104

CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS AND THEIR INTERPRETATION, PHASE-II

3.040

3@1@0

30200

3.360

36400

Introduction

Frobing Questions

Convergent Questions

Divergent Questions

Summary of Results for Phase-lII



CHAPTER III.

103

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS AND~THEIR INTERPRETATION PHASEHII

3400 Introduction

Based upon the experiences and findings of the
pilot study, (reported in Section I, Chapter II) Phase-II
of the study was conducted in accordance to the guidelines
given under éaptioq‘2.2.1 in Chapter Ii. This chapter is

devoted to test the following hypotheses 3

(1) Microteaching will be the most effective treatment
for acquiring the skill of asking probing questions,
followed by audiomodeling, and symbolic modeling

treatmenty.being the least effective of the three.

(2) Microteaching will be the most effective treatment for
acquiring the skill of asking convergent questions,
followed by audiomodeling, and symbolic modeling

treatmenty.being the least effective of the three

(3) Microteaching will be the most effective treatment
for acquiring the skill of asking divergent questions,
followed by audiomodeling, and symbolic modeling

treatment;.,being the least effective of the three,



1J6
)

The presentation of resu}ts is made under the
captions 2 3,1,0 - Frobing Questions; 3,2,0 - Convergent
Questions, and 3,3.0 - Divergent Quegtions,‘ Caption 3,4.,0
presents the summary‘of results dne to the analysis of

the data in Phase-II of the Study,

This chapter includesthe results and their
interpretation for the three skills 2 (i) probing questions;
(ii) convergent questions; and (iii) divérgent questions,
The stﬁdy employed,'Three Fac£or Design'with Repeated
Measures - Case I! 6n the lines of Winer (1962,~p. 319),
The three factors in the factorial design (3x2x3) are
modeling, trials, and observers, The fact&r of modeling
had three levels - symbolic‘modeling (Mi);.audiomodeling
(Mé); and microteaching (Mj)..lThe second factor had two
ievels - trial-I (T,) and trial-II (T,)., The third factor
had three levels ; péer observer (01); peer observer (02);
and self obéervef (03). :Ten.obsefva£ions were made unde;

each of the (3x2x3) eighteen experimental conditions of

the laboratory,

31,0 Probing Questions
Observations in terms of raw scores are given in

Table 3,1 on the next page,



TABLE 3.1
PHASE II -~ BASIC DATA IN TERMS OF RAW SCORES

FOR DKILL-I (PROBING QUESTIONS)

1J7

Modeling s Trigl-l - - Trigl—II 5
o T 1 2 T30 Bt B 3
10 10 12 9 8 12

11 10 10 11 12 11

10 10 9 10 10 11

10~ 8 11 13 11 13

Symbolic modeling i1 10 9 12 8 13
(Mi) 14 14 10 12 12 12

. 12 14 10 11 11 12
14 12 14 - 12 12 15

10 14 14 15 11 12

13 12 10 15 10 12

9 12 10 9 8 11

10 12 11 9 10 -- 11

12 11 10 10 12 13

13 8 7 13 10 11

Audiomodeling 11 11 13 11 11 12
(M) 11 11 15 11 11 13

- 16 10 13 14 12 14

15 13 12 13 12 12

- 13 1% 13 13 13 14

14 13 11 - - -

13 9 14 14 - 12 16

11 12 12 12 10 13

12 12 13 10 14 14

12 10 15 13 13 17

Microteaching 14 10 13 15 13 14
(M5) 11 12 14 - - -

11 12 10 13 11 11

9 13 13 12 10 14

12 16 13 10 14 17

13 173 i2 10 13 12

0, - Peer Observer-I1; 02 - Peer Observer-11; 03 - Self,
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Based upon the raw scores given in Table 3.1,

the results in terms of means (M); standard deviation (sp);

and standard error of the mean (SEM) arising out of the

eighteen experimental conditions are given in Table 3,2

TABLE 3,2

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND STANDARD BRROR OF MEANS
FOR SKILL~I (PROBING QUESTIONS)

ii T2
Modeling . Item o b

5, 9, O, 00, O

Symbolic N 10 10 10 10 10 10
modeling  Mean 11,50 11,40 10,90 . *12,00 10,50 12,30
(Mi) SD 1,65 2,12 1,85 1,93 1,51 1,16
SEM 0,52 0067 0459 0,61 0048 0,37

Audio- N 10 10 10 9 9 9
modeling  woan 19,40 11,50 11,50 11,44 11,00 12,3%
(M,) SD 2,22 1,75 2,22 1,89 1,50 1,24
SEM 0,70 0,54 0.70 0,63 0050 0442

Micro- N 10 10 10 9 9 9
teaching ... 11,80 11.90 12,90 12,22 12,22 14,22
() SD 1,50 1,97 1.37 2,06 1,57 2.12
SEM 0.4 0,62 0.43 0,68 0.52 0.71
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The data given in Table 3.1 were subjectedto,
the analysis of variance (3x2x3). The Summary ANQOVA

results are given in Table 3.3 below.

TABLE 3.3

SUMMARY ANOVA RESULTS FOR SKILL-I
(PROBING QUBSTIONS)

Source of Variation =~ Sums of D.F. Mean sums F-ratio
o ’ ‘Squares of ‘squares )
Teachers 82,72 9 9,19 3048 %k
M 2 Modeling 37460 2 18,80  T.12 **
s Trials 2,86 1 ‘2,86 ~ 1,08 NS
0 : Observers 24 , 24 2 12,12 4,59 *
MT ¢ Modeling X . )
Trials 6015 2 3407 1,16 ‘NS
‘w Modeling X .
MO 2 Observers 17,02 4 4,25 1,61 g?
. Observers X X
Modeling X . .
MTO ¢ Trials X 28,83 A 7.21 2,73 *
Observers ' ' .
Bxperimental Brror 388,20 ;47 2464

