip the speech evalustion
instrument. The high correlation between the ratings o the
exaniner and the supervisors' provides consideratle atatistical
confilence for making inferences about objective speaking character-
{fgtics and teaching abilitiea of the student teachers.

The agreenent betwveen the gtudent teachers‘ "self" ratings
end the supervisors' and writer's ratinge was not closely correlatzd
veing only .3 and .3 ;8. In otber words, the student teachers'
subjective ratings di4 not agree with Chose objective ratings of
the speech exanminer and supervisors'.

In order to determine if the agrecmont among the epeech
exsniner'e, the supervisors’', and the student tsechers' ratings
were the same for each of the nine speech chmrecteristics being
rated, the deta wes anslyzéd end the reaults sumzsrized in Table 2,
It can be coted thet the (1) exeminer’'s and (2) the supervisors'
correlations are consistently bigh: indicating close sgreement.
s lowest correlations detween the supervisors' ani the examiper's

vare oLtsined in thoee categories where there were less Gefinite
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TABLE 1

COMTARIZ0R OF QVEAALL RATIBGS QF SFERCH SXAMIEK?,

e e e e et sttt

Buparvisoy Studant Teacher

Spevol Sasminer B3 o5l

Studeant Teacner 38



TABLE 2

COMPARISCE OGP OVERALL RATIBGS QP SPEECH EXAMINER, STUDENT TEACHERS AND SUFERVISQRS
BROXEE DOWE INTO BIHS INDIVIDUAL SPEAKER CBARACTERISTICS

w 3¢ »

P g & o ¢

o : 85

> Y8 48 & £ . B3 o

i B 4 0 ¥ N us vs o ® o

D gﬂ - s e ve -t g« ey ﬁﬁ

2% LA b B & ‘§~p 8 > '§'§ 8 & .

4 £3 83 3 EQ =4 3 g3 I

% A 5 A i o & i% h & §$ gﬁ
Voice .753 «353 .5 39 k.81 1.032 L.85 .70 bo81 .75C
Foysical Manner 832 . 348 267 5.76 1.133 b6 90 4,75 638
Persomlity 484 131 .638 4.56 1,120 5e1l  LB36 hedt  .332
Appesrance 692 a2 .590 .0C 1.2 5.15 1.u86 5.5¢ .695
Lerngusge 76 517 .690 haTh  1.179 5.25 1.206 5.25 (5%
Orsanization «720 683 L9868 S.02 ST £.00 1.252  +.78 .23
Visuel Aids 752  «.087 .068 lea k6 e4G5 4439 1.1350 B.5C 566
Clase Meaction A61 19 382 .19 l.old “ef3 49C5 Y80 624

Comunicativencss 65 AT =euby .8 1.C30 .22 LE21 CeGh o587

12
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criteris for Judgessnt, {.e., personality, clases reaction, and
comzunicativensss. Those categOries in which the speech examiner
snd the surervisors' sgreed highly were: wvoice - .7%3, physical
manner « 882, appeerence - 692, language ~ .76, orsanization -

« 720, anmd visuel aids - .753, The correlation is nigh enocugh to
indicate that a classroor teschsr couid “epot” these cuarmcteristics
an readily as the exaciner should these spesker charscteristics
prove important in tesching effectivensoss. It csn also be noted
that there +as a generel disagreunent Letwees the ostudent teachers'’
ratings of themselvea and the exaniner and supervisora' ratings.

The correlations detueen the student teschers' sell rstings
ard the cther retings vere unifor:ly low except ror the fclloving
exceptions. DBstwesn the exsminer (1) end the stufent teachers'

(2) there i{s agreemmnt on organization wvhich correlated .6hi. This
tends to indicate thet organizatios 4s & coocept that is essl)y
"spotted” and reliably reted dy all three reting scurces. This
inGicetes that the student teacher can reliably estimate his own
abilities (or at least his succesa) in orgenisation.

