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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to conduct a supervisor's evaluation of the graduates of the Graduate
Physical Education Professional Preparation Program at Montana State University. Specifically, this
study attempted to: (1) design and develop a questionnaire for collection of data; (2) secure permission
from graduates to be evaluated; (3) conduct the initial mailing to all the graduates and supervisors, and
any follow-up correspondence that was necessary; (4) collect and treat the data; and (5) present and
analyze the results.

The study was delimited to graduates of Montana State University in the Graduate Physical Education
Professional Preparation Program from 1969 through 1976, who have been professionally employed
since graduation. It was further delimited to the responses to the statements on the questionnaire sent to
the supervisors of the graduates.

Questionnaires were sent to supervisors of 62 graduates who agreed to be in the study. Four graduates
requested to be evaluated by two different supervisors. Of the 66 questionnaires sent out 62 were
completed and returned. The percentage of participation by the supervisors was 94 percent.

A questionnaire was designed and developed by the investigator to collect data needed for this study.
Results from the questionnaire support the following conclusions: (1) There was no significant
difference between the evaluations done in comparison to all employees and the evaluations done in
comparison to those in the department only.

(2) The majority of the graduates are performing the 'same as' or 'better than' other employees. (3) The
item, Represents a good educational background for work in Health, Physical Education, or Recreation,
impressed supervisors as being an item that the graduates exhibited higher than the other items in
comparison to all employees. (4) Supervisors, when comparing graduates to others in the same
department, noticed the ability to search for new methods and ideas to improve effectiveness. (5) Most
of the graduates evaluated did not have any 'worse than' marks indicating that their preparation made
them equal to or better than their co-workers. (6) The low combined ranking of the graduates in
finding, evaluating, and applying the research of others indicated a need for more preparation in that
area to meet that departmental objective. (7) The data indicated is that the Graduate Physical Education
Professional Preparation Program is producing graduates who are prepared very well to perform the
tasks of serving in Health, Physical Education, or Recreation, and are performing very well in their
profession. (8) The graduates evaluated ranked low in comparison to other objectives of the department
in the ability to identify and correct problems encountered in work.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to conduct a supervisor's evalua-
tion of the graduates of the Graduate Physical Education Professional
Preparation Program at Montana State University. Specifically, this
‘study attempted to: (1) design and develop a questionnaire for collec-
tion of data; (2) secure permission from graduates to be evaluated; (3)
conduct the initial mailing to all the graduates and supervisors, and
any follow-up correspondence that was necessary; (4) collect and treat
the data; and (5) present and analyze the results.

The study was delimited to graduates of Montana State University
in the Graduate Physical Education Professional Preparation Program
from 1969 through 1976, who have been professionally employed since
graduation. It was further delimited to the responses to the state-
ments on the questionnaire sent to the supervisors of the graduates,

. Questionnaires were sent to supervisors of 62 graduates who agreed
to be in the. study. Four graduates requested to be evaluated by two
different supervisors. Of the 66 questionnaires sent out 62 were com-
pleted and rettrned. The percentage of participation by the supervi-
sors was 94 percent.

A questionnaire was designed and developed by the investigator to
collect data needed for this study. Results from the questionnaire
support the following conclusions: (1) There was no significant dif-
.ference between the evaluations done in comparison to all employees and
the evaluations done in comparison to those in the department only.

(2) The majority of the graduates are performing the 'same as' or 'bet-
ter than' other employees. (3) The item, Represents a good educational
background for work in Health, Physical Education, or Recreation, im-
pressed supervisors as being an item that the graduates exhibited
higher than the other items in comparison to all employees. (4) Super-
visors, when comparing graduates to others in the same department, no-
ticed the ability to search for new methods and ideas to improve effec—
- tiveness. (5) Most of the graduates evaluated did not have any 'worse
than' marks indicating that their preparation made them equal to or
better than their co-workers. (6) The low combined ranking of the
graduates in finding, evaluating, and applying the research of others
indicated a need for more preparation in that area to meet that de-
partmental objective. (7) The data indicated is that the Graduate
Physical Education Professional Preparation Program is producing gradu-
ates who are prepared very well to perform the tasks of serving in
Health, Physical Education, or Recreation, and are performing very well
in the1r profession. (8) The graduates evaluated ranked low in com-
parison to other. objectives of the department in the ability to iden-
tify and correct problems encountered in work.




Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Periodically, it is the business of the field of education to
evaluate its past pgrfo;mance.- Results of thése evaluations prompt
change in areas fouﬁd lacking and reaséert the techniques used in
areas found to be highly effective. This process of evaluation and
change is a constant phenomenon in the life of a good teacher in his
individual teaching career. School, or departmental evaluations that
. encompass an entire system or department are done on a more systematic
baéis annually or at other time intervals deemed appropriate to the:
situation at hand.

A department gvaluation is the basis for fhis thesis. The gradu-
ate pfbgrém in ph&sical gducation at Montana State‘University was the
subject‘df the study done during the Winter and Spring quarters in

1977.

Statement of the Problem

The general probleﬁ of this study was to conduct a supervisor's
evaluation of the graduates of the Graduate Physical Education Pro-
fessional Prepaéatioh Program at Montana State University.

Specifically, this study attempted to:

1. design and develop a questionnaife.for collection of data;
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2. secure permissionAfrom graduates to be evaluated;

3. obtain names and addresses of supervisors who would do
the_evéluating;

4, cqnduct the initial mailing to all the graduates and
supervisors, and any follow—up.correspondence that was
necessary;

5. collect and treat the data; and

6. present and analyze the results.

Definitions

The following terms used‘in this study Wgre'defined by ﬁhe
investigator for use in this study and may not have the same
meaning as iﬁ everyday usage.

Evaluation. 'Evaluétion refers to an éscertation of the valqe
vof amouﬁt, or an éppraisal of some criterion. |

Graduate. Graduaté refers to a person who has completed all
. the requirements for a Master of Science degree in Physical Educa-
- tiomn. |

Graduate Physical Education Professional Preparation Program.

Graduate Physical Education Professional Preparation Program refers
to the curriculum at Montana State University that leads to the
degree of Master of Science in Physical Education or Master of

" Education Degree with emphasis in Physical Education.
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Supervisor. Supervisor refers to the person in charge of an

operation, or the person to whom a worker or employee is responsible.

Delimitations

This.study was delimited to those graduates of Montana State
" University in the Graduate Physical Educétion Professional Prepara-
tioﬁ Program from 1969 through 1976, who have been professionally
emplbyed since graduation. If was further delimited to Fhe re-
sponses to the statements on the questionnaire sent to the super-

visors of the graduates,

Limitations
This study was limited by those graduates who did not agree
to be evaluated by their supervisor, or did not respond to the

appeal to be in the study at all.

Justification of the Study

In 1975 Evans conducted.é survey of the gfaduates‘of the
Graduate Physicai Education Pfofessional Preparation Program
at Montana State University. 1In thét survey each graduate waé
asked to evaluate the courses that were included in his program.
He was to consider the merits of the course in preparing him for
his vocation and its usefulness in his job. The results of this_

- survey showed the attitudes of the graduates toward the courses
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they had taken and-how théy felt they have been prepared for their
.vocation. .

Prior to that study other graduate programs within the College
of.Education had been evaluated for Nationai Council for Accredi-
tation of Teacher Education (NCATE) aécreditation, the most recent
~ being in Fhe sﬁriﬁg qf 1973. At that time it was stated that

". . . also within the college, but determined as beyond

the scope of NCATE accreditation, is-a Master of Science
degree in Physical Education.'" (NCATE, 1:2)

This study sought to ascertain the effectiveness of the Graduate
Physciai Education Professional Preparation Program in order to
determine whether the department objectives were being accomplished.
To achieve this, an evaluation of the performance of the graduates
of this program was made of their work by their supervisors.