TOTAL 606,47 173

#% Significant at .01 level
*. Significant at .05 level
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Table 3,3 indicates that response from one tegcher
is different from that of the other as the F-ratio is
significant at 1 percent level (F=3,48%% with df 9/147),
This may be due to individual differences in educational
background and experiencg of the teachers., Such differences
are natural and can not be avoided or accounted for in
experimental design, The main effects due to modeling are
highly significant at 1 percent level (F=7,12%% with
df 2/147), Therefore, it appears that responéés from
modeling to modeling are different, Modeling treatments,
as is evident, have produced significant effects. The
F-ratio due to trials is not significant (F=1,08 NS with
af 1/147), It indicates that pérforma;ce in trial-II is
not éignificantly different from the performance in
trial-I, The F-ratio due to observers is significant at
5 percent level (F=4,59*% with df 2/147). Therefore, the
responses of observers ére different, The interaction
effect (MxT) between modeling and trials is not significant,
Tﬁe main effect due to trials is not significant, It
thus, indicates that modeling treatments appear to have

no effect on the performance from trial to trial, Though
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the main effects due to modeling and observers (Mx0O) are
significant, their interation effects (Mx0) are'not’
significant, The interaction ;ffect bétween trials and
observers (Tx0) is significant at 1 percent level (F=3,57%*
with df 2/i47)-‘ Observers differed in their assessment
from trial to’trial. The overall interaction between
modeling, trials, and observers (MxTx0) is signifiéant

at 5 percent level (F=273*% with df 4/147), It appears that
the observers might have ;ontributed significantly to the
overall effect rather than any other factor, namely

modeling and trials,

In order to pinpoint the differences and to
see their directions, the F-test was followéd by t-test
for testing the significance of differences between means,
The t-test results due to various~experimenta1 conditions,
namely, modeling, trials and observers are given in

Tables 3.4 to 3,14 én the following pages,
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TABLE 3.4

MEANS AND STANDARD BERROR OF THE MEAN
FOR THE THREE MODELINGS FOR SKILL-I
(PROBING QUESTIONS)

Modeling .. o.N L Mean . SE of mean
M, - 60 11,43 0423
M, 57 11,71 0,24
M, : 57 - 12,52 0425
TABLE 3.5

MEAN DIFFERENCES, SE OF MBAN DIFFERENCES, AND t-VALUES
FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF MODELINGS UNDER SKILL-I
(PROBING QUESTIONS) , -

Comparison Mean difference SE of MDs t-vélue
) L . bk
M, - M, © 0.28 0433 . 0,84 NS
My - My 1,00 - 0,34 3020 *%
M, - M, 0.81 0435 2,31 ¥

®% Significant at .01 level
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TABLE 3,6
MEANS, SE OF MEANS, MEAN DIFFERENCE, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCE

AND t-VALUES FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF TRIALS UNDER SKILL-I
(PROBING QUESTIONS)

Item. == N Mean SE of mean. MD SE of MD T-value

Trial-I (T,) 90 10,63 0.13

1,38 022 6,04%%

Trial=II (TQ) 84 12,01 0,18 -

*% Sjgnificant at .01 level

TABLE 3,7

MEANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEANS
FOR OBSERVERS - UNDER SKIIL - I
(PROBING QUESTIONS)

.. Observers .N. Mean . . 8E of mean
0, 58 11,89 0424
0, 58 11,41 0023
0

58 12,32 0.18




TABLE 3.8 ‘ )

MBAN DIFFERENCE, STANDARD ERROR OF MEAN DIFFERENCS
AND t-VALUES FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSERVERS UNDER SKILL-I
(PROBING QUESTIONS)

~ Observer ‘ MDs SE of MDs t-value
comparision
0y - 0, | 0,48 0034 ‘1,41 NS
05 - 0, | 0443 0031 1,38 NS -
03 - 02 0.91 0,30 3433 ¥

%% Significant at .01 level

TABLE 3.9

MEANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEANS
FOR TRIALS UNDER EACH MODELING FROM SKILL-I
(PROBING QUESTIONS)

- TrialeI (T,) ¢ TrialeII (T5)

Modelin 1 2
g - N - Mean ‘SE of mean ~ N Mean - SE of mean

M1 30 11,27 0434 30 11,60 - 031

Mé 30 11,77 0,41 27 11,59 0431

M3 30 12@00 0.30 27 12089 001‘:0




TABLB 3,10
MEAN DIFFBRENCE, SE OF MBAN DIFFERENCE AND t-VALUES
FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF TRIALS UNDER RACH MODELING FOR SKILL-~I

(PROBING QUESTIONS)

SE of MDs

Modeling  Comparison MDs t-values
M3 T, - Ty 0.69 0450 1,38 NS
TABLE 3,11

MBANS AND STANDARD BRROR OF MBANS
FOR OBSERVERS UNDER EACH MODELING FOR SKILL-I
(PROBING QUESTIONS)

'oggérver_l(oi) Observer--II(02)~ Observen-III(qs)
Modeling~y=yoan SE oI N Mean SE of N Mean BSE of.
‘ o "Mean " Mean - © ‘Mean

My

M, 19 11,95 0.47

3

20 11,75 0,49

M 19 12,00 0,39

20 10,95 0.41
19 11,26 0,37

19 12,05 0,40

20 11,60 0437
19 11,89 0,22

19 13,53 0,42
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TABLE 3,12

MEAN DIFFERENCE, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES AND t-VALUES
FOR THR SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSERVERS UNDER BACH MODELING FOR SKILL-I
(PROBING QUESTIONS)

Modeling . Comparison . MDs . 8B of MDs t-values
0, - 0, - 080 ;0457 1,40 NS

My 0, - 0, 0,15 0454 0.28 NS

o3 - 0, 0,65 0455 1,10 NS

0, = 0, 0069 0,60 1,15 NS

M, 0 -~ 05 - o,o§ 0464 0,09 NS

o3 -~ 0, 04,63 0.56 1,12 NS

0, = 0, 0,05 0456 0.09 NS

M, 0, ~ 0, | 1,53 0457 2,68 Wik

03 ~ 0, 1,48 0,58 2455 #*

*#* Significant at .01 level
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TABLE 3.13

MEANS AND STANDAR BRROR OF MEANS
FOR OBSERVERS UNDER EACH TRIAL FOR SKIIi-I
(PROBING QURSTIONS)

TrialéI(Ti) Tria1~II(T2)
Observers N Mean 5B of N TMean — SE of
: ’ : Mean Mean
0, 30 11,90 0,32 28 11,89 0736
0, 30 11,60 0,34 28 11,21 0,31
0, 30 11,77 0,36 28 12,93 033
TABLE 3,14