The supsrvisors' (2) and the st.dent teechers' (3) ratings
agzrea ugnu'ieamxy‘ high on porsomality, .530, sppesrance, ,.%96,
and on language, .690. This would ‘niicete that these two raters
ara agreeinsg on' the cconotations of these words, cven on such an
sabiguous %arm s nerscnelity. On tvo spsaking cherecteristics,

class reaction and comminicativeness, the supervisors (2) snd the
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atudent toschers' () ratings resulted ir a negative correlation
zoef’ioient. Toe correlation soerliciecty exe not nizh anough o
siivy & meaningful relation, Lwt there I1s a slight iadization thet,
in thicse twe speaking chsrecteristias, whem the student teacher
thought he waa strong, the suyervisor helieved Le was wogk, and
vice voraR,

I =~ asaune the aupervisor $s butter jualified to judge
theae sypeakiag elarscteristices than ti 2 atudent tsacher, then the
in€icaticos are that elther they ere not agreeing on hs counnote
ations of these words, or that the student teecher is umstle %o
evaluete :is m teaching ability, and the claasses' reaction %o
Wi a3 & taacher. Per?wpa. in the early stages of Legianing teacking,
Javeloping this eritical iaright about the selfl as a syeaker and
tegchar s most important for Amprovenent. If tha studant teacher
5218 %0 analyze his sudfsnce or misreada the Teadhack he gets
from the class, ne cannot correct hHimgelf and would taend to mmle
the zan® cietakes withiout realizing it. Although thesu are gonerel.
i.ations, the writer beliewes that Turthar study would prove helpful
in ansvering some of those qusations.

The aptech anaminer's and suparvisors' ratings of the student
teschars were ranked to saparate tha "deat” from ths "poorast”
tzachers in this study. The results arne sumBri:ed in Table  and
inffcete that the bast tvo and the poorest two teachers were renked

&8s such by both reters. In general, the réanking of tte stulect



TABLE 3

DIDIVIDUAL STUDENT TEACHER RARKINGS BY EXAMINER AND SUPERVISORS

Examiner's Supervisors' Composite
Student Teacher sean rating rank mean rating rank rank
#1 5.76 2 1. T1 5 ly
#2 5.76 3 5.21 3 2
#3 3.22 8 2.94 8 3
i 5498 1 6.13 1 1
#5 4.30 5 4458 6 6
#6 L.4s b S ll 2 g
#1 3.96 6 418 7 7
#3 3.93 7 4.88 4 5

G2
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teachers Uy the examiver and supervisors wvers consistamt. towever,
20 that relative differences might o more proncunced, the twe “best”
rated teschers and ths tvo "poorest” teschiers were extractad ror
couper1son on the basis of rating lLy eaniner end supervisors.

With & 7,00 rating being the hizhest possible, the t.0 best
teachers sre teacher #+ {5.98 end G.1:) and teacner ;2 {:.iC end
7421), The two poorest teaahers nre toacker £3 (.22 srd 2.9w)
and teacher 7 (5.96 and -.48). Decouss the totel rankings of
the c:@minor add superviaors® correlsted sov highly, it ean be essurwd
+at the two Lest tescrers were »onsidered teat oectuse of cartain
cutetanding opeshor crharmmcteristics readily gbserveble by the speecd
sraniner and the s.perviaors, and that the two jovurest teachers
were poor heceuse of deficiencins in sredlting clardasterioties -eadily
observable by the speech sumniuer and the gsunervisors,

To detormine which speech charmcieristics were rost imyorisnt
{n descriting the vest teechars, the ate a3 emlyzed by comperisg
the oxaminer's rBtipge with the supervieors' ratinge. The results
snmrized in Table i indicate thot tin exsniner's end suzarvisors'
rankings agreod that the Gtest teschors' cutetanding speech claracters
igstice were sppeerence, lansuace, and orgenicetion. The exaniner’s
an? S:pervisora’ renkings agreo: ttet the second ‘est temcier, £2,
‘ed outetanling specch chavactorietics of eppearance, lenjuags,
organi:zation, sand scmmmicetiveness. T consisteatly high reatings
suggest that appeersnce, lsng.agc, and orpganisation are the most
izportant charecteristics of the “sooc” tamoher,



