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Classroom Teacher Feedback Form

Rational and Method

For the fourth year in the Talking Talons evaluation a survey was utilized with the
classroom teachers. This effort is part of a long term goal to determine which factors
impact the success of the program. The instrument was designed to measure the
classroom teacher’s assessment of program effectiveness, student interest, the educator
teaching skills, the educator’s feedback to the students and the student’s attitudes and
behavior during the program. Each of these factors is to be examined as a possible vector
for influencing the results of the program in an SEM model. This report is designed to
provide overall information about the feedback received from the teachers.

The form was given to each of the classroom teachers at the end of the Talking
Talons program. This survey consisted of 100 scaled questions and 2 open ended
questions. The questions were based on a scale from 1 through 9, with 1= Very False
2=Very False/A little False, 3=A little False, 4=A little False/ Neutral, 5=Neutral,
6=Neutral/ A little True, 7=A little True, 8=A little True/ Very True 9=Very True. For
questions which were negatively worded the responses were recoded so that 1 always
represents the lowest and most negative score and 9 represents the highest and most
positive score. Six subscales were constructed from the questions and tested for
reliability. During the 2005-2006 school year, twelve classroom teachers completed and

returned the form. For the second year 2006-2007, all seven teachers returned the



feedback form. For the third year, 2007-2008, all six teachers returned the feedback

form. For the fourth year, 2008-2009, twelve teachers returned the form.

Reliability testing

Each subscale was tested for item and scale reliability. The rational for item
analysis is the refinement of the instrument. When utilizing an instrument the researcher
is theoretically measuring one construct with each scale. If all the items are measuring
the same underlying construct then the items should be well correlated with each other.
If they are not well correlated then the items are not measuring the same construct.

Internal reliability is how much consistency is apparent in the answers of one
subtest. Internal consistency is measured with a scale called “Cronbach's Alpha”.
Technically speaking, Cronbach's alpha is not a statistical test - it is a coefficient of
reliability (or consistency). Alpha is calculated by one split-half reliability and then
randomly dividing the items into another set of split halves and recomputing until, all
possible split half estimates of reliability have been computed. In other words, each item
is compared to the group in all possible combinations of items. Cronbach's alpha
measures how well a set of items (or variables) measures a single unidimensional latent
construct. When data have a multidimensional structure (they are not all measuring the
same construct) then Cronbach's alpha will usually be low. If the number of items is
increased and the consistency remains the same the Cronbach’s alpha will increase.
Additionally, if the average inter-item correlation is low, alpha will be low. As the

average inter-item correlation increases, Cronbach's alpha will also increase. This effect



makes sense intuitively - if the inter-item correlations are high, then there is evidence that
the items are measuring the same underlying construct. This is really what is meant when
an instrument has "high" or "good" reliability. An instrument with good reliability is
measuring a single unidimensional latent construct.

Thus each item in the scale is examined to judge its effect on the instrument. At
item will increase the consistency of the overall instrument if its alpha is either at or
above the overall scale alpha. An item will reduce the consistency if its alpha is below
the scale alpha. If the item is not correlated well with the other items this indicates that
the item is not measuring the same construct as the others. It then eliminated and the
reliability is run again with the remaining items. These items are then examined again
and the process repeats until the reliability is maximized. However one must be careful
not to cut off so much material the table becomes unusable. In the same way one must
not eliminate so many questions that the instrument loses reliability because it is too short
and there are not enough other questions to which the item can be compared.

Reliability for the subscales and sample questions are listed in Table 1. Cronbach’s
alpha was calculated for each subscale using the overall sample. Reliability greater than
.7 is considered good (Nunnaly, 1978). All of the subscales have sufficient reliability.

Table 1 Reliability of Classroom Teacher subscales

estions

reliability
ample

>
n O

3| 4 year

classroom teacher buy in and I would like the TT program in
attitude to program my classroom next year.

I was glad on the days that TT
was coming to the classroom.

classroom teacher assessment of | .81 The students learn a lot of science




4 year

reliability

(72]
c
o
=
(7]
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S
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Sample

program effectiveness

from the TT program.

Students applied knowledge
learned in the Talking Talons
program to other topics.

classroom teacher assessment of
student interest

.82

Students had a positive attitude
about the TT program.

Most of the students paid
attention to the TT program.

classroom teacher assessment of
educator teaching skills

.96

The TT educator appeared
generally knowledgeable about
content presented

The TT educator engaged active
and passive students in activities.

classroom teacher assessment of
educator feedback to students

91

The TT educator used prompt
corrective feedback to inform
students of accuracy and progress
of work.