MEAN DIFFERENCES, SE OF MEAN DIFFERZNCES AND t-VALUES
FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSERVERS UNDER EACH TRIAL FOR SKILL-I
(PROBING QUESTIONS)

Trial Comparison MDs - SE of MDs t-values
01 - 02 0.30 . OoluT 0,64 NS

T1 01 - 03 0.13 0,48 0,27 NS
03 - 02 0,12 0.51 0,23 NS
01 - 02 0,68 0448 1,42 NS
93 -0, 1,72 0o45  3.82 **')

#*  Significant at .05 level
#¥% Significant at .01 level
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Table 3.4 gives the means (M) and standard error
of the means (SEM) for the'three modelings, namely,
symbolic (Mi), audio (M2), and microteaching (Mj), while
Table 3.5 gives the mean differences (MDs), standard error
of the mean differences (SE of MDs), and t-values for
modelings for the skill in asking probing questions. From
Table 3.4 it is seen that microteaching (M3) has the greatest
mean score (12,52), followed by audiomodeliﬁg (M2) having
(M=11,71), and symbolic modeling (Mi) haﬁing (ﬁ:ii.&})e
From Table 3,5, however, the difference between (Mi) and

M, though in favour of (M2) is not significant (t=1,41, NS)f

2
Microteaching (MB) appears to be significantly effective

from both the modelings (Mé) and (Mi)c

The means, SE of means, the difference between
means (MD) and standard er;or of the difference (SE of MD),
and the t-values are given in Table 3,6, It is clear from
Table 3,6 that the difference (T2~T1) is in favour of (Tz)
and is significant at 1 percent level (t=6,04%%), This
means that responses in trial-II (T2) are significantly
different from the responses in trial-I (Ti) indicating

an improvement, For microteaching treatment (M3)’ it means
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that 'reteach-I' is significantly different from 'teach-I'!
and so also for other modeling treatments, The interaction

effects are being considered separately,

Table 3,7 gives the means and SE of means for
observers and Table 3,8 gives the mean difference (MD),
SE of MDs, and t-values for observers, It appears that
self observer (03) has scored the maximum (M=12,32) vide
Table 3,7. Table 3,8 indicates that self observer (03)
differs significantly from peer observer (02) giving
(t=3433%%, significant at ,01 level) while other observer
differeﬁces indicated by (01e02) and (01~03) are not
significant indicating that observers (02) and (03) as
compared to observer (01) do not differ in their assessment
of the performance, The difference (02~03) may be due to
individual differences in respect of assessment of

performance under different experimental conditions,

Table 3,9 gives means and standard error of means
for trials under each modeling while Table 3,10 gives the
t-values for the significance of mean differences (MDs)

with values for standard error of the difference in means
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(SE of MDs), (Ti) and (T2) have produced maximum scores
under microteaéhing (Mj) but the differences between the
trials under each modeling treatment are not significant
(vide fable 3,10), The differences appear to be due to

sampling,

Table 3,11 indicates that observer (03) has
produced consistly maximum scores under each ﬁodéling
the mean values being 12,003 12,05 and 13453 under modeling
(Mi); (Mz); and (MB) respéctively. Table 3,12 shows the/
significance of differences between the mean scores due to
observefs under each modeling treatment, -namely tMi), (Mz)
and (Mj). Except for the differences represented by
(oiaoj) and (02-03) which are in favour of 0, are signifi-
cant at 1 percent level (t=2,68%%; t=2,53%% respectively),
all other observer differences ;fe not significant indicating
that observers do not differ in their assessment of. the
perférmance in seven out of the nine experiﬁental eonditiﬁns
created under the three modeliné t?eatments. The difference
under (M3) may be to the differences of opinion between

péer observers (01) and (Oé) and self-observer (03) regarding
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the improvement over 'teach-I' of trial-I to ‘reteach-I"

of trial-II,

Tables 3,13 and 35,14 gi&e means and significance
of difference iefween Qeans for observers under trial-I
(Ti) ané trial-.IT (Tz)‘ It is seen from Table 3,13, that
self observer (05)-ha§ prodgced maximum score under trial-II
(T2) (M=12.93); The‘differencés between the scores due
ﬁo peér dbser?ers (01) and (02) are nét significant under
trialeI (Tl) andkt¥ia1-II (TZ) indicating that peer
observers dé not differ in~their assessment of performance
under (Ti) and (Tg); The self-observer (035, however,
differs significan£1y from the peer observers (01) and (02)
under trial-II (T2). This may again be due to differences
regafding the imprévement and its assessment in trial-I

(Ti) and trial-IIl (Tz) which have contributed significantly,

It appears from the Table 3.3 thét interaction
of the three factors, namely, Qode}ing, trials, and
observers is significant at 5 percent level (F=2,?3* with
af 4/147); The difference is mainly due to self—obéerver

(03) under modeling QM3) and trial-II (Tz). Otherwise
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other factors, namely modeling and trials do not appear
to contribute significantly as far as probing questions
practised under the laboratory conditions, Since the
experimental érror 2,64 is small, no other factor except
the ones un&er study has affected the results of the
experiment indieatingkthat the experiment is performed

systematically and scientifically,

From the above results and their interpretation

the following trends appéar to emerge in case of probing

questions practised under the laboratory conditions,

4(1) Microteaching (ys) appears to be significantly m&re
effective treatmeﬁt‘as compared with either aﬁdio~
modeling (M2) or symbolic modeling (Mi) t*eatments.
The difference between the effectiveness of symbolic

modeling (Mi) and audiomodeling (Mé) is not significant,

(2) The performance in trialeII (T2) is significantly
better than the performance in t?ial-I (Ti) under
the microteaching (MB) treatment, It mééns ’feteacﬁ-l'
is significantly higher results than Gteach-I'xfor

microteaching (M3)'
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(3) Self-observer (03) differs significantly from peer

observer (01) and peer observer (02) in the assessment

of performance of trial-II (T2) under microteaching

(315

342 Convergent Questions

Observations in terms of raw scores are given

in Table 3+15, on the next pages



TABLE 3415
PHASE II - BASIC DATA IN TERMS OF RAW SCORES
FOR SKILL-II ( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