TABLE 4

RATINCS OF TWO BEST TRACHEKS BY EXAMINER AND SUPERVISOr

Student teacher #- Student teacher #2
Examiner BRank Supervisor Rank Bxaminer Rank Supervisor Renk
Voice 647 5 6.11 R 5,05
Pbysical Manner b.6L 1 £.15 5.8+ S'e Sii
PYersonality 5295 6.12 5.62 &£.56
Appearance 6.3C 3 7.00 1 £.1C e 6.C0O 2
Language 5.26 4 6o 7 5 5.96 5 6.c8 iy
Organization &.63 2 .00 2 6.06 3 £.66 3
Visual Aids S.5C 7.00 3 4.3C 4.25
Class Reaction HeTi 6.2° 5.8C ) 5.05

Comsminicativeness 6.1C 6.83 Y 6.23 1 5.06 5
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To deteraine vhich speeci: charecteristics were importeat in
deseribing tho poorast tsachers, coiurison of the exsminmer's retings
with the supervisors' was sade. I:e results suzmarized in Trble 5
indicate that the cxaainer's snd supervisors’ ratinge egrec that
the poorest tessher, £3, hmd cutstandiing deficleocies 1o the syeech
eharacteristics of physical mmnner, appeszance, and langwge. The
exaniner's and supervisors' rutings sgreed that the second pocrest
teacher, #7, had cutstanding deficimpcies in the speeed chearsciere
istice of persomlity, eppsarence, class reaction, and comwnie
cativesess. We my infar from this informaticn shet (1) sppeerance
aoces @08t important in "Sdentirying” the “poor” tescher, (2)
eypeavance is a8 dedermining fmctor in identilying bLoth or sepysretisg
the best and poorest, end (3) the reters sgree more on the ‘'good”
toacher's charactoristics then on the "poor” tescher's charecter=-
istics.

The next three tadles sre evaluatious of the studest teachars
made by their clmsmes. As previously explained, the classes ratad
only Iive speaking csracteristics: (1) wolce, (2) physical saaner,
(:) personality, (k) eppesrance, and (5) reactios of class. Since
one studant %eacher vae uged in two different class situstions
end the wvriter was uoable to grt a cluss evaluation of enctber
student teacder, only six student teaclher retings ere included in
this enzlysias. 7o determine which teachers were rateld vest end
yoorest by their classes, the dala wms arslyzed by compering the



TABLE 5

RATIRGS OF TWO POGREST TEACHERS BY EXAMINER AND SUPERVISOR

Student teacher 73 Student teacher #7
Examiner Rank 8Supervisor Rank Exaciiner Rank Supervisor Rank
Voice 320 3 3.13 we2 5.16
Physical Magner 3.32 L 2.95 4 3.78 3 i i
Personality 2.90 2 3.31 3.85 a; 4.06 2
Appearance 3.50 % 2.75 2 2.90 1 4.25 4
Ianguage 2.53 i 2.41 1l 4,63 5.25
Orgsnization 3.73 2.77 3 k.63 bolil
Visuael Aids 3.90 3.00 5 37 L.00 1
Class Reaction 3.76 3.10 3.10 2 4e15 3

Communicetiveness 3450 4.08 4.16 5 4,25 S
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moan retings of the classes. The results surmerized in Table 6
indicate that the clasees' retings of teachers agree witn ratings
of the speech examiner and supervisors' excert for student tescher.
£1 wvto the clmes reted low. Tne order of renkinge by the astudents
shows student teacher #8 ss best cr (1) with a 3C.58 rating, tescher
#4 (2) second with a 27.39 reting, teecher $5 es third with s 25.01
rating, teacher #7 was fourth with a 22.6€ rsting, teacher ¥l as
fifth with & 21.09 rating, and taacher ¥3 eas sixth ee poorest with
8 19.69 rating. The ranking based ou class ratings was used to
ddvide the hLest teachers from the poorest teachers. Teacher 1 vas
tecporerily discsrded because there vas disegreenent netween the
ratings of the apeech exaniner and supervisors, and the ratinge of
the class,

On the basie of the clssses' ratings, personelity and appesrance
vere the zost reliable indicators of the better teaachers and physicsl
sanner and resction to the teacher were the moat relisble indicators
of the poorer tsachers. These particulsr chberascteristics, personality
end appearance, snd physical anper aud reaction cf the class, seex
to be the indicstors children use to rete a teacher high or low,

if one asaumea that the speech examiner and the supervisors are
better Judges of good end bad teaching characteristics then the
students, then the clssases’ retings can be re-sxamined in terms of
the better end poorer teschere choeenm by the exssiner and supervisors

