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Iv.
ANATYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

4.1 Introduction

\The enalysis of the collected data involved the application
of various statistical methods and the interpretation of the
statistice obtained for inferring the tenability of the
hypotheses. The analysis was carried out keeping in mind the
objective of studying the differences in the acquisition of
general teaching competencé through the th;ee treatments as well
as studying the effects of the demographic variables on this
acquisition. In the following sections of the chapter, relavant
data under each head is presented through tables as well as
graphs, and interpretations of the same follow immediately after

the tables.

Differences in the acquisition of genefal teaching‘
competence of the three groups were compared by t teats-
(Garrett, 1955). In order to studyi the effect of the other
%ariables on the acquisition of general teaching competence,
each group vas further divided into high and low groups according
to the scores of the conceined variable and statistical
technique of analysis of variance end analysis of covariance
were used to determine whether the means differed significantly
or not ( Gﬁilford, 1965 ; Lindquist, 1970; Garrett, 1965). While
deciding s to which means differed significantly and o avoid
computing a series of t in each case. Duncan's New NMultiple .
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Range Test was used following the enalysis of variance or
covariancé as the case may be (Edwards, 1971; Dayton, 1970). In
applying this test, a single hérmonic mean for the groups of
means was calculated and from its standard error, shortest
eiénificant ranges for significant differences were obtained.
The group means were arranged in order of their magnitude and
the differences that fell below the - shortest significaﬁt ranges

were considered not significant.

In order to ascertain the effects of the covariates on the
development of general teaching competenée, it was assumed
that, for a particular covariate having no effect on the
development of general teaching competence, the pattern of
differences that develop among the three groups as whole through
the three training approaches would remain unchanged even whén
the groups are dividedlfurther into low or high groups according
t0 the scores of that particular varisble, and the six group
means are adjusted for the differencés in th? gcores of the
covariate. A possibility that significant differences may arise
at pre-training stage when the three groups are further divided
t.3%0 six groups was also explored and it was found that at pre-
training stage, such a division according to high or low score

~of the covariates did not give rise to any significant differences

among the grcﬁps and that the values of F ratios for different
covariates ranged from 0.09 to 2.25 which were not significant

at 0.05 level. 8
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4.2 Develogment of GIC

The primary purpose of the present study was to study the
development of general teaching competence through the three
training approaches, viz. (i) traditional training coupled with
auto-instructional maeterial, (ii) microteaching under simulated
condition end (iii) microteaching in real situation. -As mentioned
earlier, three‘measures of genersl teaching competence were
téken for the three groups at pre-training stage, at 11th
practice teaching lesson and at 16th practice teaching lesson.
The following %sble No. 3 shows the general teaching competence
écores of the ihree groups at these three levels of training 3

Table 3 : Mean and SD of GIC Scores of the Three Groups
: at Three Levels of Measure -

G . GICS - 2 GTCS - 11 GICs - 16
roup -] : SD ) —) I
TRT 42.39 4.81 53.11 6.17  57.11  6.24 -
MIR 42.18 4.69 69.72 4.07  7T3.5 4.0
MTS 42.5 5.27 63.11 6.64 . 69.28 6.9

It can be seen from the above table that the greatest
ingrease in genergl teaching competence was for the MIR group
and the least increase wes for the IRT groﬁp. A large‘amount of
this incfease can be attributed to thé initial traininé for the
three groups because the main increase in general teaching
competence was during the pre-training to the 11th lesson stage.
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During the latter stage of the training, it can be seen that
the TRT group and the MIR group showed aimoat equal,increase
whereaé the ETS group showed a greater increase. It cen be
inferred from this that the MTS group benefited most from the
traditional practice-teaching which followed after the micro-
teaching treining. ' |

One ‘another aspect of the effect of training that can be
seen from fhg table is the‘effect of the training procedures on
the variability of the groups} Variability of the two groups viz.,
the_TRE group and the MIS group, had increased, while the variability
of the MIR group had decreased. This change in the varisbility
of the groups was further studied through the application of t
tgsts. It was observed that the change in variability for the MIR
group aﬁd'the MIS group was not significant while for the TRT
group, the incréase in 8D from pre-trasining stage to the 1éth
lesson stage was»signifiéant at 0.05 level ( t = 2.27 ).

As the main purpose of the present investigation was to

study'the acquisition of general teaching competence through the
three training spproaches, gain in general teaching competence
from pre-training to 11th practice teaching lesson ( G_4y ) and
gain in general teaching competence from pre-trainiﬁg to 16th
practice teaching leséon ( G416 ) were calculated for the three
groups. The Table 4 on thé next page shows the gain in general
teachtng‘competence for the three gfoups s
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Table 4 : Gain in GTC Scores of the Three Groups

¢ G
1-11 1-16
Group R
M S R SD
TRT 10.67 3.79 14.67 3.67
MTR 26.61 4.17 30.39 4.26
MTS 20.64 6.1 26.78 6.26

It is clear from the above table that the highest gain
in general teaching competence at both the stages was for the
MTR group whereas it ﬁas the least for the IRT group. Considering
the gain in general teaching competence from 11th to 1éth
practice teaching lesson, it is observed that the group showing
the highest gaiﬁ was the MIS group which had a gain of 6.17.
This development of general teaching competence for the three
groups is shown graphically in Figure 4.

The graphs for the development in Figure 4 show that the
development of general teaching competence was almost uniform
from 1st ?o 16th practice teaching lesson in the case of ‘the
TRT group; whereas, in the case of the two microteaching
groups, the rate of development of gener;1 teaching competence
was greater during the first stage of the training i.e. froﬁ
18t to 11th practice teaching lesson. So far as the development
of genersl teaching competence from 11th to 16th practice
teaching lesson is concerned, it is seen that the development

was the greatest for the MIS group. Graphs for this stage of
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development for the MIR and the TRT groups are almost

parallel which show that the effect of training during 11th

to 16th practice teaching lesson was equal for these two

groups. Statistical enalysis of t test showed thet Gyq_s6

did not differ significantly for these two groups, but G11-16

for the MIS group differed significantly at 0.01 level from

both the MIR and the TRT groups, t being 7.97 snd 6.58

respectively. It is clear that the MTS group benefitted the

most from the éraditicnal training which followed microteaching

#raining in simulated condition.

In order to study whether significant differences

_existed among the three groups at both the levels of acquisition

of general teaching competence, several ts were computed. The

following Table 5 gives the neéessary data and the results

obtained for 61_11 s

Table 5 : leans, SDs and Significance of Differences of

G4_4¢ among the three Groups

@roup N M SD t
TRT 18 10.67 3.79 11.98 *
MTR 18 26.61 4.17 :
TRT 18 10.67 2.79 5.88 #
MTS 18 20.61 6.1 )
' MTR 18 26.61 4.17

. 3.45 *
MPS 18 20.61 6.1 :

#* Significant at 0.01 level
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It can be observed from the above Table 5 that the meen
G1_11—for all the three groups differ significantly from each
other, + being significent at 0.01 level. These results show
that, so far as training through the three approaches wes
concerned, microteaching in real situation showed the greatest
development of 31_11 vhich differed significantly from the
other two groups. The least effectigé’was the training through
the traditional approach coupled with auto-instructional material.
As the TRT and the MIR groups differ signifieantiy, hypothesis
Fo. 1 is rejected. The hypothesis No.2 states that there is no
difference in the aéquisition of general teaching competence
in the case of the TRT and the MIS groups but the results
indicate the contarar& and this hypothesis also is rejected.
Similarly, as the groups MTR and MIS differ significantly from
each other, hypothesis No. 3 is also rejected.

The results show a clear superiority of the microteaching
épproach of training in real as well as simulated condition
over the traditional training approach, as the mean G1_’1 for
the MTR and the MTS groups far exceed that for the TRT group.

A number of studies in the past support these findings,

(Allen and Ryan, 1969; Orme, 1966 ; Bell, 1968 ; Britton et al.,
1971, Chudasama, 1971; Marker, 1972; Passi et al., 1974 ; Singh,
1974 ; Das et el., 1976 and Joshi, 1977 ). 4n only study that
results contrary to the present findings is by Kallenbach

et al. (1969) wherein it was found thet the micréteaching and
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the traditional training érbups did not differ significantly
on post-training measqres‘andwmicroteaehing was not found to
be superior to conventionel treining methods in its effect on

teachers' classroom performence.

One of the objectives of present investigation was to
study the effects of microteaching slone and microteaching
followed by macroteaching on the acquisition of general teaching
competence. In order to sfudy the effect of traditional practice
teaching 1eaéons following the microteaching programme, mean
G,_,ﬁ of the three groups were compared through t tests. The
following Table 6 gives the mean G,_,é and the results of t
tests for three comparisons @ '

Table 6 : Means, SDs, and Significance of Differences
of G1-16 .among the Three Groups

Group N M SD %

TRT 18 14.67 3.67
~ 4 11.82 *
MTR 18 30.39 4.26 ,
TRT 18 14.67 3.67
7.08 *
MTR " 48 30.39 4.26
‘ 2.03
NTS 18 26.78 6.26 ,

* Bignificant at 0.01 level
it can be seen ‘from the above table that the TRT group
diffeis significantly from both the MIR and the MIS groups as
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the obtained ts are significant at 0.01 level. Thia_shows
that the initial difference between the IRT group and the two
microteaching groups at the 11th practice teaching lesson was
maintained through the latter practice teaching programme which
followed the initial training stage. In the case of the two
microteaching groups, however, the difference between mean G1-16
is not significant which shows that the difference of 3.61
between the two means of the MIR and the MIS groups is apparent
only. Referring to Table 5, it can be seeh that the difference
_ between these two gioups wag significant at 11th practice
teaching lesson stage. Thus, so far as these two microteaching
groups are concerned, it can be observed that, though the
groups differgd significently after microteaching training only .
and the MTR group showed higher acquisition of general teaching
competence, when the microteaching training was followed by
'macroteaching, the levels of acquisition of general teaching
competence of the two groups reached a stage where the difference
between the acquiasitions of the tﬁo groups was not significant.
As the obtained t of 8.03 is not aignificanx, hypothesis No.4
is rejected and it can be inferred that mecroteaching that
follows microteaching does have effect on the acquisition of
general teaching competence in groups trained throﬁgh microteaching
in simulated condition.

As mentione@é earlier, the present investigation was spread

over a period of two academic years to see whether comparable
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consistent results are obtained from year to year. The following
Table 7 gives the yearwise comparison of gaina in general

feaching competence of the three groups @

Table 7 : Year;wiae Comparison of Gains in GIC

1976-17 1977-78
Ui S N SD
%19
TRT 10.4 5.25 11.0 1,07
MIR | . 26.4 5.74 26.88 1.46
NS 20.7 8.53 . 20.5 1.41
G116
TRT 14.6 4.97 14.75 1.67
MIR 30,2 5.77 30.63 1.92
S 26.9 8.72 26.63 1.69

The above table shows that for all the three groups, the
results obtained during the second year of the study were
similar to those obtained during the first year of the study
and consistent results were obtained for all the three groups
at both the levels of acquisition of general teaching
competénce. The groups differed from year to year so far as
their variability was concerned as can be seen from the change
in SD of the groups during the second year. The varisbility
of the groups in second year had decreased; Eut, in spite of the
differences in SDs, the groups did not differ significantly
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from year to year so far as the mean gains in general teaching
competence were concerned; the values of t being less then

0.5 in all the cases. It can be inferred that in case of overall
developﬁent of general teaching competence, microteaching

training approach would yield similar results from year to year.

4,3 BSex and Acquisition of GIC

Individual differences are gecepted a8 exlsting in the
acquisition of teaching skills and this is also a common
observation among student teachers under training. Teaching is
consideréd, especially abroad, as a female profession and this
’ is increasipgly true upto secondarﬁ levels. Mehta (1972), in a
factorial analysis of teaching abilities of gra&uafe pupil-
teachers of secondary teachers' training colleges reports
differences in teaching ability components of male and female -
pupil-teachers. The study revealed that men were more out-going,
assertive, venturesome, shrewd and radical than women pupil-
teachers. Such differences would no doubt affect the teaching

competence gained through the training programme.

Several studies haye béen reported sbout sex differences
among teachers. Roy (1965) found that there was no characterisbic
patterﬁ’of differences between successful mele and female teachsers.
In a study by Malhotra (1976), PIACS was used as a tool and it
was found that the male and female teachers did not differ in
indirect-direct teacher-classroom behaviour. A study by Methew
(1976) also reports similar results. In yet another study by
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Mehta (1976),/the male teachers ﬁere not found to differ from
the femalé teachers significantly regarding indirect / direct
behaviour and teacher respouse ratio. A study by Nair (1974)
réports that sex was not found to be affecting teaching
ability. An only study regarding the effect of sex 6n develop-
ment‘of general teaching competence through microteaching is
by Das et al (1978) wherein it was found that the interaction

effect of sex and treatment of mioroteaching(was not significant
end that there was no sex difference in the development of
general teaching competence of student-teachers trained through

microteaching technique.

In order to study the effect of sex on the development
of general teaching competence in the present investiggtion,
. the three g;oups‘viz.; the TRT, the MTR and the M3, wére
‘divided into male and female groups to meke six groups in all
and F ratio was computed‘to_seg whgther the groups differed
significantly or not. The following Tables 8 and 9 give the
results of analysis of variance for G,_ ;4 end Gy_q6 *

Tgble 8 ¢ Analysis of Variance for G1_11 ¢ Groups Divided
According to Sex L

Source of Variance af Ss Variance P

Among the Means 5 2399.49 479.9 19.65 *
Within Treatments 48  1173.77 24.45 )

* Significant at 0.01 level
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Pable 9 : Analysis of Variance for Gy_,¢ * Groups
divided according to Sex g

Source of Variance at Ss Variance F
" Among the Means 5 2500.26 - 500. 1
19.77 *
Within Treatments 48 o 1214.57 25.3

* Significant at 0.01 level

The results of the analysis of variance show, as it is clear
from the above tables, that F ratio is significant for both the
levels of aciuisition and that the group means differ significantly.
It was further necessary to know which means'among the six
differed significantly from each other and Duncan's multiple
éhoice'range test was applied to locate the significant differences.
The following table gives the result of the test for the acgquisition

of generesl teaching competence at 11th practice teaching lesson

level

Table 10 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

gmong G,_19 Means : Group divided according to
ex :

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at

Groups + Tre,» TRL,M MPS,M MDPS,F MER.,P MTR.M .05
Means 9.57°  11.36 19.27 22.71 26.43 26,73 1evel
(1) 9.57 1.79 9.7  13.14  16.86 17.16 R,=4.79
(2) 11.36 7.9 11,35  15.07 12,37 R,=5.05
'(3) 19.27 \ 5.44  T.16  7.46 R,=5.21
(4) 22.71 ' 3.72  4.02 R;=5.32
(5) 26.43 ' 0.3 Rg=5.42

G @G (6 .

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly
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Tablg 10 shows that the acquisition of general teaching
competence was higher for males in case of the TRT and the MIR
groups, whi}e males in the MT'S group scored lower. Considering
the differences ;t can be seen that the’TBm group differed
significantly from the other two groups. Males and females in
the MIS group did not differ significantly but the MIS.M group
differed significantly from the MIR group, while the MIS.F
group did not differ significantly from the MIR group. |

The following Table 11 gives the results of Duncan's multiple

range test for Gi~16 means 3

Table 11 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

gmong @,_4¢ Means : Groups divided according to
ex

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  SSR at

Groups TRT.F TRT.M MOS.M MES.P JTR.P yR.M ;90

Means 13.29 15.55 25.64 28.57 30.29 30.45

(1) 13.29 2.26 12.35 15.28 17.0  17.16 R=4.88
(2) 15.55 10,09 13.02  14.74  14.9 Ry=5.14
(3) 25.64 2.95 4.65  4.81 R;=5.30
(4) 28.57 .72 1.88 Rg=5.42
(5) 30.29 0.16 Rg=5.52

(1) (2) (z) (4 (5) (6) *
*  Groups underlined do not differ significantly

It can be seen from the sbove table that the two TRT subgroups
differed significantly from the other two main groups while the

other four groups did not differ significantly among themselves.
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A comparison of‘the two tables 10 ané 11 shows that in case
of the NTS.M group, the d;fference with the MIR group was
gsignificant at 11the practice teaéhing lesson level but the
differencé‘was not significant at 16th practice teaching lesson
level. Thus, it can_be concluded that sex differences were
effective in development of general teaching competence through -
microteaching practice only; but, the difference was eliminated
when the microteaching training was followed.by traditional ‘
practice teaching lessons. Another fact that is evident from
Iable 10 is that; though the MIR and the MIS groups as a whole
differed significantly in_mean G1_11.( Table 6 ), when divided
accordingvto sex, the MIS.,M group only differed significantly
- from the other three groups, viz., MIS.F, MIR.M and MIR.F,

Figure 5 shows the effect of sex on the’gain in general

. teaching gompe#qnce through the three training approaches. It can
be seen _that for al; the three groups taken separately, the

lines for Gy_44 and &;_4g are almost parallel thereby showing
that there are no sex differences in individual groups fromit?r1_11
to G1-16 and sex did not contribute as an efﬁective factor during
- the development of general ﬁeaching competence from 11th practice
teaching lesson to jGth practice teaching lesson. The effect of
sex is apparent when the MIS group is compared to the MIR and the
TRT groups. Females in the MI'S group score higher at both G1_11
and &y _44 stages while males in the MIR and the TRT groups score
higher for both the levels of acéuisition of general teaching
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competence. Considering this efﬁect of sex on the three groups,
hypothesis No.6, viz. sex has no significant effect on the

acquisition of geneial teaching competence through the three
training approaches.is rejected.

:
i

To sum up, it can be sald that there are no sex differences
s0 far as the traditional train;ng}coupled with auto~instructional
material and the microteaching training in real situation are '
concerned. In microteaching training under simulated conditionm,
there are sex differences et the initiel stage of acquisition of
general teaching competence, i.e. at 11th practice teaching
lesson atage; the mgles gcoring lower but the difference is wiped
out through the traditional training which follows the microteaching
training.

4.4 SES and Acquisition of GIC

The personal characteristics of teachers are major factors
that shape their activities anq achievement as teachers. Social
and economic background form one of the several factors like
educational backgrouné; pe%sépality, perception of teaching ete.,
in en indivi&ga;g decision to bgcomg a teacher. On the basis of
income, family occupation; type of home and family, cultural level
of home ete., teachera belcng to different strata in society and
this, 1n turn, affect their freme of references and their acts
of teaching. A‘teacher s effectiveness is thus affected by his
pergona} histbry and his environment which are determined by
his SES.
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Several investigaﬁions have studied SES as a factor
which determine teachers' effectiveness. Sharma (1971) has
shown that fhe combination of five fgetors in order, viz.
teachiné‘aptitude; academic grades, SES, teaching experience
and age appeared to be sound predictors of teaching effectiveness.
In a study by Grewal (1976), one of the findings was that main |
predictors of teacherAeffectivenesa were home; health and
social; emotional and totel adjustment. Gupta (1977) also
reports a similar finding. A study by Dasgupta-(1977) also
revea;ed that the efficiency4qf the teacher was affected by
the presence of certain factors such as humen relations, SE
condition of teachers and socio-cultural settings of the
commmnity. ;n one gtudy by Sashikala (1978), teacher behaviour
was measu;ed thrqugh PIACS and the stﬁdy reports that SES
and modernity vere not‘significantly~related to any of the
teacher behaviour indices. In yet another study by Nair (1974),
the hypothesis to be tested was that teaching ability would
not be pogiﬁiveiy.;elated to SES and it was found that teachers'
pargntg; soqipfeconomic qcngitionsfhgé a geggtiye“influence on
tegching“abiliﬁyﬂ’ngvihvestigation on student-teachers as
the subjects is reported by Patel (1977)’whe?ein the performence
of thg studenteteachgrs at university exgmination was studied
in relation tq cg;tgin other factors like SES, nAch; anxiety
etec. apd it was fgund»thaﬁ there was not any effect of the
interaction ofbthe variables uﬁder gtudy on the performance of

the student~-teachers.
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in the present investigation the aim was to study the

\effecf of SES on the deyelopment of general teaching competence.
SES of the subjects was’measured by two tools, viz. SES Scale‘
( Rural ) by Pareek and Trivedi ( Appendix VII ) and SES
" Scale ( Urben ) by Kuppuswami { Appendix VIII ). Of the total
54 subSects in the present stuéy; 37 came ffém rural locations
and 17 were from urban areass. The SES score range for the
urban group was from 15 to 28, mean being 20.12 while the score
range for the rurgl group was from 19 to 44, mean being 30.8.
The groups_were~divided inte higher and lower categories of SES
according to their means i.e. those having score less than ?1
in urban group and those having score less than 31 in rural
groups were placed in the lowgr SES category. F ratios for these
gix groups thus formed were compﬁtéd‘through aﬁalysis of variance
for the two levels of acéuisition of general teaching competence
i.e. at 11th practice teaching lesson stage and 1§th practice
teaching lesson stage. The results of the analysis are given in the

following tables. ~ ‘

Table 12 : Analysis of Variance for G, ,, : Groups divided
- . according to SES )

Source of Variance af Ss Variance F
Among the Means 5 2412.78  482.56 |
o 18.92 *

Within Treatments 48 1224.48 25.51

* Significant at 0.01 level

H
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Table 13 : Analysis of Variance for Girjg:: Groups divided
according to SES

Source of Variance

“Ss

T 4af " Variance F'
.Among the Mesns 5 25%2,05 506. 41
' 20.55 *
Within Treatments 48 1182.78 24.64

* Significant at 0.01 level

Analysis of variance for groups divided according to

higher and lower SES as shown in the above tables 12 and 13

indicate that F ratio at both the levels of acquisition of

general teaching competence is significant at 0.01 level and

thus the groups differed significantly among themselves for

both 61,,1 and G1_1é. In order to pin-point the significant

differences among the six groups, group means were further

analysed through Duncan's multiple range test. Table 14 below

presents the results of'the teat for G1_11.