124

‘queling 5 Tr:ifg.laI;‘ 5 5 Trigl—II 5
S Bt SR> 3. 1. T2 3
10 10 10 12 8 10
10 9 10 10 10 10
11 9 10 10 10 11
10 9 11 9 9 11
Symbolic modeling 10 10 10 13 11 10
() 9 13 10 9 11 11
- 11 10 11 11 11 11
8 6 10 10 11 11
10 10 11 11 9 10
7 8 9 9 11 10
11 10 10 7 10 10
N 11 11 11 10 12 11
9 11 12 - - -
11 10 12 11 10 13
Audiomodeling 11 12 i3 9 11 11
(M2) 12 10 10 12 13 13
11 11 14 12 11 13
12 13 12 11 11 11
13 12 12 14 13 14
- - - 14 12 13
11 11 11 12 11 13
12 11 13 12 14 14
14 14 14 13 14 17
Microteaching 8 9 i1 13 10 14
’(MB) 11 13 10 14 1s 11
11 11 11 11 12 12
10 11 10 11 12 13
10 12 13 13 14 13
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Based upon the raw scores given in Table 3,15,
the results in terms of means (M), standard deviations
(sD), and standard error of the Aean (SBM) arising out of
éhe eighteen experimental conditions (3x2#3)'are given in

table 3416, below,:

TABLE 3,16

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEANS
FOR SKILL-II (CONVERGENT QUESTIONS) ‘

T] T
Modeling . . Item 0, 0, 0, Oy Og 0,
Sygbo;ic N 10 10 10 10 10 10
mo el;ng Mean 9,60 9,40 10,20 10,40 10,10 10.50
(a1, sD 1,27 1.78 0.64 1,35 1.10 -0.52
SEM 0,40 0,56 0,20 0.4% 0435 0417
AudioT N 9 8 9 9 -9 9
Hodel;ng Mean 11,22 11,00 11,78 11,33 11,22 12,11
M ' .
(4, SD 1,11 1,07 1.29 2,13 OJhk 1,37
" SEM 0.37 0038 0,43 0.71 0,15 0,45
Micrg— N 8 8 8 8 8 8
t -
e?; ;ng Mean 10,87 11,50 11,62 12,37 12,62 13,37
3) SD 1,75 1.51 1,53 1,09 1,62 1,79

SEM 0062 0¢53 0054 0038 0.57 0064




the abalysis of variance (3x2x3).

results are given in Table 3,17 below,
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The data given in Table 3.15 were subjected to

SUMMARY ANOVA RESULTS FOR SKILL-IX
( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

TABLE 3,17

The summary ANOVA

Source of variation

Sums of df Mean sums F-ratio

Squares "‘of squares
Teachers 39415 9 4435 2,67%%
M 2 Modeling 119,34 2 58,67 36,61%%
s Trials 21,55 1 21,55 13, 20%#
0 2 Observers 13437 2 6,93 - 4o25*
MT 3 Modeling X - ‘ :
Trials 9,94 = 2 4,97 54 05NS
. Modeling X
MO - s Observers 2.68‘ 4 0.67 0.41NS
. Irials X .
0 Observers #e15 2 2657 }.58NS
. Modeling X
MIO 2 prials X 14,09 4 3452 2,16NS
Observers
Bxperimental EBrror 218,44 134 1,63

TOTAL

443,21 160

*% Sjgnificant at .01 level
% Significant at ,05 level
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Table 3.,17 shows that variation due to teachers
is significant at 1 percent level (F=2,67%* with df 9/134),
This difference may be due to individual differences in the
personal background, previous teaching experience, etc,
which happens to be a normal phenomena in psychological
testing, The main effects due to modeling and trials are
significant at 1 percent level(F=36,61%% with df 2/134 ana
F=13,22%% with df 1/134 respeetively)."The main effect due
to obse*vers is found to be significant at 5 percent level
(F:&?QS* with df 2/134), This means that scores under
differeﬁt modeling treatments are different so as to produce
significant effects,. Sco;es also differ under two trial
so as to produce significant effects, Observer responses
also differ from each other so as to produce significant
effects, The interaction effects due to two trials under
different modelings, and observers under different modelings
and observers under two trials along with the interaction
effects of the three factors, namely modeling, trials, and
observers (MxTx0) are all not significant indicating that
scores under different conditions are not much different

so as to produce significant interaction effects, The
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MSS for experimental error is 1.63 with df 134 indicating
that the experiment has not been influenced by extraneous

factors other than those under study,

In order to pinpoint the differences and to
note their direction the F-test was followed by t~test
testing the significance of differencésbetween means, The
t-test results due to various experimental conditions are

given in Tables 3,18 to 3.28 on the following pages.



TABLE 3.18
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MEANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF THE MBANS

FOR THE THREE MODELINGS FOR SKILL-II
( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Modeling . N . Mean . . SE of mean
M, 60 10,03 0,23
M, 53 11,45 0,15
M3 48 12,06 0,18
TABLE 3,19

MEAN DIFFERENCES, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES, AND t-VALUES
FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF MODELINGS UNDER SKILL-II

( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

. Comparison .. .. MDs _ . SE of MDs ... t-value . .
M2 - Mi 1,42 0,27 5e25 #*#
M3 - M1 2,03 0.29 7,00 **
M3 - M2 0,61 0.23 2,65 **

%% Significant at 01 level
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TABLE 3,20

MEANS, SE OF MEANS, MEAN DIFFERENCE, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCE
AND t-VALUES FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF TRIALS UNDER SKILL-II
( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Item N Mean -8B of "MD  SE of t-value
. , Mean (Tg“Ti) MD

Trial-1I (TI) 80 10,73 0,16

- - 073 0425 24 92**
Trial-II (Tz) 81 11,46 0.19 .