(se2 Table 7), ant enelyzed in terns of clses response. This tavle



TAELE 6

CIASS RATIEGS OF STUDENT TEACHERS IN TERGS OF FIVE
SFEAKTIG CBARACTERISTICS

Student Teacher f1 #3 b #5 $7 #6
Yoice k.65 k.2b 5.19 %.97 5.02 6.45
Fhysical Manper 5.38 3.09 5.96 k.78 h.62 593
Persanslity 3.51 .61 5.35 b.87 k.93 6.83
Appoarance 4.51 4.37 652 5.8 Lb.25 €«
Reaction of Clsss 3.0k 3.48 8.47 5.58 k.0l V.Gh
21.09 19.59 27.39 2. 22.86 30,58
Rank S 6 2 3 ] 1



TAELE 7

CIASS RATING OF THE TWO BEST AND THE TWO POGREST TEACHERS CHOSEN BY THE
EXAMINRER AND SUPERVISQRS

Best Teachers Poorest Teachers

#1 2 #7 #8
Voice 5.19 ho65 50% holh
Physical Msnner 5.96 5.38 4,62 3.09
kreonﬂlity 5.35 3.51 h093 h061
Appearance 6.42 k.51 b.25 4.37

Reaction of Cless L 47 3.04 4,0l 3.48

133
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indicetes the two factors wvhiah best descrids the "good” teachers

are appearance and physicel menmer. Conversely, the two iactors
viuick tend to describe the poarest teschers ere poor physical

manner and resction of the claes.

To determine how closely related the judgements af toe class
were vith the other three raters, the t%otal correlatiocns were
coxpared and exanined. To rake this cowpariascn, it vas necessary
for the rating eheets used by the examiner, supervisors, and student
toachors, to bave socas itens dolated s0 thet they metched the rating
sbests used by tho classes {see Appendix A). Agmin, the mltiple
correlation uéhu&w vas applied uesing date {ram student mmtings
and the reduced data rrox the oxesiner's, superviecrs', and etudent
seschere’ retings. The results sumarized in Tabvle 8 show that the
suporvisors' ratings were correlated woad highly wits the classes’
ratings. This implies that the supervisors are detier avle to
prediat the judgmamnts of sheir students. The correlation coeifie
cient resulting fros 8 coxparison of the exaniner's ratings and
cless ratings shows that 20 eignificant relation exists. Toe exane
ioer, in other vorda, vas not able to predict the classes’ judgemants
of their student teactera. The correlation coelficisut resulting
fron 8 comgeriecn of the class ratings with the student teschers'
rotings shovs a esignificently negative correlation indicating that
the studont tamcher considers himself to have cezrtain spsalking
characteristice whioh the class does not thiok he hes. In other

vords, the student teachere were not madle to judge their clssses.
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TABLE 8

COMPARISON (P TOMML CORREIATICNE OF THE CLASSES,
EXAMINER, @QVZEVISONS, AND SHILEN? TEACEEND

Clans
Exeminer -sO43
Bupervisors «518

Student Teachers -, 316
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DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The results of this study gensrelly support prior studies
(summarized in Crapter I1) in thoso areae vhere "overlapping”
cccurred. Eovever, the results of thia stuly provide sdeguate
deta for further clarifying snd queantifying certain spesker
characteristics olber studies tave ignored ian their quest for
ssaningful relatiocts detween spcaker alficiency and tesching
ebility.

Infarences which say be reasohsbly btased cn the results of
thia study, will be diecussed and sumsarized in the Comclusions
Choypter.



CHRAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIQHS, AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

A comperison of teaching effectiveness and speaker ability
vas determined by correlating the ratings of the speech examiner,
supervisors, student teachers, and students as these raters
observed the student teachers in the actusl classroo.: teaching
situation. Realizing fully that the results of this study are
bhased upon empiricism and that any generalizstions or implications
beyond tbe limits of this study are extremely risky, the writer

believes the following conclusions to be pertinent.