The TT educator made rules and
consequences clear to students.

classroom teacher assessment of
student attitude behavior

.88

Students appear to respect the
educator.

Students spend most of the
classroom time on task.

Since four years of data has been collected, the reliability over four years can be

calculated and is reported in the table above. Note that this is not simply an average of

the four years since reliability is dependent upon the variability of the answers. As the

four year spread includes a wider variety of teachers and educators, reliability across four

years provides a measure of the usefulness of the scale independent of the teachers or

educators. All the scales meet or exceed the acceptable value for scales.
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Individual Item Responses

Scaled Questions

This year was the fourth year for the utilization of the classroom teacher feedback

form and overall percentage responses for each question are listed below along with a pie

chart for easy interpretation of the responses. This will allow a general interpretation of

the feedback from the classroom teachers to the Talking Talons program. As the second

and third year represents a smaller number of teachers than the first year, care should be

taken in the interpretation of the results.

Table 2 Scale number and response value

Scale number

Response

-

Very False

Very False/A little False

A little False

A little False/ Neutral

Neutral

Neutral/ A little True

A little True

A little True/ Very True

OO |NOO OB~ (WIN

Very True

11



Figure 1 The students learn a lot of science from the TT program.
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The students learn a lot of science from the TT program.
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Figure 2 I was able to tie the TT program into my curriculum.
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| was able to tie the TT program into my curriculum.

Figure 3 The students enjoyed the Talking Talons program.
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Figure 4 The TT program was effective for above average students.

Percentage Responses by Year
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The students enjoyed the Talking Talons program.

Figure 5 The TT program was effective for average students.
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Figure 6 The program was effective for students with learning disabilities.

Percentage Responses by Year
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The program was effective for students with learning disabilities

Figure 7 Most of the students had difficulty with the TT program content.
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Most of the students had difficulty with the TT program content.
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Figure 8 Talking Talons is a worthwhile use of my classroom time.
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Talking Talons is a worthwhile use of my classroom time.

Figure 9 The students talked about Talking Talons during the rest of the week.
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Figure 10 Students applied knowledge learned in the Talking Talons program to other topics.
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Figure 11 Most of the students experience with the public speaking portion of Talking Talons was

positive.
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Figure 12 The students were interested in the bats.
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Figure 13 The students were interested in the reptiles.
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Figure 14 The students were interested in the birds.

Percentage Responses by Year
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Figure 15 Students had a positive attitude about the TT program.
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Students had a positive attitude about the TT program.



Figure 16 The students complained about the TT educator.

Percentage Responses by Year
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The students complained about the TT educator.

Figure 17 TT took up valuable class time that could have been used for other purposes.
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Figure 18 I was glad on the days that TT was coming to the classroom.

Percentage Responses by Year
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| was glad on the days that TT was coming to the classroom.

Figure 19 The student's behavior was worse during the TT program than during regular instruction.
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The student's behavior was worse during the TT program than

21



Figure 20 Most of the students paid attention to the TT program.
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Most of the students paid attention to the TT program.

Figure 21 The students respected the TT educator.
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Figure 22 The students understood the TT educator.
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The students understood the TT educator.

Figure 23 The TT educator worked with me to make the program run smoothly.
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Figure 24 Having TT in the classroom gives me a chance to catch up on other work.
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Figure 25 The TT educator communicated effectively with me about the program.
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Figure 26 The students complained about the TT quizzes.

Percentage Responses by Year
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The students complained about the TT quizzes.

Figure 27 The reading level of the TT program content was appropriate for above average students.
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Figure 28 The reading level of the TT program content was appropriate for average students
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Figure 29 The reading level of the TT program content was appropriate for students with learning

disabilities.

Percentage Responses by Year
50

40 +

30

20+

10+

YEAR

I 2005-2006
[ 2006-2007
Il 2007-2008

2008-2009

The reading level of the TT program content was appropriate fc

26



Figure 30 The students complained about the TT program.

Percentage Responses by Year
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The students complained about the TT program.

Figure 31 I wish the TT program could come more often during the week.
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Figure 32 When the TT program was in the classroom | was focused on other things.
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Figure 33 | was frustrated with the TT program.
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| was frustrated with the TT program.
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Figure 34 | found the material presented by the TT program to be interesting to me personally.
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Figure 35 | felt comfortable with the TT educator.
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| felt comfortable with the TT educator.
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Figure 36 I would recommend the TT program to other teachers.
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| would recommend the TT program to other teachers.

Figure 37 I would like the TT program in my classroom next year.
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I would like the TT program in my classroom next year.
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Figure 38 The students were enthusiastic about the TT program.

Percentage Responses by Year
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The students were enthusiastic about the TT program.