' "The advantages of examining the effectiveness of indi-
vidual performance is that better inferences can be
made about the total system from individual performance
than about individual performance from the performance
of the total system.'" (ERIC 8:2)

Hopefully, then,>as each graduate is evaluated, the feedback
' obtained will serve as an indicator of the performance of the

graduate program in preparing a product that is qualified to operate
effectively and efficiently in the real world of work.

The evaluation of a program can have useful results if the

method of evaluation is sound and reliable. If the evaluation is
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done on the basis of the objectives of the department then the

results of that evaluation should show how well those objectives

are being met.

"Planning a specific evaluation system for personnel should

begin with closely defined goals for the educational pro-
gram and evaluation purposes that .relate directly to the.
" over-all program goals." (ERIC 8:4)

T ——




Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

There have been other evaluations of the physical education
brogram at Montana State University at the undergraduate level.
The most recent one was the Sartorious study in 1971 (Sartorious
9). 'Evans, in 1975, conducted a survey of the graduates of the
Graduate Physical Education Professional Preparation Program at
Montana Stéte University. In that survey each graduate was,
asked to ev;luéte the‘méfits of each course he took in preparing
him-to-ﬁeet the challengés of his professional task (Evans 4).

fhe reseércher could find no study that pompletely paralleled
the technique af fhis study, however there were some artiéles in
the literature relative to evélgati@n.and graduate programs in
physical education.

Barnes, et al,, in an article concerning the professional
preparation of athletic adﬁinistrators stressed the need fori
strong emphasis in administrative techniques.

"The growth of athletics in schools and collegeé, the

expanding public interest, and the complex cultural
aspects of sports have resulted in athletic admini-
stration which is sufficiently unique to require
specialized professional preparation. Thus the need
for highly trained educators who can administer these

increasingly complex athletic programs has become more
and more important in today's educational system."




This article goes on to outline a program of graduate study for
those interested in the administration of athletics (Barnes
2:20).

Another aspect of graduate study‘thgt receives considerable
emphasis in the literature is the,preparafion and training of
researchers. Gutin noted éﬁ absence in some grédu?te programé
of proper emphasis on research training.

"An important vehicle for the production of quality research
by physical educators is grdduate education that is care-
fully structured to develop people who have the capacities
and tools necessary for scientific inquiry . . . From
the standpoint of the field of physical education, much
time and energy of high level faculty has been spent without
commensurate return to the field. The field would gain far
more if the student were trained to do quality research and
continued to do so throughout his professional life."

(Gutin 5:66) '

'-Meditch, noting the changing nature of the physical education
curriculum and the need for novel facilities stated:

"Designing facilities to meet these changing needs calls

for creating new thoughts and concepts. Appropriate areas
"and facilities must be initiated by those close to the new
philosophies—-namely, the physical educators themselves.
For this reason, a course in areas and facilities has been
inaugurated for graduate students majoring in physical
education at Ball State University . . . Any competent
physical education teacher can save his organization several
times his salary each year by the application of knowledge
gained through a course in planning facilities for physical
education and recreation." (Meditch 7:32)

Two studies were found that dealt with evaluation of graduate

programs in different ways than the method used in this study.
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Lirag conducted a study on the graduate program at the
University of the Philippines in order to determine the effec-
tiveness of that program in producing competent health educa-
tors. She compiled a list of competencies that were deemed to
be important in health education and then had the graduates them-
selves.respond as to how they felt the program had prepéred them
to be health educators (Lirag 6).

Buschner‘conducted a survey of graduate programs in physical
education in I1linois Universities. His purpose was to compare
the different programs based on the following criteria: graduate
student, graduate faculty, organizational patterns, instructional
methodology, instructional and research resources, and programs of
" study. He found that fhere was a great deal of variety among the
universities studied an& recommended that each graduate depart-
ment make it clear to its students jﬁst what the departmental
philosophies and purposes for the graduate study were. He also
recommended that universities maintaining separaté departments for
men and women cooperate more to provide quality programs (Buschner
3).

These articles and studies proved helpful in determining aréas
of emphasis and direction for this study. The researchers could
find no mention in the literature of evaluations done on the basis

of employer's or supervisor's evaluation of the product of the
ploy p P
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graduate program of a university.




Chapter 3
PROCEDURES

A qﬁestionnaire was develoﬁed by the researcher to procur
information about the performance of each graduate in his pro-
fessiohalltask. A quesfionnaire was used for ga;hering data
because it was impractical to interview each of the'supervisors
of the graduates personally. It was the most effic%ent and rapid
method of gathering the data needed for thé research and the |
design of the questionnaire was geared to provide easy analysis
by the Sigma Seven Computer at Montana State University,

A ﬁilot studylwas conducted usihg fourteen graduate students

in physical education at Montana State University during Winter

quarter 1977. The purpose of this study was to determine:

1. any. possible bias in the statements in the question—~
naire,
2. any ambiguities in the wording of the statements,

3. . the need for any additional information, and

4. ghe length of time needed to complete the questionnaire.
These sfudents were not included in the study.

Each graduate was evaluated by his supervisor on the basis of
the following ten statements of objectives of the graduate depart-

ment of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation at Montana
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State University.

10..

- To think and work in an organized fashion.

To be self-critical without being self—condehning.

To help build an investigative attitude that leads to
continual scrutiny and search for the truth.

To help clarify and pull together personal philosophic
concepts, to provide for the exploring of the philo-
sophic concepts of the profession's leaders. To pro-
vide the opportunity to understand the foundations
upon which professional thought and practice rest.

To provide the opportunity to begin developing a speciali~
zation in health education, physical education, recrea-:
tion, or athletics., .

To provide chances to engage in independent study.

To remain fquible enough to remain teachable.

To be able to evaluate, interpret, and apply the research
of others, :

To be able to identify and analyze significant problems
and to plan and conduct research.

To contribute to the'body of knowledge in one's .field
(Montana State University 10:6).

The questionnaire called for two evaluations, one a comparison

with all employees in the school or business, and the second, a

comparison with employees in thelgraduatesy department only. The

fourteen criteria for evaluation were based on the ten statements

of objectives. The questionnaire (Appendix A), a cover letter

requesting permission of the graduate to be evaluated along with an.
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explanation~of the study (Appendix B), and-a'self—addressed,
stamped, return postcard that either granted permission for the
researcher to contact the supervisor and gave his name, title,
and address, or indicated un&illingness to be included in the
study (Appendix C), were sent to each of the 81 graduates of. the
Graduate Physical Education Professional Preparation Program at
Montana State University.

Once the postcard was returned, permission granted,:and
the name, address, and position of the supervisor given,.a ques-
'tionnaire, letter of explanation (Appendix D), and a self-addressed,
stamped envelope were sent to each supervisor named.

~Those whq refused to be in the study were not céntactéd again
and were not.included in the study.

In the case of those graduates who did not respond to the
first letter, a follow-up cover letter (Appendix E), another
questionnaifé and a permission postcard ﬁas sent three weeks later.

For fhose graduates Qho still did not respond, a second follow-
up cover letter (Appendix F), with a questionnaire'and a perﬁission.
postcard was sent. This was the last attempt to confact the gradu-
ates,

After'the questionnaire was sent to the supervisors, five
weeks ﬁas given for them to return the information and then é

follow-up explanation letter (Appendix G), with another questionnaire
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and a self-addressed, stamped envelope was sent. This was the
last attempt to contact the supervisors.

A daily record of responses was kept so all subéequent-
mailings that were necessary could be kept current. This
~record alsé indicated when follow—up letters should be sent.

- The data was collected by the questioﬁnaires returned by
the superviéors of the graduates and tabulated. It waé then
entered on a form for a chi-square analysis by the Sigma Seven
Computer at Montana State University, Tﬁe results have been

summarized into tables in a later chapter.




Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA

-The data presented in this chapter was collected froml62
"graduates of the Graduate Physical Education.P:ofessiOnal'Prepafa—
tion‘Program at Montana State University during Winter and Spring
.. Quarter in 1977. Questionnaires were sent to 66 supervisors of
graduates who égreed to be in the study. Four graduates requested
to be eValuatgd by two supervisors.

There have been 81 recipients of the Master's Degree in
Physical Education since the program was instituted. Of thpée
81 graduates, the current address of one could not be determined.
0f the remaining 80 graduates, 72 (89 percent) responded to.the
”request to be in the study. There were four people (4;9 percent)
who did not want to be evaluéted by a supervisor and 6 (7.4 per-
cent) who haﬁe not been professionally employed since graduation.
Eight graduates (9.9 pefcent) did not respond to any of the three
‘lettérg.of'request for permission, That left the 62 graduates who
agreed to be evaiuaﬁed‘for the study. Since four graduates re-
quested a double evalﬁation, 66 questionnaires Qefe sent to
sﬁpervisors'fequesting thé desired information. Sixty-two (94

percent) of these questionnaires were returned to the researcher.
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There were two analyses done to the responses on the question-
naire. First, a Chi-square analysis was done to determine if there
was any significant difference between thé comparison with all
employees and the comparison with only those employées in the same
department. - Second, the percentages of scores in each of the cate~
gorie; was tabulated and each item was ranked to show the coﬁparison
of one item with the others. To arrive at the proper ¥anking a
"better than' evaluation was given three points, a 'same as' ‘two
points, and a 'worse than' one Point. The total was then used to
rank the fourteen items in order.

All questions are presented as they appeared on the question-
naire. The .05 level of significance for the Chi-square analysis
was usédiand tbe percentages were computed to the nearest tenth
of one percent.

The responses to questions not specific to the questionnaire
indicated that of those involved in education, 12 are presently
in elementary, 14 in junior high,” 28 in senior high, one in junior
céllege, and 11 at tﬁe college level. Some are currently working
at more than one level. Sixteen graduates indicated they were in—
Qolvéd in administration, 48 in teaching, 39 in coaching, seven in
recreation, and one in counselling. Agéin, many of the graduates
are working in more than one area.

Fifty-four of the returned questionnaires showed the length of
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time the employee had been in the employ of the school or business.

The average length of

years with the median falling at 3.5 years.

17 years to one year.

Table 1

Shows Ability to Think and Work
In an Organized Fashion

employ in one school or business was 3.9

The range was from

Chi-

Better Same Worse No
Than As Than °~ Response  Square
All : D ag . . g
" Employees 34(54.8%) 25(40.3%) 0(0%) 3(4.84)‘.'
‘Department . ' B . 7064
Orily 35(56.4%) 22(35.5%) “0(0%) 5(8.1%) . '

Ttem 1. Shows abilify to think and work in aﬁ 6nganizéd fashion.

The figures in Table 1 indicate that 34, or 54.8 percent, of

the employees of the graduates in the study rate them 'better than'

other émployées in the school or business at thinking or working in

~ an organized fashion. Twenty-five, or 40.3 percent, were categorized

—
as being.the 'same as' others in the employ of the school or busi-

ness. There was not one employer who felt that the graduate in

question demonstrated worse ability than the others. Three super-

visors, or 4.8 percent, did not respond to the item.
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By comparison, when rated against other people'in the same
department, 35, or 56.4 percent, of the supervisors rated the
graduate as 'be;ter than' others ip the same department. Twenty-
two, or 35.5 percent, responded in the 'same as' category, and,
again, no oné tﬁought4the person being evaluated rated 'worse
than' others in the department. Five, or 8.1 percent of the
evaluators di& not respond to this item in comparing the,éraduate
to others in the same department.

The Chi-square analysis value was .7064 which at the .05
level of significancé is less than the necessary value of 5.991
‘needed to show a significant difference between the comparison
of the graduates to all employees and to only those employees
in the éame department.

.The percentage ranking of item number one revealed that when
used as-an evaluative measure against all employees it ranked.

. seventh.. Howevef,.as a measure within the depaftment, it ranked

third.
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Table 2

Seeks Suggestions From Others in Order
To Improve Instruction

Better Same _ Worse ‘No Chi~-
Than As Than Response  Square

All . . . ]
Employees 28(45.2%) 27 (43.5%) 4(6.5%) 3(4.8%)
- ‘ , - 1.2083
e 30(48.47)  25(40.3%)  2(3.2%) . 5(8.1%)

/

Item 2. Seeks suggestions from others in order to improve instruc-
tion. '

Table 2 shows how the graduates were rated on item number two.
Twenty-eight, or 45.2 percent of the supervisors rated the graduates
as_'Better than' all other employees at seeking suggestioﬁs from
others in order to improve performance. Iwenty-seven, or 43.51per7
cent of the graduates were thought to be the 'same as' other em-
ployees and four, or 6.5 percent of them impressed their super-
visors as being 'worse than' other employees working in the business
or school., Three sqper&isors, or 4.8 percent did not respond to
that item.

When comparing tﬁe graduates to others in the same depart-

ment, 30, or 48.4 percent of the supervisors rated them as"better.
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than' others in the same department. Twenty-five, or 40.3 percent of
the 62 questionnaires placed the graduates as the 'same.as' others
in the same department. There were two, or 3.2 percent, of the super-
visoré who rated the graduates as 'worse than' others in this category.
Five, or 8.1 percent of the sufervisors did not respond to this item
on the qﬁesti&nnaire. |

The value of the Chi-square analysis was 1.2038 and again this
item did not register a significant difference between the way the
graduates were evaluated when compared with all employees and wher
they were compared with the people in the same department. The value
neceséary to show a significant difference would be 7.815.°

This item ranked twelfth in the list of the fourteen items on

the questionnaire for comparison of the graduates with all employees.

In the ranking for the départment only it ranked ninth.
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Table 3

Is Receptive to Constructive Criticism

Better : Same Worse No Chi-
Than As Than Response Square

All ; i ' - ]
Employees 29(46'$4) 25(40.3%) 5(8.1%) 3(4.8%) | |
! . 1.3095

DePSE§$e“t 25(40.3%)  28(45.2%)  4(6.5%)  5(8.1%)

Item 3. Is receptive to constructive criticism.

Table 3 shows the evaluation made on.the graduates poncérning
their receptiveness to constructive criticism. Twenty-nine, or 46.8 
percent of the supervisors evaluated them as beirg "better thén' othé;
employees in the businés; or school. There were 25, or 40.5 pefcent
of the supervisors who rated them as being the 'same as' all other
employees, and five, or 8.1 percent of them rated the graduate they
worked with as being 'worse than' other employees in accepting con-
structive criticism. Three, or 4.8 percent'of the suéérvisors did not
"respond to this item on the quesfionnaire.

In comparison with other people working in the same department
25, or 40.3 percent of the supervisors rated the graduates in the
"better than' category. Twenty-eight, or 45.2 percent saw the gradu-

ates -as being the 'same as' other people in the department in being
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receptive to constructive criticism,

Four, or 6.5 percent of the

supervisors felt the graduates with whom they worked were 'worse

than' others in the department. Five, or 8.1 percent did not respond

to the item.

Once again the Chi-square analysis did not show a significant

difference as the value of 1.3905 was less than the required 7.815

needed to show significance.

The ability of each graduate to be receptive to constructive

.criticism ranked tenth when compared with other items on the question-

naire for all employees and it ranked fourteenth, or last, as an item

of comparison for the department only.

Table 4

Evaluates Own Performance and Tries to Improve Effectiveness

Better Same Worse No Chi~
Than ‘As Than Response Square
All 38(61.37%)  19(30.6%)  2(3.27)  3(4.8%)
Employees . 8432
Department 33(53.2%) 23(37.1%) 1(1.6%) 5(8.1%)

Only
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Item 4. Evaluates own‘performance and tries to improve effeétiveness.