RESULTS

Perhaps one of the most significant {indings of this study
is the fact that the speech examiner, who is trained to evaluate
speech charscteristics, and the regular classroomr supervisors
shov high agreement on their evaluations of student teachers'
speech characteristics using this form of the semantic differential
rating sheet. The regular supervisors' evaluations of speech
charscteristics, therefore, msy be considered nearly as reliable
as a speech expert. This means that the supervising teacher could
be much more active in criticizing and improving student teachers'
communication abilities. For example the main criticism brouveht

out in the practice teaching seminers by the writer as well as the
37
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other student teachers seemed to be that the supervieing teachers
did not give enough evaluations and criticisms. It was tbe con-
census that any criticisms offered by the supervisors were lim-
ited to correcting vmd grammar and poor pronunciation. Apparently,
the supervisors felt (1) unqualified and/or (2) not responsible
for giving further criticism. The findings of this study indicate
the supervisors are at least qualified to "point out” (as opposed
to remedial procedures) speech deficiencies. As far as being
responsible for giving criticisms, the supervisors seem to have
delegated this area to the coordinator who must visit meny students
during the quarter and does not haeve time to go into any depth on
any one student's problems. The coordiaator seems to rely on the
supervisors to give necessary evaluations and criticisms. Because
of this apparent lack of delegated responsibility, no one takes
the initiative, and the student teacher suffers. And so, what
should be the oat important area of the student teaching situation
is neglected almost entirely. With the help of this study, therefore,
it is hoped that the claseroom supervisors will become aware of their
ability to evaluate speech characteristics and be able to give the
student teachers in their care the help they both need and want
to improve as teachers.

Although the speech examiner and supervisors correlated
highly on most of the nine speech cheracteristics, there were

three categories in which the correlstions were relatively low,
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i.e., personelity, class reaction, and coamunicativeness. Perhaps
the reason for this low correlation may be that the terms used

ere 80 broad that the speech examiner end supervisors are unable

to agree on the connotations of these words. It is interesting to
note, however, that the supervisors' ratings and student teachers'’
ratings on the item called personality were closely correlated.
This difference of opinion on peraomality may be explained in terms
of the close cdaily contect between the supervisors and student
teachers, whereas the speech examiner observed the student teacher
only a few minutes each time in the actual teaching situation.

In any case, future studies of this type ray be improved by setting
down a more specific criteria to judge these items, or the terms
mey be changed so that agreement may be reached as to the con-
notations of these words.

Neither the speech examiner, the supervisors, nor the student
teachers correlated highly on the two iters called cless reaction
and cosmunicativeness. In fact, the supervisors' and student
teachers' ratings on these two items were negatively correlated,
indicating opposite Judgements. This mey mean that the raters
could not agree on the connotations of these words. Although it
may not be as important for the speech exeminer and supervisors
(a8 observers) to be able to judge these two items, it seems
extremely important for the student teacher to be able to analysze

his audience to see how they are reacting to him as a teacher. It
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is slso iportant Jor the temcher to knov if he is getting his
esango across to his swdents. In one instance & studeat teacher
asked the spesch exsaiper hov hs could tell if he wvas comounicating
6nd bow the cless wvas rescting to him unless by zeauns of & pop
Quiz or test. The spesch exaniner notad that this particular
@tudent teacher had & failing coamod tO many teachers who begin

& teaching period as if starting @ ™ace. 8o zuch aaterial has to
be covered in so aany minutes (or #C hus thought) that he bardly
raised his heed froi the dook t0 £ind cut how tWey were reacting.
If the o0ld axiom is true, "If your students maven't lsarned, you
maven't taught,” then tescbers must stop running races vith the
clook and got back to the more huwan job of tesching which requires
a sensitivenecss to the moods and aseds of the class.

In genral, the student teachers’ ratings of thezselves did
npt agred vith the ratings of the speech exauziner end supervisors
exoept on Ove iten, organisation, in which the speech sxaciner
and student teacher did correlate highly. We .ay conoluds, there-
fore, that all thres ruters could agree on the xsaning of tnis
itz and that the student teacher wvas able to estimte his own
ability in this area., Deficiencies in organization then, do not
seex t0 be a prodlez in regerd to teaching ability. The reason
z8Y be that 1060 courses, especimlly the basic English courses,
give mich expiasis to this item. In thoss few Cased vhere 8 low

rating vas given in organisation, the student teacher wvas also
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avare that it wvas a problem. From the writer's own experience
in the besic speech course, it seems thet this itenm might have
been overstressed and that speech teachers might do well to ree-
exhunine their emphasis on organization in light of this study
and concentrate :0re on those areas in which student teachers
do poorly.

