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o ABSTRACT
. / - N
The purpose of this study is to degcriber

1. the org@nization‘aﬁdﬁopefation of an Educdtion Curriculum -

~ and Instruction.354 and Education Practicum 350-353

intégraﬁgdrﬁrogram fof:@nglish majors on a Bachelor of

- Education program in théﬁDepartmggt,of Secondary ?2‘,
. X . ‘ . :,' - . L “
'Education, University of Alberta.

4
g
i

2. the effectiveness of the int

R S ¢

[ !

egrateﬁ.pfégfam'in terms’of -
~ the pa;fiéibants"perceptﬁons. h ‘ S :f"
,Tbirtyégné third year Engli§%zmajors'volunteérea'pb sﬁend o

‘ _fourteen weeks practice teaching %ﬁ é total éf six schbbl?éystems'v

) . . . .
in Central Alberta. Approximatel& five students went to each
. T . .

/

system, Each;studeht—feacher-w ék included one day for Ed. C.I, 354;2?
one day to completetEd. C.I..as ignments, and three &ays of classroom
practice. iCooperatihg teacher wgre selected, prepared for their .

role, and encouraged to atten’/Ed. C.I. 354 classes with their student

&4

.teachers. Thé Ed. C.I. instryuctors and the_cooperating'teéghers

supervised the student teachérs and.in cooperation wrote evaluation

“

reports. s : / ( ’

r

. By 'structuring the éd. C.I. to \Qeceyr in conjunction Qith the

_practicum andvby’inﬁolving tHe'supérvisdry personhel in botp‘the

Ed. C.I;‘and practicum, it was hoped thaﬁ a’éoncept.of learning and a

\

éénceptvof supérvision_would'ﬁé adcomplished.‘»The.concept of learning
kiﬁﬁolﬁed»aﬁprocess of‘;rying,‘evaluéting, reétructuring and trying

‘again. - Thé~¢oncept~of'Super0i§ion iﬁvolved~pérticipants in

PO : . N : - L
'sﬁpportivé tri4dié“rela;ionships. Further, it was hoped that' the
:"._iv . R . o ’ » ~
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environment created would deyéldp a transactive teacher and a
. ) . o ) ' B : o ) "

;student- of teaching.- ‘ - N o " S

oy . ' ) . e / : R , . .;

N

'Twoﬁsuryey instruments were developed.to elicit student
. R s N ‘ :
teacher and cooperating teacher perceptions of the program's

Ce

. . ~ . N . . ) . E
veffectiveness in integratingatheories and practice, in“utilizing

b

the concept of learning- and the concept‘of supervi51on, and in

providing benefits to partic1pants .Semi—structured interviews

'Fwere used with Superintepdents and Principalsfofjthe cooperatingi

-*school'systems to obtain their perceptions -of the program.

The integrated program’was}perceived by both student

1

teachers and cooperating teachérs as ‘having a favorable influence on

s

classroom expefiﬁéﬁtaéibﬁlwith'éhéofiéé and instructional procedures.

ThHe flex1bility/cooperativeness ~f the cooperating teacher was

2]

'regarded as a key factor in- the program. The eoncept of_learning}

S . 'o'
‘was rated as effective by the participants Student teachers _

- N oy
considered the "warm,bsympathefic,'and very helpful" supervisory

atiiosphere of the program, the extended peri d of time,for_the

:Jpracticum, and the freedom to try'ideas in t! e classroom to be the'

.

.major efits of the program. Cd%perating teachers, incipalsh'
I\ :

and Suberintendents considered the major benefits to th school

-

'system to be the infusion of new ideas, materials, people and

enthusiasm. 'These'people aiso felt the program stimulated some re-

evaluation of- teaching by the cooperatlng teachers 'Major drawbacks.
or inconvenlences focused on disrupted weekly classroom schedules,
the cost to Boards, and the Mack ofjorientation of cooperating -

teachers. In_general, the propram was rated successful...

-
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Recomméndations regarding teacher edugation,. the incegrétéd" .

) pngi‘am,' and pdssibi‘lities foY further research conclude the
. - -~ . . ° - 3 . LT -

' S . : 4
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N | \/- ' , ~
) e N LI
- .
3 . o



Thé author is grateful for the extraordinary

?.D‘%’ﬂ
&

Bel« has had upon the author's educational

up

-2

friends.and colleagues who assisted me by.their comment s
and éttitudei}\. . .
. ' L Y
o A

vii

o




" TABLE OF CONTENTS
S - ' -
./ CHAPTER S - . PAGE
% 1. THE PURPOSE AND PROBLEM. . . . . . . . W o o vov v o o . 1
BT ‘ ‘.‘.. ) ‘ . . ‘
',':” 3" . Background to the Problem. . . . . .. 1

f Sule . Need for the Study . . . . . . . . .. e e . 2
e \-j':Stétement of Purpose .
rSpatément of Problem . . . . . . . ., . .. e 6

e

L N q‘. . B . B
"\ Definition of Terms. . . . . . .-... . .. ... ... 7

' !: : 'Déliﬁi;éfions..f e,
_ : A“Limi#agions.»..d N ,.,
"?'v;f‘fﬂ vnééign of the Study. ., . . . .. .. ... ..... 11
AR Plénibf thé‘Tﬁes§s., R .,; . &
AﬁII;>‘A:CONCE§TUAL FRAMEWORK: FOR INTEGRATING BD. C.I. AND )

CEB. PRACTICUM. . .M. . . . v v e s i e o 15

Rationale. . v v v v 2 v v v s i “ e s 15

Learning Theory. . :v. . S e .

The Role of Supervision. .

General, . . . .

_ Faculty Consultants, . .

Cooperating Teachef.

Theory. and Pracwice.

Def%nitiohsm.% .

Theory-Practi

Integrative AtUéthS O

' Summaty.*. e

.
v

-

.
LRPEEY

. .

-

. .

» . .

. . -

- -

- . -

.
.
o
o o
-
.
-

22
22

27

28

31

31

31 -

a3

36



CHAPTER ‘ ' | , PAGE

ITI. INTEGRATED PROGRAM 'DESIGN, DATA COLLECTION AND

t

METHODS OF ANALYSIS . . . & .=#. o . 2 W o . . . .. . °38
Research Approach . . . . . . .. . . ., .. . . 38
Field Procedure and Program Design. . . . + . . . . . . 39

Data Instrumentation and Collecﬁion e e e e ;‘, . 43
Deta‘Processing and:Analysas. e e e e e e .‘;‘; . 48

Iv. PARTICIPANTS' PERCEPTiOﬁSEOFeTHE INTEGRATED
C.I.-PRA. PROGRAM . . . S . e e .50
 PoPu1ac1on‘Pro£11é. e ‘
Problem 1 . . .« . v v ... .. R R

Student Teachers. . . . . . . . .. ... P .. 52

'Coopereting Teachers. . . : . . . . . . ... .. . 57
Discussion and Summary, . . . . . . .. . . 66
Problem 2 . . . . . . . Cae C .. 67
Student Teachers. .‘... e e ; B 1

' Cooperating Teachers. . NP . S A §

e e e T ¥

C e e e .. 73,

Superintendents .'. .. .’.i; .7..;3.'; e e 73
v :.Afrincipéls. . ..;'. . : .. ; . . i‘: ; e e 1T

‘Coqperatiﬁg feéeﬁers; . ce e e e e C
‘Sﬁudent Teachers. . .‘. e ; Co Cole e 82
ﬁiscdssion épd Sqmmary.‘{”;'. . .‘,‘..1 e e e e :83v
jProblem 4 ;vfﬁ. . Q ;:... T
Student.Teachers. . e .'. .. .'..%‘. . ?'.: : 85

ix



v S g . . IPAQE;

SUPervisory . . . . . 4 e v . . .

General . . . . . . e e e e 94 ¢
) ) .Diseuseien and, Summary. . , {“5 Ce e L gg, =
Coepeteting Teachers. ¢ .. . .. . coee t ; . . . 102
‘supervisory . . . . C e . 103

General t_. e e e e e el u‘.é: SEEEREEEEENE 108

DiseusSion.and Summafy; . t). c e e e 11

Conclusion. . . . . R P e NG e e 114 Vs

V. SUMMARY AND. RECOMMENDATIONS . . . - . ..\, .'.’. .’. CLLo117
‘Sumﬁaryv. P T B ¥ 2
Recommendations . e e R R . 120 )
General . . . . . ; .t_ A 120
Integrated.Program. T ,-. . .F.T.” 122
o Instruﬁent Improvement. . S S 126
Further Research. e e C e e . t‘. . .‘1127
' 'BIBLEOGRAPHY. . e e ... 130
.APPENDICES._. . .1}t,'; A e, N
. , . o
Appendix A ijectives of Student Teaching:
Alberta e N ;&.b.-{'; . 137 |
| Appendix B Guidelines to the Cooperating Teacher | S ’;;}
‘ and the Principal . .-. .. .‘.';., . {-: . .'. i t “140 \
. ‘ \ . o
Appendix~c vEd. C.I.7354 (January—April 1973)‘5[ R “ f&k
‘ for Student Teachers and . Cooperating Teachere . . 143

ppendix D Pre—validation Student Teacher
~,

: ;Opinionnaire. A AR 1.1

1

S \\ = Aer(dixfE Student Teacher Opinionnaire. e e e e e o177
s.\—' s o ° . .



I3

L

3

CHAPTER e T S .+ PAGE

Appendix F “Pre-validation Cooperating Teacher

Qgiﬁionnaixél.~. e e e .:.,.‘; e e i e e e 195 .

. L

.Appendix G Cooperating Teacher Opinionndire i R 211

‘Appendix H Directions to Judges Regafﬁiné~
Opinionnaire Validationm. . . . . . . ...‘yi. . f\.; 226
. o o _ _ - ] 3 DRSS
Appendix 1 Letter to Validating Coopgratinéj T

Teacheré. e P e e v e e e e e e o N 228
Appendix J Covering Letter for the CooEéhating
: . . o . C
. Teather Opinionnaire . . . . . . « . . . .« . . . . 231

_ Appendix K Interview Schedule and Opinionnaire |

:Picgup‘. O .-: e 233 -
. Appendix‘L Interview.Topics and Co?ering ,'
- _ . Letter for Principais... R ;_. . '235;
A?peng;x M Preiiminary Statement fbr Principal
. v Interyiews e e e e e e e e e e e ; ; R 238

Appendix N  Sample Priﬁcipai Intepyiewa,’C87 :', ... 240

ﬁpendix.O"Intetview Topics and Covering Letter . -

for Sppefintendknts._} e e e e e ,_;~. . e “248
Appendix P Sample Supérihqéndeht Responses. . . . e 252
Appendix Q _A Lette: ovaequest. .‘...'._.v._... . . . 256

s

X1



LIST OF TABLES

TABLE

) ' PAGE
. L ) .
1 Summary of Ratings of Influence pf Ed. C.I.-. .
' Ed. Pra. Integration on Classrodm m Experimentation SR X
with Ed. C.I. Theories . . . . . . . . . o. .1 . ... 53
2 Student Teacher Experience with the Integrated Program )
Learning Process-. O S Ty
'3 Student Teacher Conferences wjth Cooperatlng Teachers ,
and Faculty Consultants. . . . . . . . . . e e e e e, 86
4 Student Teacher and Cooperating Teacher Perceptions -
. of Selected Features‘f. the Integrated Program S -V
®
& )
£
\v,_,-\_)
4\ N . ®r 4
b

xii



C o " CHAPTER I - .= - | .
o $ . L
. : , “'fHE PURPOSE AND PROI;LEM “ /

Background to the Problem

) . : R
g A . - A 50
. : \¢ .

-

During the past &ecade there has been considerable ferment
- e

regarding the nece351ty for reforms in teacher edui?tion. In

‘gﬁanada, evidence of this ferment can be w1tnessed in reports such
. (

as those presented by the Commission on the. Future of the Faculty

’ ofhEducation, University of British Columbia<(l969);.the Committee* '

a

ot

on Teacher Education,‘University of P. E. 1. (197l)§ and the
Commiss1on on Educational Planning (1972) in Albeéta Each in its

own way calls for refoams in’ teacher education.

?, : In Alberta, The Cameron Report (1960) -and the Commrssion

on EducatiOnal Planning (1972) have callep for reforms in teacher :

education, which include reforms in the practicum or field

s
o . . 7
<

experience. _ ST g,

s

Alberta s professional organization for teachers, the Alberta

. Teachers Ass%ciation, con51dered the question of teacher-education

s -

to be of sufficient importance to conduct two research prOJects

One occurred in 1961 and the.other in 1971 Each was entitled

..:

(:TeachersJ Evaluation of Their Preparation for Teaching ' The more.

. recent study by Rieger and Woods (1971) drew parallels between the

circumstances existing in 1961 and 1971 CIn each study, the ST fj}

- -

.

' most frequent suggestion for improvement of teachen preparatidn was -

. 1

,,,,,,



the establishment of a program that wéuld result in.more classroom
experience.

During the past two years the Faculty. of Education, University
of Alberta (1969) has introduced changes in the teacher education
.program The changes have been focused on the Education Curriculum
‘and Instruction and .on the field experience aspects of  the program
with the prospect of improving the quantity and quality of the
~.

student‘teacher experience and with providing student- teaching * - =«

options.

Need for the Study
N )

" The Student Teaching Handbcok ?1972 73, P- 13) published by -

the’Division Of FiEId Experiences at the University of Alberta describes.f

Lo
=

- the objectives of student teaching (Appendix A). If one is to

\

: examine a number of these objectives carefully in light of the

trealities of practice, attainment appears difficult

1. Student Teaching. . should help (the student
- teacher) to place his academic work An context.

It is very difficult for a- student teacher t&‘”place his
academic work in. context" for neither the cc er ting_

. | 'teacher nor‘the faculty~consultant isvtotally aware_of
tthe studentﬁs academic preparation-and therefore may-be‘
unable to help the student‘teacher make the necessary

_»connection. Scarfe (1969) points out that the translation
of theory into practice is difficult for young people and .

. '-help is required
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2. Student Teaching should provide the student of

- education with an opportunity to evolve and test
theories or hypotheses relative to the profession
.of teaching.u ' /

\

Correlation of practice and theory requires extended, careful

and pensonalized guldance. Frequentlx however, faculty

consulLfits and - céhperating teachers _may have either ﬂhe k-

K}

required 1nformation, the necessary prepar tion, not the
tine to plan opportunities for the student teacher to test
‘theories and ideas in a classroon situation.

3. Student Teaching should introduce the student to

the role of the teacher from the professional as
opposed to the lay or student point of view.

E W Ratsoy claims that "it may be advisable to provide
greater opportunity for teaching candidates to interact
closely with practicing teachers. . .so that induction
_into the profession is facilitated (1966 p. 34). " In
.- light of this view, it is imperative that careful selection
.',and thorough preparation of cooperating teachers occur. -
If attention is no given to selection and preparation of
'cooperating teache °s, how effectively is the student
L d . .
Vteacher being introduced to the future professional role’ -
4. Student Teaching should also serve the teaching .
" profession - and. the educational institutions
asgociated with the program (and) . .provide a -
. ‘ channel through which ideas may flow which may
v+ 1mprove both the cooperating school systems and
' ~ the Faculty of Education.
Afsuccessful student teaching program is based’on cooperatién

'which results in. benefits to both the University ‘and. the

school system 'But cooperating school systems at present-
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seem to receive only nominal Eenefits.

In Alberta, Roy s (1972) study of the Attitudes of Student};

vTeachers to Student Teaching attempted to determine the- attitudes,

- of student teachers at the Univetsi ty of Albe;ta, Edmonton, enrolled
in Education Practica 301, 350,.400 (Integrated and Discrete) and
450 programs, toward thelr student teaching experience. The 400

(Integrated) program respondents snowed the most favo' ble attitude

Education Practicum 350 respondents showed one of th least favorable

attitudes The findings of Boy's study suggest' #

1. . the existing progiams are not providing for a

) diversity of experience and a gradual transition ,

N into instructional responsibility. Variables
 that have a direct bearing on attainment of the

above objectives are time available for student
. : teaching, supervision, prlacement, and the
:  integration of instruction with practice (p 87)

2. in some of the existing‘student teacher education
programs, insufficient human resources have been
allotted to the student teaching part of the
‘teacher education program resulting in. ¢ .the
absence of an opportunity to work" closely with
.supervisory personnel in the determination of
the overall student teaching curriculum (p- 88)

. 3. major emphasis .should be placed on the .

o development of ‘the student teacher's confidence
in his ability to apply or use different - -
strategies and skills in the teaching of
his pupils prior to eniry-into a full time’
professionai role (p. 88) - .

4, -a much closer integration7of theory with
practice.is required in the student teaching’
program. . ..Student teaching programs that -
integrate theory and practice must involve’

.- Curriculum and Instruction (C & I) professors. »
~in active consultation and particip\tion in . _ o
‘the field with student teachers, co-operating
o teachers, and faculty consultants (p 89)

5. ‘a need for a clearly stated S

3



rationale and set of objectives for each
student teaching program (p. 90).

6. a need to select, to tralm, and to o
~ supervise supervisory personnel.. At present
the placement of student teaghers with co-
operating teachers and faculty consultants
~1s unselective (p 90).

7.v supervisory personnel should a require
in-service training consultation and
supervision with an- emphasis on formative
evaluation (p. 91)

‘Education in Alberta may ‘soon’ undergo forced changes if the
prognostications of Clarke and Coutts (1971) are accurate and if

:the Minister of Advanced Education's press release of January 24,

1972, calling for a four‘month practicumuby June,»l977 is to be

implemented. Such.changés if they are to occur, will most likely

larise through the "dissemination, diffusion, and adoption of

' presently known and used features of ‘teacher education rather than

by the 1nvention or discovery of entirely new features. (Clarke

& Coutts, 1971, p. 514) T
Therefore the question arises as to how ' presently known and‘
fused features of teacher education can be adapted to deal with .u

-

some’of the aspects of - field experience requiring attention, such
: | 1. the need for a ciearly stated rationale and set of
obJectives for teacher education
'Z;ﬁhthe need for formative evaluations v
"3-] the need;for communication:betwéen the University ah#_a)’;*\;v
¢ :cooperating'teachers;_ . : | SRR : R

-
e

4. ' the designation and involvement‘of.cobperating teachers.
5. the preparation»of cooperating teachérs'and,faculty"

Y« y



consuvltants.,

6. the benefits to be derived by the participating school

; ¢ ’

L system.
7. the length of the field experience.
. 8. the ir' .gration of theory and practice.

-

9, the nature and practices of:supervision.

.Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study is to ggscribei
1. the organizatfbn’and'operation of anfEducation’and>
" Curriculum 354 (Ed. C.I. 354) and Education Practicum
3501353 (Ed Pra. 350~ 353) integrated program as
bdeveloped ‘and implemented by Dr. J. Bell for- English

-majors on a‘Bachelor of Education program in the %

Department of Secondary Education,‘University_of Alberta,

)

Edmomniton. . ' o T

2. the effectiveness of the integrated program in terms of
’ (o n

v‘

‘the participants perceptions as gathered and analyzed
by'the:inuestigator.
It 1is haped that the information ‘provided and the recommendations
suggested will act as a base- for 1mprovement and further
‘experimentation-in teacher education.

Statement of Problem - : v ‘

—

The prohlemcof this studyfis:

@l



| N
1. ‘to describe the organization and operéfidn of the
Education Curriculum aﬁd Ins;r;ction'354 and Educgtion
" Practicun 350—35§'iﬁgegtatéd‘progfam. %
.‘2.,“to elicit opinions of pqrticipaéts régayding:their
perceptiéns of the ﬁrogram's effec;ivéhess.;'%his}portidn‘
‘ of the broblem may be statedvas a.serieé of quesgions:
1. Will the ingegraﬁion of Ed. C.I. 354 and Ed. Pra.
| 350—353 ihfihence:éxﬁerimééta:ion with tﬂe;rieé‘
‘énd iﬁstructi nal}proéedu£é; in the class?éom?
2. Does the cqnc.bt.of.lea:ning in‘the'progfam'compeal
' . ' E
! _teaéhing?

3. What benefits and non-benefits (drawbgcks,

|

inconvenienc

s) do the school‘system'(i.e,,‘téachers,

. principalé, uperinten&ents) aﬁd communifyaderi§e'
from the integrated program?

‘4. What bénéfits and,nonfbgnefiQS (drawback#,
ingcnvénie ces) dQ‘studéﬁﬁ ;eééhéfé and éobpera;ing

teachers derive from. the ihtégrated’prggram? For

v

examplqé what benefits and non-benefits were

derived /from the“cdﬁcept of supervisioh employed .in

the integrated program?

Definitibn‘of:Terms_

el

N

- For the purposes of this study, the terms listed are defined

'students to assess their objectives and practices in -



as fplqus:‘

el

1. Field experience (student teaching, practice‘teaching) - a period'

of guided teaching duridg which an education‘student assunes
gradually‘increasing'responsibiiity for directing the learning
@ of a g.r_o“up or.grOup‘s of learners.
'v2r Studenc.teacher (practice teacder,‘prosnective’teacher) -a -
third year edncation'scudent-whoﬁis.engaged.ingan;assigned fieid
,experience. | |
3. Cooperating teacher -.a certlflcated teacher in Junior or senior
high school who 1is respon ible for directing the learning of a
© group or groups of learners and who has volunteered-to-dlrect“.
- the wdrkvof.a student teacher with these same learners.
4. Facultyrconsuitant - one who is charged by.the university with'
the supervision of the'activities of srudent:teakhers andAche -

circumstances under which these students carry out these

t

activities.

_5; Ed. C.T. 354.-‘A third year course in cUrriculum and instruction’

“in secondary school English for students follow1ng theigecondary .

route to the B. Ed degree
6. Ed. Pra. 350—353 - a third year course designation 1n student
_ teachi ng, arrangedeor the incegrated program only,-for
srudents folewing the secondary route to the'B,Ed. degree;
7. vbooperating school crdschool_system‘— a”school or sysfen_wnich

S

provides facilities and coqperating feachers for the student

' teachingxexperience but which ‘is neicher controlled nor

'snpported\by the Univcrsitj{ln‘ — ' , ,i S 3_~

‘v



"Delimitations

:l. This study will describe the Ed. c.I. 354~-Ed Pra. 350- 353
integrated program developed and 1mpiemented by Dr J. Bell of
the Department of Seconaary Education, University of Alberta,.
Edmonton. The significant concepts and relationships of that
Efogram tovbe described 1nclude |
vl. ﬁa philosophical frame of feference
2. a concept of learning.b o v' '”vi
3..'a c0ncept»of supervision

: 4.‘ thevparticipant Joles in:bhe program and the benefits and.
bnon—bene its to the. partic1pants

57> the: relationship of theory and practice.

.2.. The research aupqggch may -be derined as a case study of action

.‘ research. A case study attempts to deal with all significant |

aspects of one’ thing or 51tuation This studyywill describe one
fourteen wéék integrated program'in terms of itg significantA
aspects;'l. ) .."“ ..‘ - B : | , N ‘w |
; % SR 5 : : ,

" 3. No attempt w1ll be made to 1noicate causality The investigator

| simply will attempt to indicate contributory conditions |

féi Any - generalizability of findﬂngs can only be nade cautiously

o due to 1imitations created by tqe populat10n>characteristics, ‘
//inﬁlﬁding the population size and form of selection, and due to ;
restrictions created by the choice of cooperating systems

5. Ex.post facto evaluation will be used. In spite of-theA'

o limitations»of such an approach this method allows participants'

. time to reflect and seriously consider all of the inter—

¥



Limitations )

1.

3.

the effectiveneés'of the program.

}participant,-tovnon—relevant information in the study could

subjects. : - o

-

v

‘relationships of the program before stating‘their opinions on

«

°

There are a number ot uncontrolled -variables such as the"
varlations in student teacher situations, .administrative

arrangements, and individual differences in student teacher--

]

N

e sk

&
s

ey

cooperating teacher relationships. o

This study may suffer from certain biaSing factors. The

novelty of the integrated program may result in a Hawthorne

"Effect which may influence the treatment with Subsequent threat

.

""to. the internal validity.  The 1nteraction among the student

teachers, the cooperating teachers and the faculty consultants
may create’Demand Characteristics,.based on the participants'

'

perceptions of their roles in the study. Those perceptions

may or may not be consistent with the intent of the integrated

program. In addition, the investigator's reactions, as

create measurement errors not necessarily common across the

.The assumption is made- that participant opinions are valid and

that there is no undue pressure to be either negative or‘

~
9 .

positive in evaluations.‘ e
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Design of the Study _ . " FQ\

This study will‘describe the_organization and operation of

the integrated C.I.--Pra. program developed‘and implemented by

LN

“~

' Dr. Bell. The investioator will elicit opinions of participants

regarding their perceptions of the program s effectiveness through

opinionnaires and intexviews. - ‘ S
’FrompDr. Bell's reportsvto Dean Horowitz in the.Faculty-of ‘

Education's Annual:Report‘(l9Z3), and to participating

' 'superintendents;'principals and’cooperating‘teachers,‘the followiqgf

a2

information was gathered for the purpose bf describing the . ;é
organization and operation of the integrated program. - Coaw .
. . "

5.
From January to April (Second Term) 1973 5

31 third year English majors were involved on
‘a voluntary basis in a program that iategrated - g
Ed. C.I. 354 (English Methodology--1 credit): - &§§E
and Ed. Pra. 350 and 353 (Student Teaching-= . .-
1% credits). Students tcok no other subjec&%
: -during the’ second term (Annual Report,
P p. 30).

Two groups.of students were formed.- Studegi

to each of the thxee centers in Group Al and to ean"°of_the three in

"Group AA;V Figures f ):refer to the assigned number,of etudenbs.
N Group Al';”teduc (S),'Camrose %), wetaskiwin (5). . 1 %@j
Group AL - ?onoka 155, Lacombe - (6), Red Deer (65 “:)
FStudents were erpected to iive and do‘their‘praétice
teaching in thevcentre to which they were asSigned.‘
X “Two’ days of each week were devoted to the Curriculum and

.Instruction course and three days to practice teaching (Ed. Pra. 350-

=2
353). Group.Al met each Monday (6 hours) in Wetaskiwln for_
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Ed. C.I. 354. Tuesday‘wus‘devoted to the completion of Ed. C.I.
assignments. Wednesday, Thursday and Friday were spent in the
classroom. ‘Group A4 met each Tuesday (6 hours) in Lacombe for
Ed. C.I. 354. Nonday was devo ed to the completion of Ed. C.I.

assignments. Wednesday, Thursday and Friday were spent in the

classroom.
(\

The fcllowing features of the prograh were designed to

bring about greater coherence..

1. The integration of Ed. C.I. with Ed. Pra. was’

' “facilitated by providing in advance 'to students
and cooperating teachers an outline of.the work e
to be undertaken in each Ed. C.I. class. With
this information the cooperating teachers were
able to adjust their teaching plans so that the

" student teacher could find. immediate application
for the, Ed. C.I. methods and ‘materials. (Annual Report,
1973, . 30). -
- 2. Cooperatiné'teachers were encouraged to'attend
N - Ed. C.I. classes and to study and plan.with
thedir. student teachers. . School Boards
cooperated by releasing cooperating teachers
and paying for substitutes (Annual Report, 1973,
p. 30). _

\
\

3. Ed. C.I. classes began with a discu531on of the theories_
hehind a topic such‘as communiéation. From these

discussions.grew a number of specific educational

Y . G

purposes or reasons for imstructional procedures At"
this pclnt'igﬁdents developed teaching plans: that could

. be cried in the classroom
o
o4y Supervision was ‘done by cooperating teachers and
faculty consultants who were aware of what the
.students were studying, and what they were
attempting to achieve in the classroom. :
Supervisors were in a position to help students
rethink and restructure their lessons in the
~light of educational purposes (Annual Report,
'.1973, P 30)

»




' Plan of the Thesis = -

Student teachers were then encouraged to use the

~

-

restructured lessons as a basis for instruction in new

circumstances.

_ : R ’ ‘
The experiment involved tgé\:;iversity~personnel (Dr. Bell

~and his assistant, the investigator cited in this study}~/thirty—

S

seven teachers, thirteen principals, and six superintendents ana

school boards. '?;

' Opinionnaires and semi~Structured interviews were designed

[y

by the investigator to collect data. relevant to the participants

perceptions of the effectiveness of the 1ntegrated program.

' Opinionnaires were administered to student teachers and to

-

cooperating teachers after completion of ‘the program Semi—

'strictured interviews were ‘used after completion of the program to

,gather the opinions and perceptions of Principals and Supe!ghtendents

Data regarding participants perceptions of the program
were analyzed and 1nterpreted according to .the’ questions specified

for ‘the second portion of the probiem

o B . -,
. .

The p*esent chapter hns outlined the context fior the

vproposed study by describing the background to the problem, the

need for the study, the purpdse and scope of the study, the terms

to be used and the method of approach of the study and the

integrated program

’ Chapter II is a discuséion of the ration le, objectives‘and



conceptuai’é@rdcture for the,integrated C.1.-Pra. ptogram.
Chapter TII deals with the design of the integrated programv

and with the instruments and procedures used to assess that

2’

. 9@v program s effectiveness.

Chapter IV includes the findings and discussions related

7

,»,e'

to questions'regarding.theiparticipants' perceptions)of the
: ¢ ~C , . & N
. - . : . . ‘ : -/
.effectiveness of the program.  Conclusions aré drawn regarding
: . Y . . .

the effectiveness of the inﬁegtated program.

Chapter V summarizes the study and suggests directions iﬁa

which further exploration may proceed.



- CHAPTER 1I

‘ A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR INTEGRATING

' i% ' ED. C.I. AND-ED. PRACTIC

’
TheMid. C.I. 354--Ed: Pra: 350-353 integrated

?
“t

depeloped4and'implemented by Dr. Bell was based on the following

concepts and relationshipe: |

1. a philqsophical frame of reference.

2."5 concept of.learninga

3. a concept of'snpervision;

4. the participantbroies in the prograu. and the‘benefitsi
;and non-benefite to the participants.

5. the relationship of theory and practice

‘ This chapter will discuss the rationale, the” phllosophical

frame.of reference for the- integrated program Within that frame ¥

\

of reference, a concept of 1earning and a concept of - supeizieion

will be examined The gap between theory and practice will\ be

discussed. Ideas will be proposed to assist in closing the theory- .

practice gap, as. appiied to ~student. teaching The ideas-for

integrating,theory and practice will be related&to the philosophical

frame of reference for'the integrated program.

Rationale

Every philosophy every.theory of human behavior,
every experiment, every practice must rest on a set

I

Y.V:ls, ')

t



, of “basic assumptions These assumptions are
. . extremely important since they represent a kind
) ' of subjective delineation of" goals, vaiues, and
"~ purposes for a given endeavor. (Pittenger
- and Gooding, 1971, p. 17). ’

These assumptions exist within an educator whether he is cpnscidusly
aware of them or not. To make 8uch %ssumptions explicit the -
/educator will attempt to. develop educational aims consistent with

L 3

his Value basea According Yo Coodlad & Richter (1966)

v

A
-fv;14A In moving from values to educational aims, one
S _first makes a selection of values from among
' the totality ¢’ accepted values, and then
derives educational aims .from these particular
“values which have been selected for use as -
'~ premises. 1In moving from educational aims to
-learning oppor tunities, one first defines
these ‘aims more. precisely as educational: .
obJectives and suggests learning opportunities
for their attainment. - Tinally, one defines
‘ ‘objectives with ‘great s> ecificity and sets
N forth qrganizing centers for the leaining of
E _spec1f1c individuals or. groups (p. 62). '

- Thus an educator, in making his values and assumptions explicit
, inevitably develops methods and practices consistent w1th his'.

) philosophy and his- concept of learning.
Basic assumptions which can. be made regarding the nature of
s . :
. man might be encompassed by the following statements of McGregor s

W

(1960) iheory X and Theory Y. Theory X claims: = - f&_

1. the average human being has an inherent dislike
of work and will avoid it 1f he can. '

2;; because of - man's- characteristic dislike of
' work, most people‘must be coerced, controlled,
directed, threatened with puﬂ%shment to get
them to put forth adequate effort toward the -

achievement of organizational objectives.

. v 3. ithe average human being prefers to be directed,f. s
' L. ' wis%ss to avoid responsibiiity, has relatively .

PR

1



17

11ttle ambition, wants’ security above all
(pp. 33~ 3ﬁ) :

-

Theory Y claims:

1.  the expenditure of physical and mental effort‘
" din work 1s as natural as play or rest.

. 2. externmal control and‘the threat of punishment

\\\\\\‘ ' are not the only means for brifging about
R effort toward organizational objectives.

_Man will exercfise self-direction and self-

control in the service of objectives to which-

he is committed. o :

2@ T

3. commitment to objectives is-a function of the
rewards associated with their achievement
e.ges satisfaction of ego

. 4. the average human being learns, unde ‘proper i
' conditions, not only to accept, but to
responsibility (pp. §7- 48)
A

If these delineations can be accepted,fthe initiator of the .

integrated program appears to most closely.identify with Theory Y
o SRR e ‘
~ wherein "direction and ctontrol are of limited value in motivating

“e

peopie.Whose important needs are social-and/egoistic (p. 52).“

.Other basic assumptionsamade are in line with Estes' (196;)

o

assumptions regarding existential phenomenologyt

1. Man is active and alwaysiin transaction with
" his environment. He is a dynamic-person-in
“transaction with—his—environment. ~

2. :Man nust -be considered‘as a whole. . He can
- be reduced neither to reason mor to things
and processes. :

3. Man's knowledge encompasses intellectuality
and sensitivity (pp. 12-13). .
v ' Once the features of a general philosophical view are>

<

'"established, the question arises regarding how this philosophical

B

'stance might be evidenced in education. Pittenger and’Gooding (1971),

- \

LY
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in an attempt to outline some philosophic educational alternatives

r
N

Aand 1ntegrate them with a @earning system,‘conceived of three
formulations of educatio al philosophy——the traditional the
technological and the tr nsactiqnal. The traditional formulation
‘is based on a concepti : of Platonic idealism wherein the world .
operates to establish as reality a conception of things as they

" should be or as one would WLSh them to be. Themtechnological

formulation is based on scientific realism wherein the world

'-operates ﬁn a systeﬁatic, mechanistic fashion designated as
ﬁ'natural Jaw. In Lransactional philosophy, man is conceived as an

organism capable of. growth and change who moves from the simple

self —-centered to the complex generous self' through an active
- ,'f :
involvement in a process of social interaction (p 47)

_Cooperative 1nterdependence becomes a basic socialization process.
;‘Growth of the mind depends on participation in mutual activities

-having a common purpose. ‘A student's "growth and- development can

/
{

be accomplished only as he mﬁintains some sort of participatory

<

involvement in the growth and development of the social groups.i
within which he operates (pp 55~ 56) " Thus it would appear that
L transactionalists have a. predilection for Pprocess instead of :
‘hproduct wherEin the basic educational aim is personalfﬁnd societal .