Table 4 shows the results of the evaluation by supérvisors on
item number 4. Thirty-eight, or 61.3 percent of the supervisors ratéd
the graduates in the survey as being 'better than' all employees at
self-evaluation. Nineteen, or 30.6 percent ﬁf the supervisors felt
that their graduates were the 'same as' other employees, while two,
or 3.2 percent‘of those supervisors who responded rated them as 'worse
than' the other employeés with whom they worked. Three, or 4.8 per-
cent did not réspond. |

-When the graduates in the survey were evaluated in comparison
with other employees in the same department, 33; or 53.2 percent of
the supervisors rated them as 'better than' the others; 23, or 37.1
percent rated them the 'same as' the others; and one, or 1.6 pergeﬁt
of the supervisors rated his employee as 'worse than' the others.
Five, or 8.1 percent did not respoﬁd to this item oﬁ the question-
ﬁaire. | |

There was no significant difference between thé evaluations
cqﬁpariné the graduates with all employees and those comparing them
with employees in the same department. Thg chi-square value of
.8342 was less than the necessary value of 5.991 needed to show a
significant difference.

In the ranking of this item in the categories of all employees,

and within the department only, it ranked fifth in both areas.
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Table 5

Searches for New Methods and Ideas to Improve Effectiveness

Better Same Worse - No Chi-
Than As Than Response Square

A1l ) . . )
Employees 38(61.3%)  20(32.3%) 1(1.6%) 3(4.8%)

.6566
Depgi§$e“t 39(62.9%)  17(27.4%)  1(1.6%)  5(8.1%)

Item 5. Searches for new methods and ideas to improve effectiveness.
Table 5 presents the results of item 5 on the questionnaire.
Thirty-eight, or 61.3 percent of the supervisors categorized the gradu-
ate as 'better than' the other eﬁployees in their school or businessf

Twenty, or 32.1 percent rated them the 'same as' the other workers,
and one, or 1.6 percent of the supervisors rated the graduaté as 'worse
than' the other employees at searching for new methods or ideas to
improve effectiveness. Three, or 4.8 percent of the supervisors did
not respond to this‘item.

Comparing them to other employees.in the same department 39,
or 62.9 percent rated them as 'better than' others in the depart-
ment. Seventeen, or 27.4 percent were rated as the 'same as' the
others in the department on this item. Again one, or 1.6 percent of

the supervisors rated the graduate as 'worse than' the others in the
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department. Five, or 8.1 percent of the supervisors did not respond ‘
to this item.

The' chi~square analysis did not reveal a significant difference
between all employees and the department.only. The .6566 vaiue was
less than the 5.991 value qéeded to show é significant difference at
the .05 level of significancé.

When ranking th;s item in the list of fourteen items for all
émployees it was found that this item ranked fourth on the list. By
comparison, it ranked first on the list when used as a criterion of

evaluation for the départment only.

Table 6

Repfesents a Good Educational Background for Work
In Health, Physical Education, or Recreation

 Better Same Worse ' No - Chi-
Than As- ’ Than Response Square
All g, , g - o . v.-a
Employees 43(69.3%) 15(24.2%) 0(0.0%) 4(6.5%) o504
'Depg;‘l“;ent 39(62.9%)  16(25.87)  1(1.6%) .  6(9.7%)

Item 6. Represents a good educational background for work in Health,
Physical Education, or Recreation.

The results shown in Table 6 indicate that 43, or 69.3 percent
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of the supervisors felt the'graduate represented a better educétional
background than other employees for work in Health, Physical Educa-
tibﬁ, or Recreation. Fifteen, or 24.2 percent ranked them as the
'same as' other employees, while no supervisofs raﬁked'any graduéfes
as 'worse than' the othér employees. Four, or 6.5 percent did not
respond to the item on tﬁe questionnaire.

Thirty-nine, or 62.9 percent of the supervisors,  in rating the
graduate by.comparing them to others in.the department onlv,'rgted
them 'better than' others in the department. There were 16, or 25.8
peréent of the Supérvisors who felt the graduates were the 'same as'
‘otheré in the department. ‘There was one; or 1.6 percent of thg super=
visors who rated a graduate as 'worse than' the other ones in the
departmeﬁt. Six, or 9.7 percent of the supervisors did not respond
to the item. -

Again, the chijsquare_analysis revealed no significant differenCe
in the two comparisons. The value of 1.0504 was less than the 5.991
level needed to show a significant difference.

When used as a criterion of evaluation for all employees this
item ranked number ome for the graduates and second as a criterioh

for evaluation within the department only.
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Table 7

Demonstrates Ability to Identify and
Correct Problems Encountered in Work

Better Same Worse No Chi-
Than As Than Response Square

A1l : :
Employees 27(43.5%) 29(46.8%) 3(4.8%) 3(4.8%)
.7923
Department
Only 28(45.2%) 27(43.5%) 2(3.2%) 5(8.1%)

Item 7. Demonstrates ability to identify and correct problems
encountered in work.

Table 7 shows the results of the evaluation on the criterion
of demonsfratéd ability to identify and correct problems encoun-
tered in work. Twenty-seven, or 43.5 percent of the supervisors
rated the.graduétes as 'better than' others in the school or busi-
ness at problem solving in work, Twenty—nine;:or 46.8 percent were
" rated as the 'same as' others while three, or 4.8 pefcent we?e labeled
as 'worsé than' other employees. Three, or 4.8 percent of the super-
visors did not indicate a resbonse to this item.

For the deparfment only evaluation 28, or 45.2 pgfcent of the
supervisors rated the graduates as 'better than' other employees in

the department. Twenty-seven, or 43.5 percent rated them as the

'same as' others in the department, and two, or 3.2 percent of the
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supervisors felt the graduate rated 'worse thaﬁ' otheré in the same
deparfment. Fi&e, or 8.1 percentigave’no response to this item,

A value of 7.815 was needed on the chi-square analysis to show
a éignificant difference between the section for all employees and
the éection for depaétment only. A value of .7923 was found éhowing
no significant difference at the .05 level of significance.

Ranking this item in relation to the other items on the ques-
tiénnaire showed that it ranked thirteenth on the eﬁaluation of all’
employees and twelfth on the evaluation of employees in the same

department. : ' ,

Table 8

Demonstrates Ability to Find, - Evaluate, and Apply
The Research of Others to His/Her Work -

Better ' Same Worse ' ‘No . Chi-
Than , As Than Response’ Square
All - ‘
Employees - 26(41.9%) 28(45.2%) 3(4.8%) 5(8.1%)
' .3396
Department .
Only - 29 (46.8%) 25(40.3%) 3(4.8%)__ 5(8.1%)

Item 8, Demonstrates ability to find, evaluate, and apply the re-
~ search of others to his/her work. ' :

The,information in Iable 8 shows the results of item 8 on the
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questionnaire. Twenty-six or 41.9 percent of the supervisors
rated the graduates as 'better than' other employees in the
search, evaluation, and application of the research of others.
Twenty-eight, or 44.2 percent of thé graduates were evaluated as
the 'same as' other employees, three, or 4.8 percent of the super-
_ visors felf their.graduates were 'worse than' other employees.
Five, or 8.1 percent did néf respond -to this item.

For the section on the departmeﬁt only, 29, or 46.8 perceﬁt
of the supervisors judged the graduates to be 'better than' the
vother employees in the.department. Twenty-five, or 40.3 percent
-judgéd them to be the 'same as' the others in the department and
three, or 4.8 percent of the supervisors judged their graduate
to be 'worse than' others in the department. Again, five or 8.1
percent of the supervisors did not respond to this item on the
quesyionnaire.

A value of 7.815 Was’needed for the chi-square anélysis to
show a significént difference between the two sections on the
Auestionnéire; A level of .3396 was foun&, thus no significant
diffé?ence.at the .05 level of significance was found.