%* Significant at ,01 level

TABLE 3,21

MEANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEANS
FOR OBSERVERS UNDER SKILL-II
( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Observers N ] Mean . SBE of mean
01 54 10,90 ' 0,23
0, 53 10,88 0,24
0 54 11,51  0e22
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TABLE 3,22

MEAN DIFFERENCES, STANDARD BRROR OF MiAN DIFFERENCE
AND t-VALUES FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSBRVERS UNDER SKILL-II
( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Comparison .= . MDs . SE of MDs .. tevalues
01--02 0,02 0433 0,06 NS
03-01 0,61 0632 1,90 NS
0,-0 0.63 0,32 1,96 *

* Significant at .05 level

TABLE 3,23

MEANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEANS
FOR TRIALS UNDER BACH MODELING FOR SKILL-II

( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Prial=I (T,) - © - Prial<II (T}
Modeli 1 2
0CGellng = Mean OE of mean N Mean SE of mean

M, 30, 9.73 0.2k 30 10,33 0,19

M2 26 11,35 0,23 27 11,55 0432

M 24 11,33 0.32 . 24 12,79 0.31
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TABLE 3,24

MBAN DIFFBRENCES, SE OF MEAN DIFFERBNCE AND t-VALUES
FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF TRIALS UNDER EACH MODELING FOR SKILL-II
( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

- Modeling Comparison MDs SE of MDs t-values
M1 T2 - T1 0,60 0s32 1,87 NS
M, T2\~ T, 0.20 0.39 0,51 NS
. **
M3 T2 T, 1,46 Otk 3456

*% Significant at ,01 level

TABLE 3,25

‘ MEANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEANS
FOR OBSERVERS UNDER BACH MODELING FOR SKILL-II
( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

0 0 0
Modelin 1 2 3
€N Mean .SE of N Mean SBE of N Mean OB of
T ) o "~ Mean - Mean ~~~ -~ - Mean
My 20 10,00 0,30 20 9475 0.33 20 10,35 0,13
M, 18 11,28 0,38 17 11,12 0,29 18 11,94 0,31
M 16 16 12,06 0,41 16

3

11,62 0,40

12,50 0,46
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TABLE 3,26
MEAN DIFFERENCE, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES AND t-VALUES

FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSERVERS UNDER EACH MODELING FRO SKILL-II
( CONVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Modeling Comparison ... MDs . SE of MDs . t-values
01 - 02 0.25 - 0,45 0.55 NS

Mi 03 - 01 0.35 0,33 1,06 N8

61 - 0, 0,16 0,48 0,33 NS

M2 03 - 01 0,66 043 1,55 NS

03 - 02 0,82 0,43 . 1,91 NS

02 - 01 0,44 0457 0,77 NS

M3 03 - 01 0,88 0,61 1,44 NS

0, - 0 0,44 0,61 0.72 NS
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TABLE 3,27

MBANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEANS
FOR OBSERVERS UNDER BACH TRIAL FOR SKILL-II
( CONVERGENT QUBSTIONS)

- TrialaI(Ti) : - 'TrialaII(Tz)
Observers g —yan 5B of N Mean OB of
: o T T * Mean - oo “ " Mean-
0, 27 10,52 0,29 297 11,29 0,34
0, 26 10,5%  0.34 27 11,22 0,16
0, 27 11,15 0,27 27 11,89 0433
TABLE 3.28

MBAN DIFFERENCES, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES AND t-VALUES
FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSERVERS UNDER EBACH TRIAL FOR SKILL~II .
( CONVERGENT QURSTIONS) ‘

Trial \ Comparison X MDé i SE of MDs . t=values . .

Ti 03 - 01 . 0463 0639 1,61 NS
03 ~ 0, 0.61 0443 1,42 NS
0, - 0, 007 0.37 0.19 NS

T, 05 - 0y 0.60 0,47 ’ 1,28 NS
03 - 0, 0,67 0.37 , 1,81 NS




Table 3,18 gives the mean (M) and standard
error of the mean (SEM} for the threé ﬁodelings0 It is
clear from the Table 3,18 that microteacﬁing (M3) has
produced the maximum score as compared to other modeling
treatments, Table 3,19 gives the mean differences (MDs)j
standard error of the mean difference (S$ of MDs)_aﬁd
t-values for testing the significance of the mean differe-
nces, The differences and their t-values indicate that all
the modeling treatments are significantly different in
producing different scores, The difference (M1~M2) is in
favour of (M2) is significant at 1 percent level (t=5,25%%),
The difference (M1-M3) is in favour of (M3) which‘happens"
to be the maximum value (t=7,00%*) is significant at
1 percent level, The mean diffé;ence (M2~M3) is in favour
of (M3) and is significant at 1 percent level (t=2,65%%),
It, therefore, appears that the microteaching treatment
(Mé) comes out to be the best of the three followed by
audiomodeling (Mz) and symbolic modeling (Ml) coming out

as the least effective of the three treatments,

Table 3,20 gives the means, standard error of

the means and mean difference (MD}, SE of (MD) and t-value
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for the two trials, The scores for trial-II (T2) are
significantly different (t=2,92%%) from the scores for
trialeI (Ti)' A general gain in score is, thereby,

suggested,

Table 3,21 gives the means and standard error
of the means for observers, Self-observer (03) appears
to have produced maximum score (M=11,51) as co&paredto
peer observers, Table 3,22 givesthe mean differences (MDs)
and standard errors of mean differences (SE of MDs) and
t-values for the significance of differences between the
observers, It is clear from the Table 3,22, that self-
observer (03) as compared to peer observer-II (02) has
produced éignificant difference at 5 percent level (t=1,96%),
Peer observers (01) and (02) have produced almost the same
score (MD=0,02) as indicated by the t»vaiue (t=0.06, NS).
The other difference (01-03) is not significant' (t=1.90, NS),
It is only the self—observef (03}, as it appears to be, is
contributing towards the variation due to observers in

general,



137

Table 3,23 gives the means (M) and SE of means
for trials under the three modeling, The trial-II (T2)
under (M3) appears to have produced thé largest value for
the mean, - Table 3,24 giveslt-values for the significance
of the mean differencés. The difference (T1~T2) in favour .
of (Tz) is significant at 1 percent level (t:}eéG**) under
microteaching (M3)° That ;eans '¥eteachmI' is siénifieantly
different from 'teach~I' for microteaching (MB) while there
is no such significant difference for other modeling
treatments, namely, symbolic modeling (Mi) and audiomodeling
(Mg). Microteaching (Mg) appears toc be effective in