Figure 39 I wish that we had more time to devote to the TT program.
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| wish that we had more time to devote to the TT program.
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Figure 40 Sometimes the TT program was rushed because we had to fit it into a short amount of
time.
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Sometimes the TT program was rushed because we had to fit it
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Figure 41 Some students were afraid of many of the TT animals.
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Some students were afraid of many of the TT animals.
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Figure 42 The TT program needs major changes in content.
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Figure 43 The TT program needs major changes in delivery.
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The TT program needs major changes in delivery.
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Figure 44 The students learn how their choices affect them in the TT program.
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Figure 45 The students learn how their choices affect the environment in the program.
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The students learn how their choices affect the environment in 1

35



Figure 46 The animals are an important part of the TT program for the students.
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Figure 47 The TT program had a positive impact on the student's attitudes about science.
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Figure 48 Most of the time | knew what the TT topic would be for the upcoming session.
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Figure 49 The TT educator was late for the program.
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The TT educator was late for the program.
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Figure 50 The TT educator was well organized.
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The TT educator was well organized.

Figure 51 The TT educator used classroom time well.

60

50+

40|

30+

20+

101

Percentage Responses by Year

IIIu\AA“I

Missing 21-30% 61-70% 81-90% Always 100%
1-10% 31-40% 71-80% 91-99%

The TT educator used classroom time well.

[ 2008-2009

YEAR

Il 2005-2006
[ 2006-2007
Il 2007-2008

[ 2008-2009

38



Figure 52 The TT educator brought (or had) all materials needed.
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The TT educator brought (or had) all materials needed.

Figure 53 Appeared comfortable with teaching.
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Appeared comfortable with teaching.
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Figure 54 Appeared comfortable with the content presented.
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Appeared comfortable with the content presented.

Figure 55 Appeared generally knowledgeable about content presented
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Figure 56 Spoke clearly.
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Spoke clearly.

Figure 57 Spoke loudly enough for students to hear.
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Figure 58 Circulated within the room when appropriate.
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Circulated within the room when appropriate.

Figure 59 Demonstrated a positive attitude toward the students.
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Figure 60 Demonstrated a positive attitude toward the classroom teacher.

Percentage Responses by Year

100
80 »
60 »
YEAR
40 Il 2005-2006
[ 2006-2007
201
Il 2007-2008
0 [ 2008-2009

A little False/Neutr Alittle True/Very T
Neutral Very True

Demonstrated a positive attitude toward the classroom teacher

Figure 61 Dealt with interruptions well.
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Dealt with interruptions well.
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Figure 62 Had legible handwriting (if used overhead or board).
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Had legible handwriting (if used overhead or board).

Figure 63 Used vocabulary of appropriate difficulty for the students.
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Used vocabulary of appropriate difficulty for the students.
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Figure 64 Made clear the goal of learning for the particular lesson.
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70
60 +
50 »
40 -
YEAR
301
Il 2005-2006
201 [ 2006-2007
10 » Il 2007-2008
0 i I [ 2008-2009
Very False A little False/Neutr A little True Very True
A little False Neutral A little True/Very T

Made clear the goal of learning for the particular lesson.

Figure 65 Used a variety of questions, (right/wrong answer, open ended).
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Figure 66 Used content level appropriate for most students in the classroom.
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Figure 67 Used a variety of teaching techniques.
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Figure 68 Progressed with lesson at a speed that matched general student ability.

Percentage Responses by Year

80
705
60 »
50 YEAR
40
Il 2005-2006
30+
[ 2006-2007
20 »
Il 2007-2008
10+
0 J ; @ 2008-2009
' Y D 1% ©
% %co %{S‘ /Z?% );?/G %
¢ %. PN

Progressed with lesson at a speed that matched general studer

Figure 69 Monitored and supervised student learning to increase time on task.
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Figure 70 Was aware of students who had tuned out and attempted to engage them.
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Figure 71 Asked questions from both active participants and more passive students.
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Figure 72 Engaged active and passive students in discussions.
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Engaged active and passive students in discussions.

Figure 73 Engaged active and passive students in activities.
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Figure 74 Engaged males and females in discussions.
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Figure 75 Engaged males and females in activities.
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Figure 76 Used prompt corrective feedback to inform students of accuracy and progress of work.
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Figure 77 Gave positive feedback when merited.
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Gave positive feedback when merited.

51



Figure 78 Gave negative feedback (verbal discipline) when merited.
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Figure 79 Made rules and consequences clear to students.
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Figure 80 Students appear comfortable with the educator.

Percentage Responses by Year
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Students appear comfortable with the educator.

Figure 81 Students appear to respect the educator.
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Students appear to respect the educator.
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Figure 82 Most students were engaged during the lessons.
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Most students were engaged during the lessons.