In ranking this item by the weighted percentages explained
earlier this item.ranked last, or fourteenth in the section for
all employees. For the départment only section it achieved a

ranking of elevenﬁh.
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Table 9

Demonstrates an Ability to Contribute to the
Knowledge in His/Her Field

Better Same Worse No Chi-
Than As Than Response Square

All . . . )
Employees 32(51.6%) 22(35.5%) 4(6.5%) 4(6.5%)

Deoa 4.4155
CPETTIONt  30(48.47)  26(41.97)  0(0.0D)  6(9.72)

Item 9. Demonstrates an ability to contribute to the knowledge in
his/her field.

The results shown in Table 9 reveal that 32, or 51.6 percent
of the supervisors rated the graduates as 'better than' other em-
ployees, and 22, or 35.5 percent of thém saw the graduate as the
'same as' other employees. There were four or 6.5 percent of the
supervisors who rated the graduates as 'worse than' others in the
business or school. TFour, or 6.5 percent did not respond to this
item.

In the section for the department only 30, or 48.4 percent of
the supervisors rated the graduates as 'better than' other employees
in the same department. In addition, 26, or 41.9 percent evaluated
the graduates as the 'same as' others while no supervisors rated a

graduate as 'worse than' the others in the department for this
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criterioﬁ. Six or 9.7 percent of fhe supervisors did not respond
to this item.

A chi-square level of 4.4155 was found in that analysis of the
data, however a value of 7.815 was necessary to show a significant
difference between the two sections.

The ranking of this item indicated that it ranked in eighth

place in both of the categories on the questionnaire.

Table 10

Demonstrates a Commitment to his/her Work

Better . Same Worse No Chi-~
Than As Than Response Square

All
" Employees 39(62.9%) 20(32.3%) 0(0.0%) 3(4.8%)
1.7657
Department
Only 32(51.6%) 25(40.3%)  0(0.0%Z) . 5(8.1%)

Item 10. Démqnstrates a commitment to his/her work.

Table 10 showed that 39, or 62.9 percent of the graduates were
rated as 'beéter than' all. employees at demonstrating a commitment
to their work. Another 20, or 32.3 percent felt the graduates were
the 'séme as' the others, ;nd no supervisors felt they Wefe 'worse

than' the others in the school or business. Three, or 4.8 percent
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of the superyisors did not respond to this particular item on the
questionnaire.

In the section for the department only 32, or 51.6 percent of
the supervisors rated thé graduates as 'better than' the otﬁers in
the department. There were 25 of 40.3 percent of the superﬁisors
who evaluated the graduates as the 'same as' others in the depart-
ment. There were no supervisors who rated a graduate as 'wsrse
than' others in fhe department. Five, or-8.1 percent &id'not regis-—
tef a response to this item.

In the chi-squared analysis a level of 1.7657 was found but
this was nﬁt siénificant since a level of 5.991 was necessary to
show a significant difference at the .05 level of significancé.

This item ranked second on the . .list of fourteen for the cate-
gory of all employees on the questionnaire. TFor the other section,
department only, the item ranked sixth on the list of fourteen

items.
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Table 11

Demonstrates Enthusiasm for His/Her Work

Befter Same Worse No Chi-
Than As Than Response Square

A1l ' ; ; ]
Employees  39(62.90) . 18(20.0%)  2(3.20)  3(4.8%) L
I L9619
B oaly | 34(54.87)  23(37.1%) . 0(0.0%)  5(8.1%)

Item 11. Demonstrates enthusiasm for his/her work

Table 11 shows the results of the evaluation of demonst?ating
enthusiasm for work. Thirty-nine, o£ 62.9 percentvof the super-
visors of the graduates rated them as 'better than' all employees
in this area. Eighteen, or 29 percent were rated as the 'same
_ asf all employees, while two, or 3.2 percent were rated as 'worse
than' other employees. .Three, or 4.8 percent did not respond to
- this item. |

Thirty—fouf, or 54.8 percent of the supervisors rated the
graduates as 'Eetter than' other employees in the same department.
In addition, 23,.or 37.1 percent of the supervisors felt thé gradu~-
ates were the 'same as' the others in the department. No super- |
visor rated a‘graduate as 'worse than' otbers in the departmen;, but

five, of 8.1 percent of the supervisors did not respond to this item
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at all.

The chi-square analysis required a value of 5.991 to show
:a significant difference at the .05 level. The value of .9619
does not indicate a significant difference be;ween the two cate-
gories in this item.

In ranking this item of enthusiasm for Wdrk a raﬁking of third
was found for the category of all employees and fourth for the cate-

gory of department only.

Table 12

Demonstrates the Ability to Develop and Implement
New Programs and/or Methods

Better Same Worse No Chi-
Than As Than Response Square

All |
Employees 37(59.7%)  18(29.02)  3(4.8%)  4(6.5%)

4.6303
Depgz;;ent 32(51.6%)  24(38.7%7)  0(0.0%)  6(9.7%)

Item 12. Demonstrates the ability to develop and implement new pro-
grams and/or methods.

Table 12 shows the éupervisors' evaluation of the graduates in
demonstrating ability to develop and implement new programs and
methods. Thirty-seven, or 59.7 percent of the supervisors rated,

the graduates as 'better than' all employees. FEighteen, or 29
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percent of the supervisors felt the graduates were the 'same as'
other employees, .and three, or 4.8 percent felt they were 'worse
than' all employees. Four, or 6.5 percent of the supervisors did
not respond to this item. |
In the section on the depértment only, 32, or 51.6 percent
of the supervisors rated the graduates as 'better than' other em-
ployees in the same department. Twenty-four, or 38.7 éercent of
. the supervisors eyaluated the graduates as the ;same as' the
others in tﬁe department. There were no supervisors who rated a
- graduate as 'Worse than' others in the éepartment. Six, or 9.7
percent of the supervisors did not respond to this item.
The chi-square value of 4.6303 again was not significant at
: the..OS level as a value of 7.815 was needed to show a significant
difference for this itgm.
' Ttem 12 ranked sixth on fhe all employee section of the ques-
tionnaire. In the section for the department only it ranked seventh

of the fourteen items.
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Table 13

Demonstrates the Ability to Communicate Ideas to Others

Better Same Worse No Chi-

Than As Than Response Square
All .
Employees 29(46.8%) 27(43.5%) 3(4.8%) 3(4.8%) N
Department | - 7189

Only - = 29(46.8%) 26(41.9%2) 2(3.2%) 5(8.1%)

Item 13. Demonstrétgs the ability to communicate ideas to others.

The results in Table 13 indicate the results of the super-
visor's evaluation of the graduates on the basié of ability to
communicate ideas to others. Iwenty-nine, or 46.8 percent of the
supervisors felt the graduates were 'ﬁetter than' other employees
on this item. Twenty—seveﬁ, or 43.5 percent felt the graduates were
the 'same as' other employees. Theré ﬁere three, or 4.8 percent
supervisors who rated the graduates as 'worse than' other employees,
and three, or 4.8 percent who did not respond to that item on tﬁe
questionnaire.

In the section for department only 29, or 46.8 percent of the
supervisors rated the graduates as 'better than' others in the
department. Twenty-six, or 41.9 percent rated the graduates as

the 'same as' the others. There were two, or 3.2 percent of the
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superviéors who indicated the graduate was ’'worse than' others
in the department. Five, or 8.1 percent did not fegister a response
to that item.

The chi—équare analysis agaiq did not show 'a significant
difference at the .05 levell A value of .7189 was found, but a
vaiue of 7.815 was needéd to show significance.

The rankiﬁg of this item placed it in ninth place for fhe
section of all employees, and in tenth place‘for the department

only section.