According to the ratings of the spesch emaminer and the
superviaor, the best teachers (those who rated high on the nine
epeach charecteristics) had outstanding scores in appearance,
language, organization, and comminicativeness. Although the
speech exanminer and supervisors did not correlate highly on the
couanotation of the term communicativeness, both raters recognized
its valve to the teaching situation. The poorest teachers (those
vith lov ratings on the nine speech characteristics) had their
lovest scores on personeality, physical menner, appearance, lan-
guage, class reaction and communicativeness. In general, the
classes' ratings of the student teachers agreed vith the speech
exauiner's and supervisors' retings in determining the best and
poorest teachers except for one student teacher who wae rated low
by ber class and second highest by the speech examiner and supere
visors. This particular student teacher seewed to demand very
mich of her students both from class and homework assignments.
She required much originel thought in the students' theres and

poetry. She was also a very strict disciplinarisn. These factors
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sy be yeeponsidble for the lov retings given by ber class oo the
itexs of persomelity and resotion of the dlass. The epeeck
exmninor snd supervisor (perhaps objectively) recognised that
these fectors can combine to cake an cutstanding tescher, twut
the class (porhaps sudbjectively) thought they were deing pushed
t00 taxd, end the low retings may de & result of their uncode
scicus reluctandce.

The classes picked the itexs persouelity and appeersnce
as indicators of the dest teachers, and physicsl zeaper and
their resction to the teacher as indicators of ths poerest
teachers. In comparing thbe 1tems chosen s 1indiestors of best
and poorest teachers dy the three rators, it may bs coted that
the classes protably tesd to be more subtjective @nd perecoal in
their evalistions. The speech examiner and SUPervisors provadbly
tended to be more objective then perscosl in their ewveluations.
It would be interesting for the speech examiner and supervisors
to exchangs pimces with the classes, to sso if thsy could still
be objective after being 1in the position of the stxlente. It
seozs Very probtadble that their evelusticns vould also tend to decome
aore subjective. Ferbaps this is the reason we peed btoth
objective ratem (supervisors) snd sudbjective raters (classes) to
help evaluate the student tesclher's adility and mske recommnis-

tions for iaprovemsnt. The supervisors could evaluate odbjeotive
individusl speech charucteristics, i.e., voice, lauvguags,
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organization, visusl aids, and the classes could eveluste zore
subjective speech characteristics, i.e., physical manner, person-~
ality, appearunce, reactioo of the class, and commnicetiveness
in order to get a complete picture or evaluation of teeaching
ability.

By correlating the ratings of all four reters, (speech
exaninsr, supervisors, student teachers, and classes) it vas
found that the classes and supervisors' ratings correlated most
highly, vith nc correlation between toe speech exmmiper's ratinge
and the classes' ratings and a negative correlation betw=en the
student teachers' ratings and the classes® ratings. Although
the retings of the speech examiner and supervisors did correlate
bighly, the speech emaminsr was not able to judge or predict
the clssses’ judgements, nor wers the student teachers able to.
The close correlation between the supervisors' retings and
classes' ratings mey indicate that the supervisors vwere also
better able to Jjudge or predict the evaluations of the claases.
It Ay de inferred that the supervisors are in such close daily
contact vith the students all through the schoal year, that they
can predict or judge thes better than tbe speech examiner or
student teacher who ceame $n contact with the classes for oaly a
few veeks. This seems especislly important for the supervisors

to remexber when called upon to evaluaste the ssudent teachers

uoder their supervision. Kot only do the supervisors agree or
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correlste highly with the ratings of the speech exawiner, but
they also know what their classes respond to. This combination
leads us to assume that no one is as well guslified as the super-
visor to evmluate and offer criticiams to the student teacher.