Figure 83 Students appear to understand the material given in most of the lessons.
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Figure 84 Students spend most of the classroom time on task.
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Students spend most of the classroom time on task.

Figure 85 Students seem aware of what is expected from them during most of the lessons.
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Figure 86 Students appeared to be enjoying the program.
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Percentage Responses by Year
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Students appeared to be enjoying the program.

Responses to open ended questions

The following responses were made by the teachers to the two opened ended
questions and are copied from the questionnaire. Teacher names and educator names are
not provided to maintain anonymity for the teachers.

Answers to question “The Talking Talons program would be better if...” are listed

below:

¢ | am finding that this years 7th graders appear less interested since many of them had
this program last year in 6th grade. | wish a different curriculum could be offered to
the 6th (such as bully proofing/self images/choices etc, less animals stuff)

e |deally, the best fit is probably 7th grade, curriculum is Life Science but | "heart" TT
and my Kids "heart” TT and want to do again. Also would be better if all the same
grade level did TT program. My 6th graders this year, some will repeat again next
year, however other 6th graders may not have the opportunity in either 6th or 7th.
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e We rework the audience for students’ final presentations. We need our students to
present to students that are not at RMS, have not have the program.

e We teachers taught note taking lessons more comprehensively before students gave
their speeches. 2) There were more hands on activities (I liked the DDT lesson!)

e More time was spent talking about the animals. Information was given to the
students instead of having them look for the info themselves. Better communication
with teachers. Better time management.

e The presenter spent more time introducing and talking about the animals. Not
rushing to present the animal the last 10 minutes of class.

e |f the program was a year long and connect with different aspect of curriculum.

e No changes. It was great! We enjoyed every minute.

e More time was available for Talking Talons to teach.

e Loved the program more students have expressed a desire to participate next year.

e More students were allowed to participate and TUPAC program were used in Health
and Lang. arts

Answers to “Other comments/ suggestions are very welcome. Please address them
below.” were:

e Because we are a small school with a large portion of the students participating in the
program it was difficult to find enough non TT classes a the end of the year.
Presenting to elementary students would be more beneficial (exciting) to students
than presenting to peers. (and we have two elementary schools near us)

e If TT is offered again for 6th students at RMS, | would like my students to be able to
participate. “D”” was an AWESOME educator in all regards!! The field trip day was

REALLY well organized this year. Lots of stations/ lots of educators/ good sized
groups (10-12), engaging activities.

e She learned all their names, wow!
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e | like the TT program, however, | feel the main problem this year was the educator.
There was little communication regarding expectations and procedures with staff.

Also, the expectations placed on the students were too high for their academic level.

Unfortunately, TT seemed more of a burden and less of a fun experience this year.

e My students learned a lot and | look forward to continuing this program.
e | was not in classroom during sessions.

e “D” was very knowledgeable-she had a good rapport with the students. They liked
her and took the class seriously, yet had fun. Thank you so much.

e | liked the snakes.

e The presentations at the elementary school were a great hit. My students were very
proud of themselves. A wonderful program.

e Overall a really good program. It taught my class not only TUPAC information but

more importantly self advocacy skills and gave them the confidence to speak for
themselves. “S” and “A” were fabulous!

Statistical Comparison of Subscales

Comparing scales by educator

Figure 87 Subscale Means for Ariel
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Figure 89 Subscale Means for Ann
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Comparing Scales by School Level

An ANOVA examining the difference by school level (elementary or middle)
for the four years of data was also run. This analysis is designed to examine any

possible differences due to the school level.
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Table 3 Mean scores for Subscales by School Level

N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error

buy in and Elementary | 10.00 | 7.55 0.89 0.28
attitude to program.

Middle 19.00 | 7.80 1.06 0.24

High 3.00 | 8.17 0.45 0.26

Total 32.00| 7.76 0.96 0.17
program Elementary | 10.00 | 6.87 1.30 0.41
effectiveness

Middle 19.00 | 7.38 1.09 0.25

High 3.00| 7.72 0.69 0.40

Total 32.00| 7.25 1.14 0.20
student Elementary | 10.00 | 7.80 1.00 0.32
interest.

Middle 19.00 | 8.11 0.98 0.23

High 3.00 | 855 0.12 0.07

Total 32.00 | 8.05 0.95 0.17
educator teaching Elementary | 10.00 | 8.24 0.82 0.26
skills.

Middle 19.00 | 8.19 1.26 0.29

High 3.00 | 8.88 0.14 0.08

Total 32.00 | 8.27 1.07 0.19
percentage assessment Elementary | 10.00 | 70.25 6.57 2.08
of educator classroom stuff.