Table 14 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

gggng &,_q4 Means : Groups divided according to
. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at
Groups  TRT.H TRT,L MPS,H MPS.I MPR,H MIR.L .05
Means 9.5 1.6  19.18 22.86 26.45 26.86 °'°L
(1) 9.5 2.1 9.68 13.36 16.95 17.36 R,=4.99
(2) 11.6 7.58 © 11.26 14.85 15.26 R3=5.26
(3) 19.18 3.68  7.27  7.68 BR4=5.42
(4) 22.86 , 2.09 3:59 4.0 R.=5.54
(5) 26.45 0.41 R =5.65
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) »

* Groups underlihed do not differ significantly.
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From the Table 14, it can be seen that for ell the
original three groups viz. the TRT, the MIR and the MIS groups,

higher SES groups have shown a lesser dégree of the acquisition
of general fegching competence whereas the lower SES groups have
scored higher. In spite of this tendency of the lower SES groups
to aehieye higher Gy_44 meang; thig difference between the

higher and the lower SEngroups within the three main groups is
not gigni:icant‘as can be seen from the table. One another
aspect that becomes apparent from the diyisian of the groups
according to the high and the loy SES level is that originally
the MIR and the MIS gfoups as whole differed significently in
Gy_q¢ means ( Table 5 ) whereas, considering the effects of SES,
it is observed that oply the MIS.H group differed significently
from the MIR group while the NIS.L group éid not differ
significantly from the MIR group. This shows the effect of SES

on the ﬁraining approaches i.e. so0 far as microteaching training
was concerned; microteaching in simulated condition for the lower
SES group and mio?oteaching in real situation for lower as well ~
as higher SES groups were eéually effective in the development

of gengral teaching competence. Originally the TRT group differed
gignificantly from bbth the‘ﬁms apd the MIR groups in mean G1-11
(Table 5) and this difference is maintained even when the groups-
are further divided ihto higher and lower SES éateéories. Thus,
forlthe TRE_group; a div;si;n into higher and lower SES categories
did not result into elimination of the original difference at
G1_11 with the MIS and the MIR groups. Thus, it can be said that
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SES proved an affecting féctpr so far as microteaching training
‘approach was concerned but not for traditional training approach

coupled with auto-instructional material.

Differences among the six groups at the 16th practice
teaching. levél were also studied through Duncen's multiple
range test. The following Table 15 shows the significent
differences among the higher and the lower SES groups for G1~16

means

Table 15 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

gggng @, _46 Means : Groups divided according %o

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) - SSR at
Groups TRF,H TRT,I MPS.L MPS.H MNTR.H MIR.L .05

Means 13.38  15.70 25.27 29.14 30.09 30.86 +evel

(1) 13.38 2.32  11.89 15.76 16.T1 17.48 R,=4.79
(2) 15.70 9.57 13.44 14.39 15.16 R.=5.05
(3) 25.27 3.87  4.82  5.59 R,=5.21
(4) 29.14 , 0.95 1.72 Ry=5.32
(5) 30.09 , } 0.77 Rg=5.42

€ B ) B ) R ¢') R ) B

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly
It can be seen from the above table that in the TRT and the
MTR groups, the lower SES groups showed higher mean acquisition
while in the MIS group; the higher SES group has shown higher
acquigition of general teaching competence;‘fhe three training
group viz. the TRT; the MITS and the MTR; when divided according

to SES level did not show any significant differences. Considering
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the original differences among the three groups (Table 6), the
gignificant difference of the TRT group from the other two\grcups
is retained when divided according to SES level but the effect of
such 8 division is shown in the differences among subgroups of

the MTS and the MTR which Qid not differ originally in G1~15
means. The table shows that the MTS.L group differed significantly
from the MTR.L group for G1-16 means. Thus, here at the second
level of the acquisition of general teaching competence also, the
effect 6f SES is apparent on the.  MTS and the MTR groups but not

on the TRT group.

Comparing the two tables,‘it can be obéerved that the MIS.H
group differed significantly from the MTR group at 11th practice
teaching level but traditional training that followed microteaching
training(in'simulated condition reduced this difference, and at
16th practice teaching stage, only the MTS.L group differed
significantly from the MTR.L group. Yet another effect of the
traditional training that followed microteaching in simulated
condition is that, at 11th practice teaching lesson stage the
MIS.H group showed a lesser acquisition of general teaching
competence while at 16th practice teachiné lesson stage the MIS.L
group showed a lessef acquisition though the differences were npt
significgnt. This interaction effect of SES levels is cleér in
ﬁigure 6. Therlines‘representing the acéuisition of general teaching
competence level for the TRT as well as the MTR groups are almost
- parallel thereby showing no effect of SES on the acqgisition of

general teaching competence for the two groups and also the
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development in general teaching competence level frém 11th to
16th practice teaching 1eVe1; In the case of the MIS group
however, the lines have opposite slopes which clearly shows;
the effect of SES on the acqguisition of general teaching

competence.

To sum up, it can be observed that SES is not a determining
factor in the development of general teaching competence so far
as the traditional training approach coupled with auto-instructional
material is concerned, but in case of two microteaching groups
however, SES becomes an affecting factor in the deﬁeloﬁment of
general teaching competence and differences previously observed
change when the groups are divided into higher and lower SES
categories. Th&g, as the level of SES does have an effeﬁt on the
acquisition of general teaching competence, hypothesis No. 9 is
rejected. One another fact that can be observed is that, though
not differing significaently, the lower SES groups showed a higher
ac@uisition of general teaching competence for G1_11 and this
tendency is maintained in\the TRT and the MTR groups even for
G1-16 . ihis tendency‘for the lower SES group to acquire higher
géin means can be attributed to perhaps a higyer ;evel of desire
to do better in the lower SES groupe; and this finding is
similer to one by Nair (1974) where it was observed that teachers'
parental socio;econumic.eondition had a negative effect on teaching

ability.
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4.5 Intelligence and Acquisition of GIC

The teachers' profession is believed to be one where the
level of intelligence as a group is above average, and this is
true :or the profession if a proper educational selection is
involved in becoming a teacher. It is a 'must' thet teachers have
above average intelligence and numerous investigations have shown
this to be the case; but, there are also investigations that
have also shown that (i) the mesn IQ of students preparing to be
teachers is rather low as compared to those of the students
preparing for technology, medicine and accountency, (ii) the mean
IQ of students in British Colleges of Education tends to be
lower than those of university students, end (iii) students
intending to be primary school teachers are more interested in
intellectual activities and are more intelligent. (Morrison et al.,
1973, p. 46).

Intellectual ability of a teacher trainee is an important
input in teacher traiping programme and a comparative study of
levels of intelligence among~profgs$iona1 groups by Mathur (1966)
revealed that gtqdents adpitted to Qarious professional courses
were not necgssarily of h;gh intellectual ability and the mean
IQ of entrents to teaching courses was 101. So far as predictive
value of intelligence is concerned; Sherry (1964) found that
intelligence was the most importapt factor for success in teaching
and Grewal (1975) reporte that verbal and non-verbal intelligence
was one of the main predigtors of teacher effectiveness. Sursj

(1965) studied the relationship between teacher trainees'
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intellectual efficiency and teaching skill. His findings-
suggest that most of the variance in téaching skills could be
attribgtgd to ér associated with varignce in teaching effective~-
nésa and that teaching effectiveness could be predicted through
regressign equation wheﬁ a trainee's score on intellectusal

efficiency was given.

The above cited studies are about two aspects of intelligence
viz. the level of IQ of teachers as a group and IQ as a predictor
of success in teaching. No study has been reported about the way
in which intglligence may inter@@t with the training approach in
teacher training and one of the objectives of the present study
was to see whether or not intelligence as a covariate affects
the acquisition of general teaching competence through the three
training approaghes. The t061 used to measure IQS of the subjects
was Madhooker Fatel's Intelligénce Test and the range of the IQs

mean being at 118.52. The high .
obﬁained was fpom.§4 #q 134,Amean ghpws that the subjects as a
group wgre‘abovg average level as against that reported by Mathur
(1966)‘where.the mean IQ was 101. The subjects were divided into
the higher and lgwer groups by making a spit at the mean i.e.
those having IQ of 118 or less were put into the lower group anﬁ
those having IQ of 119For more were. put into the higher group.
-For the six groups thus obtained; P ratios for Gy_44 and G1_1é
Qere computeq by analys;s of eovaiiance taking the IQs of the
sﬁbjects as a cpvériate. The folloying Tables 16 and 17 give

the results of analysis of covariance for the two levels of

acquisition of general teaching competences.
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Table 16 ¢ Analysis of Covariance for Gy_4q ¢ Groups
divided according to IQ RN

Source of Variance af Ss Variance F
Among the Means . .5 2394.76 478.95 ,
29.97"

Within Trestments 47 751.02 15.98

* Significent at 0.01 level

Table 17 : Analysis of Covariance for &y_46 ¢ Groups
divided according to IQ

Source of Variance aft Ss Variance F

Among the Means 5 929.19 185.84 -
, 3,
Within Treatments 47 2364.0% 50.3

* Significant at 0.01 level

The above two tables show that F obtained through analysis
of covariance for both the levels. of acéuisition of general
teaching competenge is significant at 0.01 level. This proves
that the six group means;”even when adjusted for differences in
1Q, differed significantly among themselves for both G1_11 and
G1;15 . Pin-pointing the differeﬁces among the groups was done
through Duncen's multiple rangé test; the results of which for
G1_11 are tabulated in Table 18 on the next page.

The Tgble 18 shows that for all the three train;ng approaches,
means of lower IQ groups were higher, the differences in means
being 3.33, 0.9 and 9.31 for the TRT, the TS and the MIR groups

respectively. Of these differences, only bhe difference of 9,31
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Table 18 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

ig

§gong G&_11 Meang : Groups divided accqrding to
B (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) {6) SSR at
Groups  TRT.H PRF.L MTS,H MTS.I  MPR.,H MTR.L .05
Means 9.57 12.9 20.64 21.54 22.64 31.95 level
(1) 9.57 3.33  11.07 11.97 13.07 22.38 R,=3.88
(2) 12.9 7.74 8.64 9.74 19.05 Ry=4.10
(3) 20.64 0.9 2.0 11.51 R,=4.22
(4) 21.54 1.1 10.41 Ry=4.32
(5) 22.64 9.31 Rg=4.40
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) *

*  Groups underlined do not differ significantly

between the MTR.H and the MTR.L group was significant at 0.05

level. For the TRT group, both the means for higher and lower

groups differed significantly from the groups means of the MIS

and the MIR groups which shows that the original difference of

the TRT group as a whole from both the microteaching groups

(Table 5) was retained even when the group was divided according

to IQ levels. Similarly, the MPS and the MIR group meems differed

significently but when divided into higher and lower IQ groups,

it was found that the group mean for the MPR.L group was the

highest and'differed significantly from the other groups whereas

the three groups viz. the MIS.H, the MIS.L and the MIR.H did not

differ significantly among themselves. This shows a clear effect

of intelligence as a covariate on the development of general

\teaching competence through microteaching.
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A very similar picture emergeélﬁhen G1—16 mesns for the

groups divided into higher and lower IQ groups were studied for

signifieancé‘of_differences through Duncan's multiple range test.

The~following table shows the results of the test

Iable 19 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

igong G,_4¢ Means : Groups divided according to

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  SSR at
Groups TP, H TRL.IL MTR.H MPS.H ¥PS.I MIR.I .05
Means 13.26 17.34 26.33 26.83 27.75 35.78 .level
(1) 13.26 4.08 13.07 13.57 14.49 22.52 R,=6.86
(2) 17.34 8.99  9.49 10.41 18.44 R3=7.24
(3) 26.33 0.5 1.42  9.45 BRy=7.45
(4) 26.83 0.92  8.95 Ry=T.62
(5) 27.75 8.03 Rg=T.77

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) »

*  Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

It is clear from the above table that both the subgroups of

~ the TRT group did not differ significently from each other but

differed significantly from the other groups. Mean for the MIR.L

grouﬁ was the highest and differed significantly from the ‘other

groups. The groups MIS.H, the MPS.L and the MTR.H did not differ

significantly from each other. The differences that are significant:

show that the differences in means among the six groups are quite

similar at-G1;11 and Gy_,5 level of acquisition of general.

teaching competence, the only change being that the MIR.H group

mean was higher than the MIS.H and the MIS.L group means for

G1_11 whereas it was lower than the other two for G1-16' At both
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the levels of acquisition, means for the MIR.L group were the
highest and differed significantly from the other group means.

/

Figure 7 shows the interaction effect of intelligence on
gains in general teachipg competence. Considering the levels of
acéuisition at 11th practice teaching lesson 1evel<é§§g;f%&§‘"
16th practice teachiné lesson level, the lines represenfing the
two stages are almost parallel thereby showing that intelligence
had no effect on the development of general teaching competence
from 11th to 16th practice teaching lesson. That the effect of
intelligence is eapparent when different groups are compared and
this was espeqially true for the MIR group can be ‘shown by
comparing the slopes of thg lines of the MIR group with those
for the TRT and the MIS groups. \

To sum up it can be said that microteaching training in
real situation proved more beneficial to the lower IQ group as
discussed gbove. It was observed by the investigator during the
experiment that the trainees in higher IQ group were rather
scepticai aboutbthe training approach and this may be a probidble
reagson for their low acquisition of generai teaching competence.
One another fact that stood out was that the MTR.H group mean
for G1_11 did not differ signifieggtly from the group means of
two subgroups of‘the MTS group though the MIS group as a whole
differed significantly from the MIR group. The results obtained
for both the levels of acqﬁisition of general teaching competence

il

show how intelligence effects the development of general teaching
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competence and so hypothesis No.5 is rejected and it can be said
that the level of intelligence of trainees and the training

approach decide the level of acquisition of general teaching

competence.

4.6 Anxiety and Acquisition of GTC

Anxiety is a cohplex emotional shate with apprehension or
dread as its most proﬁinent component for a person with high
anxiéty, it is not always necessary that anxiety is maintained
with reference to a specific referent as to what it is that the
person is anxious about. It is a general truth that all people
experience anxiety though the sources for the anxiety may be many
and varied. They may range from vague fear about something to
immediate concern for what is happening at present. The degree of

anxiety vary from individual to individual.

The experimental evidence relating to pefformance and anxiety
level agrees,with the general observation of human behaviour
under stressful conditions. If stress and subsequent anxiety are
not too high, performance increments are noted. Taylor (1951) and
Spence et al. (1954), in studies of eyelid conditioning using
groups with hiéh and low scores on manifest anxiety séale, have
shown that high anxious subjects showed .a greater number of
‘conditions responses than nonjanxious subjects. If however anxiety
level became too high; performance brqaks down and irrelevant
nonadaptive responses are observed. Taylor et al. (1952) and

Matarazzo et al. (1955) have shown that in maze learning, greater
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number of errors and trials to criterion were made by anxious
subjects. It is frequently noted that an individual is not doing
g0 well at a task because he is trying too hard i.e. his drive
level resulting from anxiety is too high. Gordon et al. (1954)
using a verbal learning task found that, after informing enxious
subjects'that the ﬁask was a measure of intelligence and their

performance was below average, their errors increased.

It seems that low anxiety group would show a higher performance
ievel. Pandit (1969)'pep6rts that so far as learning and academic
achievementvare concerned; anxiety bore a negative relationship
with the two and subjects haviﬁg less anxiety were found superior
in learning and achievement. Gurbeksh (1974), in a study of the
effect of anxiety on success in teaching, foun& that high vocational
anxiety was inversely related to teaching success but high general
anxiety was not associated with teaching success and that inter-
action effeqt of vocational anxiety on teaching success was
significant. In a study related to performance gains in teacher
trainees;»lnakshmi (1977) found that high anxiety students showed
more s8ignificant gains in performance vut so far as ﬁeaching
practice was‘concgrned, thg low anxiety teacher-trainees gained

more in performance than the high anxiety teacher-trainees.

One of the aims of the present investigation was to study .
the effect of anxiety on the acquisition of general teaching
competence through the three training approaches. The anxiety

levels of the subjects under study were measured by Sinha's
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Anxiety Scale (4ppendix 5) for which the ‘score renge is 0 to 100.
Tﬂg actual score range obtained was from 2 to 79, mean being

at 26.94. Accordingly, the three training approsch groups

| were furthér divided into higher and lower anxiety groups i.e.
the subjects scoring 27 or less on the Scale were put into lower
anxiety group and those scoring 28 and above were placed in the
higher enxiety group. The six groups thus formed were given
statistical treatment of analysis of covariance and F ratios

were computed for G1_11 and G4_q4 meens which is given below in the

tables 20 and 21.

Table 20 : Analysis of Covariance for G

1-11 ¢ Groups
divided according to Anxiety
Source of Vapiance ar Ss Variance F
Among the Means 5 2406.1 481.22 .
Within Treatments 47 1161.62 24.72 19.47 ,’

* Significant‘at 0.01 level

Table 21 : Analysis of Covariance for G1_16 : Groups
: divided according to Anxiety _

_ Source of Variance af Ss Variance F

Among the Means -5 2468.44 493.69 .
. 18.89
Within Treatments 47 - 1228.03 26.13 . .