It vas found that trying to relate teaching ability to any
advanced training in speech was impossible. The seven student
teachers all had approximately the seme dackground in speech,
averaging one course per person. This one course was the dasic
fundamentals course which all are required to take,

It vas also noted thet no reaningful correlation between
teaching ability and intelligence could be found as the sampling
of student teachers uwes insufficient. According to the accumu-
lative ACT test scores, which are the closest indicators of
intelligence aveilable, tue two poorest teachers hed scores of
89 and 96, whereas the two best teachers had scores of 60 and
8%. Such a negative relation may bave implications for future

researche.

CONCLUSIQHS

From the hypothesis zade in Chapter 1I, the data supports
the bhypotbesis that certain speech abilities correlate highly
vwith teaching proficiency in assessing good and poor teachers.
Toce data also indicates thet there are speaking characteristics

which are readily obvserveable. On the other band, the dsta did



L5

not support the hypothesized relation of teaching ability end
intelligence scores, nor did the date indicate that better teachere

arc superior in all speaking characteristics than the poor tsachers.



AFFERDIX A
RATING SHEETS

The fallovwing reting ebeets were used by the eépeeck eaminar,
the supervisors, and the sCudant teachers to ewluate speech
cheracteristics.

I. DELIVERY

In this section ve are trying to evaluate the A) Voics,
B) FPhyeical Maoper, C) Fersomality and D) Appesrance
of the student teacher as he stands Lefore the clmses in
the teaching situstion.

VOIC3

loud : 2 : 2 3 : scrt

pleesant k t : : 3 unpleaeant
aodulated : : t b : : ssonotonous
fast : : : g : : slow
high : R 3 : s : low
good articulation : ¢ 4 - ¢ 2 bad articulation
fluent__ :__ ¢ : k 2 i nonfluent

forceiul : : : 3 - s weak
pleasing : : : ! : : distracting




FHYSICAL MANNER

avkward : : $ H s poised
bad posture 3 t i 3 _good posture
distracting $ $ H 3 : plas g ing
nexrvous : : ! : self-confident
impersonal : 2 : : personal
PERSONALITY
1%iemd : : : : disliked
seolf-cogtrallad 3 t 5 5 t 3 epoticosl
sparkling __ : : $ : $ 3 dull
interesting : s : 3 2 3 uninteresting
APPEARANCE
sloppy : : : t $ : well-groomed
bad : : 3 - E : good
II. COHTENT

In this section ve are trying t0 evalubte the A) langumge,
B) Organization, snd C) the use of Visusl Aids used by the
studont teacler as he stands before the class in the teaching

gituation,
IARQUAGE
good vocadulary 3 z : : 3 5 bad vocavulary
clear : confused
good : : : : ; : bad

b1



ORGANIZATION

disorganized H 3 : organiged
confused H cleay
bad : 5 : good
VISUAL ADS
not used : - 3 t used
bad H 5 : : good

I1I. RLLATION TO THE STUDEKT
In tais section we are trying to evaluste the A) heaction

of the Classs to the student teacher, and B) The Effecte
iveness of the Communication tetween teacher and student.

REACTION GF CLASS

attentive H voattentive
engroased, : : : Dored
vell behaved : disorderly
intereated f 3 disinterestec
£ood 1 bed
COMMUNICATIVERESS
inefTicient afficient
uneffective 3 effective
bad geod




The folliowing reting sihset was used by thecclmssses tw evaluate the
student teachers.

VOICs

pleasant : $ : : 3 : unplessant

fast 3 3 3 3 i slov
pleasing : 3 : i s H distracting
PHYSICAL MANNER
avkward : 3 : 3 d 2 poised
nexvous : H 3 : H H se Ll -conf ident
PERSORALITY
tiked : - t : H H disliked
interesting $ : 1 3 $ 3 uninteresting
bad s : H : : t good

engrossed : : : : : H boread

well behaved :