Table 14

Demonstrates the Ability to Understand
The Ideas of Others '

Better Same Worse " No ' Chi-
Than As Than - Response Square

All

Employees  28(45.27)  28(45.22)  3(4.87)  3(4.8%)
, - | 3.9457
‘Department ' . e . .
P only. 25(40.3%)  32(51.6%) . 0(0.0%) - 5(8.1%)

Item 14. Demonstrates the ability to undexstand the ideas of others.
Table 14 shows the results of item 14 on the questionnaire.
Twenty-eight, or 45.2 percent of the supervisors felt the gfaduates

were 'better than' all employees in understanding the ideas of others.
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Twenty—eight, or 45.2 percent of the superyisors_evaluafed the
graduates. as the 'same as' all employees in that aréa. Three, or
4.8 percent registered no response to this item.

$wehty—five, or 40.3 percent of the‘sdperviéors, ip comﬁaring .
the graduates to others in the department, rated them as "better
than' otﬁers.in the department. Thirty—t%o, or 51.6 percent'of the
supervisors rated them as the 'same as' others in the department,
and no supervisors rated them as 'worse than' others in the depart-
ment. Five, or 8.1 percent of the supervisors did not respond to
that item.

A chi~square value of 7.815 would have been necessary to
register é significant difference, but a wvalue of 3,9457 was found
so there was no -significant difference in this itemlon thg question—
naire, |

"Item 14 ranked eleveﬁﬁh in the section of all employees of
the fourteen items. In the department only section it ranked
thifteenth of the fourteen items‘on the questionnaire.

Item 15. Pléase_add any other comments about the graduate's
abilities to his/her performance. '

- 1is an excellent coach--has the knowledge and ability to:
demonstrate and teach the skills needed for students.

- is an enthusiastic, energetic, optimistic prdfessional.—-
nice to have on our staff.--a credit to teaching. .
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strong in planning and performance--low in human relation
" skills,

very concerned about providing the best for students.

knowledge of the physiological aspects of running and en-
durance conditioning have helped our distance program
immensely.--is respected by our athletes because of know-
ledge and interest in and dedication to them.

is extremely conscientious and hard working.--has a very
good rapport with students and with other faculty members.

this teacher appears to lack empathy for students, does not
communicate well and, in short, we are displeased with his .
performance in light of Masters Degree and several years
experience.

shows outstanding ability in understanding the personal
needs of students.--helps teams set achievable goals so
that they feel like winners even if they lose.

is inclined to work best when given freedom to develop own
curriculum and relate to students in own way.-—identifies
with students, responds to their enthusiasm and is most
successful in using expertise to direct them.--academic
preparation is evident in relationship with students- and is
an above average teacher in the classroom.

is an outstanding individual.--is an asset to our school
and a pleasure to work with.--people of that caliber are
few and far between in this day and age.

is an outstanding teacher and co-~worker,--coaching tech--
niques, student coordination, and teaching methods are
outstanding,—-is one of the highest quality all-around
educators I have ever known. .

has handled the P.E. program very well.

an outstanding professional who puts everything into the
job.-~This individual's desire .to provide the best possible
program is only hindered by the limitation of 24 hours in a
day.
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is a hard worker.--has good rapport with most of the faculty
and students.--does as much or more than is required.

is a fine representative of your program and the profession
of physical education.

is a hard worker and very dedicated, but has a tendency
to get frustrated over small matters.-—doesn' t like per-
.sonal criticism,

person of extremely high principles, professionally.—-
outstanding patience.

is an outstanding physical educator.

good reputation as coach, teacher, and referee in sports
field.--is fast maturing into a very capable-administrator.

has the maturity and personality to make change happen in
individual students.

relates well to others, provides a positive image for the
college.

this is a very positive evaluation because is a
very good teacher and.person,.

serves us well.

came to our school in the middle of a building program need -
and has worked with care and meticulous order. All the
teachers like and respect abilities and per-
sonal character. S '

competent person--needs more experience handling students--
also must improve handling details. He has tremendous po-
tential.

personality conflicts and somewhat negative attitude create
some problems,

is highly energetic and enthusiastic in work and has a very
analytical mind.
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very dédicated to working with young people. An excellent
basketball coach--knowledgeable; able to get the best out

of team members.

is a very conscientous and a personable person.--has been an. -
asset to our school. )

dedication and idealism tend to heighten sensitivity to
criticism,

is willing to share work load in related areas.--is willing
to take stands on controversial issues.

is a very cooperative and hard working instructor.

is an excellent teacher devoted mainly to the interest of
our students.

enthusiasm and outstanding characteristic.—-~willing to give
freely of own time.--is an outstanding teacher and coach.

is very conscientous and hard working.-~is also extremely
personable and works well with people.--~has a sincere in-

terest in young people and their future.

exceptional dedication and interest make one of
the best in the department.

outstanding professional.

is the most sincere person I have ever observed in the P.E.
program. :

has done a superlativé job in first year with us.

excelient employee relations and a good staff andlprofessiqn—
al person.

is very capable and responsible in the physical education
area, but sometimes is not as dynamic and forceful as
could be.

is an outstanding teacher.




Chapter 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to conduct a supervisor's

evaluation of the graduates of the Graduate -Physical Education

Professional Preparation Program at Montana State University.

Specifically this .study attempted to:

1.

2.

5.

6.

design and develop a éuestionnaire for collection 6f data;
secure permission from graduates to be évaluated;

obtain names and addresses of supervisors who would do
the evaluating;

conduct the initial mailing to all the graduates and
sﬁpervisors, and any follow-uprcorfespondénce that was
necessary;

collect énd treat the data; and

present and analyze the data.

This study was delimited to those graduates of Montana State

University in the Graduate Physical Education Professional Prepara-

tion Program from 1969 through 1976 who have been professionally

employed since graduation. It was further delimited to the responses

to the statements on the fuestionnaire sent to the supervisors of

the graduates.

This study was limited by those graduates who did not agree to
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be evaluated by their supervisors, or did not respond to the‘appéél
to be in-the study at all,

A quéstionnaire.developed by the researcher waé used to collect
the data for this study. Questionnaires were sent to‘66>supervisors .
of‘graduaﬁes who agréed to be in the study. . Ninety-~four percent
of ;hose questionnaires were returned. The data was then tabulated
and entered on a form fbr'chi-square analysis,‘as well as computed
for percentages which were rounded to the nearest tenth of one per-
cent for presentation in table fofm.

The questionnaire response, review of related literature, dis-
cussions with professors, and the author's background provided‘the
basis for drawing conclusions and making fecommendatio;s about the

~ .
Graduate Physical Education Professional Preparation Program at
Montana State University.

A summary of the findings follows.

The chi-square analysis of the data gathered from the returned
questionnaires indicated that there was no significant difference
between the comparison of the graduates to all employees and the
" comparison to only those employees in.the same department. This
analysis was geared to show significance at the .05 level of signifi-
cance, There were no items on the questionnaire that showed a sig-
nificant difference.

There was some variation in the percentage ranking of the items
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between the comparisons to all‘employees and to those employees
in the department.

Item 6, '"Represents a good educational background for work
in Health, Physical Education, or Recreation," had the highest
cbmbinéd ranking‘being first on the list for all empioyees and..
second for the ranking in the department only.

Item 5, "Séarches for new methods and ideas to improve‘effec—

tiveness,"

ranked first on the ranking list for department only and
fourth for the comparison to all employees giving it fhe second
highest combined ranking.

“Item 11, "Demonstrates enthusiasm for his/her work," followed
with the third best combined ranking. That item ranked third on the
all émployee section and fourth on the department oﬁly part.