* Significant at 0.01 level

Analysis of covariance for both the levels of acquisition of
generél teaching competence, as shown in the above tables, point
- limits and %thus the group means for both the levels of
out that F ratio far exceeds the signifioan%{?pquisition differ

significantly emong themselves. Whether or not these differences
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are due to break up into higher and lower‘anxiety groups was

studied through Duncan's multiple range test, the results of

which for G, ,, are given in the following Table 22.

d

Iable 22 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
emong G, ,, Means : Groups divided according to

Anxiety

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at
Groups TR?.L TRP.H MTS.IL MPS.H MNTR.H MPR.L .05
NMeans 9.8 11.89 18.6 22.76 25.25 26.87 1level
(1) 9.8 2.09 8.8 12.96 15.45 17.07 Ry=4.93
(2) 11.89 6.71 10.87 13.36 . 14.98 Rz=5.20
(3) 18.6 4.16  6.65  8.27 Ry=5.36
(4) 22.76 2.49 4.11 Rg=5.48
(5) 25.25 1.62 Rg=5.59

} (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(6) *

~* Groups underlined do not differ significantly

The above Table 22 ghows that the higher anxziety groups in

the TRT and the MI'S groups.and the low anxiety group in the MIR

group had shown a greater acquisition of general teaching

competence but the differences were not significant. The original

differences among the three groups (Table 5) are maintained in

the case of the TRT group as is evident from the table that the

TRT.L and the TRT.H groups differed significantly from the other

four groups. In the case of the two microtesching groups, however,

the effect of anxiety was shown when the groups were divided

according to anxiety levels. The MIS.L and the MIS.H groups did

not differ significantly from each other, but so far as their
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differences with the MTR groups were concerned, only the

~

MPS.L group differed significantly from the MITR group. The
MTS.ﬁ group showed a mean gain of 22.76 which did not differ
éigpificantly from the MTR.H and the MIR.L groups as is shown in
Table 22. N

The differences that arose due to the division of the
training groups into subgroups according to anxiét& levels were
however eliminated when microteaching training was followed by
traditional practice teaching and when measures were taken for
G,_4- The following table shows the results of Duncen's multiple |
range tést for differences among the groups for Gy_16 ¢

Tgble 23 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
' among G1-16 Means : Group divided according to

Anxiety
(1) (2) (3) (4). (5) (6) SSR at
Groups PRP.L TRT.H MTS.L YPS.H MPR.H MIR.L .05
Means 13.95 15.74 25.70 27.73 28.84 30.94 level
(1) 13.95 1.79  11.75 13.78  14.89  16.99 R,=5.07
(2) 15.74 9.96 11.99 13.1 15.2 Ry=5.35
(3) 25.70 S 2.03  3.14  5.24 Ry=5.51
(4) 27.73 1.11 3.21 Ry=5.64
‘(5) 28.84 2.1 R.=5.74

W@ 6@ () (& *
* Groups underlined do not differ significantly h
The sbove Table 23 shows thgt the TRT.I and the TRT.H groups
do not differ significaptly from/each other, but they)differ
significantly from the other microteaching groups. The microteaching”

groups however, when divided according to high and low anxiety
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levels, did not show any significant differences in mean
G1_1é as is clear from the table that the four groups viz. the
MDS.L, the MTS.H, the MIR.H and the MPR.L, did no§ differ
significantly among themselves. This picture is in confirmity
with the original differences among the three training groups
(Table 6) i.e. the TRT groups differed significantly from the
two microteaching groups but the two_microteaching groups aid

not differ significently from each other.

Referring to the Tables 22 and 23, it can also be observed
that only in the MIR group the lower anxiety group showed a
higher acquisition of general teaching competence, while in the
other two groups i.e. the TR$ and the MIS, the higher anxiety
groups showed higher acquisition. The fact that high anxiety
groups in the TRT and the MIS groups showed a higher acquisition
indicates a result in contrary to that of Lakshmi (1977) where
it was found that low anxiety teacher-trainees gained more in
performance in practice teaching. This tendency to achieve better
is also clear in PFigure 8, where the slope of the lines f&r the
MIR group is different from those of the TRT and the MDS groups.
The two lines for the two levels of acquisition for groups taken
in&ividually a?e almost parallel thereby showing that the,develoé—
ment of general teaching competence from 11th practice teaching
lesson stage to 16th practice teaching lesson stage was not affécted
by anxiety levels of the groups. The only differences that developed

due to anxiety levels were during the initial stage of the training
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programme i.e. from pre-training to the 11th practice teéehing
lesson stage. The figure shows how the MIR group differed from
the MTS and the TRT groups, but statistical analysis discussed
sbove have shown that so far as the two microteaching groups are
concerned, the MTR group differed significantly from only the
MPS.L group at G,_,4 level and at Gy_g 16 did not differ
significéntly from the MIS group. '

It is a common notion that high anxie#y 1evel'is detrimental
to achievement. The results of the present study however, show
that high anxieﬁy groups had a higher mean gain in general teaching
competence scores for the TRT and the MIS groups. So far as the
effect of anxiety on the acquisition of general teaching
competence is copcerned; it can be said that the levels of anxiety
were effective in microteasching groups at G1_11 level and hypothesis
No.7 is rejected as the original differences were not maintained
when the groups were divided into higher and lower anxiety groups.
The original differences among the three training groups are
however maintained at G1~16 level and that shows that anxiety had
no effect on the acquisition of general teaéhing competence when ,
traditional practice teaching followed microteaching training. As
was observed by the investigator the experiment, it seems that
anxiety as a factor operated only during the microteaching training
approach which was a novel thing for the teqcher—trainees and
cieated some problems of adqutment to the training method whereas
the trainees were on the‘whole better adjusted to the traditional
practice teaching training.
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4.7 Teacher Attitude and Acquisition‘of General Teaching

Competence"

Attitude is more or less a stable set of opinion, interest
or purpose involving expectancy of a certain kind of experience
and readiness with an appropriate response. Thus, attitudes are
learned pré&ispositions to react in certain ways to aspects of
our environment., Any tool that measures attitudes tqwards
teaching can.predict how well a teacher will get along with
pupils and how well satisfied he will be with teaching as a
vocation. Differences in teacher‘attitude resﬁlt from numerous
factors including academic and social intelligence, general
knovwledge, abilities, social skills, personality traits, energy,
values‘and teaching techniques; but, in spite of the influences
of such factors, teacher atti%ude‘scaleS'afford a key to the
prediction of the type of harmonious social atmosphere a teacher

will maintain in the classroom.

Several investigations have studied the relation of teacher
attitude with tgachers' efficiency and prediction of success in
teaching. Samantaroy (1971) studied the relation of teacher
attitude with teaching efficiency and statistical analysis of éhi~
square showed that there existed some degree of positive
relationships between the two thereby.showing that superior
'efficiency goes with favourable attitude. In a study by Gupta
(19?7); professional attitudes of teachers was measured by

Minnesota Teacher Attitude Scale and it was found that‘sugcess in
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teaching was significanfly related to professionél attitude.
’Quraishi (1972) studied the relation of attitude of teachers and
their classroom behaviour‘measured through FIACS and it was
found that teachers' attitude towards democratic classroom
'p;bbéﬁuréé correlated significantly with I/D and i/4 ratios.
Malhotra (1975) féund.thaf teachers with positive attitudes were
more indirect in their classroom behaviour than the teachers with
negative attitude as measured oﬁ Minnesota Teacher Attitude
Inventory. In yet another study by Singh (1974), the sample
'consistgd of B.EF. students and 1t was found that there was a
gignificant relationship betﬁeen—attitude towards teaching and

classroom verbal interaction of student teachers.

In the present investigation; Minnesote Teacher Attitude
Inventory was used to measure the attitude of the student teéchers.
The tool has a score range of T15%Z§;é52he obtained scores of
thé studepteteacbers renged from -19 to 42. One of the aims of
the present study was to see whether teacher attitude affects
significantly the acénisition of general tegching competence
through the three training approaches and in order to test the
null hypothesis, the three training groups were further divided
into six groups according to higher or lower level of teacher
attitude. F ratios through analysis of covariance were computed
for six groups for both the 1evels of acéuisition i.e. gain at
11th and 1§th practice teaching lesson level. The results of

the analysis are tabulated below
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Table 24 ¢ Anslysis of Covariance for G1_%% ¢ Groups
divided according to Teacher Attitude

Source of Variance af Ss Variance F

Among the Means 5 3958.45 791.69
™ 27.8 *
Within Treatments 47 13%38.71 28.48

* Significent at 0.01 level

Table 25 : Analysis of Covariance for G1_1é : Groups
divided according to Teacher Attitude

Source of Variance af Ss Variance P

Among the Means 5 2463.04 492,61 19.68 *
Within - Treatments 47 1176.55 25.03

* Significant at 0.03 level

The abqve tables show that F is significant at both the
levels of acquisition of general teaching competence and that
the group means for Gy_,4 and Gy_yq differ significantly even
after allowances are made for diffgrences in teacher attitude
scores of the subjects. In order to study the differences among
the groups and to locate significant differences among the
group meens, Duncan's Multiple Range Test was used for both
Gy_qq and Gy_4g. The followiné Table '26’gives the results
obtained.for GT*?1' |

~ The Table 26 shows that for all the three training groups,

means for the lower teacher attitude groups were higher, the
differences being 0.25, 1.06 and 5.8 for the TRT; the MTS and

"the MIR groups respectively. Of these three differences between
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Table 26 ¢ Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
, among Gy _44 Means : Groups divided according to

Teachér Attitude

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at
Groups TET.§ TRT.IL MDS.H MOS.L MIR.H MTR.L .05
Means 10.09 10.34 20,48 21.54 24.08 29.88 level
(1) 10.09 0.25 10.39 11.45 13.99 19.79 Rj=5.22
(2) 10.34 ©10.14  11.20  13.74  19.54 R5=5.5
(3) 20.48 | " 1.06  3.60  9.40 R,=5.67
(4) 21.54 2.54  B.34 Ry=5.8
(5) 24.08 , 5.80 Rc=5.91

)

(1) (2) . (3) (4) (5) (6) =
% Groups underlined 4o not differ significantly

- A

. e
2 s oy P v TS %
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the means of higher and lower teacher attitude groups, only the
difference éf 5.8 between the MIR,H and the MIR.L groups was
significant at 0.05 1evel..Ip the case of the TRT group, it can

be observed that both the means for the higher ;nd the lower
groups did not differ significantly but they differed significantly
from the other means of the Méé and the MTR groups. This shows
that the original difference of the TRT group from the MIS as well
és the MIR groups (Table 5) was not affected when the groups were
divided according to teacher attitude. However, the effect of.
teacher attitude ié apparent when the two microteaching groups
.are considered. It can be seen from the table that the original
difference between the MT3 and the MIS groups was not retained
when the groups were divided further. Group mean for the MIR.L

group was the highest and differed significantly from the other
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groups while the three groups viz. the Mms;H, the MTS.L and the

MTR.H did not differ significantly among themselves. This shows

a clear effect of teacher attitude as a covariate on the

development of general teaching competence: through the two micro-

teaching approaches.

A very similar picture of the effect of division according

to higher and lower teacher attitude on the group means for

G1_15 emerged when the differences among the six groups at 16th

practice teaching lesson level were studied through Duncan's

Multiple range test. The following Table 27 gives the results of

the test and the significant differences among the means :

Table 27 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

among G1_
Teacher Attitude

Means : Groups divided according

o

(3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at
Groups MPS.H MTS.L  MTR.H MPR.L .05
Means 26.74 27.63  27.92 33.54 ~evel
(1) 14.29 12.45 13.34  13.63 19.25 Rp=4.88
(2) 15.34 11.40° 12.29 12.58  18.20 Rs=5.14
(3) 26.74 0.89 1.18  6.80 R,=5.30
(4) 27.63 0.29  5.91 Rg=5.42
(5) 27.92- 5.62 Rg=5.52

(3) (4) (5)

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly

(6) =

The above table shows that for the TRT group, the group as

whole differed significantly from the two microteaching groups

whereas the TRT.H and the TRI.L groups did not differ significantly
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from each other. So far és the two microteaching groups‘are
eoncerned; the group mean for the MIR.L group was the highest
and diffefed gignificantly from the other three whereas the
MTS.H, the MIS.L and the MTR.H groups did not differ significantly
among themselves. In view- of the fact that the MIR and the MIS
groups as whole originally did not differ significantly (Table 6),
the effect of division of gréups showed a clear effect of teacher
attitude on the development of’general teaching competence as
the MIR.L group had the highest mean which différed significantly
from the other means. The differences among the groups at both
the level of acquisition of generél teaching competence show
clearly the effect of teacher attitude on the development of
general teaching competence and hence the hypothesis’that the
teacher attitude has no significant effect on the acquisition of
general teaching competence through the three training approsches

is rejected.

Comparing the significant differences among the groups at.
the two levels of the acquisition of general teaching competence,
it can be observed that the pattern of differences did not change
from Gy_qq to G1—16' Pigure 9 shows that the lines representing
the three groups are almost parallel for the two levels of
acquisition of general teaching competence which shows that the
effect of the traditional practice teaching after the initial
phase qf the training i.e. from 11th to 16th practice teaching
- lesson level was similar for all the three training groups. The
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lines for the TRT and the MTS groups are almost horizontal 4
thereby showing that the group means for the two levels of
teacher attitude did not differ significantly. As against this,
the lines for the MIR group for both the levels of acquisition
of general teaching competence are more slant and thereby show
clearl& the effect of the levels of teacher attitude on the
development of general teaching competence through microteaching

" in real situation.

A very curious fact that is observed from tables 26 and 27
and from Figure 9 that for all the three training approaches, the
lower teacher attitude groups have higher group means. So far as
the TRT and the MTS groups are concerned, the means for the
higher and the lower groups did not differ significantly but in
the case of the MIR group, it is observed that the MIR.L group
had a higher group mean which differed significantly from the
MIR.H group mean. As stated before, Sementroy (1971) has shown
that teacher attitude and teaching efficiency are positively
related and a study by Gupta (1977) revealed that success in
teaching was significantly related to professional attitude.
Common notion about the relation between teacher attitude and
success in teaching is supported by these two findings. The
results obtained in case of the MIR group show a marked deviation
from the common trend while in thé case of other two groups, the
higher teacher attitude groups did not show significantly better

acquisition of general teaching competence. A probable reason for
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this can be that the person that came for training, pasrticularly
in the area where the pres;nt study was carried out, are
attracted towards the profession not because of their attitudes
and aptitudes for te;ching profession but for other reasons of
their own and this would result in such a finding viz. teacher
attitude and development of general teaching competence are
not related to each other. In fact, the coefficients of correlation
between teacher attitude and development of general teaching
competence were +0.15 and +0.14 for @, ,, and G, ;. respectively,
whicﬁ show a very low negligible relationship between the two
variables. In the present study, teacher attitude was measured at
the beginning of the experiment and it is possible that development
in teacher attitude in positive direction.may take place during.
the training. A study to reléte the pre-training and pos?-training'
measures of teacher attitude yith the development of general
teaching competence‘through various trainiﬁg approaches may reveal

interesting results.

4,8 Need for Achievement and Acquisition of General Teaching
Competence .

Suceess and achievement in life and learning depend to & great

extent upon how much one really wants to succeed and to achieve.
Motivation is the vitel condition and & powerful director for

all learning. Motivation is a factor that stimulates and directé
learning. Unless fherg is an inner urge driving a person towards

a goal which means a great deal for him, learning is not effective
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for him( Motivation leads 10 achievement and when a person is
highly motivated for achievement i.e. when his need for achievement
is high, his behaviour is % marked by a persistant striving aimed
at achieving success eitﬁer in a vocation or in a school or in a
social hierarchy. Achievemgnt motivation or need for achievement
(nhch.) 1is = learned motive to compete and strive'for success and

standards of excellence.

Studies in the area of achievement motivation are recent ones
and those that relate nAch. with academic ‘success or success in
teaching are but few. In a study by Christian (1977) at Sardar Patel
University, the subjecfs were 500 girl students of the University
and it was found that there was a significant positive correlation
between nAch and students' academic performance. In a study by
Patel (1977) interrelationship among SES, level of anxiety and the
ievel 6f nAch. was studied with reference -to the performance of
the student feachers of Gujarat at university ngmination. The study
revea}ed that there was a significant positive relationship between
nAch and performance. Laksﬁmi (1977) at M.S. University conducted
an achievenment motivation developmeht programme on teacher trainees
and effect of such a programme on their performance was studied.

It was found that achievement motivation was developed significently
by the specially designed input prdgramme, the input programme for
developing nAch of students had effected significent decrease in
anxiety and that during teaching practice, the low anxiety students -
gained more in performance than the high aniie?y group.
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The tool to measufe nAch was a series of éix TAT pictures
used for studies in the ares of achievement motiégtion ét Vidyanager,
Baroda and Méghalaya. This picture test is a group test standardized
for Delhi and Gujarat projects and‘the nAch score raﬁge obtained
on it is -g to 66. The actual range of scores obtained in the
present study was -4 to 32, mean being at 10.76. In order to study
the effect of nAch on the development of general teachihg competence,
the three training groups were further divided into highef and lower
groups by splitting at the mean and analysis of éovariancé for six
groups thus obtained was carried‘out for‘both the levels of
acquisition of general teaching compétence. The following two tables
give the results of the analysis :

Table 28 : Analysis of Coveriance for @Gy_qq ¢ Groups divided
according to nAch.

Source of Variance af Ss Varience = F
Among the Means 5 2%312.39 462.48 17.73 *
Within Treatments 47  1225.59  26.08 T

* Significant at 0.01 level

Table 29 ¢ Analysis oﬁgcovariance for G1-16 : Groups divided
according to nAch.

Source of Variance af Ss Variance P

Among the Means 5 2538.57 507.T1 20.48 *
Within Treatments 47 1165.01 24.79 :

¥ Significant at 0.01 level
The above tables show that the F ratios are 17.73 and 20.48
for 31_11 and G‘_1é respectively. This indicates that, when three
training groups were divided according to high and low ndch, the
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means of six groups thus obtained differed significantly aﬁoﬁg
themselves even after adjustments for differences in nAch scores
.were made. The six group means were further tested for pinpointing
the significant differences among the mesns through Duncan's
multiple range test. The following Table 30 shows the results of

the test for the acquisition of general teaching competence at

11th practice teaching iesson level

Table 30 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
among G, ., Means : Groups divided according to

nAch.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at
Groups ~ TRT.I TRT.H MTS,H MDS.I MPFR,I MPR.H .05
Means 10.19  10.52. 21.24 21.25 24.34 29.92 1evel
(1) 10.19 0.35 11.05 11.06 14.15 19.73 BRp=4.99
(2) 10.52 10,72 10.75 13.82 19.40 R.=5.26
(3) 21.24 0.014 3.10°  8.68 R;=5.42 ~
(4) 21.25 ;3,09 8.67 Rg=5.54
(5) 24.34 5.58 R.=5.65

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) *
* Groups underlined do not differ significantly '

The above table shows that in the case of the TRT group, the
difference be#ween the means of the TRT.L and the TRI.H groups
was 0.33 which was not significant at 0.65 1ev§1. In\the case 6f,
the two microteaching groups however, the means for the MIS.H,
the MIS.L and the MIR.L groups did not differ significantly from
one ahotﬁer but the'mean fqr the MTR.H group was the highest and

differed significantly from the other group means. Considering the
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original differences that existed among the three training
groups (Table 5), it is observed that the original difference is
maintained in case of the TRT group only whéreas for the two
microteaching groups, the effect of division according to nAch
level is apparent through the fact that the mean for the MIR.H
group differs significantly from the means of the MIS group as
well as the MTR.L group. Another fact that is revealed from |
the table is tha% the higher nAch groups had higher group means
in case of the TRT and the MTR groups and contrary to this, .
higher)nAch group in the MTS group i.e. the MIS.H group had a
lower mean than the MT'S.IL group. However, it can be observed
from the table that the difference between the means of the higher
and the lower nAch groups is significant only in the case of the
MIR group. |

A gimiler pattern of differences emerged when the means of
gain in general teaching competence at 16th practice teaching
lesson level were studiéd through Duncan's multiple range test.
The following Table 31 on the next'page gives the results of the
test for Gy_,¢ *

It can be seen from the table that the differences between
the means of the TRT.L and the TRT.H groups was 0.59 which was
not significant. In the case of the M®S group, both the MIS.L
and the MIS.H groﬁps had the same group mean and no difference
egistea bgtween the two groups. The difference between the means

of the MIR.L and the MIR.H groups was 5.10 which was significant
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Table 31 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

Among G, , - Means : Groups divided according to
nAch. .

M @ 3 @ () (6 semoen
Groups TRT.L. TRT.H .MTS.,I WMDS.H MIR.L MIR.H .05

Means 14.1 14.69 27.32 27.32 28.46 33.56 level

(1) 1441 0.59 13.22 13.22 14.36 19.46 R, =4.85
(2) 14.69 12.63 12.63 13.77 18.87 Ry =5.11
(3) 27.32 0.0 1.14  6.24 R, =5.27
(4) 27.32 1.14  6.24 Ry =5.%9
(5) 28.46 5.10 Rg =5,49

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) »
* (Groups underlined do not differ significantly '

at 0.05 level thus showing the effect of nAch. on the acquisition
of'general teaching competence at 16th practice teaching lesson
level. Considering the groups together, it can be seen that there
was no significant differeﬁce among the means of the MIS.L, the
MIS.H and the MIR.L groups whereas the mean of the MIR.H group

stood the highest and differed significantly from the other means.