’,growth As ‘a result of this philosophic point. of view,
Education uses as its content problems and
issues related to the life experience of ,
the students. Its method is that of defining

_problems, collecting data, formulating

'solutions, applying solutions, appraising
results,; redefining problems, refining data,
revising solutions, retesting solutions and

-



reappraising results in a continuing process of
involvement in societal processes (p. 65).

The’initiator of the integrated program, Dr. J. Bell Uidentifies
most closely with the transa}tional philosophy

. Knowledge of thls philosophical set of assumptions 1is
necessary, for all other aspects of the integrated program are
affected by it. The identified assumptions indicate a "Fumanistic"'
‘attitude or establish a humanistic" milieu for the- program. The
learning theory, supervisory attitude, and procedures for v

3

integrating theory and practice are outgrowths of this philosophic
stance. T ' n

Learning Theory

Once an educator adopts the philosophic point of view as
"outlined previously, -he views the learner as an interactive

participant in a process. A transactive teacher will assume that

o -

> .
provisional attempts to resolve problems on the.part of the

~c

.student will almost inevitably be accompanied by mistake. making

Mistakes are positive since they are an integral part of the
testing, trying, growing process of which learning consists.

<L Such a view of the learner teacher transaction is

o

" consistent with the field theorist concept of learning as

represente¥ by the Gestalists and - phenomenologists, and 1s.in

-contrast to the associa ionist view as represented by Thorndikebi

RN «.\"“" 54

i

- gf’_ and Skinngr “The a85001ationists believe that learning 1s ‘a

fbuilding of complex behavior through a process of accumulation. g

L i . -
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" The basic learning pattern is a mechanistic response to external

forces such as rewards‘o Nreinforcement. On the’other~hand, the

~fleld theorists believe that arning.occurs as a result of

. 'perceptual cognitive processes instead of the more mechanical
Racu ) - N .

'Y'Y

" associative processesf In their words, ”learning is a perceptucl
process of organizing*relationships that we discover as we
are involved in solving‘problems that have a personal meaning to
us." (Pittenger & Gooding, l97l pp 76-77). |

voffka . (l935), Kohler (1947), and Wertheimer (1959) are
primar' curces for Gestaltist learning theory. For them, learning
is a dynamic process of organizing perceptions to reduce
ambiguity (The Law of Pragnanz) for the purpose of solving
problems There are four operations which one can perform to help :
another learn.b
_ ? 1. Present a problematicfSituation which is vital’and'

relevant to the learner. p

2. Define a specific problem, something manageable,

: 3. ,Evaluate procedures fOrfsolving'theA roblem.
_4ﬁA'Evaluate outcomes, for without this step much learning
is minimized. . |
TWhen thisfprocess'is'followed ‘the learner may be more likely to re—

.organize the ambiguous situation in such a way as to solve the perceived

problem Such a learning theory is consistent w1th a transactional

-

philosophy where man's social task is viewed as dynamically
integrating himself into society

The phenomenologists, such as Combs and Snygg (1959) or
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Lewins (1951) see man &s an organism forever seeking greater"
. i

peraonal adequacy In fact, there is a conception of the learner

s
d.

as one ''who is open to ‘the worldﬁ (Merleau—Ponty, PhenOmenology
o

of Perception), eager, indeed c0ndemned to give meanlng to it~-and-

,_‘-

in the process of so doing, recreating or gﬂmerating the materials

of a,curriculum in terms of his own consciousness." (Greene; 1971,

|
N

p. 258). The value of an educationaliexperience is determined by

ythe'self—relatedness of the learning. There are certain

2 .
situations which might facilitate the exploration of personal

Sy
meaning' 'freedom from threat, an atmosphere of acceptance, the

security of limits, acceptance of mistakes as part of the learning

LY

process, and an appreciatlon of the uniqueness of the rndiv1dual

A
and his potential for developing personally relevant perceptions -

—

'new to him." (Pittenger and Gooding, l971, p.»lll)av Therefore,

the task of the teacher is not so much to assure that content is

. covered but rather to foster situations in which students will be

R

able to have personally meaningfuL socially signiflcant experiences

with the content.

= ¢

When the transactionalist philosdphical point of view and

[

the field theofist concept of -learning are. integrated, certain

‘relationships are suggested:

1. Motivation to learn,is largely internal, rather than
¢ ' external.
-2, 'Learning is seen as an occnrring event, and not as an

event which has occurred \process, not product)

3..'The role of the educator is to facilitate the process

S . ’.’. * . -
N G § . .
. AR Beapd o }
v ' . . . . ) \3‘;&&“ 3 Y o
. - . 55 v

LN
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.-yherein the learner is in"a constant.state of
Uéssessi&g his relationships to his percéptual
en&irgnmént.
4, The learqiﬁg task shoul&'nét necessariﬁy be
' quaﬁtitatively meésureable; but shouidﬁBe a qualitafive
% ' self-realization of individuél"poteﬁtiality;f
5. Transfér of 1earninngiilvinvélve q;alitative
manipulations of perceptions;.quaﬁtitaﬁivé'of discrete
elements are.not necgssarilyitiOlved;ftransferfis é 
relational traﬁ;action betéeeﬁ;a‘éefé&ﬁ and a probiem.
6. . Permanment learniqg is meaniugfﬁi:iﬁ;ight folloﬁing,.
métivated‘searching; tfying and feorganizing acgiVities“
in_suchAé wa& théﬁ the 1éarnepﬂéees‘§h%4issue at hand
Vas sigﬁificénﬁ for him. |
The ouflined'philoséphi¢51—1earning"éiinéiplééi?re applied
in the integrated program of stu&ent teaching. A key fgﬁtor‘in’
applyéhg the é;inciples is the supervisory personnél. |

oo

' The Role of Supervision

General. A supervisor is a’changé agent who, tﬁrough'his
interac;ion with‘the teacher bfings forces into play to facilitate
“-;he teacherfs‘effoft:at self—improbémenﬁ} As such,vthe superviso?.'

‘has a kgy role in the develépment of a prospective‘teachér and
,thét‘role should ﬁot'bé.allowéd to dévelop haphazardly,,‘Yet there
h;aﬁbéars fo Be.a‘éﬁifiéalvshqrtage of qualifdied supervisérs (Pﬁrpel;

Y
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1967)Zpartly because there appears to be little status in the
supervisory‘tasks (Eble, 1972) and becau: e sup‘rvision requires‘
qualified personnel and adequate time (Purpel 1967) That time
may or may mot be available (Dav1es &= Amershek 1969). \
In terms of superviSion of student teaching, there appears

to be a triadic relationship which develops among -the cooperating

:teacher, the university supervisor, aad the -student teacher (Yee,

) .
L

1968). Yee . contends that the ideai in che ielationships of the
’three 1s'a triadic- cohe51veness ~ However, typical.student teacher,‘
programs appear to prov1de little opportunity for meaningful
triadic transaction There is a more. usual tendency‘towards

s

dyadic relationships\uhere either the cooperating teacher or the

t"

"university supervisor assumes a Joﬁiﬁating‘roie-«$here_is_a____ __‘;kﬁg;__
conflict in the 1iterature as-to who ‘is the dominant or key person

" in superVising the student teacher——the university supervisor
_(Sergiovanni and Starrat 1971; Yee, 1968) or the cooperating
‘teacher (Michaelis, 1960 McGrath 1950) Conflicts as’to who:the
key person is perhaps would be removed 1f attempts were made to.
foster triadic. relationships In terms_of evaluation, on‘which

‘all other supervisory functions rest (Enns, i%68), supervisors"andar
students differ on what constitutes effective:teachiﬁg (Daviesj&b .
Amersheh, i969)nandfon:what constitutes a;supervisory role (Deleff,
1966). Effective triadic .relationships wduld hopefuily blend

the best features and attitudes of all three part1c1pants in such a

- way as to develop the most ‘effective teaching possible, and to’

idevelog’the mpst effective supervision possible. v _— f . ) o
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from one ofdspecifying patterns or_technigues fd-'t %ﬁ}ng to

one of guiding the growth of student teachers in such a way as to
S

develop individual potentialities and the ability .to ' meet problems
.creatively (Michaelis, 1957 P. 1947) Deleff (1966, pp 26 31)

supports the position that there is a movement towards attention to
‘principles rather than to content and techniques alone. - | “: \

Sergiovanni and Starrat (1971) further contend based on
their adoption of Goodlad & Richter s curriculum model (1966) and
of McGregor s Theory Y assumptions,.that the emphasis should be

X .
on what they term "enlightened supervision " This is the concept

-of supervision espoused for the integrated program

Enlightened supervision incorporates particlpative
leadership of Supervisors the development of human resources
(pp. 152-153); the development of client commitment (p. 86),
the development of group 5uperVision principles (pp 180-181), and the

development of a superv1sory style and superv1sory climate

designated as a Likert System 4, According to- Sergiovanni and
¢ Starrat (1971), those who adopt the System 4 perspective.

rely on the principle of supportive relationshlps
on group methods of supervision, ;on Theory Y ,

' assumptions, on self—control methods, on ability

’ authority, and on other, principles of system 4,
The human. organization of the schoal reacts to ,

" this perspective by displaying greater ‘group '_éﬁﬁly
loyalty, high performance goals, greater e
Cooperation, more teamwork and sharing, less’ , .
feeling of unreasonable pressure, more favorable S . ‘
attitudes toward the. supervisor and the school ' ’
and higher levels of motivation for performance
(p. 124)., v -
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+If the concept of humanized supervision is applied-to the integrated

program, the university supervisor would become a key figure His"

position would be unique in that he would affect both the task and

. interaction effectiveness. These’two features in turn compose

‘grgup.effectiveness (Sergiovanni and Starrat, 1971, pp. 189—l9l);

The supervisor in-a human121ng curriculum is.a helping
flgure, one who works with others to assist them in their own
selfgimprovement., But due to admlnistrative considerations most

’ B PR . DS .
supervisors must also be evaluators. The trend is toward group

ﬁsupervisory activity (evaluation is one such activity) or the

Y

supervisory conference as encouraged by Sergiovanni and Starratt
(l97l), MacInnes (l969),yand Ward & Suttle (1966) | .
. Ward and Suttle (1966) have analyzed the weaknesses of
supervisors and spec1fied some guidelines for improved superVision
They recommend that supervisors should be trained in superV1sory

techniques, and that there should be cooperative superv1scry

effort between the college and school district Further, the

university supervisor should prepare cooperating teachers for their

role and work closely with them in the schools.

ra

Xee (1968) suggests that better triadic relati

ships could

bebdeveloped‘if:
"l., there'were better'methods of'matching triad:neﬁbers ;;

':‘2.' there was a better understanding of the operation of__i

e, triads and a better criteria of teaching

73,'-each triad membe

_perceived of - student teaching as a

transaction of th.r'“ j’gﬁﬁ@operatively.
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This would mean that the triad.members_must be given time and a

reason t

and in line with the suggested guidelines for supﬁﬁb131on, a way

o meet and work togethert.

Thus; in line with this triadiC'ViEW»of student teaching,

.26

must be found to estab}ish communication ‘and cooperation between the’

-

lbunlvet51tyvinstructors 1n profess;onaiﬁeducation coursesz(methods. >

courses)

have been made ot suggested in British Columbia, Prince Edward
‘Island, Quebec (McGill University),»and the College of Education
of The University of Rochester in New York State, United States of

erica..

and the cooperating teachers in the schools. Such attempts

In Rochester . ' . ‘%

the.intent of the program was to inVolvehactively

. the participating cooperating teachers in the

preparation of soclal studies teachers at the
secondary 1eve1 and to help the cooperating
teachers to gain insights into changes, both in
curriculum and instruction, now taking place in

‘the social studies, so that they, in turn, . could

?

~’I.‘he feat

: Rochester included the increased contact between theﬂUniversitj
and the schools, particularly in the supervision of ‘student
teachers.

‘In summary,

encourage student teachers to experiment with new

ideas. Since these participants would be
directly associated with the program and, involved

in its planning and direction, it was anticipated

that they would be more amenable to change dnd
experimentation and more committed to the goals
of, the program, and thus better able .to make the"
student-teaching experience a rewarding one for

~the student teachers. (Hicks, 1969 p. 153).

ures most. generally agreed to have been successful in

-
- o} :
5 9

&

@

1. the supérvisor is seen as a change agent, As a helpingf
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Y

figure. - : . - .

2. there is a trend toward a specific form of supervisory

“‘climate which»will encourage the "helping"’function of
a supervisor . ‘ “
‘ 3. the desirgd supervisory ¢limatg can be best facilitated
by the development of closer triadic relationships ~among .
_student teacher, university 5upervisor (Univer31ty),

‘and cooperating teacher (schools,(school boards)

:fFaculg& Consultants The primary function of the university

supervisor (faculty consultant) is "’ to be a lialson person (Neal)

Kraft, et al., 1967; Davies & Amershek 1969 Michaelis, 1960

'Univer51ty of Alberta, 1972) Michaelis more thoroughly outlines

S
J

the role of t1e college supervisor in the Encyclqpedla of Educatlonal

Research (1960)

Interpreting the college program to cooperating
schools, acting as intermediary between student
teacher and cooperating teacher, 1nterviewing
students prior to assigmment, assisting in
placement of students, engaging in follow-up
'conferences, evaluating growth, and teaching

: related classes and seminars (p. 1477)

Michaelis1 findingsvare‘supported by - the Neal; et al. (1967)
- findings. Scarfe (1969) states:

Any member of a Faculty of Education must first have
-been a competent teacher, have gone 1into the
scholarly discipline subsequently, have made the
attempt to integrate research and theory with ,
.fpractice, and must. be willing to go into school”
. classrooms and help young. teachers with their
day-to—day problems.

The University, of Alberta (1972) expects that'faculty consultants

will:
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v‘ " progress reports, and such other matters as

h,,' | . . : \\g\ . ’8
1. neet with their students prior to each round
L. _,to indicate their perception of their rolé
and their expectations of the student
'2.;_visit each student at least twice ‘each

‘::round for at least one full period of teaching .
each visit Ty _ ‘ ) - o

w
N,

3. #be" available for consultation with the
: student teacher at the convenilence of
the consultant but for sufficient time.
" to meet the mieeds of ‘the student. -

4, discuss with students their progress, problems, 1
may be beneficial to the student.

-5, complete and file with the Field Experiences;
office a progress report for each student
'each round. R N

R serve as a li&cbn between the Faculty of

. Education and the cooperating staffs of the

sc¢hools to whichﬁiheir student teachers are )

assigned (p. 13)*

In the integrated program, the faculty consultant is expected

vto carry out his responsibilities as designated by the University.

In addition, the faculty consultant\supervisor will be the '
instructor of Ed C.I. The consultant s additional task becomes -
assistance to students in integrating the theories of the C 1.
class and classroom practices He is assisted,in his role by the
cooperating teacher.»i | |

Cooperating Teacher. Traditﬁ@nally, the cooperating teacher

has been considered as a most: important 1nfluence on a student

_teacher in the development of teaching capabillties. However, there-

is a range of reaction to this vieW" McAulay (1960) found that the _"

student teacher is greatly affected by the cooperating teacher in

‘methods, .classroom housekeeping and;relations with children. -Price

Ih]
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(1961) in general would agree ‘that: cooperating teachers

influence student teacher attitudes, although this is not entirely

true on an’individual basis. Horowitz (1968) could not.claim that

29

"the cooperating teacher is influential in.bringing»ﬁgout the , g

¢

changes in attitude toward teaching on the part of tha'.tudent

3

teacher 6p*‘322) " Lamb (1970) and Burton (1970) would agree with :~'

4

-this latter‘pdint. ; ‘ ld,}ﬂ' ¢

- There appears to be some COnfusionfand possible conflicts

. in -expectations of‘cooperating teachers,-facultyhconsultants,

and student teachers for the Tole of cooperating teachers (Deleff,

< <

1966). However, Dayies.and Amershek (1969) in a r:Zﬁew of v

literature related to student teaching list gix re onsibilities
| . . ot . : o

of-the.supervisingfteaCherE Cete

(l) as friend; adviser and counsellor of the
student teacher; (2) as an outstanding teacher
of boys-and girls; (3) as director of :

observation; (4) as professional person and R O

desireable model; (5) as evaluator of teaching
proficiepcy; and (6) as innovator and . N
eXperimenter (p. 1382)

~ The University of Alperta s Faculty of Educ¢ation (1972)
states its expectations of the cooperating teacher

N Acquaint the student teacher with her particular‘
curricular "goals, techniques, and facilities.
2. Work with the student‘teacher in the preparation
"~ of lesson plans and in the selection of teaching '
techniques, materials, and teaching aids.

3. Observe and discuss wit:x the sfudent'his
performance as a rnnchnr.

4. Lead the student to more difficult teaching
\ activities as he demonstrates readiness._
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N

_Indicate to the student areas of weakness in

subject matter and methodology so that he
may seek to overcome these.

Facilitate participation by the student
teacher in out—-of-classroom learnlng

' situations

7.

8

9.

Assist: the student teacher in pupil evaluatiom-.

"Discuss the role of the teacher in all its

many facets with the student teacher.

"Evaluate the»student'teacher-thoughtfully';

in accordance with the criteria indicated on
the Student Teacher S Progress Report form
(p. 12) 3 ‘ o .

[

Although.supervision requires many speciai{skills.beyond\\y

those of good teaChiﬁ%,,cooperating teacher selection is usually

" done in an ad hoc. fasaion. Cooperating teachers are usually .

‘selected by-principals or school.snpervisors, sometimes by a

university,

primarily because of their'willipgness to‘serve’and

their'employment-inua cooperating systeT.v‘Perhaps more effective

cooperating teacher selection might occur if attention were paid

" to.behaviors of effectivé.dooperating teacherseas'identifiedﬂby

" Roth (1961).

'schedullng,

l

The effective supervi31ng teacher maintalneg‘flexible'

N

dsed practices worthy of imitation,nwas wi]%img

=Share ideas and work as a team with student teachers, ggze‘@raise

]

-with critic1sm and encouraged'the student teacher toxuse his

own ideas

3

Student teacher comments seem to furtherﬂsubstantiate

-

/A 4
A7

expected to carry out- his responsibilitles a%f'es gnated by the

Univer31ty.

S In addition, the cooperatingfieg

eF¥ supervisor is
3 .

Y
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-

expected to select and attend certain Ed. C.I. classe: and assist
the faculty consultant in aiding student teachers to integrate

the theories of #he Ed. C.I. class and_classroem-praCcices.'

‘;Theory-ana Practice

Il

_ Definitions. Various definitions ef'theory exist. TFor the
purposes of this study, the definition of the Committee on Teachef

Education (1971) will be'aaopted:

A theory is a coherent set of ideas so related to
each other that they account for or explain a .
set of facts. From a élightly different 1
perspective, ‘theory serves as a rationale for
developing, justifying and applying any set of
procedures such as methods of 1nstrgg£}on (p. 46)

Various definitions of practice exist. For the purposes of
this study, practlce ‘is concelved of as a seriea of "arts” used'tob
bring a.theory to its application. Schwab (1970) defines them as
""firet?;afts which identify the'disparity between real thing and
vtheofecic repreeentacien; seccnd;'a;tsawhich‘ﬁodify the theery in

the course of its application in the, light of its discrepancies;

and third, arts which devise ways of taking account of the'ﬁahy

,aagects of the real thing which the theory does ﬁotitake into

account_(ﬁ; 27y." i ‘,~\§§§§

- Theory-Practice Gap. There appears to be a "gap" between

theory and'practiCe."SuCh a ""gap" or resalcant "dualism" (Dewey,
1904) is one of the_chief evils of che teaching profession for
ultimately a teacher builds habits of teaching upon two’seemingly

independent bases.
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As a result of this apparent.gap between theory and
"practice, it is felt that a student teacher's experience in
student‘teaching " primarily a primordialvstruggle where "theory
‘runs‘a,poor second to sheer survival'and Whereﬂtheﬂcontemporary
program of teacher education legitimizes Tather than trains,,. .
:and training programs therefore take on the appearance of
- initiation ceremony or tribal rltual (MacDonald 1970 p. 23)
" This view has the support of Goodlad (1965) Talmage and Monroe
asro), and Smith (1968). |

Thgse who attempt to close theory—practice gap (Tomkins;
"1970; Committee on Teacher Education, 1971, SOrenson; 1967;'Moon,
1964) run into a number of barriers Some of "those barriers are'

- 1. definitions .wherein the terms theory and practice may
mean different things to different people. For
example, Dewey_(1904) described two views reéardingx
practice.“ Practice may befvieWed as the provision of
the tools and skills ‘of the. profe551on such as classroom
management, Then practice may be equated w1th

.apprenticeship. Or-practlce may be viewed as an
"instrument in makinﬂlreal and vital theoretical
'instruction, the knowledge of “subject matter and of‘

p nciplesof: education ‘ (Deweye cited in Borrowman,"
1965, p.'142). Then'practicegmay be,equated‘with a
1aboratory experience; | |

2. affailure to,consider‘a holistic, unifyiné‘cbnception-of

‘instructionawhich w0u1d include'knowledge'about iearners»
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and learning, knowledge in a discipline,~and knowledge
of instructionai/strategies. |
3.‘ the belief that either theory or practice 1ndependently
Wlll improve teaching ,
4. the bellef that a-beginning teacher will autOmatically'
| be capable of - comprehending and know1ng ways to llnk
theory and, practice .
.s; the belief that there 1s a real dichotomy between theory
\ C and practice
The questibn arises as to‘how the 1ntegration and

coordinatlon of theory and practice as applied to student teaching,

may most successfuﬁly be- accomplished particularly when
v

” B

authorities in the field of education seem to favor: no radical o

changes in present practices (Johnson, 1971 Clarke and Coutts,‘

, , . :
Integrative Attempts'. MacNeill (1965) prov1des an- overview

of teacher education in Canada ' The traditional program in student'
teaching involves at least 31x weeks of teaching usually div1ded
) \

into two or three blocks of time Howeven, there are other'programs.
- , S - . : .

'in Canada which are attemptlng to achieve a closer'relationship ‘

3

between theory and practice in. student teaching than seems to have
. been achieved dn- the“traditional program One such plan might be
.designated as the Diploma Internship Pnogram wherein graduates of

colleges other than education receive continuous practical ﬂ‘

s

. e

: experience of several weeks o a year, u3ually in ‘one school. The e

*

Teaching Asstic-eship Plan, used at Slmon Fraser Unlver31ty, groups

a .
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four students under the guidance of a superv151ng coopemating

L

teacher who is an associate of the University The Seminar Practice

'r“ -

8

Teaching Program prov1des small grOup seminar situations’ directed

by student needs related to the field in which students are working

Other modif1¢ations or changes to existing programs have

occurred to integrate theory and practice, such as in Prince Edward

Island (Committee on Teacher Education,g197l).

. However, before any -changes. could take place in any?of these

‘centers, a process of self-evaluation occurred wherein an attempt

to define the purpose af teacher training and ‘to define the .type .

" of teacher desired was made. 1In each instance a laboratory concept

- of education appears, to have surfaced where the student becomes an

involved, active participant in'discovering the prineiples of -

"' education (theory) on which practice is based and then practicing
‘those principles (practice) and finally evaluating the integration,
making'revisions to plans so as to lead himself to a better

participation on another occasion. If this process is-successfully

~accomplished the~intentidn of developing a "student of teaching"

(Silberman; 1970; Dewey, 1904) is more likely to become a fact.
Eﬁ'In'Alberta,.student teaching programs have been practiced»

mainly in the cities of'EdmOntoniand'Calgary. Some of the student

'teacﬁﬂng‘programs do not:satisfy prospective teachers (Roy, 1972);

Thg§e programs could be re—organiaed:
Ty

1. to incorporate.the values, and,philosophiC'attitude;

€

‘% the conﬁspt of learning; and the concept of supervision

«_‘'outlined earlier in this chapter..i
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of student teaching programs to
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2. to more closely integrate theory and-practice.
‘fijﬂ. to satisfy the desires ‘and needs of the participants

The literature offers suggeszions for the reorganization

e a baSis for—integrating

Atheory and practice. Features ‘which vere significant and which

“could be shaped to form a revised* program in Alberta include:

1. extended time for exploration and style development

a‘,

(Talmage and Monroe,(l9;g, Commi tee on Teacher Education,

Ty "y-vaa

P.E.ii, 1971 Johnscon, 71)

2. graduated teaching experiences (Talmage and Monroe,
1970; Committee on Teacher Education, P.E.I., 1971).

3. practice.teaching integrated with professional studies~
(Committeevon TeachervEducation,'P.E,if, 1971; Channon,
19.71';‘MacDon‘ald, 1970; Ianni, 1966).

‘74. ;feedback to grow on'(conferences) (Tilmage and'Monroe,
1970;-Committee'on.Teaoher Education, P}E.I., 1971).

5. student.teachers obtaingthe."why" and ;how" of teachingx
(Commission on the Future of the Faculty of Education,
U.B. C., 1969)

6. careful selection of supervising teachers based on their
acknowiedged skill and expertise (Committee on Teacher
Education, P.E.I., 1971). | |

7..‘carefui orientation of cooperating teachers to;their

?tasks (Committee on TeacheriEducation, P.E.I., 1971){

g : L . :

8. field experiences which benefit'the,superviSing'teachers'

and the schools (Committee on Teacher"Education,‘P.E.Iu,

foe
T hen
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C 1971).

9. access to student teachers by all schoals in the
Province kCommittee on Teacher Education, P.E, I., 1971;
Cummings, 1971) y

lO,. cooperative supervision of.practice by education profesf
'sors and teachers in schoolsl(Johnson, 1971). |
11, small‘classes of student teachers (dohnson,.l97l)»‘

Summary

The summaryvmay be considered an‘abbreviated theoretical
_base for the integrated program. |

The university. supervisor (faculty consultant) is considered'
the primary facilitating agent'for stimulating, integrating and
jsuStaining the program. The supervisor's main task is to'stimulate
- a social circumstance or‘environment_wherein‘the‘student-teacher
can become'a dynamic%perSon*in-transaCtiOn4with his‘environment.
The intent of such circumstances{is to‘provide the student teacher
'with the opportunity to define problems, collect data, formulate
. solutions, apply solutions, appraise results, and redefine the
;problem in a continuing process of involvement. The development*of

bthese circumstances necessitates a humanizing form of superv131on '

which is sympathetic and helpful Such a form’csn best be
f

cultivated by developrng a strong triadic relat onship among the
student teacher, cooperating teacher and faculty consultant;u The

preceding circumstances may best be fostered by‘such organieational
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!
;o

v ' ' f

.features as integrating theoretical ‘and practical- experiences,
extending the practicum, and careful selection and orientation
lof supervising teachers. The concept of learning,‘the concept of -
supervision, the integration of theory and practice and the o
organizational structure should pProduce recognizable benefits to
'participants. | |

Chapter III deals with the design of the integrated program
as well as with the instruments and procedures used to assess the

program s effectiveness



A

CHAPTER. III

INTEGRATED PROGRAM DESIGN,:DA&A COLLECTIQN

s ~ AND METHODS OF ANALYSIS

The integrated program which incorporates the features
{

outlined iﬂ Chapter II was developed and implemented by Dr..Bell d

The instrumentation and methods of dgﬁkagollection were developed
,f N
v ,
and admini?tered by the investigator for the purpose of eliciting'

the participants perceptions of the program 8 effectivenessf‘

Research:Approach S 2 - ‘ . 5/ |

The research approach considered TosC uitable for describing

L)

the integrat d progfam in terms of 1its crganizat on, operation.f

and.effect'

] eness is a case study. The inrtgLated program adopted
¢

arn action research approach with the method subject to modifications
during ‘the course of the program, a feature considered necessary in
the exploration of the concepts and relationships in the integrated

program Variables 'such as student teacher situations,

B a

admdnistrative arrangements,‘and individual differences in student

teacher—*cooperating teacher relationships made any true experimental

design impossible.\’

N
<t

Vo

‘%
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Field Procedure and Program Desigm ./

Early in 1972 a meeting was arranged by Dr. ﬁellk with the v
Superintendent of Schools of each of the following school systems
Leduc, Camrose, Wetaskiwin, Ponoka, Lacombe, and Red Deer. The
vpurpose of‘each meeting was to intrqduce the experiment. As &
}result ot interest shown by'the Superintendents, a second meeting
was arranged in order to‘discuss.lhe experiment'more fully. The
plan was approved in_each-center. l

Following general acceptance of the‘plan by the-Boards,.a
meeting was called of third year English maJors on a Bachelorb
of Education program in Secondary Fducation. The plan whlch would
‘take students out of Edmonton for fourteen seeks was. explained
Students were asked to choose between the proposed plan and the
existing student teaching program Within two days thirtyjsix-
students hadrvolunteered‘for_the proposed plan.

In the spring of 1972 a third meeting was'arrangedjwith
.‘superintendentsiand.Principals;. The duties and selection of
tcooperating teachers were discussed" Superintendents‘and
Principals then selected the cooperating teachers - In the fall
ﬁerm, meetings were held with the cooperating teachers. The program
" and the duties-ofrcooperating teachers’were explained (Appendix B).
| A final ‘meeting was held in December, 1972, to present
cooperating teachers with detailed plans of the Ed C I. 354 classes

'~ to be taught in Wetaskiwin ‘and Lacombe (Appendix C) Their advice

on the nature of the Ed. C.I. classes was sought and considered.”
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Plans were made to involve cooperating teachers in the Ed. @ I.
classes as students and/or.as guest instructors.

In the fall term, three meetings were held nith‘the
particpating third year English majors to discuss the nature of the.‘

.,{) .
program and details such as placement and living accommodation. fé

5

- fourth meeting was held early in December, 1972,'atfwhich time students

were assigned to their cooperating teachers. Attempts were made to

match cooperating"teacher and student teacher on the basis of their
interests and activities. Students:were required to contact thelr

schools and cooperating teachers prior to the commencement of ‘the
"

o . _ E _ " - y
The plan explained_by Dr. Bell was founded on. the salient
features described.in Chapter II:. o S C
1. an environment must;be created Qherein'the student may

become a "transactive"’teacher‘and a "student of
teachingﬁ,
2. the trahsaCtive teacher and student of teaching may be

- created by using a concept of learning which involves a

process of trying, evaluating, restructuring ‘and trying

‘again.

no
<

O.,3" the environment may be created by.using a concept of
.supervision which 1nvolves student teacher, cooperating

:teacher, and the faculty consultant in supportive
triadic relationships ’

4. theories may be transferred more easily into practice

: by exposing student teachers to theory. (C. I ) and

. “/
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practice (Pra.) simultaneously.

By structuring the C I to occur in conjunction with the practicum u;
and by 1nvolving the supervisory personnel in both the C.I. and |
practicum, Dr. Bell hoped that Lhe concept of learning and the concept.
of supervision might be accomplisned and that the environment to.
develop a transactive teacher and a student of teaching might be

‘created: - . S - .{iwm | ." ' RV

- fhejintegrated program, %ssexplaineddby Dr. Bellé was

designed.for English majors whoiwere in:their third'or fourth

v

~

years of a B. Ed program and who planned to, do their student
teaching during the 1972- 73 university year. v The program began on’ .
Januarv 3 and ended on April 9 1973, a total or‘rourteen ueeks.
Students*” were enrolled in‘credit for Ed. C. I 354‘(1)‘andlEd: Pra.
v‘350 (1) . and Ed. Pra 353 (%),'a total:Of 2%'credits; During Term 1
(September - December, 1972) students registered in five half-courses
for a possible total of 2% credits

The following centers: agreed to participate in the program A

Each center specified the number of students that could be

ro .

accommodated, ) B L : - ' . B : \\\\;/
Loe . N ; - o

Section Al - Leduc - 5

e ]
Camrosé -4

i

; Wetaskiwin¥- é _ , . _
Ay, . v . ) - o 3 B . N
Section A4 - Ponoka - 5 : : » -

.Red Deer -6
‘;_LaCOmbe*é-6 AN
*Instruction centre

R . , .
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: cooperating teachers. The Ed C.I. Instructor and his assistant

42

Ihe students in Section Al met in Wetaskiwin for Ed C.I. 354 on
Ménday of each week. Tuesday of each week was spent on’ assignments

given in Ed. C.I. 354. Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday were spent

_inlthe.schools; The students in Section AL met in Lacombe for

'Ed. C.I. 354 on Tuesday of each week. Monday of each week:nas'

8

‘'spent on assignments given in Ed. C.I. 354. Wednesday,'Thursday,

and Friday were spent in the schools. )
Insgruction in Ed. C.I. 354 was provided by Dr. ‘J. B. Bell,
assisted by the investigator. The Ed. C.I. 354 classes werelopen‘to‘
alla&60perating teachers. Arrangements to attend nere made withf
thejPrincipai and Superintendent. ‘Tn Decemher,pl972; a.detailedm\
plan for Ed. C.TI.. 354 was provided fbr;eaCh cooperating'teacheri

If all or some.partSmof the planned classes were of . interest to

cooperating teachers they were welcome to attend, to participate,

S
w

to plan with students, and to try the.plan in the classroom.
Supervi31on of the program was provided by. the Ed C.I.

Instructor (Dr. J B. Bell), his assistant {D. Young) and the

)

A~{:’

Co . _
visited the'cooperating teachers and the students .on Wednesday
and Thursday of each week

Limited access to the Faculty of: Education library o

‘necessitated the prOvision‘of resources to the students.b'All

RN

students subscribed to the Eng;ish Journal The prescribed text ‘was

Teaching Language and Literature by Loban, Ryan, and Squlre. From

January to ‘April each participating center was supplied with:

- D._L. Burton, Literature Study\in the High-Schools (1970)i



= J. R. Squire and R. K. Applebee, Teaching Fnglish in the

United Kingdom (1969).

J.;N. Hook, The Teaching of High SchOol English (1965).