Middle 19.00 | 61.00 22.02 5.05

High 3.00 | 73.08 3.99 2.30

Total 32.00 | 65.02 17.89 3.16
educator feedback Elementary | 10.00 | 7.58 1.81 0.57
to students.

Middle 19.00 | 8.07 0.90 0.21

High 3.00 | 8.67 0.58 0.33

Total 32.00 | 7.97 1.24 0.22
student attitude Elementary | 10.00 | 8.07 1.10 0.35
behavior.

Middle 19.00 | 8.06 1.31 0.30

High 3.00 | 852 0.16 0.10

Total 32.00| 8.11 1.17 0.21
above average Elementary | 10.00 | 7.25 1.98 0.62
students.

Middle 19.00 | 7.87 1.20 0.28

High 3.00| 7.33 2.02 1.17

Total 32.00| 7.63 1.52 0.27
average Elementary | 10.00 | 7.35 131 0.42
students.

Middle 19.00 | 7.79 1.61 0.37
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High 3.00 | 7.17 1.89 1.09
Total 32.00 | 7.59 1.52 0.27
below average Elementary | 10.00 | 5.90 1.65 0.52
students.
Middle 19.00 | 6.87 1.61 0.37
High 3.00 | 6.67 0.76 0.44
Total 32.00 | 6.55 1.59 0.28
Table 4 ANOVA of Subscales by School Level
ANOVA
Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
buy in and attitude to program. Between 0.96 | 2.00 0.48 | 050 | 0.61
Groups
Within 27.89 | 29.00 0.96
Groups
Total 28.85 | 31.00
program effectiveness. Between 242 | 2.00 121 | 093 | 041
Groups
Within 37.67 | 29.00 1.30
Groups
Total 40.09 | 31.00
student interest. Between 1.42 | 2.00 0.71| 0.78| 0.47
Groups
Within 26.35 | 29.00 0.91
Groups
Total 27.77 | 31.00
educator teaching skills. Between 1.26 | 2.00 0.63 | 0.53 | 0.59
Groups
Within 34.54 | 29.00 1.19
Groups
Total 35.81 | 31.00
percentage assessment of educator | Between 776.30 | 2.00| 388.15| 1.23| 0.31
classroom stuff. Groups
Within 9146.84 | 29.00 | 315.41
Groups
Total 9923.14 | 31.00
educator feedback to students. Between 3.21 | 2.00 1.60 | 1.04| 0.37
Groups
Within 44.82 | 29.00 1.55
Groups
Total 48.02 | 31.00
student attitude behavior. Between 0.57 | 2.00 0.29 | 0.20 | 0.82
Groups
Within 42.03 | 29.00 1.45
Groups
Total 42.60 | 31.00
above average students. Between 279 | 2.00 1.39 | 058 | 0.56
Groups
Within 69.21 | 29.00 2.39
Groups
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Total 72.00 | 31.00
average students. Between 1.87 | 2.00 0.93| 0.39| 0.68
Groups
Within 69.35 | 29.00 2.39
Groups
Total 71.22 | 31.00
below average students. Between 6.19 | 2.00 310 | 1.24 | 0.30
Groups
Within 72.49 | 29.00 2.50
Groups
Total 78.68 | 31.00

No significant differences for the subscales by school level were found,

Effectiveness of program by student ability level

The teacher feedback on the effectiveness of the program by student ability
level was also examined. It has been found for three years in a row that the teachers
perceive the program content to be significantly more difficult for below average
students. The data was then examined by grade level. The results indicate that the for
elementary school students the content is significantly more difficult for the below

average students than for average students.

Figure 90 Program Effectiveness By Ability Level
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Table 5 T tests for Program effectiveness by student ability

Paired Samples Statistics
Mean | N Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean
Pair | above average 7.61 36.00 1.53 0.25
1 students.
average students. 7.57 36.00 1.49 0.25
Pair | average students. 7.57 36.00 1.49 0.25
2
below average 6.57 36.00 1.57 0.26
students.
Pair | above average 7.61 36.00 1.53 0.25
3 students.
below average 6.57 36.00 1.57 0.26
students.
Table 6 T test for program effectiveness by student ability
N Correlation | Sig.
Pair | above average students. & average students. 36.00 0.60 0.00
1
Pair | average students. & below average students. 36.00 0.58 0.00
2
Pair | above average students. & below average 36.00 0.35 0.04
3 students.
Table 7 Paired Samples for effectiveness by Student Ability
Mea | Std. Std. Error t df Sig. (2-
n Deviation Mean tailed)
Pair | above average 0.04 1.35 0.22 | 0.1 | 35.0 0.85
1 students. — 9 0
average students.
Pair | average students. — 1.00 141 023 | 42| 35.0 0.00**
2 below average 6 0
students.
Pair | above average 1.04 1.77 0.29 | 35| 35.0 0.00**
3 students. 4 0
- below average
students.