producing significant difference in scores for teach-reteach,

Table 3,25 gives means (M) and standard error of
the mean for observers under each modeling., Table 3,26
gives t-values for the significance of mean differences.
undef each modeling, All the nine mean differences
created out the experimental conditions under the three
modeling treatments are found to be not significant suggesting
that observers do not differ in their assessment under any

of the modeling treatments,
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Table 3,27 gives means (M) and standard error
of means (SEM) for the three observers under each trial,
Table 3,28 gives the mean differences (MDs), standard error
of mean differences (S8 of MDs) and t-values for the
significance of (MDs) for observers under the two trials,
All the six mean differences created out the experimental
conditions under each trial are not significant, This
suggests that observers do not differ in their assessment
of performance under the two trials, The difference

appears due to sampling,

The interaction effect of the three factors,
namely - modeling, trials, and observers (MxTx0) is not

significant (F=2,16, NS with df 4/137),

From the above results and their interpretation
the following trends appear to emerge in case of convergent

questions practised under the laboratory conditions,

(1) Microteaching (M3) appears to be the most significantly
effective treatment (vide Table 3,19) followed by

audiomodeling (M2} and symbolic modeling (Ml) coming out
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to be the least effective of the three treatments,

(2) The difference between the performance in trial-II -
(T2) is significantly higher than the performance in

trial-1I (Ti) under microteaching (Mj) vide Table 5,24,

(3) Observers do not differ in their assessment of the
performances either under modeling treatments or

under the two trials,

3¢3 Divergent Questions

Observations in terms of raw scores are given

in Tab}e 3.29 on the next page,



. FOR SKILL-III (DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

~ TABLE 3,29
PHASE II - BASIC DATA IN TERMS OF RAW SCORES
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Modeling

" Prial-I (Y1)

Trial-II (12)

....... > 0] 0, 0 0, 0, 0,
13 16 12 13 18 14

13 12 13 13 12 11

13 14 14 13 14 13

14 14 19 14 11 17

Symbolic modeling 14 18 16 11 i5 17
(M) 15 13 15 14 13 14

— 14 12 13 12 13 14

18 14 13 13 13 13

15 14 16 4 13 15

14 15 14 - - -

12 . 11 11 12 13 12

11 11 13 13 10 12

12 14 18 14 14 17

12 16 9 13 17 11

Audiomodeling 12 15 12 14 14 12
(Mz) 14 12 15 16 12 16

14 15 18 13 16 17

12 13 15 15 13 15

16 15 15 . 16 16 18

15 12 14 16 14 12

18 11 17 19 12 19

17 10 15 19 11 17

18 18 17 18 17 19

15 17 18 18 17 21

Microteaching 14 18 11 17 19 13
(Mz) 15 14 15 18 14 16

- 14 14 16 14 13 16

13 16 13 13 15 19

15 13 17 13 15 18

14 18 16 16 18 17
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Based upon the raw scores given in Table 3.29,
the results in terms of means (M), standard deviation (SD),
and standard error of the méan (SﬁM) arising out oé the
eighteen experimental conditions are given in Table 3,30

here below,

TABLE 3,730

MBANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND STANDARD BRROR OF MBANS
FOR SKILL-III (DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

T T,
Modeling JItem ~= . -

o, o, o, o, 0, O,

Symbolic N 10 10 10 9 9 9
m°?§1§“g Mean 14,30 14,20 14,50 13,00 13,55 14,22
S SD 1,49 1,81 2,07 1,00 2,03 1,93
SEM 0011‘7 0057 0065‘ 0033 0068 0064

Audio- N 10 10 10 10 10 10
m°%§1§“g Mean 13,00 13,40 14:00 13,90 13,90 14,20
-T2 SD 1,63 1.84 2,87 1,99 2,08 2,66
SEM 0452 0458 0,91 0,62 0466 084

Mi crom N 10 10 10 10 10 10
te?ﬁ?jng Méan 15,30 14.90 15.50 164,50 1510 17.50
3 * SD 1,77 2,96 2,13 2,37 2.64 2,22

SEM 0.56 0.9% 0.67 0.75 0,83 0,70




. | 142

The data given in Table 3,29 above were
subjected to the analysis of variance (3%x2x3)., The

summary ANOVA results are given in Table 3,31 here under,

TABLE 3,31

SUMMARY ANOVA RESULTS FOR SKILL-III
(DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Source of variation Sums of df Mean sums F-ratio
’ ) : squares =~  of squares
Microteachers 94,22 9 10,47 26484 %%

M 3 Modeling 151,91 2 75095 19%,74%%

s Trials 5428 1 5028  13,53%#*
0 £ Observers 21,74 2 10,87  27.87%%

. Modeling X - %%
MT 2 Trials 26,04 2 13,02 3338

. Modeling X #%
MO s Observers 10,16 4 2454 65613

. Irials X ) »
TO 2 Gpservers 2,67 2 133 Je41

. Modeling X .
MTO 2 Trials X Observers 45044 % 11,36 29413
Experimental Brror 5875 150 0439

TOTAL 416,22 176

#% Sjpnificant at .01 level
#* Significant at ,05 level
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In this Table the variation due to teachers
involved in the experiment is significant at 1 percent
level (F=26,84*%® with df 9/150) indicating that response
from one teachér is different frém that of the other,
This may be due to different educational backgrounds and

teaching experience of the teachers,

The Fwratio due to modeling is 194,74 significant
at 1 percent level, Therefore the response from tfeatment
to treatment, namely, symbolic modeling, audiomodeling,
and microteaching is different, The main effect due to.
trials is significant at 1 percent level (F=13,53%%® with
df 1/150), This means responses from triélaI‘(Tij'are
différ;pf from the response§ of trial-II (T2).‘