H. Guth, Engl 1 Today and Tomorrow (1964).

A list of methodology texts in the library of each school wasg’
supplled by the librarian and given to the student teachers. Other
materials (texts, articles) were supplied by the university Copies

of university supplied materials also were provided to cooperating

‘teachers. R

Data Instrumentation and Collection

PIRAN R

ni‘ere developed‘by the investigator and , -
1y !qu 4 I ’ w

administered ﬁg{gp%f'ﬁﬁgteachers and cooperating teachers Semi- . - oy
) 4 "C\X Yo e
structured interv1ew’ were held by the investigator with

-Superintendents -and Principals._ ‘“Q
v‘ The Opinionnaires were designed to elicit as open a
response asipossibre regarding the.participantsi perceptions of
thevprogram.‘ The.design was intende- allow‘respondents toimake
qualitativeprather than quantitative responses In some instances :

=~

.where quantitative measures seemed reasonable, a S-point Likert

. .scale was used. The pre-valrdated Student Teacher Opinionnaire
(S.T.0.) (AppendixﬁD) consisted .of thirty—one items and an. |
opportunity for an‘Open Statement. In addition, a brief Personal
Data Sheet was filled in by each student. The‘pre—validated
‘CooperatingvTeacher_Opinionnaire (C.T.O,) (Appendix F) consisted

of twenty—one'items and an opportunity for an Open'Statement. A
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brief'Personal Data Sheet was filled in by each cooperating
teacher ' The‘opinionnaireS‘Were constructed in accordance with

criteria ‘set forth by Good (1972, PP. 230 =235). and Selltiz et,al

' ,(1959, pp. 552-574), and subjected to content’ Validation. Three

judges examined the Opinionnaires < Two judges were C I instructors,

one in the Department of Elementary Education, ‘the other in the

'Department of Secondary Education - The third judge was a Faculty

administrator and instructor in the Department of Educational

'Administration. -Judges were given the rationale of the study,

the problem questions related to the participants’ perceptions of

;the program s effectiveness and the numbers of the items which

applied to each question. Judges were also given Directions to

Judges regarding,Qpinionnaire Validation (Appendix H) The same

'_Teacher Opinionnaire under the supervision of the investigator

.
3 N

validation procedure, With the same judges was carried oucxfor both
Opinionnaires.
. ,NAa_a;furthér attempt to validate'the,instrument four

£z

student teachers reported to the University and completed the Student

.

_Each was from a different.center withi >the gtudy. The sty at

teachers were free to ask questions about the o7 Inionnaire in

_ order to clarify any problems in completing it, s1lowing the

‘writing; theistudent teachers were asked to coument generally on

the'opinionnaire, or on the program, Verbal responses were checked

'.against written responses to establish an initial indicatior of

| instrument reliability Revisigbs were made to the S. T 0. on the

basis of the findings of the Judges and ‘the pilot test. Revisions



‘procedure of assessment by a’ panel of judges and a pilot test,

'45 N

encompassed changes in wording for purposes of clarification,

- e

deletion of items which produced no useful responses, change in- open

responses to scaled responses, or addition of items to obtain

2

information suggested by the questions of the .judges and the student
teachers. ‘The reVISed S.T.O. (Appendix E) consists of a Personal -

B . . f . . . - - .
Data Sheet, twenty~five items, and an epportunity for an Open .

. Ve . "™ .v' . . .
Statement. . S

Many of thetitems in,ﬁhe C;T.O.'were similar to those of

i

" the S.T&O. Based on revisions necessary.to the S.T.O., the C;T,O.

was modified prior to examlnation by the: Judges Because of strong

'x} R .“'h

item similarities between the S.T.0. and C.¥{Q.,.1t was felt that
prior examination by two cooperatingﬁteachens would be sufficient
The C.T.0. was mailed to two cooperating teachers with a covering
letter of instructioﬁg‘TAPpendii_Tjﬂ_iﬁalidat1on copies werez
returned before the establishea deadline Revisions similar in

‘ ‘ |

type to those made on the S.T. é » Were made to the C.T.0. on the

basis of the findings‘of the judges and ‘the pilot test. The

vrevised'C.T.O. (Appendix G) consists of a Personal Data Sheet,

twenty—two items, and an opportunlty for an Open Statement The

followed by revi51on, is in acccrdance with suggestions by Selltiz,'

et_alj (1959, PP: 157-158) and Good (1972, P 234);

The revised S.T.0. was given to student teachers upon

Lcompletion of their final examination for Ed. C. I 354 They were -

%a ) .
to return i+ to the inJestlgator in a pre—addressed envelope. The -

majority - the -students returned the opinionnaires within,ten



" days. Thevremaining students were phoned to remind them\to retufn

the S. T 0. The percentage .of returns for the completed S.T.O. was

- . . . ’ N L

' lOOZ.’_ - ' o ,y"f‘ﬁu;;33‘
. The'revised:CZT.O s were mailed to Princ1pals in sealed

envelopes to be distributed to cooperating teachers. Coqperating

J
teachers were, instructed through a covering letter. (Appendix J), to

\
\

complete the C T.O. in time for it to be picked up by the :

investigator on . a specified date as cited in the. Intérv1ew Schedule

,and 0pinionnaire Pickup (Appendix K) At that time, the

inve tigator had an opportunity to examine the completed C.T.O.

.and discuss them individually with cooperating teachers in an effort

t
<

to establish the reliability of the responses.f_Three coOperating f\v

H.ooo- ? -

teachers dii not Eomplete the mpinionnaire Of those, two were

7

J'interviewed to establish their major points of view regarding the

program, Ohe cooperating ‘téacher refused to do ‘the oplnionnaire.

or to have an 'int erview.‘ All three.non*IESpOndents were from one -

vcounty The percentagf_of returns for’%he'completed'C.T;O. was

7o 3 . T g . .

?*91 5%, ) A

'. The investigator ‘used a’sémi structured interview" technique
v H‘C A .

"to obtain data from Principals and Superintendents.' According to
- s

';tHoke (1972, pp. 26 27) suaﬁ a technique has distinct advantages in

._\

ijdiscovering relationships among variables, and providing estimates
of Variables for which obJective tests are not available This

approach may also make a study involving many variables cohe51ve

'J",‘ LR
To reduce interviewer bias, a planned interview schedule was
B L L0 N

. {,'},». T

,‘.._.,@‘ L0
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and may determine,motivations and meanings of generalized statements.
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followed. ‘The. time involved in such a procedure was considerable

&

It 5 felt nevertheless tQ be desirable and feasible to interview

Principals and Superintendents. It was not feasible to use 5uch a'

procedure with student teachers and cooperating teachers

)
v

The 1nterv1ews were designed to ellcit opinions from - = .-
Principals and Superintendents The items of the interview schedules
were broader in scope and less detailed than those 1n\the S.T.O. A

and C.T. O and were intended to focus attention on, maJor features

-

of the' program.

“a B : s R

The PrinCiPals' interviewfschedulemcontained five items. " The
topics for the interviews and a covering letter (Appendix L) were’
included with materials malled to the cooperating teachers.

.Principals were asked to be prepared for an interv1ew on a fg S s

-

specified dater , o R
A preliminary statement (Appendix M) was Tread to: each L

interviewee before ‘the interview began All respdhsés wefe’

v'recorded ‘using a tape recorder. It was felt that the tape

-

recorder has basic advantages over various forms of note taking
and that there would be no noticeable or significant effect on

1nterView data as a result of using the tape recorder (Good

-~

1972, p. 253) The respondents were encouraged to express thelr L

opinions ‘on various aspects of the program, using the items as a
focus. Interviews were,conducted with thirteen respondents :An
example of a semi structured 1nterview transcription can be

: found in Appendix N. The percentage of completed interviews

was 100%. o | : g
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to the respondents.
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', The Superintendents' interview schedule contained eight
- _items. The topics and a covering letter (Appendix 0) were mailed
, Superintendénts'were expectedrtb prepare

responéés in advance. The responses were to be picked up pn a

.speéified date.  The investigator'obtained'written responses from
s v S s v

;hé six Sdperintendentsvand had the oppdrtunity to query .four

‘. ) .
‘of the respondents’

statements. . Examples of the written responses

are presented in Appendix P.

N - - . . O
‘Data Processing and

Analysis = . s

All itemsAuéed in collecting data regarding participénts'

"perceptions"of‘the 1ntegrated‘progfambwere analyzed énd intérpréted

‘aCbording to the questions specified for the second.portiOnvof

the problem of the study: o o ¢

Problem #1

Will the intégration df Ed. C.I. 354 and

. Ed.. Pr.:350-353 influence experimentation with

Problem #2.

theories anddinstrubtional procedures in the

- ¢’assroom?’

5.T.0. - 3, 4, 17, ‘18

C.T.0. -8, 16-22

Principal Interview'— 1, 2

J

.Superintendent Interview - .1; 2

Does. the concept of learning in the program
compel students to assess their'objectives'

and practices in teaching?
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«
' S'.”'r‘.o..-'e 1‘!?}2
" . C.T.0. - 6, 7
  Prbbleﬁ #3 What benéfgtgignd non—benefits (drawbacks,
o iﬁconveniénces) do.the school systeml(i.e.'
! '. ‘ ' ; ‘ teachefs, prihcipals and superihtendents)
| and coﬁmunit? derive’ffomvthe.inpegrated prpgram?
o S.T;O.'—:7,‘9f'PDS 7 |
C.T.0. - 12-14
Priﬁcipal Intefview - 3—5
' Superintendent Interview —'3-8
Pfoblem #4 What benefité'apd non;benefits (drawbacks,

inconveniences) do' student teachers and

coopeﬁ?&ing teachers derive from the integrated

22
¢ Al

$.T.0. -.5,6, 10-16, 19-25
C.T.0. - 1-5, 9-11, 15

iTA%l responses were Sijeéted to content pﬁalysis by the -
investigator. Quantitative responses were tabulated according

N

U to freq'qdéy, proportion-and mean. “Qualitative responses were

tabulated accérding to key words: or themes whichvevolvéd,';Ihese

o g <

"reéponses we;é regér&ed as indicative of*the:psychologicél state of

‘persons or grbups; the attitudes, interests or values of persons

or groups; ‘or the focus of attentioﬁ (Good, 1972,.p, 286) . 4Suéh

. , o, ‘ ‘ B
qualitative responses were ranked in terms of frequency. -

[



CHAPTER IV

PARTICIPANTS', PERCEPTIONS OF THE
INTEGRATED C.I.-PRA. PROGRAM

1

The problem of this study is:

1.

to describe the organization and operation of the
I

.'integrated Ed C I -Ed. Pra program This ‘f@r

descriptionwhas,been accomplished in previous chapters.

to elicit opinions of participants regarding their

.perceptions of the program s effectiveness This ‘
portion of the problem was stated . as a series of

"questions. Chapter IV will present participant'

C e :

g opinions according to the questions specified in the

-~

final section of the preceding chapter "t

designations refer to the'question numbers of the

respedtive opinionnaires. For example,’when-Student

_ Teachers are being diSCUSued Q22 would refer to

question 22 of the S. T 0. Any figure in ( .)

designates the frequency of response for an 1tem

Proportions will be given for items where there is a

common base for the frequency of responses, for

‘example in responses on the Likert scales as tabulated

foog

. 1n Table l
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Population Profile

‘The total studéft teacher population was 31L Fogr studeﬁ{'
teachers were used to Validate the S.T.0. The remaining a |
pophlation as described on the-Person;l.Data Sheet consisled of
7 married males, 4 single males, 2 married. females and lé.single"
females. -Each student teacher had'a‘different cooperating teacher
in each ronnd. In those rounds there were pairt of student
teatheruand cooperating teacher where 41 student teachers had 1°
cooperating teacher, 10 had. 2, 1 had 3, and 2 had A cooperating‘
teachers. The Wetaskiwin group tended to return to Edmonton '25%
moreifrequently“than did the_Lacombe group. All student teachers
who retdrned did so'mainly.to visit family‘or friends, to use the

city or_University facilities, or for personal reasons. All

‘student teachers returned the opinionnaire.

.The total cooperating teacher population was 37. Two -
cooperating teachers were used to validate the C.T.0. The
‘remalning population as described on the Personal Data Sﬁeet

d

con51sted of ll married males, 1 51ng1e male, 19vmarried females G

and 3 single females Cooperating teachers viewed themselves as”
hav1ng responsibility for one student teacher’per round. Of
the total of 37 cooperating teachers, three failed to retufn the
opinionnaires.;~0fvthose three,,two were 1nterpiewed regardingt‘
their reactions to thébprogram.
| The remaindertof'the population COnsisted of 13
-vpjikéipals-and.6 superintendents; Their responses were obtained

by interyiew, All responded.
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Problem 1: Will the 1nteLac1a% of Ed. C.I. 354 and Ed. 5P

. < ) : AR
353 influence experimentation with.theories and
T

instructional.pr0cedures in the classroom?

Student Teachers . S *

i3

The summary of student teacher and cooperating teachgr'
Likert scale responses to items related to Problem #1 1s presented
in Table 1. ‘

When student teachers were questioned as to whether they
haa an opportunity to use ideas and 1nstructiOnal materials obtained
in the Ed. C.I. course'in the classroom (Q3), a considerable rangeA

was evident. The mean was 3.44.. This seems to indicate -a reasonable,

but not excellent opportunity for student teachers to use Ed c.I.

re30urces in the classroom. The opportunity or lack of

opportunity seemed to be very much dependent on two features

the applicability of Ed C. I matcrials to what the. student teacher

-was doing in a class (12), and freedom to "do things," ‘to experiment

and "try" thing5f(7)..‘This,latter feature is dependent on the
cooperativeness of the cooperating teacher as overtly recognized -
by at least'3_student teachers and, implicitly recognized by others
who noted the degree of freedom they were given (7):

my cooperating teacher was particularly responsive

to implementing the C.I. course with- classroom

practice

an awareness by the cooperating teacher, especially

in tigh school, of what materials we were taking

in C. I. made implementation possible.

.opportunity came about through discussion of lesson

:
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plans with my cooperating teacher who had attended
“the C.I. 'classes. :

Student teachers were also asked to indicate what prevented their '

using Ed. C.X. concepts in class. ‘Although 16 out of 27 student

teachers did not respond, 9 felt the opportunity did not occur

¥

simply because the student teacher was required to follow a pre- .

Fooo

ordained syllabus developed by the cooperating teacher, and, as. a

" respondents, was lack of enough.class time to

result, classes were frequently not studyiidg what wasibeing

studied in Ed. C.I. The second most importanj deterrent, with 2

incdrporate Ed. C.I.

‘concepts because dlassesﬁhad a-certain amount of time in which,to.

o

g.

cover a seaﬁofvmatérial

Students)varied wigﬁ fifpect to the.relationship found ‘to
exist between‘%be theory and hackground materials presented in
class and their teaching (QA) The mean. wasogrg; This seems.to
indicate a reasonable but: not. excelLEnt ;elationship of Ed. C.I.

-

and cla#ﬂroom practice Student teachers views of their

P .
opportunity to use Ed. C.I. resources (Q3) was 3.44. It is possible

thiﬁilack of relationships between Ed. C.1. materials and classroom

¥

1)

actices at a given point in ‘time may be partly responsible_for
thelperceived lack of opportunity for: student teachers to use
Ed. C.I. materials in the classroom.” This is recognized in part by

student teachers. To confirm student teacher recognition of such-

. relationships, the opinionnaire called for- examples to be given

L
o

illustrating the relationships;:'A total of 22 different examples

Qere’given‘with additional dUplications. The examples ranged from

55
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the very.general (etg.the British system of education) to the |
increasingly specific (e g-questionning techniques, how to make
comments on student papers) -As one student teacher commented, as
examples of‘the transfer of‘theory:and/or background materials
into prattlce, a student teacner could specify ”almost anything

When asked if the cooperating teacher s attendance in

“Ed. C I. class on. three or more occasions was helpful in

relating Ed. C. I concepts to classroom practice (Q18), nine -

4

student teachers in Round 1l and 7 Student teachers in Round 2

were able to respond which" di‘Etes that the majority of

-

cooperating teachers had attended Ed C.I. on less than 3 occasions.:

- .0f those able to respond the mean was 4.0, Lack of cooperating

:::::::;E\relating Ed ‘C. f concepts and classroom practices Cooperating

teacher attendancerﬁﬁpears to be a. result of limits imposed by

participating Bdggdsqg Such’limﬁtlng may be undesirable considering

» \",_;.’v.

that student te&dhe?p who‘were able to respond to Q18 were strongly

positive regarding‘the helpfulness of cooperating teachers in

1
-

teacher attendance of Ed C I. class with the student appears to

aen

have important advantages (Ql7), as recognlzed even by" those
! LR i I
student teachers whose cooperating teachérs weA Ainfrequent attenders

\m .

-The cooperating teacher can see wnat techniques and theories student

- -"‘

teachers are learning (13), why student teachers use. certain materials

in the classroom (5) and may ‘be able to suggest ways of implementing

_‘those ideas in class (11). Further Ed C T. .may agt as a basis

" for discussion between cooperating teacher and student teacher (2;

. As stated by one student:

She can. see what theory we are learning and may be able.
to. suggest ways of implementing it in lessons.
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Cooperating Teachers

When cooperating teachers were asked if they found a
relationship between the theory and background materials presented
:1n the Ed C. I. and their student teacher's teaching (Q22a),

(O 24) made no response Tyo teachen;marked each student teacher
separately so. there are a total of 34 responses in this ditem . -

oy

. rather than 32. The mean response was 3. 04 This seems to indicate

a moderate degree of perceived relationship of Ed. C. I. and

classroom practices The mean for ,student teacher response to the

pEE o

same item (Q4) was 0.51 higher., It would appear that student N
Vteachers have a slightly more positivelyiew of the relationship
of Ed - C. I and classroom practices As examples of the transfer
.’of theory into practice by the/student teacher (Q22b),
vcooperating teachers mentiOned diffuse examples with Multi—Media
‘Response (7) and- questloning strategies (5) occurring most .
frequently.f Three persons did not reSpond' |

When asked t;'suggest how theory and practice could be
drawn together more closely (Q22c), 30 failed to respond . Two
cooperating teachers stated that the cooperating teacher needs a
copy of Ed. C I assignments before the student teacher comes to
"her 50 lessons can be made to coincide with the Ed C.T. outline.
ln fact, provision of the outline had occurred ’ Cooperating
teachers even had an opportunity to assist in developing the outline.
A further comment by a cooperating teacher who never attended

Ed C I. is ironically interesting'

Arrangements must be made with the boards so that
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L . : .
. supervisory teachers must attend lectures so that
- he or she will have a better idea of what theor . <
is being put to the test.in practical applicatijn.
Cooperating teacher attendance at C I .was meant to
accomplish'this very point. When cooperating teachers were asked
if student teachers had an vpportunity to use ideas and
' instructional materia&sobtained in Ed. C.I. in the classroom“
(Q8a), only one failed to respond ‘ The mean respbnse)was 3.84. The
cooperating_teacher’mean (Qaa) is 0{4 higher than the student
teacher mean (Q3). It would appear that ' while student teachers
Lsaw a more positive relationship-between the theory of Ed. C. I. and -
'classroom practices than did the cooperating teachers, their
‘opportunities to practiée with those theories in a classroom
. occurred less frequently than cooperating teachers felt they did.
. While the discrepancies are . not dramatic, they are intriguing
When asked what made it possible for the student teacher
to have the opportunity use Ed. C.I. materials in the.classroom
(Q8b), one teacher summarized theAanswers of all others—--"'Me!"
More specifically, cooperating teachers gave student teachers
freedom to "do theirvtﬂidg/\KB), made arrangements so that class
‘content and Ed. C.T. instruction coincided (9%; were actively and
‘ cooperatively trying, with ‘the student teacher, to incorporate ideas
and materials (4), were flexible ). Such low frequencies for
these,responses, out of a total of 32 respondents, are inadequate
eonsidering the characteristics of effective cooperating teachers
-as described by Roth (1961) Due to the open response nature of.

(

. the opinionnaire some cooperatiqg teachers who, . for example, may'

s

.;..ﬁ‘.
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be flexible are simply not stating that fact becaﬂse some other
e1ement appears to rate a higher priority in their consider@tion,
or bedause they simply did not regard a particular element as a
'factor to be considered
iﬁ /

Conversely, the reasons why such opportunity was perceived
L not to ‘occur (Q8c)fwere‘diffuse.and very 1ndiv1dualist1c (6). ' LN
Twenty cooperating teachers failed to respond' Only 4 agreed that
‘Ed. _C.E. materials were not presented at a time that would have
made them relevant. The ~opinions of student teachers and coope@ating
teachers regarding the integration of Ed C.I. theories and
classroom practice lead the investigator to suggest that the
characteristics of the cooperating teacher, notably such - qualities
as flexibility‘ana cooperativeness, are a key factor in succassfully .
integrating Ed.- C.T. theories and classroom practices Thls is ,
.'further substantiated in examinin0 Ql9a. It might be assumed-that
©1f there were conflicts between the ideas and philosophy suggested

K

in the Ed. C. I. course and those generally practiced by theb

.-v

cooperating teacher in the classrdbm, cooperating teachers would

»

be reluctant to permit the integration of Ed. CyI._theoriesyand.

classroom practiceg in their classes. When asked if there was
any such‘conflict»of phi;osophies 2 fajiled to respond. The mean
response was l 47 which indicates that there was little perceived

@ +
.‘conflict. For any conflict which did occur, cooperating teachers

"_fwere asked é% describe the conflict and how it was resolved (Q19b).

' Twenty~eight made no response which likely would indicate that

_no major conflicts occurred ’ Theﬂfour respondents indicated that

3 B ’ k3
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practices.

student teacher—cooperating,teacher discussion led to resolution;

conflict was more a result of Lerminology than actual philosophy,

[}
Ed C. I was ”too idealistic  in parts, with no, or difflcult

practical application for the ciassroom." This seems to.indica:e

that conflicts between the Ed. C.I. theories and'cooperating

teacher'philosophy were not a significant factor in Preventing

Lol

the integration of-Ed{ C.I. theory with stndent teacher classroom

V

Variation in attendance of cooperating teachers of Ed. C. I

classes ranged from 0 to 5. or more (Q17).

Days Attended | Number of Attending .
wy S o Cooperating Teachers
v 0 . 8
1-Ts e 14
2 5 . A
3 _ 0 .
A 3 | ¢
.5 or-more . 2

Each Board decided on the amount_of money it would spend participating;
/ | -
in the integrated program. The monies were spent on substitutes

for released cooperating teachers That'expenditure needed to be

.balanced against possible.benefits to be derived»by_cboperating'

!teachers and Boards. Most Boards placed limits on the number.of

&

times cooperating teachers could attend Ed. C.I so as to control

their financial risk in the pProgram and cooperatlng teacher

- o

attendance was thus afﬁected.by the Board policies regarding release
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5

time. The cooperating teachers who attended 4,or 5 or more

occasions were primarily those in whose schools the Ed. C.I. classes

were being conducted. They used whatever dpportunities'arose to
"drop in" to class.

Cooperating teachers specified a number of reasons why they
were unable to attend Ed. C.I. classes frequently (QTB) -The main
# ' L
‘reason was lack of available and sui able arrangements to facilitate

their attendance (17). Other cooperating teachers felt that the

3

program made the week disjointed so they cnose to malntain what,.vf

continuity they could by remain ng in their classes when they had

e
N o

the opportunity (9). As well, attendance was not always fonvenient
| e
(9). Cooperating teachers att ndea only the' d CuI. cLasses
i‘ J<

which they thought to be of most inte“ést or help to themnldf:

»

: personally (5). Another deter eﬁt was a change of schedule of ﬂ,,f

L' a ' . . -

Ed. c.I. topics which made it dilflcult LOT.SOTQ cboperating teachers

oL L e @
to attend (3). : _ ‘~ _ K, ‘ e

I4 e

. e '
%? There appeared to be no consistency iiom system to system

or school to/sthooL in térms of roooerating teacners' onderstanding

of the in-school arrangements that were made so they could attend

& o

Ed. C.I. Ql6) “The range of responses included:
1. there were no negative pressutes: substitutes were.

s

paid for: 'encouragement_to gor
sff 2. there were no definite arradgementsz
l35’ there was agreluctance.to provide substitntes?‘so the
.cooperating teacher de not request the service
: 4[ ‘there.was a belief that @ooperating teachers wene free

= 3
! . h«%" .
. .
N

o
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.
to attend in their own "prep”_time or whenever they could

get someone else to cover for them.

5. there were a- specified numbers of days cooperating

{
mftl§gﬁ‘W"1Ch ranged through 0 (no

b teachers'could
arrangements made;ﬁgl 1%, 2%, 3,'to "No limits" per
teacherr " |

Principals (13) were also askedbwhat the school board's . et

'/ volicvaas'regarding release time for cooperatingvteachers‘who ) Jﬁg&

E\%hed to attend the Ed C I. class with their‘student teachers
(Interview, Ql). As three Princlpals pointed out,. there appeared
‘to‘be some- initial confusion regarding the policy:for release time .
“to cooperating teachers Some Printlpals were under the

dmpression that' the: Faculty of Education would pay for substitutes

This was not the cas#, as exblaineﬁytouSuperintendents during the'

organization of the prOJect. OnCc Lhis ini“ial CODiUSlOn was
b} 'u.-_("-" . . .
clarified, resultant policies varied. _ Oqu one Board concr etely

: stated its point of :iew by sending a written policy statement to
. its P rinc1pals
,Three Boards, accordinv }o'theIPrincipals had "no policf.”
of those, one Board specified th;t.any cooperatlnglteacher who
wished to attend;Ed C«I. could do so, but no substitutes would
f be provided.; This was viewed by Principals as-'a significant
'obstacle placed in the pathqif cooperating teacher participation
‘ Schools (6 out of 13) Were also expected to cover cooperating teacher

absences from within the schiool. ’ .

Three Boardé,'according to the Principals, specified the
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number of days they would allow cooperating téach&ga to attend,

<

with substitutes paid EX the Board. 'The number of days‘varied from

1 to, 2 full davs.- Any time‘beyond that had to be covered in some

‘H manner by the cooperating teacher. One Board (3 schools) gave full

permission to cooperating teachers to attend as many Ed. C.1.

classes as, they wished at - Board expense It should be noted ‘that

G

some members of this- particular Board together with their

‘Superintendent met with Dr. Bell during his'second visit to

explain the program. ln everyvother_ihstance‘the‘program
explanation was made’to the BoardS-by the’Superintendents;

Seven Principals-noted that'substitutes were provided for
absent cooperating teachers'(lnterview QZ). Five Principals

noted that cooperating teacher absences were covered within the

3

schools. One Principal stated that both of the preceding
st :
procedures, were used.

: §
Superintendents (6) were:also asked to state; in the

“

interview based on their written responses, wha't the school board s
\ : @ ‘

policy was regarding release time for cooperating teachers who

wished ‘to attend the Ed. C.I, class w1ég ‘their student teachers

(Interview, Ql). .There appeared to be no particular consistency

to board policies relating to release: time for cooperatlng teachers

- Two Boards stated that there was no particular policy: cooperating

‘ teachers could go any time they wished Of the four remaining

Boards, one refused to allow ~cooperating’ teachers release time, at

which time Dr Bell re-presented the doncept'of‘theuexperiment.}

- . S A

ot

That Board, along with three others, designated a specific number of

“



_ o . vw‘ . . ‘.A;‘ '“/-3ﬁmi;f i,
"~ days -for which cooperating teachers could be released. The specific
number varied from one Board to anotherf ‘

- one teacher’ to attend each % day session... = ..

- each teacher on no more than one occasion. - o IR
-- total teacher attendance not to exceed tén days. ~ « . " 4

o o R : o : L B g )
- "occasional" teacher, releasé granted by central office in

G

~each desired circumstance. ; _i‘°‘
In every ﬁ§w %;CQ Boards agreed to provide substitutes for
" ¥ Uy a

released .cooperating teachers. .One school where the Ed. C. I s

class was being held had to make internal_arrangements to cover

cooperating teacher release time for Ed. C,i. attendanceu(Interview;;j‘
Q2 ); . P g W . 1 ( i § . . e

If the points of view of codperatfng teachers;'Principais_»'
® T N ’

" and uperintendents are compared regarding the school systems

policies for releas"time to allow cboperating teacher attendance T

at Ed. C.I7, thére aye serious differences. . There is .no consistenf‘

view’ of  whether not subStitutes were to be provided or how,'
. mdny'reiease days were to be provided for cooperating teachers. . This

- . a . [

lackfof consistency from Board to*Board appears.to'arfge"fromcthe
‘freedom given to BoardsIto establish their own policy regarding

v

/

;cooperating teacher rele%se rime. Within a given system

:inconsistencies arose “due to an apparent lack of effective R

@%ommunication from'bne~levelito another of those involved in;the

N o . . . . . . o .

program.

Ce -

= When cooperatlng teachers were asked 1f" their attendance

.-
S

. at Edﬁ C. I helped them to. 3551st student teachers to. relate Ed. C. I

P . . ., . BN
R A - L . »

g -
. S . . .
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'"»teachers felt attendance assisted them to better understand-

o

WX

v

o
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concepts to student teacher s classroom practice (Q20), 9 non-

attenders failed to respond. The mean response was 3.61. Cooperating

’
H

student teacher s use of various techniques and materials (5)
It also stimulated discussion ‘and led to a sharing of ideas (4).
A total on7 miscellaneous comments were made.. On the other. hand

when asked why attendance did not assist, 27 simply did not respond,

s while 3 stated they could not respond because they didn't attend

.A.»O K . . >
or were at few sessions. "One cQoperating teacher felt that,

"By reading the material they were taking to the clasSroom it
wasn t necessary to go "’.The mean response of cooperating teachers'

is O 39 less than student teachers (Q18) for the same - 1tem

N

Cooperating teachers appear to believe that while attendance at
Ed "C.I. may be desirable fér a variety of reasons, it is not

crucial H0wever when compared to the student teacher view . that

cooperatlng teachers attendance is 1mportant, one of these points

; of view may be called into question.‘ In. general the, discrepancy

- _1s not- dramatjc and it might be concluded that cooperating teacher
attendance in Ed ‘C I was perceived to assis@fstudent teachers to :’
transfer Ed. C I theories into cla;sloom practices |

p. L ‘There" wereladvantages and disadvantages for cooperating
teachers from their Ed CcC.I. _attendance (QZl) : The maJor

advantage was that 'You’gre aware of concepts being presented in

thevcourse -(17) ' Additionally, some cooperating teachers felt

g

they could revitalize their own teaching and learn new things (4)

C /\\ &%
and use’ Ed C I. ‘as. afbasis\for discussions (3) As stated by



one cooperating teacher:

Obviously it gives the cooperating teacher an ' ' ’
opportunity to see what is going on in the C. I,
S classes and direct moves’ can be made to assist’
1 the %udent teacher in achieving aims set up by
™ the C. class. Getting mimeo material 'is not
- : the best way of receiving this kind of material.
v ‘Direct. contact with the theory of C 1. is .
' lmportant. ‘ Cy
. 5 : N -
. This should be made oompulsory and the necessary
arrangements made/with the school committee and
principal

Twelve cooperating.teachers did not respond. In terms'ofﬁ
disadvantages, 8 cooperating teachers could see no disadvantages,

o 17 did not respond The major disadvantageywasyahsence’from
one's students (6) ' _ o I

PR L R

Discussion and Summary . .. - . : S e

.

- Both student teachers and cooperating ‘teachers percei%ed a

. / w °
. and atelials, and - practices in the classroom It would appear
‘ *that the integration of Ed. C I 35& and Ed. Pla 350-353 wasi-

'felt to influence experimentaﬂion withétheories and instructional
.[‘,

.procedures in the classroom. However, when asked.hoy a closer

“

' integration might be accomplished, no specific suggestiorns were made

pu

"by either group.

IS \

The majority of student teachers'Saw themselves as haVing“'

i

the opportunity to use Ed' C.I. ideas and materials in class. In

\
part, ithis may be a result of little conflict in the philosophies

\

[
‘\-'3.

i
" of the Ed. C I. and cooperating teachers . The cooperating teachéﬁ

pos tive relationship between the Ed C I theories, ideas, congcepts )
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" is generally viewed, by studegt'%eacher\and cooperating teacher
alike, as being the key factor in the extent of‘integrationf _The
cooperativeness and/or flexibility of the cooperating teacher ,is
regarded as vital If the cooperating teacher is flexible in
:adapting his/her class time and materials to Ed. C. I purposes,
and if he/she allows the student teacher freedom to experiment,
the student teacher is felt to be capable of effectively
integrating Ed. C.I. theories and class practice.

Cooperating teachers did not at end a significant
proportion of Ed. C.I. classes. -The problems stem, in the’ main, ‘
from obstacles created by misunderstandings and a lack of communica-
tion. from one level of program involvement to another. AS a
.result, some cooperating teachers had difficu%ties in obtaining
:‘pggattempts to

"?. N

- obtain them. By extension, that aeant giying up the Ed C.I.

classes.; Those cooperating teachers who attended felt that their
attendance helped the student'teacher However, thelr response
was not qu1te as positive as that_of the student teachers. ln
-‘general, it appears that student teacher and cooperating teacher
attendance'infEd.'C.I. is regarded-as beneficial to both.

&

Problem 2: Does the concept of learning in this pfogram compel

- students to assess their objectives and practices in .

teaching?
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Student Teachers

The summary of student teacher and cooperating teacher

Likert scale responses to items related to Problem #2 is presented
. _ o v ;
in Table 2.

. A preponderance of student teachers felt they had

N3

a cU;ssroom, evaluating,and replanning for another occasion (Q&)
ﬂ:ean response was 4.59. This indicates that student teachers
‘w;finitely considered that»they had experienced the concept of .
t"ﬁ,proposed‘for the program, | |
The.process was examined in moreddetail (Q2) to see 1f it
B compelled students a) to definé lesson objectives, b) to research,
select and prepare materials, c) to consider how to adapt to
'situations,-d) to evaluate their purposes in.a lesson and e) to
improve their planning and procedure 1n future lessons It woul§
vappear that defining lesson objectives and evaluating the purposes
of a lesson-are the weakest links in the process, although only\
‘slightly less so than other elements of the process, and that téﬁ
need felt by student teachers to improve planning and procedures
T;ﬁ future lessons is the most strongly inculcated aspect of the:
process. Thls can be verified by comparing the mean ratings of the

elements of the process as described in Table 2 Comparison of

. o 7
the mean scores for each aspect of the process reveals no dramatic 3

=3,

4.

L

differences from one. aspect of the process to the other in terms of . A

. ,},@p—_;ss

I e

the student teachers' perceptions.

It'would appear that the student teachers feel the concept -

©

o ‘&,;ﬁélﬂ
. ,ﬁ.
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of learning in this program compels them to assess their
objectives and practices in teaching: . o

only through adequate preparation time can’ a teacher

. be genu1nely flexible and still maintain educational
objectives. S . -

constant rev1sion is the markgo'
teacher.

conscientious

some things (in a lesson pl&né‘ _
and add new ldeis so the 18k $'s more
effective and interesting.