*significant at p<.05

For the first two years of the program the teachers rated the program effectiveness

as most effect for average students, slightly less effective for above average students and

much less effective for below average students.

For the past two year the program was rated as equally effective for above

average and average students but still much less effective for below average students.
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Talking Talons effectiveness by grade level

Comparison of the teacher ratings of effectiveness by grade level yielded the
information that the difference for below average students is due to Elementary and
Middle School students.

Figure 91 Program Effectiveness by Student Ability Level Average for both School Years
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8.5
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Figure 92 Program Effectiveness by Student Ability Level for 2009
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Mean

Table 8 Mean scores for Program effectiveness by student ability and grade level

Program Effectiveness by Student Ablity Leve

YEAR:

4.00 2008-2009

Elementary

SCHLEV

Middle

High

ts.

-average students.

- below average studen

ts.

-above average studen

YEAR SCHLEV above average Average below
students. students. average
students.

2005-2006 | Elementary | Mean 8.30 7.90 6.50
N 5.00 5.00 5.00
Std. Deviation 0.45 1.24 2.06
Middle Mean 7.75 7.75 7.42
N 6.00 6.00 6.00
Std. Deviation 1.08 1.08 1.39
Total Mean 8.00 7.82 7.00
N 11.00 11.00 11.00
Std. Deviation 0.87 1.10 1.70
2006-2007 | Elementary | Mean 3.75 6.00 5.00
N 2.00 2.00 2.00
Std. Deviation 0.35 1.41 0.00
Middle Mean 8.20 8.50 6.70
N 5.00 5.00 5.00
Std. Deviation 1.04 0.71 1.96
Total Mean 6.93 7.79 6.21
N 7.00 7.00 7.00
Std. Deviation 2.34 1.47 1.80
2007-2008 | Elementary | Mean 7.75 7.75 6.25
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N 2.00 2.00 2.00
Std. Deviation 1.77 1.06 0.35
Middle Mean 7.67 8.50 6.67
N 3.00 3.00 3.00
Std. Deviation 1.44 0.00 1.53
High Mean 8.50 8.50 6.50
N 1.00 1.00 1.00

Std. Deviation
Total Mean 7.83 8.25 6.50
N 6.00 6.00 6.00
Std. Deviation 1.25 0.61 1.00
2008-2009 | Elementary | Mean 8.00 6.50 4.00
N 1.00 1.00 1.00

Std. Deviation
Middle Mean 7.80 6.70 6.50
N 5.00 5.00 5.00
Std. Deviation 1.64 2.68 1.90
High Mean 6.75 6.50 6.75
N 2.00 2.00 2.00
Std. Deviation 2.47 2.12 1.06
Total Mean 7.56 6.63 6.25
N 8.00 8.00 8.00
Std. Deviation 1.64 2.18 1.75
Total Elementary | Mean 7.25 7.35 5.90
N 10.00 10.00 10.00
Std. Deviation 1.98 1.31 1.65
Middle Mean 7.87 7.79 6.87
N 19.00 19.00 19.00
Std. Deviation 1.20 1.61 1.61
High Mean 7.33 7.17 6.67
N 3.00 3.00 3.00
Std. Deviation 2.02 1.89 0.76
Total Mean 7.63 7.59 6.55
N 32.00 32.00 32.00
Std. Deviation 1.52 1.52 1.59

Table 9 Means of effectiveness by ability level for Elementary School students

Paired Samples Statistics
Mean | N Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean

Pair | above average 7.25 10.00 1.98 0.62
1 students.

average students. 7.35 10.00 131 0.42
Pair | average students. 7.35 10.00 1.31 0.42
2

below average 5.90 10.00 1.65 0.52

students.
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Pair | above average 7.25 10.00 1.98 0.62
3 students.
below average 5.90 10.00 1.65 0.52
students.
a SCHLEV = Elementary

Table 10 T test of effectiveness by ability level for Elementary School students

Mean Std. Std. Error df
Deviation Mean

Pair | above average students. - average students. -0.10 1.54 0.49 -0.21 9.0
1

Pair | average students. - below average students. 1.45 1.09 0.35 4.20 9.0
2

Pair | above average students. - below average 1.35 2.15 0.68 1.99 9.0
3 students.