Following With_the fourth highest combined ranking was Item
10, '"Demonstrates a commitment to his/her work." It ranked second
on the list for all employees, but was ranked sixth for the compari-
son.to employges in the same department. |

The cémbined ranking showed a tie for the next position as
Item 4, "Evaluates own performance and tries to improve effective-
ness,'" which ranked fifth on both sections, and Item 1, '"shows ability

' with a seventh on the

to think and work in an organized fashion,’
all employee part had the same combined total,

Ttem 12, "Demonstrates the ability to develop and implement new
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p;ograms and/or methods," finishéd next in the ranking, placing
sixth on the list for all employees and seventh for department
only. ' |

Item 9, '"Demonstrates an ability to contribute to the knowledge
in his/her field," was next on the combined ranking'finishiné eighthl‘
- on each list. | |
Item 13, '"Demonstrates the ability to communicate ideas to

others,"

ranking ninth on the all employee list and tenth on the
department only section followed next in the combined ranking.
Item 2, "Seeks suggestions from others in order to improve

' ranked ninth on the department only section and twelfth

performance,’
on the all employee list. This combined ranking places it next on
_the list of ranked items,

Tied in.the next place in the rankings were Item 3, "Is recep-
tive to constructive criticism,” and Item 14; "Demonstrates the
ability to understand the ideas of others." Item 14 ranked eleventh
when graduafes were compared to those in the department only. Item
3, was ‘tenth in the ranking for all employees, but finished last when

N
the graduates were compared to others in the same department at being
receptive to constructive criticism.

Tied for last position were Item 7, 'Demonstrates ability to

identify and correct problems encountered in work,'" and Item 8,

"Demonstrates ability to find, evaluate, and apply the research of
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others to his/her task."”

In no item was the 'worse than' category checked more than
the 'same as' or 'better than' category. Thé highest number of
'worse than' checks was four in Item 9, all employees, and Item - .
3, department only. In 23 of the 28 categories, (82 percenf) the
"better than' category had the highest numbér of marks. Forty-six
percent, or 13 times the 'better than' category had over half of
the mérks of the 62 possibilities. The highesf number of 'better
than' marks was 43 in Item 6, all employees. Item 14, department
only, was the only 'same as' category that had over half of the
marks in any particular iteﬁ. In Items 7, all eﬁployees; 8, all
employees; 3, department only; and 14, department only, the 'same
as' category had the highest number of marks in the item. The lowest
number of 'better than' marks was in Item 14, department only and
Item 3, department only. The highest numbér of no responses were
Items 6, department oniy; 9, éepartment only; and 12, department

‘only.

Conclusions

1. There was no significant difference between the evaluations
done in comparison to all employees and the evaluations done in com-
parison to those in the department only as assessed by supervisors

of the graduates.
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2. The majofity of the graduates are performing the 'same as'
or 'better than' other employees. The highest number of 'worse
than' evaluations was four. WNine items in the two categories did not
have any graduates evaluated as 'worse than' the other employees.
3. Item 6, "Represents a good educational background for work

' impressed supervisors

in Health, Physicai Education, or Recreation,'
as being an item that the graduates exhibited higher than the
"others in comparison to all employees.

4, Supefvisors, when comparing graduates to others in the same
department, noticed their ability to search for new methods an&
ideas to improve effectiveness.

5, Most of the graduates evaluated did not have any 'worse
than' marks indicating that their preparation made them equal to or.
better than their co-workers.

6. The low combined ranking of the graduates in finding,
evaluating, and applying the research of others indicated a nee& for
more preparation in that area to meet that departmental objective.

7.. The data indicated that the Graduate Physical-Eduéation

“Professional Preparation Program ié producing'éraduates who are pre-
pared very well to perform the tasks of working in Health, Physical
Education or Recreation, and are performing well in their profession.

8. The graduates evaluated ranked low in comparison to other

objectives of the department in the ability to identify and correct
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problems encountered in work.

Recommendations

The author proposes the following recommendations:

1. A similar evaluation of the graduates done on a regular
basis. "
2, An evaluation of each course offered in the graduate pro-

gram to see if it aids in meeting any or all of the department ob-
jectives.

3. More emphasis on problem identification and solution in
graduate courses.

4. A greater challenge to each student to get involved in
research for the welfare of'the field of physical education.

5. The findings of this study should be used by the department
to evaluate its assets and liabilities.-

6.~ The graduate program objectives should be reviewed by the

department for discussion of any revisions that may be necessary.

v
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Namz of Graduate
Years in present position
Type of work: Administration Teaching Coaching

Recreation _ Other (Specify)

If involved in education pléase respond to the following items:

Level of school Elementary Junior High
Senior High Junior College
College

Number of teachers on faculty

Number of teachers in Graduate's own department___

If involved in another area please respond to the following items:

Type of work

Briefly describe the Graduate's duties.

Number of employees in the company

Number of employees in Graduate's own department

Please evaluate the Graduate's abilities in relation to other people in the
school or business where he/she is employed. Also evaluate him/her in
relation to just those people in the same department as the graduate. If the
graduate is the only person in the department compare his/her abilities to

. other people you have employed in the same position. Make your comparisons
-on the basis of eacﬁ of the fourtéen statements. Column one (1) will signify
"better than", column two (2) "same as", and column three (3) "worse than".
Please respond on both sets of columns. The first set shows the comparison
to all employees, and the second set shows the comparison to those in the

same department.




" 10.
11,
12.
13.
14.

15.
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Shows ability to think and work in .an
organized fashion.

Seeks suggestions from others inm order
to improve performance.

Is receptive to constructive criticism.

Evaluates own performance and tries to
improve effectiveness.

Searches for new methods and ideas to
improve effectiveness.

Represents a good educatlonal background
for work in Health, Physical Education,
or Recreation.

Demonstrates ability to identify and correct
problems encountered in work.

Demonstrates ability to find, evaluate, and

apply the research of others to his/her task,

Demonstrates an ability to contribute to
the knowledge in hisg/her field.

Demonstrates a committment to his/her work
Demonstrates enthusiasm for his/her work.
Demonstrates the ability to develop and

implement new programs and/or methods.

Demonstrates the ability to communicate
ideas to others.

Demonstrates the ability to understand the
ideas of others. .

1 ~ Better Than

2 ~ Same As
3 -~ Worse Than
All Dept.
Employees Only
2 3 1,2 3.

1

[ 11

R

T

1

[ T

|

IR

| ]

Please add any other comments about the graduate's abilities that are

applicable to his/her performance.
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mg &u DEPARTMENT OF HEAITH. PHYSICAL EDUCATION & RECREATION

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59715

February 25, 1977

Dear Graduate:

The Department of Physical Education at Montana State University is
currently preparing a self-study report to be submitted to the National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). As an integral
element of the study we are required to obtain an evaluation of our
graduates by their immediate supervisors. Therefore, as part of a
follow-up study of our graduates we need to ask for your help.

Specifically we are asking your permission to allow us to contact
your supervisor and have that person evaluate your present performance
on the basis of the objectivés of the graduate program from which you
graduated. A copy of the instrument is enclosed. If you grant us
permission, we will mail an identical instrument to your supervisor.
Of course, all responmses will be held in complete confidence. All
responses will be reported in group statistics only; names will not
be assoclated with any information on the instrument.

Data collected from your evaluation will also be used in a Masters
Thesis by Mr. Howard Cole. No names will be used by Mr. Cole, only
statistical data will appear in this thesis.

Your participation in this study will help us to improve the over-
all quality of our graduate program. Thank you for your assistance.

Please place your response on the ‘enclosed post~-card. If per-
mlesion 1s granted fotr the evaluation, please sign the card and
indicate the name and address of your supervisor. Your cooperation
and permission is most important to this study and we shall be grate-
ful for your response.

Sincerely, .

/Z‘(/j”'“' —yg:’u-. 0'///

Gary F. Evans, EdD
Coordinator of Graduate Study

/gég;c/?zoafyéf7L;42Z
Howard E. Cole
GFE/HEC :mb

encl, 2

TELEPHONE {406) 994 -4001
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Your Name

(Please print)
Please check:

Yes, I grant the Department of Health, Physical Education and
Recreation at Montana State University permission to obtain
a confidential evaluation of my performance from my immediate
supervisor.

No, I do not granﬁ permission.