The F-ratio for observers is 27,87 which is
significani at 1 pércentulevel. It means that observers
differ in their responses, The interaction effects of
trials under each modeling appear to be significant at
1 percent level (F=33,38%*% with df 2/150) indicating that

responses in trials depend upon modeling treatment, The
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The interaction effec£ between modelings and observers

is also significant at 1 percent level (F=65.15** with

af 4/150), It means observers -differ in their aésessment
under each modeling, The interaction~efféct between
observers and trials is significant at 5 percent level
(F=3.,41* with df 2/150), This indicates that observer

response is different from trial to trial,

Attention is being drawn to the fact that valies
for F ratio in Table 3,31 appear to be higher as compared
with similar values from Tables 3,4 and 3,17, The large
values for the F ratios in Table 3¢31 might be due to the
fact that soﬁe of the assumptions under analysis of
variance might not have been fulfilled, The additivity
component of the variance gets adversely affected if
non-normality is present, Sometimes a large variation gets
removed by individuals - in our case, teachers - resulting
in small quantities for the error variance with comparatively
large degrees of freedoms, This results ultimately in having
a large Fw-ratio, Basically it is the reliability and

validity of the scores that is more responsible for the
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non-fulfilment of the assumptions of analysis of variance.
Therefore,'wﬂenever the results of F-test .and t-tést are
not of the same type interpretations are to be made on the
basis of t-values becauyse F-test gets affected more by
non-normality while t-test is affected in the least,
?-test is a robust test in that, it is relatively inse;éi—
tive to violations of the assumptions of normality of
distribution ané homogeneity of variance (EBdwards, 1971

pe.i2l),

\

In order to pinpoint the differences and to
note their directions, the F-test was followed by t-test,
testing the significance of differences hetween'means.
The tetest results due to various experimental conditions

are given in Tables 3,32 to 3,42 in the following pages,
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TABLE 3432

MBEANS AND STANDARD BRROR OF THE MBANS
FOR THE THREE MODELINGS FOR SKILL~III
(DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

. Modeling . . N Mean SE of mean
My 57 13,98 0.23
M, 60 13,73 0028
M3 60 15,80 0,10
TABLE 3,33

MBAN DIFFERENCSS, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES, AND t-VALUES
FOR THR SIGNIFICANCE OF MODELINGS UNDER SKILL-III
(DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Item . MDs . SE% of MDs - t-value

My - M, 0.25 037 0,67 NS
ﬁé - M, 1,82 025 7.28 %%
My - M, 2,07 0,30 - 6490 ¥*

%% Sjgnificant at ,01 level
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TABLE 3,34

MBANS, SE OF MBANS, MEAN DIFFERENCE, SE OF MEBAN DIFFERENCE,
AND t~VALUES FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF TRIALS UNDER SKILL-III
(DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Item N Mean SE of MD SE of t-value
N : mean (Ti'Tz) MD

Trial-I (Ti) 90 14,34 0,23

, ‘ 1,40 0,62 2425%
TrialeITI (Ta)' 87 12,94 0457 ) .

¥ Significant at .05 level

TABLE 3,35

MEANS AND STANDARD BRROR OF MEANS
FOR OBSERVERS UNDER SKILL-III
(DIVERBENT QUESTIONS)

Observer N J Mean SE of mean
0, 59 14435 0028
’02 - 59 14,18 0,30
o 59 13.30 074
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TABLE 3,36

MEAN DIFFBRENCES, STANDARD ERROR OF MBAN DIFFERENCE
AND t-VALUSS FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSERVERS UNDER SKILL-III
(DIVERGENT QUBSTIONS)

Comparison MDs SE of MDs t-values

Gi - 02 0617 0,41 0,41 NS

0y = 03 1,05 . 0e80 1,10 NS

05 = 03 0,88 0,79 1,32 NS
TABLE 3,37

MEANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEANS
FOR TRIALS UNDER EACH MODBLING FROM SKILL-III
(DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Modeling Trial-I (T,) Trial-II (T,)
N Mean SE of mean N Mean SE of mean
M1 30 14,33 00,32 27 15,59 0433
M2 30 13547 0:39 30 14,00 0,40

M3 30 15,23 0.42 30 16437 0,46
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TABLE 3, 38

MEAN DIFFERENCES, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCE, AND t-VALUES
FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF TRIALS UNDER BACH MODELING FOR SKILL-III
(DIVERGBNT QUESTIONS)

. Modeling . Comparison MDs SE of MDs _ . t-values ..
My T, - T2~ 0,74 0,46 1.61 NS
Mé T2 - T1 - 0653 0,56 0,95 NS
M3 T2 - Ti 1,14 0462 1,84 NS
TABLE 3,39

MEANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEANS
FOR OBSERVERS UNDER EACH MODELING FOR SKILL-III
(DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

g

. 0, o, o,
Modeling—r—eor—8E 6T~ N Mean SF of N Mean SE of
: : ’ " Mean - Mean . " "Mean
M, 19 13.68 0.33 19 13,89 0.4% 19 14,37 0445
M, 20 13,45 Ou41 20 13,65 0.43 20 14,10 0,60
M 20 15.90 0,48 20 15,00 0,61 20

i

16,50 0,53




TABLE 3,40

MEAN DIFFERENCES, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES AND t-VALUES
FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSERVERS UNDER RACH MODELING FOR SKILL-III
(DIVERGBENT QUESTIONS)

Modeling . .Comparison MDs SE of MDs t~values
02 - 01 0,21 " 0e55 0,38 NS

M, 05 - 0, 0.59 0455 1,25 NS

) 03 - 02 ' 0.&8 0.62 0,77 NS

0, - oi 0,20 0459 0.34 NS

03 - 02 0.45 0,74 0,61 NS

O2 - 01 0,90 0s77 1,17 NS

MB 03 - 01 0,60 0,71 0.84 NS

0, - O 1,50 0,81 1,85 NS




TABLE 3.41 ;

, MEANS AND STANDARD ERROR OF MBANS & ,
FOR OBSERVERS UNDER EACH TRIAL FOR SKIEL-fTﬁQ;;:ﬂtgg?Z
(DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

: Trial~I(T1) ' Trial—II(Tz)
Observers ¥ ¥an ~ SB of N WMean ~ SE of
Mean © Mean
0, 30 14,20 0,34 30 - 14,03 0,65
0, 30 14,17 0okt 30 13,73 0,63
o3 30 14,67 Okt 30 14,83 0,71
TABLE 3,42

MEAN DIFFERENCES, SE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES AND t-VALUES
FOR THE SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSERVERS UNDER EACH TRIAL FOR SKILL-III
(DIVERGENT QUESTIONS)

Trials Comparison . Mbs SE of MDs t-values
01 - 02 0,03 0653 0.06 NS
Ti 03 - 01 0,47 0455 . 0.85 NS
03 - 02 0.50 0,60 0,83 NS
01 - 02 0,30 0,90 0,33 NS
T2 03 - 01 0,80 0,96 0+83 NS