*significant at p<.05

The effectiveness of the program for Elementary students was found to be equal

for above average and below average students. However the program was found by the

teachers to be less effective for below average students than for average and above

average students.
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Table 11 Means of effectiveness by ability level for Middle School students

Paired Samples Statistics
Mean | N Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean

Pair | above average 7.87 19.00 1.20 0.28
1 students.

average students. 7.79 19.00 1.61 0.37
Pair | average students. 7.79 19.00 1.61 0.37
2

below average 6.87 19.00 1.61 0.37

students.
Pair | above average 7.87 19.00 1.20 0.28
3 students.

below average 6.87 19.00 1.61 0.37

students.

Table 12 T test of effectiveness by ability level for Middle School students

Mean | Std. Std. Error df Sig.

Deviation | Mean (2-tailed)
above average students. — 0.08 1.18 0.27 | 0.29 | 18.00 0.77
average students.
average students. — 0.92 141 0.32 | 2.85 | 18.00 0.01*
below average students.
above average students. — 1.00 1.39 0.32 | 3.13 | 18.00 0.01*
below average students.

*sig at p<.05

The effectiveness of the program for Middle School students was found to be

equal for above average and below average students across the four years. However the

program was found by the teachers to be less effective for below average students than

for average and above average students for the four years.

Table 13 Means for Effectiveness by Ability for High School
Paired Samples Statistics
Mean | N Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean

Pair | above average 7.33 3.00 2.02 1.17
1 students.

average students. 7.17 3.00 1.89 1.09
Pair | average students. 7.17 3.00 1.89 1.09
2

below average 6.67 3.00 0.76 0.44

students.
Pair | above average 7.33 3.00 2.02 1.17
3 students.

below average 6.67 3.00 0.76 0.44
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students.

a SCHLEV = High

Table 14 T test for Effectiveness by Ability for High School

Mea | Std. Std. Error t df Sig. (2-

n Deviation Mean tailed)
above average students. 0.17 0.29 0.17| 10| 20 0.42
- 0 0
average students.
average students. — 0.50 1.50 087 | 05| 20 0.62
below average students. 8 0
above average students. 0.67 1.53 088 | 0.7| 20 0.53
- 6 0
below average students.

The effectiveness of the program for two years of High school data was found to

be equal for all levels of ability.

For elementary and middle students the difference between effectiveness for
below average students was significantly different from average students. The
elementary and middle school teachers feel that the program is less effective for below
average students. High school teachers found the program to be effective for all levels of

students.

Teacher feedback on Talking Talons units

The teacher feedback statistics for the Talking Talons units are listed below.
One should examine both the mean (for overall average) and the median (for the point at
which half the scores were below and half were above). It is also useful to look at the
standard deviation; this tells you how much the teacher’s varied on their assessments of

the unit. The units were scored from 1 (not effective at all) to 9 (very effective).

Figure 93 Talking Talons Units 1-6 Ratings for both school years
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Teacher Rating of Talking Talons Units
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Figure 94 Talking Talons Units 7-12 ratings for all school years

Teacher Rating of Talking Talons Units
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Table 15 Mean Talking Talons Unit ratings over four years

| YEAR | | Orientation | Water | Energy Science Hawk | Falcon

| Owis |
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Activities Pollution | and Conservation s s
2005- | Mean 7.50 7.75 7.30 8.36 8.55| 8.5
2006
N 10.00 8.00 10.00 | 11.00 11.00 | 11.0
0
Std. 1.43 1.28 1.16 0.92 0.82 | 0.82
Deviatio
n
2006- | Mean 7.00 7.67 9.00 8.57 8.57 | 8.57
2007
N 5.00 3.00 3.00 7.00 7.00 | 7.00
Std. 1.87 2.31 0.00 0.79 0.79 | 0.79
Deviatio
n
2007- | Mean 7.83 7.83 7.75 8.50 8.50 | 8.50
2008
N 6.00 6.00 4.00 6.00 6.00 | 6.00
Std. 1.60 0.98 0.96 0.84 0.84 | 0.84
Deviatio
n
2008- | Mean 7.78 7.63 7.40 8.42 8.42 | 8.27
2009
N 9.00 8.00 10.00 | 12.00 12.00 | 11.0
0
Std. 1.39 1.30 1.43 0.79 0.79 | 0.90
Deviatio
n
Total | Mean 7.57 7.72 7.59 8.44 8.50 | 8.46
N 30.00 25.00 27.00 | 36.00 36.00 | 35.0
0
Std. 1.48 1.28 1.25 0.81 0.77 | 0.82
Deviatio
n
Table 16 Mean Talking Talons Unit ratings over four years
Report
YEAR Arthropod | Bats Reptile | Public Tobacco Presentation
S S Speaking Prevention S
2005- | Mean 8.00 8.30 8.55 7.45 6.17 8.09
2006
N 8.00 | 10.00 11.00 11.00 6.00 11.00
Std. 0.93 0.82 0.82 151 2.40 1.22
Deviation
2006- | Mean 7.00 8.40 8.40 7.43 8.20 7.43
2007
N 4.00 5.00 5.00 7.00 5.00 7.00
Std. 1.63 0.89 0.89 1.81 1.30 2.44
Deviation
2007- | Mean 9.00 8.50 8.67 8.00 8.00 7.50
2008
N 2.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Std. 0.00 0.84 0.52 0.63 0.89 1.05