From the above two tables, it can be observed that the
originel differences are not retained when the groups are divided
accor&ing to higher or lower nAch scores and ?his shows that
the level of nAch affects the acquisition of general teaching
competence. Thus, hypothesis No. 1@ that need for achievement has
not significant effect on the acquisition Qf general teaching

competence is rejected.
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A comparison of the two tables shows that the development
of general teaching competence from 11th to 16th practice
teaching lesson level is similar in case of all the three
training groups and this is also clearly apparent from Figure
10 which shows that the pairs of the lines showing the two levels
of acquisition for all the three groups are almost parallel. The
Figurg shows that the lines for the\?RE and{the MT8 groups are
almost horizontal, thereby showing that the group means for the
lower and the higher nAch groups did not differ from each other,
The effect of nAch on the MIR group is guite clear as shown by
fhe pair of lines of the MIR group which are slant and show a
better acquisition of general teaching competence for the higher
nAch group. )

High nAch is associated with he?d work, accepting challenges,
persistence,, striving to do better and pleasure from acbievement
only. Thus, it would be natural to exéect.high nAch group to
gain better in éeneral teaching competence and this has been
‘found true for the TRT and the MTR groups. In the case of the MIS
group, however, the higher nich group i.e. the MIS,.H group showed
a lesser mean 61_11 as compared to the other groups, though the
difference in means was only 0.01 which was not significant. It
was observed by the investigator during the experiment that the
trainees in the MIS group felt that the microteaching situation
ﬁ;th péers as pupils was not so challenging and satisfying as

working with real pupils. The difference between the means of the
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MTR.H and éhe MTR.L groups. for both the levels of acquisition
of general teaching competence is significant and it is probable
that, if the microteaching training task is made equally challenging
for the MIS group, higher nAch group in the MIS group may show a

significantly betfer acquisition of general teaching competence.

4.9 Personality Factors and Acquisition of General Teaching

- Competence

Personality, in a bfoad sense, can be said to be a sum total
ofvone's characteristic way of behaving. More specifically put,
personality refers to the integrated and consolidated sum total
of one's behavioural tendencies in so far as they have social
references. Drever (1974) explains personality as the integrafed
and the dynemic organization of the physical, mental, moral and
soclal qualities of an individual that menifest itself to other
people in the give and take of socisl life. Personality has also
been explained in stimulus or response terms. Overt activity in a
soclial situation can be either a stimulus or a response, depending
upon the particular point of reference. In a classroom situation,
teacher personality would refer to his cﬁaracteristic mode of
behaviour before the pupils. Teacher behaviour in presence of the
pupils would be an expression of‘his behavioural traitﬁ and it
would also serve as a stimulus pattern that impress the pupils in
certain ways and influences their reaction. Thus, teacher personality
in a classroom situation will always have a éircular or reciprocating

characteristics.
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Teachers who are effective in their work as é teacher
and are popular smong the students are genérally more.out-going,
are intelligent, are self-controlled and relaxed, venture upon
new ideas and are emotionally stable. Such personality
characteristics have been found to affect their classroom teaching
positively. 4 study by Washburne et al. (1960) classified
teachers as spontaneous, ofderly and fearful and further sub-
divided the categories as superior and inferibr according to
their warmth and responsiveness to pupils. According to them, the
teachers under study<ranged from superior oiderly ( werm,
relatively dominant and businesslike ) to superior spontaneous
( warm, exuberant, highly independent with a strong liking for
. expression of ideas )Vdown to inferior sponteneous. A study by
Deva (1966) about prediction of student teaching success reports
that personality was tﬁe most important and intelligehce the
least important in predicting success in student teaching. Kaul
(1972) in = factorial study of personality variables of popﬁlar
teachers in secondary schools reporis that the popular teachers
_ distinguishéd themselves as more out-going, intelligent,
emo%ionally more stable, sober, conscientious, venturesome, tough-
minded, shrewd, placid, controlled and relaxed aﬁd these popular

veachers were found to be more effective in theirswork as teachers.

Chhaya (1974) studied the psychological characteristics of
effective school teachers and the study revealed that effective
teachers, as compared to ineffective ones, had better personality

ad justment, were emotionally more stable, were not more extrovert
and were less authoritarian. So far as extrovert
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tendency of teachers is concerned, it seems that they would
elicit better student participation. Goel (1978) reports that
extrovert teachers seemed to have greater interchange of
classroom events, provided more opportunity for pupil partici-
pation and had a tendency to break the- silence or confusion

in the classroom by asking questions more frequently.

A study by Gupta (1977) wes eimed at finding out the
personality traits of successful teachers and to differentiate
them from less successful teachers. 16 FF inventory of Cattell
was uged as a tool to méésure personality traits. The study
revealed that success in teaching was significantly related to
personality factora 4, B, C, ¥, ¢, H, I, L, O, Q3 and Q4, and
that these personality characteristics am&ng others were the

determinsnts of success in teaching. Gupta (1976), in a study
| about prediction of teacher effectiveness through personality
Yest, also used Cattell's 16 PF questionnaire to differentiste
high effective teachersxfrom average effective teachers and low
effective teachers. The sfudy showed that the high effective
teachers differed significantly from the general population with
respect to 9 personality factors out of 16. They were more
affecto~-thymic (A +), more intelligent (B +), hed more ego
strength (C +), were more surgent (F +), more self-sentiment
(Q3+)? less suspicious (L =), less guilt prone (0-) and less
radical (Q,-). Besides these nine factors, it was also found

that, in comparison to average effective teachers, high effective

N
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teachers were significantly more assertive (E+), more
conscientious (@+), more adventurous (B+), xﬁor‘e tenderminded
(I+), were less self-sufficient (Q2°) and less tenge and
frustrated (Q4~). Begides the above differences, high effective
teachers were less imaginative (M-) as compared to low effective

teachers.

The above cited studies have taken into account how'the
personality factors go togather with effective teaching and
what are the personality traits of successful teachers. The
present investigation aimed at studying how the personality
factors affect the devélopment of general teaching competence
in student teachers during training. The researchér has
experiehced during his years as supervisor that the trainees
who are outgoing (4 +), more assertive ( F + ) and relaxed
(Q4 -) do better during the practice teacﬁing programme aha are
apt to gain mastery over the teaching process more gquickly.
Whether these casual observation stand against eiperimental
evidence or not was a question that the researcher has attempted
t0 answer by taking the different personality factors as
covariates and studying tpeir effect on the acquisition of general

three
teaching competence during the training through theAgpproaches.

i

As mentioned earlier, the personality factors of the
subjects were measured by Cattell's 16 PF questionnaire. Of the
16 personality factor that the t00l measures, Factor B is not’

taken up for discussion under this hedd as it refers to intelligence
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and that has already been discﬁssed as a separate covariate. The
sections that follow give the results of statistical analysis and
the inferences thereto for the remaining 15 factors. In order to
explore the effects of these 15 personality factors on the
development of general teaching competence, the three training
groups viz. the TRT, the MIS and the MIR gfoups were further
divided accorﬁing to high or low factor score and the group means
of the six groups thus obtained were analysed for significént
differences among themselves through analysis of covariance

and Duncan's multiple range test.

4.9.1 Personality Factor A : Bcore on personality Factor 4

gives an indication whether a person is reserved or outgoing. A
high score of this factor (A+) indicates that the person is
outéoing, warmhearted, easygoing and participating. As against
this, a low score (A-) indicates that the person is reserved,

detached, critical in appreising situations and is cool.

The following two tables give the results of analysis of
covariance at both the levels of acquisition of general teaching
competence i.e. at 11th and 16th practice teaching lesson level ¢

Table 32 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy_,4 : Groups divided
.according to Personality Faclod! A

Source of Varisnce af Ss Variance F
Among the Means 5 2438.48  487.7 =5

. 21.55 *
Within Treatments 47 1063.64 22.6%

* Significant at 0.01 level
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Table 33 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy_4¢ ¢ Groups
divided according to Personality Factor A

Source of Variance af Ss Variance r
Among the Meams 5 2462.97 492.99

, 19.86 *
Within Treatments 47 1166.33 24.82

* Significant at 0.01 level
The Tables 32 and 3% reveal that F is significant at both

the levels of acquisitiog’of general teaching competence and the
8ix group means differ significantly among themselves even after
allowences are made for differences in the scores of personality
Factor A. Pihpointing the patterh of differences among the groups
was studied through Duncan's multiple range test, the results of
which for G, ,4 means are given below in Table 34.

Table 34 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Rifferences
among &, ,, Means : Groups divided according %o

Personality Pactor A.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SR at
Groups TRT.L CRI.H  MIS.H MDS.L . MPR.H  MIR.D o o5
Means 8.95 12.42 18.95 22.29 24.%4 28.0 level
(1) 8.95 5.47  10.0  13.34 15.39 19.05 By=4.54
(2) 12.42 6.53 9.87 11.92  15.58 R;=4.78
(3) 18.95  3.34 5.39 9.05 R,=4.93
(4) 22.29 ’ 2.05 5.71 Rg=5.04
(5) 24.34 3.66 Rg=5.14

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

/
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The Table 34 shows that in the case of traditionel training
coupled with autoinstructional material, thé TRT.H group had 2
ﬁigher mean while in both the microteaching training groups, the
MPS.L and the MTR.H had higher group means though the differences
between the pairs of highér and lower groups were not significant.
The TRT group as a whole dif?ered signifiegntly from the other
groups; but, in thg case of the two microtéaching groups, the
pattern of differences was changed from the original (Table 5),
in the sense that the MTS.L group and the MIR.H group did not
differ significantly in their means. Thus, the f?et that the
MTS group differed significantly from the MIR group at G1__11
changed when the groups were divided into higher and lower

categories according to personality factor A.

A similar but simpler pattern of differences emerged when

Duncan's test was applied to the six groups means of G1_1é; The
following Table 35 gives the results of the test. ‘

Table 35 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

among &, .. Means : Groups divided according to
Personaii%y Factor A ,

) € J € R ¢ EE ) R () R,
Groups PR?.L TRT,.H MDS.H MPS.I MDR.H MIR.L .05

Means - 13.15 16,23  24.97 26.61 28.23 31.63 jovel

(1) 13.15 3.08 11.82 13.46 15.08 18.48 Ry=4.76
(2) 16.23 8.74 10.38 12.0  15.4 Rs=5.02
(3) 24.97 1.64  3.26  6.66 R;=5.17
(4) 26.61 1.62  5.02 Rz=5.29
(5) 28.23 3.40 Rg=5.39

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

. * Groups underlined do not differ significantly
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The Table 35 shows that at the 16th practice teaching lesson
level #he means of gain in general teaéhing competence for the
six groups had the same order as that for G,_44. The TRT.H group
had 2 higher group mean while the MES.L and the Mmﬁ.z groups had
higher group means when higher and lower pairs of means for a
training approach was considered. However, these differences were
not significant but means of the TRT group as whole i.e. both the
means of the TRT.H and the TRT.L groups»differed significantly'
from the other means of microteaching groués. In the two micro-
teaching groups, the MTS.H; the MPS.L and the MIR.H groups did
not differ significantly among ﬁhemsélves. Similarly, the MIS.L,
the MTR.H and the MIR.L groups did not differ significantly from

one another.,

Figure 11 shows the comparison of the acquisition of general
teaching competence by the three training groups at both the
;evels of acquisition. The pairs of lines for the TRT, the MIS
and the MTR groups are glmost parallel which shows that the
development of general teaching competence from 11th to 16th
practice tgaching lesson was similar for all the three training
approaches. The interaction between the effect of the traditional
training approac@ and the two micrgteéching approaches is apparent
as the lines representing the fwo training approaches are having
different slopes.

At both the levels of acquisition of general teaching
competence i.e. fo?4G1_11 as well as for Gy_44, it can be seen

that the original differences among the groups as whole were not
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retained in the same fashion which shows the effect of
éersonality Pactor A on the development of general teaching

competence.

It can be observed that the TRT.H group had & higher
mean for 31_11 and Gy_4g which indicates that, though the
differences were not'significant, the group which was outgoing,
warnhearted, easygoing and participating (A+) showed better
gain during the training. As against this;_for both the micro-
teaching groups, the MIS.L and the MIR.L groups had a higher
means for Gy_;4 and G1_15; In spite of the fact that the
differences were not significant, the fact remeins that the
group which was reserved, detached and critical (A-~) showed a
better gain in general teaching competence. A probable reason
for this tendency can be that the TRT group worked with whoie
class of pupils and thus had aAbgtter opportunity to be more
outgoing whereas during the microteaching training, the higher
group (A+) did not find sufficient opportunities to bring into
play théir outgoing nature. The results thus in a wey égreeia
with the results of Gupta (1977) and Gupta (1976) for only the

traditional training and not microteaching training.

4.9.2 Personality Factor C : Meagures on personality

Factor C indicate whether a person is affected by feelings or
is emotionally stable. A high score of this factor (C+) indicates
that the person is calm.and can face realities. A low score of

this factor (C-) indicates a person who is emotionally less
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stable and gets easily upset.
The following two tables give the results of the analysis of

covariance ?or Gy_qq and Gy_4¢ 3

Table 36 : Analysis of Covariance for 61_11 ¢ Groups divided
according to Personality Factor C.

Source of Variance asf Ss Variance P
" Among the Means - 5 2364.63 472.93 18.48 *
Within Treatments 47 1202.58 25.59

% Significant at 0.01 level

Table 37 : Analysis of. Covariance for G1-16 ¢ Groups divided
according to Personality Pactor C.

Source of Variance af Ss Variance F
Among the Means 5 2479.98 496.0

18.88 *
Within Treatments 47 1234.63 26.27

* Significant at 0.01 level
The above two tables show that the F ratios are 18.48 and

18.88 at the two levels of acquisition viz. @, ,, and Gy_4¢
regpectively. Both the values of F are highly significant which
indicate that the group means differed significantly even afier
allowances were made for differences due to personality factér
scores. Duncan's multiple range test was used to study these
differences in detail. The Table 38 on the next page gives the

results of the test for G1_11 s



203

Table 38 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
among &, ,, Means : Groups divided according to
Personaii%y Pactor C. ’

M @ () @ (5 6 gon op
Groups TRT.H TRT.L MIS,I MPS.H MIR.H MIR.L

Meams  10.22 11.37 19.64 21.78 26.07 27.52 jeve1

(1) 10.22 1.15  9.42 11.56 15.85 17.3 R, = 4.88
(2) 11.37 ‘ 8.26 10.41 14.7  16.15 Rs= 5.14
(3) 19.64 ‘ 2.14  6.43  7.88 R,=5.30
(4) 21.78 \ 4.29  5.74 Rg= 5.42
(5) 26.07 | | 1.45 Rg= 5.52

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) =«

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly

Ine above table shows thét in the case of the TRT and the MIR
groups, the lower factor level grcups’(C-) had a higher group mean
and in the case of the MIS group, the higher group had g higher
group mean but the differences between the iower and the higher
groups within the three training groups were not significantlj which
showed thaf so far as any one training approach was concerned, the
pe£sonality FPactor C did not prove effective as a covariate. When,
however, thgkdifferences among the three groups are considered, it
can be seen that both the TRT.L and the TRT.H groups differed
significantly from the remeining four groups but the pattern of
differences anong these microteaching groups was one of overlapping
differences. The MIS,L and the MIS.H groups did not differ

significantly but the MIS.L group differed significantly from the
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MTR.H group, whereas the MIS.H group did not diffe:
gsignificantly from the MIR.H group. Similarly, there was no
gignificant difference between the MIS.H and the MIR.H groups,
but the MIS.H group differed significantly from the MIR.I
group. This shows how a division of the two microteaching
groups into lower and higher groups according to personélity
factor C developed an overlapping pattern of differences among

the group means.

When the initial phase of training was followed by a
traditional practice teaching phase, this pattern of differences
among the groups was maintained but in a simpler form. The

following Table 39 gives the results of Duncan's test for this
level of acquisition of general teaching competence i.e. for G1_16‘
,Table 39 : Duncan/s Multiple Range Test for Differences

among &, .. Means : Groups divided according %o
Personslity Factor C.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at
Groups TRT.H TRT,L MS.L Mrs.H MTR.H MIR.L .05

Means 14.93 15.14 25.65 28.06 29.90 31.30 jevel

(1) 14.93 0.21  10.72 13.13 14.97 16.37 R,=4.93
(2) 15.14 10.51  12.92 14.76  16.16 Ry=5.20
(3) 25.65 . 241 4.5  5.65 R,=5.36
(4) 28.06 1.03 3.24 Rg=5.48
(5) 29.90 ‘ 1.40 Rg=5.59

(1) (2) (3) (4)  (58) = (6) *

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly f



Ine Tavle 39 shows that at the 16th practice teaching lesson
stége, the means of gain in general teaching competence for the
six groups had the same order as that for &_, . The TRI.H group
had a lower group mean than the IRT.L group and the difference was
not significant bﬁt they differed significantly from the remeining
four groups. In the two‘microteaching groups it can be observed
that the MTS.L, the MIS.H and the MIR.H groﬁps did not differ
significantly from one another. Similarly; the MTS.H, the MIR.H and
‘the MIR.L groups did not differ significantly from one another
but the.MIS.L group significantly differed from the MIR.L group.

Pigure 12 shows the comparison of tﬁe acquisition of general
teaching competence by the three training groups at both the levels
of acquisition i.e. at G, ,, and Gy 4. The péirs of lines
representing the two microteaching groups are almost parallel
which shows that the develépment of general teaching competence
from 11th to 16th practice\teaching lesson(was similar in case of
these two groups. In the case of the IRT group; however, the lines
are not para;lel and it can be seen that further practice teaching
after 11th practice teaching 1esson reduced the difference between
the higher and the lower groups from 1.15 to 0.21. The lines for
the MIS and the MTR groups have different slopes which indicate
an interaction effect of personality Factor C on the training

througﬁ the two microteaching approaches.

Considering the originsl pattern of differences among the

three groups (Tables 5, 6), it can be seen that for both the levels
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of acquisition of general teaching competence; the original
rattern is not maintained when the groups are divided into lower
and higher groups according to personality Factor C, and this
shows the effect of this factor as a covariate on the development

of general teaching competence.

The above taﬁles show that for the TRT as well as for the
MTR group; the lower groups have showed a higher group mean.
Though the differences were not significant, the fact remains
that for traditional training coupled with auto-instructional
material and for microteaching in real situation the group which
was more affected by feelings (C-) showed better results during
the/tréining. As againsgt this, for m%croteaching, under simulated
condition €¥®Rfp, the group that was emotionally more stable (C+)
showed better results. The findings of Gupta (1977) and Gupta
(1976) indicate that a higher factor level goes with success in
feaching and the findings discussed above support this trend only
for microteaching training under simulated condition. A probable
. regson for the trend revealed in the p&esent study can be that the
trainees in the MIR and fhe TRT groups worked with real pupils,
had better chances to show their feelings for the pupils which
helped create a better olassroom climate and thus proved themselves
better during the training. Feelings and resulting classroom
interaction play én important role in elassroom tregtment; and, as
the MIS group worked with the peers only, they had é lesser chance
to be affected by feelings; and.hence the -lower group i.e. the

MIS.L group showed a lower group mean. It seems that a low factor
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level (C-) would prove more effective for traditional training
coupled with auto-instructional material and for microteaching

training in real situation.

4.9.3 Personality Fector E : Measures on personality Factor

E indioate whgther a person is humble or assertivd. A high score
of this factor (B+) would show a pers&i who is assertive in his
work; is independent, shows aggresive tendencies, and is stubborn.
As aéainst #his, a low score of this factor (E~) indicates a

person who is mild, obedient in nature and confronting.’

In order to study whether the six groups differed significantly
- ¢ . -
or not, analysis of covariance was carried out, the results of
which are given below for both the levels of acquisition of general

teaching competence.

Teble 40 : Analysis of Covariance for G, ,, * Groups divided
according to_}ersonality Eac%ﬁ% E,

Source of Variance af | Ss Variance F
Among the means 5 2427.57 484.51

. 20.43 *
Within Treatments 47 1417.05 23.77

* Significant at 0.01 level

Table 41 : Analysis of Covariance for G, _ : Groups divided
according to Personality Factor E. :

Source of Variance af Ss Variance F
Among the Means 5 2521.4 504.28
’ ' ) 20,33 *

Within Trestments 47 1165.38 24.8

* Significant at 0.01 level
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The Tables 40 and 41 show that the obtained F ratios for

both the levels of acquisition of general teaching competence
are highly significant which proves that the group means differed
significahtly among tyemselves even after allowances were made
for differences due to the scores of personality Factor E.
Pinpointing the significant differences among the groups was
carried out through Duncan's multiple range test. The following
table gives the results of the test for gain in general teaching
competence at the 11th practice teaching lesson level :

Table 42 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

among &, ,, Means : Group divided according to
Personaii%y Factor E.