-
-
-
-
-

disorderly

interested

as
Lad
o
*
ow
o

gisinterested

hg



APPENDIX B

HA# DATA
Subject £1
exs:iner's supervisor's self class
reting rating rauing rating
Voice 5.95 4,96 4.88 he65
Phyeical Maoner 5.5% 5.00 k.60 5.38
Personslity 5.92 L.33 4e25 5%
Appeerence 6.10 5.33 5.00 be51
language 5¢96 5¢00 566
Organiution ) 6.% 5.55 5.00
Visual Aids 4.30 4«00 550
Reaction of Clags 5.98 4400 5.00 3.04
Cor.uunicativeness 6.23 500 533
5.76 hoT1 kook ba13
Subject #2
exariner's supervisor'e sel? clsas
rating rating rating rsting
Voice 5.95 5.05 1‘088 ho65
Fliysical Manney 5.8k 5¢55 koS0 538
Pereonality 592 L.56 4,25 3¢51
Appearance 6.10 6.00 5e00 ke31
hnguﬁgc 5.96 6.08 5.66
Orzanization 6.06 3.66 J¢00
Visuel Aids k.30 25 550
keaction or Class 5.98 505 5480 3.04
Conuivnicativeness 6.23 5.08 5¢33 bear3
5.76 5¢21 4494 bel3
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Subject #3

exasniner's supervisor's self class
) rating rating rating rating
Voice 3.20 Y3 4.33 L1l
Physicael ¥snner 3.32 2.95 9 Y] 3609
Personality 2090 3633 4.00 h.6)
Appearance 3.50 2.75 k.00 besT
Language 2.53 2."“1 3.66
Organization Sal 3 2.77 4,66
Visual Aids 3.90 3.00 4,00
Reaction or Class 3eT6 3.10 4.60 3ok
Cor.unicativeness 3.50 L.08 4.00
3e22 2.94 4.25 36T
Subject #b
exa.iner's supervisor's self class
rating rating rating rating
Voice 6l 6ell 5.44 519
Physical Manner 6464 615 6400 5.96
PersOnﬁlity 5.95 6.12 ‘4.50 5.35
Appearance 6.30 7.00 6.00 6.2
Lansuage 6.26 6.75 5.00
Orzanization 6463 7.00 500
isual Aids 5.50 7000 h.OO
Reaction of Class SeTl 6¢25 4,20 Loy
Courunicativeness 6.10 6.83 5.00
5.98 613 5.08 %927
Subject #5
exaniner's supervisor’s self class
rating rating rating ratiag
Voice 3.91 5.11 055 h.97
Pnysical Manner 3.688 L.05 .80 478
Personslity 3.70 4.56 4.50 487
Appeerance h.85 337 6.00 5081
languagze 440 525 6.00
Orzenization 4.53 3okl 4,66
Visual Aids 500 375 4.00 _
Reaction of Class 5.08 495 5.40 4,58
Communicativeness 4,53 516 6.00
405 4,58 525 4,89

) §



Subject #6

em:. insr's supervisor's self cless
eting rating rating 1atiog
Voace beiT L PRVR he80
Pnyscisl Maaney 4.82 5.k6 3,60
tersooelity he22 Se0b L.50
Appearsace 5495 666 6000
anguage 4,00 ©«00 0.00
Qrganisation L, 33 Se “ b, 33
vis.al Aids 5031 bolb 5.50
risgction of Class h.56 5.k6 3.80
(oumunicativenass b33 S«TT 533
kb5 Selilh Lbed9
Subject T
exar:iper's supervieor's sell classe
sating reting 1ating reting
Voice b, 82 5016 3eT1 502
Physical “enper 3.78 h.as 5-& L 62
hl‘»f'liw 3085 k.w 3.7, k093
Appumnce 2.90 h.25 5,00 3025
Language 463 525 966
Ormernisation ke63 bohl h.65
Visual Aice helT7 .00 k.50
“emction of Class 3.10 LeiS 520 boOR
Comusunicativeness 8,16 4,25 ke33
3456 k48 4,50 4,59
SubJect ¢8
emciner's supervisor’s self clase
reting rating rating ratisg
Voice 8.11 5-51 3.@ 60‘0?
Fnysical anoer 3,58 he50 520 5e'93
Fersorality k.02 508 5.00 6ed?
Appeerance :.30 6. 16 ioz 6.51
L. p .1 'n ®
wg‘n‘iuum k.zg g.'n 500
Visual Aids 4,00 30.00 3.00
Reagtion of Class bort 4e$3 360 be34
Comaunicativenoss Lo16 5¢66 5.00
3.93 408 3.75 SeP5
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