74




Deviation

2008- | Mean 8.00 8.27 8.45 7.33 8.00 7.42

2009
N 7.00 | 11.00 11.00 12.00 8.00 12.00
Std. 1.53 0.90 0.82 1.67 1.41 1.56
Deviation

Total Mean 7.90 8.34 8.52 7.50 7.60 7.64
N 21.00 | 32.00 33.00 36.00 25.00 36.00
Std. 1.30 0.83 0.76 1.48 1.71 1.57
Deviation

Table 17 Means for overall Talking Talons Units

MEANUNIT

YEAR Mean N Std.
Deviation

2005- 7.50 5.00 0.84

2006

2006- 8.47 3.00 0.41

2007

2007- 8.58 2.00 0.59

2008

2008- 7.90 5.00 0.96

2009

Total 7.97 15.00 0.84

The teacher feedback statistics for the Talking Talons units are listed below.

The first bar (MEANUNIT) is the mean score for all of the units over all of the school

years. The remainder of the chart indicates the mean score for that unit over all of the

school years. The units were scored from 1 (not effective at all) to 9 (very effective).
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8.8

Mean

Table 18 Mean Unit Scales by School Level

SCHLEV Elementary Middle High Total

Mean | N Std. | Mean | N Std. | Mean | N Std. | Mean | N Std.

Dev Dev Devi Dev

Orientation 756 | 9.00 | 1.24 741 |17.00|1.70| 8.25|4.00| 096 | 7.57 | 30.00 | 1.48
Activities
Water Pollution 8.29 | 7.00| 0.76 7.40 | 1500 | 1.45| 8.00 | 3.00 | 1.00 | 7.72 | 25.00 | 1.28
Energy Science 757 | 7.00| 0.98 753 |17.00|142| 8.00|3.00|1.00| 7.59]|27.00|1.25
and Conservation
Hawks 8.45 | 11.00 | 0.93 8.43|21.00|0.75| 850 |4.00| 1.00 | 8.44 | 36.00 | 0.81
Falcons 8.64 | 11.00 | 0.81 8.43|21.00|0.75| 850 |4.00| 1.00| 8.50 | 36.00 | 0.77
Owls 8.64 | 11.00 | 0.81 8.38 | 21.00|0.80| 833|300 1.15| 8.46 | 35.00 | 0.82
Arthropods 8.29 | 7.00| 0.95 7.67 | 1200 | 1.50 | 8.00 | 200 | 1.41| 7.90| 21.00 | 1.30
Bats 8.40 | 10.00 | 0.84 8.32119.00 | 0.82| 833 |3.00| 1.15| 8.34 | 32.00 | 0.83
Reptiles 8.45 | 11.00 | 0.82 858 |19.00 | 0.69| 833 |3.00| 1.15| 8.52 | 33.00 | 0.76
Public Speaking 7.09 | 11.00 | 1.70 77112100119 750 |4.00|238| 7.50]|36.00|1.48
Tobacco 786 | 7.00|1.21 7.36 | 14.00 | 210 | 8.00 | 4.00 | 0.82 | 7.60| 25.00|1.71
Prevention
Presentations 7.36 | 11.00 | 2.01 7.81]21.00|133| 750|400 1.73| 7.64 | 36.00 | 1.57

It is clear that the units involving the animals have higher ratings by the teachers

than the units without animals.
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Overall results

The teachers mostly rank the program very highly. They feel the program is
effective, but less so for below average elementary and middle school students. This
concern indicates that they feel the reading level of the information is too high. This is
the fourth year these results were obtained. Changes in the reading level for lower ability
children should be addressed.

Again as in the previous years, feedback on the units indicates disagreement
about the effectiveness of the units that are not related to the animals directly. The units
on Hawks, Falcons, Owls, Bats and Reptiles were uniformly rated highly for four years in
arow. The unit on Arthropods was lower rated in general. The rest of the units had less
regular responses (larger standard deviations). This is the fourth year for these results
and indicates that the consistency of delivery of the non- animal units is lower than that

for the animal units.
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