(1) (2) (%) (4) (5) (6) SSR at

Groups TRT.L IRI.H MIS.H'® MIS.L IRL.H IRD.L “oc
Means 9.85 11.07 20.21 21.13 . 25.83 29.26 joge
(1) 9.85 1.22  10.36 11.28 15.98 19.41 R,=4.79
(2) 11.07 9.14 10.06 14.76 18.19 R;=5.05
(3) 20,21 0.92  5.62  9.05 R,=5.21
(4) 21.13 4.70  8.13 Rz=5.32
(5) 25.83 : 3.43 Rg=5.42

D ) B € B ') B 3 R ) R

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly
The above Table 42 shows that in the TRT group, the higher
group (E+) had a higher group mean whereas in the MIS and MTR
groups; the lower groups (E-) had higher group means. The
differences among thg lower and the\higher subgroups in the

three groups were, however, not significant which showed that
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considering any one training approach only, division into lowexr
and higher groups agcording to the scores of personality Factor E
did not give rise to any significant differences; but in the
two microteaching groups, an overlapping pattern of significant
differences developed through such a division. The MIS.H group
did not differ significantly from the MIS.L group but differed
significantly from the MIR.H and the MIR.L groups. Similarly, the
MTS.L group did not differ significantly from the MIR.H group
but differed significantly from the MTR.L group. So far as the
TRT group was concerned, the TRT.L and the TRT.H groups did not
differ significantly from each other but differed significantly
from the other remsining four groups. This shows that the levels
.of personality Factor E affected the acquisition of general

teaching competence in the microteaching groups.

When the group means for the second level of acquisition of
general teaching competence i.e. G1_16 were studied through
Duncan's multiple range test, a similar but simpler pattern of
differences emerged. The following Table 43 gives the results of

the test for Gy_44 ¢

The Taﬁle 43 on the neét page shows that, so far as the
TRT group is concerned, the TRT.H and the TRT.L groups differed
in their means by 0.92 - a difference which was not significant.
Just as at the Gy_44 level, here also the TRT group differed
significantly from the other microteaching groups. In microteaching

groups, however, the MIS.H and the MIS.I groups did not differ
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Table 43 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

among &, , Means : Groups divided according to
Personality Factor E.

(4) (5) (6)
Groups MTS.I MTR.H MIR.L sgg at
Means 27.47 29.53 33.0 1level
(1) 14.04 13.43  15.49 18.96 R,=4.90
(2) 14.96 12,51  14.57 18.04 R;=5.17
(3) 26.31 1.16 3,22 6.69 Ry=5.33
(5) 29.53 3.47 Rg=5.55

(4) (5) (6) =

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly



significantly from each other and also, these two groups diad
not differ significantly from the MIR.H group but di:t‘:t?ered:1
gignificantly from the MIR.L group. The two subgroups of the
MTR group viz. the MTR.H and the NIR.L groups did not differ

significantly from each other.

Figure 13 shows that, so far as the aevelopmené of general
teaching competence from 11th to 16th practice teaching lesson
was concerned, the effect was similar for all the three training
groups. The pairs of lines representing the two levels of ’
acquisition of general teaching competence for the\three groups
are almost parallel showing 2 similarity of development for all
the three groups after the initial training. The figure also
shows thaf the lower factor level‘group (E-) showed a lesser
development of general teaching competence in the TRT group, the
development was almost equal for the lower level group and the
higher level group in the MTS group whereas, the higher factor

level group (E+) showed a lesser development of general teaching

competence in the MITR group.

The sbove two tables 42, 43 and Figure 13 show how the
personality‘Factor E affects the development of general teaching.
competence. It can be observed that the original pattern of
differences among the three training groups at both the levels
of acquisition of general teaching competence ( Tables 5, 6 ) is
not retained when the groups are divided according to higher .or
‘lower factor level. The tables show that the effect of this

personality factor on the development of general teaching
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competence is significant when the student-teachers are trained
through the two microteaching approaches. It seems that a lower
factor level (B-) would prove beneficial when the student-teachers

are trained through the two microteaching approaches.

The study of Gupta (1976) has revealed that success in
teaching is significantly related to a higher level of this
personality factor (E+), i.e. the successful teachers tend to be
more assertive. The findings of the present study, as related to
the development of general teaching competencé during training,
show that a higher factor level (E+) was beneficial for the TRT
group only and as against this, the lower factor level groups
(E-) in the microteaching groups showed a better development of
general teaching competence. It may be a fact that the trainees
in the TRT ¥/ group had a chance to’ work independently, had
freedom to work with a whole class of pupils, had better chances
to show the assertive side of their nature; and, as a result,
showed a better development. In the microteaching groups, however,
independent working was controlled and chances to show assertive
side of their nature was less which might have resulted into the
lower factor level (E-) groups showing better development.
Aggressive persons (B+) would not fit into a controlled situation
like microteaching training set-up as easily as mild and obedient
(E-) persons.

4.9.4 Personality Factor F : Scores of the personality factor

P tell whether a person is sober or happy-go-lucky. A high score

of this factor (F+) indicates that the person is gay, enthusiastic
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and is heedless. He takes events as they come and is happy-go-lucky
in nature. As against this, a low score of this factor (F-)
indicates that the person is serious, is prudent about his ways

and is sober.

The following two tables give the results of the analysis

of covariance for the two levels of the acquisition of general

teaching competence i.e. for G1“11 and Gy_4¢ ¢

Table 44 : Analysis of Covariance for G1_11 ¢ Groups divided
according to Personality Factor F.

$ource of Variance af Ss Variance F
Among the Means 5 2562.98 512.6

. 5 24.34 *
Within Treatments 47 989.71 21.06

* Significent at 0.01 level

Table 45 : Analysis of Covariance for G1~16 ¢ Groups divided
according to Personality Factor F.

Source of Variance aft Ss Variance B

Among the Means 5 2624.74 524.95
23,02 ¥

¥Within Treatments 47 1071.37 22.8

* Significant at 0.01 level

The above tables show that the F ratios were 24.34 and 23.02
for 61?11 and G1-16 respectively. Thése highly significant ratios
clearly lead to the inference that the six group means at both the
levels of aciu;sition of general teaching comyetence‘&iffered

significantly among themselves even after adjustments were made



for the differences in the scores of personality Factor F.
Duncan's multiple range test was used to study these differences
in detail. The following Table 46 gives the obtained results for
the first level of the acquisition of general teaching competence
i.e. G1_?1 :

Table 46 : Duncen's Multiple Range Test for Differences
among G1_11 Means : Groups divided according to

Personality Factor F.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  gap a4

Groups TRE.L TRT.H 4 MIS.H MDS.L MIR.IL MIR.H gg
Means 10.43  11.07 16.99 23.51 24.26 27.83 jevel
(1) 10.43 0.64  6.56 13.08 13.83 17.4 R,=4.51
(2) 11.07 5.92  12.44 13.19 16.76 Rz=-4.75
(3) 16.99 6.52  7.27 10.84 R,= 4.90
(4) 23.51 0.75  4.32 Rg= 5.01
(5) 24.26 3.57 Rg= 5.10

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

The above table shows that at the 11th practice teaching
lesson level, G1_11 in the TRT group and the MIR group was higher
for higher factor level ; whereasg, in the MIS group, it was lower
for the higher factor level group. The difference between the
group means of the TRT.L and the TRT.H groups was 0.64 which was
not significant at 0.05 level, but the TRT group as a whole
differed significantly from the remaining four microteaching

subgroups. In the case of microteaching groups, the MIS.H group
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had the lowest group hean and it differed significantly from the
other means. As against this, the MTS.L group, the MIR.L group and
‘the MIR.H group did not differ significantly among themselves. The
effec% of division according to the higher and the lower factor
level was quilte gpparenf in casé of the MIS group. The mean gain
for the trainees having higher factor level (F+) and trained
through microteaching under simulated condition was the lowest in
all the microteaching groups and differed gignificantly from the

other group means.

When the effect of traditional tfaining after the initial
- microteaching training was considered, this pattern of differences
was retained with a slight variation. The following Table 47 gives

the results of Duncan's multiple range test for G1-16 :

Table 47 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences among
Gj; 6 Means : Groups divided according to Personality
Fac%or F. ’

(1) (2) (3) (4} (5) {6)

Groups TRT.L, TRT.H MIS.H MNTR.L MPS.L MTR.H sgg at
Means 14.34 15.06 23.86 27.94 29.10 31.75 1ol
(1) 14.34 0.72 9.52 13.6 14.76  17.41 Ré=4.71
(2) 15.06 8.80 12.88 14.04 16.69 R,=4.96
(3) 23.86 4.08  5.24  7.89 R,=5.M
(4) 27.94 1.16  3.81 Rg=5.23
(5) 29.10 2.65 R.=5.33
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) =

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly




218
It can be seen from the Table 47 that for the IRT group,

the difference in group means between the TRT.H and the TIRI.L
groups was only 0.72 and this difference was not significant at
0.05 level. In the microteaching groups, the MIS.H group and the
MIR.L group did not differ'significantly from each other while
the MTS,H‘group differed significantly from the MIS.L and the
MTR.H groups. The MTR.L group with the MIS.L and the MIR.H

groups formed a group where significant differences did not exist.

A comparison of the development of gener%l teaching competence
at the two levels, as showp in Figure 14, reveals that, in case of -
the traditional training coupled with autoinstructional materiél,
significent differences did not exist between the higher and the
lower factor level groups and the development of general teaching
competence from the 11th to the 16th practice teaching lesson was
the same for the TRI.H and the TRI.L groups. The effeét of
personality Factdr F is quite apparent in case of the two miero-
teaching groups. The pairs of lines for the MIS and the MIR groups
are almost parallel which shows a similer development from the
11th to the 16th practice teaching lesson but the interaction effect
of the personality factor is clear as shown by the diffgrent slopes
of the lines for the MIS and the MIR groups. The higher factor
level trainees in the MIS group showed a lesser development of
general teaching competence while the lower factor level tréiﬁeeé‘
in the MTR group showed a lesser development of general teaching

comnpetence. It can be observed that the microteaching training in
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gimulated condition was significantly less effective for the MIS.H

group at G1_11 as well as Gy _44 level.

Studies of Gupta (1979) and Gupta (1976) have shown that a
high factor level (E+) is significently related to success in
teaching and highly effective teachers have a higher factor level.
So far as trgining is concerned, this seems to be true for the
traditional training coﬁpled with autoinstructional material and
microteaching training in real situation where the TRT.H and the
MIR.H groups have shown a better development of general teaching
competence. The results for the microteasching training under
gimulated cgndition are contrary {0 this and the analysis has shown
that the MIS.H group showed a significantly lesser development of
general teaching competence as compared to the MIS.L group.
Enthusiastic and happy-go-lucky trainees (F+) did better in
traditional training as well as microteaching training in real
situation and this may be due to the fact that they worked with
real pupils. In the case of microteaching training under simulated
condition, it is probable that, in the controlled condition of
microteaching class with peers as pupils before them, enthusiastic
and happy~-go-lucky trainees were not in a situation in tune with
their nature, while the serious and the sober group of trainees
(F~) found this condition more adjusted to their nature and hence

gained significantly better. .
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4.9.5 Personality Factor @

Personality Factor G refers to whether a person is
conscientious or expedient. A high score of this factor (G+)
indicates that the ﬁergon is conscientious and persevering. He
is serious about his work and does things according to rules. He
is rule-bound in hig life. As against this, a low score of this
factor (G-) tells that the person is expedient. He does not like
to work according to rules, is a law to himself and by-passes
oﬁligations. ‘

in order to study whethef the groups differed significantly
or not, analysis of covariance for both the levels of acquisition
of general teaching competence i.e. G1-11 and‘G1-16 was carried
out the results of which are given in the tables below :

Table 48 : Analysis of Covariance for G1_’1 ¢ Groups divided

according to Personality Factor G. N
Source of Variance af Ss Variance F
Among the Means 5 2335.75 467.15
: 18.57 *
Within Treatments 47 1182.24 25.15

* Significant at 0.01 level

Table 49 : Analysis of Covariance for G1 16 ° Groups divided
according to ?ersonality Factor G.

—~——

Source of Variance df Ss Variance F
Among the Means 5 2448.44 489.69
X 18079 *

Within Treatments 47 1224.64 26 .06
* Significant at 0.01 level \
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These hlghly pignificant F ratios viz. 18.57 at G1 11 and
18.89 at G1 16 levels indicate that the groups differed
significantly from one another even after adjusting for differences
due to personality factor scores. Duncan's multiple range test
pin-pointed the significant diffefénces that existed among the

groups. The following Table 50 gives the results of the test for

G111,

Table 50 ¢ Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences among
. 31_11 Means : Groups divided according to Personality
Factor @. '

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at

Groups CRT.L TRL.H MDS.L MPS.H MIR.L MNIR.H o5
Means 10.58 10.90 19.86 22.01 26.42 26.84 1level

(1) 10.58 0.32  9.28 11.43 15.84 16.26 R,=4.88
(2) 10.90 8.96 11.11  15.52 15.94 Ry=5.14
(3) 19.86 2.15  6.56  6.98 R,=5.30
(4) 22.01 4.41  4.83 Rg=5.42
(5) 26.42 . 0.42 Rg=5.52

(1) (2) (3) (4) (50 (6) =

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly

The above table shows that for all the three training approaches,
the higher factor level groups had a2 higher mean gain but these
higher mean gainsg were not significaht. The difference between the
means of the TRT.L and the TRT.H groups was 0.32, that between the
means of the MIS.L and the MiS.H groups was 2.15 and that between
the means of the MIR.L and the MTR.H groups was 0.42 and these
differences were not gignificant at 0.05 level. The only new

differences that developed among the group as against the original
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differences (Table 5) was in microteaching‘groups, where the
MTS.L group differed significantly from the MIR.L and the MIR.H
groups whereas the MIS.H group did not differ significantly
from these two groups i.e. the MTR.L and the MIR.H groups. This
shows that the effect of»this persoﬁality factor G was limifed

to only the groups which received the microteaching training

under similated condition.

When the phase of traditional practice teaching followed
the microteaching training, these differences were also \
eliminated as shown in Table 51 below which gives the results
of Duncan's multiple range test for G, ..

Table 51 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
~ among G, ,. Means : Groups divided according to

Persoiality Factor G.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  gSR at
Groups TRT,L TRI,H MPS.L MIS,H MPR.L MER.H .o
Means 14.19 15.53 25.92 28.39 30.08 30.76 1.7,
(1) 14.19 1.34  11.73  14.2 15.89  16.57 R,=4.96
(2) 15.53 10.39 12.86 14.55 15.23 By=5.23
(3) 25.92 ' 2.47 4.16 4.84 R;=5.39
(4) 28.39 . 1.69  2.37 Rg=5.51
" (5) 30.08 0.68 3.6-..-5.62

DI R ) I ¢ N O I O
* Groups underlined do not differ significantly

) The above table shows that in the case of the TRT group,
the difference between the group means of the TRTL.L and the
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TRT.H groups is 1.34 which is not significant at 0.05 level. In
thé microteaching groups a2lso, all the four groups fall in a
single group where no significant differences exist among the

group means. .

So far as the development of general teaqhing competence
from the 11th to the 16th practice teaching lesson is concerned.
FPigure 15 shows that the development was similar in case of all
fhe three/training approaches. The lines representing the TRT
group and the MIR group are almost horizontal thereby showing
that no significant differences existed between the lower
factor level group and the higher factor level groups for these
two training approaches. In the case of the MIS group, the lines
are comparatively less horizontal but the foregone discussion has
shown that here also, the higher factgr level group and the léwer
factor level group did not differ significantly at both the levels
of acquisition of general teaching competence. The effect of
personality Factor @ is apparent only on the MPS group at G1;11
level where it is seen from the~Tab1e 50 that the MIS.H group did
not differ significantly from the ﬁTR.L and the MTR.H groups,
‘whereas originally the MTS group as whole differed significantly

from the MIR group.

It is a common observed fact that a more conscientious
person would prove successful in a profession of his choice and
this is trme for teaching profession also. Gupta (1977) has shown
that suecess in teaching is significantly related to a high factor

level (G+). Gupta (1976) has also shown that highly effective
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teachers scored higher on this personality factor. The findings
of the present study also reveal that the group having high
factor level (G+) had a higher mean gain for all the three
training approaches. This seems to be in accordance with the
observed general fact that a conscientious, persevering teacher

will develop better skills and abilities to teach during training.

4.9.6 Personality Factor H : The scores of personality

factor H indicalte whether a person is shy or ventu;esome. A high
score of this factor (H+) indicates that the person is spontaneous
in his actions, is not’%bund by inhibitions end is socially bold.
As against this, a low écore (H~-) indicates a person who is shy

and timid. He is restrained in his actions and 'is diffident.

Anslysis of covariance was carried out for the six groups

and the following two tables give the results of the analysis for

Gy_qq and Gq_4q ¢

Table 52 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy_qq ¢ Groups divided
according to Personality Factor H.

Source of Vagiance af Ss Variance B
Among the Means 5 2413.93 482.79. 20.43 *

Within Treatments 47  1110.92 - 23.63

* Significant at 0.01 level

Table 53 : Analysis of Covariance for @y_44 ¢ Groups divided
according to Fersonality Factor H.

source of variance ar oS Variance ¥
Among the Means 5 2531.04 506.21 20.96 *
“"ithin Treatments 47 1134.98 24.15

* Significant at 0.01 level
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The Tables 52 and 53 show that the F ratios are 20.43 and
20.9@ for G1_11 and G1-16 respectively. These ratios are highly‘
significant and indicate that the groups differed significantly
among themselves at both the levels of the acquisition of general
teaching competence. To locate the significant differences that
existed among the groups, Duncan multiple range test was used. The
following Table 54 gives the results of the test for Gy_yq.
Table 54 : Duncan's Multiplé Range Test for Differences among

-11 Means : Groups divided according to Personality
Factor H.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at

Groups TRT.L TRT.H MPS.L MDS.H MIR.H MIR.I o5
Means 9.97 11.17 18.94 21.77 25.81 28.45 jovel
(1) 9.97 1.20  8.97 11.8  15.84 18.48 Ro=4.T1
(2) 11.17 7.77  10.6 14.64 17.28 Ry=4.96
(3) 18.94 2.83  6.87  9.51 R;=5.11
(4) 21.77 | 4.04  6.68 Rg=5.23
(5) 25.81 ' 2.64 R.=5.33

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) «

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly

The above table shows that in the came of the TRT group, the
difference in group means between the TRT.H and the MRT.L' groups
was 1.2 which was not significant. Similarly for the MIS group, the
difference in group means between MTS.H and the MIS.H groups was
2.85 which was not significant. In the MIR group also, the difference
in group means for the two subgroups was 2.64 which was not

significant. The TRT group asg a whole diffeied significantly from
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the two microteaching groups, but for the two microteaching
groups, an overlapping pattern of differences developeé due to
the division of the groups into lower or higher factor level. The
table shows that the MIS.I group did not differ significantly
from the MIS.H group 8ut differed significantly from the MIR.H
and the MIR.L groups. The MIS.H group did not differ significantly
from the MIR.H group but differed significantly from the MTR.L
group. This shows the effect of the division of the groups
according to lower or higher factor levels where the original
differences among the groups (Table 5) are not retained in the
same fashion.
The overlapping pattern of differences persisted even at

the second level of the acquisition of general teaching competence,
but in a simpler form. The following Tabde 55 gives the results
of Duncan's multiple range test for G1~16 which shows this fact
clearly.

Table 55 ¢ Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences among

&, ,¢ Means : Groups divided according to Personality
F;c%or H,

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  sep ot

Groups TRT.L TRT,H MIS.L MIS.H MIR.H MIR.L .05

Means 13.80 15.25 24.61 28.44 29.21 32.20 level
(1) 13.80 1.45 10.81  14.64 15.41 18.4 R,=4.76
(2) 15.25 9.36 13.19 13.96 16.95 R5=5.02
(3) 24.61 5.83  4.60  7.59 Ry=5.17
(4) 28.44 0.77  3.76 Rg=5.29
(5) 29.21 2.99 Rg=5.39

(1) (2) 2] (5) {5) (6) %

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly
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The Table 55 shows that even at the 16th practice teaching
lesson level, the TRT group as whole differed significantly from
the two microteaching groués, but the lower and the higher factor
level groups in the TRT group i.e. the TRT.IL and the TRT.H groups
did not differ significantly from each Other. Considering the
microteaching groups, it can be observed that the MTS.L and the
MTS.H groups did not differ significantly from the MIR.H group
but differed significantly froﬁ the MTR.L group. This shows that
a division into lower and higher factor level groups gave rige

to new significant differences even at &, _,¢ level.