According tovcoopetating"teachers,vstudent teachers appear
to have experienced the process of planning & lesson, carrying it

out in a classroom, evaluating, and replanning for another .

occasion (Q6). Responses total 33'rather than 32_forlone

cooperating teacher marked separate'reSponses for each of the. 2

fstudeﬁt\teacners‘sne had. The mean response was 4, 30 .This

»indlcates that cooperating'teachers very definitely considered
that student teachers had expetienced the concept of learning
ascribed for the ptogram.

The process was. examined in. more detail (Q7) to see if it

COmpelled'student teachers.a) to define lesson objectives, b) to

research, select_and prepare materials;"c) to consider how to

- adapt to situations, d) to evaluate their purposes in a 1esson,

and e) to improve their planning and procedures in future 1essons.

Generally, cooperating tedchers asglgned slightly lower ratings

-

to these aspects than did student teachers. ‘Reasons for this
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‘preparing materials, and in improying pIanning and procedures

72

1

difference in perceptions are’dneertain.

)

From the point of view of the cooperating teachers, the

" student teachers appear_to be most effective in selecting and -

v’ i :E

. : ' S < e '
in’future lessons. It may be that student teachersxsimply have

more ‘opportunity.or more teacher assistance 'in these aspects of

r

N " . < » % ! : ) . v ’QV‘
" the process than in other. It Yould appear that cooperating .

: . Lo !
teachers consider student teachers to be weakest in adapting to

51tuations and in evaluating their purposes in a 1esson.
. afy . ’
However, if mean scores for each aspect of the prOCess'are noted,*

there are no dramatic differen@‘g’from one aspect of the’ process'

to the ‘other” in terms of the cooperating teacher s perception of

‘the student teacher hhvingylearned,t@é%tqtai proéess. Generally,~. ‘ -

through the process, in a more positive fashion than do coog%}ating

3

teachers:. _ -

. . . . o ? . ) 41 -‘ —
K . ': ' . .A’ 3 ',.', . . S e K
Discussion and Sumﬁari _ : s '
S It would appear that both)the student teachers and : i »g/j
T TR | [
cooperating'teachers felt strongiy that the pr0cess of learning - X\

) ) L 4
aproposed for this e‘periment did occur. ' For some’ reason, possiblx?

their greater experiente, cooperating teachers were slightly less

[

nuenthusiastic than student teachers in recognizing-that suchAa

‘process occurred. It would appear‘that'cooperating teachers and

student teathers»viewed,two features significantiy diffeérently;

7

fébilié?“ESfadaéiféb situationshand'ability'to'improve plann$ng and

-y .

PIRRT I



R

s
.

procedures in future lessons. In each instance:student. teacher
: o . .

"perceptions were more positive than were cooperating teacher’

f

n;ﬂ cooperating teacherﬁ and student teachers’ will be examined in o
! 3! ) E Lo L

N

perceptions. In addition, cooperating teachers ratings oﬁ
student teacher learning abilities were more widely distributed

than were student teacher ratings of the same items. For exahple,

in items.in Table 2 regarding objectives, adaptability, and

evaluation, cooperating teachers felt that student teachers were

i
e

not as effective as the student teachers felt they were.

’; In general the prerss utilized was rated as successful

»

It would seem that the concept of learning in the integrated

program does compel student teachers to gssess their obJectives

-

and practices in teaching.

o

F T : B

‘

‘Problem 3: What 'benefits and non-benefits (drawhacksl;intonveniences)

‘do_the schoolvsyStems (i.e. teachers; principals“

superintendents) and the commup{ty derive from &he da‘

_1tegrated program7 '

,The points of view.of the Supjrintendents, Prinqipals,‘
\

R . A E SR ‘ AN N
: o~ ' . . ¢ . -
turnh _ S . L oo ek ot N
" - - . I B o C .

N . .o . ) . NS B . . NI

4

Superintendents:

“I_,(

Superintendents summarized the role of the boards and their

systems in this experiment (Interview Q5 and 6) The Boards and

€ Do .

e

SCthl systems can provide : R

1. the opportunity by authorizing the program in its area of

»~

.
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jurisdiction (6).

iencouragement for the program by providing release

Sy
.y

timefor cooperdting teachers and by releasing funds

to cover substitutions for released cooperating(teachers
- ;7-— ’
(2).

facilities§ space and materials. . \;//f///
liaison: the principal has the key liaison rolé
beteeenvschool‘and university. |
the cooperating teachers to'assd

Lo .
the opportunities for observation an

student teachers.

for discussions

with stafﬁ members (i e. professional association)'

In the view of the .six Superintendents, a- variety of benefits
. ~

accrued to cooperating teachers,‘staff members, school school

utheories and.materlals in instguqf)?nal methods (3)

N 4

i system and\community in the experiment (fnterview Q3)

S

Cooperating teacﬁérs - were exposed to the latgst

P

P

~ wete compelled to evaluate their own methods and

planning (3) o 2 L ) . " L et
L - obtaiﬂed in31ght into teacher education o L""\‘ ‘
. + T -

..~ had Univeré§ty theories and methodologies reinforced

%‘obtained excellent inserv1ce" through Ed ¢.1. classes

attended: Ed. C. I. acted much like a '"professional
seminar". = ‘ S c -

\\

v . ‘"" . . : 5 . ) - T . a
Staff members Came‘in c;;tact'with youthful enthusiasm,

The School - gained-experi:%ce‘in dealing-withfthe needs

Y

of student teachers and cooperating

D o~

e



teachers, in such thinge as providing an
organizational set-up within which the

organization could operate successfully.

- gained through student ‘teacher contributions

it

to school activities:

- obtained an insight into teacher education.

I

and the experiment' _-they benefiited &rom

X -
':hange effect 2). 3~

~

closely with the d%iversity and

< . ) .
' . accept responsibility for providing
: _ : , assistance in teacher training. “_"
B T . Y o “ : :
. T ﬂnobtained an opportpnity to look over -
) ".; S T waew 0" . -7 and get to know the prospective
. T . . T . . L . ) ‘.
‘ . ‘ S . teachei. : R
5. "The cqmmunity,obtainedépo bénefits;which.were- S o
: . X LT ) . & _{ . L. It
:)' N . . B 4 . K% BN B ) '\
) A particularly evidentl ol RO
N S Ny b o SR ' L
Vs R “y Thnee >uperintemdents stated that thefe wére no ﬂrawbacks -
1 - a s
. r’V - . Y c e ‘B . . ,‘ S

“*"pr incon@eniences suffered by the cooperating teachers 'schools,

‘ﬁi -schOol systems, or communities in this experiment (Interview- Q4).

v

ree remaining respondents cited’ as the major probiem the

W

of continuity of . the teaching. week. It was. felt that

“ ‘gﬁudents suffered - by latk of continuity and that considerable
° \’l

‘&‘13 . .\ - "’3;”” : ‘
.,ruption occurred as a result of cooperating teacher release and

' mudent teacher takeovers.v One Superintendent queried the necessity

-

R ; ‘ &

— students enjoyed the young student teachers,

s




<

/

e

of releasing-cooperating teachers to attend Ed. C.I.

Although two Superintendents,were énable to specify costs

incurred as a result of their Board's'participation ingthelprogram
B . "

Al

(Interview, Q7), the four remaining Superintendents quoted

approximate figures ranging from $lOO to $400. That cost was

primarily for cooperating teacher substitutes. .The attitude to

the program, 4n terms of cost might be summed by two statements:

|

4

,fimp?ovements t;ﬂthe Qiogramlﬂlhteiview;“QB&."Tbe remainder made

Y Xy : : ’o.
. i . . , P ) ‘
'4" s et . : :
3 . . v o5 I . B N

¥ : -
.the program has much promise. Financial

assistance for the program must be provided,
however, from the Univegsity or government.
Without this, it is doomed.

tWorgh trying again7 No, in terms

“  immediste returns for the dolla invedted, = -
but definitely yesys in terms of 1ong ra ge’
benefits to education.
’ Suggestions for cost bearing varied In'generalN Boards

appeared to be willing to absorb all ‘the cost” if that were small

. W
If costs were large, it was~£elt that someone else must‘assume‘the
financial responéibility for the program--either the University or

- A .
o .
S " s . N

" Two Superintefidents could make no recommendations for

the Province. = , ; S
L

kel

N : . T [T : S . .
< ) . 3 R Lo P

kA2

" suggestions focu ing of two points: . r-o

<

i) PR

%,PUSt ‘be paid for. their partic1pation, or

bursed for theig.expenditures in some fashion (2)

2. .The: initial planning stages of such a program could be
9~frefined by providing¢ ! ‘ t ¢

ﬂ; fﬁ.' more orientation in ‘the schools in such things as

s

e iefining thjfcooperating teacher role
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yj‘as including

I

o Principals felt that the student*teacher, through his association

H . \ | 77

v
i

s ' b. more information.regarding student ted&hers prior

?

. to their arrival in -schools.

't;{some methodboﬂ achieving cbmpatihility béé&een“7‘

v 4

.and i#¢he teachers An helping in the,education of a prospective.

%teacher (Interview, QS) The prov1sion of a location and personnel
. ‘%‘:3 ) / B
were seen as the ou;standing contrlbuﬁfﬁns ’ Beyond'that- the

:f' .
school provides a milieu or what one Principal defined as a

,(4 - >

school atmosphere Principals described’ﬂhat milieu or atmosphere

. e
.. . e S v

g

i C 2. fthe best/worst in. educatian

3.- day—to—day practices.

- '\ Hb. ' * -
A classroom management. . o o "

b
)

-uwith the school is supposed to . obtain a "total teaching situation,

¢ . -

not piecemealJ Afso, the adminiatration_should attempt to acquaint
P

™

student teachers with the administrative role (2) Two Principals

stated that the school situation should provide the "transition :
~of theory~into practice: it 13§ the3transition5"v The school_offersﬁﬁ

a view of the curriculum befng implemented.

In the view of the Principals, 'a variety of benefits accrued

-

‘to cooperating teachers, other staff members, school vschool gsystem



@
*

and.communityiin this experiment (Interviewthgj. Principals

felt that the cooperating teachers were}the most significant

. benefactors: w oy,

0 : 1. cooperating teacher received new ideas (7).»¢
2.‘”cooperating teacher% renewed their contact with the
theoretical base of teaching which caused re-

assessment and stimulation of their teaching (5) o

e
)

3. cooperating teacher was’’ freed for group work and other
projects (3). .

Other staff members and the sﬁhool benefited mainly through

the youthfulventhusiasm and "new blood" which came into" the school

:via student teachers (7). One Principal mentioned the exchange'

of ideas between student teachers and cooperating teacher and h

er. staff members in the: staffroom as being a beneTit to the

school.- Student -teacher involvement in extra—curricular acti%ities
i / 4 .
as . viewed as a benefit to the school (5) Other COmménts that'

teachers benefited by being completely involved in teaching

for a long period of time ,Also, the school system camé to feel
PO S g

r‘_A “~ e

.part of th'
f . 14

K were made. * any bene its which may have been realized by either_

the school Jystem or‘
" In the view of the Principals; somefdrawbacks-or 1\ B :
inconveniences w@re suffered by cooperating teachers school
school system 5hd commu/yty in this experiment (Interv1ew 04)
One Principél stated that the program didn't seembto affect the'x

other teachers at all It had no effect on the school,ischoolrx

‘a
W

»process of teaching'training. No specific refefenceria"

&



/syetem»or¥CQmﬁohity.L Tﬁe‘iack of continuity within a. time-span
6% one weékfﬁas the moetioften mentioned drawback»(G); This was
:compounded by disruptive semester preaks in: ;ome instances (4).
y\This problem was of particular concern to some Grade 12 students
ip a. trlmester situation to the point where the use of student
fteachers in- Grade 12 SubJECtS was queried by students at a Board

meeting (2)

Some schoolé-ﬁaﬁédiifieulty in defining their role. 1In

SN i : S

he interview, certain questions arose, such as:

1. What is the responsibility of t@é;%cghbl in student
' R ’ : T
teaching? ‘

"2, What is its legal liability when a student teacher is
< - teaching” o s o

3. >Should the schodls (school boards) be paying for.

cooperating teacher cooperation in this program7

4{; Does the princlpal need to becoms inyolved-in‘the
program'2 .Is he even importﬁnt to\it?‘” "

% ~ - b <

pThree Prlncipals felt that arrangements for ~he’ program, at the.ﬂaf

school level had bé@n weak; and that betabr communlcatlon and -

. ' ) i _w a
.firmer initia1~guidelines were needed. . _ - -

Other drawbacks or inconveniénces included the'fact,that

B '(\.

-

cooperating teac%ers weregrcqqired to do extfa wqu_(3jr One
Principaifwondered if théy codldnbe coopeoeatéo in-eoho way;

‘ possibly by‘receiving somé timc'for thcir task‘(i). Other
Principals felt that the p?ogram had fll'Fd their expcctatlons

' .in the following areas:



)

»Pfincipals

As

’

v

1.

5

80
cooperating teachers’ did ndt attend Ed. C.I. as often
“as'anticipated.
ifaw

: - '»
student teachers did not'involve themselqﬁ§xas much as

.

expected.

the:expﬁcted colleagiallity did not evolve..
a resultxof tieWing drawbacks to the program, the
made a number offrecommendations‘for improvement

-

more money should be. allotted to the program to allg(

the cooperating teacher to “go to Ed C.I. more often.

cooperating teachers need more contact with one

. ..

'accommodation

i .
‘ . —
lanother. o o
] ) 4‘ '51

\student;%eachers should try teaching something in
<//

. addition to language arts

wEd. C.I] aj ld ‘be’ helﬁ in the location where the

'student teacher is teaching -

‘s

student teachers need additional~resources

the Board should help the student ﬁ@acher find Sos

. s
~a . .

n
s e s

a training'program for cooperatihg teachers {s needed. .
student teachers should-be given experience from Grades
1-12.
: f . . : .
Ed. C.I. attendance for cdoperating téachers shoﬁld be
for .the full day, not for a half day.

v 8

"ﬂf



Cooperating Teachers

- F
B
?

TN

. Four. (4) cooperating teachers did not respond to the
l:question regarding the benefitS‘of the program to the.system (Ql?).
Two (2) could see no benefits. Others saw the major benefit as i
"new blood", new ideas and/or enthusiasm for the staff (ll)

Some felt that if the cooperating teachers or the 'school students

benefited then the school ard community automatically benefited

-

(10) Other benefits . a chan

e

Efor the Board to see §tudent
. PR

teachers as possible‘employees (3) students.began fb realize‘"that

the teachers were students——a-good“opp tunity for a cooperative

situation” (2); Students obtained more ndividual attention (2)

o

- Cooperating teachers saw few di advantages of the program
to the system (Q13). Twelve made no resp&nse. vTen specified no
“disadVantages. The two major»considerations of the remainder
.concerned the loss-to students as-a result of weak student teacher

R

y .
lessons or of having substitutes (6)1 and the disruptlon of classes

, -

'«J‘which caused some, studgnts concern (3) PN :* S

Cooperating teachers saw some benefits of the program to'

N [

1the community (QlZ) The program brought the Unlversity to rural

w
«

.Acommunities, developing good public relations (4), the community
‘obtained a broader view of teacher training and the role ‘of the
school (3); the student fEachers were, good for businoss (2).
Cooperating teachers reported no'disadvantagesl

Some cooperating teachers’ saw ghg'community as benefiting

the program (Ql&), althau 11 did not respond, and 7 could see no

benefits. The cooperating teachers viewed. the main benefit as the -
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smaller community where the student teacher was "more a person and
less a drop-in" (7). Other benefits the community brought to the

program: facilities (5), "captive audience" (3).

Student Teachers

All student teachers responded in stating'the benefits of
the program‘to the school system (Q7)./nfhe:major benefit_reported
was thatnew ideas, approaches,‘andvmaterials were introduced'into
‘ the'schools (15). Other perceiyed benefits'included: extra
attention to»students (4){ cooperating teachers and students ''got a
breakf 4), cooperating teachers had a chance to re-evaluate theéir
own teaching (3),_and the s&stem could use'student teaching as a.
“future—teacher selection—pool‘(2).
,,ﬁ' - -‘ * In outlining disadvantages to the school system (Q8) 4 student
' teachers did not respond "~ Seven student teachers claimed there were -

no disadVa"' 'e Eleven stated that the main disadvantages were

inconveniences due to a disrupted weekly schedule where students @&

“, N . < AT
were subgected to a-lack of sustained classroom cont&nuity and were 4

i .

to a, number of teachers (cooperating téacher, student

3. substitute) in one Week
B Ol

“’ t. . .J' - ) N
T \Student teachers (22)saw no maJor benefits of the program
ys;;. o S w
to the community One scudent stated Mwe spent money there.
. = -'u. . ( . “

. & .
However, on the Personal Data, Sheet student teachers outlined their '

".' . *

participation in community functions ranging from sports, to

_church activities, to B pital"tutoring, None“of the student
: . S
teachers reported any dinadvantages,to thelcommunity from.the program.

\ N y

&
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Student teachers saw the community as benefiting the
program. The major benefit was the'friendly acceptance of

newcomers by the commﬁnity (9) Two', students felt that the

’ & l

smaller center. enablev}a student teacher to 1dent1fy a community
ya o . .

- /

Eight students did not- respond This point is noteworthy.

a

Parz of the role,of<supervision in the integrated program is to,

"y

provide a supportive milieu.for effective communicatio&\bf triad

‘members. The soc1al setting of the smaller community seems to

‘ "1.:": »41

aiso provide a milleu which is accepting and friendly ‘In view of

:' e

the supervisory intent within the program, such an external social

setting may reinforce -the milieﬂ—0£‘fhe_pfﬁgldmu : ’ o

@

- Discussion and Summary

It would appear, from interviews with éuperintendents and
. ' . [
Principals, that school systems‘ahd;éshools'should provide ‘a "milieuV
forﬂteacher.education's field.e;perience The Superintendents con51der
the '"milieu" to have been.establlshed 1f a system provides the .

-

authorization for the‘program to occur in its jurisdiction, and
provides facilities and cooperating~personnel Principals'lviews
of - that "milieu" differ somewhat. They consider the provision .vu _ ._~
of a varlety of professional relatlonships and activitles to be
important aspects of - the’milieu which should support student teachers;
‘ Superintendénts,.Principals cooperating:teachers and -
student teachers felt hhat thc srdooi systems cbtained a number of
benefits. The‘major perceived heneilt wasithe new ideas, approaches,

materials, enthusiasms wiiich' were introduced -into the schools.. The = '~ -
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second most outstanding benefit appears to be the opportunity

cooperating teachers had to evaluate their own teaching. This
o &’ . ‘.'. ) . N

point of view was put forward by Shpe:intendents and student

teachers. It is verified by coopexating teachers”in Problem 4

(benefits and non-benefits to student- teachers and cooperatlng
¥ \\
teachers). Phus the major benefits to the system appear to be

~N

: the feellng that something new. Was 1n]ected into the schools and .

\

that the program caused cooperating teachers to evaluate thelr.‘

‘WJQ‘ 'M R

teaching. Although the community did not benefit directly from
the program cooperating’ teachers felt that any benefits which

they obtained were . indirectly passed on to students and® by -

- -‘,

extension td the community.. _ According to student teachers, the
community benefited the program by its friendly and warm_acceptance
of them into the community.. The smaller_centers appear to be
capeble of'providing a’ supportive social‘milieu for student}

teachers. v

‘Half the Syperintendents (3)s twenty-two cooperating

teachers and eleven student teachers saw no drawbacks to the

program. Of the remaining, the major drawback was,cited as ‘a
disrnpted Weekly schedule where students were subjected ‘to a
lack of sustained classroom. continuity and weie exposed to, a

number of teachers in one week. Three Principals felt that

- firper initial guidelines were Teeded for -their role in the

N
N

. program. kSuperintendents,and Ptincipals feel that the program needs

o
stronger financial support or it will not survive.

The perceived benefits of the progran appear to outheigh
.\ \“ ' . N l -
R RS a4 ’ ‘

2

[
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the perceived non-benefits to the school system and community;
‘ % .

The main non—benefits appear to be oroanizational problems,
whereas the benefits appear to be related to@%he nature of the

conceptual conditions for the integrated progfam;
o ' oy

L)

‘e

%
e

Problem 4: What benefits and'non-benefits (drawbacks, inconveniences)

Ny

"do_student teachers and cooperating teachers'derive_

\'...r/
Student Teachers . t ' ’ . o

‘
[ Do L

v

The perceived benefits and non- Denefits of the program“

to student teachers can be, btoken into superv1sorv and general
categories.r The - summary of stndent teacher perceptions of K
conferences with either faculty eonsultant or cooperatlng teacher
' and their frequency is presented in Table 3. The_summary of “ R {'
student teacher perceptdons of otherlfeatuxes of the integrated
‘pregran 1szpreeented in Table 4.
Sugerviserz. .?aculty Consnltantevnad an oppertnnity ant
Ed. C.;f to discuss student teaeher teaching. experiences. ;d. Cfl.
was Held'bet times per nonthi lnceuding thbeu'djftuxsinns, 70f”
of the studentttga%hers hgd an Qppottqniry to aiscuas theﬁr teaching

; . ) ¥ Tg» . : R R .
L with faculty:cotis™®ants on d=6 occaa'ons (O".)”T vie ). This - 7 s

A . Rl e

N PR o
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. .:.I

\-1
Y
Student Teacher Conferences with Cooperating Teacher's
. . and’ Faculty Consultants A
; ; 4 ‘ ‘ X
fﬁ‘Q’fbeséEiption v " Responses S
N B ﬂ
S.T.O. S .
. [L3a|Frequency of|Number of’ Number of After every class -3
|discussion |Sedsions Respondents Very few - 2 :
per week 0-2 . R :
. with - 3 16
cooperating | 4-5:. @ 2 ' "
“” ‘teacher. 6-%8;\ ‘Q. B gm : [\*“/7 :
fl3d{View. of OTTT ' A : '
’ df§fﬁ§§1°n‘ Helpful - 27 oFrustrating>— 3
with - \ . . - R 3
Useful - 4 _ . Threatening - 1
cooperating S L
teacher: Never threatening -1 . QR
1 h Informal-and relaxed - 3
L4a Frequency 3
» of . g Number of - Number of _
discussion |Sessions Respondents ‘
per month 0-3 5
with faculty 4 4
consultant. |. 5 -7
. 4d|View of o, ;
A discussion e v
:iﬁg;figzity Helpful - 22 " Frustrating - 3
S S " {Uzeful - 7 Not enough - 3.
. T.0.{ | . ‘ '
- la Frequency Number of ~ Number of - After each lesson - 1
{of Sessions Respondents Continmously -1 SR
‘discussion 2 -1 S R
per week 3 ' 15
Jwith student 3-5 5
* |teacher. 5-10 5 "
le|View of w0-15 1 a4 .
discussion Hé&pfui --24 Frustrating - 7
with student : :
D ' Useful - 10
|teacher. - .
. - Y
B S .

Na
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could be viewed as only adequate (Ql4b) (Table 4), However,
when student teachers were . asked - how often they would recommend
’discussions (Ql4c), 16 did not respond From the remainder,
suggestions for increased discussion varied from b= 16 tlmes a
'month (7) with 7-8 times/month occurring mo'st frequently (4). o

¢ - i
A‘ Three student teachers ilated more ofteh” One - -student teacher I
?simply suggested "whenever something needs td\%tydISCuSSed " On
' the whole student teacher faculty consultant distussions vere .~-1} fﬁ
viewed (QL4d) as helpful (22) and useful ’7) It was felt that t."‘ v;u:”

they could be made even more. helpful (Ql4e) if consultants had a e

smaller load sofincreased individual attention would be possible'

(17). Dr. Bell was’supervising twenty student teachers; the
investigator'was supervising’eléven. Other suggestions indicated
that faculty consultants should go into greater depth of

commentary "(4), and the discussions should include the cooperating

lad

teacher (2)
In viewing the faculty consultant supervisory role (Table .

4), student teachers

L3

1. indicated (QlOa) that they felt completely free ‘to ask

-

questions of, or make comments to the faculty

consultant ©27).
2. indicated (QlOb) that they felt they obtalned constructive

v 'Comments on their teaching performance (23) . o
_— - o
Student teachers considered:the faculty consultant as most:helpful e

(Q11a) for:ll

1. v"feedback arfd constructive comments"'(9).



7

i

dasions'per weelkl. This constntuted a ‘once-a- day meettng for student

' : - P
2. his morale-supportive role (5;.
3. resource suggestions SB);‘

Some répresentative comments: o
« . &
v - {The faculty- consultant s)- attitude towards mistakes
was very- good . If you blew a lesson while he was B
there he never unduly crit 1c1zed you but . I
sympathized with you and guve you suggestions for -
improvement.w

.

‘/Qhey (faculty consultants) more than anyone else . e
made me study teaching purposes and approaches '
to different situations (2). o

-

- o . e -

B ° R . . .
“Student "teachers considered the faculty consultant

sﬁpeiVision‘léast helpfnl:(Q12a) ﬁhen-théy could not meet with -

-

‘the consultants as often as ‘they would have liked (16. It would

© °
9

seem that studc = teachers ‘want more. meetlngs which would mean

more onefco—one discossion‘if the cnrrent structure!ofethe

btogrsnfis retained;. On ohcasions,_the fscnity cgssultant;

evalustive fun;tion made stu’ent‘teachers'feel uncomfottable'(Z).

“ 'in one week,'student teachers.hadhan,oPP;rtunity fé; aiSEUSSiOn
- - . . Al : ‘ o

with cooperstihg teachers ( 13a) onlthe average of threerormal'oc—

\teachers were in the school for tnree fu 1 days each week. A.lsrge-
proportidn of the'student teachets felt thdt thts:nunber ofvmeetings."
(discussions) was quite sdequate \Qle) As»one cooperating C
teacher phrased it: YIf it wasn' t, we'd have‘ta}ked more oftenf”.
Whén*asked how°often they Qould fecomﬁend discussion be”held.yigL.'
.c00perating eachets:(QIBC),ZIS failed to;reSbond} {hree saio‘
&Everyday;" n the whole, stndenthteacher;cooperating'teacher;-

.discussions were viewed (Ql3d)ﬂas helpful'(27).and useful (4),h ) T

o PR . . R
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/
‘While 6 students did not respond (Q13e) and 4 could see mo way to-
. I
. make the discussions more helpful .6 students- felt that the: design o N

and use of guides would be helpful so cooperating teacher and
student teacher could use them as’ a basis of discussion and the
cooperating teachers could be more specific in their comments.

In addition, it was felt there should be more time for discussion

(5); positive comﬂents should accompany negative &omments or the
o result is threatening (2) ,;

- m' In viewing the cooperating teacher superv1sory role, s

student teachers

RO - -- e e e e

l.- indicated (QBOa) that they felL free to ask questions-

of or make comments to cooperating teachers | (20) though

s f‘ee as with the- faculty
consultant. '
2. indicated leOollthat the&lfelt_they obtained
l constructive~comnents'on'their teaching performance
from cooperating teachgms (22) altnough the cooperatingv

&
'teacher was viewed as being less willing to give

_ critlcisms (particularly negative) unless asked to do .
M’so, than‘was the faculty consultant R - . -
3{fdfé1t that at times cocperating teachers seemed
uncertain of their role sohthat their‘comments uere,‘

sometimes trivial.

Student teachers vie?ed’criticisms obtained from fellbw

k]

‘ students as adequate (Q10b). The mean response was 3.63. The

Arange of responses gives nO"positiVe indications of the usefulness
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Faculty consultant and wﬁ\ o Soooe
S cooperating teacher criticisms appear to have more 1mpadt on,the Ly
S o ‘ s -ai‘} N
Sl student teacher. Student teachers considered the cooperaging "g B
; @tg;cher as ‘most helpful (Qllb) for: . '7’»**5{ At e s

o 1. giving practical and helpful hints, ideas (8) R
. )k;s :

2. availability for discussions (8) or necessary morél ’

b ‘d support (6); a presence to ""save me if I" panicked.
3. foreknowledge of specific situations (e- . stud nt
o . IS S : ‘.‘j‘;:‘ IR

'strengths, weaknesses) to which the student’ t%acher

L
o

ﬁﬁf' o _ " had to become oriented (6). : "":“Gik '
e o . A.; the—feeling of equality which eVolved (5). :
AR S ' R
i ‘ 5. allowing freedom in the classroom when the Student j L

teacher was ready for 1t (2). ' S

-Student teachers considered the cooperating‘teacher'lé%stquum

/- ' : ‘ ‘ . %
< helpful (Qle)ywh;n feedbackVWas either non—constructisk, trivi;
" or ?acking (7). Also,‘some cooperating teachers had a tendency

\\to dominabe a class, or failed to release. the class to student

[
Y

" teéacher authority or control (6). Some cooperating teachers

apparently expected student teachers to 1m1tate the. coopebating

teacher teaching style. As well, lack of coop%ration (2) was

cited as. detrimental (2). These comments .become particularly

important in the context of the rationale for_theAintegrated

program. ‘Some»cooperating teachers appear.dominating’rather than

cooperative in their’ relationships with studbnt teachers. This is
4 . ‘

contrary to the supervisory 1ntent of the program .Reasons‘for

such action on the part of some-cooperatingvteachers are not -

'
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immediately obvious. If-such.non—cooperation, in terms of the
supervisory intent of the program, were to'occur on'a large'
scale, the integrated program would te seriously curtailed in :
its effects upon student teachers.
| : Another aspect of the supervisory role*is the evaluative-
function which must ‘be performed for administrative reasons}
Reports were to be written,cooperatiﬁely bjithe cooperating teacher
and faculty consultant at the conclusion of Round I and Round II.
The Opinionnaires intended to obtain the perceptions of
cooperating teachers and student teachers‘regarding the fairness of
“the cobperative approach.' Studentbteachers seened to* accept the d
approach as being fair (Ql5a). The mean ‘response was 4.41,
indicating a,positivevattitude by student teachers towards the
-approach.

' Eleven students failed to suggest any alternative method of
..evaluation although an additional eleven suggested that student
" teachers be included more frequently in the cooperatlve assessments
This 1atter attitude - may have been influenced by a development which
was in line with the action research nature of’the program. Dr Bell
and the cooperating teachers discussed the evaluations w;th student
teachers before any final, formal evaluation was submitted to the’
Faculty okaducation. The investigatdr used a procedure which "f\
varied somewhat: Pairs consisting of either faculty consultant—{ .
.cooperating teacher, cooperating teacher- student teacher, or
student teacherffaculty consultant drafted an initial evaluation._

The ‘third member of the triad was then required to comment, on the
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evaluation prior to the final, combined evaluation being submitted

to the Faculty of Education. Thus 1t may be stated that reports

were written cooperatively but ‘not exclusively by cooperating

¢

teachers and faculty consultantsf

- General. All students responded to Q5 which asks them to

: describe a few of the things which impressed them as most

important out. of the total program A total of 64 separate

1mpressions can be grouped into five categories{

1

: involved with the students as people. o,

More time was devoted to student teaching (12):

. . bhigh degree of involvement in actual _ o 1
teaching and school activities for a fairly

long period of time was’ the most important

aspect of the program,

"being with kids for complete days (8) ~ or
-longer.

length of ‘the program allowed me to become more

It w0uld appear (PDS 7).that the extended(time o%'the ""
experiment has also stimulated'involvement'by the -
student teachers in the activities of.the School and
community"outside of specific_classroom reSponsibilities; ,
Student teachers were involved in supervisory _
activities (15), school'clubs"(B), Sports as

participants, spectators] andltimekeeper kS),
community activities and functions (10), extrafcurricular
school activities (7) and general "socializing".
Relationships‘which were established'among_participant'

members of the experiment (13):

You were/not Only a student but a friend.
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. . .living among people is part of our
profession. ) ) /
& . | (1 RN S
3. Specific-techniques information (How to. . .Y (7).

4. The integretion of Ed. C.I. and Ed. Pra. created "a ;
total sort of experience'" (4).
R
- 5. Miscellaneous:é*

being in a rura%)setting ' . /
awareness of necessity to keep informed and op; '
to-date. . :
because of number of people in the program, it -
was difficult for the consultants to see \\*\\’/
individuals on a regular and frequent ‘basis.

R : N .
. ¥n. specifying the major benefits of the»pro&ram to the +

student ceacher (Ql9),-student teachers claimed that:

1. they expanded their personal and interpersonal horizons:
developed. self- concepr became more mature, developed
personal relationships (15).  /

'23 they go._ knowvwhar e teachec‘svday is like: 'real™

| ‘iqsight into»teachiog (13). |

v, ) .. . '
3. gome c0nfirmed or discovered-that'teaChing is .

T

- definitely what they want to do (6)
4. some were happy to obtain more experience that they
“would have in the regular program (3).
5. -some discovered what it 1; like io»a rural:sipuecion~
(3); | |
6. gperedare fewer coorses (2)::'.. d .'1 . 7

7. it was-.great‘having theory. and practice ¢» -hand in‘handl"v
In spec;fying the_major drawbacks of the program to the

student teacher (Q20), student teachers claimeéd that:
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a
N

- . 1. "the structure of C.I. needed’ some revision (5).

)

2. there were occasional transportation problems‘(S).

3. there was 1ack of continuity in the class (4)

4. they were finaaciallv hﬂrt 68)

3

~\

There were 9 individualistic (miscellan ous) éomments, 3 did not
respond, and 2 could see nQndraqhacks. 61\ ‘ |

| Student teachers.aiso‘commented on ﬁhether or not they
thought cooperating teachers had benefited from the program/(Ql6)

The mean response was 4.23. This indlcates that s udent teachers

felt that cooperating.teachers very definitely benefited
felt cooperating teachers:
1. had.obtained new ideas (245.
2. had their interest in teaching restimulated by- evaluating
their own -teaching (13).
3. .obtained a slightly"lightened work load which allowed
them more time to do other things such as to work
X with individual students (5).
. When aSked to specify why cooperating teachers did not benefit,:
16 did not respond. Others felt thatf
- .‘_1; cooperating'teachers.were clo;;dfminded.to changes
or were wary of new,ideas or approaches'(B).‘
Z}hbsomercooperating teachers wonld benefit more 1if they"
had'pnt»more intoithe.proéram, such as going to‘Ed; C.I.
.
There were 8 niscellaneous'comments.