If yes, name of my immediate supervisor:

(Position)

(Address)
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mg @1 DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATION & RECREATION

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59715

March 10, 1977

Dear

gave your name as the person who

would be able to evaluate his/her performance in his/her work. The
results of this .questionnaire will be used to evaluate the graduate
professional preparation program in physicgl education at Montana State
University. Th;s information is also needed as part of_the requirements
by an WCATE evaluation which will be conducted on the College of
Education during late March and early April.

Please fill out the enclosed questionnaire and return it in the
addgessed envelope. We thank you in advance for your prompt attention

to this matter.

Sincerely, ,
e - , /
et e

Howard Cole

. - .\\',

AL
s N e
Gary:é. Evans :

Coordinator of Graduate
Study

TELEPHONE (40}9)994 4001
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mg @ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. PHYSICAL EDUCATION & RECREATION

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59715

March 18, 1977

Dear Graduate:

Three weeks ago we sent you a letter concerning a self-
study report to be submitted to the National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) by the Department
of Health, Physical Education and Recreation. As an essential
part of this study we are required to obtain an evaluation of
our graduates. Once again, we appeal to you for your assist-
ance in case you misplaced the last letter.

Specifically we are asking your permission to allow us
to contact your supervisor and have that person evaluate your
present performance on the basis of the objectives of the
graduate program from which you graduated. A copy of the
instrument is enclosed. If you grant us permission, we will
mail an identical instrument to your superviscr. Of course,
all responses will be held in complete confidence. All
responses will be reported in c¢roup statistics only; names
will not be associated with any information on the instrument.

Data collected from your evaluation will also be used in
a Masters Thesis by Mr. Howard Cole. No names will be used
by Mr. Cole, only statistical data will appear in this thesis.

Your participation in this study will help us to improve
the overall quality of our graduate program. Thank you for
your assistance.

Please place your response on the enclosed post-card. If
permission is granted for the evaluation, please sign the
card and indicate the name and address of your supervisor.
Your cooperation and permission is most important to this
study and we shall be grateful for your response.

Sincerely,

AL 3 Enld)

PRt - (}‘

Gary F. Evans, Ed.D
/ L/ 4’/}/5
y /‘rW 1 < )
lMoward E. Cole
GFE/HEC:b

encl., 2
TELEPHONE (406)994 4001
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mg (gl DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATION & RECREATION

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59715

~

April 21, 1977

Dear Graduate:

This is another effort to obtain a response from you con-
cerning the self~study report to be submitted to the National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) by the
Department of Health, Physical Education and. Recreation. Part
of this study involves an evaluation .of the graduates, and we

.are appealing for your assistance and cooperation for this aspect

of the study. Statistical data from this questionnaire will also

‘be used in a Masters Thesis by Mr. Howard Cole.

Response so far has been about 80 percent, but we have not
had a response from you. Your participation is important so that
the report can be completed. Specifically we ‘are asking your
permission to allow us to contact your supervisor and have that
person evaluate your performance on the basis of the objectives
of the graduate program from which you graduated. A copy of the
instrument for evaluation is enclosed and, if you grant permission,
an identical instrument will be sent to your supervisor.

Please return the enclosed postcard with your response as
gsoon as possible. Ue anticipate your favorable response.

Sinc%;ely,

Howard Cole
Graduate Student

4 ’ff’
’/./1_?,/11 - et O it _ o

Gary I'. Evans
Coordinator of Graduate Study

Enclosures

TELEPHONE (406)994 4001
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m g &ﬂ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATIQN & RECREATION

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59715
April 28, 1977

Dear

gave your name as the person who
would be able to evaluate his/her performance in his/her
work. Previously a questionnaire was sent to you to fill
out and return. We have not received that form from you
yet, so we are ‘sending you another one in case the other
one was misplaced. The results of this questionnaire will
be used to evaluate the graduate professional preparation
program in physical education at Montana State University.

Please fill out the enclosed questionnaire and return it
in the addressed envelope. We thank you for your prompt
attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

rae .-" 1 R’
Nacean g (LA &
Howard Cole
Graduate Student

B e ‘ ]

—~ L {
A }/M»‘;}, WAL Maanl S

Gary F. Evans,
Coordinator,
Graduate Study

HC:GFE:mb

TELEPHONE {406)994 - 4001
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Item 15. Please add any other comments about the graduate's
abilities to his/her' performance.

- 1s an excellent coéchf—haé the knowledge and ability to
demonstrate and teach the skills needed for students.

- is an enthusiéstic, energetic, optimistic professional.--
nice to have on our staff.--a credit to teaching.

- strong in planning and performance—-low in human relation
skills.

- very concerned about providing the best for students.

- knowledge of the physiological aspects of running and en-
"durance conditioning have helped our distance program
immensely.—--1is respected by our athletes because of know-
ledge and interest in and dedication to them. :

- is extremely conscientious and hard working.--has a very
good rapport with students and with other faculty members.

- this teacher appears to lack empathy for students, does not
communicate well and, in short, we are displeased with his
performance in light of Masters Degree and several. years
experience, - '

- shows outstanding ability in understanding the personal »
needs of students.--helps teams set achievable goals so
that they feel like winners even if they lose.

- is inclined to work best when given freedom to develop own
curriculum and relate to students in own way.--identifies
with students, responds to their enthusiasm and is most
successful in using expertise to direct them.--academic
preparation is evident in relationship with students and
is an above average teacher in the classroom.

- is an outstanding individual.--is an asset to our school
and a please to work with.--people of that caliber are
few and far between in this day and age. '
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is an outstanding teacher and co-worker,--coaching tech-
niques, student coordination, 'and teaching methods are
outstanding,--is one of the highest quality all~around
educators I have ever known.

has handled the P.E. program very well.

an outstanding professional who puts everything into the
job.~-This individual's desire to provide the best possible
program is only hindered by the limitation of 24 hours in a
day.

is a hard worker.--has good rapport with most of the faculty
and students.-—does as much or more than is required.

is a fine representative of your program and the profession
of physical education.

is a hard worker and very dedicated, but has a tendency
to get frustrated over small matters.-—doesn't like per-

sonal criticism.,

person of extremely high principles; professionally.--
outstanding patience.

is an outstanding physical educator.

good reputation as coach, teacher, and referee in sports
field.--is fast maturing into a very capable administrator.

has the maturity and personality to make change happen in
individual students. '

relates well to others, .provides a positive image for ‘the
college.

this is a very positive evaluation because is
a very good teacher and person. '

serves us well.

came to our school in the middle of a building program need
and has worked with care and meticulous order. All the
teachers like and respect abilities and per-
sonal character. ‘
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competent person—-needs more experience handling students-—.
also must improve handling details. He has tremendous po-

tential.

personality conflicts and somewhat. negative attitude create
some problems.

is highly energetic and enthusiastic in work and has a very
analytlcal mind. . o )

very dedicated to working with young people. An excellent
basketball coach--knowledgeable; able to get the best out '

of team members.

is a very conscientous and a personable person.—-has been an
asset to our school.

dedlcation and idealism tend to heighten sensitivity to
criticism.

is-willing to share work load in related areas.--is willing
to take stands on controversial issues.

is a very'coqperative and hard working instructor.

is an excellent teacher devoted malnly to the 1nterest of
our students.

enthusiasm and outstanding characteristic.--willing to give
freely of own time.--is an outstanding teacher and coach.

is Very conscientous and hard working.--is also extremely
personable and works well with people.~-has a sincere in-
terest in young people and their future.

exceptional dedication and 1nterest make oné of
the best in the department,

outstanding professional.

is the most sincere person I have ever observed in the P.E.
progran.

has done a superlative job in first year with us.
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excellent employee relations and a good staff and profession-
al person.

is very capable and responsible in the physical education
area, but sometimes is not as dynamic and forceful as
could be.

is an outstanding teacher.
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