0

- 0 i,10 0,95 1,16 NS




Table 3,32 shows that microteaching (M3) is
having the maximum mean value, followed by symbolic
modeling (Mi) and audiomodeling producing the least mean
value, Table 3,33 indicates. that though the mean
difference (M1‘Mg) is in favour of symbolic modeling (Ml)’
the difference is not significant (t=0.67, NS), The other
two mean differences, namely (MS-Ml) and (MB-M2) are
significant at 1 percent level (t=7;28** and t=6,90%%),
Microteaching (Mj) thus, appears to be more effecti&e than
either symbolié modeling (Mi) or audiomodeling (MQ)@
Bvidence to decide the superiority between symbolic

modeling (Mi) and audiomodeling (Mg) is not conclusive,

Table 3,34 indicates that mean score for trial-I
(Ti) is greater than the mean score for trial-II (T2) and
this difference (Ti'Tz) is significant at 5 percent level
(t=2,25%}, This appears to be rather unusual and may ﬁe
due to distraction of attention, or fatigue or some physical

discomforts of the enviromment during trial-II (Tg}@

Table 3,35 shows that peer observer (01) has

produced maximum score, followed by peer observer (02) and



self~observer (03) producing the least mean value, Table
336, however, indicates that the mean differences due to
observers are not significant, This may be due to the
fact that observers might have grasped the subtletics of
the skill and therefore they might not have differed in

their assessment of the performence significantly,

Table 3,37 shows that mean trial scores for both
trial=I (Ti) and trial-II (Tz) under microteaching (M3) are
the highest; Table 3.38, howéver, indicates that the mean
differences between scores for trialfI and trial-II under
the three modeling treatments are not significant, Modeling
treatments could not produce significant differences in the

performance for trial-I (Ti) and trial-II (TQ)@

Table 3,39 gives mean score values for observers
under each modeling and Table 3,40 gives the mean
differences (MDs), standard error of mean differences
(SE of MDs) and t-values for the significance of the
differences due to three observers under three modeling

treatments, All the nine mean differences due to observers



are not significant, 'The same observation is revealed
for the differences due to observers under the two trials
- trial-I (Ti) and trial-II (Tz)g in Table 3.41 and Table
3.42, The differences due to observers under the two

trials are not significant,

From the above results and their interpretations
the following trends appear to emerge in the case of
divergent questions as it was practiced in the 1aborat$ry

conditions,

(1) Microteaching (Mj) appears to be significantly more
effective treatment as compared with either the symbolic
modeling (Mi) or audiomodeling (Mé) treatments, The
difference between symbolic modéling (Mi) and

audiomodeling (Mz) being not significant,

(2) The performance in terms of mean scores for trial-l
(Ti) is found to be significantly higher than the
performancekin trial-II (Tg)® The difference in the
mean scores of trials I énd II is not significant under
all the three treatments, Reteaéh‘is not significantly

better than teach under microteaching (MB)@



(3) Observers (01), (02), and (03) do not differ in

their assessment of performance either under different

modeling treatments or under the two trials,

3,4 Summary of Results of Phase-I1I

As a result of the analysis of the data due to
the study at phase~II, the following trends are summarised

below ¢ u

(1) Microteaching (MB) developed maximum competency in all
the three skills, namely -~ probing questions; convergent
questions; and diéergent questions in comparison with
symbolic modeling (Mi) and audiomodeling (Mg) treatments

(vide Table 3.43; 3.18; and 3,32),

(2) Microteaching (Mj) was found to score higher than either
symbolic modeling (Mi) or audiomodeling (M2). The
difference between the mean scores for symbolic
modeling (Mi) and audiomodeling (Mz) was not significant
(vide Table 3,5) in case of probing questions and for

divergent questions (vide Table 3¢33)e
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(3) Microteaching (M3) was found to be the most effective

treatme nt followed by audiomodeling (Mz) and symbolic
modeling (Mi) proved to be the least effective

treatment in case of convergent questions (vide Table

3019)

(2) Microteaching (M3) produced significant gains in the
mean scores for tz;ial_:c and trial-II (T2~T1) in
convergent questions (vide Table 3,24}, In‘case of
skills in probing queétions and divergent questions,
the mean differences between the trial scores (T2~T1)
were not significant either under symbolic modeling
(Mi) or audiomodeling (MQ) or microteaching (M3}

(vide Tables 3,10 and 3,38),

(5) Ratingé by self-observer (03) of the peffofmance was
higher than the ratings of peer observers (01) and (02)
in skill«I -~ probing questions., The peer obsérvers
(01) and (02) did not differ in their assessment of
the performance in probing questions (vide Table 3,14)

under trial-I and trial-Il,



(6) Observers did not differ in their assessment of
performance under trial-I and trial-II for convergent
questions and divergent questions (vide Tables 3,28

and 3,42),

(7) Ratings by self-observer (03) under microteaching (MB)
for probing questions were higherthan the ratings of
the peer observeré (Oi) and (02). The mean differences
between the observe¥ ratingswwere not significant either
under symbolic modeling (Mi) or audiomodeling (Mg)

vide Table 3,12,

(8) Thé observer differences for other skillé, namely -
for convergent and divergent questions = weré not
significant under either symbolic modeling (Mi) or
audiomodeling (Mz)‘or microteaching (M3) vide Tables

3426 and 3,38 respectivelys

The above trends that emerged out of the study
at phase~II will be reviewed along with the trends that
are likely to emrge in phase~III of the study. Phase-III

was a replication of phase~II with every individual



158

completing four trials under each treatment, namely -
symbolic modeling (ﬁi), audiomodeling (Mz)y and microteaching
(MS)’ An additionél éimension was tha£ oé assessing the
classroom perfo;mande of the student teachers before receiving '
training and immediately after the training and to see
whether they performed better or not, It, therefore, appears
to be convenient t; discuss the above trends in phase-II
along with the trends in phase-III in the light of results
and findings of similar investigations and studies done
elsewhere, This arrangement will prove to be convenient for
drawing conclusions for the entire study, The discussion of
the above trends will, therefore, be done in Chapter IV

along with trends that will emerge out of the phase~III of

the study,
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