In speciinng the.experiences which were most important



ﬂf/
in developing student teacher attitude to the Program (QZl) student -

e

- teachers identified

1. the negative or positive attitudes of staff, cooperating

steacher, or faculty consultant towards teaching and

towards the student teacher (13)- _ o ) T

eg. seeing the mumber of dedicated teachers P
‘wanted to try to emulate them

2. working with-students ~and learning to enjoy them ( Do

3. actually taking charge of a classfoom (5).

There were 3 non—respondents and 34miscellaneouSDresponseS
In considering their relationship WIth the\staff in their
schools (Q22), s@udent_teachers identifled events or .incldents
.which ca@e to mind as theyvassessed their changing relatlonshlps l
to those staffs: .
1. the friendly, helpful atmosphere of Staff members -. {fﬁ\
(often becoming apparent thrOUghlin—SChool Oor out- of;
‘ é@hool discussions) (17). |
2. ‘becoming accepted‘as a staff member (7)f’
3,,.gossipy staff room_discussions w7¥e disturbing (3);
G, ‘there was no change or deuelopment ). |
There were 4 miscellaneous comments. |

" : .
There ‘were a number of experiences Wthh surprised student

~

teachers (Q23),_because they were somewhi unexpected:

, - 1. acceptance by students of stuu%nt teachers as human
beings ra*her than as targets (13).
2. the informal, soc1al4interacfion,with the teachers out:

\
\

,of school (4).
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3. ‘the reac ons of stﬁd/nts .to sthool to one 3.

There“}

was. 1 non-respondeng and

.

From the point of view

14

- ultimate "test" of the program
“felt that they were capable of
ideas of teaching and if- they

assisted them in becoming more

. ! & . -’l .
. 7 , . = g
a . . Y A

LW ’
. e Al

%;another (particularly in Junidr High) (4) K ',ggch

10 misoellaneous.responses. <~AQ“

of the'facult§ consultants, the

is whether or not student teachers
~ 4 -

or . confident in pursuing nheir own

félt that this particular p?%gram

tconfident (Q24), did they. feel i\"

satisfied enough with the program to recommend it to othe;/student

teachers (Q24)7 The mean response in.Q24 was 4.63. ‘It would seem

.that & large proportion of the

the program assisted them «in becoming_more confident todpursue

\

-theirhown ideas of teaching. That confidence came ffomé

studeént teachers did feel that

1. £reedom to try ideas in a classroom (13)..Y ..

faculty consultant

b /

Y

2. ‘the good relationships (reinforCement,lsupport):fromf

. S S _
and cooperating: teacher (5).

3.0 conflicts with cooperating teacher which "made me

. realiae that Iﬂcannot‘simplyffolrbd someone'elseis

ideas and be a. good teacher (2)

There were 14 miscellaneouq;comments such as:

I have seen where I' have problems and am anxious ' AL
‘to get more practice to overcome them.. - '

o

‘.discovered theu,why.s', not just*the "how to's'.

..~

If a class flopped it wasn't and isn't a tragedy'

kS

. . B
L K

bu't something which has to be 1ooked at and-

reworked s,

-
o

. Student teachers were. prepared to récommend this program.

-

* . e

to other student teachers (Q24)

8,

The mean response was 4;93;v
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J

An additional measure of their'enthusiasm‘were four unsolicited
responses 5y 1individuals nho rated "S" as their scaled response:
I already haye! |
5 ~m————p
5 ——> ! (_"mié.e‘ indicated.)

J

Discussion andeummary. Seventy'per‘cent of the student Jf

teachers had an opportunity to discuss,their teaching with the

.faculty consultant on:4—6 occasions per month Studenthteachers
- consulted everyday with cooperating teachers. , Although 59% felt
'that they had’ sufficient contact with the faculty consultant, the
remainder felt they should have seen the consultant on an. average
_of 7- 8 occasions pEr month - This increase in faculty consultant

visits would eliminate what student teachers feel is the weakest

feature of faculty consultant supervision. As suggested by some

\

student teachers, increased visitation might be fostered if

consultants had a smaller class load

It .would appear that student’teachers felt~quite free to_-

ask assistance of.either the féépity consultant or,the'cooperating'
bteacher and.that they-obtainedyc\h tructive, helpfui, useful -
commentary from both althouéh th~ Jaculty consultant seemed to be
~more "open" thanvthe cOopersting teacher.‘ There - appeared to be
mlittle consensus regarding the usefulness of fellow student
_commentary.:; B , - o A R

Supervisors were. perceived as ;ost heipful when they gave I
vconstructive comments. Faculty consultants were vnewed mainly as,

T~

morale-supportive and as resource_persons.f Cooperating_te hers
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were,viewéd_mainly as a source of '"practical, helpful hints and
ideas" and of di5cussion and moral support. This view of the
supervisor as a supportive individual is consistent with ﬁve concept \\7

S .
of supetvision which was established for the»ﬁntcg a ed program.
’ ' ' ' 7 : N
"As previously stated, st dent teachers felt that the.

faculty consultant needed to meet with them more frequently. :

Criticisms of cooperating teacher supervision indicate that their

-t

- critical comments were non—constructive, trivial, or’lacking and -

needed to bé made more substantial A possible mode of overcoming

-’this problem might be the use of a '"profile" development

- procedure by cooperating,teachers in assessing the strengths and

weaknesses of a 1esson or possibly of the total_practice teaching
experience.‘ Also, some cOoperating_teachers needed to learn hou
to release:their classes to student teachers so thatlthe cooperating
teacher.wouid not doninate the sicuation.i : ,;b

_ne roles of each‘supervisor‘appear to be roughly of\equal
importaice, ) ” p' | ‘-'.& |

they (faculty consultants) more th;h anyone else.

made me study teaching purposes and approaches to

different situations. . . g'

the cooperating teachers were responSible for
any improvement In my teaching

vStudent teachers viewed the cooperative report writing as

»fair.f Approximateiy 40 per cent of the student teachers felt

that the student teacher should be included in the cooperative

P

'writing. Such inclusion was attempced and is con81stent with and

¥

o . .
an eXtension of‘the development of triadic relationships as described

in the rationale in this study.



O

101

o

' The most ouﬁstanding feature of the experiment which has
'~impressed itself upon student teachers, is the Gfrm”: "friendly",

comradric atmosphsre which evolved - This seemed particularly

S
TR

important:

(The faculty consultant) worked hard to develop an
atnosphere of trust between he and the student
teacher. This was successful, and we learned.

. This goes to emphasize the fery point we were
making 1% our goals as stude ts and teachers—-

" to develop an. atmosphere fo‘ learning to take

- place.. » : b

One key to the success of any program is- the
careful choosing of the right schools, staff
and .covperating teachers-so that the student™
teacher can learn in an atmosphere of relative
freedom, with encouragement by staff and
teachers. In most cases, this accounted for
the success of each student teacher's '
experiences -

‘Suqh“an atmosphére apparently assisted student teachers in

developing their own personal and.interpersonal'horizons which

directly or indirectly was reflected in a confidence ‘to pursue their

-~

\

oWn ideas of teaching.
The second most. outstanding feature of the experiment appears

to be the.extent of involvement of student teachers with students, '

cooperating teachers, staff, schools, and community. 'This involvementu
capability may arise in part from | . | *

‘,1'. the’ extended nature of thevexperiment which‘allowed time
for the evolution of personal interpersonal |
relationships.‘ ~ S iy ;.

2. the time- spent actually teaching (full days) so that

'_many responsibilities other than teaching became part

.. . - . of the student teacher s task

Lo . - ’

W
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_The third'most outstanding feature of the experiment -

appears to be the "freedom to try ideas in a classroom, to test
' them." This attitude is, in part, a reflectlon of the availability
“and immediate applicability of 1deas through the Ed. C.I. class,
and in-part a reflection of the prevailing "atmospheric
'conditions."

| Student teachers‘appear to have ohtained_confidence in
their teaching abiiities.mainly‘through the freedomjto try‘things
and through the positiVe rapport which often developed between the
student teacher and cooperating teacher _Their reaction to the

total program is such that they very definitely would recommend it

e

to other student teachers.

It would appear thatwstudent'teachers perceive a wide

Y

range,of'benefits which they felt they obtained from the program.

By comparison, the non-benefits are few and could be adjusted

-

or eliminated. L o ‘ ' _ -

. Cooperating Teachers _
s S ‘ {

v

The perceived benefits and non-benefits of the program to
cooperating teachers can be broken into supervisory and general
categories. The summary of . cooperating teacher perceptions of
conferences with student teachers and their frequency is
presented in Table 3 The summary of cooperating teacher
perceptions of gther features of the- integrated program 1s.

presented in Table 4. -
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Supervisory. In a period of one week cooperating teachers
"had an opportunity for discussior with student teachers (Qla)
(Table 3) in mainly informal discu sions after each lesson - or

" Jntinuous" discussion (17). "Informal" was considered as.

before~a~lesson or after-a—lesson discussions, mutual comment‘and
observation, or bar-room sessions. More formal discpssions per
week ranged from 2 to. 15 "~ On the nhole, this amount of discussion
‘_appears to have been fr%ﬁbent enough (le) (Table " 4) V The'mean_‘.
response was 3.88. Student teachers had a view consistent with ~
the cooperating teachers; The‘student‘teacher mean for this.
/question.was 3.83.  When cooperating teachers were asked'how dtten
they wOuld recommend that discussions be held (Qlc), 29 did not
-respond Two cooperating teachers felt that discussiOn frequencf d
varies, depending on the student teacher s, approach tolteaching.g
One teacher who never attended Ed C.I. felt the. cOoperating teacher
and student teacher would have benefited from group discussions—-avJ
workshop, seminar\idea .
. While 15 could apprise no barriers to discussion (Qld),.
virtualiy~all-other responses focused on ”time": —:lack of time (11).
‘ | | —‘trinester—rapid
paceb(i)..
"~ would have 1iked :
student teacher
"longer in secondL
round (1). (
'~ Other barriers to discussion;ingiuded.student_teacher reiuctancebtognz

¢
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S ~ :
4 “

discuss their practice teaching (3),‘and the outside, but school-

<

. related'resﬁonsibilities of the cooberating teacher (1).

- )

e 0

The discussions Were viewed (Qle) as helpful (24) and‘““~ ———

. ®

bl

useful (10). On occasions they were ftustrating 7) This reaction

[

is similar to the student'teacher_point of view. There is a slight

tendency for student teachers to view the diécussions as more helpfulgs

and SIightly iess frustrating than doithe_cooperating teachers;
ThﬁidiscussiOns progidéd an opportunitf for cooperating teacher”
,and student teacher to exchange ideas (5), for cooperating teacher
and studeﬁt teacher to get to know one another TZ), and for, ‘q ‘
cooperatingvteacher and student teacher to clarify things (2). : »/:>
As one cooperating teacher stated, "All these emotions mere'feitb
S _ ‘ - : .

at jone time or another. It depends on the circumstances and the

_student teacher."

>

I e

Six‘respondents indicated‘that discussiohs could be made ° %
_‘mpre helpful (Qlf) if somQ technique (e. g. evaluation guide) could

e used to make them more specific This suggestlon also was made

by six student’ teacherSn. Possibly an exercise*would be for

/ student teacher and cooperating teacher to develop a profilezbf
student teacher strengths and weaknesses Others stated that

e - &

discussions could be made more, helpful 1if more school time for

meeting were made aVailable (5) ‘the cOoperating‘teacher_were better

Y

prepared for his/Her role (4);’the'faculty obnsuitant were
 included in the discussions (2),’the calibre of ‘student on the

' .program were improved (2), ahd the'student teacher were prompted
to expect,and desire discussion and criticism (2). Fourteen'perJan
o E ~ T | o ’ N

@
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‘made nofresponse.
| ‘Reports were written cooperatively ‘at the‘conclusion of
""Round I‘and Round II by the cooperating teacher and . faculty
consultant Cooperating teachers considered the approach as being
"better. than ‘adequate (Q2a). The mean response was 3f91' This is
not as positive a reaction-to this,approachsto evaluation as
elicited from student teachers._ Their mean response was 4.41. .The
1owered mean 1is strongly affected by three teachers who rated.the
cooperative procedures as "1". Ihey did so because of a perceived'
conflict with the faculty consultant's.attitude regarding the
evaluation of one student-teacher The conflict was primarily
ibetween one cooperating teacher'and the faculty consultant. The
other two cooperating teachers ieacted sympathetically The”
. conflict was resolved by the cooperating teacher and faculty
consultant subnitting‘separate reports. Seventy—fivelpercent of "~
the respondents were satisfied. with the cooperative evaluation |
procedure as evidenced by the ‘number (24) who ratec‘a "4" r "s"
_ on‘the scale for this item. It shoulda£e noted that the results
'for this item ‘may have been influenced by the revised evaluativei
"procedures discussed in connection with the student teacher
‘perceptions of the evaluation method ' |
. Twelve cooperating teachers dia not suggest any alternative
Imethods of repotting, although some suggestions were made
.l. kstudent teacher_should be included in the evaluation (5).
2. fdiScussion among'student teacher; cooperatihg'teacher,

and facultyﬂconsultant regarding evaluation so that all
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will be working from common ground (3).
3. more observation by faculty consultant (3).
4; revised'guidestwhich will be more specific (2).
i : .
5. cooperating teacher add a report in addition to the
cooperative one (3), or simply write one by his/her self
2).
v ) < ' .
6. sipdent teacher self-evaluation should be included (2).
The,cooperative evaluation procedure described for the integratedi,

program appears to have functioned reasonably well, Detractors of

‘the method f@gl that while responsibility for evaluation must be

" shared the emphasis should ‘be on the cooperating teacher's opinion

If such a view were accepted, this investigator.feels that the‘
dev;lopment of strong'triadic relationships could be hampered.
Student teachers appear to be positive-in their uien of the .

‘evaluative approach and a large proportion argued that the

Z;/ ’student teachers should be included in the evaluatigg procedures

- Such a moye would be consistent with thﬁ rationale gpr’the

P

'inlegrated program. y
The major>Supervisory benefits (Q3a) are a result of

" the cooperating teachers having to assess or become: ‘more awarelof

their own teaching techniques (19) : The‘programwwas also considered

as a refresher c0urse where cooperating teachers obtained new

ideas and approaches (17) It also allowed cooperating teachers more

e

~

time to work on their own projects;-prepare new programs or'thinh
about subject material (5). Some cooperating teachers (4) felt

that the opportunity to share teaching has merits in itself. Some (3)
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opinions were given by the remaining three

107

came to realize howyfar they had progressed/developed since they(‘zih
started teaching. Others (3) reported that they benefited from

a contact with the enthusiasm of the student teachers. One
cooperating teacherrdid not respond.

\
In specifying major supervisory drawbacks of the program

\

(Q3b), cooperating teachers claimed that: ' -

<

1. it was awkward to "chop up" worh_toaaccommodate the
student teacher program (lO) o ¢3&§%

2. it'took more time:than anticipated (7). |

3. it increased discipline problems slightly (3).

4.-'thevwork load became heavier‘(2), though both teachers

. added that they did not mind the extra load. |

5. student s tended to,drop théir’standards (2).

6;_ it-was frustrating to be watching and not,taking'part
. |

7. some leséons ""dragged" (2).

8. there was the "usual difficulty of communication in

, " introspective situations" where a person must assess

o

inner'motives! opinions, and other attitudeés (2).

comments.

’Whenbasked-why no benefitsiaccrued tO'participation'in the

‘program, if such was the Case (QAc) 29 did not respond. No common

2,

a L 3

In general, cooperating teachers benefited from the program

by being compelled to assess their own teaching and by obtaining 5

L
"bf"" . o

new ldeas and approaches._ The major dxgyback%was the necessity of

3 . 4"4/

-
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"chopping up" work and, by association, the work week.

o

General Cooperating teachers felt ¢hat there very
-definitely were other than supervisory benefits (Q4a) to the

program. The mean response was 4 14 This compares very closely

\

Jwith the student teacher view (Ql6) of benefits derived from the
program by cooperating teachers, Their mean,nas 4.23, Coopefating
teachers (6) felt that the program allowed them'to‘nake'none
.threatening comparisons regarding teaching which became a form -of

self- criticism that the C.I. class, - its ideas and materials, had

benefited‘them (7), that simply getting to know and work w1th
. '1
N

'others, of coming in contact w1th nevy people‘%hd ideas "has to

'broaden one s outlook" (8); : o gﬁx .

A°‘i

‘In specifying other superv1sory d iwbacks of the program

1. scheduling and cdnfy

difficult “).

2. there was a lack of time efficiency on the part of ' ®

isome student teachers (2). R _ o
3. the cooperating teacher did not feelgérepared enough
’ )

to be a cooperatlng teacher (2).

o ‘ s
There were 6 miscellaneous~comments:.

In spec1fying the experiences which were most important in

P

‘developing cooperating teacher attitude to the program (Q9),

cooperating teachers identified
e o o .
1. stUdent teacher enthusiasm and willingness to try



109

anything (8).
2. the calibre of the.student teacher received (i.e. good w
studentvteacher - good: reaction to the’ program) (6)
3. student teacher‘— faculty consultant - cooperating R
jteacher interchanges inside and dutside of Ed. C.I. (6).
4. watching a student teacher grow day by day as a
teacher (3) |
5. the fact thaththe faculty consuitant and student
teachers Were cooperative and pleasant (3),> |
6. the faculty consultant's visits to schools (3)

»

‘There were a total of 16 miscellaneous comments.v‘
ey " Student teachers were also asked to identify experiencesiin
‘developing their attitude to the program (Q21) and their
relationship with the staff in their school (Q22) . Negative ;r
positive attitudeé,'willingnesa, or enthusiasm by»either the
cooperating teacher or the student tEacher appears to stimulate
the othermto a similar response. These interDersonal exchanges -
‘appear to be important in developing participant attitudes tov

the program ,

~J5vQ§' Theiexperiences which surprised cooperating'teachers‘the
' most-(QlO) ﬁere:‘ | o .

1. the reactionlof students (i;e. immensejpatience,
cooperativeness, maturity) to Student teachers (8).

2. 'the lack of background of the student teacher.in the
'English‘discipline'(B) and 1in their personal eﬁperiencesﬁ

().
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There were a totai of 13 miscellaneous comments, each usually
related to a specific student teacher or situation éix
cooperating tedchers made»no response; Five specified that. .
- , : . 5
nothing had surprised them: One‘cooperating teacher was compelled

.

to note:

"Totai overall cooperation ~ ‘truly retresﬁing.”

Stu&knt teachers were also{surprisediby the»reactions of
students (923). Some'cooperatinghteachers and'student teachers
Seemed to'expect students to be aggressive and non—cooperative
towards student teachers. This does not appear to have been’ the
caae; Reasons for the preconceptions. 0r cooperating teacherS'
and student teachers are not evidentt

.The things in the_program which impressed the:cooperating
teachers as most important (Qll) were: | |
1Q the opportunity for the student teacher to be in the

.:classroom, to have a realistic experience over- an
| extended period of time (8). |
2..,the amount of work the student teacher was willing to
'put into the program, the enthusiasm of the student
_,teacher (6) |
3. the fact that the student teachervcould‘immediately test
/ :_ out the theory part of the course”(A) : .

4. the need for more training for cooperating teachers (3)

<

There were 12 miscellaneous comments, and 6 did not. respond One

teacher summarized her attit

The thing which /impressed me the most ~as how eager
these people can be and’ how frustrated they can '
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become but at the. height of frustration they

are working through the whole lesson again and.
trying to find out what was not right.

‘Student teachers:also outlined the things_in the program.
which impressed them as most important‘(QS). Some (12) were
impressed'by~the extended time for the practicum. Others (4) were
-impressed that the'integrated C.I..and Pra.. created "a.totaic
sort'ofvexperience." Eight cooperating teachers who responded
to Qll would echo the student teachers view.‘ They were impressed
‘ ‘by the realisEiC/eﬁperience student teachers’ underwent over an |
extended perlod of time. However, it would be a dangerous over-
simplification to statenthat the‘extended nature of the program
is the most meritorious-aspect of the progmam. To emphasize
Aany single aspect af the expense of any other-yill Wa;p ;hé' e
.intention of the program. Each aSpectbmust belViewed‘in,relationh
toﬂali others. . ..

| Cooperating teachers,rwhen asked.if.they would recommend

this program to other teachers (QlS), responded ‘very positively.

»The mean response was 4 45, Student teacher response to the
‘same question (Q25). was extremely positlve. The mean was 4.93.; Fﬁ

E

fSuch positive reactions indicatzithat'the program should be
continued and improved. Such.positive reactions also may act as
an initial validation of the constructs upon which the program

was based _ B o .

. TR
Discussion and Summary._ Cpoperating teachers viewed-

s

superviso discussions as being helpful and useful They also

. viewed them ag more frequently-frustrati 7 than did_the student .
. . B R . . . .
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teacher. Such supervisory activity‘apparently caused some
cooperating teachers to_assess their‘ovn teaching, and acted as
a "refresher" for their thinkingL The main problemg'of the

S

discussions apparently would be eliminated if cooperating teachers

had more time for the discussions d possibly some fbrm of
'guide" to assist them in evaluation®
prohlems may'stem from inadequate preparation of the: cooperating
teachers for  the role they were to take. | ‘
. Cooperating teachers generally.regardedcthe'cooperative‘
report”writing.as quite adequate, but- less positively than did the
' student'teachers Reactions to the procedure were quite varied.
The most negative reaction to the total experiment occurred as a ?

result of this procedure. One cooperating teacher refused to S

o

"fill 1in the opinionnaire due tﬁ her intense dissatisfaction with the
1 .

procedure.- One other cooperatfng teacher refused to complete the: -
\

'opinionnaire as'a sympathetic action to the first.' The second

B

cooperating teacher had no negative e periences regarding the
‘evaluation procedure., A feW‘suggesti:ns\forvalternative
procedures oCcurred. Sixteen percent of the cooperating teachers
A‘thought that the student teacher should be included in the - ) h -
.evaluation. This attitude may ‘be partly influenced by the

modified cooperative evaluation method developed by the faculty
consultants.- Another sixteen percent felt that the cooperating
teacherls‘assessmentrshould,be more heavily weighted,‘either by gi o

having the cooperating teacher submit a report in additlon to

the co erative one or by having the: cooperating teachers simply - »

s

o
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- submit a'report on their own. Either of the latter suggestions

1s. contrary to the cooperative nature of the integrated program.

~.

It should be noted that seventy—five percent of the cooperating

teachers did express satisfaction with the cooperativerevaluation
? | _

procedure.

?ooperating teachers felt they obtained significant‘benefits

[
" from the program, mainly from having had the opportunity for

per,onal and professional interchanges with new people who were

enthusiastic and from obtaining new ideas and techniques Student
. C)
teachers were aware that. cooperating teachers felt they were

benefiting from the new ideas and also from opportunity, 1n some

instances, £or self—assessment . ‘

Many cooperating teachers could not or would not specify

[

*any drawbacks to the program.: Those who, dld specified the

. © e
,\

difficulty of scheduling a continuous coherent classroom program

s

' when the week was badly fractured Student teachers also saw

i

’ that as a drawback to the program. One cooperating teacher who'

fefused to complete the opinlonnaire specified a - lack of quantity

: and quality'of faculty consultant sup?gyision as being a drawback

to the program and ‘her’ reason for not responding.
:}f‘ Cooperating teachers were most impressed by the realism ’

of the student teacher experience, spread over a 1ong period of

,'time., “In all, cobper§$ing teachers were suffic1ently impressed by

-;~the total program to state that they would be very willing to
T 4 » -

. recommend it to other cooperating *eachers.‘

g
I

It would appear that cooperating teachers perceived a range

A

J
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[ ) .
of’supervisorp and other benefits thch.they obtained from the.
program‘ While there were sone dranbacks and inconveniences,
'cooperating teachers wvere sufficiently impressed by the ‘total’”
'experience that they are willing to recommend the program to
.others; This point of éiew is similar tb the student teacher point
-of vieQ{ o

\P

Conclusion

Conclusions concerning the participants perceptions of

. the integrated program will be presented according to the questions

%speciffgd for this portion of the study.

™

Problem 1: Will the integgation of Ed. C.I. 354 and

Ed Pra. 350 ~353 influence experimentation

with theories and instructional;procedures in.

N

the clasoroom?

It would appear that the integration of Ed C. I 354 and
Ed. PraQ 350-353 does influence experimentation with theories and
instructional procedures in the classroom.’ It would appear that
'the flexibility/cooperativeness of the cooperating teacher is d
”the key factor in this integration._ Cooperating teacher
,attendance at Ed. C.I. classes is an important factor in
transferring theories into practices While/g\pperating teacher
~at*endance’ at Ed C.I. was viewed as being beneficial the u;__. b

-

_ main and‘significant_barrier to attendance appears to be a lack

AR
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of suitable_arrangements for attendance. ‘The ‘reason for a lack

‘ of. suitable arrangements appears to be a problem related to a

Board 'S financial capabilities to release teachers often enough

to, participate effectively

" Problem 2: Does the concept of learning in the program

compel students to assess their objectives

and;practices in:te%ching7 o .
+ Participants in the program felt that student teachers
experienced the process of learning developed for the program.

Student teachers experienced the process of planning a lesson,

Qcarrying it out in gsélassroom, evaluating, and replanning for ' S

’
19

another occasion. it compelled student teachers to assess their

objectives and practices in teachlng

Problem 3: What benefits and non—benefits (drawbacks,

inconveniences) do the school systems (i.e.

- teachers,,principalsj superintendents) and

community derive from the integrated program7'

The main benefits to the school systems appear to be the

infusion of_new ideas and theories, new materials, new people,

new'enthusiasmx The=program(has'also stimulated some-re?evaIUationn
: R e o

’

“of-teaching_by cooperating teachers. There .were no major reported

benefits derived by the general community

g The main non-benefits to the school systems focus on

inconveniences incurred due to disrupted weekly schedules, and o’ e

Gt .
the cost to Boards. There were no major reported non—benefits to,
the community.
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R Problem 4: What benefits and non-benefits (drawbacks, _.'

-.

inconveniences’) do student teachers and

‘coqperating teachers‘derive from the integrated
' programZ‘ ! |
Student teachers felt that the major benefits of the program
were the ' warm, sympathetic, and’ very helpful" atmosphere of the ‘
project, the extended period of time for. the practicum and~thew-wm~+m¥;wfh
~bfreedom to try ideas in the classroom The major non—benefit

'focused on student teacher desire to see the" faculty consultant

more frequently

f&
Cooperating tdachers felt that. the major benefits of the

program Were the new ideas and techniques obtained, and the

. stimulus which caused a number of;cooperating teachers_to re-assess
their o;nrﬁeaching. _The majorvnon-benefits focused on the need

for a more complete'definition‘of theLcOOperating:teacherYs role,
*aﬁd'on problems associated mith.a fractured weekly»schedule; : . “
'In general,ithegprogram*was successful; A measure'of that'

" success was'obtained when student teachers and cooperating teachers
‘were asked if they would. recommend the program to their respective
‘colleagues. The mean response.for student‘teachers was 4,93' for :

n‘.cooperating teachers, 4.45, In addition, some Boards wrote to -

the Faculty of Education expressing their willingness to participate

‘. ,-
N

agalc in a similar program. One example'is-included in Appendix Q.

\a’



teacher education.

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND :RECOMMENDATIONS

The»purpose of this study is ta describe:

1. the organization and*operation of‘an Education

.'v Curriculum and’ Instruction 354 (Ed. C.T. 354) and

'vEducation Practicum 350 353 (Ed Pra. 350- 353)
:1ntegrated program as developed and implemented by
Dr. J. Bell for English majors on a Bachelor of o
Education program in the Departnent of Secondary Education,
iUniversity of Alberta.

‘2. the effectiveness of.thevintegrated program’in terms
of the participants"perceptiGns as gathered and
lanalyeed‘by the inyestigator

The information provided and the recommendatlons suggested are
intended as-a basis for improvement and further experimentatlon in

Thirty—one third year English majors on a Bachelor.of

Education program volunteered to spend fourteen weeks practice
teaching in a total of six school systems in Central Alberta.:
Approximately five students went to each system | Each student— 1

g /
teacher week included one day for Curriculum and InstrUction (C I. ),

:one day to complete Ed C. I._assignments, and three days of

I o : L 117
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practice in the schools. Cooperating teachers were selected and

prepared for their role and encouraged to attend‘thenEd."CrI;““*

classes with' their student teachers Supervision of the program

~»was’accomplished by the Ed. C.I. instructors and coopFrating v
£ -

teachers. Evaluation of student teachers was carried\but

cooperatively by the Ed. C. I. instructors and cooperating teachers.
. By structuring the Ed C.I. \to occur in conjunction with

the practicum and by involving the supervisory personnel in

both the Ed. C. I. and practicum, it was hoped that the concept of

learning and the concept of supervi51on outlined in this study

would be accomplished. The concept of learning involves a process

" of. trying, evaluating, restructuring and trying again The

a

concept of supervision involves participants in supportive triadic

relationshipe, By blending these features, it was hoped that the

L

environment to develop a transactive teacher and a student of

: teaching might be created

Two survey instruments, the Student Teacher Opinionnaire

and the Cooperating,Teacher Qpinionnaire, were developed by the

investigator to elicit student teacher and cooperating teacher
perceptions of the program S effectiveness in integrating theories
and practice, in utilizing thebconcept of learning and the concept
of supervision,and in providing benefits to participants. Semi—

structured interviews were used with Superintendents and Principals

\\
(At

'of the' cooperating school systems to obtain their perceptions of
the program

The findings of the study indicate that the - integration of

T
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Ed~ C.I. 354 and Ed. Pra. 350-353 ﬁas perceived by both student

T~ teachers as having a favorable influence on experimentation

;ith theories‘and instrnctional procedures in the classroom.

. The‘flexibility/codperativeneSS of;the cooperating teacher was
:regarded as a key factorhin this integration.b Therconcept of‘
learning was rated as effective by the participants. Student
teachers considered the7"warm, sympathetic and very helpful".
supervisory atmosphere of the program, the extended period of

‘time for the practicum, and ‘the ﬁreedom to try ideas in the
classroom to be the major benefits of the program, Cooperating
'teachers, Principals; and Superintendents considered the major
benefits to the school systembto be the infusion of new ideas,
.materials, people and'enthusiasm T These people also felt the

"

program stimulated some re—evaluation of teaching by the
,.cooperating teachers. ﬁajor drawbacks ,OT inconveniences focused

.on disrupted weekly ‘classroom schedules due'to‘the program s

organization, the cost to Boards, and a need for a more complete

definitionvof'the cooperating teacher s role, In general the

. program was rated successful.

119

On the;basis of this study,.recommendations are presented

-to the Department of Secondary'Education, University of Alberta,
regarding some general considerations for teacher education,
specific recommendations for the integrated program, and possible

avenues for further research.
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Recommendations

The reCOmmendatiOns_presented are based on both the
findings of this study and on theiinvestigator's observations'arising‘
from participation’in the’Studyc_ The recommendations might be
applicable to the ‘teacher education programs of the Faculty of
‘rEducation generally9dand to the improvement of the integrated :
program and data collection instruments specifically. -Recommendations
for further research are also presented.-'There has been no attempt
made to prioritize the recommendations for the investigator'
realizes that implementation of many of the suggestions is dependent

2

upon factors such as financing and personnel availability which are’

1 variable at any given point in time.

. General Recommendations. The recommendations in this

section arise from the investigator s observations of the
integrated program and from observations of participants. These
recommendations do not arise directly from the findings of the study
"but are related to them o 2
1. Any teacher education:program_is premised'on an"inherent. .

conceptiof'a’desired teacher. The concept in the .

integrated program described in this study is that of

a transactive teacher and a- student of teaching.- Is

this concept. of the\teacher the most professional

concept? Are other programs in the Faculty premised

“on a concept of a desired teacher? What are the_concepts a

N

other programs may be attempting to create? It’is
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recommended thatgtgva' d

ype(s) of teachers itv’ shes

, fa\, [ N i g
se;qgﬁcepts or styles known to |

concept of the deSy'
to createaanQZmake th
students. Concept descriptions may assist students to’

identify and pursue a teaching style con51stent withj~;~~

their personal characteristics and style, . and pursue

courses of study most suitable to developing that

‘specific teacher concept or style. It iS'recognized

"‘by,the investigator thst if a course of action is

undertaken to establish specific concepts and tailor

programs to individuals/to assist them to adopt a

particular concept or style, a re—organization of

.the Faculty of Education programs might be required
Some Principals‘in the integrated program did not allow

cooperating teachers to leave student. teachers alone

in. the classroom to teach,because of the_school's

legal liability when a certified teacher is not

,present in the classroom. Under such circumstances it
1is conceivable that a prospective teacher will never

have assumed full.responsibility_fOr'a classroom until

actual assumption of a teaching position. It is

recommended that an investigation of methods of

, solving this dilemma be undertaken by representatives

of the Department of Educaggg; and Faculty of EducationQ

Some cooperating teachers Principals,'and superintendents

expressed a desire to have the program expanded to © e
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.

include'moré gtudgnt ﬁeacheré in other subject areas and'
graae levels.f Such expansion should be accoﬁplished
caiefully,.ﬁossiblyngé.q;researgh project‘exaﬁining‘
the use of such a progf%m'in larggrlufbén settings, .
or in'é subject afeé other thaﬁ:the social sciéncgs.
It is fecommeﬂded‘thét thevFaculﬁi of Educatidn céns%der

continuing and‘expanding”the integrated program.

Recommendations for the Iﬁfegrated,Prqgram.‘ The

. recommendations in this section arise'frbm'the investigator's

122

.

findings regarding;pérceptions of the‘effectivedess of the integrated

program.

L2

1.

candidates acéo:ding'ta griﬁerié_cstabiiéhed by the

‘contact the selected:

Suﬁervision‘is a key feature of-fﬁe'integréted progrémf

Faculty consultants and cooperating teachers

undertéking the tasck of a supervisor should pafticipate

in a seminar to detveiop supervisory .skills. Such a

' seminaf could be made. a part of a workshop for preparing

cobperating teachers and fétuity consultants for their

role in the program.

The cooperating,teaéher selection rocess might be

further refined. Thi “*hé}be accomplished byvasking.

. : . O o

“eﬁd;a}é to select 'suitable .
g . e

principalsband super:t

Faculty of Education. Faculty consdi€‘

.
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program, part of the suitability of the teacher might
rest upon the teacher's willingness to agree to attend
a preliminary inservice sessioﬁ regarding-coéﬁégating
teacher role, to,a?égﬁa Ed.{C.I;, to assist in-. |
presenting the‘Ed. C.I..course,_go assist student
teachefs in le;soﬁ and progr;mvdéveiopment and‘to
 formatively evaluate.student téachérs and the program. °
If_the teacher is considered a suiltable coopéréuing

. candidate and is willing:to pa;ticipate in the program,

he/she. should berdesigﬁated as é'cooperating teacher.