Comparing the two tables, it can be obgerved that at both the
1évels of acquisition of general teaching competence, higher
factor level groups had a higher group mean for traditional
training coupled with autoinstructional material and microteaching
aﬁproach in simulated condition. As against this, the lower factor
level group showed a better gain in general teaching competence
in the trainees that feéeived microtveaching training in real
situation. Figure 16 shows this quite apparently where i@,can be
seen that the pairs of lines representing the MIR group has a
different slope from the pairs representing the MTS and the IRT
groups. The figure shpws the intergction effect of this personality
factor on the development of ggneral teaching competence through
the two microteaching approaches and a comparison at the two
levels shows that the difference in mean gdins between the MIS.H
and the MIR.H group decreased when microteaching training was

followed by the traditional practice teaching programme.
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Though the differences are not significant, the group of
trainees having a higher factor level (H+) have showed higher
gain in general teaching competence in the TRT and the MNTS
groups. Studies of Gupta (1976) and Gupta (1977) have also shown
that successful teaching is significantly related %o the higher
. factor level (H+). The present study shows for the gain in
general teaching competence during the training, this is true
only for traditional treining and microteaching training under
simulated condition. A probable reaségf§%r this trend may be that
in the traditional treining, the trainees did not face a novel
gituation while in the microteaching training under simulated
eondiéion, the trainees did face a novel gituation but weré in a
group of their peers only. Thus, the trainees in the‘TRT and the
MTS groups had more chances to be venturesome and socially bold
and this may in turn lead to a higher écquisition of general
teaching competence for trainees having a higher factor level
(H+). As against this, micfoteaching in real situation was &
quite different set-up with only five pupils before the teacher
and a controlled condition. Thus, it is probable that the trainees
in the MIR group had less opportunity to be venturesomeland thus
those trainees -that were having a higher fagtor level (H+) in
the group showed a lesser mean gain in general teaching competence.

4.9.7 Personality Factor I : Scores on personality factor I

reveal whether a person is tough-minded or tendef—minded. A low
score of this factor (I-) indicates that the person is tough-

minded and is realistic in his outlook. He is self-relisnt and



allows no nonsense in his work. Contrary to this, =2 high score
of this factor (I+) indicates a person who is tender-minded and

sengitive. Such a person tends to be over-protected, is dependent

on otherfd and is not self-reliant.

The six groups were tested for differences among them by
analysis of covariance and the following Tables 56 and 57 give

the results of the analysis for G99 and & ¢ ¢

Table 56 : Analysis of Covariance for G1_11 : Groups divided
according to Personality Factor I.

Source of Variance af s Variance B
Among the Means 5 2473.34 494.67
21.82 %
Within Treatments 47 1065.46 22.67

* Significant at 0.01 level

Table 57 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy_46 ¢ Groups divided
according to Personality Factor I.

Source of Variance 4af | Ss Variance B
Among the Means 5 2622.45 524.49
2%.06 *
Within Treatments 47 1068.8 22.74 ‘

* Significant at 0.01 level

The results of the analysis of covariance as given in the-
two
abovgltables show that the obtained F ratics are highly significant

at both the levels of acquisition of general teaching competence.

It can be inferred from this that, <+ even after allowances were

made for differences in personality factor scores, the six group
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means differed significantly among themselves . Duncan's

s

multiple range test was used to locate the significant
differenceg among the groups and the table that follows gives
the obtained results for G1_%1.

Table 58 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
among &, ,, Means : Groups divided according to

Personality Factor I. .

B 1 12) (3] (4) (5) (6)  SoR ot
Groups TRT.L TRL.H MDIS.I MDS.H MIR.H MIR.L.

Means 9.07 11.96 20.52 21.32 25.30 27.98 iggel

(1) 9.07 2.89 11.45 12.25 16.23 18.91 R,=4.59
(2) 11.96 8.56  9.36 13.34 16.02 Ry=4.84
(3) 20.52 0.8 4.78 .46 R,=4.99
(4) 21.32 3,98 6.66 Rg=5.10
(5) 25.30 ‘ 2.68 Rg=5.20

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) *

* G;oups underlined do not differ significently
The above table shows that the difference between the

group means of the TRT.L and the TRT.H groups was 2.89 which
was not significant at 0.05 level. Similarly, the differences
between the higher and the lower factor level groups in the MTS
and the MIR groups were 0.8 and 2,68 respectively and these
differences were also not‘significant. The effect of personality
Factor I is seen in the microteaching groups where the MIS.L
and the MIS.H groups did. not differ significantly from the MIR.H

group but differed significantly from the MIR.L group. Thus, the
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original difference between the two microteaching groups at

Gy_4¢ level is changed when the groups are divided into higher

or lower groups according to their scores on personality Factor 1.

The effect of personality Factor I on the microteaching
groups became more pronounced when traditional practice teacﬁing
followed the microtegching training. Table 59 bélow shows the
pattern of differences among the six groups at the 16th practice

teaching lesson level.

Table 59 ¢ Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
A emong &, .. Means : Groups divided according to
Personality Factor I.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) a8 at
Groups ~ TRT.H TRL.L MIS.H MIR.H MIS.L MIR.L oc

Means 13.86 16.07 24.59 26.69 29.39 35.38 q1evel

(1) 13.86 2,21 10.73 12.83 15.53 21.52 R,=4.62
(2) 16.07 8.52 10.62 13.32 19.31 R;=4.87
(3) 24.59 2,10 4.80 10.79 R,=5.02
(4) 26.69 2.70  8.69 Ry=5.13
(5) 29.39 ~ 5.99 Rg=5.23

(1) (2) (3) (4)  (5) (6)

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly

' The above table shows that in the oase of the TRT group, the
higher factorxlevel groups did not ditfer significaﬁtly.'ln the
cage of microteaching groups, however, the most pronounced effect
of this personality factor was on the MIR.L group. Closely
agreeing with the results at the 61_11 level, the MIS.H, the

MIS.L and the MIR.H groups did not differ significantly from one
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another but the MIR.L group had the highest group mean of 35.38
which differed signifioantly from the remaining groups. Thus,;it
is clear that the self-reliant group of trainees benefitted

the most from the traditional practice teaching training that

followed the microteaching treining in real situation.

Pigure 17 shows a comparison of the acquisition of general
teaching competence by the three training groups at the two
levels of the personality Factor I. Comparing the tables 58 and
59, it can be seen that the order of the group mean changed from
" Gy_4q to &y_45 in case of the TRT and the MIS groups and this is
apparent from Figure 17 as shown by the opposite slope for the
pair of lines for the TRT and the MIS groups. In both the groups,
it can be observed that the mean gain in general teaching
compebtence from the 11th to the 16th practice teaching lesson was
greater for the lower factor lével groups. In the case of the MIR
group, the line for G1~16 is more slant than the line for G¢_11
which shows that the lower factor level group benefitted more
by the training during the second phase of the training programme
and this is a2lso clear from the Table 59 which shows that the
MTR.L group had the highest group‘mean which differed significantly

from 2ll the other group means.

_ Study of Gupta (1977) has shown that success in teaching is
significantly related %o higher factor level (I+). Gupta (1976)
has also shown that highly effective teachers were having a

higher score on this factor. So far as training is concerned,



38% G 1=-16
G 1=11
28¢F
MTR
MTR
MTS
e
-
g = MTS
o
o
o
=
187
TRT,
TRT
[
- \ ‘
L Factor Level H

Fig. 17 . Personality factor I and gain in GTC

236



237

curious results have been revealed through the foregone
discussion. The tender-minded and dependent group of trainees
(I+) in the traditional training approach coupled with auto-
instructional material showed a better gain at the 11th practice
teaching lesson level but the realistic and self-relisnt gfoup~
of trainees (I-) gained more at the 16th practice teaching
lesson level. It is probable that in the TRT group, the tendency
to be gelf-reliant and realistic had a better chance to come
into action at the latter stage of training. The results for
the group that received microteaching training under simulated
condition are also similar to that of the TRT group. It seems
that in the microteaching training under simulated condition,
tender-minded and dependent trainees (I+) benefitted to a
larger extent from the training: It is probable that they found
the training situation better suifed to their nature. It is
possible that when the traditionsl., practice teécﬁing followed,
self-reliant group found the situation better suited to their
nature as in the TRT group and hence acquired a better gain

at the 16th practice teaching lesson level. So far as micro-
teaching training in real situation is concerned, it is quite
reasonable to expect and is probable that the self-reliant and
realistic group of trainees (I-) found the iraining situation
mofe suited to this personality aspect of their nature and the
general trend of lower factor level group showing higher gain

also proved true for them.
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4.9.8 Personality Factor L : Scores on personality Factor L

sugggstAwhether a person ié trusting or suspicious. A-low score of
this factor would point out a person who is of a trusting type

and is free of jealousy. Such a person is eagy to get along with,

is adaptable and is a pleasant person to work with. As against this,
’a high score of this factor indicates a person who is suspicious.
Such a2 person is hard to work with and is se}f—oPiniated. He is

hard to be befooled and does not easily adopt with other persons.

The differences among the group means for 61_13 and G1_16 were
gtudied through analysié of covariance and the following two tables
give the results, of the analysis for G1_11 and G1-16 H

Table 60 : Analysis of Covariance for G,_,4 ¢ Groups divided

N according to Personality Factor L.
Source of Variance ‘df ‘Bs Variance - F
Among the Means 5 2449.0 489.8
21.16 *
Within Treatments 47 1088.08 23.15 .

* Significant at 0.01 level

Table 61 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy _,¢ ¢ Groups divided
according to Personality Factor L.

Source of Variance af Ss Variance B
Anmong the Means 5 2565.27 513.05

, : 21.49 *
Within Treatments 47 1122.11 2%.87 :

* Significant at 0.01 level
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It can be seen from the Tables 60 and 61 that P ratios af
both fhe levels ef acquisition are highly'significaht and it can
be easily inferred that the' group means differed significantly even
after adjustment were made for the differences in the personality
factor scores. Duncan's multiple range test was applied to the

group means 1o étudy how the groups differed from one another. The

following Table 62 gives the results of the test for Gy _44 °

Table 62 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
among G, _,, Means : Groups divided according to

Personality PFactor L.

T (@ () @ () (6 53R ot
Groups TRT.L TRT,H MIS.,L MIS.H MIR.L MTR.H .05
Means 10.26 10.99 17.92 22.83 23.30 29,20 1level

(1) 10.26 0.73  7.66 12.57 13.04 18.94 R,=4.56
(2) 10.99 | 6.95 11.84 12,31 18.21 R,=4.81
(3) 17.92 4.91  '5.38 11.28 R,=4.96
(4) 22.83 . 0.47  6.37 Ry=5.07
(5) 23.30 , 5.90 Rg=5.1T

(1) (2) (3) (4) (%) (6) *

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

The above Table 52 shows that the division of training
groups into'higherﬂand lower levels of personality Factor L was
quite effective in bringing out the significant differences
among the groups especially for the microteaching training
approaches. For the TR@ group, the difference in group means

between the TRT;L end the TRT.H group was 0.73% which was not
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significant. As sgainst this, in case of the microteaching groups,
the difference in group means between the ETS.L and the MI'S.H group
was 4.91 and that between the MIR.L and the MTE.H groups wasb5

- 5.9. Both these differences were significant at 0.05 level and

it can be inferred from this that the MIS.H and the MTR.H groups
differed significantly from their corresponding lowér groups. This
suggeste that the Qicroteaehing training was more effective for
those trainees that had scored higher on the personality Factor L.
The Table also shows that the MIS.H énd the MIR.L groups did not
differ significaﬁtly from each other. This suggests that micro-
teaching training under simulated condition for the higher factor
level group and the microteaching training in real situation for
the lower factor group were equally effective in developing
general teaching competence. These results show that the personality
Factor L proved effective in the’development of general teaching

competence in the trainees.

The differences thet clearly existed at G1_11 level changed
into an overlepping pattern of differences when traditional practice
teaching followed the microteaching training. The Table 63 on the

next page gives the results of Duncan's multiple rénge ?est for
G1-16.

The results given in the table show that for the TRT group,
thé higher factor level group and the lower factor level group

did not differ significantly. In the case of microteaching groups,
the MIS.L group did not differ significantly from the MIR.L group
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Table 63 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
- - among &, ,. Means : Groups divided according to

Personality Factor L.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  SSR a%
ﬁr"@s TRT.L  TRT,HE MPS.L ~ MIR,L MDPS,H MIRH .05

eans 13.93  15.26 23.81 26.81 29.25 33.15 level

(1) 13.93 1.33  9.88 12.88 15.32 19.22 Ry=4.65
(2) 15.26 8.55 11.55 13.99 17.89 R,=4.90
(3) 23.81 3.0 5.44  9.34 R4=5.05
(4) 26.81 ’ 2.44  6.34 Rg=5.17
(5) 29.25 Rg=5.26

D) ) 37 ) 57 YRR

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly
but differed significantly from the MTS.H and the MIR.H groups.

Similarly, the MPR.L group did not differ aignificaﬁtly from the
MIS.H group but dif%ered significantly from the MIR.H group. So
far as the higher factor level groups were concerned, the MIS.H

and the MTR.H groups did not differ significently.

A comparison of the sbove two tables reveal that in micro-
teaching groups, the order of group means and the significant
differences changgd from G, _44 to Gy_16- The MIS.L group differed
significantly from the MTR.L group at the)11th.§r§c§ice teaching
lesson level but did not'éiffer significantly at the 16th practice
teaching lesson level. This indicates that the two groups reached
at an equal level of geﬁeral teaching competence when traditional
practice teaching followed #he microtegchipg training. It can also
be seen that the MTS.H and the MIR.L groups 4id not differ
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significantly at both the levels of acquisition of general
teaching competence; but at G1_11 level, the MIR.L group had a
higher group mean (' difference of 0.47 )} while at the G4
level the MIS.H group had a higher group mean (aifference of
2.44). This suggests that the traditional practice teaching
thét followed the microteaching training was effective to a
greater extent for the trainees that had higher factor level
L and received training through microteaching under simulated
condition as compared to those trainees who had lower factod
level L and received training through microteaching in real

gsituation.

So far as development from 61_11 to &4_4¢ is concerned,

Figure 18 shows that the pairs of lines representing the three
.groups are almost parallel which indicate that the development
from the 11th to the 16th practice teaching lesson was similar \
for all the three training approaches except that the gain is
more for the MIS group. The lines for the microteaching groups
are more slant than those for the TRT group which shows that the

microteaching training was more effective for the higher factor

level groups.

That the higher factor level groups (IL+) showed a better
acquisition of general teaching competence is a curious result
which goes against the common notion that the adaptable trusting
type of persons (L-) would prove more effective as teachers. The

study of Gupta (1976) also revealed the same generally accepted
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fact that‘trusting snd adaptable (I-) teachers were highly
‘effective ones. Not only did the MPS.H and the MIR.H groups
show higher group means but they.also differed significantly
from their corresponding lower factor level groups. It is
probable that the self-opiniated trainees (I+) in the micro-
teaching situations were more self-critical, could perceive
the development of skills more efficiently and hence acquired

a better level of general teaching competence.

4.9.9 Personality Factor M : Personality Factor M refers

to whether a person is practical or imaginative. A high score
on this factor suggests that the person is careless of practical
matters and is bohemian in nature. He is wrapped up in inner
urgencies and is an imaginative day—dréaming type of person. A
low score on this factor reveals that the person is practical
in his outlook. He is regulated by external realities and is
careful and conventional in his work.

The following two tables give the results of analysis of
covariance for G1~11 gnd Gy.46 levels :

Table 64 : Analysis of Covariance by G,_,4 : Groups divided
according to Personality Factor M.

Source of Variance ar Ss Varisnce P
Among the Means 5 2440.65 488.13

. . 20.56 *
Within Treatments 47 1115.85 23.74

* Significant at 0.01 level



Table 65 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy_4¢g 3
divided according to Personality Factor M.

2

Upoups

40

Source of Variance ar Ss Variance P
Anong the Means 5 2545.72 509.14
\ 20.82
Within Treatments 47 1149.43 24.46 '

* Significant at 0.01 level.

The above tables 64 and 65 show that the obtained F ratios

are 20.58 and 20.82 for Gy_,4 and & 16 réspeetively. As these

two F are significant at 0.01 level, it can be concluded that the

group means at both the levels of the acquisition of general

competence differed significantly among themselves. In order to -

pin-point the significant differences among the groups. Duncan's

multiple range test was used and the results obtained for G1_11

are given below in Iable 66,

Table 66 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences among
Groups divided according to Persona-

%1-11 Means

lity Pactor M,

Groups Té%?H Téé?L Még?H MéggL Méggﬂ Még?L ?g? at
Means 8.26 14.70 20.24 21.17 26.05 27.00 Jevel
(1) 8.26 6.44 11.98 12.91 17.79 18.74 R,=4.68
(2) 14.70 5.54  6.47 11.35 12.30 B;=4.93
(3) 20.24 0.93  5.81 6.76 R,=5.08
(4) 21.17 4.88 5.8 R;=5.20
(5) 26.05 0.95 Rg=5.30
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) *

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly.
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Tsble 66 shows that the difference between the group
means of the MIS.H and the MPS.L groups was 0.93 which was not
significent. Similarly the difference between the group
means of the MIR.H znd the MIR.L groups was 0.95 which was
also not significant. However, the MIS and the MIR groups as
whole differed significantly from each other evend after
division according to lower and higher factor level. Thus, the
original pattern of difference ( Table 5 ) so far as micro-
teaching groups are concerned was retained at G1_11 level. 1t
can be inferred that the microteaching training in real situation
was more effective than that under simulated condition even after
adjustment was made for differences due to personality factor M.
The effect of division according to higher or lower score of
personality factor was more pronounced on the TRT group. The
group means of the TRT.H group and the TRT.L group were 8.26
and 14.7 respectively, and they differed significantly at 0.05
level. Thus, it can be said that traditional training coupled
with autoinstructional material was significently more effective
for the lower factor level group of trainees i.e. the trainees
who were careful and conventional had a significantly better
gain in general teaching competence when they were trained
through the traditional training approach. Thus, it can be seen
that the personality Factor M was effective as a covariable in

cagse of traditional training only.

The original pettern of differences smong the three

training groups ( Table 6 ) was retained to some extent even at
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the 16th practice teaching lesson level. Table 67 below

gives the results of Duncan's multiple range test for G1—16'

Table 67 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
Among G, 46 Meens : Groups divided according

to Personality PFactor M.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  gsm at
Groups PRILE  IRD.L  MIS.H  MIS.I NTR.E  MIR.L og
Means 12.24 18.79 26.66 27.12 29.49 31.20 qcvel
(1) 12.24 6.55 14.42 14.88 17.25 18.96 R, =4.76
(2) 18,79 7.87 8.33 10.70 12.41 R;=5.02
(3) 26.66 0.46 2.83 4.54 Ry=5.117
(4) 27.12 2.37 4.08 Rg=5.29
(5) 29.49 1.71 Rg=5.39

(1) {2) (3) (4) {5) (6) *

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly

The above table shows that in the microteaching groups,

all the four groups means did not differ significantly from

one another. This shows that when microteaching training was

Tollowed by traditional practice teaching, the difference in

between the MIES and the MIR groups was eliminated and the

division of the groups into higher and lower factor level

\

groups did not significantly affect the development of general

teaching coupetence. In the case of the TRT group, however,

the difference between the TRT.L and the TRT.H groups that

developed at the 11th practice teaching lesson level was

retained even at the 16th practice teaching lesson level, thus
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confirming the fact that the traditional training was more
effective for lower factor level group. Thus, it can be
observed that the personality Factor M was an effective
covariate for the traditional training only and not for

nicroteaching training.

Figure 19 shows that the lines representing the MIS and
the MTR groups are almost horizontal which indicate that the
highef and the lower groups in the MIS and the MTR groups did
not differ significantly; The lines representing the TRT groupd
are more slant and show clearly the significantly higher
acquisition of geneéal teaching competence for the lower factor
level\groups. The pairs of lines for all the three training
groups are almost parallel which indicate that the development
of general teaching competence from the 11th to the 16%h practice

teaching lesson was similar for all the three groups.