¥

While sucﬁﬁa:process would';ake a éonsiderabié‘amount of’
time, it might fores;all some of the problems.invoiving
zcgoperatiné téachers found in the integrated.pfogram
described in thi.s"vstucyly_'.‘v | |

There appéar to havé been some cqmmunicatibn
difficulti;é from one level éfvthe‘brogram to'another,
péfticql@rl&bépﬁcérpiqg%the'desirébility of cooperating
teacher atteﬁdanéé at Ed. C.i; classes. To eliminate’
communi;ation ﬁrébiems B@r&éshould be encouraged to
‘dévelop a wfitten'stafement of policy regarding the -

v : N o :
program which would-be-sgnt to‘a;l participating
pfinéipals and coopefating teachers in the . avd's
,jurisdiétion,1 The faculty consultant should act:bnly
in an édyisofy capacity iﬁltﬁe dévelqpment of"sgch a
»

statement.

To facilitétéfcooperating‘teacher attendance at Ed.-C.I.

/ : .
. .
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%gards

' to Boards and decrease classroom disruption, Further, -

sy
“

| | | 124
.\ ) : '

#&assesz consideration might ‘be given to relieving

e

-~

f their flnancial burden in the program caused

by the payment of substltute teachers for cooperating |

teachers released to attend Ed. C.I. A feasible . R o
approach might be to establish Prov1ncial subsidy of |
'substitutes for Boards who partic1pate

A ves gzvization ol FhU.WfLHLY’SChedU.E seems necessary. "
The Ed. C.I.hmight>be carriedhon‘during one.afternoonU>

and evening session. This will ¢ut down on expenses

the cne.day allowed student.teachers for'nreparation;
ﬁight be reduced to one;halﬁ day,.preferably'on the
morning ‘of the day when Ed. c.I. classes‘nill be given.
This would mean student teachers would teach in’ the
schools for four d“IS in the week.

Student teachers cons%ferew the"jcu’“yiccnsultant
Supervision to be insutficdent.and rec smmended a
onceea—ueek visit in adddtion te.contact'made inlthe
Ed. C.I. class.  To accdmplish this;in.a program v
which requires extended travei-tiﬁe for the'tacuity
consuitant it is suggested that a faculty consultant
.be responsible for no more than two or three student
teacher supervisions per day;, This would*mean a
minimum of‘six student teacher'superviSicnS\perhweek
under the“current’struCture of the integrated program

to a maximum of~tﬁelve student teacher supervisions per



' by'student teachers ahd_cooperating'teachers " The

' the faculty consultant,and cooperating teacher.' In

1 o 125

week under the structure of the integrated program
suggested in the preuious recommendation. The faculty

consultant should not be expected to assume any
P

"Faculty iesponsibilities beyond the supervision and the
.instruction of ‘the related Ed. C. I. class.

| Evaluations in the int grated program should be

formative and should be undertaken by triad members.

Such a niove wOuid be consistent with the Qonceptual;vw

base for the integrated program and with suggestions

..

S

formative—cooperative evaluation conflicts with the '

i 'current institutional need. for summative evaluation - by

v g

N

1ieu of a summative evaluation at the conclusion of

: A
each Round, triad members (faculty‘consulteyt, .
cooperatingvteacher, student téécher) could evolve
e

cooperatively a profile of student teacher strengths

and weakneeses oover the period of the practicum A
copy of the profile can be submitted_to the Field

Services Division. 'If -a- student teacher satisfies the

faculty consultant and’cooperating teacher ‘as to having

achieved minimum requirements establishedtheforehand for

’

‘the practicum, the student teacher would receive credit

for the practicum. - If the student teacher does not reach
the minimum.requirements, he/she should have the

opportunity to continue in a practicum until the -
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requirements are reached, Requirements may vary.
depending upon the type of program in which the student '

: teacher is participating Some students may never succeed.

U" . J

Recommendations for Instrument ‘Improvement. The

recommendations in this section ari!. from the investigator 2 ‘W
- observations regarding the effectiveness and usefulness of, the

data collection instruments used in this study.

-

1. In the Cooperating,Teacher Opinionnaire, items 1 and 4

.of the Personal Data Sheet and items lc, 2b, 9, 14,
“and 16 may be omitted They_provide ogﬁ%eful or».i
‘relevant information l Other'items such as le and 8b °
¢~ could be changed into a: checklist of options._ This
would make the opinionnaire more efficieas,by more’
quickly obtaining -desired information “Items 3a and 3b
'require a scale to measure the impgct of the benefits
‘or drawbacks of the program upon the cooperating
\ teachers. Item 17 should specify ‘half or full day
_ attendance. Item 3 could be revised to include items
4 and 5.. Many of the_responses in items 4 and 5
' duplicatedlresponses giyencin item 3. In item 1a, the
f“,timezspent in hours should.be indicated;' A:checklist -

of options could be provided.

2. :n tke Student Teacher Opinionnaire. items 1 and 4 of.

the Personal Data Sheet may be omitted They provide
no ‘useful or,relevant information. In iten 6,:10b, and -

18b the response eaplanation is'unnecessary. - Items 21

R L
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and 22 obtained ﬁ% useful data and either should be

"revised or omitted. In itegs 13a and l3c a checklist

of options would perhaps obtain the desired information

more efficiently. Item 13a and 14aishould indicate =
the amount of time spent in hours for greater accurac\L
.ltems 14c and 14d,could be converted into checklists
for‘greaterAaccuracy and etficiency.

3. 'Based'on'the information obtained from the interviews
with‘Principals and Superintendents, intervieu schedules
could-be revised. - In both instances, items 1 and 2

. should be combined as thev provide dupllcate informatiom.d
Item 5 of the Prlncipals schedule and items 5 and 6 of
the,Superintendents schedule could be omitted as they

] provide redundant 1nformation "What improvements

%would you recommend’" might be added to the Principals

 schedule: By so0 doing, the investigator could obtain a

quick’inslght into the drawbacks of and inconveniences

Sy
A
Yo

created by the program. B

. , ' » .
Principals’' and Superintendents responses in the
. N '
. future might be collecti§imore quickly and
&

.efficiently by mail although a decrease in the
percentage of returnsfshould be anticipated

&recommendations in this section

‘For Future Research. Tﬂv

arise from the investi ator&s reness that various aspects of
& /R

the integrated program requ; ek dditional attention

£

1. A follow—up s,ud' for the integrated program seems

indicated.’féuch a study could attempt to confirm the



'd.' bases of effective triadic relationships, particularly

128

findings of thisvstudy and’might be'designed to

elucidate: | |

a. differences between the student teacher and
"cooperating teacher perceptions of various aspects’

of the_program.

2

'b. .reasons for the effectiveness of the concept of

learning

c. effects of a. rural setting on the student teacher

~

experience

-

in terms of their effect on formative evaluation

techniqu\sﬁ

In each instance, procedures and instruments beyond the

. scope. of this'study‘of the integrated program would

be necessary.

2

A comparative study of the integrated program and a

program where the Ed C.I. and the practicum vare
sepdrate might be undertaken to determine which is
more effective and for what»reasons : Such a studyf

might be an extension of Roy s (1972) ‘study.

3.‘7h§§:farative study of the integrated program in a

rural setting and an‘urban setting seems indicated.
Information obtained from such a study may give
direction to the Faculty of Education concerning future
settings for student teaching and would help to

assess the influence of the rural setting upon the

&



“program.
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———— I e e

"milieu" ‘of the integrated program,
A follow-up study of the integrated program student
teachers seems indicated. The_study cdulg assess the

student teacher's success as a teacher and examine the

‘impéct which the brogram_had upon the student. That‘

impact might be assessed by cdmparing~the student
teacher's teaching habits with the concepts which .

were proposed for the integrated program.  Such a

s

”;study would be difficult, though vaibablé; because

-

no record was kept from the integrated program
. 4 .

regarding the student teacher's initial acceptance

‘or rejection of the philosophy of the integrated

) . ~

.

A stﬁdy is required to further iéentifx behaviors of a

transactive teacher in addition to those perceived to

‘have been established in this study.: The identified

behaviors may be used as a base for an empirical

assessment of the degree to which a prospective teacher

becomes a transactive teacher. The empirical assessment

might involve some form of pre-treatment and post-

.

treatment evaluation.
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STUDENT TEACHING HANDBOOK, 1972-73, p. 9.

7 OBJECTIVES OF STUDENT TEACHING
*Note: The investigator has underlined comments relevant to the study.

1. General Purposes - | :
In genéral terms the field experience known as Student
- Teaching may be. useful to the student of- education in these ways:
l 1 Student Teaching should tend to complement or at least
i supplement other facets of the teacher education program.
It should help the student understand and see the
' relevance of the other courses which make up his
preparatory program.- It should help him to place his
;academic work in context.

1.2 Student Teaching should provide the student of education
with an opportunity to evolve and test theories or .
hypotheses relativeito the profession of teaching.

1.3 Student Teaching should introduce the student to the role
' of the teacher from the p*ofessional as opposed to_the lay
of student;point of view.

2, quecific Objectives
~ In more specific terms it is ‘hoped that Student Teach ould -
help the student in the following ways: I »h\\\d//P5/Sﬁ
| 2.1 Student Teaching should help the student reach valid
decisions relative to his contifance in the teacher

education program, to his chéice of program or options,

“and to his ultimate placement in a teaching position.
&

2.2 Student Teaching should help the student develop his basic
teaching and communicating skills.

2.3 nStudent Teaching should help the student become-aware of -
- .his specific needs in the area of professionalApreparation.'

2.4 Student Teaching should help the student to appreciate the
" complexity of the teaching learning process and -thus
(gféhdy him for more study of the theoretical background to
eaching. Student Teaching should also serve the teaching




2 2.5

2.6

v , © 0 «139

profession and the educational institutions asgociated

with the program

{Student Teaching should provide the profession and the
‘Preparatory institution with a means for screening
-entrants into the profession

Student Teaching should p;pvide a channel throngh which

- ideas may-flow which may improve both the coogerating

e ~'school eystems and the " Facultz,of Education

B
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GUIDELINES: THE COOPERATING TEACHER AND THE PRINCIPAL

. 1. TEE COOPERATING TEACHER

(1) Meet with the beginning teacher to discuss interests and
~concerns.
@ Arrange a period of observation.
" The length and kind will vary from student to student.

(3) Arrange Simple experiences. Allow the beginning teacher

o,
205

- 1. to help students individually o :
2. to work with groups . ' R
.3. to prepare AV equipment for a lesson
4. .to teach a part of a lesson
. e.g., Misg Jones .will read the poem
S. In the light of the purposes of a.lesson, the student

- teacher might prepare an assignment, mark the
assignment, and help those who need help. /
(4) Allow the student to prepate and present a one periocd
' ~lesson. Although advice will be needed, the cooperating
~ teacher might allow the: studént considerable freedom in
setting goals and choosing methods.

, (5) An opportunity for’the student to re-evaluate his goals

e - . .and methods in view of his success or failure is vitally
important.  The cooperating teacher might gather evidence
that will help the student see what he has done.

‘,n

types of questions
distribution of questions,
response to student answers
amount of tebrher talk

.‘(6). Biscuss with the tudent some practices that might work—-

ones that have w. d for you or for othersd-i

e - ' R SR

- questioning ' Co
: ~ motivation ;

guiding discussions
giving assignmenta

7y Allow him to try to’ 1mprove the part of his teaching that
.ie feels a need to improve. : Teacher improvement is a
teacher function in which supervisors cooperate~_'

(8) -When he is ready, allow him to teach on his own. Beginning
‘ teachers learn about teaching and abourt themsélves through
- success as well as through failure.



2.

(9)
(10)

142

Keep the Students fuliy informed reéardihg the pr6gress,

In.éoopération'with,the supervisor (Bell or Young), write
,a report on the student. ‘ .

cer

THE PRINCIPAL

1

(2)
(3

(4)

Arrange §n’orientation program to inform the beginning
teachers about thejoprganization of the school and what
is expected of them, For example, students should be

made aware of schodl starting time, attendance, staff

activities, extracurfiddlat programs, staff meetings,

ATA meetings. Beginning teachers should. experience a

large part of the total school program:.- :

Arrange for substitute teachers to replace those

cooperating teachers who wish to.atten ‘Ed. C.I. 354
classes for a half or a full day. = =% :
Principals at Wetaskiwin and Lacombe are asked to make
one room (preferably with tables) available for the
Ed. C.I. 354 class. - :

5
i

Principals‘may Qish to discuss;claésrbom experiences'with _
the beginning teacher and the cooperating teacher.

N

: g“g, o
S
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| TEAGHERS AND COOPLRATING TEACHERS

i - ¥

. -
/f' . o -
o e a
S

143



[

ﬁ;

»muwnumwu.wmﬂumumaoou xuﬂmzcwﬁa mwm

L
s

0T - 6 Trady -

wm:umﬂv 03 mvma wn TTIA Uﬂmﬂ> Hmsuomcﬂ mmﬂun B pmnavomn ug

0z = 6T wIeR - - el -,,Nﬂ *qa1

w qag - 8 .:S,

INZNJOTAAIA AWAHL

J.ZOHHHmom200|mw<DOZ¢A.

NOTIVONda zmmmum

MMDH<MMHHA

-1SRSSRTO 1D vm u} EoIE Hmuwamw :umm 03. wmuo>wv maaa

| : .

x '

*S9SSETD 4CE *I°D 'Pd UF-

‘3urijedyoriaed pue wcﬂwcmuum uow mmsﬂu ame muwsommu.waaumumaoou aﬂms TIF4 38Ul mwﬂ:w B SB 9AI3S8

Ou uawwa ST vmvﬂ>oum aOﬂumsuomcﬂ YL

<

_ SHEHOVEL ONILVMZA00)
' pue

SYJHOVAL INHANLS

103

(€£6T ‘TT2dy - £aEnuer) 4o *1°0

k)

.,Qv

‘POPNTOUT 30U DIE”SITITATIOE. S mmv yoea mo mﬂﬁmumv m£H Aﬂv

()

rajeN



145

8

sseTd> ® Yafm ueld anok £Lif,

uossa] B UB[q

‘C
T

.unmadwﬂwm<

¢MOH  AuM
SuruueTd uodsaq
. ‘ : SaT3ITATIOR 13yoeal (q)
$3T31TATIOR IUepNIg  (B)
 saaf3oafqo Bupyoeay
: - " +saaf3vafqo
03 @3nox sy} - uaesy a7doad moyg. (9)

;moH  ;AyM tIx9Taaeq B - SUTTATOSTQ  (q).

(seaT30afqo TeioTaRyag (®)
semoo3In) JUFUIES] papuajul i1o0 mm>ﬂuommpo
© ;08 031 jueM °am 218YA sn 3ur33es
Sutop °21e oM 3BY3I SSUTYI 959yl BIY -
¢dT?Y -03 2an3jeIalI] 9N DM UBD MOy -

ipIpoau sT 1eUM lAwaowummsc.

: o . UOTSSNISTQ
uoijeiadp Jo SIPOR : 7
TENPTATPUIL .

- £39T908 - 3jaoday yjzaoM . ‘g
309[qng

TenpTATpUTL. .
£3197008 - wWNTNOTIIn) - ‘1

.-m.

g oaw

S9TITATIO® 981In0d JO UBTJ
13304 35IN0O Jo - UOTIENTEAZ
SUOF3IsaNY

we1801d [ejuswriadxa Jo MOTASY

mlw %kwscmh ‘we 6




146

i\

: ()

- == 00 (q)
--'s.3 ¥4 1 (8) ‘g
_ * pedy



147

syoaoOU’ 039 AUV
mmHUHuum mﬁvma omnl (q)
-+ 'S % Y ' (8) pesy
"89SEBTO B :uﬂa arun Lx1 {g)-
8971038 J10ys. .
xo/pue £1380d - TeradIEBK (7)

.mcommmH m Jo mmﬂumm ' ouerq (1) |vucwacmﬂmm<

, wcﬂacmaa UOSSIT IFU} °G
ommaoouso wcﬁcumwa 81qeiTs8ap 3Inoqe Sutriq o3

STBTI23BW pUB SOTITATIOR JUIPNIS SSITITATIOR.

19ydesl jo Aem £q duop 3Q uBO 3JBYM * iUOTISANY

(MO jUoT3IBATIONM ST IByM 'y
{Uoeal nok pInoM MOH ¢

(89a1303{qo inok aae ey g

;£1390d oTTSTP sIuepnis op Ayy |
.,mwﬂpoum J10YS pue £13904 GOFSSNIST(

sosuodsaa 3o spuyy JUFIFOITA- ‘4
HmHm>mﬂ uswsosu pue suarissnd ‘¢ -

9INJBIA3ITT
wcﬂ:ommu uf sanbruydaj Juyuorisand . °7
'S ® ¥ 1 % YooH

..L 2IN1BIAIITT mcﬁnummu,Ou,wwsumoumn¢ oTseg 71

T . anouowove

sare o1
UOTSTABI — cOﬂum$Hm>m - UO}SSNOSE(] -

) uor3EIUSWR Tdw}

pue wsﬂccmﬂa ﬁomme uo uuomwu muamvsum

9T-ST Laenuep .&.m 6

.



148

ucﬂumlcoc pue ucﬂum - epTpeom jo 20eTd w:& T

*eypou
jutaduou. asn 38Ny .c0ﬁumumumumucﬁ
.anok GOHumucmmwnm o3 mumamum (D
. ucmadwﬁmm<

, *T2A0U Byl jO

.maosu 3yl uo m:mcwmcou yoeaa sdnoa8 ur = (1)

© - KITATIOV 1U2pNag
*ssadoad wmcoammm BTPOR~TITON ureTdxd (S)
*gToaou 321dI93UF 03 8JUIPNIS ,
£q pesn 8T BFpPaU MOY JO saTduexy (%)
+279 *¥'l°A .uouumﬁoua apITsS. -
‘peayiaso - eTpam ajeiado o3 MoH (€)
juejzodu} ST §532901d YL ()
wwvﬂuummuz *qQ°f.- £13204g
03 @suodsey BIPOR-TITNA oLl - Witd (1)
JMOH ;03 03, JuBM oM 219YA 8N 398 03 .
eTpouw Juriduou 2SN M UBD MOH- .uOﬂmmsowﬂn
.mmﬂuﬂaﬂnﬂmconmmu mu&umu:vw Byl - ‘g
gIpow jo @dusnyjul-ayl . 'Z-

QZDOMOMo4m

- .

‘m'e QT .
cOﬁmﬂ>mu - GOﬂumsambm - UOoFssNISId -

Jyun ay3l

waﬂ£ummu ‘pue wcﬂﬁcwaa uo uuomwu sjuapnig -

&

¢7-zz Kaenuep -w-e o



¥ - 7 sfkrd uesaeadseyeys ‘¢’
R : eweiq g

| : ~ Suppesy T

U0 S9TOF3IE peay :3IusWUSISSY

:... . ,-Uuw i .*N _cm. .N -.H

Ta2AON ay3. yows1 o3 SKem I5U30

“asuodsay -

*3axodsy -

.08 03 juem am -

wmeB sn waﬁuuww waaov [1e am 8uryj syl BI -~
:uotssnosIg dnoas -

.mwcmxo 103 suor3se33ns pue uorjenteay  (g)

uorssnosiqg - (7)
(mouy nok op mog
(3urmoys £ay3 oiem awwyl 3BYM (1) -
:suorjelussaad 391yl ay3 jo yoea B3IV T
*Ton0ON 03 -
mmco&mmm BTIP3N-TITNK wo =0Humuammmum T

.EQOH

{s3uspnis uso% 103 muawwcwn IBYM -
¢nof 103 S3TJoUSq TBUOTIBONPD IBYM -
*4°HW'H Butraedaad uo 310dax sjuapnig

" 0€ |,mN L1enuep Jaww 6




*UOTIBONPD U3 1DG o
‘uo mmaoﬂuumAvmmm :Judwuldyssy
.ouawv:um
msu 03 ITF2Uaq O 9IE JBYJ
wmﬂuﬂ>ﬁuum JU9pPN3s puB I92UydEI] T
mmmﬁm cmmumemem:m ~ (MOYH.
(uepnis oyl
103 ov 031 Surfaz am aie jvypm

_emhmﬂa ueazeadsaqeyg yoeaa Aym T

sfeTqd ueaieadsayeys - punoidRosg
NET .Eoouwmmﬂu ayy .

U] PWEIP 2SN UBD aM MOH - ;MOY

(BWRIP YOBO3 AyM °7

(BWBIp ST JBUM °T

'URIQ 1.Ud:ouwxommM

$7[00g UG POYOOH - I9peg -
(V8S) sTeT193BW 3O 38 -

§389] - UOT3I0913(Q - ;MOH

swex3oad Suypeey (g)
swayqoad Juipesy (z)
JBurpeaa ST leypm :
a0
ssa001g 3uypesy oyl (1)
3urpeey - punoidyoeg

‘m'e 0T

noﬂmmsomﬂn -
mwuﬂvmmu uo uuommm -

9 - ¢ Aieniqag mee 6

. oRF



151

-~ INZHNOISSV ‘¢

~(Ter3uslod Eooummmﬂo,vcm Jua3uod yloq)

; SUTTJ 3I0YS JO UOTSSNISTP .
dOHSTHOM °%

a
. >

1T 99s-03 Boc.vam4uow.£uu¢3 03 3eym -
‘ °3en3uel WITF °Y3 -
. WIId Qva¥ Ol MOH ¢

- 2apieid3IIT pue Wity -

~ 93en3uel pue uwryg
A Wrtr3 se wyty
_ PTE UEB SE W13 -

HSITONH. NI WIIA 30 SIS °g

: Apn3s aaﬂu
Jut Iayoeey smﬂﬂwcm Y3 3o ar01 BY3 -
- ~4£an3jusd eTpow ay3 -

T T X0077003 VIAER T

. - {NOIIDNAQOWINI

Avwcﬂ>oua aq TITM mﬁmﬂuwuma va:ouwxummv
NOILVONaa zmmmUm

‘mw'e o1

-UOFSSNI8I(q -~

L  s3uppeex uo 310dey -

va - ZT Laenigay ‘uw-e 6



152

.GOHumwmwrano uo S9T9T3ae mwu:& ) .
0T 223deyp - *s 8 *¥ *1 () - peay
.emocwﬂumaxm som PIP ssevoad jeypm
4wOATIB2ID, L3JISsSeTd
@HSOB :ox umsu wﬁ.ﬁuﬂuk jJo- wuwﬂa g od (1)
- JUoWUBISSY
*PONI0A BABY 3IBY3 SEBOPT awog - (9)
3101 s,19ydmR] (q)
®JBWITD WOO1ISSET) (B) .
. MoH g
- .Sl1amod m>ﬂummuo u
moam>m@ 031 sjuapnis dray am op Lym R4
(£3TAT3BR10 ST JByM T
- S mcﬂuﬂuz ‘|9AT3eutdewW] 7
.,,ﬂ,‘.mwomu:a Teuofieonps
uawﬂuwam 1 uom uof3y¥sodwod’ pue- 9aAN3eILITT
wcﬁumuwmucﬂ U0 99FD2I9X° UBR -
B AITATIOV . unwvsum
awumuwmuaﬂ 3M op Moy
i {238a333ur am op AyM
Amwnwﬂam<|muﬁnvmv pP2a33uad juapnis -
(3an3on138) poxazuad 3oafqns -
{uotarsodwod pue
musumHQUﬂH jo cOHuwuwwucﬂ 10 =0Humumawm R |

- QNAGYDNOVE

"m'e o1
UOTBSNIST( -

. mwcﬂvmwu uo uuommu sjuepnyg -

07 - 61 mumsunmm ‘m'e m



153

-

Ry

- ucmECmHmm<.

o '9
.m “ QQA .m ) . .N . ‘H

8890014 Bursodmo) 10 wcﬁuﬂuzumzw

;03 031 juea
am muwss sn wcﬂuuww mmmmmau ‘uoT3Fsodwod
wnu ur 3uyop @1e 9M Jeyl SBUTYI IBSYJ BAY ‘g
) . ¢3Yy8ney usleq sey
aoHUHmoaaoo aeya mmmz ay3 3jo °mWOs 3ie suM -7
{UOTIBDTUNWWOD U3IITIM JO _
mcﬁcummu ayl o3l %Haam mu0uumu wmwcu op MOH °T

cOﬂmmdomﬂa;

w:MumUHcsasoU ur vw>Ho>nﬁ s10308] -
UOT3IEdTUNUmOD JO SUTUROW -
“uoT3IEDTUNmNOD JO LIe3Y3 YT -

L aNno¥owovd

L w_f_,.“ q4f o meE oa

som: ou s® mwwvﬂ mwdwcuxm

.muﬁmmcmp ﬁmnOﬂuwusvm £3T3USpT pu®R 88NISIQ
..>H0>ﬂumwuu

wcﬁuﬂua Suranp vmucmﬁum@xm mmmuoua uo jrodey -

]

Lz - 92 mnmsupum Crwre g

'



[

154

J

: w. e T

.mwﬂmwumuum pue mmmuoum mo cOHmmsumﬂa )
‘UOTIBOTUNWNOD JATIOHIFS UT uasmmu .
TTTA 3eyl £B93¥131s © doyaasp TTITA

<+ 53U9PNIS PajeRIDIP- 3q TTTM UOTIBNITS

‘PUEB DDUDTPNE BYJ - umuuwH g 937aM (1)

* A3ITATIOY usmvnum.

*039
‘sar8a3eI3S moam>mw ‘suoTienays
938910 ‘UOT8BNISTP ‘seapT -
ﬁmUﬂmou S9TITAT3IOR ZupliTam-aag -~ [MOH
, R IR )

: JursTazeapy  (e)
UF 51030B3 Y3 19pIsuo) - UOFSSNOSI(

: . - . Sur3taM 193397 (9)
2 o . . 3ur3ram 3draog  (q)

UOTIBNITS 4.
.3%9fqng  *¢
aousIpny ‘g
- 8sodang ‘T

GOﬂumUHcsanu 9AT309333 3uyuuetd a1doad 28043,

@

103 WIOy puB JU03 3Y3J I3IBIVLP IBYI .wwmsmcmﬁ;

w:m soTduexo 3o 2210Yd mcﬂahwumv umSu muouomm.

b N . R az:omoxo<m

uoIsSsnIsSI(g

,.&.w,OH.

Jusmusysse uo 3xodey -.

9 - ¢ yoIEN  ‘wem g

bﬂ.:d



155

o

BN

ST *a3esn
vcm umaEmuw uo mwcﬁvmmm - ucmeawﬂmm<
SsnOSTp pue aaded’ wum:Hm>m (€)

_SSmOSTP vcm sjuswmod 23TaM  (Z)
. BSNOSTP
‘pue u:wacwﬂmmm ue 3oniisue) . (1)
:  A3TATIOV JuUlpnlg
(MOH  (AyM  ‘Surjenyeay -
) {MOH

,N%JE.. xuoa cmuuﬂuz uo 3Jupjusmmo) -

- i JusmudTsse.
g ‘ woow e jo mvﬂuﬂamso -
i3sa1ajur jo .gordoyl -~
{MOH
Ammnwﬁaa< R wuﬂsvmv w3wﬁ>uuucH -
o\ Co (Apnas yo>1essay) .
. SSQUDATIOAIJe S3IT pue Supiaey -
(Apnas yoaeasay) |
uoj3ysodwod cw n3saaalur,, mcﬂmb -
wnﬂﬁumwﬁ uf uouomu umwuwucﬁ w:a:

1 ydIe9sdy - oZpomuxo<m_

@

- g 1
‘w'e 01

suoy3sa8sng.
o .__ s UofssnosTq -
. mucwadmammw o 330doy

€T - 7T WIER - cmrB 6

o i .

AN



)

'S3TNpow pue §3A13193T8 yjdep uo 8912318 peoy

, o o ~ Jusmulyssy
' "933 ‘uQrien3dund pue durrreds -z
g . °8esn Juryorey -7

LMol

. . *3uryomegy
a3engdueT Inoqe jurerdwos ® Iamsuy nH
. aonmxuoz.uaww:um

LuiSTI8ug poos, st myy  +
! a3en3ueT Jo sreas
¢(®3etradoadde 10 Id9x10n

i ¢®3esn pawpuezs ST JeyMm. -
o UOTSSNOSIq

oVt

~ N

APWIEI3 Tein3onais Supyses "z
Jewmaexd HMGOﬁuﬂwmuu.wEﬁsume 1
| ¢MOH

(leume1d yoeagy Ayp -z

¢1eUmel1d ST Jeyy T

, . UoTssnosTQq

& T ) - S9Tpn3s 4yoiessay - s8esp
. o (s@1pnis yoiwssay)
- SUOTINQTIIu0d s3T pue Jewme 15

. QRNO¥DYIVE

Gy

- . SuoT38993ng -
- . : uorssnosy(Q. —

-Eom O.H. -

JusmulTsse uo 3zoday - .

s .

. 07 - 6T Yo1ER ‘mee ¢



-
~ . E *yoeoadde
o- - . v : _© OTI3EWOY] Byl UO SITITIAE OM] ‘€
B . ' . . N vmwm
o o (sardod (Q7)
; um:amuwomaﬂa IFUn [4ABY | 7
ITun 9yl s3ardwo)y T
A o ) - - JuewuFFssy
S ‘ R o - RECHEEET I Y3ta 10 ATTENPTATPUT %IOM -z
- - - ‘ , ) . 3Tun SIjeweiyyy e doysasQ T
- doysyiopn
e o O . _ v . .qum%lmmmﬂ 103 ﬁmmomoum uotieonpy
. C - : : . 3o jusmaiedag 92Uyl pUR SIATIOSTD

yidsp usomiaq drusuorielai ayl ST IeUM
(S2AT109T2 yidsp ut 231vaBajuy 94 op MOy
_ (Posn saAf3oeTs yidep sae moy
(S9AT30279. yidop ueld am op MOH

- v (MOH

. ‘ o . o .wmw>ﬁuomaw,suuwv\m>m: om op Aym
. . ,SBAT309T2 y3dap aie 3IpyM

INNOYDAOVE

‘w'e Of

- o : v . ‘ . o . . mﬁOﬁumwwwmm
’ & . .. : uoT8EsNI8sI(Q
. juswudTsse uo jiodey

SRR , T 1 AL -T2 L L

-



158

9,

K]

.wUﬁoonnﬂwﬂu wo
wmmmmao HG¢E H 3 'p3 msu wcwuum Leu wumzummu waﬁumum@ooo

.mmmau.qmm H o vm

somm wo pus ay3 3e wcm duranp 1no, cwbqw muamadwﬂmmm
I9YyoEB93-3Uapnis ayl pue mﬁmﬂuwuma wmxamumomeﬂ
mmﬂmoo :uﬁa parTddns aq HHH3 mumzummu mcﬁumummmoo HH<

Y3 wQ

Lo
s

_ﬁ.amuoz.

IR

2

T

T .uumhoug
rmucmaﬂww&xw 06¢  *®ag "PI
pue $G¢ ‘I‘D °*PE 24l 3O
UOTJENTEA® PUB UOTSSNOSE(Q

< - UooN

satun gz @8ueyoxy -
S3ITUn 3O UOTSTARY -
suoT3sagsng -
po31s283ns uojlenTeAl
.Jo w103 pue muavwoou&
.mamﬂuwuma ‘agodand jo 'swiag]
‘U s3Fun 3jenTead pue sshosyqg ~
s3tun: UHumswsummuznﬂuwmﬁa@%,
- - ,M.,W,w

b3

cwmee QT

suo0T315083ng
. UOT8sNIBIQ -
‘juswugdrsse uo 3jiodey -~

€ - ¢ Trady  ‘weecg



E38

APPENDIX D

159




e -
EE o

&

STUDENT TEACHER

OPINIONNAIRE .

160

Y
T



'
; 3 B
A
{)
AN "

f
P i w

Lo . P = Y
s o, _

: . s : L A AT
- U S R e S S

This opinionnaire consists-of. 31 .items which relate xo" -
. . -. ‘. o - . C . N Q ) P
differlent aspects of the experiienial progrvam 'in’ whicn you have ®

R

participated. Please respond to clch item. KEEP TN MIND JHAT,THERE‘ -

ARE NO "RIGHT" OR "WRONG" 'ANSWERS. The only ;hiﬁg-oggimpoftance'isu

PR [

yog&@ﬁwinion abdut'the items in guéstion. o “ﬁ_-‘ﬁ

o

y . R . RE
ver o= .

You'may'findrit,difficult tofst?te cOnciéély your exact,. .
thoughts in many of the items. .NevéftheleSS, étfempt tQ-be,aé I‘
precise as pbssible’in:your'respOnses,lb

I3

Your replies will be kept stiictiy conf idential and'WilLV7‘

be available only to the consultants from the University of Albérta;
You have been asked to write your —anme and, to give other pertinent

information because it is éésential-ﬁo have thest‘dataffor thé;kindﬂ

of analyses thatvwill be.émployed. Tn no case will it be possible -

.

to identify your personal respons:s in the group reports that will =
~ be made.
3
~ (‘\) -
[ - .

e, P o f ']"" "'l'3;;§ff5L;'
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PERSONAL DATA SHEET .

o 1. NAME:

Surname , t Christian Names
" 2. (Check one) MALE - FEMALE

3. (Check one) MARRIED SINGLE

" 4.  TEACHING ASSIGNMENT:

ROUND ONE ROUND TWO

School =~ -~ school -

N vSﬁbjéct(sj - Subject(si _

-;Coopergting‘Téachér(S) ¥ -Cooperating Teacher(s) -

RNV

5. :Sﬁéfefyduf.reasonslfdr participating in this program.,

[
BT

o

1. 6. Howoften did you réturn fo Edmonton Bgring'thevprogram?'
| <Chf°k' ome). " o GO e »\
L, 48
o - :9‘,12,‘ R Y
! *"\ More than 12

: NG

SN,



-t

K

7. State activities withinwschool:or;cqmmunity, othéf'than classroom
. . ; R ‘ B

instructiof, in which you'parkiéipgﬁéd eg. supervision, curling.
o o o
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i
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/

OPINIONNAIRE

Direétions: Please answer bfiefiy,‘but completély;‘the questions below.‘
if you need more space than is provided, use the'back of
the page. If you Have comments related to an item, but
not a direcﬁ part of it,qrespond ag tﬁe endbgf this
vopinioﬁnai;e in ‘the seétibn entitled "Open Stagement".