Gupta (1976) has shown thet the highly effective teachers
had a lower factor level (M-). So far as training is concernéd,
it is observed in the present discussion that in all the three
training epproaches, careful conventional and practical (M-)
trainees acquired a better general teaching competence, though
the difference was significant only for the traditional training
group. In the traditional training group, trainees who were
imaginative and careless of practical matters (M+) had a
significantly lesser development of general teaching competence.

A probable reason for this group showing lesser development may
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be that, being wrapped up in inner urgenties and being of day-
dreaming type, the trainees in this group could not readily
accept the challenges before them during the training and thus
could not attain the level reached by the lower factor level

group of trainees.

4.9.10 Personality Factor N : Measures of personality factor

N tell us whether a person is forthrite or shrewd. A4 low score
of this factor indicates a person who is natural in his ways,

is not a show-man and is sentimental. Contrary to this, 8 high
score of this factor indicates that the person is worldl& in his

outlook and is calculating and penetrating.

The three training groups were divided into six groups
according to the higher or the lower score on this factor and
the following two tables give the results of the analysis of
covariance for G1_11 and G1~16 :

Table 68 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy_qq ¢ Groups divided
according to Personality Factor N.

Source of Variance aft Ss Varisnce T
Among the Means 5 . 2429.18 485,84 20.15 *
Within Treatments 47 1133. 11 24.11

* Significant at 0.01 level

Table 69 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy _4g : Groups divided
according to Personality Factor N,

s

Source of Variance af Ss Variance B
Among the Means 5 2482.68 496.54 50.0 ¥
Within Treatments 47 1167.17 24.8% -

#* Bignificant at 0.01 level
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The tables é8 and 69 show that for both the levels of
acquisitidn of general teaching competence, the obtained F
ratios are highly significant, showing thereby that the groups
differed significantly even after adjustments were made for
the differences in the personality factor scores. Further,
differences among the groups were pin-pointed through Duncan's
multiple range test, the results of which for G1_11 are given
below in Table 70.

Table 70 : Duncan's Multiple Renge Test for Differences
, emong G,_,, Means : Groups divided according to

Personality Factor N.

() (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  SoR at
Groups IRT.H  TRE.L MIS.L MIS.H MIR.H IMIR.L  pg

Means 9.43 11.30 19.04 21.39 24.09 28.20 jevel

(1) 9.43 1.87  9.61 11.96 14.66 18.77 R,=4.88
(2) 11.30 7.74 10.09 12.79  16.90 R =5.14
(3) 19.04 2.35  5.05  9.16 Ry=5.30
(4) 21.39 2.70  6.81 Ry=5.42
(5) 24.09 4.11 Rg=5.52

(1) (2) (3) (4) {5) (6) *

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

It can be seen from the zbove table that the difference
between the group means of the TRT.H and the TRT.L groups was
1.87, thaé between ﬁhe group means of the MIS.H and the MIS.L
groups was 2.35 and that between the group means of %he MIR.H
and the MIR.L groups was 4.11. All these differences were not

significant at 0.05 level which shows that so far as any one
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training approach was concerned, the higher factor level group
and the lower factor level group did not differ significantly.
So far as the TRT group is concerned, both the means of the

IRT.H and the TRT.L groups differed significantly from the
means of the microteaching groups. In the microteaching

groups, it can be seen that the MIS.L and the MTS.H groups did
not differ significantly from each other and also they did not

differ significantly from the MIR.H group. Considering the groups
as whole, the MT'S group differed significantly from the MTR group
(Table 5) but a division according to the factor level shows

that Qicfoteaching training in simulated eéndition was equally
effective as microteaching training in real situation for higher
factor level group of trainees.

The MIR.L group had tﬁe highest group Qean at the 11th
practice téacging lesson level but it did not differ significantlj
froﬁ the MTR.H gfoup. When ﬁicroteachiné was followed by
stféditional practice téaching progreamme, difference between these
two groups developed. Table 71 gives éhe'results of Duncan's

multiple range test for G1-16 H
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Table 71 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
among @, ,c Means : Groups divided according

to Personality Factor N.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  asp at
Groups TRT.H TRT.L MIS,L MIS.H MIR.H MIR.I o5

Means 12.80 15,92 26.23 26.48 27.22 32,20 1gvel

(1) 12.80 3.12  13.43 13,68  14.42 19.40 R,=4.93
(2) 15.92 10.31  10.56 11.30  16.28 Rz=5.20
(3) 26.23 , 0.25  0.99  5.97 R,=5.36
(4) 26.48 0.74  5.72 Rg=5.48
(5) 27.22 4.98 Rg=5.59

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) =

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

. The above table reveals that the pattern of differences at
the 11th practice teaching lesson level was retained even at the
16th practice teaching lesson level except for the fact that the
MTR.,H and the MTR,.L groups had a mean difference of 4.98 ghich was
significent =t 0.05 level. This leads to the inference that
microteaching training in real situation for the lower factor
level group of traineeg was maximum effective as the training and
the traditional practice teaching that followed resulted into that
group achieving the sigpificantly highest group mean for gain in
general teaching competence. Thus, it can be seen that personality
Pactor N as a covariate was effective in case of microteaching

training in real situation.

Prom the above two tables it can be observed that the lower
factor level groups in the TRT and the MIR groups had a higher

group mean and the higher factor level group in the MIS group had
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higher group mean at both the levels of acquisition of general
teaching competence. This is also apparent in PFigure 20 which
shows that the pairs of lines for the TRT and the MIR groups
have a slope different from the pair of lines for the MIS group.
Considering the development of general teaching competence from
the 11th to the 16th practice teaching lesson level, it can be
seen that the development was similar in case of the MIR and the
IRT groupe as the pairs of lines are almost parallel. As against
this, in the case of the MIS group, it can be seen that the lower
factor level group i.e. the MIS.L group had a lesser group mean
at the 11th practice teaching lesson level but the development
of generasl teaching competence for the group was more from the
11th to the 16th practice teaching lesson. Thus, it seems that
the group of trainees who scored lower in the personality factor
(N~) and were trained through microteaching under simulated
condition benefitted the most from the traditional practice

teaching that followed the microtesching ftraining.

The trainees in the lower factor level group in the MTR
and the TRT groups showed a better acquisition of general
teaching competence and this can be probably dve to the fact
that they were natural and sentimental in their ways (N-), got
a2 proper training situaetion where rezl pupils were before them
and that resulted into a greater development of general teaching

competence. For the trainees in the MIS group, however, the
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situation was not natural but controlled with peers before
them and it is probable that calculating and penetrating
type of trainees (N+) found the training situation better
suited to their nature and hence acquired a higher degree of

conpetence.

4.9.11 Personality Factor O : Scores on personality factor O

tell whether a person ig placid or apprehensive. A higher score
on this factor indicates that the person is of worrying btype.

He is troubled by the{challenges he has to face and is, by nature,
depressive. As against this, a lower score on his factor
indicates that the person is placid and serena. Such a person

is self-assured and confident in situation that he faces.

The three training groups, after being‘divided into higher
and lower factor level groups, were analysed for significant
differences through analysis of covariance. The following Tables
72 and 73 give the results of the analysis for G1_11 and Gy_q6-

Table 72 : Analysis.of Covariance for Gy_qq ¢ Groups divided
zccording to Personality Factor O.

Source of Variance arf Ss Variance P
Among the Means 5 2232.42 446.48

X 17.57 *
Within Treatments 47 1194.3 25.41

* Significant at 0.01 lesvel
Table 73 : Analysis of Covariance for &4_46 @ Groups divided
according to Personality Factor O.

Source of Variance ar Ss Variance r
Among the lMeans 5 2332.11 466.42 17.9 *
Within Treatments 47 1224.88 26.06 '

* Significant at 0.01 level
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The above two tables show that F ratios are 17.57 and
17.9 for &, 4, and G3_1é respectively. Both these P ratios are
highly significant which indicates that the six group means
differed significantly from one another even after allowances
were made for differences in the personality factor scores.
Duncan's multiple range test was applied to study these
differences in detail and the following table T4 gives the
results of the test for G1_11 :

Table 74 ¢ Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
emong G, ,, Means : Groups divided according to

Personality Factor O.

1 ) (2)  (3) (4) (5) (6] SoR at
Groups TRT.L. TRT,H MDS.H MDS.IL MIR.I MIR.H -O%

Means 10.03  11.98 20.46 20.86 25.53 27.97 1evel

(1) 10.03 1.95 10.43 10.83 15.5  17.94 R,=4.96
(2) 11.98 8.48  8.88 13.55 15.99 Rj=5.23
(3) 20.46 0.40  5.07  7.51 R,=5.39
(4) 20.86 4.67  T.11 Rg=5.51
(5) 25.53 2.44 R =5.62

(1) (2) (%) (4) (%) (&) *

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

" The above table shows that the difference between the group
means of the TRT.L and the TRT.H groups was 1;95, that for the
MIS.L and the MIS.H groups was 0.4 and that for the MTR.L and
the MIR.H groups was 2.44. All these differences were not
gignificant at 0.05 level, thus indicating that the group means

for the higher and the lower factor level groups in case of all
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the three training approaches did not differ significantly
from each other. Effect of the personality factor D as a
_‘covariate was revealed in the microteaching groups where the
MIR.L group, the MIS.L group and the MIS.H groups did not
differ significantly among themselves.\Though the differences
within the training groups were not significant, it’can be
observed that the group means for the TRT.H and the MIR.H groups
were higher than their corresponding lower groups. This shows
that the higher factor level trainees showed a trend of
acquiring higher general teaching competence when trained through
traditional training coupled with autoinstructional material and
microteaching training in real situation. The %rend was reverse
in case of microteaching training under simulated >condition
where the lower factory. level group of trainees showed a better
acquisition of general teaching competence.
The following Table 75 gives the results of Duncan's
maltiple range test for G1~16 :

Table 75 ¢ Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differepces
among G, ,o Mesns : Groups divided according to

Personality Factor O.

(1) (2) — (3) (4) (5) (€)
Groups TRI.L TRT.E MIS.H WIS.L MIR.L MIR.E Oob ab

Means  14.02 15.75 26.53 27.50 29.05 32.05 97 level

(1) 14.02 1.73  12.51  13.48 15.03 18.03 R,=5.02
(2) 15.75 10,78  11.75 13.30  16.30 Rs3=5.29
(3) 26.53 0.97  2.52  5.52 By=5.45
(4) 27.50 1.55 4.55 Rg=5.58
(5) 29.05 3,00 RE=5.68

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) *

Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

ok



The Table 75 shows that the TRE.L and the TRT.H groups
did not differ significantly from each other. In microteaching
groups, the MIS.H and the MIS.L groups did not differ

significantly from each other as well as from the MIR.L group

but differed significantly from the MIR.H group.

A comparison of the above two tables reveal that the
pattern of differences among the six groups was identical at
both the levels of acquisition of general teaching competence
i.e. for Gy_44 as well as for Gy_4g . This shows that the
traditional practice teaching that followed the initizl {training
phase for the three groups had a similar effect on all the
groups and thus identical pattern of differences was retained.

A comparison through Figure 21 shows that the pairs of lines

in g1l the three groups are parallel thereby showing a similar
development at the latter stage of the training except for the
fact that the development of general teaching competence in
this stage of training was more for the MIS group as compared to

the TRT and the MIR groups.

Lower factor level group of btrainees had acquired general
teaching competence 1o a lesser degree in case of the MIR and
the TRT groups. This shows that the confident and placid
trainees (0~) gained less during the training. This may be due
to the fact that they worked with whole class of pupils or a
group of real pupils and thus had more chances to loose confidence
and become less gelf-assured and this might have regulated

into their lesser acquisition of general teaching competence.
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In the case of the MIS group however, the trainees in the
MTS.H group (0+) showed e lesser degree of the acquisition
of general teaching competence. This may be due to the fact
that their self-assurance and placid nature (O+) gave them
better chances to acquire general teaching competence as they
worked with their peers only where the situation was more in

confirmity with their nature.

4,9.12 Personality Factor Q1 : Level of personality factor

Q1 indicates whether a person is conservative or experimenting.
The person that scores high on this factor is of experimenting
type. He analyses things and situations, is free-thinking and
critieal by nature. As against this, a2 low score on this factor
indicates a person‘who is conservative. He respects the established
facts;, is skeptical about changes and is tolerant of traditional
difficulties. So far as teaching is concerned, Gupta (1976) has
shown that highly effégtive teachers scored lower on this factor
(Q1;), i.e. they vere conservative and respected established
facts,

Analysis of covariance for the six groups was carried out
and the obtained results are given below in Tables 76 and 77.

Table 76 : Analysis of Covariance for G -1q ¢ Groups divided
according to Personality Fac%or Q1

Source of Variance af Ss Variance ¥
Among the Means 5 2358.57 471. 714

18.94 *
Within Treatnments 47 1170.9 24.91 ~

% Significant at 0.01 level.
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Table 77 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy_4¢g : Groups

divided according to FPersonality Factor Q1

6

Source of Variance af Ss Variance B
imong the Means 5 2456.65  491.33

18,97 #
Within Trestments 47 1217.22 - 25.9 ‘

* Significant at 0.01 level

The sbove tables show that the P ratios are 18.94 and

18.97 for G1_11 and @, 4 respectively and that the groups

differed significantly among themselves even afier adjustment

for the differences in the personality factor scores. The

following Table 78 gives the results of Duncan's multiple range

test for G1“11 which reveal the pattern of differences that

existed at the 11th practice teaching lesson level :

Lgble 78 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
emong G, ., Means : Groups divided according %o

Personality Factor Q1

(1) (2) (3) (4) - (5) (6)  aor ot
Grqups TRT.L TRT.H MIS,H MDS.L MTR.H MIR.L .05 level
Means 10.50 10.94 19.60 21.12 25.76 27.57
(1) 10.50 0.44  9.10 10.62 15.26 17.07 R,=4.76
(2) 10.94 8.66 10.18 14.82 16.63 Rs=5.02
(3) 19.60 1.52  6.16  7.97 Ry=5.17
(4) 21.12 “ 4.64 6.45 Rg=5.29
(5) 25.76 1.81 Rg=5.31

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) *

Y

* Groups underlined 4o not differ significently.
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The Table 78 shows that so far as the TRT group was
concerned, the TRT.L and the TRI.H groups did not differ
significently from each other which indicates that the
development of general teaching competence through traditional
training coupled with autoinstructional material was not
significantly affected by personality Factor Q1 ag a covariate.
The effect of the factor as a covariate is apparent in the
microteaching groups where an overlapping pattérn of differences
developed among the groups. The MIS.H and the MIS,L groups
did not differ significantly from each other but the MIS.H
group differed significantly from the MIR.H and the MIR.L groups.
Similarly the MIS.L and the MIR.H group did not differ
significantly but the MIS.L group differed significantly from
the MIR.L group. The MIR.H and the MIR.L groups did not differ
significantly. This shows that, when groups were divided
according to higher or lower scores on personality Factor Q1,
the original significant differences between the MIS and the
MIR groups (Table 5) gave way to the above-mentioned pattern of
differences. Thus, it can be seen that personality factor Q1

significantly affected the original differences.

When traditional practice teaching followed the microteaching
training, this overlapping pattern of differences was replaced by
differences identical to the original ones (Table 6). Table 79
below gives the results of Duncan's multiple range test for

G4_46 which reveals the sbove change.
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Table 79 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
among G1~16 Means : Groups divided according

to0 Personality Factor Q1 .

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) gsp ot

Groups 9RT,L  TRT.H MPS,H MDS.I MPR,H MIR.I .05
Means 14.06  15.51 26.53 26,74 29.70 31.24 level
(1) 14.06 1.45 12.47 12.68 15.64 17.18 R,=4.85
(2) 15.51 11.02  11.23  14.19  15.73 Bg=5.11
(3) 26.53 0.21 3,17 4.71 R,=5.27
(4) 26.74 2.96  4.50 R;=5.39
(5) 29.70 1.54 Rg=5.49

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) =

% Groups underlined do not differ significantly

The above table shows that, considering the development
of general teaching competence at the 16th practice teaching
lesson level, the microteaching groups did not differ
significantly from one another even when divided according
to higher or lower factor level. Thus, it seems that when
microteaching training under simulated condition ag well as in
real situation is followed by a trad;tional practice teaching
training, personality Factor Q1 ceases to be effective as a
covariate. In the case of the TRT group =slsoc, the TRT.H end
the TRT.L groups did not differ significantly at this level
of acquisition.

S0 far as the development of general teaching competence

from the 11th to the 16th practice teaching lesson is concerned,
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Figure é2 shows that, in the case of the MIR group, the
development was uniform for the higher zs well as the lower
factor level groups. In the MIS and the TRT groups, however,  the
higher factor level groups of trainees showed a trend towards
acquiring a slightly greater general teaching competence than

the corresponding lower level groups. The study of Gﬁpﬁa (1976)
hag shown that high effective teachers are conservative and
respect established facts (Q1—):5o far as training and acquisitioh
of general teaching competence is concerned, it can be seen that
though not significantly higher, the lower factor level groups

in thd M2S and the MIR groups had a higher group mean for Gy 11
and G1-16' It is probable that conservative type of trainees
(Q1~) respected the idea of microteaching training technigue,
tolerated well the hurdles encountered in the new training
approach and thus tended to acguire a greater general teaching
competence. As against this, for the critical and free~thinking
type of trainees (Qp) 1t is probable that they did not accept
the new situvation as it was, were critical about the training
approach and thus showed a lesser acquisition of general teaching

competence.

4.9.13 Personality Factor Q2 i Personality Factor Q, tells
whether a persoﬂ is group-dependent Br gself-sufficient. A high
score on this factor means that the pérson is self-sufficient. He
is resourceful, can work alone and prefers his own decisions. As
against this, a low score indicates that the person is not self-

sufficient but dependent on group. He likes to join with other



pergons in doing work or taking up new things and is a good
follower. Gupta's study (1976) has shown thet high effective
teachers are group dependent.

The following two tables give the results of analysis of
covariance for G1411 and G1-16'

Table 80 : Analysis of Covariance for 61_11 : Groups divided
according to Personality TFactor Qe

Source of Variance af Ss Variance ®
Among the Means 5 2368.63  473.73 18.69 %
Within Treatments 47 - 1196.%4 25.46 .

* Significant at 0.01 level

Table 81 : Analysis of Covariance for Gy_4¢ : Groups divided
according to Personality Factor Q2,

Source of Variance af Ss Variance B
Among the Means 5 2565.69 493.14 18.79 *
Within Treatments 47 1233%.7 26.25 A

* Significant at 0.01 level

| The above two tables show thaé for both the levels of
acquisition of general teaching competence, the obtained F ratios
are highly significant which indicates that the group means
diffe;ed signifioéntly anmong themselves even after adjustment for
differences in the scores of personzality factor. Duncan's multiple
range test revealed the significant differences that existed
among the groups and the following Table 82 presents the results

of the test for G1_11,‘
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Table 82 : Duncan's Multiple Renge Test for Differences
among G, _,, Means : Groups divided according to

Personality Factor Qz.

(1) (2 () @) (5 (6 oo .
Groups TRT.L TRT,H MIS.IL MIS,H HMNMIR.I MNMIR.H

Nesns 10.44 10.96 20.38 20.66 25.835 28.035 -O° tevel
(1) 10.44 0.52 9.94 10.22 15.39 17.59 K =4.82
(2) 10.96 9.42  9.70 14.87 17.07 R;=5.08
(3) 20.38 0.28  5.45  7.65 R,=5.24
(4) 20.66 5.17  7.37 Rg=5.36
(5) 25.83 2.20 Rg=5.46

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) *

*  @roups underlined do not differ significantly.

The above table shows that the difference between the
group means of the TRI.L,and the TRT.H groups was 0.52, that
between the group means of the MES.L and the MIS.H groups was
0.28 and that between the group means of the MIR.L and the MIR.H
groups was 2.2. All these differences were not gsignificant at
0.05 level thereby showing that division into higher or lower
factor level groups was not effective in developing any new’
differences among the groups. Considering the three training
groups as whole, they differed significently from f one snother
which was in accordance with the resultg given in Table 5. Thus
it is obvious that personality Factor 92 was not effective as a
covariate so far as the development of general teaching competence
through the three training approaches was concerned.