GENERAL -

1. What are the major benefits; if any, you received from this program?

"2. What are the major drawbacks or iIncunvenlences, if any, you

encountered in this program?

3. Did your attitudes toward the program ifollow any pattern from the
beginning to the end of the exp2riment? (Underline one): negativé .

to positive,. positive to negacive, fluctuating, others:

g
2
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Why did you react'as.you did?

O

'Did you think that in your relationships with the'staff that:
(Underline one): you: became an important staff member, you were a
somewhat useful sfaff member, you were considered to be an "outsider"?

Othef:_

Explain your response.

)

What sorts of experiences that 7ou expected from this program

aéﬁually turned up?

.

s

3
sAl.e. they were
) . :

What sorts of experiences surprised you thevmostg}%

. I
unexpected? - : . : gg
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7. In your opinion,‘has_this program assisted you te becdme”morev
cdnfédent in pursuing your own ideas of,teachiﬂg? 
(Circle one): .lnﬁi, 2 3 4 5

Definitely . Definitely
" No : ‘ "~ Yes

Explain your response.

’

8. Would you recommend this progiam to other studeft teachers? = .. - -

(Circle one): 1 2 3 4 5
e Definitely ' Definitely

No : ' Yes

Explain your response.

'LEARNING THEORY

‘l
9a. Have you experienced the process of p’-aning a lesson, carrying it
ou? in your classroom, evaluating, and replunzing (in 'your mind or
" on paper) forvanother occasiun?

A
- f
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(Circle one): 1 2 3 4 -5

Never,l Always
9b. If you have, briefly describe one example. -

J9 Would you recommend the Process, ‘described in 9a, toiether'teachers?

(Circle oney: T . 3 3 4 s
ol L , Definitely . - Defiqitely
No S . Yes

.- * Explain-your response.

‘~d ;lO{,'In your opinion, did the process outlined _n\9a, compel. you &n. -
P to define lesson objecti\e ? 1 2. 3 4 5 .
: C e T Lefinitely . ‘ Definitely
_,"B.”ntb réséarch -select. and preparc materials7 I 2 .3 "4 5
- RS I T : Definitely ..+ .. Definitely
. C ) - o : No . . . ) Yes
L c. to examine questioning ‘strategies? 1. 2 3. 4. . .5
L EUETE o R Definltely ST Definitely ©
T ‘.'A”Iv‘~"ff?;v ' o No . ’ v Yes
d,A to consider how to adapt to situations? 1 - 2° 3 - 4 -5 S
- : B Jefigptely . I Definitely '
R S . Mo  Yes
[ It v . Lo . . - o : . . ) .
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e
-

e. to. question ‘your purposes in a 1essou7 1 2 3% 4 Sjb\*\\

Definitely Definitely
- No 4 .+ Yes
THEORY INTO PRACTICE
12. ' 1 h.,; : :‘ty to experiment with ideas obtained in
2 -3 4 5
- Always

‘Explain your respbnse.

13a. Did you find a relatienshlp between the theory and background
materials (e. g. articles, lectures) prebented in class and your
teaching? _Example " The Comnunicatlon Process related>to teaehlng
Composition; .

(Circle one) 1 .2 z 4 5
Never Always

13b. Outline the relationship between theery and practice as‘you see it.

- D - 7
.o .o .

l4a. Did the insfructional’materials i.e. handouts, texts, of the C. I

class assist you in developing intructiona1 strategles for your s

4 A

R
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‘f‘h_ classes?. .
(Circle ome): 1 2 3. 4 5
v - Never ’ Always Y s
R . . . . 3*?
14b If they assisted you, giVe ong example.
: " ‘ o~
; — ' .
- £ U
b . )
. afy o - _ i
14c. If they did not assist you, why didn't they? . . '
- ‘ N o ) :\; . .
N .péﬂ;. - N R . y
. S . "FJ"E@_-' L . v . M . . ‘@ (
v . ’ =~ .i

= .

¥ X 7 \}’ R
Y classroom° T “"\ : : '
Y DR . ‘ N 23 AU s
_(Circle one) Al 2. 3~ 4 5. .o

Never L : ‘»_Always N

. . 5 . : . SN
- L] , ’)“) s ‘ ’ s : . ~ ' . 1‘ ,{

r:If‘there-éas a conflict,lgive one’examplo.' +d explain how it was

15a. Was there any conflict between 1deas§§?ggested‘in the C.I., course

and those generally practiced by the - cooperating teacher 1n ‘the

egolved.. T T .
B : g 3
¥
“
3 . ’
i . % - . A I
N 3 '3?"1
. /\"‘/ 5 . ; )
e - . y

" 16. Did the. availability or lack,o' availability of materials ie

4
A Ll

r.A.Vf equipment ‘affect your tea'ying Exnlain your response

bons;
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. .
17. Out of the total experience you have just completed, what four:
things impress you as most important?fg%
/

. "F\-/” t

i . .
R '// v

,
‘ 7 \

j!

.

”‘7”_18. Were you introduced to new téaching %esponsibilitiés when you felt "

ready for them? (Circle one): = 1 2 3 4 5
o g : Never ' ' Always

Explain your response. °

 RECIPROCITY:. : .. -~ 00 "7 % 7 s T .
vn/,'. . ¢ n o ) . B ) y - Y
~ 19, -List?the,beneﬁitsnrif any, tha: you think tie scheel, system and '

- community derived. from this program. )

o
[}
Y -
20. List-what you think are the iisadvantagés, if-any, suffered byythe -
school system and ch@unity‘as & result of this program. N

3

e

<#
. .



© Qa . . ) .
.- 22a. In your opinion,iwefe y

-

" statements to_faéultx_;dnsu%tautﬂ'ada cooperating: ' teachers?
. . s .. ' k] . ST

.
e

- 171

. . ' . — _ .
21. Do 'you think that this prograﬁaisﬂggé in diffusing new teaching
. materials and approaches inﬁohthe school system in which you were
wofking?i (Circle one): 1 . 2 J'Q 3 4 5
: , Definitely o . Definitely
v . No ; Yes
& ) ' ’ )
Explain your response. R ' _ ) .
» L
/ .
pp— ' AR
. N
~ W p 3
«  SUPERVISION . . T ERE .
- "—‘—""'“ ~ - . Caw 1 N T . - A

| ’
’ .

~,

) . . .-

¢ -

- s

s L xL T e o 'u‘ , e T : ' ) S i
*sgnderfine one) ¥ Faculty~corsul;ag%E}qﬂly, Coopefa&igg teachers
© only, Both, .Neither. Explain your fEépbnse: L B

. .

T

L
%

\

22b. Did youmﬁeglﬁgbaf youvgbﬁained conét:ucfﬁve comments on your

teaching performance? (Circle ome): 1 2 3 4 5,
: ‘ ' 5. . Never v : Always
U E
oF |
, L |
;o 7

P

/ ST a 2 :
ou.frec to ask questions of and make . ’“(
. . L o
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Mainly from whom? (Underline one):
students. Explain yéur response.

N
\

Consultants,

172

teachers, fellow

consultant and

i

~

e

cooperating

-

e

: 24!. What things about the superv151on (raéw

teacher) did you find least helpful7

’\\;\

lty consultanq and coqperating

Y

supervisory conferences, eitter f:rral or in:ormal .with your'

.,
PEERY RN

cooperating teacher(s)7 ' ’ s

-—

»

. 25b. Was this frequent enough? v(Circie onei:

4 .5

3
. , Definitely Definitely
, - o ‘No _ Yes
25@- if,no,.hdwroften Wéuld590u'recomnen&? i =

:25d. How did you usually view thefe c;*~§ren*~b

threatening, useful frustrati g

"eg. helpful,
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26a. Onm the average, how often, in a period of one month, did you have

\ <

supervisory conferences with your faéulty consultant (s)?

: . A 0 .
_26b. Was this frequent enough? (Circle one): 1 2 . 3 4eu .5,
ST S : Definitely = = ° - Definitely
: ‘ : : . No . v Yes
26c. If no, how often would you recommend? . & . -

L

26d. How did you usually view these conferences? e.g.}helgful,

threatening, usgful, fxustrating.

/[
N

2%a, Rep0rts at the conelusion 6f Round I'and‘Round IT, werevwgitt§n

: cooperatively by your cooperatlng teache1 ard -the faculty

, »

consultant Do you think thls is a fairqmethod of,evaluation?

N ”~

.. (Circle one): ‘ 1 2 3 . b 5 .

~ Definitely - - - Definitely
- N6 - : " Yes
i - - & ) ~ . -

,7275. If not,.vwhat a}ternéti&e(s)nwouia you éuggeat?

. . PN , ao N
P . . ot

»
S

28.

LA

Comment on how helpful the supervisory feGddek was in terms of

<

improving what went on in your c1asses Cive examples of helpful

[}

feedback, relating to content, organlzetlon, tedching approacn,

Tt

etc » which improved your. teachiny//
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2 el
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COOPERATING TEACHERS .

29.

" 30a.

-

306,

£
Answer the-following'question only if your cooperating.teacher

atterided three\pr more C.I. ciasses.
P q

*helpful in. relaﬁfng C.I.

-

‘concepts to your classroom practice7

Was.the”codperating teacher

. Round One: Circlé}gne) 2 . 30y “-5 R
‘ Definitelv- S - Definitely’
S N . ‘e Yes
@ N v, ' . g S t» ’
Round Two: 'néf?j 1 2 3 4 - s¢
) ’ ‘Definitely . Definitely .
: CoNo e : ' Yes
Explain §our response » *
. g :
Py _ \ = = ’ - J“ &
. s o e S R "," .
. - . o
S B -
i¥ » .
\
\,, - T —

\

DQ\Zou think your cooperatlng tpachers have bxneflted f*om thlS

<
-

progzém7 (Circle one) -] ~A.2 3 4 5. N
: u" Definitely Definitely
- No. . , R " Yes

If so0, ih what ways?

45,

Ve
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- 30c. if not, why

not? )

31. To whét'extent did your cﬁgperating teacher(s)'permit you tb»plan'

ok,

and carry out activities sugges?ed in the C.I. course?-
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OPEN.STATEMENT )

[

There are usually comments one wishes to add to any. questlonnalre

A -~

'At this point, add any type of statement, question or comment regarding

-‘anygaspect of this experiment,that vou may wish -to make.
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. This opiﬁionnairé:cbnsiéts of '25 items which relate to
different aspects of the experiaental program iﬁ which yog have
participated. Pleaée.respond to eacl: item. %EEP IN MIND THAT
THERE ARE NO ”RIGHT" OR "WRONG'" ANSWERS. The‘only thing of

importance is your opinion about the items in ‘question.
‘You may.¥ind ie: difficult to state concisely your exact
thoughts in many of the items. Nevertheless, attempt to be as

precise as possible iﬁ your resﬁohses.

Your replies-will be keot strictly confidential and will

\

be:available only to the consul i i . fronghgkUniversitv of Alberta.

You have been’ asked to write your name and to give otlier pertinent

y - L -

‘informat fon bécause it is-essential wo hayc_@guqcidata‘foikthé kind

be possible

"of analyses :that will be employed. - Ia nc case Wili it

to identify your persdnal'reQPOpnws in the group reports that will.

Be,madé.
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Vl"
PERSONAL DATA SH#ET‘
’ ' — . L
1. NAME: -

‘ &% . Surname | - Firsg Name Initiai
2. ‘(Circle'bne) MALE FEMALE | - | T
3. (Cirele one) MARRIED SINGE%; |
4. TEACHING ASSIGNMENT:

" ROUND ONE o ROUND;IWQ
School - | Schoollvz
° Ve

_-Subject(s) -

. 4

Subject(S) -

Cooperating Teacher (s)

- Cooperating Teacher(s) -

[

‘ - 4 ) M ) ! 0 -‘ . - ‘
5. State your reasons for participating in this program. .

>

6. How often did you return to Edmonton during tﬁerprogram?

(Check one) ‘ 0.
1-3

4-8

oy

—— . B ¥



.

9-12

'Morg'than:iz

181

@

instruction, in which

o

-2 -

- g

you parti

J.  State activities within school or Cdmmunity,bother<thén’éiasstoomﬂ-

cipated eg. ‘supervision, curling,

- §. - .
v © :
. L - .
etc. . . i
. '\.
v .
. 5
. h
3
- ! .
0' "~ -
a .
f
.
0 ~ .
; -
N R .
"/. .
o,

At
Py

*

X0

9(
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%

OPINIONNAIRE

v
&

Directione: Please answer briefly, but completely, the questions

*

below. If you need more space than is prov1ded, use the

.back of the page. If you have comrents related to an
4
' o item, but not a direct part of it, respond at the end

of this opinionnaire in the section entltled "Open

Q
Statement". ‘

1a, HaVe yOu'experienced the procesq of planni,n0 a lesson, carrying
it out- in your classroom, evaluating, and replannlng (in your
‘mind or on paoer) for another occasion?
(Cirgié one): 1 ‘ éJ»~ 3 4 5

Definitely Definitely

. NO e . ¥ " Yes

1b. Once you are teaching full- tine wonldfyoq'recommend the process,
described in la, to- other teadhers7

(Circle one) 1 2 "j' 4 5

. Definitely =~ ‘Definitely
N ‘ No _ : : Yes

!

Describe why you would, or would not, recommend this process.
o B 2 N

<




L5

¥2,

o ¢ . . R : . - . .
/. €. to improve your planning.and procedures in future lessons?

“'I‘ k. ] v . N C . . . b i
i E .

".. ,

183 -

In your opinion, did the process of planning a lesson, carrying

N

a. to define lesson obJectlves7

e it out in your classroom evaluating, and' replannifg cdmpel your

! :

L2 3 4 .5 o . , .

Definitely  Defimitely .
- - No . _ " Yes ' L

A

.ﬁgterials; obtained in the C.I. course, in the classroom7

(Circle ome) 1 = 2 - 3 4 5
‘ : Never . o Always"

3b. If you did,‘what_made the opporfunity possible?

3c. If you did ‘not, what prevented .this happening?

Yo | e

' 3a. Did you have an opportunity to use tideas and instructional

L
o .
»» P N
ﬂ?’ ]

-

A

i~ . . - -

ot

e

g

oy By L . ' Defi?tel ’ .. 7
. " bs to research, select and prepare materials? 2 3 4 5
. e Definitely . Definitely
No Yes
¢ to consider how to adapt to situatjons? 1 2 3 4 .5
L R e Definitely ‘Definitely
L o ' v\\‘, ‘ No ; Yes
d. to evaluate your purposes in a 1esson7 o 3 4 5 ,
Definitely " Definitely
Yes

n
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£

X . . - . -
+ DO " ;

[}

4a. Did you find a relationship between the theory and background

materials presented in class (eg axticles, lectures) and your

teaching? , . '
¥ (Circle one): 1 - 2 .3 4 5 >
’ Newer S Always

4b. If you see any relationship, describe one example of the transfer

of theory and/or background materials into practice

©

&X'

o8

5.. Out. of the total program you have just completed describe a few

of the things which impressed you ag mostwimportant

’ - R : ',.}‘
v A - o -
~ ~- . : .
i3 N !

— ~ B . o L I

@

(]
P

&

"~ -

~ M -~

-~

- 6. Were you introduced to new teaching responsibilfties‘when you,felt

Y . L
L . 7 ) . N
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Q - -
. . - v : - S A
o ready for~tnem2 (Circle one):" 1 2 3 4 .5
e . | : Never ;- * " Always -
J'Explgin your response. .
; [ .
N, ’ N s !
. y o B S ' | e
Identify some of theﬂ%enefit>, if any, that you think the schood

”

'system and community derived from ‘this program

;the schoo1 systém,ahd/or,community as a result of this program.

Identify whc;\§aﬁ“think;arc gﬁé disadvantages, if}ény: suffered by

~

C

v

Identify some of thé‘benefits'that tné community brought to this

ntogram,'if_any. Ly

¥

lOa.

IﬂZyour inion, did yoﬁ feel free to ask questions of and.pake

’

.statqnent ‘to faculty consultants and cooperating teachers’

A D

S———
El
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B

) " - 186
pé
’ . s o \'A .
Faculty consultants (Circle one): 1 2 3 4 -5
‘ o o - ‘Definitely Definitely '
- ' No Yés. N
Coope%ating teacher (s) (Circle one) ;_7 2 3 4 5
o ' Definitely ‘Definitely
No . . Yes.
4
gEipiain your iesponses.' 2 o e .,
. : . W P ‘ A v €. B i
ﬁ. _ . "v ) |
“, ) . . . . ‘?\
3 ,f : .
o _ . X :
——a o

-~

N

‘10b. Did you feel that you obtained constructive ‘comments on your

teaching performance from:

,Faculty consultants (Circle cne): 1 2 3. 4 5
N ) Never : Always
Cooperating teacher(s) (Circle one) 1 2 3 4 5
Never ‘Always
: Fellow students (Circle one) 1 .2 3. 4 5.
' \5 ' B . Never Always -
' -Explain your responses.
— L -‘?,“
s ' . e'
‘ . - ")‘/
4 ? ' )
1l. What things about the sup rvis;on did you find most helpful /:;;;7



e

‘a. Faculty.consultant supervision -

b. Cooperating teacher(s) supervision - ’ -

-

12. What things abort the supervision did you find least helpful7

‘a. Faculty ¢ sultant supervision -

~ : |

. : » _ ¥ ' .
o b Cooperating teaehet(s) supervision -~ .

13a. On the average, how often, in a perioa of one week, did you have

elther formal or informal discucsions, regarding any’ aspect of

'

your teachin >\with your c:ooperatin'7 teacher(s)9

—



.

13b,

13c.

13d.

- léa.

14b,

ldc.

188

/
‘Was this ffequent eﬁough?'7(Circle one): }:; 2 3. 4 - 5 ﬁ
o - ' ; . ' Definitely . -7 Definitely
_ ‘No . . . Yes .
If -you circlgd l'qf 2 in question: 13b, how often would youxxﬁ' v ’
. . . .
recommend? Why?. ,
How did you usually view these discussions? eg. helpful,
"threaténiﬁg, useful, fruspréting, efc; . '
. - ) _— . R ] . R . ~
How -could these discussions-be made more helpful? !
§ . : - . - N "/
» 4 '

'What woﬁid'be-the average numbe;

of either formal or informal

DN

.discussionsfin.a_month,.includihg the C.I. class, that you had with -,

.yéur.faculty‘coﬁsultant‘rggardingfény aspect of your feaching? BN
y ;. o . S
Waé_thisbfpequent enoUgh? ‘(Circle[oﬁe):_ 1 2. 3 4 s
- ' * . Definitely " Definitely
No - . g Yes
I1f you circled 1 or 2.in quesyion 14b, how,oftén would you *:
~ recommend? .why? S .

Xad.

How did you usually view these discussions? eg. helpful,

threatening, useful, frustratiﬁg;jett?”“”’““’* - -
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- < :
" n . 5 . ;u
. N LT ) 4 + ‘_‘:\'
Gy
. .
;"‘L .
5 "“N‘_
- A AT ' e
= o )ai.. ,\fﬁ }i“
ﬁﬁu e . a. Reports at the conclusion of Round I and Round II were wr1tten¢; o

~N . .
copp?ratively by your cooperating teacher'and the faculty

Q consuI@ant. Do you think this is a fair method of evaiuatio 2

' : : . o o e Nl
(Circ e one) 1 - 2 -« 3 4 5. S -
DT . Definitely .. - Definitely I
 :LﬁtA:L . _fNO' : ;x , . : YeS“ ) ,'f. v _ j'{"x'T‘

. . Lo '".\‘
kS .

“
5b. What alternative(é) would you Suggest,'if any’

‘aa

- -
. .
: o
- a2
v .
= - J
v . -
- T rd G
< " w7 N

. ) .
/ 16a. Do ygu think your coépefating tedchers have benefited. from this
vprograﬁ? Q@irclerone) :i w3 g 5 . '

Definitely < Definitely
T~ . Y Nooo C Yes

-

.. 16b. If so, in what ways? - o
. i ] e R e )
a ’ 7 o o '
‘x . , L o B . " w )
t N s N ':::‘k".
\ T - \)» - : I‘ } | = ) I
T . . . ‘/. '- \ f,. ‘
. L. {J' * . R — 4 ,
. 16c. If they did not benefit, what are some of thé;ﬂ?&egimpo}tant L
. ) D : ' . N 3
R L . Sy ..-J““ B } . . . n\ A
i reasons why they did not?+ - y. H S S .
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M
N

- - : I

~ 17. What advantage‘is there, if anv, in having,YOdf cooperating - K

teacher(s) attendVC:I. class with you?

& : '
l18f:~Answer the following question only if your cooperating téachet

Ve

‘attended three or more'C.I. classes.

. a. ‘Because of the éooperatiné"teacher's'attendance in C,I.
clags, was he/shé'helpfulvin~reléting C.I. concepts in your

classroom practice?

Round One: (Circle one): 1 2 3 . 4 5
: o Definitely - R Definitely
No ‘ - . . Yes
Round Two: (Circle one): 1 - 2 3 4 5
' L Definitely » Def%&itely

-

. . o ’ N
b. Can you think of specific illustrations which stamd out in..

your mind as you recall your experience?.

o~

'19. What were the major benefits thgt-you received from this program,



1191

-
20. What are the major drawbacks or inconveniences that you’
encountered -in this program, if any?
~a .
g ‘ . A
Y ‘ ) \ ‘:-"’u» ;
21. What experie-ces seemed most important in influencing the
development of your attitudes? ) oo
i ~ 7
_ .
i -
22. Consider &our relationships with;the staff-in youf.schobls;
Indicate events of incldents which come to mind when you assess..

yOur:changing'rélationships to those staff(s){ _




s . ' o 4 . : ‘ - 192
43 )

oo

N S
. : i
N\ RN -7
23, What sorts of experiences surprised you the most, i.e. they were

 unexpected? : : : - \\f\*//

by _

'24. In- your opinion, has this program a351sted you in becoming more

confident to’ pursue y v own ideas of teaching?

(Circle one): 1 . 2 ’_‘»3 A 5
- : T Definitelx o . Definitely ;
‘ ;/' ' - No _~ b ersx

i - - '

Develop your respbnse, with emphasis on the conditions whlch most
s

S helped or hindeted you in: pursﬁing your own ideas R v ¥

¥

Hn
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25. Would you recommend this program to other student teachers7

o

: (Circle one) 12 3 4 5 -
T - Definitely Definitely

No- . , o Yes




° Io3 f
“

. OPEN STATEMENT

There are usually comments one wi%ges to add to any
1’ i : ' -

qﬁestionnaire. Atwth%s point, add any type of ﬁtacement,‘question

\

> or comment regarding any aspect of this experiment that you may

wish to make. : L _ : o ‘ f

o L
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“ erma T

<\;,,';. : - 1¥ -
R L / Voo
5 This opinionnaire congists of maximum‘of 19’items which
relate to different aspects of the experiﬁkntal program in whlch
you have participated. . Please respond to each.applicable item.
* KEEP IN MIND ,THAT THERE ARE NO "RIGHT" OR "WRONG" ANSWERS. fhé
‘enly thing of imbortance is,yedr opiniqn.about the items in
Aquestion. |

.

You may find ic difficult to state egqciseiy your exact

thoughts in many of the items. Nevertheless,‘attempt to be as

.Precise ds possible in your responses.

Your7'aplies will, be kept strictly confidentlal and w1ll

: be availabl: only to the consultants, from the Universitzﬁof Alberta

You have becn asked to write your»name»and to give other pertinent

iﬁformation_because it_is essential to have.these<data for the kind

_6f analyses that will be employed.  In no case will it be possible

_to identify your personal responses in the group reports that will

_ be ﬁade.
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ROUND ONE ' ROUNQ WO ..

’

NAME: .

Surname. - g : v First Name Initial
(glrcle bne): MAL; a FEMALE : J )
(Circle qne)e MARKIED SiNGLE';
CooﬁératiﬁgyTeaching Ass}gnment: Y

State your reasons for"participating in this prdgram}’,

School - : : School - -
Subject(s) - 3 R Subject(é) - ]
Student Teécher(s) - Student Teécber(é) -




‘la.

1b.

e

1d.

- le.

_ \ e T o
. - OPINIONNAIRE = ' | S

‘Directions: Please ansber briefly, but completely, ‘the questions

'below.' If you need more -space than is prov1ded, use the

, batk of the~page; lf you have\commentStrelated to an

item but not a direct part of it, respond at the end

of this opinfonnalre in the section entitled "Open

|

» Stategent ‘ R
On the average, how often,~in,atperiod Of'one.week, didtyou have
ejther formal or irformal disopssions with yeur student
teacher (s)' regarding any\aspect oﬁ-his/their teachiné?'

Was this frequent enough?. (Circle one) 1.2 3~ 4 5 ,

(\ : t efinltely © . & Definitely

o S No. ... . .07 Yes

Ifd§ou circled 1 or 2 in Juestionelh,'how often ‘would you .

. L e . “ -
- ’

‘recommend? Why? . - . . c . -

How.did you usnally'view theee‘diecusslons? feg.'helpful,¢ﬁﬁ,"

threatening; useful, frustrating, etc. ' s

<

3

~

How could theseidisoussions\be madey@ore.helpful?
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2a. Reports at the conclusion of Rour.: I and\Round II were written

. » . L
cooperatively by you and the faculry consultadt Do you think

this-is a fair method of evaluation7 : » {,
(Cfrcle éne): 1 2 3 4 5 _
Definitely . - Definitely .

No : o - Yes

2b. What ‘alternative(s) would you suggest, if any?

3. A part of your task in this experiment has involved "supervision
of student teachers. Such supervision may have‘advantages and
'disadvantages'for the supervisor.

a. 'Whar benefits did you obtain from the activity of being a

enpervisor, if any? -

AN S

oo i N - »

<

b. 'What‘drawbacks or ineonvenience did you suffer, if_any,\from

B rhe ctivity of being a supervisor? . ) 3\

e



- .
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In your opinion, did your student teacher experience the process

SN

*of planning a lesson; carrying it out in your‘classroom,

,’.._

.evaluating, and replanning (1n his/her mind or on' paper) for

another occasion7

(Circle one): 1 2 3, 4 5

Definitely . Definitely :
° No - Yes {4 »
- v . 2

In your opinion, did the process of planning a lesson, carryln_ﬁ_ﬂ_ﬂ____;

. R e
it Qut_in_year—classtEﬁ, evaluating, and replanning compel “your

"/ 6a.

, classroom? ' ) o - t o S . o ' .

1 . .

student teacher(s):

a.  to define lesson objectiyes?v 1 .2 "3 b 5 -
Definitely. . - .- Definitely

No = - - Yes
b. ' to research, sélect and prepare materials?
. p :

12 3 4 s
Definitely = - Definitely

No : . Yes

to consider how to adapt to situations?

1 2 -3 4 5
Definitely - Definitely
No ) 4 Yes

:

to evaluate your purposes in a' lesson?

12 3 4. s

Definitely - . Definitely .

No N . Yes

. -to improve your planningband procedures in future lessons?

12 3 4 5 | o

" Definitely . ‘Definitely PR P
No v T Yes ) B :

Did your student teacher(s) have an opportunity to use ideas and -

instructional materials, obtained in ‘the C.I. course, in the



J SR S o
4(Circ1e bne): 1 2 3 4. s ‘ »
K ‘ ' Never - Always - .

-

T

~

6b. If they.didﬁ what méde‘the opportunity possible?

*

7202

6c. If they:dia‘nat; what prevented this happening?
4.
L
7a. Have you benefited from this_program?" L
(Circle ome): 1. 2 3 4 5
' Definitely = - - Deffnitely
. No ‘ - Yes
7b. If so, in what ways? -
- ~7 -

. e, if ?éu did' not benéfit,;whét}are soﬁe'of.the'more im

—

€§?7”

portant

reésons_why you did.ﬁotz
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| \
p L .

8. What are the major drawbécks or inconveniences that  you

encountered in this program, if'any?~

~ 9. What experiences or events seemed most important in influencing

~ the development of your attitﬁde_towards_this.éXperimqhtal‘

progrém? '

Py

[QE - - . hS R

10. What sorts of experiqnces‘surprised-YOu'the most, -1.e; they were

N

unexpected? T g ‘ ‘ § ’ | ‘ ‘ ' S
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11. Out of the total program you have just completed, describe a

few of the things which impressed you as most important.

M
-

»

'12. Identify some of the benefits, if any, that you think the school.

Asystem and community derived from this program.

13. Identify what you\think_afe the disadvantagés, if any, suffered

by the school system -and/or community as a result. of this

. ‘,ﬁrogram.'

vl; — — = -
14. 1Identify some of the benefits that the community brought to this .-
o . . . . . A ) . . . . Q, L

v ' * . o

program, if any. . > A _
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4

15. Outline the arrangements that were made in your échool system

" and school so that you could attend C.I. classes.

16. Would you recommend this program to other'teachérs?@
~(Circle ome): 1 2 3 4 5 -
: - Definitely - _ Definitely .

No . : Yesgl

2
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o .

ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ONLY IF YOU ATTENDED ONLY ONE OR TWO ,

C.I. CLASS(ES) . .
‘;( . : ’ - I e
l7. What were the main reaeons why you were unable to attend c.I.
- classes more freqnently? SRR fgp}!

l&a Do you think there was any conflict between the ideas or .

philosophy suggested in the C I. course. and those generally

practiced by you in the classroom?
(Circle one): - 1 2 '3 '>‘4

Definitely
No

18b If there was a significant conflict,

describe,hOW'the conflict
™

) was feeolved, if 1t was.

v

: ‘0,..@ : » ‘ ‘j . . » 3 N ;-6 - ) ‘i

on
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{

ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ONLY IF YOU ATTENDED THREE OR MORE C.I.
CLASSES. SN

19a. In your opinion(;aia your attendance at C. I. classes help you

to assist your student teacher(s) to relate C I. concepts to' the

Astudent teacher's classroom practice?
»®

(Circle ome): 1 2 3 .4 5
Ac?Definitely o Definitelya R

" No Yes
19b. If your attendance didyaséist in telating'C.I._concepts-to practice,
describe one or two specific illustrations which stand out in your. |
. : v . :

mind.

. ‘l9c} 1f your attendance did not a551st in relating C. I. concepts to

practice, outline why you think - it did not.

“;
]

-
. .’. { |
) ’ ' | \S§ t ;




. your student teacher(s)9‘n
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student teacher(s)? . cooghe o f

[

20b What disadvantage is there, 1f any, in attending C.I. class with

"(?_,.- Kv:.u:( Ey.
pe]

T a " I"

a3

'\"

’ 21a. Did you find a relationship between the theory and background e

materials presented in the C.I. class (egf articles, ]ectures)

and your student__eacher's teaching? . :
(Circle one): 1 2 3 4 5 s
¥ © 7 Never ‘ T Always

v 21b. If. you saw any r latienship; describe one«eXample of the transfer-

iof theory and[or baékgfound,matetialé into'practice by the

- student teacher.

o . o . ) . L.

\

x

2lc. Iffthere‘gésfno relatibqigip,’can{you suggest how the theory and -

._‘ . ~ : r<

S
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o

;'practice could be drawn together more”élosely?

r.
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hSY
o

: JEIR

. OPEN" STATEMENT
- - K (‘
There are usual]}y:comm_ents one wishes to add to any ' .
‘ que's'tionnaire. .-At this point, add any vtyvpe‘-of statement, qpestiqn

oF comment regé/rdingv any aspect. of this experil;len% that ‘you may wish ~

" to make.

)
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-

'This opinionnaire consists of a maximum of 22 items.which

. relate to different aspects of the experimenéal program in which

-

..you have participated ' Please recpond to each applicable item.
KEEP IN MIND THAT THERE ARE NO "RIGHF” OR "WRQNG” ANSWERS The'

only thing of importance is your opinion about the 1tems in

queetion.‘ :

Bl

f .

'-Yo“-may_find it diff&cult-to state eoneieely your exact
thoughts in\many of the items.

Nevertheless, attempt to be as
precise as possible in -your responses.

o

Your replies will be kepL strictly confidential and will

be available only to the consultants from the University of Alberta..

You haf%lbeen asked to write your;name and[to give other pertinent

information because'it~iSSesse£tial-to have these data. for the kind

. of analyses that Gfll'be employed. In no case will it be possible‘

to identify YOur<personel responses in the group reports that will

)lbe made.



J—

‘Subject(s) -

(Circle ome): MALE  FEMALL ..

(Circle one): MARRIED  SINGLE -
Cooperating Teaching Assignment:

ROUND ONE ’ ROUND TWO

School ~ - d’~$\\ o Schoql,;

’ 214
/ -
PERSONAL DATA SHEET
"NAME : . L o
‘ Surname First Name Initial

A

;‘- .. Subject(s) -

-

Student Teacher (s) -

>

© Student Teacher(s) -

B

State your reasons for parpicipating~in tﬁ’s program.'




215

o o _OPINIONNAIRE ' _ o

} ‘ -
Diregpions: -Please énswer'briefly;'but compléteiy,»che éuéstions.
S . . T : ’ ! S -- - TN
~-be1ﬁw;‘“I?mydﬁ“ﬁééaﬁﬂefgiébééé than iézbfoéidéd: use
the‘baqk of the page. If ?ou have_Comménﬁs relagéd‘to
;aﬁ item; but-notva éirect éaﬁt;oﬁ it, respond at the end ‘
e .lbf-this opinionﬁaire in‘ﬁhe Séctibn‘entitled "bpéh | |
| Statemeﬁt".j> | .

/ !

1a. On the average, how often, in a period of one week; did you have .
. . ‘ © h . L .

.either formal or informal discussions with your student teacher(s)
. , :.;) - ) -

‘regarding any aspect of his/their teaching?

lB;.Was this frequent enough? (Circle one):' 1. 2 3 4 5.
N : N Definitely o Definitely
.., No o . Yes .

1¢; If,you_éircled_l or 2 in quec tion 1b, how often would you

recommend? Why?

'

1d. If you thdught:that youvwerg_unablé-to spend enough time with
" student feachers in discuéSiLg their. work, what were the major

- barriers. preventing such discussion?
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1e&,How did you usual;y view these disCussioﬁs?"eg. helpful,

-thréétening; useful, frustrating, etc. :

»

) ‘

. 1f 7How could these ‘discussions be made moce helpful?

]

2a. Reports at the conclusion of Round I and Rodnd I1 Wefe Qritten
éooperatively by you and the faculty-cﬁhsultant. Do you think

“this is a fair method of evaluationf

(Circle one): 1 2 3 4 g-;'. |
' Definitely .. Definitely - e
-~ No ' Yes . 3y

.2b. What alternative(s) would youASuggest, if any?

. 3. Supervision of student»teacheré'may have advantages and
’diéadvantéges for the supervisor.
a. What benefits did yod obtain from the activity of being a

_ supervisor, if any?




. c a7

b, What drawbackskdr,%nconvenien?es did you suffer or what
’ ‘problems did you have to cope with, if any, as a result of

the éctivity of beingAa supervisor?

S
AN

P N ) )
_ ba. In»otherJthanfthe9§&pet%130ryvaspects mentioned in 3a, have you

benefited from this\prograﬁ?

(Circle one): = 1 2 3. 4 5
Definitely L Definitely
“No ‘ . .Yes
' ) - . ro

4b. If so, in what ways?

“be, If.yoﬁ did not benefit, what are some of the moré.important

reasons why you did not? » : L _ : .

»

-~ 5, In othei than the superviéory aspects mentidned in 3b, what are

the major drawbécks_or inconveniences that you encountered in

this program, 1f any?

Y




‘In your opinion, did your student teéacher experience the process

of planning a lesson, carrying it out in your classroom,

evaluating, and replanming (in er mind or on paper) for

another occasion?

‘(Circle one): 1 2 3N T4 s

Definitely .~ \_//  Definitely
> No ' ' Yes

In youftopinion, did the process of planning a lesson, carrying

a.

to

to

to

to

to

' it out in your classroghy evaluating, and- replanning compel your

'student teacher(s):

T

define lesson objecti es? 1 2 3 4 5+ f
e - Definitely . Definitely
' ’ No - . Yes

research, select and prepare materials?

12 3 4 s

Definitely' ' Definitely
No ; S - Yes

consider how to adapt to sitaations?

o1 2 3 4 s
‘Definitely ' ‘ Definitely
No e . Yes

-

evaluate his/her purposes in a leséon?

1 2 3 4 5 g«

Definitely . Defini §i7 . - N

‘No ) _ . Yes

improve his/her'planning and procedures in future lessons?

P
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: 1 2. 3 4 s
Definitely o Definitely’

No : : Yes

[

8a. Did your student,teacher(s) have ‘an opportunity to use ideas and
instructional materials, obtained ‘in the C.I. course, in the

classroom? ' i
(Circleeone): »1 2 3 04 | 5.

Never v \\\ ‘ Always

8b< If they did .what helped to make the. opportunity possible7
[ .

o

. ;kfmm
e ? o ST S
8c., If they did not, what prevented this happening?

/U

9; What experiences or events seemed most fTBortant in influencing

the development of your attitude towards this experimental

' program7

ol
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v .
10, What sorts of experiences surprised you the most i.e.

: unexpected?

they were

11. Out of the total program in which you have participated describe
. "y

a few of the things which impressed you as. most important

&

RO
3

12, Identify some of the benefits, if- any, that you think the school

system and/or community derived from this program.

A
v

! T
9 . .

)

Q .
lﬁi Identify what you think are the disadvantages, if any, suffered

2

by the school system and/or community as a result of ‘this program..
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<

14, Identify>spme_of‘the bengiits that the community brought to this e

£

program, if any. -

— -
RNt

Doe

end this program to other teachers? .

. 15. Would you reco

(Circle ome): ° 1 2 3 4 5 7
' . % Definitely , ' Definitely
y No ' _ C Yes ‘

16. Outline the grrangements that were made in your school system

and school sp that you éould attend C.I. classes.

17. .How,oftén did‘you attend the C.I. class(es)?
| ‘(Checkboné); 0
. 3 i.

o

5 or more
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. ‘Q— LY
ilB. What were the main reasons why you were unable tooattend'CrI.
= . Gy .
[ . \ - . .
- classes more frequently?. ,
. ‘ [
. L‘ ‘\ y A
- ,
g -
.\. ;

LY

N
"

- 19a. Do you think there was any - conflict between

-

_ philosophy suggested in the C.IX.

practiced by you in the classrogm” v 'J

wv O . C
(Circle one) v 1 "2 3 4 5
& .Definitely Definitely
i Yes

A No

19b;' I1f there was a significant;conflict,

N

the.ideas or -

eourse and those generally

describe the confliot and

o

how it was resolved, if it was.

'&:«\10 ry.

o

.

20a. In" your opinion, did your attendance at C.I.

assist your student,teachef(s).to relatecC.I.

PR student teacher's classroom practice?

e

.

®
1, ! : ' ~
o (Circle one) 1 20 3 b s
Definitely ’ Definitely
Yes

B ' - No..

\_/"

conceptﬁ to the

\

zlasses help you to

s
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| - A ' L
20b. If 'your attendance did assist 1d relating C.I. concepts to
practica, describe one or two specific illustrations which stand

" out 1in yéug mind.

e

B ’,’
, ¢
20c. If youfbattendance‘did not assist in relating C.I. concépts tov
practice, outline why you think it did'ndt;- . (; i v
® — ]
6,
. r',~ RO v ‘. B -'
2la. What advantage is there, if any, in attending C.I. class with your
"+ student teacher (s8)?
. ) . N . * . » B —v"/
_21b.:What'disadvan;L5e is there, if any; . in attending.C.I; class with o

-

your studént teacher(s)?




" 224

éZaf Did you find a relationship between the theory and background
. materials presented in the C.I, class (eg. articles, lectures)
" and your student feacher's teaching?

"(Citcle one): 1 2 3 4 5
' ' Never : ' Always

2éb..if you saw any relationship, describe one example of the transfer
of theory and/or background matefials»intO,practice-By‘the

L -
student teacher.

€3

© 22c. If there was ho relationship, can you sgggest how the theory and

o~ 3

: ice could be drawn together horéréigﬁély? o o~
‘m\; . . | . | . 7 o kr} . . ) . |

v
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OPEN ‘STATEMENT

There are usually comments one wishes to add to any
. .

questiennaire. At this point, add any type of statement, question

‘or comment: regarding//ey aspect of this experiment that you may w1sh

to make. _ 5
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..

Directions to Judges regarding Opinionnaire Validatien.

Examine the rationale of the study. In the context of that

rationale,

your -task is to examine thé content of the items in this

questionnaire a%cording to the following criteria

1.

Is the question on the subject?

t\
e

Is the question perfectly clear and unambiguous?

Does the question get at somethlng whlch is typical of
" .an individual or situation7 Is it 1nsufficient or
irrelevant7 '

Do the response categories show a reasonable range of
variation’ : :

Is the item sufficiently inclusive while remainir.
precise?

,Is the question content biased’

Is the question led up ‘to in a natural way7'

I

. R (Adapted frém Good, 1972, 235;
I G ; Selltiz, et. al; 1959, 552~
sty

‘When you have accomplishzd y0ur examination of the items,"
list the .questions from each- category which' you consider should be
revised, or should be deleted State your reasons in-each case. If
. thete are items which you consider should be included in any,

o category, state what they are. bpecify why they should be included

oy
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Y DeAr Mrs. (Cooperatiw?'leacher%é

. You have recently participated in an experimental . student
. teaching program which was developed and implemented by Dr. J. Bell.
“On. behalf of Dr. Bell and the Faculty of Education, thank you once

- again for yourcparticipation and cooperation.
r’ pen

P

Eve;y experimental program must undergo some form of

evaluation.’ Enclosed is an opinionnaire relating to the experiment
with which you were working. The opinlonnaire is designed to obtain

. the opinions of participants regarding the program Prior to
distributing it to all cooperating, I want to try a "test’ run" with
a few teachers. I am hoping I can impose this one additional task
on your goodwill. Based on the responses from these teachers, including
yourself I will make revisions.' :

» In particular, I would like you to respond as completely as.
possible: to the items However, if tnere are questions:

1)  where the meaning seems'Unclear'

2) where you feel you are simply duplicating answers previously
N ‘ given,-- .

'3) which you feel don t allow you sufficient scope for
: responses, :

4) vwhere the question leads .you into a response you don't
“wish to make,

I would appreciate it 1f you would make a marginal note indicating the

problem(s) with the question. If you w1sh, you riay change the wording

g of the question that you feel y0u can more accurately answer the
intent of the item, :

. I realize that this request may loom somewhat formidably in
© terms of the demands on your time which it will make, particularly at
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© Mrs. (Cooperating Teacher) .Page 2 » , Aprii 6, ig93

~

this time of year. If you prefer not to do this, please phone'me
collect in St. Albert at 459-8019 after 6:00 P.M. and let me know.
I might add that once you have gone through thils opinionnaire, you |
will not be asked to go .through. the revised edition when it is
completed :

If you agree to examine this opinionnaire, I ask one more
boon. Please return. it to me in the enclosed envelope before
April 20. I know this is rushing you, but I am hoping to use the .
Easter Holidays to compile the finished product and have it for your
colleagues on their return to school post~Easter.

Should you have. any questions whatsoever regarding this
request, please phone me collect and I'11 clarlfy anything that I
can. ‘

J
Yours sincerely, - . !
ST o o k David G. Young.

o DGY:ls

Enclosure. -
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April 30, 1973

' Dear'(Cooperating Teachefiﬁw
VI S
} EEZI 9 You have recently participated in an experimental student
. teaching program which was developed and implemented by Dr. J. Bell.
‘ é?&pehalf of Dr. Bell and the Faculty of Education, thank you once
‘ galn ‘for your participation and cooperation. '

ral

Every experimental program must undergo some form of
-evaluation. Enclosed is a questionnaire relating to the experiment
in which‘you have been working. The questionnaire is fairly
extensiVe and is going to take come time and consideration on your
» " part if! it is to have any validity. I hope I can .impose this one"
additional task on your gocd will. ' - . E
I will be travelling to all of the participating schools
within the next two or three weeks. I have enclosed my "visitation .
schedule." T will be in your school onnApril» at - ©
~and will pick up the questionnaire from you,’in the staff room, at
Y. that .time. If you have questions regarding the questionnaire or.

anything else related to the experiment,.l hope you will take the

opportuﬁity to queryﬂme at that time. ' S
. _ v
, ' 3 Yours,
\ B - ~»—v‘ e - - e
c'.] s - ~,' "~ David Young,

Department of Secondary Education,.

- Faculty of'Education.

DY ls o

&

' Enclosures.
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INTERVIEW TOPICS

1. What ‘was the school board's policy regarding release time

: ’cooperating teachers who wiahed to . attend the C.I. class w hfj\
. R . “.~ vt .
? their student‘teacher(s)? _ a : : ‘ St

A
2. ‘What arrangements were made in your school so that cooperating

teachers could attend the C.I. classes7
3. ‘What are the major benefdts, if any, that you think your
cooperating teachers, other staff members, school school;system;-
and community derived from this.experimentik/ .
'4._.What are the major drawbacks or inconveniencés* if any, that}you
think your cooperatiné teachers, school,-school‘system, and
community;suffered in:this experiment?

5. . In what waYS can yomr school and the teachers in itlhélp in the

education'offa prospecti@e teacher?

N



237

April 30, 1973

1<;Dear (Principal):

_vf You, and members of your-staff, have recently. participated
; {in an- experimental student teaching program which was developed and
- implemented by Dr. J. Bell. On behalf of Dr. Bell and the Faculty
of .Education, thank you once again for your participation and’

cooperation. ' : :

I
: ,,,,'» @

LI

k):

o very experimental-program must undergo some form of - \.~
.g iua . I have .enclosed a number of questionnaires for members-
ﬁ? %ytaff who participated in Dr. Bell's expefiment. YIf I may
éﬁJ (tp do so, please distribute the questionnaires to the .
%@g gls whose names are listed on the questionnaires.“H'
T P '?AL'

T will be travel&ing to all of the participating schools
within the next two or three weeks. Enclosed is my visitation
schedule". I will be in your school on April at -
to plck up the questionnaires from your staff. 1 am hoping that
on that same day at - I can intrude on your time for .-

-approximately 45 minutes in order to discuss the enclosed topicsj'l'
related to the experime 1 program.

If for sdme re. the time mentioned is inconvenient
~please notify me as to a cime that would be.more suitable. If I-

' do not hear from you, will assume .that the appointment time is
suitable. ST o o

Lod

Yours sincerely,
. David Young,

Department of Secondary Education,
Faculty of Education.

- DY:1s
Enclosures. -
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 STUDENT TEACHING

v
| " EXPERIMENT _ ”
’ S . INTERVIEW FORMAT ;
&
‘ Interviewer: David G. Young
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT
i A
fjf\\‘i : The purpose of this study 1is to provide information to the-

‘v q§

Faculty of Education, University of Alberta, Edmonton, by describing
one of the experimental student teaching programs.in-the Departmeﬁt
of-Secondary Education. It has been. a progranm réquiring the
_active‘participamion and*tooperation of a variety of schools in a
number of,school systeQS'in Alberta. As Bart of the evaluation of
'that'program, L'm interested in the Leactions oi principals,.._ : ‘4’#
Possibly I could begin by obtaining your oplnions related to a
humber ‘of topics which earlier, you have had mailed to- you‘for

- consideration. .
B g,?i‘ s

Interviewee:

School:

Date:

Iaoe No. . j : Start: "_- " Finish:

YRR
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R
(7 | » ' PRI
I= - Interviewer Rt P = Principal , |
Y i » R :'T X .1 . ' o o
I: What was the school board's. policy tegarding‘release time for

‘cooperating teachers who wished to attend ‘the C.I. class with

their student teachegs? a - L o v

iWell 1 didn't really check but I dpn t believe there was._
::Nogepecific policy?v C L ' Jf’;'g, : .ﬂip
.~Né;h ' | "f" | o

;gDid you get some kind of a directive. - 5 wtittenﬁstatement. N
: Well, the Superintbndent Mr. L;;;_ he came in and he said ‘that.

Mr. Bell ‘had been down to his office and that they were proposing v
that this sort of a project for the schools here in Central - '
Alberta, sort of thing, and that we could expect to get two or three'
teachers, and he explained what the gituation was about and we

were informed--at least I was’ "informed--that this was already set

I see, 8o you were simpld sort bf ‘told you would be: getting some. ...

Right., We didn' t. have—-and I think at the luncheon that we had I

think I indicated at that time when Mr, - . was. there
representing the county-—-that the next time .something like this.
was to be proposed to the schools that we would be approached and -
have a chance--the teachers in particular, would be involved--
would have a chance to discusg the pros-and cons about any time A
off they might have as a result of this, and so on, which wquidn t

- have: a chance to do. -
Great. So that just didn't exist really then-.

“And this became quite evident, 1if ‘we re going on’ to number two,,

- what arrangements can be made in your school—-because I think

'Avf
Ve and, they thought that they would 1ike to go to this

‘they're kind of related--so that cooperating. teachers could attend

the C.I. class? So, ‘the’ two teachers that we have here, Mrs. -
and Miss .were involved. ‘They came to me. -We had -an outline o

-of the C.I. courses that were being taught in Wetaskiwin. . .

vThat 8 right. | ¢

o

G N



: Well. . . I don't know. : _
_similar to this, asked of them, 1 don't know, and my answer is .

L
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particular one so I got oﬁ the phone and T phoned Mr. and I
said that our teachers would like to go. Of course he questioned

why and what not ‘and I said that I thdught this would be an in-

service sort of thing and I understood that this was available

to them. However, although I didn't gé% a flat "no", I was more
or less informed that_when-these teachers left, substitutes would -
be required, and the school joard, being on a pretty tight budget,
that this would have to be kept to a bare minimum. But he did let
those two people go and substitutes were hired. See, Mr. Bell

.came in:and said, "Well everything's ready. The advantage to the

teachers would be that they could go in the C.I." I thought, "All

right. Fine. 1If the school board, through a policy of some sort

had allotted a certain amount of funds for this sort of thing,a

fine." But I found out later it wasn't so at.all. Now, whether
Mr. Bell was misleading me or whether he was mislead by Mr.
in the first place, that this would be available to the teachers. .

-But it didn't turn out that way, and, of course, once I mentioned

this to the teachers that it was just like pulling hen's teeth to
try and get time off for these people, then they weren't overly
anxious to go because it was a battle to get time off. It just

‘didn't pan out too well in that way. .

¢ Well, okay, maybe we can -skip number three for just-a minuté and’

take a look at number four because it more or less ties in‘to.
what we're talking about. What -are the major drawbacks,qrv

. inconveniences to cooperating teachers?

K v B o o
I suppose you- have -some questioqs very -

~_that I didn't have time to get involved. ' I just didn't have time.

- I thought that the three teachers who--and they did volunteer—-

they said; "All right, we'll try it." - Well, when Mr. ‘was .

down and said we could have this, ‘it so happened’ there was a staff -
‘ méeting’cqming up shortly so I"did mention it to them and, althoughv."

they were not overexuberant abbut the fact that this was coming, .

‘the vety1cautiously-said,'"AllVrighc}QWefll't:y.it‘"“But they

could forésee‘that'it,would_be an[iﬁdpnveniencg.in terms of setting
up programs, -setting up. timetgbles for these people. I met with
them once before the first two came, I believe, and, we had a number
of suggestions to each.other as to how 1t might be done and from .
there on one' of the girls did it on the weekend or at noon. I

know they spent a number of‘noonhours working?out,schedhles_for
these teachers. - ' B o - - : '

o

: Well, in additibn'to'those.drawbacks-tﬁaﬁ;ydufré ﬁeﬁtiOning,tobthe"

cooperating teachers, what:do you see as some of the:dﬁawbacks‘to_
the'school,ipossibly the school system, and the community? . :

:.Well, I'don't think theré's-any dfawbacksvto thé,éehool:of thé*w

school system or the community. I can't see it being a bad thing:

because the teachers are}there<and_if something is not going right



then, of ééurse, they can still repair any damage—~and I lack a
better term——if a lesson being taught by the practicing teacher

© didn't go over too well. They could always pick it up so I don't

think there's anything lost in terms‘ofaanything to. the student or
the school, the school system, and, of course, no, I can't see any
relation to that and the community whatsoever.

What about the other end of the scale, and that's going back to
question three? Do you think thtere arc any benefits to, well,.
cooperating teachers? We 11 start Wlth them first of all.

Oh, I thifk so,fbetauSef—mind you, the teachers that were involved,
otie of tHem, Mrs. = , of course, who's been in the classroom

~for many, many years and teachers,‘I believe, have a tendency to

get into a bit of a rut; now, the other two have built up four

or five years of experience--I think that they were looking to
this with. . . with the hopes that some new ldeas, coming fresh
out of University sort of thing, could.be incorporated into their
own teaching. Because nb doubt these people coming out, ‘are very
theoretical and, of course, some of this theory isn't all that bad,

"-and that these people are practical and so there had to be an

_ could give them an assignment--anc they could carry thr

'that remained as a hope?

. I've never asked my people this question as such, but, overhearlng

‘exchange of ideas between the teacher who was in the classroom and:

g

the one Just out of University. o

Now, yp@ re saying that they were hoptng for new ideas.

.« do you think they actualiy obtained some, OT is that something
’ ‘ & N

some of the conversations thits tuey had with them, you know, in
the staff room, in the morning, at noon, and they spent some of
their spare time with them, there secmed to be a good exchange. of

‘ideas and communication betw.:en these: pecale, and so.I'would have
.to say--1'm hazarding a guess lere--there there was some good .come

out of it. The only thing is .lat, there is no doubt ‘in my mind
that whether they looked at ‘it that way .or not, that it was an

_interference with theig routin~.. They had to make arrangements nith
. other teachers, then just abou: the the,they got somebody going on

Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday, Bingo! Nobody there. There was L
'vacancy on Monday and Tuesday and, all. of: this I think becomes

rather frustrating. It would be to we. . ..

Um hm. _" <L

. . . it would be to me. I remember we used
teachers from the University years ago and I usuall
take one along, but.these people were there all the t

our student:



: Once again related to this idea of benefits, if any, it talks a
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’thegend sort of thing--of a particular concept and sometimes you

had to reteach it on your own after the teacher went to work with
somebody else. But this was one of the’ things that always stymied
the program as such. .

LB -
S———
T

!

A

L
Y

little bit about ‘the cooperating teachers and some of the drawbacks »
that were attached to thelr aspects of it. Do you think staff e
members in general, obtained anyching from this program, or maybe

from having the student teachers in the school?

\\

: Well, no bne commented as such other than the fact that they did

talk about their experiences when they went to the University and,
you know, talking about some of the changes maybe that ‘took place
in the courses since they took them Now, whetWer this was any -
kind of benefit or not is very doubtful in ‘my own mind but they
certaiply didn't mind speaking to them and’ visiting with them about
this kind of thing.

: Do you think that in terms of the school .you know, in total

context from your point of view that ‘there were any benefits that,
you know, accrued to the school as a result of the program7

: Well,‘as I said before, I didn't ask the three teachers responsible,
-as such because 1f any benefits were to accrue to anyone, it would‘

be those people,' I can't see the whole school involved.

: Mainly Just the‘actualjteachers zhemselves who wete cooperating.

{1 know that some of them, of couzse-—a1! they've new im the game--

they lost control a few times with thc 1 classrooms. This much I
know, -that, all in” all "I think the kids respected theése people
particularly the people who really had something to offer. This
much I can find out through the students, that 1if the teacher came
in prepared, if the student teacher really had something to offer,
they had no problems ‘Those tlat weren't necessarily prepared
because they didn't realize——there were some--who didn't realize
that they had to be.prepared. . I think that some of them maybe:
were of the idea that "Oh weli, this is just a Junior High School,

" you can feed them almost anything and get away with it. And this

H
.-

'providing a 1ocation and personnel? -

of course is a big misconception -on. the part of these people. And;

'!;we had some 1d here who, I think. who had been out in the world
of work. They knew just about what they could expect, and I think
they were preparing themselves and they would do a pretty good job

Good Well let s skip a littie bit and go down to this fifth one
now. This may seem like a peculiar question, but anyway, in what

'ways can you, your school and the teachers in it, help in the

education out of prospective teachers aside from, you know,
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Well, I would have to say that if these people listened to the
cooperating teachers and' the advice that they ‘had g¥g¥offer thenm,
it is-bound to help them and some of ther I know, e of them,

they didn't hesitate to say, "Well, how§did I do7 How did things
go?'" , Some of them didn't. Now, 1f you're referring to the five
that we have here, would it help them? think the program, I
think the idea of putting people into. sc ools in the manrer in
which this was done, has got to be an 1mprovement over the other
methods of student teachlng previously. :

Why?
Well, I think that, there was pgsgibly. . . I could be wrong. You'd
know more about it. We hear ab@all these things. We hear that
the Edmonton. . . You know, we don't get them out  in'the country
any more. They re all going to the city '
Right.

.. ; and, word'gets back to us one way or another that the

teachers 1in the city systems are not tdo happy with this. Let's

. face it. And, I:think by placing them into situations like this

" I think both the teacher--the cooperating teacher--and the

prospective teacher. . . Possibly it is more meaningful because it

is more structured, I think, than what I think is happening. in the
city. Very little of the time was spent by these teachers by
themselves in the classroom because this was part of my job, I
thought,_that these people who didn't have teacher's certificates

.shouldn't be left alone too long in the classroom The idea of
‘them going out into an area and staying in the. one school rather

than jockeying around, as sometimes they are in the city, it

. should be an improvement

_ Well you re saying then, generally, this particular program seems .

to beebetter, from what you can gu sstimate) thag the one in the
city. But, at the same time, I'm Eure you can always improve.’on

-any particular program. Are there any recomnendations that you
‘ might make for the improvement of this particular prTgram° o

! Well, I think if we were to za into it again, these are some of - the

things I'would like to have ‘happen. Number ‘1, is that oever 1is
making . the arhangements should-possibly get permissien from the

superintendent to go into the schools and talk to the teachers first,

. so that there isn't a sort of a foisting of this sort-of thing onto

the teachers, rather than coming from thc Superintendent saying,
"Well, how would you like this, I've- already made arrangements,"
because the names of the teachers and all are handed to you already,.
you'know. I think this’ is, one thing. better communication between
the faculty and the school rather than the office, the senior.

- administrators. Number two, L. think that any jurisdiction that -

undertakes this sort of a program should be prepared to spend a few

.

a )



tiore dollars on, it in grder to get mgxerout of’ ib‘*‘;g
think, my- teachers should have gone to more- of thegcj
and yet this wasn "t really. available to us. 8

know, I

I: Right For financial reasons

w4

-P Right. Now, whether the financés/are to be borne locally or’

whether they should be borne by. some other source; I don't know.
And, thirdly, I think the big improvement in the program would be
1f it could be arranged so that the program isn't intermittent as
it was, three days, two days off three days, two days off.
Ii:More continuou3'kind of experience. )

"P: . . : because then the teachers who are planning the program can

- I: Right. ) ',i o :

say, "All right, they can go this far in a month's time.'" This way
they would teach three days, then the teacher has. to .go back for
two days and they!re right in the middle of something where a new
teacher coming in, inexperienced, can't really go back a couple of
~days in five minutes and sort of review the whole thing and say,
"All right, now we go." It just doesn't work that way, at least
with these ‘new teachers. They haven't got-the experience.

-
1: That's good Well I had a couple of other questions I didn't mail
out tE ‘you at all. I.m after one or two things. One, how would

you rize the role of the school in, you know, 1n this
particular experiment? If you had to make ‘that kind of summary,
how would you go about doing it?

.;

P: . . L Well, I think T would sumnarizc it in thelsame sense as-1

would talking about the pros and coas of the program. We've lived
through it once. We ncw can see how we can improve the program
from our viewpoint if it's at all possible, you know. . . this:
continuation. I think that the teachers should be given some -

- consideration--because they did spend an awful lot of time--that..
they should be given some consideration for some of their duties
possibly. Now, how.they can be.compensated for this, I don't
know. .Of course, the compens~iioa was to take in a few 9,1.
courses. :

I:-Right.‘

 P: Good or harm to the school, I don't think I would ever say that it

was any kind of harm or disadvantzge because it had to do, with
teachers involved, some good. Whether they realized it immediately
or whether they will realize it in their future planning, somebody
had to ‘come up--with the five pzople that we had here--somebody

"~ had to have some ideas tl:at these people never thought of before.
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‘P: And, .so this 1s the good. Now, in a business likevédhcation, you
' can't measure immediately the good or the bad, can you?

I: You have to wéit a while. . .~

P: Yes, you know, they might try something on_thé\r own jthat they had
these people try. : . /

\ -~
e

I: That's really,good;

P: Yes but. . . it doesn't, you know, . . . it might not be an
 immediate source. It might not be till next fall or something
_when they're going through the same sort of thing again.. You

~ know, that part ofﬁgle’progtam where they're going to do something
~different and anything that they would try different, of course;

i% an. improvement. ' '

I: Gojd. Okay, well those were the main queétions'I wanted to ask.
Aré there any concerns you maybe might like to add?

P: No.
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INTERVIEW TOPICS

1.

2.

3.

1

q

4,

RS

s,
6.

7.

8.

3 :
What was the school board's policy regarding release time for

. 249

cooperating teachers who wished to attend the C I. class.with their

student teacher(s)?.

What specific arrangenents were made in your school system so

that cooperating teachers could attend the C.I. classes7
1. e. what instructions were given to schools regarding the,
student teaching experiment7

What are the major benefits, if any, that you think the
’ 4

cooperating teachers, staff members, schooi; school system, and

think the. cooperating tea;hers, school school system,ﬁand

fcommunity_suffered invthis experiment?

. o
P

. community %erived from this experiment° ’ v
S ‘ -
What a§'3ﬁhe major drawbacks or. inconveniences, if any, that you

How would you. summarize the role of . the boa d and your system in

I8
L

this exﬁeriment?

In what ways can yOur system and schooi board help in the

education of a prospective teacher”

2l

How much did this experimenta pr)gram cost your system? Do -

you think the returns on the dollar were sufficient to merit

trying the program again?

What - improvements to the program would you‘recommend?
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| May 4, 1973
.\\w <

Bear (Superintendent)

SR

' “Your achool{system has recently participated in an

experimental"”tudent teaching program which was developed and

implemented by D

Every experimental program must undergo some form of
eval on. I 'have sent a number of- questionnaires to members of .
I will also
be te#viewing principals sometjme between May 9 and May 18

: ng %ﬁf who participated in Dr.

qp g 2 TR e
}‘.€ S l,‘«.
._'.‘. ¥

Bellls experiments”
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. J. Bell. On behalf of Dr. Bell and the Faculty
of Education, thank you for your participation'and cooperation.

in order to obtain a record of the County s participation in

thé program, ‘and its assesBment of the experiment, I would like your

of ioe to respond

questions. .If ther

anything you wish

]

1 will pick up your responsea‘in your County office

'May 23 -

1f you ‘wish to di
at that time.

e

9: 00 ~ Red: De‘

11:00 - Lacombe Y

'2:00 - Ponoka

9:00 -, Leduc o
11:00" - Wetaskiwin . %7

2:00'-”Camrosé. S . N

Q§&comp1etely .as possible to the attached list of
_ are comments which you would like to make, but
. which are not covered by, the quevtions, please feei free to add

scuss any of the re;aonses, we couid possibly do so

o
B
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(Superintendent) e i.- ?age 2 e » May 4, 1973 -
.
Once again, a warm thank you for your cooperation and
_ assistance. :
7 _ Your§ sincetely,
David Young, - -f:'. : :
, . Department of. SeCOndary Education, -,
o - X - v Faculty of Education,
Sl . L Phone 432 5347 j" e
DY:ls , ;
Enclosure. “: . 2
. "’— ~- \.
/’/ . ’ :
& ‘ T o9

A
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C. I. Experiment in English

Red Deer Public School District No. 104

ffﬁ ‘e - 4

N ' J o o R o

12>~At least one teacher from each schdol was to be released to
attend each half-day weekly session. (Later, the full day was
sometimes considered necessary, and was granted: when requested )

‘2.‘,The co- operating teachers chose sessions in which they were
particularly interested, and informed their principals
Subgtitutes were provided as requested with a' total limit as
outlined in 1. - Q

3. Benefits:

To Cofgperating Teachers - exposure'to latest theories in
Lo instructional methods; opportunity consciously to combine
‘ theory and practice in lesson preparation and
presentation, as well as in demonstrations of both

- To Staff Members - contact with young people entering the
profession, full of ldeélism gnd enthusiasm.

To School - experience in dealing_with the needs of student
teachérs and of co-operating teachers; providing an
organizational set-up in which the program could operate
succeSSfully

.,c? D
To School Sysoem - accepting the responsibility fof\providing
: ) assigtance in teacher training and, at the same time, .
. the opportunity to work closely with the Faculty of
' Education. - v :

| Co unity"- none . that were'particularly evident.

4. Maipr Drawbacks - Possibility that the classes of co—operating
. teachers may have suffered from the lack of continuity
inevitable in being handled by teacher, substitute, and ~
student teacher, particularly as the C.I. breaks were in
the middle of the week. The lack of experience of the
co—operating teachers undoubtedly had some effect as well

'5. Board andggystem - willing to co- operate " The role of the local’
school and scheol system is basically that of a participation
in the preparation of teachers, a matter that must be of >

concern to school systems

‘e

6. Ourtsystem can and does accept as interns first and second year
o | . o S : ‘ .
“ . ) . . ‘\.
. ’ ’



education students from Red Deer College.- ’ ‘7 LA
Cost approximately $150. Worth trying again? 'No, in terms of
immediate return for the dollars invested, but definitely yes,

“in terms of long-range benefits to education. Costs probably

should be met provincially, not locally. '

Improvements - Perhaps have one week of intensive C.I. lectures

and demonstrations of methods; then leave the students and
teachers a solid, continuous period during which they can
truly "take hold" of the situation with maximum effect.
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STUDENT TEACHING PROJECT - - /

The School Committee was willing to release cooperting
teachers occasionally. Cooperating teachers were in-—
structed to contact central of fice when they wished to
be released. 1In general, cooperating teachers sent to
only two such classes. R

Substitutes were'pr0v1ded. Thelprogram‘wasiintroduced
at a'principals' meeting., . : Y :

The major benefit was that the studeﬁts were allowed the
benefit of having a student teacher . in thelr classrooms.
New ldeas, new methods were lntroduced S

Major drawback is the dlfflculty of releasrng teaohers.. _
This causes a con51derable dlsrupﬂ}onm ij;'u S .

The School Commlttee dld mot aetlvely get lnvolved..rThe
members, however ‘were aware of the program.“f‘ :

. F .
e

It seems. thabthe.program has much promlse y Financ1al
assistance for the program must be prov1ded however,
from the Un1vers1ty Qr - gover ment .. W1thout thls,«lt lS
~doomed. L " . o '_h:J:HJM e
. 2 J R + O .

Qhe program cost about §200 $300 , It does not seem likely
“that our school commlttee Wlllopart1c1pate unless funding
is made avallable e vﬁa S - : » o

3 Cs [ C ' ‘, . : A
A. The p01nts—of—v1ew of the cooperatlng teacheyrs must be o
‘considered more than they were. :
B. our County is. oresently carrying a school debt of about
$150,000. Certalnly, the Committee will take a dim v1ew of"
expandlng our participation in .the program if the ® st ‘con-
tlnues to be borne locally.

C. The faculty advisor should outllne more clearly the role
of the .cooperating teachers in the experlment

: / %W[W/J
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RED DEER PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT No

Oﬂnces 4747 Sird Strect Phonc 3471100

‘RED DEER, ALI!RTA

G de KLEINE . TaN 2E6
~ Secretary-Treasurer

2]

G H CAWE
Super intendert cf Schools

. ~
,May 18, 1973

o
b

James Bell
'Assoc1ate Professor of Educatlon
Faculty of Education _ .
University of Alberta’ : - , o
" Edmonton, Alberta '

- Dear Dr. Bell‘
: The experxment in Ed.C.1.354 and Ed.Prac. 350 has
met wlth a very favourable response from the staff of the
.English Department of Lindsay Thurber’ Comprehensive High
" . School. 1f a program of this sort-is conducted again, the
SRR English teachers of our' senior high school would like very
much to-be included. A copy of a letter from Mr. Meeres,
Heéd*of_the Department, expressing this wish,is enciosed.
4 ‘
Young has sent us a number of interview topics
which will ‘be discussed with him when he comes on May 22.
‘Undoubtedly, he will convey to you the benefits‘of the
program, and a few drawbacks, as we see them. A fair
summary i8 to state that the experiment has been uccessful
and that it should be continued » ' B

2

A E Ydﬁrs s1n rely,
6= N
/;%E%f;;/ tt4t“‘ ’
G. H Dawe '

Superintendent of Schools.
GHD./Icr
cc -Vgr ‘David Young L.

- Mr. L. Meeres‘

- Mr W. T. Brownlee, Prino