The results of Duncan's multiple range test for G1-16 also

indicated the same thing. The following Table 8% gives the results
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of the test for Gq-46°

Table 8% : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
Among @, ,¢ Means : Groups divided according

to Personslity Factor Q,.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 9SR at
Groups ™7,.L TRT.H MTs.H ¥rs.L MTR.L MTR.H .05 level

Means 14.61 14,77 26.33 27.05 29.83 31.56

(1) 14.61 0.16  11.72 12.44 15.22 16.95 R,=4.90
(2) 14.77 11.56  12.28 15.06 16.79 Rz=5.17
(3) 26.%3 0.72  3.50  5.25 R,=5.33
(4) 27.05 2.78  4.51 R=5.45
(5) 29.83 1.75 Rg=5.55

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) =

¥ Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

The Table 8% above shows that the difference between the
group means of the TRT.L and the TRT.H groups was 0.16 which was
not significant at 0.05 level. In case of the microteaching groups,
it can be observed that the MIS.H, the MES.L, the MIR.H and the
MTR.L groups did not differ significantly from bdhe another. This is
in accordance with the results given in Table 6 viz. the MIS and
the MIR groups did not differ significantly at the 16%h practice
teaching lesson level. Thus, it can be said that the development
of general teaching competence during the traditional practice
teaching that followed the mieroteaching training was not affected
by the personality factor level.

A comparison of the acquisition of general teaching competence

by the three groups as shown in Figure 2% reveal that, in the case
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of the IRT group, the pair of lines is almost horizontal and
parallel which indicates that no significant differences exigted
between the higher and the lower factor level groups and the
development of general teaching competence from the 11th to the
16th practice teaching lesson was uniform for both the groups.
Same is true for the MIR group with only the difference that the
higher factor level trainees tended %o acquire a greater degree
of general teaching competence. As agéinst this, in the MIS
group, the development of general teaching competence from the
11th to the 16th practice %eaching lesson was slightly more for

the lower factor level trainees.

The t?ainees who were gelf-sufficient and resourceful (Q2+)
tended to acquire az greater degree of general teaching competence,
in the MIR group. It is probable that, working in a small group
with controlled condition, the self-sufficient trainees got a
situation better suited to their nature, had greater chances 1o be
resourceful and this resulted into a greater acquisition of
general teaching competence as compared with the cofresponding

group of trainees in the TRT and the MIS groups.

4.9.14 Personality Factor Q3 ¢ The score on personality

factor Q3 tells whether s person is casual or controlled. A low
score of this factor indicates that the person ig casval in his
ways and is careless of %aid down rules. He follows his own urges
and is easy going in nature. 4As against this, a high score of
this factor indicates a person who ig self-disciplined. He is

controlled in his ways of life and is socially precise as he
respects protocol.
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The three training groups after being divided into six
groups according to the higher or lower scores of the
personality factor, were studied for differences through

of covariance
analysiq: The following Tables 84 and 85 give the results for

Gyoqq and Gy_qq *

Table 84 : Analysis of Covariance for G, 44 : Groups
divided according to Personality Factor Q3

Source of Variance af Ss Variance ®
Among the leans 5 2204.99 440.98 17.63 *
Within Treatments 67 1175.77 25.02

* Significant at 0.01 level

Toble 85 : snalysis of Covariance for G1-16 : Groups divided
according to Fersonality Factor Q

5.
Source of Variance af Ss Variance ®
Among the Means 5 2336.74 467.35
17.98 *
Within Treatments 47 . 1222.06 26.0

* Significant at 0.01 level.
The above two tables showing the results of the analysis

of covariance reveal that the P ratios are 17.63 and 17.98
for Gy_44 and G,_yg respectively. Tﬁése ratios are highly
significant which indicates that the groups differed significantly
even after allowances were made for differences in the personality
factor scores. In order to pin-point the significant differences
among the groups, Duncan's multiple range test was used and

Lable 86 on the next page shows the results of the test for Gyqqe
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Table 86 : Duncan's lultiple Range Test for Differences
among @, ,, Means : Groups divided according to

Personality. Factor QB .

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  4or at
Groups  ©RT.H URL.L MPS.L HIS.HE MIR.H MIR.L 55 jevel

Means g.03  12.31 20.47 20.79 25.80 27.44
(1) 9.03 5.28  11.44 11.76 16.77 18.38 R.=4.73
(2) 12.31 8.16  8.48 13.49 15.10 R,=4.99
(3) 20.47 ~ 0.32 5.33 6.94 R,=5.14
(4) 20.79 5.01 6.62 R;=5.26
(5) 25.80 1.61 R;=5.36

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) «

Groups underlined do not differ significantly.

The above Tablr 86 shows that the difference between the
group means of the TRT.H and the TRT.L groups was %.28, that for
the MIS.H and the MIS.L groups was 0.32 and that for the MIR.L
and the MIR.H groups was 1.61. All these differences were not
significant at 0.05 level which shows that so far as any one
individual training approach was concerned, a division into lower
or higher factor group did not give rise to any new differences.
The two microteaching groups as whole also differed significaﬁﬁly
from each other. Thus even after division according to factor
level, the original pattern of differences among the TRT, the IS
and the MIR groups (Table 5) is retained as before. Thus it is
clear that, at the 11th practice teaching lesson level, personality
Factor QB had no significant effect as a covariate on any of the

three training approaches.
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That the personality Factor Q3 had no significant effect on
the development of general teaching competence was also ?rue for
the acquisition of general teaching competence at the 16th
practice teaching lesson level. The following Table 87 gives the
results of Duncan's multiple range test for G1~16 :

Table 87 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences

among G1_ 6 Means : Groups divided according to
Personali%y Pactor Q3

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at

mwr BN OWM RN B B WS
(1) 12.95 3.31  13.61  13.98  16.49  18.55 R,=4.85
(2) 16.26 10.30  10.67 13.18 15.24 3355.11
(3) 26.56 0.37  2.88  4.94 R,=5.27
(4) 26.93 2.51  4.57 B5=5.39
(5) 29.44 2.06 Rg=5.49

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) *

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly

The above table shows that the difference between the group
means of the TRT.H and the TRT.L groups was 3.3%1 and was not
significant at 0.05 level. The TRT group as whole also differed
significantly from the other four microteaching groups. In the
case of the pjcroteaching groups, however, the MIS.L, the NTS.H,
the MIR.L and the MIR.H groups did not differ significantly among
themselves. This is identiecal with the facts given in Table 6, i.e.
the MIS and the MIR groups did not differ significantly at the

16th practice teaching lesson level. Thus, it can be said that
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eien when traditional training followéd the microteaching training,
the development of genera; teaching competence during the latter
phase of the\traininé i.e., from the 11th: to 16th practice teaching
lesson was not significantly affected by persogality Factor Q3 as a
covariate. |

A comparison of the development of general teaching competence

for the three groups is given in Figure 24 which shows that for the
MTR group as well as for the TRT group, the pairs of lines represent-
ing the groups are parallel which ascertains that the development in
the latter phase of the training programme was the samé for the
higher as well as the lower factor level trainees. The lines for the

TRT group are more slant as compared to those for the NMIR and the MIS-
groups which reveal that, though the differences were not significant,

the lower factor level trainees benefitted more from the training
vhich is shown by their greater group mean at the 11th and 16th

practice teaching lesson levels.

Though not significantly differing, it is a fact that the
trainées who were casuel and who did not care for laid down
rules and followed their own urges (Qs-) did better when trained
through traditional training coupled with autoinstruectional
material. Gupta (1976) has shown that high effective teachers
hed e high score on this Factor (Q3+), end the results obtained
in the present study, as discusséd ébove, show a reverse trend
80 far as development of general teaching competence during
"training is concerned. This trend is 2lso seen in the MIR group.
A probable reason for this can be that those trainees worked

with whole class or a group of real pupils, had a better
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gituation to follow their own urges while teaching and this

resulted into a greater development for the trasinees of the lower

factor level as compared to the trainees in the higher factor

level group.

4.9.15 Personality Factor Q4 ¢ Scores on this personality

factor tell whether a person is rélaxed or tense. Low scoring
persons on this factor are of relaxed type, they are tranquil by
nature and are unfrustrated. As against this, high score on this
factor indicates a person who 1s tense. Such a person is over-
wrought, is fretful and is driven by his temper. It is a commonly
accepted fact that a relaxed person (Q4 ~) would be a better
teacher and the study of Gupta (1976) has supported this notion
with the finding that effective teachers are more relaxed and
score 1eés on this factor.

The following two tables give the results of the analysis of
covariance for G1_11 and Gy_4p ¢

Table 88 : Analysis of Covariance for G, ,, i Groups divided
according to Personality Factor Q4.

Source of Variance ar Ss | Variance F
Among the Means 5 2187.54 437.51

s
Within Treatments 47 1179.94 25.11 17.42 ‘

% Significant at 0.01 level



Table 89 : Analysis of Covariasnce for G1“16 ¢ Groups
divided according to Personality Factor Q4

Sgurce of Variance af Ss Variance P
Among the Means 5 2460.39 492,08
19.44 *
Within Treatments 47 1189.37 25.31

* Significant at 0.01 level
The Table 88 and 89 show that the P ratios are 17.42 and

19.44 for G, ,, and G,_4¢ respectively. These highly significant
ratios suggest that the six groups differed significantly at both
the lewels of the development of general teaching competence even
after the group means were adjusted for differences in the
peréonality factor scores. The significant differences that
existed among the groups were found through Duncan's multiple
range test. The following Table 90 gives the results of the test
for Q1_11 :

Table 90 : Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Differences
Among G, _,, Means : Groups divided according to

Persgonality Factor Q4.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) SSR at
Groups TRT.H PRP?.IL MDS.H MTS.IL MTR.H MTR.L .05
Means 10.45 11.63 18.97 22.68 26.10 26.81 level
(1) 10.45 1.18 8.52 12.23 15.65 16.36 R,=4.82
(2) 11.63 7.34  11.05  14.4T7 15.18 R3=5.08
(3) 18.97 3.71 7.13 7.84 R;=5.23
(4) 22.68 3,42 4.13 Rg=5.36
(5) 26.10 0.71 R.=5.46

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) &

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly.
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The Table 90 shows that in the TRT group, the TRT.L and
the TRT.H groups did not differ significantly which guggests
that the development of general teaching competence through the
traditional treining coupled with auvtoinstructional material was
not affected by the lower or higher factor level in the trainees.
The effect of the personality factor can be readily seen on the
microteaching groups where it can be seen that the MIS.H group
did not differ significantly from the MIS.L group but differed
significantly from the MTR.L and the MIR.H groups. Whereas the
MES.L, the MIR.H and the MIR.L groups did not differ significantly
in their group means. Thisg shows that so far as microteaching
training is concerned, personality factor Q4 was effective as a
covariate during the development of general teaching competence
through microteaching training under simulated condition.

The following Table 91 gives the results of Duncan's multiple
range test for G, ...

Lable 91 : Duncen's Multiple Range Test for Differences among
Gf—16 Meansg : Groups divided according to Personality

Pactor Q4
Groups Té%EL zé%?ﬂ Még?L Méé?L Még?ﬁ Még?H ??? =
Means 12.90 15.71 26.37 27.21 27.45 32.86 level
(1) 12.90 2.81  13.47 14.31  14.55 19.96 R,=4.85
(2) 15.71 10.66  11.50 11.74 17.15 R,=5.11
(3) 26.37 0.84  1.08  6.49 Ry=5.27
(4) 27.21 0.24 ' 5.65 R5=5.39
(5) 27.45 ' 5.41 R =5.49

€D I ) B € BN V') R C) B (Y

* Groups underlined do not differ significantly.
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The Table 91 shows that even at the 16th practice teaching
lesson level, the TRT group as whole differed significantly from
the other training groups. The MTS.L, the MTR.L and the MTS.H
groups did not differ significantly whereas the NMIS.L and the
MIR.L groups differed significantly from the MIR.H group. The
table reveals that the order of means for G1—11 had changed %0 a
large extent in the case of the microteaching groups and this
suggests that the personality factor Q4 was effective as a
covariste in the development of general teaching competence

during the latter phase of training i.e. when ﬁhe traditional

practice teaching followed the microteaching training.

Comparing the above two tables, it is revealed tha{ the
lower factor level group of trainees had a higher mean gain for
all the three training approaches at the 11th practice teaching
lesson level but it was not so at the 16th practice teaching
lesson level. At the 16th practice teaching lesson level, the
lower factor level group of trainees » had a lower mean gain
for all the three trainiﬁg approaches. This is also apparent in
Figure 25 through the fact that the pairs of lines in each of the
three groups have different slopes,Comparing the pairs for
different groups.from the figure it is clear that the group of-
trainees that weré tense and fretful (Q4+) benefitted more from
. The traditional practice teaching that followed the initial
phase of trainiﬁg through the three approaches. That the relaxed

and tranguil group of trainees (Q4-) gained more in general
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teaching competence during the initial phase of\the training
through the three,training approaches can be rezdily explained
by the fact that success in teaching is significently related
to a lower personality factor Q, (Gupta, 1977). As against
this, the above observation from Figure 25 that the higher
factor level group of trainees benefitted more from the latter
phase of the training can be explained by a probéble reason
that their tense nature was more effective during the initial
training phase and hence they showed lesser acguisition but
gradually they got set in the pattern of fraining process and
thus could achieve a higher gain in general teaching competence

during the latter phase of the itraining.

To conclude the discgssion of the above sections about
the effect of personality factors of the development of general
teaching competence through the three training approasches, it
can be said that out of 15 factors that were considered above,
13 factors were found to be affecting the development of -
general teaching competence in one way or the other. Factars
A, C, B, F, B, I, I, ¥, 0 g4 Q affected the development of
general teaching competence only when the trainees were trained
through microteaching approach either under simulated condition
or in real situation. Factors G and Q4 affected the development
of general teaching competence through the two microteaching
approachs, but their effect was limited to the initial phase of

training only i.e. only the microteaching training. In the case
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of Pactor M, it was found that it affected the development of

general teaching competence through the traditional training
coupled with autoinstructional material only and not the micro-
teaching ftraining. The only two factors that has no significant
effect on the development of general teaching competence through
the three training approaches were the Factors Q2 and Q3' Thus,
it can be summed up as a whole that personality factors were
effective in the development of general teaching competence and
thus hypothesis No. 11 is rejected with the exception of
personality factors Q2 and QB‘
9.10 Conclusion

The development of general teaching competence through-the
three training approaches viz. (i) traditional training coupled
with autoinstructional material, (ii) microteaching training
under simulated condition and (iii) microteaching training in
real situation, and the effects of covariates like sex, SES,
intelligence, anxiety, teacher attitude, nAch and personality
factors on this development of general teaching competence
through the three training approaches, has been discussed in

the foregone sections.

3o far as the development of general teaching competence
through the three training approaches was concerned, during the
first phase of the training i.e. from pre-trsining to the 11th
practice teaching lewmson level, when G1~11 for the three groups

were compared, the results have shown that all the three groups
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differed significantly from one another and that the highest
gain was in the MTR group and the least for the TRT group. Thus,
the development of general teaching competence during this phase
of the training was significantly maximum for the MIR group. When-
traditional practice teaching followed the microteaching training
and when development of éeneral teaching competence from pre-
training to the 16th practice teaching lesson level i.e. G1-16 for
the three groups were compared, it was found that the TRT group
differed significantly from the other two groups but the two
microteaching groups i.e. the MTS and the MIR groups 4id not
differ significantly. Thus, the results showed that for micro-
teaching training only, training in real situation was more
effective but when microteaching trainiﬁg was followed by
traditional practice teachiﬁg, both the microteaching approaches
had similar effect on the development of general teaching

competence.

The foregone sections have also discussed in detail the
effect of various ) covariates on the development of general
teaching competence and the levels of covariates that would
prove more helpful for the three training approzches. The results
have shown that the personality Factor G, ( group - dependent,

@y, - 3 self-sufficient, Qy+ ) and QB,(Casual, Qz - ; controlled,
Q5+) were not effective as covariates in the development of
general teaching competence through all the three training
approaches. It was also observed that the personality factor M

(practical, M-; imaginagive, M+) was effective as a covariate for
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traditional training only and not for microteaching training.

The group of practical (M+) trainees gained significantly more

in generzal teaching competence than the group of imaginative

(M-) trainees. All the other covariétes were found o0 have
significant effect on the development of general teaching
competence through the two microteaching approaches. Different
covariates had different effects on this development and as a
result higher and lower levels of the covariates produced various
equalities and inequalities when their effect on the development
through the two microteaching approaches was considered. The
following two tables give in brief the picture of this effect

at G1~11 level. Table 92 shows how each covariate affected the
development of general teaching competence to give rise to various
equal affects as well as differences among the higher and the
lower groups in the MTS and the MIR groups. Table 93 shows various
pairs of groups where the development of general teaching
competence was egual and gives the covariates related to the

various equalities.

The following salient effects of the covariates on the
development of general teaching competence in microteaching
groups is apparent from the sbkewe two tables ( Table 92 and Table

93).
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¢ Brief Picture of the Effect of Covariate on the
Development of GLC Through Microteaching

Covariate Differences in Grouﬁs

1. Sex MIS.F =  MIR.F NT3S.M < MIR.M
2. |SE§. MTS.I; = ¥MTR.H MTS,H < MIR.L
3. 1Q (MTS = MTR.H) < MIR.L

4. Anxiety MES.H = 'M’.DR.H\ MTS.L < MIR.L
5. Teacher Attitude (MTS = MNIR.H) < MIR.L

6. nich (Mr3 = MTR<L) < MIR.E

7. P.E. A MIS.L = MIR.H MIS.H < MIR.L
8. B.F. C | MPS.H = MPR.H MDS.I < MIR.D
o. P.?P., E MPS.L = MIR.H MIS.H < MIR.L
i0. P.®. F MIS.H < (MIS.L = MTR)
1. P.F, G MIS.H = MTR.L MIS.L < MIR.H
12, P.¥. H MES.H = MIR.H MPS.L < MTR.L
1%3. 2.7, 1 MTS.H = MIR.H MIS.L < MIR.L
14. P.F. L MTs.L < (MIS.H = MIR.L) < MIR.H
15. E.F. H Effective only for the TRT group. TRT.H < TRT,L
16, .7, XN MIS,.H = MIR.H MDS.L < MTR.L
17. P.F. O MTS.L = MIR.L MPS.H < MTR.H
18. P.F. Qq‘ I‘-’ETS.iJ = NIR.H ME3.H < MIR.L
19. 2.F. Q, Not effective
20. PR, Q3 Not effecffive
21. MIS. L = MIR.H MPS.H < MIR.L

PR, Q4
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Table 93 ¢ Equality in Acgquisition of GIC and Related

Covariates

¥o. Relation Covariates
1. MIS.F = UIR.F Sex
2. MIS = MIR.L nAch.
%. MTS = MIR.H I.Q., Teacher Attvitude
4, MR = MTS.L Factor B
5. MDS.I = MTR.L Pactor O
6. MIS.H = MIR.H ‘ Anxiety, Factors C, H, I, N.
7. MP3.H = MIR.L Factors G, L.
8. MIS.I = MIR.H SES, Factors 4, E, Q1 R Q4

Male trainees showed significantly less development of
general teaching competence when trained through micro-
teaching under simulated condition but this was not true
for the female trainees.

Micreoteaching training in real situation for low nAch
group of trainees was equally effective as microteaching

training under simulated condition.

-

Microteaching training in real situation for high IQ and
high teacher attitude group of trainees was equally
effective as microteaching training under gimulated

condition. .

For trainees who were sober and serious (F-), microteaching
training under simulated condtion was equally effective as
microteaching training in reel situation.

For the trainees who were placid, confident and self-assured

(0-), microteaching training under simulated condition and
microteaching training in real gituation were equally

effective.
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6. For the trainees who had higher anxiety level and were
emotionally stable (C+),minhibited (H+), tender-minded
(I+) and shrewd (M+), both the microteaching approaches
were equally effective. '

7. Microteaching training under simulated condition for the
trainees who were conscientious (G+) and self-opiniated
(I+) was equelly effective as microteaching training in
real situation for the trainees who were expidient (G-)
and adaptable (I-). ‘

8. Microteaching training under simulated condition for the
trainees who were having SES and were reserved (4-),
obedient (E-), Conservative (Q1-) and relaxed (Q4—) was
equally effective as microteaching training in real
situation for the trainees who were hawving high SES and
were out-going (4+), assertive (B+), experimentally (Q1+)
and tense (Q+).

In the present chapter, the researcher has discussed in
detail the development of general teaching competence through
the three training approaches and the effect of various covariates
on this development. The chapter that follows briefly reviews
the work done in‘the present investigation, gives major findings
of the study and suggests further research contingent upon the

findings of the study.



